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Abstract 

Academic research and industry awareness have grown concerning artists’ precarity and 

the widespread intersectional inequality of cultural labour of the creative cultural industries 

(CCI) in the UK. By contrast, public policy continues to champion the success of the CCI. 

Against this backdrop, this thesis asks why artists are still poor, and what role do they have in 

decision-making such as cultural leadership and arts policy-making. 

With a focus on subsidised theatre, this research investigates how stakeholder theory can 

aid understanding of the artist as a stakeholder in these processes. Building inductively from 

theory, the study draws together perspectives of three groups - policy-making officers in 

public bodies, leaders of subsidised theatre organisations and independent artists - and 

reveals how these groups perceive the inter-relationships with and role of, these other 

groups. A transdisciplinary investigation suggests an absence of the artist in research 

discourses of cultural policy, cultural value and cultural leadership. Empirical evidence from 

participant interviews, documents and focus groups, and drawing on Mitchell, Agle and 

Wood’s (1997) theory of stakeholder salience, demonstrates that, although present within 

value creation and production, artists lack salience in decision-making. 

This study presents important findings that show political and public management 

influences dominate arts policy and subsidised theatre, prioritising economic value and 

accountability. Within these processes, artists are detached, devalued, normalised as 

precarious, non-economic and dependent on the patronage of organisations and public 

bodies. Leaders of organisations and officers in public bodies are compromised by self-

interest and networks of dependency, struggling to meet the multiple, interdependent, 

competing expectations of sector, artists, and the state as a dominant stakeholder. 

Important conclusions are drawn about subsidised theatre being rendered an unethical 

rationality in which no player can resist dominant systems of value and decision-making 

without a radical alteration of how the sector operates. It may be desirable to see a 

wholesale dismantling of publicly subsidised organisational and policy systems, but this study 

suggests the interdependencies at play mean change cannot be achieved without radical 

collaboration between existing players.  

These implications raise questions about the ethical responsibility of cultural leadership 

and arts policy-making. Further, it asks how assertions of intrinsic artistic value (distinct from 

or opposed to, economic valuation) can be sustained if research and practice continues to 

devalue the status of artists. 
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Prologue 

   ‘I’m still here’1 (Sondheim, 1971) 

Good times and bum times, I've seen them all, and, my dear,  
I'm still here. 
Plush velvet sometimes, sometimes just pretzels and beer,  
but I'm here. 
I've stuffed the dailies in my shoes, 
strummed ukuleles, sung the blues. 
Seen all my dreams disappear, 
but I'm here. 
 
I've slept in shanties, guest of the W.P.A.,  
and I'm here. 
Danced in my scanties, three bucks a night was the pay,  
and I'm here. 
I've stood on bread lines with the best, 
watched while the headlines did the rest. 
In the depression was I depressed? Nowhere near.  
I met a big financier,  
and I'm here. 
 
I've been through Gandhi, Windsor and Wally's affair,  
and I'm here. 
Amos 'n' Andy, mah-jongg and platinum hair,  
and I'm here. 
I got through Abie's Irish Rose, five Dionne babies, Major Bowes, 
Had heebie-jeebies for Beebe's Bathysphere. 
I got through Shirley Temple,  
and I'm here 
 
I've gotten through Herbert and J. Edgar Hoover; 
gee, that was fun and a half! 
When you've been through Herbert and J. Edgar Hoover, 
anything else is a laugh. 
 
I've been through Reno, I've been through Beverly Hills,  
and I'm here. 
Reefers and vino, rest cures, religion and pills,  
but I'm here. 

 
1 A song made famous by actress Elaine Stritch who performed this repeatedly through her career, until she 

could no longer recall the lyrics at a White House Gala. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CFzmVYNItjU  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=--u0kxITaBU [Both accessed: 22 August 2018) 
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Been called a "pinko-commie tool," got through it stinko by my 
pool. 
I should've gone to an acting school, that seems clear. 
Still, someone said, "She's sincere,"  
so I'm here. 
 
Black sable one day, next day it goes into hock,  
but I'm here. 
Top billing Monday, Tuesday you're touring in stock,  
but I'm here. 
First you're another sloe-eyed vamp, then someone's mother, then 
you're camp; 
then you career from career to career. 
I'm almost through my memoirs,  
and I'm here. 
 
I've gotten through "Hey, lady, aren't you whoozis? 
Wow, what a looker you were." 
Or better yet, "Sorry, I thought you were whoozis; 
Whatever happened to her?" 
 
Good times and bum times, I've seen 'em all, and, my dear,  
I'm still here. 
Plush velvet sometimes, sometimes just pretzels and beer,  
but I'm here. 
I've run the gamut, A to Z; 
three cheers and, dammit, c'est la vie. 
I got through all of last year,  
and I'm here. 
Lord knows, at least I've been there, and I'm here.  
Look who's here.  
I'm still here. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Introduction 

The driver for this research lies in the researcher’s own observations of the growing 

stress and poverty of theatre artists as she worked in and around professional theatre in the 

UK between 1995 and 2018. The uncertainties they and artists in other disciplines face 

appear at odds with the rhetoric of success of the creative and cultural industries or the 

glamorous image of artists’ lives.  

The lyrics offered as a prologue were written in 1971, and although written about the 

experience of working in (commercial) Broadway theatre, they suggest theatre artists have 

persistently juggled success and precarity, experiencing good and bad fortune personally as 

well as professionally. Frequently in performances, the actress ends up stamping or jumping 

up and down singing ‘I’m still here, I’m still here’. Loaded with pathos, this song invokes a 

sense of resilience rather than pity. This balance of tenacity, presence and hardship is 

accepted as a given by those working as artists.  

However, the researcher’s observations in the last decade in particular suggest UK artists 

are becoming more – not less – precarious while at the same time, working in a state-

subsidised field that co-opts their labour into public policies and initiatives. Many scholars 

are pointing to a false rhetoric in government policies that proclaim the growth and 

vibrancy of the cultural and creative industries (Banks, 2018; Campbell, O'Brien and Taylor, 

2018). Others have pointed to the underlying and systemic inequalities within those 

industries (Gill and Pratt, 2008; Paquette, 2013; Eikhof and Warhurst, 2013). This study 

investigates the disconnection between policy rhetoric and the lived experience of artists 

and offers important thinking on the implications of uncertainty and precarity for artists for 

the future of theatre. In doing so, it raises concerns about the effect of public policy and 

public management on the ethics and business norms of subsidised theatre and on the 

working lives of theatre artists. 

This study presupposes neither victimhood nor exploitation. Instead the researcher sets 

out to examine the roles and responsibilities of theatre artists and others (public bodies and 

theatre organisations) in decision-making that shapes artists’ working environment and 

their lives. Decision-making in this study is treated as the making of public arts policies that 

shape the sector’s behavior, and the cultural leadership that influences, oversees and 

implements policy, and effects decisions and change in practice. The route of inquiry 
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positions the artist as a stakeholder in these processes and considers the power, 

responsibility and influence of artists and other stakeholders in subsidised theatre and 

related public (arts) policy.  

This study draws on, and contributes to, three key fields of research. First, significant 

research has been carried out, particularly in the last two decades, on the unusual 

instability of cultural labour (including artists) as part of the wider creative industries 

workforce (Gill and Pratt, 2008; Oakley, 2009; Comunian, Faggian and Jewell, 2011; 

McRobbie, 2016). Scholars point to systemic discriminatory practices and attitudes in 

decision-making and norms of work that ignore privilege and exclude groups based on class, 

ethnicity, gender, disability, age and caring responsibilities (Hesmondhalgh, 2010; Eikhof 

and Warhurst, 2013; Saha, 2017). Later research reveals serious mental health concerns in 

the creative and cultural industries, influenced in part by precarity (Gross and Musgrave, 

2017; Shorter, O'Neill and McElherron, 2018). These indicate structural and attitudinal 

problems within the creative and cultural industries. Artists are present in this discourse, 

but it would appear they are more often studied as subjects experiencing these instabilities 

and inequalities than active agents. 

Second, parallel to these investigations, cultural policy scholars examine the growth of 

neoliberalism and instrumentalism in cultural policy (Belfiore, 2002; Gray, 2007; Newsinger, 

2014). These studies question how public policies of culture and particularly the arts 

attribute value to the exclusion of a more plural democratic understanding of cultural value 

(Belfiore, 2018b). Despite rhetorical commitments to widen access, improve diversity and 

devolve authority to ‘grassroots’ activity, the policy behaviour of public bodies with 

responsibility for arts and culture in the UK has not changed (see Bennett, 2009; Belfiore, 

2016). Tacitly, these public bodies and government departments reinforce traditional top-

down value systems and place greater importance on the ‘high’ art forms (theatre, opera, 

visual art) and their institutions than on less institutional, more fluid diverse models of 

cultural production and consumption. With relatively few exceptions (Glinkowski, 2012; 

Daniel, 2013; Woddis, 2014), artists as contemporary practitioners of these art forms are 

absent from this discourse. 

A third strand of research is the exploration of the role of leadership in subsidised theatre 

and the cultural sector. Like arts management and cultural policy, the study of cultural 

leadership borrows from, but is a distinct area of research to, the wider study of leadership 

(DeVereaux, 2009b; Caust, 2018). The relevance of exploring cultural leadership to this 

investigation is its recognition as both the principal route through which the sector 

influences policy and the principal role influencing change, whether in advocacy or practice 
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(Hewison, 2006; Nisbett and Walmsley, 2016; Stephan and Pathak, 2016). Particularly since 

the economic crisis in 2008 and subsequent public spending cuts, cultural leadership has 

been promoted as a route to greater resilience and sustainability for the cultural sector 

(Robinson, 2010; Holden and Hewison, 2011; Price, 2016; Runacres and Arts Council 

England, 2018). Much is made of cultural leadership’s dual form (combining artistic and 

executive) (Cray, Inglis and Freeman, 2007; Reynolds, Tonks and MacNeill, 2017), and there 

are regular calls for the development of more transgressive and diverse forms of leadership 

(Leicester, 2010; Caust, 2018). However, bar a small few (Douglas, Fremantle and Davie, 

2009; Caust, 2018), understanding of the role of artists as leaders in cultural leadership 

discourse is relatively limited. 

This thesis brings these fields together in a study exploring the role of independent artists 

in decision-making in professional subsidised theatre in the UK. Focusing on theatre as a 

form in which artists are present throughout production and consumption/distribution, it 

investigates the relationship between presence, power, responsibility and influence. This 

study builds inductively from stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984) and examines the actual 

and potential role of artists as stakeholders in decision-making. It explores how the 

perceived salience of any stakeholder group determines their power and influence in their 

relationships with other stakeholder groups (Hill and Jones, 1992; Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 

1997; Friedman and Miles, 2006). From this research, the reader can better understand 

how artists influence, and are influenced by, the defined areas of decision-making: public 

arts policy-making and cultural leadership in subsidised theatre. Through this study, the 

reader will better understand the complexity and inter-dependency of relationships within, 

and the normalised behaviours of, this sector that combine to inhibit artists’ capacity to 

influence decision-making. 

1.2. Context and scope of this study 

The focus of this study is the decision-making that shapes artists’ working environment 

and their lives. The researcher chose to locate the study within professional subsidised 

theatre as this was where her initial observations had happened. This choice influenced 

which areas of public policy would be explored and established a dual context for the 

research: professional subsidised theatre and public arts policy in the UK. 

To consider these two contexts in more detail, theatre in the UK is an extensive and ill-

defined sector. Hetherington (2015), observes that, unlike many other traditional subsidised 

art forms, it is confluent with its commercial counterpart and goes on to say, ‘the “theatre 
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industry”, a phrase now widely used, is not the singular entity the term suggests’(p.8). The 

British Theatre Repertoire 2014 report (Rebellato, 2016, p.11-13) demonstrates this, 

defining ‘British’ [sic] theatre as ‘plays, musicals, opera, dance, physical theatre, 

[performance] installations’, and suggesting that in 2014, theatre in the UK combined 

47,962 performances of 1,864 productions, attended by 26,778,260 people and generating 

box office revenues of £899,649,914.  

While indicative of the scale of theatre performance in the UK, these figures are not 

comprehensive or fully representative, drawn as they are from data provided by 274 

members of two associations, UKTheatre and SOLT2. These bodies principally represent 

what can be termed ‘mainstage’ theatre and comprise both commercial and subsidised 

venues and production companies. This overview lacks detail from members of other 

associations3 representing either smaller-scale or regional networks of theatre and theatre 

organisations such as the memberships of the Independent Theatre Council (ITC)4, 

Federation of Scottish Theatre (FST)5, TheatreNI6, and Creu Cymru7, or that work which is 

presented outside of any associated membership.  

Many practitioners and organisations within the loosely defined ‘theatre sector’ will 

distinguish ‘theatre’ as distinct from opera or dance while others will associate theatre 

within a performing arts field that includes variety, standup and burlesque (as evidenced in 

the membership terms of the associations named above and the branch definitions of the 

dominant trade union, Equity8). A definition of what is professional subsidised theatre is 

more easily made based on what is included within the artform portfolio of one of the four 

public arts bodies that fund theatre, although this is also indicative of perceived definitions 

of those bodies and not practitioners. While the term ‘sector’ is used loosely here, 

additional detail of how this research refined its scope within this complex field is discussed 

in Chapter 3 while an understanding of how the loose boundaries of this field affect the 

 
2 UK Theatre Association (formerly Theatrical Management Association) http://www.uktheatre.org/ 

principally represents building-based companies, receiving venues and some large-scale production companies 
and solo commercial producers. Its membership combines commercial and subsidised clients, both those 
funded by public bodies and owned by local authorities. 

Society of London Theatres (SOLT) http://www.solt.co.uk/ is the association of commercial West End 
Theatres. The two associations merged but retain some discrete functions. 

3 Although it is likely there is membership overlap and some theatre organisations may be members of more 
than one association 

4 Independent Theatre Council is the UK-wide association for small to mid-scale touring companies. It also 
represents some small regional arts centres. https://www.itc-arts.org/ 

5 Federation of Scottish Theatres, http://www.scottishtheatre.org/ 
6 TheatreNI, https://theatreni.org/ 
7 Creu Cymru, http://www.creucymru.com/ 
8 Equity is the principal trade union representing performers and ‘talent’ in the live and recorded performing 

arts/entertainment sector. https://www.equity.org.uk/about/how-to-join/ (Accessed: 22 August 2018) 
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lived experiences of artists is considered in Chapter 6. 

This research project began in 2015 at a time when public spending was still in a state of 

austerity in the aftermath of both the 2008 Global Economic Crisis9 and the formation of 

the Conservative/Liberal Democrat Coalition government in 201010. Described by O’Brien 

(2011) as ‘apocalyptic’, this period has been dominated by reductions or restrictions to arts 

funding (in all potential sources: Exchequer funding to public bodies, National Lottery, the 

depression of trusts and sponsorship income and, the anticipated loss of European funding) 

(Hesmondhalgh et al., 2015, p.192).  

This research focuses particularly on policies surrounding dedicated arts funding, 

principally through Exchequer funds. Exact figures for these reductions are difficult to find, 

spread as they are across four devolved administrations and between multiple agencies, 

government departments, local authorities and national lottery distributors. A House of 

Commons briefing in 2016 suggests that real terms Grant-in-Aid for the arts through 

Exchequer funding reduced between 2010 and 2016: -1.5% in England, -11% in Scotland 

and -12% in Wales with no comparative figures for Northern Ireland (Dempsey, 2016, p.3). 

This briefing also shows that prior to 2010, Scotland and England record significant 

decreases between 2007 and 2010 (-25% in one year and -17% over two years respectively) 

while Wales shows steady reductions of -2.4% annually since 2010 (Dempsey, 2018, p.4 - 

10). In Northern Ireland, figures for real and cash terms reductions in Exchequer funding are 

disputed between the Arts Council of Northern Ireland and its lead department, the 

Department for Communities, formerly the Department for Culture, Arts and Leisure (Bell, 

2010; Hull, 2011). However, an arts advocacy group ArtsmatterNI provides an estimate of 

Grant-in-Aid reduction of -30% in cash terms (valued by them as a real-terms cut of -40%) 

between 2011 and 201711. While there have been restorations of arts budgets in some but 

not all UK administrations by the end of the project, much has been a corrective to previous 

cuts and a plugging of lost Lottery revenues (Rea, 2017).  

This austere and economically driven environment shapes subsidised theatre in the UK, 

with theatres and theatre companies (who form the infrastructure of the subsidised theatre 

 
9 Largely attributed as starting in September 2008 with the collapse of Lehman Brothers Bank, the Global 

Economic Crisis (GEC) represented a major collapse of banking systems, assets and hedge funds that triggered a 
global recession and led to $billions being wiped off the value of stock markets worldwide. 
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2008/dec/28/markets-credit-crunch-banking-2008 (Accessed: 22 
August 2018) 

10 In May 2010, the outgoing Labour government was succeeded by a Conservative/Liberal democrat 
coalition, principally dominated by Conservative party policy. 
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2010/may/12/lib-dem-tory-deal-coalition (Accessed: 22 August 2018) 

11 Data provided by the group in a briefing paper to Department for Communities in 2018. Available at: 
https://www.artsmatterni.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/AMNI-WorthLess-No-Worth-More.pdf 
(Accessed: 22 August 2018) 
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sector) dealing with reduced funding from public bodies. Both as a public policy priority and 

in their organisational practice, these organisations are under pressure to develop more 

viable, diversified and sustainable business models and to improve ticket and other earned 

revenues. 

Alongside the economic pressures of this austerity, the theatre (and wider arts) sector in 

the UK has been engaged in a debate about the lack of diversity and systemic inequality in 

its workforce (Richens, 2016). Concerns about lack of representation in the workforce and 

artistic work, and barriers to career progression for people from BAME and working-class 

communities are prevalent (Marsan, 2018; Brook, O'Brien and Taylor, 2018; Gardner, 

2018c). These concerns inform policy priorities and grant conditions that task subsidised 

organisations to address these barriers, particularly in England (Arts Council England, 2015).  

Added to these diversity concerns are renewed demands for gender equality (and policies 

that protect women in the theatre workplace) (Gardner, 2017) while a further debate about 

the presence of people with disabilities is growing (O'Reilly, 2017).  

These concerns around inequality do not focus solely on artists. In media coverage and 

online, connections have been made between who leads organisations, whose work is 

presented/promoted, and who is in the audience (Ellis-Petersen, 2017; Pascal, 2018). These 

connections take questions of inequality and diversity into wider questions of who or what 

is leading decision-making within the sector, reflected in industry debate during the life of 

the project and punctuated by high profile resignations and departures from the country’s 

theatres (Atkinson-Lord, 2015a; Mooney, 2016). While the rhetoric of cultural leadership 

since 2008 has emphasised building organisational resilience in response to the economic 

challenges of the sector (Price, 2016), these concerns of inequality (re)introduce ethical 

considerations of leadership and hierarchies within subsidised theatre.  

Concerns of subsidised theatre influence, and are influenced by, the wider public policy 

environment (the wider policy context of this study). As a cultural activity, subsidised 

theatre is informed by the general implicit and explicit cultural policies of government. As a 

traditional Western art-form, it falls within the scope of arts policy and has done since the 

foundation of the Arts Council movement in the UK (Upchurch, 2016). With the rise of 

public policy interest in the ‘cultural and creative industries’ (CCI), it falls within CCI policy 

although CCI policy priorities are oriented towards commercial activity, digital and 

technology rather than traditional cultural forms such as theatre (Galloway and Dunlop, 

2007; Daniel, 2013; Bakhshi and Cunningham, 2016). While some understanding of wider 

CCI policy needs to be factored in (discussed more in Chapter 2), this study’s focus is public 

arts policy.  
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Arts policy is principally enacted through funding at national and devolved administrative 

level in the UK, developed and implemented by the four arms-length public bodies: Arts 

Council of Northern Ireland, Arts Council England, Arts Council Wales and Creative 

Scotland12 (Quinn, 1997; Durrer and Magan, 2017). In all cases, these bodies operate 

strategies as de facto policies with limited use of specific policies for individual art-forms.  

The four countries within the UK have both shared and unique cultural, political and 

geographic contexts, altering the focus and implementation of culture and arts policy for 

each (Stevenson, Rowe and McKay, 2010; Upchurch, 2016; Durrer and Magan, 2017; 

Ramsey and Waterhouse-Bradley, 2018). Distinctions in scale of budget, priority and 

relationship with their respective government department are therefore considered but are 

not central to this study.  

In outlining the dual context of this study, the dominant preoccupations of subsidised 

theatre (and by extension its principal funders, the four public arts bodies) are two-fold. The 

relationship between public arts policy-making and the subsidised theatre sector, informed 

by the budget reductions outlined above and by the influence of New Public Management 

(NPM), is shaped by a rise in value-based and economic appraisal arguments, focused on 

impact and return on investment in arts and culture (O'Brien, 2011; Belfiore, 2015; 

Donovan and O'Brien, 2016). Beyond economic survival and demonstration of value, the 

sector’s other principal concern is the discussion of who is present or absent on the UK’s 

theatre stages and who or what decides on the stories it presents.  

A feature of transdisciplinary research is the need to align different terms and address 

overlapping research contexts (Pohl et al., 2008). This study of artists in subsidised theatre 

and their relationship to arts policy-making and cultural leadership draws, of necessity, on 

wider literature on cultural and CCI policy, wider concepts of cultural labour and arts 

management, as well as literature in stakeholder theory, policy-making, leadership and non-

profit management. In part this is because literature specifically exploring professional 

and/or subsidised theatre is not available; in part because the authors referenced implicitly 

include theatre in their exploration of the arts and CCI sectors; and in part because these 

literature sources offer some transferable knowledge to this subject from which new 

knowledge can be derived. However, this movement between different discourses and 

terminologies requires clarification in the terms being adopted and their implicit and 

explicit meaning as they are employed. Some space is given to how concepts such as power, 

 
12 Creative Scotland exceptionally among these four has specific responsibility for both arts and creative 
industries, following a merger of arms-length bodies in 2010. 
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influence and responsibility are defined in Chapter 2. As appropriate, the researcher has 

attempted to signpost distinct interpretations being made as they arise, or where 

appropriate to choose a single over-arching usage. As an example, stakeholder literature 

refers to the ‘business’, the ‘company’ or the ‘firm’ to signify the company at the heart of its 

focus; cultural policy and arts management literature often applies the term ‘organisations’, 

while in theatre literature, ’theatres’ refers to buildings and ‘companies’ to non-building-

based production companies. The term ‘organisation’ has been used across this study 

except where greater specificity is needed. In similar fashion, the term ‘policy-making’ once 

it has been explored more fully in Chapter 2, implicitly refers to arts policies.  

1.3. Core focus within the research 

This chapter now moves to consider the underlying problem this research is exploring.  

As noted, the driver behind this research comes from the researcher’s own observations of 

the growing concerns of artists while working in and around theatre in the UK between 

1995 and 2018. She encountered artists struggling with basic living expenses on an ongoing 

basis, unable to cope with or working through periods of illness due to lack of savings and 

sick pay, going to food banks, losing homes. She knew and worked with individuals coping 

with loss of morale and confidence, poor mental health, leading to departure from their 

careers, inability to work, alcoholism and in some cases, suicide. She had worked as a 

producer, manager and artistic/executive director across a number of live arts discipline and 

as the head of arts organisations. Her experience suggested these experiences although not 

unique to theatre artists, affected them in particular ways. Other workers (administration, 

marketing, box office, production) in the wider arts sector were experiencing stress and 

poor working conditions but had greater security and status as employees than 

independent artists. This raised questions about the underlying ethics and purpose of the 

arts sector if it could not support artists as part of its workforce. It seeded wider concerns 

about how quality, originality or innovation of artistic work could be sustained. More 

widely, the researcher questioned what factors dominated working practices of theatre 

organisations that meant these problems were not, or could not be, addressed. She looked 

for, and failed to find, evidence of these concerns within public arts policy. 

This personal perspective initiates the investigation while wider research amplifies 

understanding of artists’ precarity and the systemic inequalities within the sector that 

introduce additional difficulty for marginalised groups (O'Brien et al., 2016; Brook, O'Brien 

and Taylor, 2018). The problems artists are encountering appear not only in research but 
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also in the media, sector reports and campaigns. They include persistent low/no pay (Swain, 

2013; No author, 2018) and concerns over diversity and representation expressed by artists 

from excluded groups: women, BAME artists, artists with disabilities and artists from 

working class communities (Oman, 2018; Brook, O'Brien and Taylor, 2018). Other concerns 

include career sustainability in the face of parenting/caring responsibilities and age-ing 

(Hemley, 2015; 2016). During this study, awareness of widespread abuse in theatre and CCI 

grew. Experienced particularly by women, accounts include humiliation, harassment, 

discrimination and bullying (O'Byrne, 2015; Paulson, 2018). Furthermore, economic 

hardship, stressful working environments, precarity and low status are contributing to a 

growing mental health problem in theatre and the creative industries (van den Eynde et al., 

2014; Thompson, 2016; Gross and Musgrave, 2017; Shorter, O'Neill and McElherron, 2018).  

Artists are not the only group of workers (in the creative industries or elsewhere) to 

experience poor pay and conditions nor is theatre the only part of working life where these 

inequalities and abuse take place. The CCI version of precarity is different from other global 

experiences of precarious work (Neilson and Rossiter, 2008). Nevertheless, artists suffer an 

external perception that their work is not ‘real’ work, and as a consequence, difficulties 

they encounter in work (precarity, inequality) are not given equal weight (Hesmondhalgh 

and Baker, 2010; Loveland et al., 2016). Coupled with this, as they do not determine 

success by economic gain, they will invariably be prepared to work for less to achieve social 

and aesthetic goals (Banks, 2010; Beirne, Jennings and Knight, 2016). Artists too are often 

perceived as successful because their visibility is confused with wealth in the media and by 

those not working in the field (Hemley, 2016).  

This precarity and inequality of artists is at odds with the reporting of the CCI (and 

theatre as a component) as a positive and meritocratic sector (Bakhshi and Windsor, 2015; 

O'Brien et al., 2016). Scholars question the legitimacy of government rhetoric and reporting 

of CCI as a driver for the UK economy (Campbell, O'Brien and Taylor, 2018). Others show 

this promoted success does not translate into experiences of success or stability for artists 

working in the sector (Gill and Pratt, 2008; McGuigan, 2010; Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 

2010). An understanding is needed of why that is and questions should be asked as to who 

(individuals, organisations or public bodies) holds responsibility for ensuring balance 

between these contradictory experiences. Core to this research is the desire to identify 

artists’ own role, how they influence decision-making that shapes their circumstances, and 

how their role is perceived by others.  

In 2002, Abbing asked the question ‘why are artists poor?’, concluding that artists have 

always been poor because the commercial visual art world is constructed around their 
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reliance on galleries. More recently, Mangset et al. (2017) have asked the question of 

Norwegian artists, ‘why are artists getting poorer?’. In the face of perceived industry success 

(in the UK but elsewhere), it would seem artists’ lives, while always lived with some 

uncertainty, are becoming more unstable. Beyond questions of how the theatre sector is 

responding to these concerns, wider societal changes bring into question the status of who 

or what is an artist, whether in the rise of new digital forms, the popularity of competitive 

talent shows, or the growing popularity of auto-created cultural forms (vlogging, crafting, 

grassroots cultural activity). Responding to these earlier studies, this research posits a sub-

textual question of why are artists still poor?  

The concerns of artists could be shrugged off as an informed choice about entering a 

precarious occupation. However, this underestimates the long term social, cultural and 

ethical implications of their persistent precarity. This research will introduce important 

thinking on the implicit value systems at play in the status of independent artists in 

subsidised theatre through an examination of the perceived inter-relationships in decision-

making and extrapolate more widely on how this translates in a wider policy and sectoral 

context. 

1.4. Outline of research methods and questions 

The above concerns have led to the formulation of the following research question: 

How might Stakeholder Theory support better understanding of the role 
of independent theatre artists in the policy-making and leadership of 
professional subsidised theatre? 

Cognisant of research on intersectional inequalities and artists’ poor pay and conditions, 

the researcher devised this study as an examination of why the field is structured in a way 

that these negative experiences are not only possible but appear known and commonplace. 

Its purpose is to consider what role, if any, artists play as stakeholders in shaping their 

sector and what access they have in high levels of decision-making (identified as policy-

making and leadership). It sets out to explore how the role of artists is shaped by artists’ 

relationships with other dominant players, particularly those in public bodies and the heads 

of subsidised theatre organisations. As noted earlier, artists are significantly present in the 

production of theatre and scholars have pointed to their presence in the leadership of the 

theatre sector in the past (Bratton, 2003; Fisher, 2005). This study focuses on their present 

position and status within subsidised theatre and its decision-making through a study of 

inter-relationships between different players. To aid the focus of the inquiry, the researcher 

introduced four objectives. These are: 
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1. How do we identify/define ‘artists’ in theatre and where are they in the decision-

making hierarchies of theatre organisations (meaning theatres and theatre 

companies)? 

2. What is the UK policy context of professional subsidised theatre and how are artists 

and their concerns present? 

3. How is the leadership of the professional subsidised theatre industry in the UK 

influenced by the concerns and interests of both policy-makers and artists? 

4. How might stakeholder theory improve understanding of theatre artists' role and 

the differing interests at play? 

This study contributes to research in two ways: the understanding of roles, relationships 

and responsibilities in the decision-making of the sector (including underlying and 

perceived power, value and influence within those relationships); and how stakeholder 

theory improves that understanding. These two elements inform the approach which is 

inductive, interpretive and theory-building (Gioia and Pitre, 1990; Gioia, Corley and 

Hamilton, 2013). Using stakeholder theory and drawing on a transdisciplinary approach 

(Hadorn et al., 2008) to reviewing relevant literature, the ontological and epistemological 

location of this study is constructivist and relativist, informing the decision to conduct a 

qualitative phenomenological study. Empirical evidence draws from lived experiences and 

perspectives of individuals within the relationships under investigation. The researcher 

designed a research schematic (Rosenberg and Yates,2007) using an investigative 

methodology and multi-method approach with thematic analysis (Saldana, 2010; Boyatzis, 

1998) as the principal analysis mode. Methods and participant selection (including 

‘snowball sampling’ and open recruitment) considered how to limit researcher power as an 

‘insider’ to the sector under examination, while her personal lived experience offered ‘tacit 

knowledge’ (Boyatzis, 1998) of benefit to the project. 

Methods employed in this study are document review, semi-structured interviews and 

focus groups with key participants, identified as the following research participant groups:  

▪ The Policy-makers - the four public arts bodies identified as the principal public 

policy-makers for professional subsidised theatre in the UK (drawing from individual 

officers as well as documents). 

▪ The Leaders - individuals leading subsidised theatres and theatre companies, both 

artistic and executive. 

▪ The Artists - independent artists working as freelancers or unfunded companies 

within the theatre sector. As data collection progressed, this group also expanded 

to include contributions from independent freelance producers. 
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To add context to the research, additional interviews were undertaken with 

representative bodies. This adds a fourth research participant group: Representative Bodies. 

In total, eighty-three participants contributed to the study with all collection taking place 

between April and October 2017. An explanation of the structure of the thesis follows next. 

1.5. Outline of the thesis 

This thesis is presented in eight chapters (including this one) and a summary of each 

remaining chapter is below.  

Chapter 2 examines the literature this project draws on and to which it adds, also 

establishing its theoretical context. It established the terms of this transdisciplinary 

investigation and how this identified fields of relevant literature. The theoretical framework 

is explained and previous application of stakeholder theory to arts and cultural practice is 

examined. The chapter goes on to apply an Artist as Stakeholder view to relevant fields of 

study: arts and cultural leadership and management, cultural labour, and cultural policy, 

drawing additionally on other fields such as management and policy studies. Through this, 

this research maps out the potential areas of inquiry as well as considering the perceptions, 

influences and responsibilities within the relationships under review. 

Chapter 3 outlines how the theoretical approach shapes the ontological and 

epistemological location of the study. Additionally, some attention is given to the role of the 

researcher as both interpreter and insider. It considers the implications of these for 

selection of an appropriate research design and strategy. Aided by a research schematic 

created to draw on the literature review, it explores the considerations of this exploratory 

inquiry and how a balance between rigour and inductive freedom was achieved. Research 

ethics, considerations in methods and analysis, and participant selection are also discussed 

here.  

Findings from the empirical research are divided into three principal chapters, each 

outlining the findings from different participant groups: the ‘Policy-Makers’ (public bodies), 

the ‘Leaders’ (the heads of theatre companies and venues) and the ‘Artists’ (freelance 

artists and producers). This is a deliberate separation of perspectives to see more clearly the 

contrasting lived experiences of each participant group in engaging in relationships with 

each other. In addition, it seeks to offset the conflation of artists with other sector players 

as found in other research. 

Chapter 4 explores the Policy-makers group. It draws on five strategic documents of the 

four UK public bodies responsible for arts policy - Arts Council of Northern Ireland, Arts 
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Council Wales, Arts Council England and Creative Scotland; and semi-structured interviews 

conducted with six staff across the four public bodies, between April and May 2017, 

principally with the officers responsible for theatre (in some cases as a combined portfolio 

with other performing arts). Through analysis, the researcher presents the perspectives of 

these bodies on their relationships with the subsidised theatre sector and theatre artists. 

This chapter explores the formal and informal nature of these relationships and the implicit 

and explicit ways public bodies’ decision-making influences, and is influenced by, the sector 

and government. Evidence from this chapter draws attention to the dual role these bodies 

occupy as public servants and as advocates of the sector and raises questions around the 

interpretation and subjectivity this duality necessitates. 

Chapter 5 reports the findings from twenty-one semi-structured interviews with the 

Leaders, lead artistic and executive directors of funded theatres and companies in the UK 

undertaken between May and October 2017. Knowledge is enhanced by semi-structured 

interviews with five heads (and former heads) of representative bodies for the theatre 

sector, completed between April and June 2017.  This chapter provides a comparative and 

contrasting view of how this group interprets their relationships with public bodies and 

independent artists. The findings show a complex intermediary13 role for this group with 

competing responsibilities to funders, audiences, communities and artists. It considers how 

leadership is defined and assigned within the sector and how and where artists are present, 

or perceived as such, within the decision-making structures of organisations and the wider 

field of subsidised theatre. 

Chapter 6 is the final findings chapter and reports on focus groups and semi-structured 

interviews with the Artists, forty-four independent artists and six producers between 

September and October 2017. Perspectives from three artist representative bodies are 

included. This chapter presents the artists’ perspective of their own status as artists, and 

their position and relationships within subsidised theatre and arts policy. It identifies key 

concerns of artists and particular risks and exclusions they face. Finally, it examines their 

knowledge of, and engagement with, decision-making (policy-making and leadership) 

interpreted by who controls subsidised theatre in the UK and who is responsible for it.  

Chapter 7 brings together the key findings and existing research to show what has been 

learned from this study. In this way it forms a broad response to the research question and 

introduces new knowledge resulting from this investigation.  In examining artists’ role in 

leadership and policy-making as decision-making in subsidised theatre, this chapter 

 
13 The use of intermediary throughout this study is as described by Negus (2002) rather than Bourdieu. 



 

 20 

considers the implications of dominant networks and hierarchies of influence over decision-

making in the theatre sector and considers the effect of these on the position of artists and 

the presence of their concerns. Further, it examines the role of the other participant groups 

in shaping and influencing decision-making in the dual contexts of the study 

Chapter 8 addresses the conclusion of the research and its implications. Shaped by the 

original research question and the research objectives, it summarises the new knowledge 

and contribution to research this inquiry makes and offers some signposts for future 

research and recommendations for future practice arising from this study. 

1.6. Signposting later parts of this study 

As part of the research design and responding to the wider investigation of the research 

objectives through existing literature, the researcher designed the schematic below to 

orient the study (Rosenberg and Yates, 2007). This is offered here to aid the reader in 

considering the literature review in Chapter 2 and establishing the connections between 

existing research and decisions (both theoretical and methodological) made in the research 

design. These are discussed more fully in Chapter 3. 
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Figure 1: Research Schematic 
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This introductory chapter has established the driving impetus that initiated this study, 

offered an understanding of the context in which the research is located, and outlined the 

structure of the thesis. Some summary knowledge has been offered to shape the scope of 

the literature this thesis will draw on and the approach used. In the next chapter, the 

researcher will use stakeholder theory as the lens through which other research will be 

examined. It will introduce some of the principal literature on which the study draws and 

consider what knowledge other research contributes in responding to the research 

question. 
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2. FINDING THE ARTIST IN THE LITERATURE 

2.1. Introduction 

In approaching this study as a transdisciplinary research project, the researcher engaged 

with literature across a number of fields, recognising that these disciplines were in 

themselves intersectional and multidisciplinary (Pandey and Johnson, 2018, Paquette and 

Beauregard, 2018, Fischer et al., 2007). Reading this thesis, it is evident that it is moving 

between disciplines for which there exist entire practices and subsets of research and 

analysis - policy studies, management and leadership studies, arts management, cultural 

labour studies. Any exclusion or non-conformity to certain elements reflects the theoretical 

and intuitive navigation exercised rather than deliberate or unconscious omissions. To 

orient this study of (perceived) inter-relationships, the navigating compass was not to 

definitively tell everything there is to know but to trace the engagement or relevance of 

these areas with artists and artistic work and identify how these fields offered a response 

to the research question. This explains the structure of this chapter but also the position of 

the resulting research: within management studies, within arts management and within 

cultural policy and within cultural labour but also intersectional and not fully immersed in 

any one of these areas. 

A number of purposes can be defined that shaped the approach taken to examining 

other literature and, while some practical detail is offered in Chapter 3, this chapter sets 

out these purposes now. The first was to inform decisions on how to define the terms of 

the research question: Who/what is an artist? How is decision-making defined, 

where/when does it happen and why is it significant? How can terms such as power, 

influence and responsibility be understood? The second was to interrogate what the 

theoretical literature from stakeholder theory might offer the investigation, in effect to 

focus on which aspects of stakeholder theory might be most relevant and to define its 

terms. The third purpose was to determine what was known about the central subject - 

artists, more particularly, theatre artists - and to what extent they form a part of the 

decision-making being examined. With these three purposes in mind as well as the general 

intention of any review, this chapter proceeds. 

First a section titled Defining the terms of a transdisciplinary investigation achieves its 

title, informing the selection of fields from which to draw knowledge and bringing some 
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consideration to its terms. 

The second section establishes the theoretical framework and considers its potential 

relevance to the study. Introducing a Stakeholder View explains the theory and summarises 

its discourse. Within this, rather than look at a history of stakeholder literature, it instead 

considers how its contemporary interests in multi-stakeholder complexity and value as 

defined beyond organisational economic purpose hold relevance. It also considers the 

significance of stakeholder salience and attendant areas of knowledge to this study. The 

Artist as Stakeholder explores how stakeholder theory has been applied to the arts and 

cultural sector before now and what of relevance can be drawn from previous research to 

better understand artists’ role and responsibilities. This section also examines how 

positioning the ‘Artist as Stakeholder’ might be of value to this investigation. 

The remaining sections review the literature from different disciplines, interpreted 

through an Artist as Stakeholder view. Responding to the research objectives, it identifies 

and summarises artists’ concerns, seeks to identify what is known about artists’ influence in 

different points of decision-making and explores what existing research tells us about other 

influences and dominant concerns within the field. 

The Artist-Precariát takes its title from McRobbie (2016) and draws on cultural labour 

studies, considering artists’ concerns of intersectional inequalities, uncertainties and 

personal exposure in artistic work. This frames these concerns in the factors of power, 

legitimacy and urgency and considers their capacity for individual decision-making and 

responsibility. Through this it introduces some consideration of their 

autonomy/dependency and their status as artists (cultural producers), individuals and 

citizens. 

The Artist as Leader and Manager focuses on organisational decision-making through 

what arts management and cultural leadership research can tell this study about the artist’s 

position as leader, manager and entrepreneur, identifying limits to artistic leadership. From 

this comes an understanding that artists lack explicit presence in this research.  

Distinguishing artists’ role in influencing arts policy from ‘artist policy’ (Heikkinen, 2000), 

the final section The Artist in Policy explores first how the terms and processes of public 

policy-making can be defined, before going on to scope out arts policy and its competing 

influences. Again, with an Artist as Stakeholder view, it examines how artists appear in 

cultural policy research and some space is given to how artists and their concerns are 

present or perceived within these policies. 
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2.2. Defining the terms of a transdisciplinary investigation 

This study straddles discourses; theoretical discourse from management studies, 

discourses of arts and cultural policy and policy-making, leadership, cultural leadership and 

arts management, and the study of cultural and creative labour. It is located in two distinct 

contexts - that of subsidised theatre whose boundaries with different art-forms and with 

the commercial theatre sector are fluid; and a policy context in which public arts policy is at 

times convergent with, and influenced by, other areas of cultural policy and CCI policy. It is 

a theoretical investigation drawing from a theory arguably more associated with 

management studies than creative practice. Finally, it is concerned with artists, a group 

whose identity and status has been regularly scrutinised within literature and whose lived 

circumstances are documented as precarious and unstable. The blended and multi-context 

nature of this study means it is of necessity a transdisciplinary investigation. Paquette and 

Redaelli (2015, pp.14-16) propose that all arts management research is transdisciplinary 

while DeVereaux (2009b) argues that arts management research is a discipline evolving 

from multiple other fields and disciplines. Pandey and Johnson (2018) suggest that any 

study of public policy, public administration and nonprofit management is inherently 

intersectional. Drawing on wider understanding of transdisciplinary approaches (Stember, 

1991; Hadorn et al., 2008), this investigation then is drawing from the different fields above 

that offer knowledge to its inquiry as well as wider reading in leadership, management, 

labour and policy in the public, private and non-profit sectors.  

To give some definition to how and why these fields appear most relevant to this study, 

the terms of the research question are discussed here. It should be noted that this does not 

attempt to provide a comprehensive set of definitions that addresses how these terms are 

discussed and defined in every field. Rather it represents the starting point for the study as 

both exploratory and transdisciplinary and leaving space for participants to define the 

terms set out here within this research. 

2.2.1. Who is an artist? 

First, to trace their presence, the role of artist must be defined. At the outset, these are 

all definitions related to a professional status of artist rather than the Fun Palaces’ assertion 

of ‘everyone an artist’14. This is not to argue that no other artistic expression has validity or 

 
14 Fun Palaces is a voluntary movement inspired by a concept of Joan Littlewood of places in which anyone can 
experiment in arts and sciences. The Fun Palaces website states: ‘We believe in the genius in everyone, in 
everyone an artist and everyone a scientist, and that creativity in community can change the world for the 
better.’ http://funpalaces.co.uk/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
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does not form part of the creativity McGuigan (2010) describes as ‘human meaning-

making’, but that these other interpretations and practices of ‘artist’ are not the focus of 

this project. Further, the term ‘artists’ used quite generally throughout this study, operates 

by way of a shorthand, recognising that they are a non-homogenous group and also, with 

some exceptions, not collectively organised or seeing themselves as a united group. 

Lena and Lindemann (2014, p.72), while they offer further refinement later in their 

research, start with this definition:  

‘The title of ‘‘artist’’ is given to workers who see themselves, and are 
seen by others, as producers of artistic objects and ideas.’  

Mytnowych (2016) and Mangset et al. (2017) argue artists are (rightly or wrongly) 

defined as those whose art-making forms their principal income/occupation. Becker (1995, 

p.392) asserts the role of the (visual) artist as that of citizen and ‘public intellectual’, not 

defined by their choice of artform(s) but seeing ‘their task as that of making their own 

personal conditions public and of taking that which is in the public domain and translating it 

into the personal’, engaging in and presenting the world to itself whether the world wants 

this representation or not.  

These and many other definitions and interpretations return to ideas of perception, 

public presentation, personal investment and the production of concepts or objects that 

have value in some way beyond the artist themselves (Becker, 1995, Becker, 1991, Jeffri 

and Greenblatt, 1989). Equally, many point to the mistrust of the figure of the artist, 

treated as irresponsible and even dangerous by business, society and governments, and 

whose work and lives are dominated by insecurity and precarity (Becker, 1995, Menger, 

1999, Abbing, 2002, Mangset et al., 2017).  

Latterly, the rise (or arguably redefinition) of the creative and cultural industries (CCI) 

and their study has opened up investigation of cultural or creative labour, a term used to 

define both artists and other creative work (Leger, 2010, Cunningham, 2011) and defined 

by a contradiction between its image of utopian freedom and its reality of insecurity and 

inequality (Banks and Hesmondhalgh, 2009). These different articulations of artistic and 

creative labour have in common: the significance of perceived status; prevailing concerns of 

precarity and inequality; a blending of public and personal identity; and the consideration 

of payment for, or value in, the work produced. This study at its outset recognises artists as 

in some ways undefinable in their role as artists but also identifies them as both workers 

(therefore, creative labour), and cultural producers (therefore, creators of value and 

social/cultural actors). Further it recognises that ‘being an artist’ represents both a 

professional and personal identity, largely derived from interaction with, and the 
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perceptions of, others. 

In latter parts of this chapter, more and greater consideration is given to how research 

around these terms inform this study, but this chapter now moves on to explore the other 

terms of the research question. 

2.2.2. How do we define decision-making? 

Decisions, McMahon says drawing on Raz (McMahon, 1994, p.31; Raz, 1978), are not 

merely judgments that close off further consideration of other actions, ‘they are also 

judgments that the ordinary reasons available when they are made support a certain 

course of action’. Therefore, decision-making is subjective to the norms of practice of the 

context in which it is made, and the individual or group of individuals making it. The areas 

of decision-making explored in this study are shaped by what is understood as its context: 

that it is focused on theatre artists working in professional theatre in the UK, within which it 

is particularly focused on subsidised theatre; and that as a result of this focus, that it is also 

concerned with the UK arts policy environment. This dual context albeit with one as 

primary and the other as secondary (see schematic) places the terms of its decision-making 

in the arenas of labour, management, arts management and leadership specifically, and 

within arenas of public policy, particularly those related to culture and the arts. Decision-

making needs then to be considered at a personal, organisational, and public policy level 

while also understanding that the sites of decision-making, particularly within debate 

around cultural organisations and public cultural policy, are contested. In other words, one 

cannot talk about what decision-making is without considering who is making decisions and 

how different groups possess or lack this authority.  

Individual decision-making in the context of this study can be seen as the ability for 

artists to choose how and where they work, with whom and saying what and, to some 

extent, personal decisions about their life, relationships, etc. While on the surface the 

freelance and abstracted nature of their work appears to render artists autonomous, what 

we know about the CCI and arts world is that this is a false version of freedom, constrained 

by (a) the decision-making of other more powerful players (Kleppe, 2017a, Eikhof, 2017) 

and (b) the uncertainty and anxiety of precarity (Neilson and Rossiter, 2008, Gill and Pratt, 

2008, Kleppe, 2017b). This directs this study to look at how artists influence other levels of 

decision-making, and how both artists and this other decision-making are influenced by 

other players whose authority in the dual context is greater. 

Eikhof and Haunschild (2007, p.527) contend that decision-making within cultural and 

arts organisations such as theatres and theatre companies is shaped by a dual logic - artistic 
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and economic - and ‘when the artistic logic of practice is economically utilized, economic 

logic tends to crowd out the artistic logic and, thus, erodes the very resources upon which 

creative production depends’. They articulate economic logics as defined by the market and 

efficiency and the artistic logics as driven by aesthetic and abstract desires that do not have 

to be legitimised but can include work which can be for social good. This duality can be 

seen in arts management and cultural leadership literature as informing all aspects of arts 

organisations’ decision-making - budgeting, recruitment and commissioning, programming, 

fundraising and planning as well as ethical and aesthetic policies (Caust, 2010, Caust, 2008, 

De Roeper, 2008, Brkić, 2009; Kuesters, 2010).  

In her more recent work with Warhurst, Eikhof (2017, p.293) offers a number of ways in 

which decisions can be examined as:  

‘the decision problematic (what is decided upon), objects of the 
decision (often conceptualised as alternatives a decision maker 
evaluates and ranks in terms of desirability) and the decision makers 
and their context (who decides and the structures, processes and 
other circumstances are they embedded in).’  

While their work is specifically about CCI workforce, it helps this study to direct enquiry 

to understanding points of decision-making, how decision-makers appraise decisions and 

how they perceive other players in these processes. This directs attention to decision-

makers whose decisions influence or create action at organisational level: theatre 

management and specifically cultural leadership as a field of decision-making both within 

and transcending organisational boundaries. While organisational decision-making can also 

be termed ‘policy-making’, for clarity in this study, ‘policy-making’ is only used to articulate 

public policy processes. 

This brings us to our final area of decision-making, that of public arts policy. Ferris (2015) 

argues that in contrast to the projected ideal of policy-making as a ‘neat and tidy’ 

translation of political vision into actions and outcomes, the real experience is a complex ill-

defined business involving multiple players or stakeholders with often competing interests. 

Applying the definition of decision-making as judgments that close off and/or support 

certain courses of action (McMahon, 1994, Raz, 1978), it can be reasoned that public 

policy-making is, in and of itself, decision-making by governments and public agencies. 

Attention then should be directed to who makes and informs policy decisions and under 

what assumptions or norms.  

Bevir and Rhodes (2001, p.5) propose that tradition in these structures (the inherited 

beliefs that shape its institutions, perceived norms of practice and what informs ‘ordinary 

reasons’ of decision-making) cannot be ignored but is not ‘something that fully fixes or 
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limits later actions’. They place the concept of tradition alongside that of interrogating 

individual agency and the extent to which it is exercised in constructing or changing those 

inherited beliefs. Additionally, they and others (Yanow, 2007, Brown et al., 2015) argue 

meaning and definition in the study of policy-making are subjectively imposed by 

researchers according to what they wish to explain. Mindful of this interpretive lens, 

decision-making in policy can be considered as both the dominant norms within policy 

structures and the choices and actions of individuals acting with power and influence in 

policy-making processes. Within the policy cycle recognised by analysts (Jann and Wegrich, 

2007), specific attention is given in this study to the role of artists in processes of agenda-

setting, policy formulation and decision-making (although the significance of enacted policy 

as implicit policy-making is understood). Further, this study identifies policy-making as 

human enterprise and constructed using the perceptions and responsibilities of the 

individual policy-makers (for which reason both documents and individual experiences is 

drawn upon. This research becomes then as much about whether artists hold as well as 

influence these positions and processes, formally or informally. In turn this study must also 

reflect the reciprocal influence these positions have on artists. 

One cannot ignore that decision-making in an arts policy environment influences that of 

arts and cultural organisations and their decision-making (Paquette and Beauregard, 2018, 

Alexander, 2017) with knock-on effects to individuals within cultural production and 

beyond all these, that wider influences are shaping and informing policy. Thus, while they 

are separated for consideration here, the lived practice is not so easily separated out. Next 

this chapter considers what constitutes power and influence in decision-making and the 

terms of this study.  

2.2.3. What is meant by power, influence and responsibility? 

It is not possible to have a discussion of power and not discuss influence and 

responsibility and it seems reasonable to examine these concepts through a theoretical 

lens. Freeman (1984) articulates the principal definition of a stakeholder as one of ‘affect’ 

and many scholars (discussed later) break this down into different types (dependency, risk, 

contract, etc.,). Based on these, this ‘affect’ can be interpreted in relation to decision-

making in terms of power, influence and responsibility, including and beyond contractual 

obligations.  

Scholars have encountered difficulty in operationalising concepts of power and influence, 

failing to find reliable indicators or build empirical evidence (Dür and De Bièvre, 2007, p.27). 

Therefore, giving precise definitions in relation to the lived experience of fields such as 
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theatre and arts policy is problematic. Shaping the parameters of the inquiry, this study 

draws on the three factors of ‘power, legitimacy and urgency’ used by Mitchell, Agle and 

Wood (1997, p.854) in constructing their typology of stakeholder salience, discussed more 

fully later in this chapter. Power in the theory of stakeholder salience is constructed as 

‘power-dependence’, the degree to which organisations and stakeholders depend upon or 

have power over each other.  

A party to a relationship has power, to the extent it has or can gain 
access to coercive, utilitarian, or normative means, to impose its will in 
the relationship…this access to means is a variable, not a steady state, 
which is one reason why power is transitory: it can be acquired as well 
as lost. (Mitchell et al., 1997, p.865-866) 

This articulation establishes that a stakeholder salience view of power is relational and 

temporal rather than absolute, conditioned by time, legitimacy and control. Additionally, it 

is a consideration of perception. In order for a player to be powerful, they must not only 

have the ability to exert control or offer some asset on which others depend, they must 

also be perceived by others as having power. It is both structural and interpersonal (Pfeffer, 

2009).  

This introduces a wider discussion of how power is conferred, whether it exists within 

positions, is carried by those individuals or both, as explored in relation to charismatic 

leadership influence by Nisbett and Walmsley (2016). It is not possible to avoid the 

relationship between power and money: the ability to control and dictate the financial and 

contractual arrangements of the artistic and other work being carried out. Nevertheless, 

controlling money does not automatically confer power and other forms of power 

(interpreted through leadership, accountability, pressure groups, public demand) exist in 

the context of this study (Doh and Quigley, 2014, Belfiore, 2018). Furthermore, some 

considerations of what constitutes power that were unresolved at the outset of this project 

were the terms by which one might conceptualise the power of the artistic work being 

made to control or shape decisions; and by what means, other than contractual, could the 

researcher describe the power to shape or decide which stories are told through the artistic 

work, understanding from research that these were material concerns of artists 

(Hesmondhalgh and Saha, 2013).  

‘Power is the ability to get what one wants,’ starts McMahon (1994, p.25). While 

McMahon goes on to discuss this in relation to concepts of ‘authority’, defined as power 

plus legitimacy (Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994), this definition merits further investigation. If 

power is signified by getting what you want, then it follows that those who do not are not 

powerful. However, in a complex environment such as the dual contexts of this study, does 
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anyone get what they want, do other forms of power exist, and who or what is influencing 

their desire? Furthermore, it follows that power exists to varying degrees in different 

stakeholder relationships and that the degree to which this power is exerted or has 

influence affects and is affected by other relationships (Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018, 

Salancik and Pfeffer, 1974). Again, this reinforces power as relational but also turns 

attention to how influence can be defined. 

It is difficult to talk in the abstract within the dual context of this study when so many 

types of influence can be considered within its scope: influence over individuals, 

organisations, practices and policies; and the inter-relationship of all these (Pandey and 

Johnson, 2018). Influence over decision-making can be interpreted as the ability or 

perceived authority to motivate others and change behaviours, practices and opinions; 

thus, steering how decisions are made and changing their perceived norms and reasons. 

Participation in policy-making and admission to those processes may be one but even just 

this one raises questions of how participation as influence might be interpreted: whether as 

a simple act of presence, an entitlement, a political act, expert engagement, as advocacy or 

activism (Woddis, 2014, Favoreu et al., 2016, Newsinger and Green, 2016, Stevenson, 

2014). Within policy-making, and the other areas of decision-making defined in this study,  

the question arises whether individuals or groups (such as pressure groups) act alone, by 

proxy or self-interest, with what legitimacy, effectiveness or perceived expertise, and with 

what representative status of other players (Nisbett and Walmsley, 2016, Glinkowski, 2012, 

Kleppe, 2017a). 

Influence, when drawing on Mitchell, Agle and Wood’s (1997, p.859) theory divides those 

with the potential to influence in two depending on a factor of legitimacy and argues that 

power and legitimacy are distinct but interdependent. While ‘influencers’ have power over 

organisations they may or may not have a legitimate claim over them. ’Claimants’ by 

contrast have both legitimate and illegitimate claims but not necessarily power or ability to 

influence. Influence in this sense can be seen as a spectrum of enforceable and un-

enforceable demands for attention and action, governed by the perceived and varying 

degrees of power and moral claim of the different players.  

Discussion of moral claim opens up the final element of this exercise in transdisciplinary 

definition, that of defining responsibility and understanding what a moral or legitimate 

claim might be or be perceived to be. This strays into the realm of what Donaldson and 

Dunfee (1994, p.253-254) distinguish as the ‘is’ and ‘ought’, the empirical and normative 

approaches to researching business ethics, the actual state of things as they are and how 

they should be.  
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Responsibility, as considered through an accountability lens (as is appropriate for 

studying both subsidised theatre and arts policy contexts) is described as both virtue and 

mechanism (Bovens, 2010). The former relates to a set of normative standards by which 

operation is deemed ‘fair’. The latter relates to legal, regulatory, financial obligations and 

behaviour expectations organisations and agencies must act within and against which they 

must report truthfully (Dhanani and Connolly, 2012, Kearns, 1994, Ebrahim, 2003). Much 

has been written on competing directions of accountability and the degree to which it is 

influenced by self-interested or dominant agenda (Martin et al., 2017, Barrett, 2001). 

Nevertheless, conditions of accountability framed in different ways as effectiveness and 

transparency can be interpreted as dominant norms and standards within which subsidised 

and public activity should operate and be evaluated (Dhanani and Connolly, 2014, 

Hyndman and McConville, 2018).  

Not all accountability and thus responsibility is regulatory or from public authorities and 

not all forms of accountability are acted upon. Mitchell, Agle and Wood’s (1997, p.867) 

third factor of salience is ‘urgency’, defined as ‘the degree to which stakeholder claims call 

for immediate attention’. This emphasises the immediacy (again temporal) of 

considerations of need, dependency and vulnerability among certain groups within this 

study. ‘Downward accountability’ is the implicit and explicit legitimate claims from 

vulnerable or dependent individuals or groups affected by corporate behaviours or on 

whose behalf organisations and agencies act (Wellens and Jegers, 2014, Williams and 

Taylor, 2012, Orts and Strudler, 2002). Responding to these claims can be interpreted as 

moral responsibility (to act on an abstract sense of what can be interpreted as good) or an 

ethical responsibility in context (in consideration of the situation, its players, other 

interests). Within this study, this opens up responsibility as both implicit unregulated as 

well as explicit responsibilities: social responsibility (to act for the good of society), a more 

proscribed ‘public good’ (as interpreted by public policy and administration) a constituent 

good (responsibility for audiences and non-audiences) and ethical responsibilities 

connected to the welfare, equality and diversity of those within the systems of cultural 

production and policy and affected by its decision-making. 

Kearns (1994) describes the awareness of those in powerful positions of these implicit 

social and ethical responsibilities as the enacting of ‘felt responsibility’ of the individual 

manager or leader, a personal emotional duty that prompts them to act beyond formal 

obligations or by contrast, feel the responsibility but fail to act upon it. Investigating 

decision-making requires understanding of the degree of awareness of these multiple 

diverse responsibilities by those in positions of decision-making and in addition, 
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consideration of how theatre artists sit within these positions and/or consider their own 

responsibilities (i.e., whether they are acting for social, public or constituent good and in 

contribution to the equality of the systems they inhabit).  

With these terms more clearly articulated, this chapter now opens up the theoretical 

framework and discussion of how stakeholder theory might support the inquiry. 

2.3. Introducing a stakeholder view 

2.3.1. Introducing stakeholder theory 

Defining the terms of the research has in some ways pre-empted the scoping and 

discussion of the relevance of stakeholder theory to this study. In 1984, Freeman (1984, 

p.25) defined stakeholders as ‘any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the 

achievement of the firm’s objectives’. To be a stakeholder, an individual or group must 

possess ‘legal, moral, or presumed’ claims on an organisation’s attention or hold the 

capacity to influence an organization’s ‘behavior, direction, process, or outcomes’ (Mitchell, 

Agle and Wood, 1997, p.858). These claims combine to form both ‘implicit’ and ‘explicit’ 

stakeholder contracts (Friedman and Miles, 2006). Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia (2018, p.3) 

argue that in its earliest stages, stakeholder theory was about ‘the explicitly normative idea 

of helping decision makers make better decisions’.  

While this purpose may hold relevance to the research question, the theory has evolved 

away from the simplified hypothesis that a normative instrumental view of stakeholder 

theory proposes: that attending to stakeholder needs (internal and external) directly and 

indirectly achieves organisational goals or delivers value to the ‘firm’ (Donaldson and 

Preston, 1995; Garcia-Castro and Francoeur, 2014). Stakeholder theory now represents a 

complex and multi-theory engagement with how organisational purpose is considered and 

shaped and what ethical and societal implications exist for its purpose, management and 

leadership. Beyond this it has also drawn in a wider investigation of organisational and 

policy accountability and wider business ethics and consideration of its potential in 

examining relationships beyond the organisational (Barney and Harrison, 2018, Mitchell et 

al., 2016, Berman and Johnson-Cramer, 2017, Freeman et al., 2018). This discourse has 

evolved to consider these issues through an examination of who and what are 

stakeholders; how these definitions affect stakeholder management behaviour and 

stakeholder treatment; and recognition of the transitory status of different players and the 

inter-stakeholder relationships that arise. 

Further, it has evolved away from its early role as a theory of strategic management to 
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one that considers the intersectional relationship between policy, organisations and their 

partners, wider society, workforces, beneficiaries and customers, and the environment 

(Orts and Strudler, 2002, Martin et al., 2017, Favoreu et al., 2016). Current pre-occupations 

that hold relevance to this study as it unfolds are its interests in the implications of 

managing multi-stakeholder complexity within and in response to a rapidly changing and 

globalised societal and business environment (Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2016; Johansen and 

Nielsen, 2016). This discourse has moved beyond a care of stakeholders in pursuit of value 

creation or the execution of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and this wider debate has 

prompted theoretical examination of what constitutes ethical leadership within 

stakeholder complexity (Doh and Quigley, 2014) and how decision-making engages with 

multiple constituencies and a drive for joint rather than firm value creation and broader 

definitions of value (Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2016; Freeman et al., 2010).  

Many stakeholder scholars have argued for the inseparability of business from ethics and 

social concerns (Wicks, 1996; Harris and Freeman, 2008; Mitchell et al., 2016) and 

promoted responsibility to factors other than profit (Wellens and Jegers, 2014; Harrison 

and Wicks, 2015; Johansen and Nielsen, 2016) in recognition of ‘the firm’ as an ‘integral 

part of society’ (Hsieh, 2009, p.14). Wicks, Gilbert and Freeman (1994) advocated a feminist 

interpretation that embraced a more human pluralist and fluid view of these relationships 

and the growth of the stakeholder view of the organisation as socially integral or porous 

reflects an intrinsic ‘ultra-human’ quality to the theory of relevance to this study. 

Stakeholder theory recognises all business as a ‘human institution’ (Freeman et al., 2010, 

p.67) or a ‘vehicle for human cooperation to realise outcomes not otherwise attainable’ 

(Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia, p.7). Bridoux and Stoelhorst (2016, p.232) articulate that 

stakeholders ascribe human emotional characteristics to their relationships and these 

perceptions are intrinsic to the success of the joint value creation in which they are 

engaged. Although managerial and organisational in its focus (Donaldson and Preston, 

1995), a humanising theory would appear particularly pertinent in a study of theatre in 

which the artist must (almost) always be present for the work to be experienced while 

theatre as cultural production is always a human as well as inter-organisational 

collaboration. It also places emphasis on the perception and behaviour of individuals within 

organisational and other decision-making - i.e., that it is humans who make the decisions 

not the organisation or agency, all of which is pertinent to the research question and 

objectives. 

Without dwelling on it, the current state of the theoretical discussion and its debates 

requires some knowledge of its past and the route from Freeman’s (1984) earliest and 
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generalist definitions to an ethical and social view of business and/or approaches to joint 

decision-making and value creation. From its starting point, the branches of discourse 

spread to examine in one direction how stakeholders could first be identified, then defined 

and prioritised (Mitchell et al., 1997, Savage and Nix, 1991, Miles, 2017); accompanied by 

consideration of who controls the prioritisation of stakeholders and the motivations 

(positive and negative) of their stakeholder management behaviour (Hill and Jones, 1992; 

Agle, Mitchell and Sonnenfeld, 1999; Benson and Davidson, 2010). Intertwined and parallel 

to this discussion was debate surrounding what relevance or value (instrumental or 

otherwise) stakeholder management has to achieving an organisation’s objective(s) 

(Jensen, 2002, Donaldson and Preston, 1995); what the purpose of stakeholder 

management should be and whether it can be applicable to lived practices in management 

(Miles, 2011; 2017; Barney and Harrison, 2018).  

Concerns have been raised that stakeholder theory lacks specificity (Mitchell, Agle and 

Wood, 1997) - anyone or anything can be a stakeholder from Freeman’s generalism to the 

natural world as stakeholder (Orts and Strudler, 2002; Freeman, 1984). It is descriptive and 

lacks instrumentality in value maximisation (Sternberg, 1997; Jensen, 2002) and 

organisational effectiveness (Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994; Balser and McClusky, 2005). 

Rebuttals to these criticisms exist (Freeman et al., 2010; Berman and Johnson-Cramer, 

2017; Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia, 2018). These focus on its value as a ‘genre of theories’ 

(Barney and Harrison, 2018, p.2), uniting other theories and its normative relevance to 

practice within business (Phillips, Freeman and Wicks, 2003; Freeman et al., 2010). 

Additionally, stakeholder theorists propose its value lies in its flexibility, grappling with a 

rapidly evolving complex business and society and offering some processes of evaluation of 

players beyond economic, contractual or transactional relationships (Freeman et al., 2010; 

Berman and Johnson-Cramer, 2017; Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia, 2018). Doh and Quigley 

(2014, p.256) propose a stakeholder approach offers greater capacity for appreciation of, 

and response to, diversity in a globalised business environment.  

These capacities within stakeholder theory for flexibility, complexity and intrinsic human 

value offer much to this study, allowing multiple perspectives to be considered and leaving 

space for examining moral or implicit responsibilities. As already discussed, this study has 

established its interest in questions of power, influence and responsibility. These, however, 

as already noted are conditioned by perception and it is to the theory’s consideration of 

perception that this chapter next turns. 
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2.3.2. Perceived value, importance and position as routes of influence 

Over many years, scholars debated the nature of stakeholder classification (Miles, 2011; 

2017). From Freeman’s earliest definition in which everyone and everything can be a 

stakeholder, numerous scholars attempted to refine ‘the principle of who and what really 

counts’ (Freeman, 1984, p.25). Many of these definitions were concerned with where 

individual stakeholder groups sit within or beyond the boundaries of any given 

organisation.  Freeman’s (1984) initial view saw the firm as an abstract entity and 

stakeholders as ‘internal’ and ‘external’ based on largely transactional relationships as 

illustrated below: 

Figure 2: Freeman's ‘rational' level of stakeholder map 

 (from Strategic Management – A Stakeholder Approach, Freeman, 1984, p.55) 

 
Harrison and St. John (1994) developed a more complex internal and external world with 

three zones of stakeholder - the organisation, the operating environment and the broad 

environment as illustrated below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Stakeholder Management: Framework and Philosophy

EXHIBIT 3.1 Stakeholder Map of a Very Large Organization

55

Customer
Advocate
Groups

the identity of the Company. Thus, "Investment Banks" would be replaced
by the names of those investment banks actually used by XYZ.

Most very large organizations have a stakeholder map and accompany-
ing stakeholder chart which is relatively similar to the above exhibits. There
will be variations among industries, companies, and geographies at the
specific stakeholder level, but the two exhibits can be used as a checklist of
stakeholder groups. In the several industries analyzed in subsequent
chapters there is little Variation at the generic level.

Exhibit 3.3 is an analysis of the stakes of some of those specific
stakeholder groups listed in the stakeholder chart (Exhibit 3.2). Thus the
stake of Political Parties #1 and #2 is as a heavy user of XYZ's product, as
being able to influence the regulatory process to mandate change in XYZ's
operations and as being able to elevate XYZ to national attention via the
political process. The stake of XYZ's owners varied among specific
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Figure 3: Harrison and St. John (1994), ‘The organisation and its primary stakeholders’ 

 (from Stakeholder Theory: The State of the Art, Freeman et al., 2010, p.105) 

This establishes the organisation as comprised of stakeholders within its operations, 

mutually dependent with its direct internal and external stakeholders, and recognises the 

influences outwith the organisation: the wider context and stakeholders without a direct 

transactional relationship. Therefore, as can be observed in Basinger and Peterson’s (2008) 

work, where a stakeholder or stakeholder group is perceived to sit and whether they are 

within or outside an organisation’s structure and relationships materially affects their 

perceived value and power within, and the nature of, their relationship; and the level of 

priority or attention they receive (Freeman, 1994; Wicks, Gilbert and Freeman, 1994; Agle, 

Mitchell and Sonnenfeld, 1999). It holds that understanding artists’ perceived position 

within organisational and policy structures in subsidised theatre will shed light on what 

power, influence and responsibility they wield. 

The other aspect of stakeholder identification and prioritisation that is of relevance to 

this study is the question of how that relationship is interpreted. According to Clarkson 

(1995, p.106), ‘a primary stakeholder group is one without whose continuing participation 

the corporation cannot survive as a going concern’ while a secondary group by contrast is 

classed as non-essential to survival.  Other interpretations draw on whether some 

legitimate contract exists (Cornell and Shapiro, 1987; Clarkson, 1995); whether a 

stakeholder is part of an organisation’s meaning and value creation (Freeman, 1994; Wicks, 

Gilbert and Freeman, 1994) and whether it provides or draws on resources (Pfeffer and 

Salancik, 1978; Hill and Jones, 1992). This profusion is described by Miles (2011, p.287) as 

‘frankly unhelpful’, going on to identify 435 different definitions of ‘stakeholder’ clustered 
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around just a few recurring propositions: 

• Freeman’s ‘affects and affected by’ (1984) 

• Clarkson’s primary and secondary stakeholders as above (Clarkson et al., 1994; 

Clarkson, 1995) 

• Whether the stakeholder poses risk or threat to the organisation or is at risk from 

its activities (Savage and Nix, 1991; Clarkson et al., 1994) 

• An SRI definition (1963) of those ‘without whose support’ 

• Mitchell et al.’s ‘power-legitimacy-urgency’ (1997) 

The classification of stakeholders is ongoing (see Miles, 2017) but one might ask why 

such definition matters. A stakeholder view suggests that stakeholders be prioritised 

according to their relative importance and value to an organisation (Boesso and Kumar, 

2009). By the 1984 definition quoted above, artists are stakeholders affecting, and affected 

by, both the ‘business’ of subsidised theatre and public arts policy. So too are others in the 

field: public bodies, governments, audiences, employees, suppliers or communities. 

However, not all these relationships are afforded equal attention or appraised in the same 

way. Therefore, the level of importance and value assigned to a relationship and how that 

relationship is interpreted materially affects its perceived value, power, legitimacy and 

urgency; and thus, its ability to influence and the degree to which others ascribe 

responsibility for and responsibility to. 

Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997, p.878) as already referred to in defining the terms of this 

research, define stakeholder salience as ‘the degree to which managers give priority to 

competing stakeholder claims’. Salience is attributed by a ‘stakeholder manager’ (usually 

the head of an organisation) and based on appraising their needs and expectations 

proportionate to their relevance to organisational purpose and their contribution to value 

creation (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997; Agle, Mitchell and Sonnenfeld, 1999; Benson and 

Davidson, 2010). This theory of stakeholder salience and its factors of power, legitimacy 

and urgency (as outlined in the previous section) offers something to this study in 

considering its objectives around how artists are perceived by other players, what moral 

claims for attention and responsibilities exist and how value is ascribed or perceived within 

the relationships in the dual contexts being examined.  

To expand more, Mitchell, Agle & Wood’s (1997, p.874) theory of stakeholder salience 

argues that all stakeholders can be plotted into a typology of seven groups by one, two or 

three key attributes: ‘the stakeholders’ power to influence the firm, the legitimacy of the 

stakeholders' relationship with the firm, and the urgency [time-sensitive nature] of the 

stakeholders' claim on the firm’. They argue no stakeholders’ status is static but changes 
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over time and additionally stakeholders are not always conscious of their status (Mitchell, 

Agle and Wood, 1997, p. 868). This emphasises that stakeholder salience is attributed or 

perceived not intrinsic to their role. 

Stakeholders possessing only one attribute are described as ‘Latent’ and attract little or 

no attention while stakeholders holding two attributes are ‘Expectant’, assuming and 

expecting a more active relationship. Stakeholders possessing all three attributes are 

described as ‘Definitive’ and it is to those that management of an organisation must direct 

most attention (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997, p.874-878). Those possessing none of these 

attributes are not stakeholders. Within these groups, the authors outline a typology of 

seven stakeholder groups. 

Table 1: Qualitative classes of stakeholder (stakeholder salience typology) 

(from Towards a Theory of Stakeholder Salience, Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997,  

p.874-879) 

Latent 

Dormant possess power to impose their will on the organisation, but 
without a legitimate relationship or urgent claim, they do not or cannot use 
it. 

Discretionary have a legitimate relationship but with neither power nor any 
urgency of their claim, they are often ignored. 

Demanding have an urgent claim but with neither power nor legitimacy, 
they cannot be of danger, merely annoyance to the management. 

Expectant 

Dominant hold both power and legitimacy and therefore command 
influence (often formally) over the organisation, even if they choose not to 
exercise it. 

Dependent possess urgent legitimate claims but lack power over the 
organisation, requiring others to carry out their will/respond to their needs. 

Dangerous lack legitimacy but have power and urgency and thus have the 
power to coerce or interfere with the organisation. 

Definitive Definitive possess all three attributes and thus a definitive claim and priority 
in company attention. 

Emphasising the transitional nature of this status, the theory positions all stakeholders 

within a Venn diagram (below). While this aspect of stakeholder literature, recent work 

continues to revisit it and suggests it persists precisely because of its combined complexity 

and simplicity, which sufficiently encompasses the changing environment of multi-

stakeholder complexity (Mitchell et al., 2017, Wood et al., 2018, Mitchell et al., 2016). 
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Figure 4: Mitchell, Agle & Wood’s ‘Theory of Stakeholder Salience’ 

(from Towards a Theory of Stakeholder Salience, Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997, p.874)  

 
While it may not fit the macro-view of a sectoral study (focused as it is on how individual 

organisations appraise salience), using the factors of power, legitimacy and urgency to 

consider the role of artists in the different levels of decision-making discussed has value to 

this research. Appraising stakeholder salience prompts the next question of who assigns 

salience, what subjectivities or motives drive their appraisal and perceptions, and whether 

different players in the decision-making under review appraise their stakeholders in 

different ways. These considerations and the implications for responsibility or legitimacy 

are discussed next. 

2.3.3. The centrality of managers to influence 

Earlier parts of this chapter identified different levels of decision-making of concern to 

this study across a broad field of both policy and practice. A stakeholder view has been 
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conventionally organisation-centric (although the growth of its understanding to consider 

wider social concerns has been discussed) but still offers much in considering how different 

players within subsidised theatre and arts policy are assigned salience and thus influence in 

decision-making. Doh and Quigley (2014) argue that stakeholders do not depend on 

organisations for their relationships with other stakeholder groups but their perception of 

these relationships and their behaviour to the organisation is influenced by the attitudes of 

organisational management and leadership. In examining artists’ individual decision-

making, we know that they are dependent in other ways on organisations and more 

dominant players (public bodies as well as theatre/arts organisations) (Kleppe, 2017a, 

Eikhof, 2017, Gill and Pratt, 2008, Kleppe, 2017b). This chapter now looks specifically at 

individuals within decision-making roles and what stakeholder theory can tell us about how 

they might influence the status of other players including artists within decision-making.  

The manager15 of any organisation is unique as both a stakeholder and stakeholder 

manager (the role that manages and assigns priority to stakeholder relationships), carrying 

a ‘unique, central position’ (Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018). It is the manager who 

principally assigns value to all stakeholder groups (Marens and Wicks, 1999; Benson and 

Davidson, 2010). Taking a stakeholder-agency theory perspective, Hill and Jones (1992, 

p.131) describe the manager as the ‘nexus of contracts’ where the interests of all 

stakeholders meet, picking up on Freeman’s illustration of the CEO as stakeholder manager 

below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
15 While in arts management literature, the ‘manager’ tends to refer to the principal executive lead, in 

management literature, the term is used to describe the lead decision-maker, either of a project, department or 
firm. Within leadership literature, managers and leaders are considered distinct roles. As interpreted in this 
study, the ‘manager’ is being used to describe any organisational lead with distinctions made as ‘artistic’ or 
‘executive’. In this sense, roles in arts organisations such as Artistic Director, Producer, Curator or roles in public 
bodies such as departmental heads, CEOs or Heads of art-form are de facto ‘managers’. 
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 Figure 5: Freeman’s ‘Stakeholder Map of a Very Large Organisation’ 

(from Strategic Management – A Stakeholder Approach, Freeman, 1984, p.241) 

 

 
Hill and Jones (1992, p.134) go further to say managers are the only group with both ‘a 

contractual relationship with all other stakeholders’ and ‘direct control over the decision-

making apparatus’ and consequentially, managers are the ‘agents for other stakeholders’. 

Mitchell et al. (2016), exploring stakeholder-agency theory, recognise that this role places 

managers in a position of significant power over decision-making and requires them to 

make balanced judgments of and manage communication between different stakeholder 

groups. Faced with conflicting demands for attention while pursuing a single or multiple 

purpose, managers make ‘multiple convenient rationalisations’ in which ‘any action can be 

justified’ (2016, p.269). The manager’s role as the meeting point of all stakeholder 

relationships thus has potential for ’self-serving motivations’ (Orts, 1992, p.96; Cennamo, 

Berrone and Gomez-Mejia, 2009, p.491).  

Managerial self-interest is not necessarily about personal gain (Benson and Davidson, 

2010; Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018), but about protecting organisational interests and 

making judgments about the demands, risks and value of competing stakeholder groups 

(Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997; Phillips, Freeman and Wicks, 2003). Organisational survival 
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EXHIBIT 9.1 The Role of the Chief Executive

management team of the corporation nor many of the stakeholders, nor im-
prove Performance.

Understanding "what we stand for" can cause a great deal of pain, if
the process tackles tough issues. In leading the search for corporate values,
the CEO has a difficult job. The understanding of an analyst, the business
judgement of a CEO and the wisdom of the ancients are almost too much to
ask of any one person. Hence, I believe that the effective CEO in large cor-
porations survives and thrives only by creating a genuine sense of "team,"
with high levels of trust among the team members and relatively little em-
phasis placed on the formal positions in the hierarchy.

The CEO and the rest of the top management team must take Special
efforts to communicate the results of the enterprise strategy. If the basic
values and attention to stakeholders in the enterprise are not shared at least
somewhat down the line, then the enterprise level strategy will go the way of
other corporate policies. The essence of the stakeholder approach is that ex-
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and mission are prioritised over the needs of others (Johansen and Nielsen, 2016), and 

evaluation often used to justify further investment (Thayer and Fine, 2001).  Bridoux and 

Stoelhorst (2016, p.231) argue that stakeholders are highly sensitive to perceived 

organisational self-interest even when engaged in joint or interdependent activities.  

Phillips, Freeman and Wicks (2003) argue stakeholder prioritisation is not opportunism 

but a simple judgment as all managerial decisions will benefit some stakeholders, however, 

other scholars argue this balancing act is far from simple (Mitchell et al., 2016; Johansen 

and Nielsen, 2016). Internally, managers will prioritise dominant stakeholders be it 

shareholders, boards or funders (Freeman and Reed, 1983; Johansen and Nielsen, 2016).  

While much is made of the long-term sustainability that can be derived from joint value 

creation and a ‘jointness of interests’ (Freeman et al., 2010, p.15), balancing all stakeholder 

interests is not only deemed unviable but inhibited as a result of high salience (dominant) 

stakeholders’ capacity to demand greater attention (Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018). 

Dominant stakeholder motivations may be other than ‘personal material outcome’ (ibid., 

2018, p.6) while Goldstein and Wicks (2015) consider more attention should be paid to 

what responsibility stakeholders carry towards organisations, emphasising reciprocity. 

Stakeholder management is then a set of potential conflicts, complementarities and trade-

offs between stakeholder groups and between the organisation and its stakeholders 

(Krashinsky, 1997; Garcia-Castro and Francoeur, 2014) and the manager, although powerful 

can be neither free nor objective in decision-making. 

The negotiations and checks on self-interest raise important ethical or moral concerns of 

responsibility to this study. If attention and resources are directed to where the manager 

has determined it is most needed and of value, and if this process is subjective (albeit not in 

a wholly negative way), it is reasonable to ask what obligations do those in managerial and 

other decision-making roles have to less powerful, more dependent stakeholders with 

more fluid status. In addition, if managers are a nexus, does this confer additional 

responsibility on them towards different constituencies (as discussed by Marens and Wicks, 

1999; Vos and Achterkamp, 2006; Harrison and Wicks, 2015)? Mitchell et al. (2016) argue 

that adopting multiple objectives (attendant to wider stakeholder interests) offers long-

term sustainability and, although requiring more complex management, offers greater 

potential benefits beyond the economic. In examining subsidised theatre, arts policy and 

the triple-purpose aims it seeks (social, artistic and economic), there is potential value in 

considering the wider social and ethical obligations stakeholder theorists suggest 

organisations (and implicitly public bodies) and their management have beyond themselves 

(Wicks, 1996; Harris and Freeman, 2008; Voegtlin, 2015). 
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The question of moral and implicit responsibility and accountability to dependent or 

invisible stakeholder groups (employees, beneficiaries, or weak external stakeholders) has 

already been discussed (Marens, 2008; Simmons, 2008). Wellens and Jegers (2014, p.948), 

argue that participation in decision-making for beneficiaries as ‘downward accountability’ 

counters and enhances ‘upward accountability’ (to Boards, funders, dominant 

stakeholders) and is not only ethical but advantageous to nonprofit organisations. Bringing 

their findings together with other research suggests such advantages include access to a 

wider knowledge base, amplifying the potential for joint value creation; greater ‘efficiency’ 

in decision-making and communicating organisation values and legitimacy; and achieving 

objectives beyond the economic (Doh and Quigley, 2014; Wellens and Jegers, 2014; 

Korschun, 2015; Mitchell, 2015; Mitchell et al., 2016).   

With the theoretical context and broad framework identified (to examine inter-

stakeholder relationships with attention to perception, the assignment of value and implicit 

and human self-interest and responsibilities), this chapter now turns to examine how 

stakeholder theory has been applied to the study of the nonprofit arts and cultural sector, 

decision-making and the role of artists. 

2.4. The Artist as stakeholder 

2.4.1. Application of stakeholder theory in arts & culture 

Stakeholder theory has been used in the study of arts and cultural organisations to 

examine a range of topics while its consideration in cultural and arts policy research is 

limited.  This does not represent a systematic review of all relevant literature, but extensive 

searches and citation tracing yielded a relatively small collection of work to draw on, 

reflecting Paquette’s (2019) observations on the lack of organisational theory studies in this 

discipline. In general, the research discussed here, while adopting stakeholder terminology 

offers limited knowledge as to how the theory has been applied.  

Most papers emphasise its normative application in improving decision-making to 

achieve organisational purpose. These include strategic orientation and efficiency (Voss, 

Voss and Moorman, 2005; Hsieh, 2009; Zieba, 2011); leadership and decision-making 

(Rhine, 2006; Basinger and Peterson, 2008; Boerner and Jobst, 2011; Rhine, 2015); and 

external engagement (Voss, Cable and Voss, 2000; Quero and Ventura, 2009; Mio and 

Fasan, 2015; Giorgino, 2016). Few specifically study theatre and performing arts, while 

most explore internal leadership and management of external relationships (Boerner and 

Jobst, 2011; Mio and Fasan, 2015; Giorgino, 2016). The theory’s predominant application in 
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this sector is in exploring income generation, marketing and engagement activities and 

organisational ‘effectiveness’.  

Some studies address what Johansen and Neilson (2016, p.216) describe as ‘[non-profit] 

stakeholder complexity’ through ‘ambidextrous’ management (Hsieh, 2009, pp. 15-16), 

stakeholder prioritisation (Voss and Voss, 2000; Hsieh, 2009; Quero and Ventura, 2009), 

and, recognising dependent stakeholders as marginalised, through representation in 

governance (Azmat and Rentschler, 2015). These and a small number of other studies offer 

some relevant and specific knowledge around decision-making to this research. Rhine’s 

(2015) study of leadership authenticity as assigned to leaders and organisations by their 

stakeholders makes a connection between leadership behaviour and individual status (i.e., 

self-interest). Johansen and Neilson (2016) introduce ‘corporate’ self-interest in 

stakeholder management, exploring how non-profit [arts] organisations’ identity are 

formed by, and in response to, their relationships with stakeholders. Basinger and 

Peterson’s (2008) work on participation in change management in performing arts mergers 

finally offers important knowledge to this study on the relationship between perceived 

salience and participation in decision-making.  

Looking at stakeholder theory’s use specifically in examining cultural and arts policy, four 

studies could be found (Yúdice, 2001; Daniel, 2013; 2016; 2017) albeit three derived from 

the same research project. Daniel (2013) in particular, examines artists in cultural policy. 

Yúdice (2001), in 2001, proposes cultural policy should recognise macro-stakeholders in a 

globalised context, treating movements and cultural/consumer shifts as stakeholders. 

These, he suggests, are multiculturalism16/diversity, cultural citizenship, cultural and social 

entrepreneurship, globalised trade agreements, and shifts in cultural labour as ‘content 

provision’. Like Daniel (2013), Yúdice (2001, p.6) refers to the importance of local artists to 

‘mitigate the centralised character of policy-making’. Daniel (2013) argues that remoteness 

between policy-making and artists (and creative workers) is amplified by policy language 

and apathy caused by negative experiences of funding systems.  

None of the studies bar that by Daniel (2013) have artists as the central subject and, as 

will be discussed next, few discuss them in any meaningful way. This analysis suggests there 

is potential and untapped value in a deeper exploration of stakeholder theory’s application 

to this field of work and policy and some greater consideration of not only the implications 

of stakeholder salience and management on perceived value and influence but also wider 

 
16 Although employing Yúdice’s term for accuracy here, this research recognises ‘multiculturalism’ as a term 

that has been superseded by more sophisticated understandings of how we connect and respect diverse 
cultures interculturally and transculturally. 
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potential knowledge from understanding stakeholder complexity and artists as 

stakeholders in the dual contexts of the study. 

2.4.2. Artist as stakeholder 

Before moving on to consider the other research objectives in relation to the different 

fields of literature, some thought is given here to how an Artist as Stakeholder view was 

constructed and what could be drawn from existing research. Beyond considering how 

stakeholder theory has been applied and the factors of ‘power-legitimacy-urgency’ 

(Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997), this study drew on what was already known about the 

artist in existing stakeholder literature. This analysis was shaped by the following questions: 

• Is the artist present in this research? 

• If so, where are they situated and how are they perceived? Does this tell us 

anything about their status? 

• What other stakeholder relationships are present?  

 

While some (e.g., Yúdice, Azmat and Rentschler, and Daniel noted in the previous 

section) make mention of artists, it is difficult to identify within these papers where artists 

are situated and how they are perceived beyond what has already been noted. From those 

remaining, the summary below details the papers which specifically include artists within 

descriptions of stakeholders and stakeholder management. 
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Table 2: Locating the artist in arts and cultural stakeholder research 

(Artist roles highlighted by researcher in bold text) 

Source Boerner & Jobst (2011) Hsieh (2009) Voss, Cable & Voss (2000) Rhine (2015) Basinger & Peterson 
(2008) 

Title ‘Stakeholder management 

and program planning in 

German public theaters’ 

‘Strategic stakeholder 

orientations and 

performance 

consequences-a case of 

private nonprofit 

performing arts in the US’ 

‘Linking Organizational Values 

to Relationships with External 

Constituents’ 

‘An Examination of the 

Perceptions of 

Stakeholders on 

Authentic Leadership 

in Strategic Planning in 

Nonprofit Arts 

Organizations’ 

‘Where you stand 

depends on where you 

sit: Participation and 

reactions to change’ 

Topic Examining the relationship 

between stakeholder 

management and 

programming in theatres 

Examining the 

relationship between 

stakeholder management 

and relative financial 

performance 

Examining how stakeholder 

views influence the values of 

the organisation (and its 

external attractiveness) 

The role of leadership 

and how it is shaped by 

stakeholders, both 

internally and 

externally 

Stakeholder 

prioritisation in change 

management and 

demonstrating how 

perceived value 

determines influence in 

decisions 

External Stakeholders 
(principally identified 
as financial 
contributors through 
funding, donations 
and ticket sales) 

 

Local Government 

 

Audience 

 

Sponsors 

 

Stakeholder Set I 

Patron/Audience 

Government (local and 

state) 

Foundational grantors 

Corporate sponsors 

Individual donors 

 

Funder 

Government 

Foundations 

Corporations 

(Individual donors) 

Customers 

Single ticket buyers 

Season subscribers 

 
Outsider: 

Patron/Donor 

Internal Stakeholders 
(both voluntary and 
salaried and broken 

Theatre Management 

Artistic Employees 

Stakeholder set II 

Board 

Employees 

'Within' the organisation 

described by activities not 

roles: 

Board members 

Staff 

Executives 

Insider: 

Board members 

Management 
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Source Boerner & Jobst (2011) Hsieh (2009) Voss, Cable & Voss (2000) Rhine (2015) Basinger & Peterson 
(2008) 

down into various 
levels of detail) 

Volunteers 

Artists 

 

Development & fundraising 

activities 

Marketing, box office & press 

relations activity 

Product research, design, 

assembly & production 

activities 

Education & outreach 

activities 

Volunteers 

 

 

Outsider: 

Administrative staff 

Artistic Staff 
Volunteers 

External Stakeholders 
(suppliers 
contributing goods 
and services to the 
organisation) 

Suppliers (Authors, 
Workshops) 

 

Suppliers 

Actors 
Directors/Designers 
Playwrights 
Publishers 

  

External Stakeholders 
(Those identified as 
part of the wider civic 
and cultural host 
society) 

 

Stakeholder set III 

Education institutions 

Peer organizations 

Arts service organisations 

Local communities 

The Society (greater 

communities) 

Society: 

Community 

Other Cultural Organisations 

  

External Stakeholders 
(Those specifically 
identified as Threats, 
Risks or Competitors) 

Competitors (other Regional 

Cultural Organisations, TV) 

The Public (Media, 

Critics) 

Stakeholder set IV 

Competitors 

Media 
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Notwithstanding these studies take place in different countries, each with a distinct 

focus, the breakdown is supplied as a means of showing the stakeholder environment of 

theatre, arts and cultural organisations. Artists as stakeholders in these studies sit both 

within and outside the organisations under examination, described variously as ‘artists’, 

‘artistic employees’, ‘artistic staff’ and ‘suppliers’. Three of the five studies place artists 

outside the function of management: Voss, Cable & Voss (2000) treat them as suppliers 

although they do recognise the ‘temporary systems’ described by Williamson (1984) as they 

are created for each stage production; Rhine (2015) excludes artists completely as a 

stakeholder group but examines distinctions between, and convergences within, artistic 

and executive leadership; Basinger & Peterson (2008) identify them within the ‘Outsider’ 

group of their study with Board and Management being ‘Insider’.  

It is also worth noting by contrast the consistency (and perhaps it could be argued 

dominance) of Board, Funders and Management as recurring stakeholder groups in these 

studies. The multiple labelling and positions suggest that the role of artists as stakeholders 

is fluid, unclear and subordinated to other more powerful stakeholder groups such as 

Board, Funders and Management. While artists’ function is central to value creation in 

subsidised theatre and other art forms (therefore giving them a legitimate claim for 

attention), artists in these studies lack salience or indeed any material role in organisational 

decision-making.  

Harrison and Wicks (2015) argue that organisational value can only be fully realised 

through the aggregated value for all stakeholders, however, Bridoux (2018) proposes that 

an all-stakeholder strategy cannot be realised without the permission of dominant ‘high 

salience’ stakeholders as only then can other stakeholder groups be given attention. 

Basinger and Peterson’s (2008) work in reverse shows low status an organisation’s 

hierarchy limits participation in decision-making. Rhine’s (2015) exploration of leadership 

proposes stakeholder salience is influenced by other subjectivities and interests. From this 

survey of literature, it would appear that artists hold a weak or uncertain position within 

arts and cultural organisations.  More and better understanding of artists’ role could be 

derived by considering how different stakeholder relationships are managed through 

implicit and explicit contracts (Friedman and Miles, 2002, p. 7) and how they are affected 

by the ambiguity necessary, as Johansen and Neilson (2016, p.225) put it, to 'accommodate 

different, even conflicting, views’.  

From this examination, a clear gap in existing research can be identified on the role of 

artists as a distinct stakeholder group within the the multi-stakeholder complexity of 

subsidised theatre (and arguably within a wider arts and cultural context). In addition, some 
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sense of how an artist as stakeholder lens can be of use to this study by helping to identify 

and distinguish connections between perceived status and value and the corresponding 

influence of this group, as well as how they and other players can be defined and affected 

by factors of power-legitimacy-urgency.  

2.5. The Artist-precariát 

2.5.1. The Artist-precariát 

Chapter 1 outlined the study’s origin in a mismatch between the concerns and status of 

independent theatre artists and the dominant concerns and rhetoric of success being 

presented by public bodies. In order to better understand these concerns and thus what is 

known about the power, legitimacy and urgency of artists’ claim (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 

1997), this study moves to outline these more clearly. Based on existing research, these 

concerns can be viewed as precarity (related to uncertain status, work and income), issues 

of inequality, concerns of artistic autonomy, dependency and risk, and vulnerability in 

emotional labour. 

Although not a given in global creative industries (Neilson and Rossiter, 2008), precarity 

is a feature of UK creative labour (Banks and Hesmondhalgh, 2009; Comunian, Faggian and 

Qian, 2010). Artists, creative workers and arts graduates experience greater levels of 

precarity than other skilled workers (Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2010; Comunian, Faggian 

and Qian, 2010; Comunian, Faggian and Jewell, 2011). Galloway and Dunlop (2002) suggest 

artists are particularly affected by precarity while Abbing (2002, p.48) proposes that artistic 

organisations are complicit in perpetuating their dependency. The outward presentation of 

artists’ status as artists is trapped between the art world forcing them to ‘deny the 

economy’ to be valued (Abbing, 2002, p.48), an encouragement to perform as ‘model 

entrepreneurs’ (see Gill and Pratt, 2008; Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2010), and the reality of 

a low wage economy and challenges to their income (the growth of non-professional 

content generation, the collapse of copyright, and diminishing public funding). This low 

status may contribute to a lack of visible policy influence (as indicated by Banks and 

Hesmondhalgh, 2009; Proust, 2010; Murray and Gollmitzer, 2012).  

Precarity is not unique to artists or creative labour generally nor is it a recent 

phenomenon although it has become a bigger feature of affluent western societies in 

recent years (Gill and Pratt, 2008). ‘Precarity’ as a term ‘refers to all possible shapes of 

unsure, not guaranteed, flexible exploitation: from illegalised, seasonal and temporary 

employment to homework, flex and temp-work to subcontractors, freelancers or so-called 
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self-employed persons’ (Neilson and Rossiter, 2005, p.2). It is the ‘norm of capitalist 

production and reproduction’ (Neilson and Rossiter, 2008, p.59) and leads (optimistically) 

to greater worker flexibility, new forms of networked, fluid and convergent social 

organisation and production. Neilson and Rossiter (2008) argue that precarity represents a 

separation between citizen and worker as citizenship rights and labour/welfare rights are 

no longer connected. This raises additional concerns within this study of how the position 

of artists is not only affected within organisational and policy decision-making but whether 

their precarity materially changes their role in society and civic life. 

Turrini (2014) argues that the quality of work, one’s position in the national workforce, 

and the way work is conducted is intrinsic to self-worth. Artists, in being forced to behave 

as ‘beyond the economic’ as Abbing (2002) puts it, become trapped outside other social 

conventions of personal and professional value measurement. Their precarious status 

renders them neither workers nor citizens (Neilson and Rossiter, 2008). Evidence suggests 

loss of identity and low self-worth coupled with personal exposure to risk, transient labour 

and contracts, and persistent uncertainty contribute to serious mental and physical health 

issues within the CCI (van den Eynde et al., 2014; Gross and Musgrave, 2017; Shorter, 

O'Neill and McElherron, 2018). The deterioration of artists’ economic, social and personal 

value is at odds with their intrinsic value to cultural production and the literature explored 

here suggests there are wider societal implications connected to wellbeing and citizenship. 

In their study, Shorter et al. (2018) identify that creative workers do not feel valued by 

society, citing negative comments by politicians and media.  

Given their precarity, one might wonder whether artists possess any power. Distinct 

from a debate on the power of art, this research questions whether artists have any power 

(as already defined) within their relationships in cultural production and decision-making. 

Banks (2010) argues that creative autonomy (power with the freedom to exercise it) cannot 

be sacrificed to the economics of cultural production as it is essential to its delivery: 

… while cultural production is increasingly organised in accordance with 
capitalist demands, it is never reducible to those demands since, by 
necessity, it must encompass other antithetical forms of value derived 
from the practices and procedures of art. (Banks, 2010, p.259)  

Banks (2010, p.262) later refines his definition of autonomy as neither radical nor 

liberated but a ‘negotiated autonomy’ within certain limitations, suggesting there is a 

complex judgment of value and salience that gives permission to power as autonomy. This 

highlights the opposing forces of capitalist economic drivers against intangible aesthetic 

and cultural derivations of value and personal individual value. Looking again at how the 
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perceived status of artists falls between the entrepreneurial and the denial of the 

economic, this would suggest that artists have an artistic power that the CCI and subsidised 

theatre needs but not necessarily much power or independence beyond that. 

It is true to say that not all artists are affected by precarity or such conflicts of status. 

Nevertheless, the empirical evidence here and elsewhere suggest that artists are and have 

been significantly more likely to encounter uncertainty and dependency, and this has 

material consequences for their value, stability, wellbeing and status as artists, workers and 

citizens. Recognising however, that they are a non-homogenous group, this review now 

looks more closely at urgencies within this broad group and concerns of inequality and 

diversity. 

2.5.2. Inequality in subsidised theatre and related sectors 

There is growing evidence that the cultural and creative industries (CCI) lack diversity and 

equality despite assertions otherwise (O'Brien et al., 2016; Brook, O'Brien and Taylor, 

2018). As Idris Elba17 (Revoir, 2016) puts it, ‘Talent is everywhere, opportunity isn’t.’ Care is 

taken here not to over-generalise the diverse experience of race, ethnicity, gender, 

sexuality, disability and class. However, an intersectional view of underlying behaviours 

within CCI, and understanding how different parts influence each other (in particular 

film/TV and theatre) enables a more complex understanding of inequality (Tatli and 

Özbilgin, 2012). Inequality of opportunity in CCI workforce participation (including 

subsidised theatre) is summarised neatly by Eikhof (2017, p.301): 

Reviewing existing evidence on work, employment and careers in the 
CCI has confirmed that it is women, disabled workers and workers from 
ethnic minority and working-class backgrounds who are less likely to 
have opportunities for workforce participation and advancement in the 
CCI 

Financial barriers (student debt, low/no pay culture) and a regional imbalance increase 

disparity of opportunity for marginalised groups to enter the CCI (Comunian, Faggian and 

Qian, 2010; Faggian et al., 2013). Deeper inbuilt attitudinal challenges within the decision-

making of the CCI have been identified by research but not as yet addressed in policy or by 

organisational decision-makers (Hesmondhalgh, 2010; Eikhof and Warhurst, 2013; O'Brien 

et al., 2016; Eikhof, 2017; Brook, O'Brien and Taylor, 2018).  

For artists from these marginalised groups, the challenges of intersectional inequality 

extend beyond opportunities and capacity to work/earn. The dominance of normative 

 
17 Idris Elba’s address to MPs on diversity in film and TV, as reported in The Guardian 
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systems of implicit aesthetic and cultural value leads to an ‘othering’ and exclusion of 

diverse voices within the dominant canon (Rogers, 2013; Beswick, 2018; Saha, 2013; 

O'Reilly, 2017). In short, ‘You can’t be what you can’t see’18. To understand these 

connections between the treatment of artists and their wider social and cultural 

implications, see Hesmondhalgh and Saha, 2013; Friedman, Laurison and O'Brien, 2014; 

Saha, 2016; O'Brien et al., 2016; S. Friedman, O'Brien and Laurison, 2016. 

The persistence of inequality and issues of representation and absence exposes these 

marginalised groups to wider negative behaviours such as bullying and harassment. The 

#WakingTheFeminists movement (#WTF)19 and its research (Donohue et al., 2017) (in this 

case focused on women within Irish theatre) demonstrates the close connections between 

representation and negative workplace behaviour. Eikhof (2013; 2017) and Saha (2013) 

show that the artists from these marginalised groups often struggle to influence or resist 

these inequalities, suggesting lack of influence and a dependency on others to act on their 

behalf. Building on what is known about their precarity, this suggests that these artists have 

multiple urgent and legitimate claims but little or no power within the multiple levels of 

decision-making identified. However, more needs to be known about whether their 

salience as dependent stakeholders with diverse needs is recognised by other players in the 

areas of decision-making identified and what responsibilities this implicitly provokes. 

2.5.3. Responsibility, emotional labour and risk in theatre and the arts 

To be a stakeholder, artists must be recognised as such. Within the contexts of this study, 

this means that decision-making at an organisational level and policy level must take 

responsibility for the legitimacy and urgency of their claims. Theatre organisations shoulder 

few responsibilities of employers as artists are, in the main, temporary freelance workers or 

‘suppliers’. However, beyond contractual, Kunst (2015) and Eikhof and Haunschild (2007) 

argue that theatre organisations have ethical duties (in which they are failing) to safeguard 

 
18 The quote, borrowed from Marian Wright Edelman in the film documentary Miss Representation 

http://therepresentationproject.org/film/miss-representation/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018), was applied with 
reference to the presence of women in traditionally male-dominated industries such as tech and computer 
science. It has subsequently been repeated in other discussions of representation and visibility of race, class and 
disability in public fields such as TV, media and politics as well as art forms such as theatre, visual arts and 
literature. 

 
19 In October 2015, independent theatre artist/producer Lian Bell vocally proclaimed that the centenary 

programme of the Abbey Theatre, titled ‘Waking the Nation’ was symbolic of the invisibility of women in Irish 
theatre, lacking a single female playwright on its mainstage. This led to a cry that it had not woken the nation, it 
had woken the feminists. Fuelled by social media debate, the voluntary campaign gained substantial 
momentum, public meetings and the introduction of new policies by the largest funded theatres in Ireland. 
www.wakingthefeminists.org (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
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artists precisely because the nature of artistic work renders artists dependent and 

vulnerable, necessitating particular levels of emotional labour and personal investment.  

Cultural production relies on the formation of short-term temporary systems 

(Williamson, 1984; Voss, Cable and Voss, 2000) in which the artists involved must quickly 

breach personal:professional boundaries to form intimate collaborative relationships laden 

with implicit mutual trust (Banks et al., 2000; Adler, 2006; Kong, 2006). These systems of 

production depend on flexible and affordable labour, self-organisation and a loss of 

definition around time and measurement of labour (Neilson and Rossiter, 2008; Turrini and 

Chicchi, 2014). The nature of artistic work necessitates personal investment and emotional 

labour, defined as work which requires individuals to commit something of their own 

emotional selves to the occupation for it to succeed (Grandey, Diefendorff and Rupp, 

2013). This is more visible in actors who draw on personal emotions to communicate 

characters in distress - torture, violence, murder, rape (Orzechowicz, 2007; Trueman, 2016). 

Less visible but no less significant is the degree to which other theatre artists emotionally 

invest in their work as playwrights, directors, etc., as an intrinsic element of cultural 

production and creative experiment.  

In a wider sense, artists are vulnerable because they rely on others to define them as 

artists (Lena and Lindemann, 2014). They are dependent for their livelihood and status on 

cultural organisations, and particularly on artistic directors (Mangset, Kleppe and Røyseng, 

2012; Kunst, 2015). Kunst (2015) and Quackels (2017) reflect on how this behaviour in 

theatre can suppress artists’ freedom of expression and ability to resist and they alone with 

Eikhof and Warhurst (2013) question whether theatre managers adequately shoulder these 

responsibilities. 

The responsibility beyond contract that comes with the nature of artistic work suggests 

implicit as well as explicit terms and norms of behaviour (Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994; 

Friedman and Miles, 2006). This may become a more complex set of implicit responsibilities 

and interdependencies when economic and aesthetic risk is considered. Grant and 

Buckwold (2013) argue that the CCI sector as a whole relies on artists bearing responsibility 

as ‘risk managers’ for the necessary risks of failure and uncertainty associated with 

innovation. Banks et al. (2000) argue that risk in the form of experiment is a necessary 

component of autonomy, creativity and cultural production. While creative industries and 

associated areas such as regeneration depend on creative labour precariously managing a 

range of risks, the prevailing environment and dominance of market-driven economic 

planning influences how innovation, risk and experimentation are defined and tolerated 

(Voss, Montoya-Weiss and Voss, 2006; Sgourev, 2013; Stephan and Pathak, 2016). Sgourev 
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(2013) in particular points to perceptions of innovation and risk in theatre programming 

being limited by the organisation and its wider context. 

Lacking employment protection or consistent union representation and self-financing 

their work through unpaid labour and portfolio working, artists bear the economic risks of 

their work (Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2010; Mangset et al., 2017). In addition, they 

shoulder creative risk and are personally exposed through their work, both through 

transient work patterns and emotional investment (Voss, Cable and Voss, 2000; Adler, 

2006; Kong, 2006). Bryony Kimmings (2013) was among a number of artists challenging this 

system in 2013 when she published her touring budget and performance guarantees in a 

blog post titled, You Show Me Yours. Her post, in addition to a number of media articles 

concerning the financial burdens placed on artists, exposed what she described as ‘bullying 

to keep bigger businesses afloat’ or theatre organisations’ dependency on artists working 

for very little and self-financing (Collinson, 2015; McCalden, 2015; Gardner, 2018a; 

Johnstone, 2018).  

It can be suggested from this that artists are bearing substantial responsibilities for their 

own cultural work and that of organisations. Theatre organisations and decision-makers 

within them bear implicit responsibility for artists but do not always exercise it. This 

interdependent set of relationships has not been fully or adequately explored and the 

contribution of artists to the decision-making of organisations needs to be examined. In the 

next section, this chapter will consider more fully the artists’ role in organisational decision-

making, considered as arts management and principally leadership. This will address also 

what is known about a key research objective, the role of artists in decision-making 

hierarchies.  

2.6. The Artist as leader 

2.6.1. Leadership in the cultural sector 

This study now turns its attention to the second area of decision-making under 

investigation, that of organisations. Its focus is on leadership as it is through the role of 

leaders that the interests of what can loosely be termed the ‘sector’ and organisations are 

represented within policy-making (Brkić, 2009; Holden and Hewison, 2011) while many see 

leadership and management in the arts field as inseparable. Additionally, leadership is the 

means by which, it is argued, the field of subsidised theatre and the arts enacts 

organisational change and sector resilience (Hewison, 2004; Parkinson and Buttrick, 2017). 

While drawing on leadership literature, it concentrates on cultural leadership research, a 
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growing strands of arts management studies. Given this study’s UK context, the emphasis is 

on Western models of cultural leadership. This neither privileges nor diminishes non-

Western leadership (Caust, 2013; 2015) but recognises that social and cultural contexts 

determine how ideals of leadership are formed (Hofstede, 1983; Stephan and Pathak, 

2016). 

Cultural leadership is described as many things: the leadership of cultural activities, 

organisations and sectors; behaviours and processes that influence policies and practice; 

the pursuit of advocacy, innovation, change, ambition, artistic originality, sustainability and 

resilience (Kay and Venner, 2010; Hoyle et al., 2018). Cray, Inglis and Freeman (2007, p.296) 

state: 

…although leadership and decision-making styles available to managers 
in the arts are similar to those in other industries, factors unique to the 
arts sector affect the manner in which they are enacted. 

They describe this difference as the reconciliation of the central artistic purpose with the 

managerial nature of business and its economic and social concerns (i.e., an alternate triple 

bottom-line). This orientation is typified in cultural leadership research by the prevalence of 

dual, shared and joint leadership, particularly within the study of leaders and leadership 

within the performing arts (including subsidised theatre). Caust (2018) goes further to 

distinguish ‘arts’ leadership within cultural leadership however, as the body of literature 

tends to adopt the term ‘cultural leadership’ so too shall this study while the distinction of 

‘artistic’ leadership is explored later. 

Shared leadership typically involves artistic and executive leadership either within a 

single role or shared between two roles (Cray, Inglis and Freeman, 2007; Inglis and Cray, 

2011; Järvinen, Ansio and Houni, 2015). While Caust (2008) argues these functions are 

often in opposition (although not always negatively), other scholars praise its balancing of a 

multi-objective organisation and suggest it offers a model of leadership for wider use (Cray, 

Inglis and Freeman, 2007; Antrobus, 2009). Others go further to suggest that the necessary 

diffusion of leadership through arts organisations (due to the high level of project-based 

work and the nature of transferring authority within artistic work) offers valuable 

leadership development and opportunities for more collaborative, participative or shared 

leadership in fulfilment of the multiple purposes and needs of artistic work and 

organisations (Mintzberg, 1998; MacNeill and Tonks, 2009; Inglis and Cray, 2011; Reynolds, 

Tonks and MacNeill, 2017).  

While the body of research on dual/shared leadership suggests artists and artistic 

concerns are present within cultural leadership, most of the literature describes artists 
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within leading ‘managerial’ roles within organisations, or artists who combine as executive 

leaders. This offers some knowledge as to who or what is perceived as cultural leadership 

while the distinct nature of cultural leadership due to artistic purpose is also of relevance. 

2.6.2. An understanding of cultural leadership styles 

Within both the sector and research, there has been significant promotion of cultural 

leadership and the development of leaders and leadership skills (proposed as 

‘professionalising’ the sector). This drive has been connected to the need for innovation 

and new models of business, growing sustainability and resilience of organisations and the 

sector as a whole (Robinson, 2010; Nisbett and Walmsley, 2016).  A ‘crisis in cultural 

leadership’ was declared in 2004 by Hewison (2004, p.158-160), describing it as a ‘financial, 

artistic and managerial crisis’, an issue of ‘professional and personal morale’ and a ‘crisis of 

cultural authority’. He (2004, p.165) concludes that: 

The crisis of cultural leadership [in Britain] is a crisis of cultural values. 
This crisis is produced by the collapse of hierarchy that supported a 
confident sense of ordered values – and placed the heroic male leader at 
the top of the cultural pyramid.  

Writing many years later, Nisbett and Walmsley (2016, p.2) describe the proliferation of 

training and leadership programmes as a response this crisis and the persistence of 

leadership development as a policy response to the financial or managerial issues of the 

sector (see also Parkinson and Buttrick, 2017).  

Hewison (2004, p.163) proposed a typology of three forms of cultural leadership, 

transformational, transactional and relational (recognisable in wider leadership discourse 

as evidenced in Uhl-Bien, 2006; Bass, 2010; Copeland, 2014), suggesting that the crisis 

derives from having the ‘wrong kind of leader’ (I.e. associated with negative elements of 

transformational and transactional leadership styles) and promoting a relational approach 

to future leadership development in the wider cultural sector. This signifies a shift in 

cultural leadership away from a ’heroic’ often typified as an ‘artistic heroic’ or ‘maestro’ 

leadership (Fitzgibbon, 2001) to a more business-oriented style, adopting terms and 

practices from contemporary leadership studies. Examining the role of artist as presented, 

some negative connotations are attached to artistically dominant leadership styles, despite 

other praise for balancing and shared leadership models. Other scholars describe dominant 

cultural leadership styles as transformational, transactional, charismatic and participatory 

(Cray, Inglis and Freeman, 2007, p.299-301).  

Policy rhetoric surrounding cultural leadership, not unlike wider leadership discourse, has 
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associated it with change management, entrepreneurship and innovation as a means of 

addressing sector and organisational sustainability (Robinson, 2010; Stephan and Pathak, 

2016). However, others argue that this dominance of a business-oriented leadership 

rhetoric aimed at ‘fixing’ existing organisations and structures is an inadequate curative for 

wider concerns of inequality, artistic experiment, and social and cultural relevance (Cray, 

Inglis and Freeman, 2007; Leicester, 2010; Pledger, 2016; Dalborg and Lofgren, 2016). This 

push could be seen as a desire to achieve more genuinely transformational leadership 

(taking into account Spector’s (2016b) consideration of how ideals and practice of 

leadership diverge). However, within cultural leadership, there seems to be a push for a 

different more transgressive leadership that moves away from existing organisational 

structures and replaces existing decision-making hierarchies. As Graham Leicester (2010) 

puts it, 

Real cultural leadership involves creative transgression, and a long-term 
perspective. It is not about making the existing system more productive 
or efficient.  

Connecting to this study, this review suggests some links could but have not yet been 

made between the role of cultural leaders and cultural leadership as a ‘nexus of contracts’ 

and the multi-stakeholder, multi-objective leadership and management discussed within 

stakeholder literature (Hill and Jones, 1992; Doh and Quigley, 2014; Mitchell et al., 2016).  

2.6.3. Autonomy, self-interest & responsibility in cultural leadership 

The discourse of cultural leadership is principally concerned with the study of 

organisational leadership and leaders. However, it operates within a wider social, sectoral 

and policy context. In pursuit of the research objectives, this review now examines how the 

context of cultural leadership informs its perceived responsibilities.  

Political influence and public arts policy interference (as noted by Caust, 2010a; 

Alexander, 2017) implicitly drives cultural leaders of organisations to align to public policy, 

demonstrate economic sustainability and use self-evaluation to justify continued public 

support (Thayer and Fine, 2001; Mulcahy, 2006; Kleppe, 2017a), Kleppe noting this is 

particularly so in England. Some parallels may be drawn with Yamak and Suer’s (2005) work 

on the state as stakeholder in banking and how its very presence shapes the environment 

and markets as well as organisational behaviours. Cultural leadership figures are implicitly 

encouraged within policy rhetoric to widen their responsibilities and advocacy beyond their 

organisations (Holden and Hewison, 2011; Nisbett and Walmsley, 2016), reflecting 

Hewison’s (2004) altruistic ‘sector heroic’. As demonstrated by Nisbett and Walmsley 
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(2016), this raises questions about the degree of mandate cultural leaders such as these 

hold from the sector in advocating for the sector while Kleppe’s work (2017a) suggests 

these leaders are not as autonomous from political and policy influence as their ‘sector 

heroic’ image might suggest.  

Policy encouragement for cultural leaders of organisations to adopt a sector leadership 

role mirrors description of transformational leadership as working beyond organisational 

and self-interest (Bass, 2010; Spector, 2016b), ‘striving for an idea outside yourself’ 

(Drucker, 1995, p.16). Glow (2010) argues that intrinsic to cultural leadership is a moral 

duty to advocate for the very value of the arts itself.  Into this rhetoric of leadership, 

concerns must be raised however, about the capacity of these leaders (and as raised above, 

the appropriateness) to take on these wider social and sectoral responsibilities. 

Although non-autonomous, cultural leadership in the arts sector carries significant 

influence over policy-making (Nisbett and Walmsley, 2016) and wider research suggests 

that organisational leaders inform attitudes to decision-making, and consideration of 

stakeholder interests and equality among their workforce and other players (Doh and 

Quigley, 2014; Voegtlin, 2015; Constandt and Willem, 2018). Concerns of ethical 

responsibility are raised when the powerful role these cultural leaders occupy (in policy 

influence and change management) is set alongside the debunking of the CCI (and implicitly 

subsidised theatre) as fair and meritocratic (O'Brien et al., 2016; Friedman, O'Brien and 

Laurison, 2016; Eikhof, 2017). In addition, other scholars and figures from subsidised 

theatre propose that if cultural leaders are not actively transforming structures of unequal 

power and sharing decision-making, they are complicit in them (Kunst, 2015; Quackels, 

2017).  

In examining these tensions of responsibility and self-interest and the dominance of 

political and policy influences, this study merits drawing more fully on considerations of 

how these leadership roles negotiate between dominant (‘powerful’) stakeholder 

expectations and a more distributive all-stakeholder approach to shared value (Bridoux and 

Vishwanathan, 2018). This brings this investigation more fully into a consideration of how 

the ‘complicit’ or compromised status of cultural leadership described by some scholars fits 

with the ‘sector heroic’ described and poses some challenges to the ethics of cultural 

leadership to be explored here. 

2.6.4. Artists, cultural leadership and arts management 

Having set out some of the definitions and responsibilities of leadership, this chapter 

now looks at what is known about the role of the artist within this field of decision-making. 
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In doing so and considering whether the interpretation of power applies to artists in this 

area, it looks first at an understanding of the artist within arts management literature and 

next considers the artist as leader.  In much the same way as it can be difficult to separate 

cultural policy and arts management research, it is similarly sometimes difficult to isolate 

management and leadership texts within arts and cultural research. Leadership and 

management (and leaders and managers) are treated as separate within much leadership 

research (Daft, 1999; Kotter, 2008) although this simplification does not do justice to the 

wide-ranging discussion about leadership as a process, a set of behaviours or a distinct 

element within management (Copeland, 2014; Spector, 2016a). Spector (2016b, p.180-183) 

argues that, while not ‘faddish’, the shift from considering management to general 

management to leadership and different leadership styles represents the formation of 

‘ideal types’ in response to ‘a particular historical context’ even though many of the 

behaviours recognised remain the same. 

Within cultural leadership and arts management research, Adler (2006) argues that 

cultural leadership is restricted to existing organisational systems, emphasising its role as a 

new form of managing rather than as a wider social and cultural influence. This corresponds 

to the previous discussion of cultural leadership as a solution to organisational 

sustainability (Hewison, 2004). However, others argue that challenges to intrinsic cultural 

value within the wider social and political context mean all arts management must also be 

leaders, explained as advocacy and policy influence, and responsibility for future artistic 

practice (Lapierre, 2001; Brkić, 2009; Glow, 2010). Practical issues of small company scale 

and multi-role management also mean roles of leadership and management are held 

simultaneously, potentially inhibiting cultural leadership capacity (Parkinson and Buttrick, 

2017).  

While this defines cultural leadership research as intrinsically bound into the same field 

as arts management, it also reinforces the observation already posited that cultural 

leadership is implicitly bound up within organisations rather than perceived as a practice or 

process within subsidised theatre and the wider arts sector. Although Caust (2018) argues 

for looking at artists as leaders in their own right, this is not a particularly strong or 

significant discussion within cultural leadership and arts management research, except in 

relation to dual/shared leadership (Rhine, 2006; MacNeill and Tonks, 2009; Antrobus, 2009; 

Caust, 2010b; Inglis and Cray, 2011; Reynolds, Tonks and MacNeill, 2017). Emerging from 

this research, few papers could be found that described artists in managerial or leadership 

roles without this organisational status or without placing distinctions between artistic and 

executive work. In short it seems that the role of artist is not part of this management 
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discourse except in contrast to or in relation to executive non-artistic responsibility and this 

appears an unusual gap. 

Studies like the work of Eikhof and Haunschild (2007) show that balancing artistic and 

executive functions is intrinsic to the logic of arts organisations. Cultural leadership is often 

suppressed or passed round in the ‘temporary systems’ and intrinsic collaboration needed 

for cultural production (I.e., the director deferring to designer, choreographer, etc.) 

(Williamson, 1984; Voss, Cable and Voss, 2000). Mintzberg (1998) contends that cultural 

leadership (and implicitly management) is shaped by the art forms over which it presides, 

and becomes necessarily (if only temporarily) aligned to serve the needs of artistic 

production. Douglas et al. (2009) show that artistic leaders (such as artistic directors) 

comfortably assume and share executive responsibilities but others argue they are 

perceived more as artistic guardianship than concerned with managerial interests (Myers, 

2014). Amarasuriya (2017) states that artists must assert their status in the organisational 

or business realm without separating their artistic selves. Mangset et al. (2012) caution that 

some dominant artistic leadership can suppress rather than encourage artists within 

performing arts organisations. These different views again suggest an uneasy fit of artistic 

and executive. They also imply that the role of the artistic director can neither fully 

represent artists’ interests nor does it automatically make artists in general welcome in, or 

a structural part of, management  (See Jude Kelly’s comment on bringing artists into an 

organisation as akin to a ‘virus’, Douglas, Fremantle and Davie, 2009, p.27).   

Given the focus on independent artists, this review explored what could be known about 

artists’ role in entrepreneurship as another potential aspect of cultural leadership and arts 

management. Although the language of (cultural) entrepreneurship is quite new to arts 

practice and its study is a distinct and separate field, scholars argue that artists have always 

been entrepreneurial in their behaviour (Abbing, 2002; Stephan and Pathak, 2016). 

However, artists do not recognise their own behaviour as entrepreneurs because in the 

entrepreneurial language used within CCI, economic rather than social models of 

entrepreneurship dominate (Pinkham, 2013; Sandberg, 2016; Vakharia, Shockley and Zabel, 

2016). In addition, artists are persistently rendered as ‘non-economic’ as noted by Abbing 

(2002) and Throsby (1994), leading them to present themselves as ‘non-artists’ in business 

or policy contexts (Amarasuriya, 2017).  

As perceived stakeholder status and value form part of this inquiry, this study can draw 

from this some understanding that artists are not significantly present or lack the status of 

decision-maker with notable exceptions within the study of arts management processes. 

Furthermore, despite their significant value to cultural production systems, this lack of 
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presence is very likely to be connected to their perceived status as non-economic. This 

shapes this research project to examine how those perceptions are formed and to what 

extent artists have influence over their perceived identity as decision-making figures. 

2.6.5. The Artist as leader 

Returning to a discussion of leadership, this study explored literature to consider how 

artists in leadership are understood and what kinds of decision-making it entails. In this, it 

distinguishes artistic leadership (leadership concerned with artistic vision, programming 

and production) from the role of artists in cultural leadership. While as shown already, 

artistic leadership is often compartmentalised as part of the dual/shared leadership as a 

feature of this field, considering the role of artists in leadership more generally opens up 

the potential to consider what influence they possess in facets of leadership less directly 

related to the artistic programme.   

To investigate it more fully, this study turns to Douglas, Fremantle and Davie’s Artist as 

Leader research report (2009) as one of the few texts that specifically explores this. They 

(2009, p.7) argue that artists, unlike other groups, possess a unique skillset to address 

contemporary issues of cultural leadership: 

… artists are uniquely placed to work with the specificity of local 
circumstances while simultaneously grasping the meaning and 
implications for action within different frames of reference. These artists 
also think about the long-term implications of their actions where most 
other areas of production or service are expedient, solving the problem 
on hand and in the immediate context. They are capable of working 
across hierarchies and social groupings, enabling individuals to 
transcend barriers of discipline, belief and specialism. Some artists 
working in public specifically place value on, and manifest skills in, 
constructing dialogue, communication, improvisation and empathy. 
They articulate critical perspectives, acting as individuals where 
organisations are more likely to value loyalty and conformity.  

Although falling into the trap that art and its making are without moral and ethical 

subjectivity, this articulation of artists’ skills suggests they are ideally capable of the vision 

and behaviours of cultural leadership (advocacy, change management, innovation, etc.,). 

While the focus of the Artist as Leader research report principally dwells on artists in 

leadership roles within organisations, it argues along with Caust (2018) that cultural 

leadership is only sometimes organisational and can also be expressed in artistic work, 

artists’ political expression and criticism of systems (Douglas, Fremantle and Davie, 2009).  

It is possible to see that artists might be more effectively positioned to engage in the 

transgressive leadership proposed by other literature earlier in this chapter. Jones (2015) 
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and Robinson (2010) propose an alternate voice such as that of independent artists has 

something to offer in addressing sectoral issues of innovation, resilience and sustainability. 

Then again artists may simply reinforce existing systems (Stevenson, 2014) and will not 

automatically represent other artists (Kunst, 2015, Quackels, 2017). Both Eikhof (2017) and 

Jankovich (2015) point to attitudinal change, the value of dissent, and wider participation in 

decision-making as significant in addressing issues of inequality in workforce and 

audiences/communities respectively. While much of the literature points to artists’ 

seeming absence from organisational decision-making as it has been defined in this study 

(through an examination principally of cultural leadership), this investigation needs to 

explore more fully whether this is actually the case and whether artists being in these roles 

materially changes how wider concerns of artists are addressed. 

2.7. The Artist in policy 

2.7.1. Policy-making as decision-making 

Moving to the final area of decision-making this study is concerned with, policy-making, 

this chapter will examine some specific understandings of the arts policy context and the 

role of artists within it. First, however, some amplified examination is needed of what 

policy-making is, its processes and how this relates to the factors of power, legitimacy and 

urgency (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997) and concerns of perception and responsibility 

underpinning this research project. As noted already organisational decision-making is a 

form of policy-making however, for clarity, this thesis is using it as a distinct term to denote 

how public policy is generated by governments and public agencies.  

Policy decisions can be seen as carrying particular power as they legitimise particular 

actions, positions or players within the field under review and within wider societal values. 

In this sense, it could be argued that the choices made in policy around theatre and its 

artists establish their perceived status in other relationships and in society.   

While not proscriptively so, policy-making has tended to be articulated as a cycle moving 

through formulation to implementation and evaluation before termination or return to 

formulation. Jann and Wegrich (2007) describe a generally accepted simple model of seven 

stages: ‘agenda-setting; policy formulation; decision-making, implementation, evaluation’. 

This study concerns itself with both the early stages of this process and its implicit 

enactment, considers how agenda development (or problem identification) is influenced by 

or includes artists and investigates to what extent are they involved formally and informally 

in processes of formulation and decision-making. In the past policy research explored the 
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effectiveness (or not) of policy as a rational objective model. However, the evolution of 

policy analysis has moved towards an interpretation of these processes as subjective, 

requiring greater understanding of meaning and intention, below the principal texts and 

actions (Bevir and Rhodes, 2005, Bevir and Rhodes, 2001, Bacchi and Goodwin, 2016a). This 

aligns with the theoretical and ontological position of this research: a rejection of assumed 

structures and an interest in human meaning-making within these processes.  

In exploring the influence of artists on policy-making, this thesis implicitly asks the 

question of who makes policy, who is responsible for policy-making processes, and what 

other influences or perceptions are at play. Tong (1987, p.193) describes the difficulty of 

assigning responsibility in policy analysis as the issue of ‘Dirty Hands, Many Hands and No 

Hands’. She articulates each in turn as the compromised and manipulative interests at play 

when policy is made leading to decisions that are expedient for some but not all; the 

multiple interests at play leading to loss of clarity and loss of both individual and collective 

responsibility; and finally the deferral of responsibility from the individual to a neutral and 

abstracted institution, resulting in compartmentalised decision-making and abdicated 

global responsibility. The assignment of responsibility and perceptions of the interests and 

influences at play relate to how one conceptualises ‘the state’ (Hill, 2009): whether it is 

passive or active (reactive or operating for its own interests), made up of players with their 

own interests or as a structured rational system that contains both influences and 

constraints.  

In orienting this investigation as a study of human enterprise, this project considers 

whether or how individuals in policy-making roles appear to be functioning as stakeholder 

managers within these structures, norms and competing interests (whether they see 

themselves as such or not) (Ferris, 2015). While politicians may be visible decision-makers 

in public policy, Rhodes (2015) draws attention to the multiple illustrations of how lower 

level bureaucrats operate and enact policy choices while Bevir and Rhodes (2003) appeal 

for the role of individual agency to be considered in upholding and constructing traditions. 

Other research emphasises that many individuals (civil and public servants including 

advisors, experts, arms-length and regulatory bodies) are responsible for agenda-setting 

and formulation, drawing on knowledge of needs and interests from others such as 

commercial associations, trade unions, interest groups and lobbies (Page et al., 2005, Hill, 

2009) and shaping these with administrative regulations and political interests. Page et al. 

(2005, p.134) outline material ‘cues’ these officials use including understanding the 

direction or thrust of existing policy, knowledge of ministers and their interests, 

departmental priorities, official documents and ‘consensus mongering’, this last being a 
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way of anticipating contested issues. 

If policy-making is an interaction between the state, public and private players (Jann and 

Wegrich, 2007) and a complex management of multiple interests, it follows that who 

policy-makers have contact with or receive demands from, and how they perceive them as 

salient or representative of other players materially influences their decision-making.  

Before moving to explore more fully the arts policy context of this study, some further 

thought is given here to individual and group salience in policy-making. Tong (1987) argues 

that policy decisions that are disadvantageous to a particular group will be more easily 

reconciled by the policy-maker if they have no direct contact with that group, in a sense 

abstracting decision-making and de-legitimising stakeholders who lack power, influence or 

dominance. Equally, consideration must be given to the attention afforded to individuals or 

particular constituencies of interest within a field as ‘abstract proxies’ (Bevir and Rhodes, 

2005, p.5) for the whole (in this case of a ‘sector’ or an art form) simply on the basis of their 

capacity or power to self-represent. Such salience can be seen as politically and 

bureaucratically expedient (Page et al., 2005) but equally delegitimises groups who lack 

organised representation or whose diversity and views fall outside those of a chosen elite 

group of influencers. Again, this underlines the significance of relationships in questions of 

influence and decision-making. 

2.7.2. Defining the policy of interest to this study 

With the terms of policy level decision-making more fully refined and its processes 

considered, this study now embarks on a specific examination of public arts policy and the 

influences and concerns that can be understood in its policy-making. Again, this draws on 

the terms of power, legitimacy and urgency and concepts of perception and responsibility. 

While the literature drawn on here discusses the arts, cultural and CCI sectors and their 

policies, these are not synonymous. Yet all have some relevance as subsidised theatre sits 

within and across these sectors and is at times implicit within the work discussed.  

Both Rentschler (2002, p.17 quoted in Mulcahy, 2006, p.320) and Gray (2007, p.208) 

propose that cultural policy can be viewed as a set of choices by a range of authorities, 

organisations and individuals, shaping the support and regulation of the cultural sector 

(Bennett, 2009, p.201)  and the ‘promotion or prohibition of cultural practices or values’ 

(Throsby, 2010, p.8). This positions cultural policy as both controlling and determining the 

value of cultural activity. Cultural policy ‘encompasses a much broader array of activities’ 

(Mulcahy, 2006, p.321) than arts policy and is not always connected to direct financial 

support (Schuster et al., 2003) but this study is specifically concerned with arts policy.  
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Arts policy is most often explicit actions in support of recognised art forms, including 

theatre, through arms-length public bodies. Ambiguity between what separates arts from 

cultural policy leads to ‘explicit arts agency strategies becoming confounded into implicit 

national cultural strategies’ (Durrer and Magan, 2017, p.190). Gray (2007) notes this 

ambiguity is heightened as what is considered the ‘arts’ changes in response to both artistic 

practice and public policy agenda. It can be viewed as both deliberate and unintentional: 

offering convenient flexibility for inter-governmental and political relationships (Ramsey 

and Waterhouse-Bradley, 2018) but born of an ill-definition of culture itself (Gray, 2015, 

p.67). Deliberate ambiguity allows policy actions, decisions and de facto outcomes to be 

accomplished without an ‘expressed policy intention’ (Schuster et al., 2003, p.8-9) and 

lacking ‘public sanction’ (Yúdice, 2001, p.2005). This ambiguity leaves room for implicit and 

explicit relationships and value systems between stakeholders in the cultural sector to be 

satisfied (Friedman and Miles, 2002; Ahearne, 2009; Throsby, 2009).   

Pointing to this perceived loss of definition as failure, Mangset (2018, p.2) proposes 

entering a ‘post-cultural policy’ stage because public cultural policy has lost all context, 

failed its objectives and no longer has cultural aims (arguing they have been supplanted by 

instrumentalisation for social and economic aims). Little time has elapsed between 

Mangset’s proposal and this publication to see what rebuttals exist, but Schuster (2003, 

p.1) makes distinctions between the formal written policy and the implicit ‘intentionality’ of 

its actions. Belfiore (2018b) on the other hand proposes that it is the policy attention or 

priority that has failed rather than arts and cultural policy itself. Perceived policy failure 

may be hard to assert given shortcomings in adequate public sector performance 

measurement (Boyne et al., 2002; Lee, 2008; Walker and Boyne, 2009). Nevertheless, in 

examining arts policy-making, the ambiguous and uncertain state of arts policy suggests its 

processes may not only be difficult to pin down and its definition of potential interests is 

also fluid.  

The UK context of this research establishes it as four devolved arts policy-making regimes 

within one nation therefore it is both one and four political contexts, the four devolved 

countries engaged in a complex relationship with each other shaped by their shared and 

divisive history, and each negotiating their own articulation of national cultural identity 

(Mitchell, 2013; Sorokowski, 2014). This distinguishes the UK public arts policy context from 

other multi-level public cultural policies (see Johanson, Kershaw and Glow, 2014). Durrer 

and Magan (2017, p.191) studying cultural policy on the island of Ireland suggest ‘small 

nations’ (applicable in this study to Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland) offer much to 

consider in ‘notions of co-optation, (dis)empowerment, disruption, creation and subversion 
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in the relationship between arts, culture, citizen and State’ while Scullion and Garcia (2005, 

p.121) propose that ’the centralised nation-state is giving way to both supra-national and 

subnational institutions … both pulls are about the empowerment of individuals and 

communities at the expense of the monolithic nation-state.’ Thus, the policy context of this 

study can be seen as fragmented and complex with both national and subnational authority 

in culture (Craik, McAllister and Davis, 2003). Although not initially or directly seen as 

pertinent to this study, the relationship between the role of theatre artists and policy-

making cannot be isolated from the relationship between policy-making and political 

nation-making. This is distinct from other forms of political influence more generally and 

widely discussed in arts and cultural policy which are explored later. 

2.7.3. The artist in policy 

In adopting an ‘Artist as Stakeholder’ view, this study distinguishes between ‘artist 

policy’, the area of policy which considers artists’ special status and makes provisions for 

artists including but not confined to direct financial support (Heikkinen, 2000); and artists in 

policy: the analysis of how artists influence wider arts policies that shape the business and 

behaviours of the sector. While recognising artists hold ‘special status’ within government 

policies internationally (UNESCO, 2014), this study principally addresses artists’ role in 

influencing public arts policy. Attention is directed to the implicit and explicit nature of 

artists’ presence in policy-making, drawing a connection with both theoretical and policy 

literature (Friedman and Miles, 2006; Ahearne, 2009). This deepens understanding of what 

power and legitimacy artists hold in policy-making (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). 

Woddis (2014) points out, artists (or ‘practitioners’) have been overlooked not only as 

stakeholders in cultural policy-making but also in cultural policy research. This study’s 

exploration of the artist in cultural policy research reinforces that view. Instead arts policy 

appears dominated by influences of politics, NPM, historic funding relationships, and 

questions of social, economic and cultural value.  What few studies of artists in UK policy-

making that exist show artists are capable of offering some value and distinct knowledge 

(Woddis, 2005; Glinkowski, 2012; Woddis, 2014). Nevertheless, they are absent from arts 

policy influence with few exceptions: the high profile and those with ‘privileged access’ 

(Woddis, 2014, p.499) who are invited on to panels, etc. In addition, Glinkowski and Woddis 

both show that artists with active representative bodies as intermediaries are better able to 

influence policy, reflecting Heikinnen’s (2000) and Rueschmeyer’s (1997) respective 

findings on Scandinavian artists’ relationship with policy.  

While not examining policy implementation or evaluation per se, an emphasis on 
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evidence-based policy-making (discussed later) also led this study to explore artists in policy 

evaluation. While Beirne, Jennings and Knight (2016) suggest artists attempt different ways 

to resist the more bureaucratic and neoliberal systems that drive subsidised arts processes, 

Newsinger and Green (2016) conclude that funder-driven accountability within project 

evaluation excludes artists’ knowledge. Further when examining the wider discourse of 

evaluation, value and metrics in cultural policy (Knell, 2014; Selwood, 2015; Balshaw et al., 

2015; Neelands et al., 2015; Crossick and Kaszynska, 2016), it was notable that artists are 

almost entirely absent in these discussions. These examples suggest that while artists may 

be implicitly present, they do not explicitly feature in the evidence-building that informs 

future policy-making. This may orient value arguments around organisations, public bodies 

and the public rather than artists, compounding again issues of status for artists.  

Daniel (2013) and Banks (2009) propose different barriers to artists’ involvement in 

policy: perceived low status within the CCI workforce and respective sub-sectors; lack of 

knowledge of how and when policy-making takes place or processes for influencing it; lack 

of perceived relevance to their lives and work. Daniel (2013) also identifies a cynicism 

amongst artists towards policy apparatus, informed by their principal relationships being 

through funding or its inaccessibility. This suggests artists may deliberately self-exclude 

from policy-making, demonstrating but not acting upon a legitimate relationship. Greater 

participation by artists also may not produce different policy. Stevenson’s (2014) 

examination of the ‘stooshie’ of 2010 (in which Scottish artists and arts organisations 

campaigned together, resulting in abandonment of Creative Scotland’s new strategies and 

funding systems) suggests that even when exercising influence on policy, artists tacitly 

reinforced historic funding relationships and implicit value systems.  

As Woddis’ (2014, p.499-502) research specifically relates to UK playwrights, her 

identification of their policy influence as ‘invited’ and ‘uninvited’ holds special relevance to 

this study. This distinguishes between sanctioned ‘invitations’ to participate in 

consultations, etc. and ‘uninvited protests’ or challenges in which individual artists play 

significant roles in forcing policy change at organisational or public level. Woddis (2014) 

points to the success of campaigns on retaining and increasing funding for playwriting. 

Wider examples of the ‘uninvited’ include organisational policy challenges like Liberate 

Tate20 (around the Tate’s relationship with oil industry sponsorship) and the ‘stooshie’ 

 
20 Liberate Tate was a movement of artists launched in 2010 (Tate Modern’s tenth birthday) to challenge the 

galleries relationship with BP and in particular the move by Tate to restrict artists’ criticism of its corporate 
sponsor. Artists staged a series of high-profile protests and guerrilla arts-based campaigns. They encouraged 
others to withdraw from exhibitions and refuse commissions from the Tate family of galleries. 
http://www.liberatetate.org.uk/about/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
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noted above. Group and individual actions in support of wider socio-political movements 

such as #ArtistsRepealthe8th movement in Ireland (NicGhabhann, 2018; Saner, 2018) and 

Richard De Domenici’s The Death of Social Housing21 (DeDomenici, 2015) demonstrate that 

artists are not only capable of political and policy engagement but pro-actively use their 

artistic voice to agitate for policy change outside arts policy. This question of ‘invited’ policy 

involvement raises a consideration of artists’ perceived legitimacy in policy-making for this 

inquiry. 

Both Robinson (2010) and Jones (2015) argue that sector resilience relies on a more 

holistic and plural approach to policy and review. The indications from this literature 

suggest that while artists’ involvement may be implicit and intended, their access to, and 

engagement in, policy-making appears to be limited. Nevertheless, this does not appear to 

be a result of lack of either their importance to subsidised theatre and arts policy or their 

capacity to understand policy processes. This prompts consideration of artists’ perceptions 

of policy-making and what other players or influences are at work within arts policy. 

2.7.4. Influences on arts policy and policy-making 

In examining the literature using a stakeholder view, a number of competing influences 

on arts policy can be identified. While these can be articulated as political, bureaucratic and 

historical (connected to previous discussions of tradition, responsibility, and dominance), 

they could equally be framed as influences of politics, accountability and social change (or 

indicators of the multiple and competing multi-stakeholder contexts of this study).  

Touched on already, arts policy processes cannot be separated from political nation-

making however, political influences are wider and deeper than those of national identity, 

fuelled by politician’s interpretations of social and economic priority and political 

advantage (Cummings and Katz, 1987). Gray (2007, p.208-211) argues that political 

influences on cultural policy are not inevitable but conscious decisions, formed by and 

 
21 In 2015, in response to evictions of social housing tenants and the gentrification of Shoreditch where he 

lived and worked, live artist Richard DeDomenici created an interactive performance piece that combined the 

public building of flatpack miniature models of social housing tower blocks and a funeral procession of a coffin 

decorated with images of the same tower blocks. At the end of each procession, the miniature models were 

floated or set alight. It first appeared at Latitude Festival followed by a commission from the Barbican. Since 

then other version with updates and adaptations have been performed throughout the UK and at various 

festivals in Europe. The project was revised after fire brown out in Grenfell tower in 2017 and now ends in air 

burial where the models are floated away by balloon. http://dedomenici.com/degentrification (Accessed: 30 

October 2018) 
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adapting to implicit and explicit stakeholder relationships (Rentschler, 2002; Gray, 2007; 

Ahearne, 2009). Others suggest this influence is powerful because arts policy is vulnerable 

and minority interest (Wyszomirski, 1995 in Gray, 2002; Mulcahy, 2006, p.325) and its 

political orientation means cultural policy often lacks strategic relevance to the sector’s 

practice (Neelands and Choe, 2010; Chaney, 2014).  

Bennett (2009, p.202) 22 notes political control is intrinsic to government arts 

intervention in the UK since its first acts were to control (rather than support) stage 

performance and writing and reading around this suggests control rather than benevolence 

dominate the relationship between politics and arts policy. Political interests are, however, 

often contradictory, striving for both an ‘elite’ artistic endeavour for national prestige in a 

global marketplace, and as a social practice in the public interest (Belfiore, 2002; Bennett, 

2009; Donovan and O'Brien, 2016). Gray (2007) and Hofstede (1983) argue that the degree 

of political control over policy and their knock-on effect to sector practices are influenced 

by their context (in this case, both a single and multi-nation state). Within this, Robinson 

(2012) proposes proximity to a national political agenda has implications for artistic 

freedom and expression. Looking more closely at UK arts policy, Alexander (2017) argues 

the political field interferes with arts sector behaviour, passing its influence through arms-

length public bodies. While much is made of the ‘arms-length’ principle of these bodies, 

research highlights their lack of autonomy (Gray, 2008; Caust, 2010a) and the patterns of 

justification and inter-sectoral policy alignment that dominate their actions (Kleppe, 

2017a). Reflecting the contradictory behaviour of political interests, these public bodies are 

trapped between ‘goals of excellence vs. access and between government roles as 

facilitators vs. architects’ (Craik, McAllister and Davis, 2003, p.29). Alternately, they can be 

seen as an intermediary23 or nexus between government, subsidised theatre and artists, 

not trapped but delivering a complex set of multiple objectives for multiple stakeholders 

(Hill and Jones, 1992; Mitchell et al., 2016). 

A manifestation of this control is the growth of bureaucratic processes of measurement 

and evidence-building. Not unique to arts policy and public arts intervention but driven by 

the rise of NPM, this bureaucratic influence shapes not only policy priorities, 

 
22 Bennett refers to the Patent Theatre Act of 1660 which restricted all performance of ‘serious drama’ to 

two state-approved theatres and remained on the statute books for nearly 200 years; and the regulatory 
framework introduced in 1737 whereby all new scripts had to be approved by a senior law officer of the 
government. This censorship system remained in force until 1968. Only in the 19th century did limited forms of 
government support begin to appear. 

23 Using the distinction offered by Negus (2002, p.504-506), ‘workers as [cultural] intermediaries continually 
engaged in forming a point of connection or articulation between production and consumption’ and ’shape 
both use values and exchange values, and seek to manage how these values are connected with people’s lives’ 
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implementation and evaluation but the decision-making of arts organisations. Described as 

‘professionalising’ the sector, public sector emphasis on quantifiable measurement and 

delivery leads to growth in administration and ‘accountability’, affecting all aspects of 

management, artistic and executive leadership recruitment; and the adoption of business 

methods from other sectors (Belfiore, 2004; Bell and Oakley, 2014). While much can be 

gained from the interrogation and adoption of new or better management techniques, 

critics dispute the purpose of what is termed ‘best practice’ (Mattocks, 2017) while others 

challenge the adoption of ill-fitting management styles from private and public sector as 

markers of ‘professionalism’ (Caust, 2008). Other criticisms of the rise of NPM and 

accountability are its instrumentalisation of arts and cultural activity and efforts to ‘prove’ 

value and efficiency within, and as self-justification of, public arts policy; a process Belfiore 

(2012, p.103) attacks as ‘defensive instrumentalism’. More widely bureaucratic emphasis 

on evidence and accountability leads to risk-averse practices in public bodies and loss of 

autonomy of organisations (Caust, 2010a; Belfiore, 2012a), as well as conservative attitudes 

on, and limitations to, risk, experimentation and new models of working  (Banks et al., 

2000; Newsinger and Green, 2016; Kleppe, 2017a).  

This leads to consideration of a third significant influence within arts policy-making, that 

of the tension between historic relationships and practices and the changing field and its 

artistic, social, and technological context (Armstrong et al., 2018). Scholars point to the 

adherence to long-standing patterns of arts and CCI policy and funding practices in spite of 

a changing landscape, leaving little space for new or overlooked players (Belfiore, 2009; 

Banks et al., 2000). Further, while the rise in precarity is well-documented (Gill and Pratt, 

2008; McGuigan, 2010; Comunian, Faggian and Jewell, 2011; McRobbie, 2016), and need 

for change recognised in considerations of resilience, sustainability, diversity and equality 

(Robinson, 2010; Nwachukwu and Robinson, 2011; Mason, 2014; Armstrong et al., 2018), 

Oman:2018vl}; research shows there is little change or deviation from maintenance of 

existing art forms, relationships and models of production (O'Brien et al., 2016; Belfiore, 

2016; Crossick and Kaszynska, 2016). Mangset’s (2018) argument to end cultural policy is in 

part driven by this slow ‘gradual and sedimentary’ pace of change ((Henningsen, 2015, 

p.28, translated from Norwegian in Mangset, 2018, p.3).  

It is suggested this ‘laissez-faire’ pattern of subsidy (Bennett, 2009, p.203-204), as 

enacted policy rather than rhetoric, tacitly reinforces concepts of ‘elite’ art forms or elite 

communities who make and appreciate the arts, and denies more plural and democratic 

forms, particularly those that blend community or commercial practice, and those 

representing new, diverse, working class and minority cultures (Saha, 2017; Brook, O'Brien 
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and Taylor, 2018; Belfiore, 2018b). Not explored here but connections can be made with 

the multiple strands encompassed within the discourse of ‘cultural democracy’, defined by 

Kelly (2016, p.151) as ‘equality of access to the means of cultural production and 

distribution’. These strands challenge the closed and self-perpetuating system between 

organisations and policy-makers and the public investment in centralised arts provisions 

that indulge the ‘aesthetic preferences of a few’ (Mulcahy, 2006, p.323) and deliver them in 

a ‘civilising mission’ to the masses (Bennett, 2009, p.211). Pertinent to this research are 

questions this debate raises about the purpose of public arts policy, the defining, 

legitimising and problematising of culture and arts and its value, and who makes these 

decisions (Mulcahy, 2006; Gray, 2012; Stevenson, 2013; Graves, 2004).  

2.7.5. The terms of 'value' in arts policy 

Before progressing to a summary of what has been learned from the review of other 

research, this chapter will last dwell on some consideration of the terms by which ‘value’ 

surfaced in the reading and has some relevance to this project. As this research 

commenced, the findings of the Warwick Commission (Neelands et al., 2015) were released 

shortly followed by the results of the AHRC Cultural Value Project (Crossick and Kaszynska, 

2016). Undoubtedly, this influenced the attention it is given here. As these reports and the 

many other research papers that arose before and since demonstrated, the definition of 

value in arts and cultural activity is both ill-defined and subject to multiple interpretations 

(Holden, 2009, Graves, 2004, Ebrey, 2016, Oancea et al., 2015, Angelini and Castellani, 

2018). In the context of transdisciplinary interpretive research, it is important to recognise 

value holds different forms (artistic, social, economic, cultural) as well as being subjective 

and as much perceived and assigned as held. Value is also not synonymous with other 

terms discussed in this study such as importance, salience, dominance or power, although it 

may be associated with, or influenced by, these concepts. 

Within management research (and stakeholder theory), value relates to the core 

purpose of business, value creation and trade (Freeman et al., 2010) and contemporary 

stakeholder literature shows growing interest in defining terms and means of ‘joint value 

creation’ beyond the economic (Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2016). In CCI discourse (which 

informs significant parts of cultural labour research), value is used in two ways: to refer to 

value as above (thus creative labour is treated often as a principal source of ‘value 

creation’) and to consider the tensions between the economic value derived from value 

creation and wider concepts of cultural and social value inherent in creative work or 

cultural production (Bakhshi, Freeman and Hitchen, 2009; Angelini and Castellani, 2018).  
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Within cultural policy research, ‘cultural value’ discourse has ranged widely across a 

discussion of how and why cultural and artistic activity has or is perceived to have value to 

society and who decides this, drawing on the same tensions of cultural/social and economic 

value outlined above (Gray, 2008; Stevenson, Rowe and McKay, 2010; Lee, Oakley and 

Naylor, 2011). As public policy analysis, it is also deeply engaged in debate in multiple 

directions on how value is shaped to satisfy the different influences identified in the 

previous section. In one direction, scholars debate the degree to which the political and 

bureaucratic demands define what is of value (with over-reliance on what Gray (2007, 

p.204-205) describes as ‘secondary effects’) and how it is measured, how this process is 

compromised by political expediency, bureaucratic justification and evidence-making, and 

the failure of this evidence-gathering to capture actual or reliable evidence or knowledge of 

intrinsic value (Caust, 2003; Orr, 2008; Belfiore, 2009; 2012b; 2016; O’Hagan, 2017). 

Researchers dispute the measurement process and challenge the evidence it produces, 

raising concerns of causality and lack of complexity, over-standardisation of methods and 

over-instrumentalisation (Bille, Grønholm and Møgelgaard, 2014; Belfiore, 2016; Meyrick, 

Phiddian and Barnett, 2018). In another direction, attention is on the degree to which value 

is interpreted to reinforce a status quo of existing arts policies, systems of cultural 

production and funding relationships (Belfiore, 2009; Zapata-Barrero, 2016), ignoring wider 

cultural interests of the population or a more democratic view of what is and who practices 

arts and culture.  

Holden (2006, p.10) described the value debate as a ‘closed and ill-tempered 

conversation between [cultural] professionals and politicians’, while Acosta (2016) suggests 

in this way all value is conflated into, and interpreted through, existing cultural 

organisations. Some alternative or less instrumentalist solutions have been offered (see 

Donovan and O’Brien, 2016; Neelands et al., 2015; Crossick and Kaszynska, 2016). More 

widely in CCI discourse, resistance to measurement or goal-setting (principally concerned 

with economic performance) of creative business is described as a form of cultural 

conservatism, adhering to outdated definitions of culture and creativity (Newsinger, 2014; 

Parmentier and Picq, 2016; Lis et al., 2018). However, many cultural organisations continue 

to criticise how value is or is not being captured and measured adequately or relevantly and 

further attempts to capture and translate intrinsic quality have been equally rejected and 

criticised 24 (Neelands and Choe, 2010; Chaney, 2014; Gilmore, Glow and Johanson, 2017; 

 
24 Quality Metrics arose from a sector-led pilot called Manchester Metrics trialled in partnership with Arts 

Council England to build a measurement of quality https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/quality-metrics/quality-
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Selwood, 2015).  

No doubt fuelled by the rise of CCI as the vanguard of neoliberal policies that privilege 

the market and economy and coupled with the reductive approach of NPM (Craik, 

McAllister and Davis, 2003; Banks and O'Connor, 2017), cultural value discourse is bound 

up with economic value and its measurement. For a specific critique of CCI policy and a 

dissection of the significance of the conflation and partition of ‘cultural’ and ‘creative’ 

industries, see O'Connor (2000); Kong (2006); Galloway and Dunlop (2007); Banks and 

O'Connor (2017).  

Despite the discrediting of economic appraisals of nonprofit arts activity (Myerscough, 

1988; 1996; Holden, 2004; Belfiore, 2009; Bille, Grønholm and Møgelgaard, 2014; O’Hagan, 

2017) and the evidence that this emphasis instrumentalises creative practice and destroys 

the intrinsic creative value and experimentation on which the economic relies (Throsby, 

2001; Radbourne, 1997; Pratt, 2004; 2008; Landry, 2012; Banks and O'Connor, 2017), this 

dominance of value as economic measurement persists. The dominance of economic 

modes of valuation in policy affects artists’ status and influence in policy-making. As noted 

earlier in this chapter, artists are encouraged within the norms of the sector to both deny 

commerciality and contribute to wealth generation (Abbing, 2002; Eikhof and Haunschild, 

2007), even when commercial value can only be achieved by its denial in favour of aesthetic 

value {Ryan (1992) in Banks, 2010). Some connections could be drawn between these 

contradictions in value and the tensions within stakeholder management on the shared or 

singular pursuit of value creation and value beyond the economic (Mitchell et al., 2016). 

In the course of this review, this study applied an Artist as Stakeholder view to this wide-

ranging value discourse, considering how artists were present within it. While professional 

artistic and creative work implicitly features, the role of artists appears conflated into that 

of cultural organisations and thus, there is little space to see artists as a distinct group 

within cultural value systems or to recognise them as a marginalised or precarious group 

while they are also rendered complicit in criticisms of elitism and organisational 

dominance. Also, there is little discussion of the role artists play in these different forms of 

value creation or examination of how they share in the value generated. As value centres 

so much on concerns of measurement, the absence of artists’ knowledge from policy or 

programme evaluation suggests their value is lost (Newsinger and Green, 2016). Indeed, 

Jeffers and Moriarty (2017) point to a loss of recognition of the complex skills and 

 
metrics (Accessed: 30 October 2018). It was intended to roll out across England but was delayed and renamed 
in 2017 amid controversy over procurement and doubts over its ability to produce meaningful evaluation. 
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knowledge of artists as facilitators that supports more participatory and, in their view, 

democratic pluralist practices. Banks (2009) and McRobbie (2016) both note the absence of 

artists in policy formulation relative to their contribution in value creation while Towse 

(2008; 2010) suggests artists’ lack of presence may be connected to their fluid and 

economically low position. In understanding then how artists influence policy and decision-

making, it is significant to understand what value as well as salience is ascribed to them and 

how this might affect their status and claims for legitimacy. 

2.8. Conclusion 

The literature reviewed here suggests an implicit but intrinsic relationship between the 

perceived salience of individual players within subsidised theatre and their influence in 

decision-making (as noted by Basinger and Peterson, 2008; Nisbett and Walmsley, 2016), 

drawing from wider study of the arts, cultural and CCI sectors that implicitly include this 

sub-sector. 

Within cultural policy discourse, artists have limited presence while their role in cultural 

leadership appears bounded. Within this, literature refers to intangible artistic or cultural 

power and value as unique features of both arts policy and cultural leadership that make 

them different from other fields of policy and leadership. Using an Artist as Stakeholder 

view, knowledge from the research examined here suggests artists’ power (in the terms 

defined) within these areas of decision-making is limited but they have a legitimate claim 

for attention. This claim is both moral and therefore urgent (defined by their precarity, 

working vulnerability and intersectional inequalities), and contextual (defined as their 

intrinsic role in value creation and cultural production). Considering the gap between what 

‘is’ and what ‘ought’ to be their role within decision-making and how this is perceived and 

influenced by artists and other players merits attention in this study.  

Considering what has been discussed about the effect of multi-stakeholder relationships 

and the interdependency of their salience, this study needs to understand what obligations, 

dominant stakeholder interests and self-interest are at play (Yamak and Süer, 2005; Benson 

and Davidson, 2010). Particular interest is drawn to positions of leadership and policy-

making as a nexus of different concerns and relationships (Hill and Jones, 1992). This study 

will consider the impact of wider implicit and explicit responsibilities (to the state, society) 

on public bodies, organisations and artists, and the effect of satisfying multiple stakeholder 

demands on decision-making (Wellens and Jegers, 2014; Johansen and Nielsen, 2016; 

Mitchell et al., 2016).  
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The role of artists and other players (cultural leaders, public bodies) are affected by the 

ambiguous nature of how hierarchies of power and salience are established, and disparities 

between implicit and explicit policy behaviours (Friedman and Miles, 2002; Ahearne, 2009; 

Gray, 2015). In particular, as the definition of artist being drawn on relies on perceptions by 

themselves and others (Lena and Lindemann, 2014), attention is drawn to the duality of 

perception of the artist as both entrepreneurial and non-economic and the degree to which 

they (a) form an explicit part of economic decision-making or are considered as economic 

actors in leadership and policy-making and (b) the ways in which they are implicitly 

perceived by others within the structures and processes of the dual contexts of the study. 

This draws attention to the questions of value posed both explicitly and implicitly within 

this chapter. Connections are made here between different value systems as they appear in 

the various fields of research and clear contradictions and tensions can be seen in 

discourses of economic/market-driven instrumentalist value versus artistic/cultural and 

social value (Crossick and Kaszynska, 2016; Mitchell et al., 2016; Belfiore, 2016; Angelini 

and Castellani, 2018; Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia, 2018). As this study further recognises 

artists as both value creators and workers, this notes a perceived absence of artists within 

these discussions. Artists’ non-economic status has already been noted but within wider 

understandings of social and cultural value, there also exists a perceived absence. Artists 

appear to be intrinsic to value creation but on the one hand have been conflated with 

cultural organisations while holding little or no position within this ‘elite’ sector (or in 

particular within these subsidised organisations); and on the other hand, hold no position 

within ‘voluntary’ grassroots movements as they function as professionals, albeit 

marginalised and precarious. This suggests that within a wider social and cultural context, 

the independent theatre artists who are the focus of this study are precarious in the status 

of who is an artist and what distinct role this plays. More needs to be known about whether 

this insecurity of status is connected to their perceived status (arguably their salience) and 

to the emerging picture of their absence in decision-making. 

Drawing on stakeholder theory’s assertion of business as human enterprise (Freeman et 

al., 2010), greater understanding is needed of how different stakeholders see human 

elements within the sector. Emotional labour and merging of personal/professional 

identities are intrinsic to cultural production (Eikhof and Haunschild, 2007; Orzechowicz, 

2007). Personal identity also arises in leadership discourse. Concerns of precarity and 

inequality influence the role of artists within the sector’s decision-making hierarchies 

(Mangset, Kleppe and Røyseng, 2012; Eikhof, 2017; Mangset et al., 2017). In addition, 

attention is drawn to the enactment of individual agency within the practices of decision-
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making and the degree to which they are complicit in or resist norms and traditions of 

practice (Bridoux and Vishwamathan, 2018; Bevir and Rhodes, 2003; Rhodes, 2015). 

Armed with an understanding of key areas of interest and how this study might 

contribute to gaps in existing research, this thesis moves to discuss the approach taken. The 

next chapter explores the decisions taken in research design and methodology and how the 

theoretical framework shaped the ontological and epistemological location of the study. 
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3. RESEARCH METHODS 

3.1. Introduction  

Leading on from what existing research can tell us about the position of the artist and 

what can be considered as the sites of decision-making in this study, this chapter will 

consider the philosophical and methodological implications in conducting the study and 

document how research design decisions were made and adjusted during the project. 

The project established a dual purpose at an early stage, that of understanding a 

contemporary context and the position of artists in that context and an underpinning 

theoretical investigation. These located the study in an investigative inquiry within the 

present while the theory selected as the lens of the project shaped, and had implications 

for, the ontology and epistemology. Investigation and exploration are of their nature 

unpredictable and, while certain decisions aided an overarching clarity (such as the 

production of the schematic previously illustrated), some discussion is offered here as to 

the ways in which choices and decisions responded to emerging themes and the challenges 

of researching a living and live phenomenon. Furthermore, the transdisciplinary nature of 

the study introduced potential challenges to how a proposed design and methodology 

might emerge as each of the disciplines had established conventions and modes of inquiry. 

As with the language adopted, research decisions had to be informed by understanding 

that satisfying one set of expected practices might disrupt that of another related and 

relevant field. Lastly, the origin of the study from the personal and professional experiences 

of the researcher had to be unpacked more fully to consider not only her position within 

the project but also her choices and decisions in such a blended and fluid process and her 

role as an interpreter, insider and principal inquirer. 

This chapter then breaks down these specific issues as well as providing an account of 

what was done, where and with whom. While convention often dictates that the first 

consideration in such a chapter is its research philosophy, instead it feels more appropriate 

to start with an understanding of the position of the researcher stepping into this project. 

Following this, the chapter will proceed with an examination of the research philosophy 

and how it is informed by the theoretical nature of the study; an outline of the research 

design and methods applied; accounts of the data collection and analysis; and some 

consideration of how quality and research ethics were maintained throughout. 
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3.2. The researcher as insider 

The interpretive approach being taken in this study, in keeping with its roots in 

phenomenology (Holt, 2011), recognises that meaning is subjective, created by the inquirer 

in interaction with data from lived experience. Qualitative interpretive research (as this 

study is) is ‘subjective and reflexive’ (Braun and Clarke, 2013, p.19) within which ‘bias is 

endemic’ (Stake, 2004, p.59) and ‘there is no position outside the subject of the study from 

which the researcher can observe it’ (Yanow, 2007). Holliday (2007, p.48), outlining the 

positioning of the researcher in a conceptual framework, describes its impact as follows: 

’on how the research setting will be seen, on the cultures of the research setting, on the 

relations between the research setting and the research, on how the research will be 

treated’. Researchers ‘bring their own worldviews, paradigms, or sets of beliefs’ (Creswell, 

2007, p.15) to research and within interpretive research, the knowledge created is from a 

process by which the inquirer interprets meaning, meaning construction and ‘how 

meanings are embodied in the language and actions of social actors’  (Schwandt, 1998). 

Thus, all knowledge represents ’the inquirer’s construction of the constructions of the 

actors one studies’ (ibid, p.222) and the ‘positionality’ of the researcher and research 

purpose cannot be ignored in the analysis (Yanow, 2007). 

Scullion and Garcia (2005, p.119) propose that ‘academics cannot and do not sit on the 

sidelines of policy development and implementation’ while Røyseng and Stavrum (2019) 

raise important questions as to how cultural policy researchers are implicitly engaged in 

legitimising (or not) the forms and processes within the field they are researching. These 

views suggest researchers have a moral responsibility in what they research, how they 

research and to what purpose. The researcher tried strike a balance in maintaining some 

rigour and truthfulness, negotiating the push and pull of accepting responsibility and 

seeking to conduct research of value, while at the same time recognising that how these 

responsibilities and values are interpreted is subjective. Holding awareness of one’s own 

worldview, sense of obligations, and recognising these as influences on the inquiry at hand 

is an act of clarifying and distinguishing their effect, or what Boyatzis (1998, p.8) describes 

as ‘cleaning your glasses’. 

The significance of the researcher or inquirer to knowledge and meaning construction, 

raises an additional consideration within this study which was the researcher’s past work 

within the field of practice, as an ‘insider’ to subsidised theatre and the arts in the UK, and 

whose experience and observations are established in Chapter 1 as the origin of the study. 

This is what Berger (2015) describes as the researcher’s relationship to the researched. 
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Brannick and Coghlan (2007, p.71) define a researcher as insider as ‘both having insider 

pre-understanding and access and wanting the choice to remain a member on a desired 

career path when the research is completed’. While tensions exist in insider academic 

research between the privileged insider and the objective outsider (Mannay, 2010), other 

scholars dispute that objectivity actually exists, favouring instead forms of reflexivity 

(Berger, 2015, Ahern, 1999). Brannick and Coghlan defend the value of insider research, 

enabling as it does deeper exploration of meaning, greater access to subjects and 

benefiting from what Boyatzis (1998, p.8) describes as ‘tacit knowledge’, knowledge built 

over time that can accelerate the process of understanding of participants, their context 

and systems of meaning.  

Next then, an account is offered here of the researcher’s experience as an ‘insider’ to the 

phenomenon and field. In the 12 years preceding the start of this project, the researcher 

had been the Director (both artistic and executive) of an international arts festival in 

Belfast, working in performing arts (theatre, dance, outdoor arts) and on multi-disciplinary 

and young people’s programming. During this time, she substantially expanded its artist-led 

education and outreach programmes, artist development and commissioning activities and 

established an agency for artists’ work as a social economy trading arm. These decisions 

were informed by organisational purpose and contemporary practice and also by the 

changing financial landscape of the performing arts/arts world. Over time she formed close 

working relationships with freelance artists whose frustrations and difficulties became clear 

during this work.  

Prior to this she had worked for over ten years as a producer and manager in theatre 

companies, theatres, new circus and youth and community arts/theatre programmes in 

Ireland and Northern Ireland, engaging at local, national and international levels. She was 

instrumental in setting up a range of lobbies for arts and cultural funding, particularly in 

Northern Ireland and was regularly called upon to join special advisory groups, both within 

industry bodies and with public bodies. While completing this research project, she 

undertook freelance advisory work for public bodies and arts organisations, mostly in 

Ireland (outside the scope of this study). As many involved engaging with artists and 

consulting on topics related to arts and theatre policy and management practice, they 

provided a useful space in which ideas and ways of reading her research objectives and 

findings could be explored. A brief summary of two key conferences of which she was 

curator are supplied in Appendix ix. 

Her expertise and network of contacts built up locally and internationally over many 

years thus, while not within mainstream subsidised theatre in the UK, could be seen as the 
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type of privileged insider knowledge that both aids and skews research. In addition, she 

was a close collaborator with, and friend of, the theatre artists who are the subject of this 

research. She was also the child and sibling of theatre artists in Ireland, growing up within a 

household of professional theatre makers and educators and in a relationship with a non-

theatre artist. However, she did not identify herself as an artist. She witnessed the precarity 

of this life up close and experienced the stresses of trying to address it as an arts and 

cultural manager within a difficult financial and policy environment. In this sense she had 

personal understanding of the perspectives of multiple stakeholder groups in this study, 

but she did not fully live the experience of artists, experiencing only a sense of freelance 

precarity at the point that she became a doctoral candidate. Similarly, although at times 

very closely involved with policy-makers at civic and national/sub-national level, she had 

not worked within a public body.  

At the time of starting the study, the researcher felt her practice-based efforts to change 

or affect the situation of artists had failed, turning instead to research to investigate what 

new understanding might offer as a solution. An insider researcher is often defined by their 

desire to remain within the field they are observing. In the case of this project, the 

researcher knew her future life would not be separated from subsidised theatre because of 

her personal attachments but she was undecided whether she wished to pursue a more 

academic path or return to cultural management practice. Her preference was to connect 

both in her future work in some way and she considered through reflexive thinking how 

this influenced her reading of her findings. 

Richardson and St Pierre (2003, p.502) ask the question, ‘how do we put ourselves in our 

own texts, and with what consequences?’ Consideration of these subjectivities, tacit 

knowledges, personal involvements and ambiguities had to be folded into the research 

approach and considered in terms of interpretation and reflexivity (Mauthner and Doucet, 

2003; Etherington, 2004). Berger (2015) articulates reflexivity as ‘the process of a continual 

internal dialogue and critical self-evaluation of researcher’s positionality as well as active 

acknowledgement and explicit recognition that this position may affect the research 

process and outcome’. This is markedly distinct from reflectivity or critical reflection and 

requires the researcher to self-examine not once but on a continuous and transparent 

basis, recognising that their history, characteristics and beliefs shape and inform their role 

as interpreter. The researcher used ‘reflexive bracketing’, particularly during processes of 

research design and data collection and analysis (Ahern, 1999).  

Mannay (2010) proposes that understanding the insider/outsider discourse is important 

in the production of knowledge while decisions about design and methods are key in 
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gaining all the value of insider academic research while limiting the potential for 

manipulation or self-deception. While no methods could be considered neutral (Mauthner 

and Doucet, 2003; Creswell, 2009), the approach taken was to employ methods and 

analysis which could resist self-deception through ‘rival thinking’ (Yin, 2011, p.211). Choices 

such as writing in the third person, adopting snowball sampling and open calls for 

participant selection, or using focus groups and semi-structured interviews as a data 

collection method served to, as Stake (2004, p.59) puts it, ‘set traps for one’s own bias’. The 

use of descriptive coding enabled participants’ voices to emerge and an iterative process to 

coding ensured the researcher repeatedly returned to the data and revisited literature 

throughout the project. In addition, wider exploration of methods and analysis (Boyatzis, 

1998; Bryman, 2004; Saldaña, 2010; Clarke and Braun, 2013) suggested to the researcher 

that establishing sufficient clarity and trace-ability of the interpretive and analytic processes 

employed would enable readers to see what and why decisions were made. This process 

not only lays bare the reflexive process to the reader but enables greater self-awareness to 

function as a check within these processes. This is explained more fully later. 

By its very nature inductive research is an exploratory process in which at each stage, its 

process and design adapts to emerging data. The research design attempted then to limit 

researcher interference, adopting a feminist etic perspective in data collection (Madriz, 

2003) and using such tools as the research schematic to frame, regulate and provide a 

truthful account of the internal decision-making of the project (Rosenberg and Yates, 2007). 

At the same time, it attempted to leave sufficient freedom for investigation and 

interpretation driven by the data, informed by researcher experience, and leaving space for 

reflexivity as considered by Ahern (1999), Berger (2015), Coffey (2002), Mauthner and 

Doucet (2003), and Jakobsen (2012).  

3.3. The philosophy of research in a theoretical investigation  

The orientation of the study as both a theoretical investigation and an inquiry into what 

that theory might reveal about a set of present circumstances shaped and informed the 

ontology and epistemology of the project. Paquette (2019) points out that ‘examples of 

work building off organizational theory in arts management are scarce’ and, as this study 

shows, the application of stakeholder theory to examination of artists, arts and theatre 

organisations has been limited. This gap combined with the transdisciplinarity of the study 

offers this project many options and contradictions of view but few signposts as to how 

theoretical influence on the research philosophy might be interpreted.  
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In establishing the ontology and epistemology of this project, the researcher drew on 

how stakeholder theory has evolved. While its origins lie in strategic management 

(Freeman, 1984), early approaches to its use and value were oriented towards more 

positivist, normative and deductive approaches with resulting tensions around its use in 

deriving value creation. Its application and interpretation has evolved towards a deeper 

and richer approach to social issues in management and an understanding of organisational 

processes as essentially social and human, constructed by those involved in them and their 

perceptions (Pasquero, 1996, Freeman et al., 2018), leading Freeman et al. (2010, p.67) to 

assert that, ’business is a deeply human institution and to see it as anything but misses the 

mark’. This establishes the ontology or understanding of the basic beliefs of reality (Guba 

and Lincoln, 1994), within a constructivist paradigm in which reality is formed by multiple 

human constructed realities, ‘dependent on the way we know it’ (Braun and Clarke, 2013, 

p.26).  

The origins of constructivism lie in a crisis of sciences to incorporate the nature and 

understanding of consciousness into the study of the real or ‘lived’ world (Moran, 2005, 

Holt, 2011, Husserl, 1970a). Unlike, or in reaction to, a more positivist position within 

natural sciences to seek explanation (Erklären), interpretivist and constructivist scholars 

seek meaning or Verstehen (Schwandt, 1998), drawing from and influencing fields of 

human inquiry such as sociology, psychology and philosophy and are ‘principally concerned 

with matters of knowing and being, not method per se’ (Schwandt, 1998, p.222).  

Constructivism draws from (among other thinking) Husserl’s view that within human life 

(as conceptualised within his proposition of the lifeworld or Lebenswelt) (Husserl, 1970a), 

and thus human inquiry, all meaning and perception is based on individual singular reality 

as it is lived and experienced (Husserl, 1980, Husserl et al., 1981). Some scholars 

problematise its worldview, questioning how meaningful knowledge can be produced in a 

belief devoid of ‘facts’, or possessed of ‘belief-dependent’ or ‘society-dependent’ facts 

(Boghossian, 2006). Husserl (1970a) proposes however, that while the natural world may 

be objectively examined and ‘facts’ derived from it; in contrast to all human inquiry, nature 

does not seek or construct meaning.  

Critics point to inconsistencies in dominant interpretations of constructivist approaches 

to qualitative research and a lack of critical examination of these weaknesses in thinking 

(Lee, 2013), leading to further inconsistency in reconciling ontology, epistemology and 

methodology. Others argue that the emphasis on meaning-making within a constructivist 

paradigm render ontology and epistemology interdependent and almost indivisible: reality 

and knowledge of that reality cannot be separated (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p.107-108). 
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Buckley (2013) suggests constructivism is precisely of value to concerns of human 

experience because it can derive principled solutions to problems from abstract theory and 

inform theory from bottom-up data. Drawing as this study does on the constructivist 

paradigm as derived from Husserl (1970b), it can be reasoned that any epistemological 

concerns can be addressed through a phenomenological approach which draws meaning 

and thus knowledge from the study of experience.  

Phenomenology is the study of phenomena. There are many different and conflicting 

views that can be drawn from Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, Heidegger, Sartre, among others. 

Pertinent to the focus of this study is the interpretation of phenomenology as driven by a 

rejection of abstract concepts and prior assumption in favour of understanding derived 

from a return to ‘the things themselves’ (Husserl, 1970b, p.7) and recognising the 

intentionality of all things: that everything exists as something to someone and thus 

perceived intention and meaning as constructed by each person is, or signifies, reality (Holt, 

2011). A number of scholars offer signposts as to how phenomenology supports 

investigation within the study of organisations, labour and theory within organisation and 

management studies and theoretical inquiry: interrogating theories and dominant 

management concepts (e.g., the bottom line, corporate goals and targets) as abstracted 

and disconnected from lived experience  (Holt, 2011, Ehrich, 2005, Fay and Riot, 2007). A 

connection can be made between how this study can be approached as an examination of 

policy-making (as well as other decision-making) and the degree to which phenomenology 

can be applied to contest or un-make concepts and assumptions of what is ‘truth’ (Bacchi 

and Goodwin, 2016b). Thus phenomenology, while not a panacea to all issues within 

organisation and management theory studies, is as yet under-realised within these types of 

inquiry. Phenomenal inquiry interrogates perceived meaning as a constructed reality (Holt, 

2011), constructing a frame within which this project’s interest in stakeholder salience, 

perceptions of power, roles, value, responsibilities and influences could be interrogated.  

As will become clear in this and later chapters, the direction of this study’s findings leads 

to an understanding of highly networked and implicit rationalities within subsidised 

theatre, a conclusion that might sit more easily and comfortably within a social 

constructionist paradigm. Some would argue that the distinction between these views is 

minor, others that there is a very clear separation of interpretive belief. As outlined above, 

a constructivist view is oriented to view the construction of meaning as individually driven 

through interaction while a social constructionist view, although informed from the same 

roots of philosophical discourse, sees meaning as formed by social processes and 

interactions (Young and Collin, 2004, Andrews, 2012, Fletcher, 2007).  
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At the outset of the project, the researcher believed that shared meaning and 

understanding of the inter-relationships at the core of the study could not be assumed.  

Further, as the researcher understood that these inter-relationships were shaped by how 

they were perceived by the individual participants, a constructivist paradigm and 

phenomenological approach enabled these individual perceptions to be examined more 

clearly than to approach them as socially constructed. Her interest was drawn to the 

understanding of how individual perceptions of social and organisational processes and 

relationships emerge ‘from the inside’ (Hammersley, 2013) and inform the shape of those 

inter-relationships. The attempt within this research was to ’bracket out’ prior experience 

and assumptions and understandings of terms and constructs within the field of study and 

draw from lived experience, such that the world or ‘sector’ under review was not assumed 

to be fixed or common to participants, while definitions of roles and understandings of such 

terms as value, control, responsibility were fluid and open to questioning. This served to 

separate the different worldviews of participants and enabled the researcher to challenge 

her own assumptions within the inquiry without dismantling the capacity to derive 

knowledge from the project. 

The project proceeded then to make its decisions based on a constructivist inquiry and a 

phenomenological approach. Next, the implications of this will be considered in the 

research design.  

3.4. Methods, design, literature and strategy 

3.4.1. Research methods and design 

Constructivist interpretive research cannot be defined by an examination of its methods 

(Schwandt, 1998).  

How the activities that form its methods are defined and employed 
depends on the inquirer’s purpose for doing the inquiry. Purpose, in 
turn, is shaped by epistemological and methodological commitments. 
(Schwandt, 1998, p.222) 

Although somewhat circular in its articulation of purpose as an overarching rationale, 

Schwand’s explanation of the interdependency of methodology, research philosophy and 

research purpose in decision-making within research was useful in reconciling the multiple 

influences - philosophical, (trans)disciplinary, theoretical, insider/outsider - on the study’s 

decisions about research methods and methodology. Bryman & Bell (2015, p.30) outline 

five influences on business research: Theory, Ontology, Epistemology, Values and Practical 
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Considerations while Keegan (2009, p.14) offers that the ‘choice of approach depends on 

the research problem’. The research purpose or problem was defined as the phenomenon 

being explored through lived experience and in keeping with stakeholder theory, its 

investigative emphasis was ‘towards “knowing how” in addition to “knowing that”’ 

(Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia, 2018, p.5).  

The researcher reasoned that existing literature and industry discourse (explored in 

Chapters 1 and 2) provided evidence of artists’ concerns and the inquiry should be 

theoretically directed, drawing on perception and perceived salience to explore how 

participants (and particularly artists as stakeholders) understand and interpret their 

relationships, and the roles and responsibilities within them. If, as Holliday (2007, p.2) puts 

it, ‘quantitative research concerns counting’, a quantitative approach might identify what 

can be known of artists’ influence in decision-making but not how the influence is 

interpreted, what its meaning is to the different players or stakeholders and how different 

meaning is derived by these groups. While transdisciplinary research lends itself to 

consideration of a mixed methods approach (both qualitative and quantitative) (Creswell, 

2009, p.203), the emphasis on meaning and understanding in this study, the ontology of 

the research, and the phenomenological approach established this project as a qualitative 

inquiry.  

Qualitative research is many things to many people (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005) and 

arguably with so many interpretations, critics argue that it lacks criteria by which its 

standards can be measured (Lee, 2013). Creswell (2007, p.11) describes qualitative research 

as ‘a legitimate mode of social and human science exploration’. Keegan (2009, p.143) 

proposes it can ‘help us to understand the triggers, motivations and aspirations that 

influence our behaviour but that may not be obvious either to ourselves or to others’. The 

selection of method and choice of qualitative inquiry had to be guided then by the purpose 

of the research, taking in to account the multiple influences above. 

As identified in Chapter 2, subsidised theatre requires artists to be present and many of 

the concerns identified relate to the effect of professional work on personal lives while the 

question of perceived value is explored in multiple discourses as human/social in addition 

to or alongside economic value. This ‘complexity of views’ (Creswell, 2007, p.20) shaped the 

interpretive nature of the study’s investigation and the phenomenological approach 

enabled the researcher to view constructs of role, responsibility, etc., as open to re-

examination. Fay (2007) notes this as a particular advantage of a phenomenological 

approach within studies of work and management, inviting us ‘to question our relationships 

with abstraction, figures and the so-called “economic reality”’. 
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Bauer, Gaskell and Allum (2000, p.12) explore more deeply how qualitative research can 

be viewed as a type of methods that ‘empowers and gives voice to participants’. Evidence 

from researcher observation (discussed in Chapter 1) and the literature examined 

suggested artists are in a weakened position within the sector under review, therefore the 

choice of qualitative approach and later decisions about methods, served to protect and 

respect this group as both subject and participants in the study. Finally, the choice of 

question as a theoretical inquiry informed the two elements at the core - to build theory 

through investigation and to better understand an industry, rendering the study at its heart 

one of exploration rather than confirmation (Gioia and Pitre, 1990). In short, it did not set 

out to test or prove stakeholder theory in a lived experience but to use it as lens through 

which to examine lived experience.  

Eisenhardt et al. (2016, p.1113) propose that inductive methods ‘excel in situations for 

which there is limited theory and on problems without clear answers’. An inductive 

approach allowed the nature and scope of the inquiry to evolve in response to participant 

contributions during the project (Gioia, Corley and Hamilton, 2013), returning iteratively to 

the data as the study progressed. The study drew its primary data from participants’ 

perceptions of how subsidised theatre and its policies operate, how value is constructed 

and attributed to roles and actions, and the locus and meaning of power, responsibility and 

influence in the relationships between roles. Within this, consistent with its interpretive 

approach, it recognised industry, sector, policy, etc. as abstract proxies ‘for the multiple, 

complex beliefs and actions of all the individuals we classify under it’ (Bevir and Rhodes, 

2005, p.5) while trying to look past constructs of organisations and focus on 

interdependencies and human interactions and meaning-making (Rhodes, 2015). Theory-

building inductively, data and examples derived from the data illustrated or deepened 

insight to the investigation (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). 

Having determined the methodology, the researcher explored how best to design the 

research to inform other decisions. An effective research design seeks to fit 'methods to a 

predetermined methodology' (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p.108). The boundaries or discipline 

imposed by the research question and objectives (O'Reilly, 2009, p.105) were theoretical 

and philosophical as already explored. The role of the researcher as interpreter and insider 

(again as discussed) also informed research decisions. Underpinning this were 

considerations of practicability, time and project management, and researcher capacity 

(Bryman and Bell, 2015).  

A research schematic (outlined in Chapter 1), developed in August 2016, acted as a 

‘decision-making framework, covering explicit criteria regarding how a particular situation 
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sits with your intuition, rules, principles and theory, values and actions’ (Yin, 2011, p.42). 

This approach visualised the relationship between the theoretical and practice-based 

aspects of the research question and helped to map out the complexity of the investigation 

into the research objectives. Although reductive in nature, this provided ‘conceptual and 

methodological clarity and rigour’ (Rosenberg and Yates, 2007, p.451) without limiting the 

freedom of inductive exploratory inquiry (Gioia, Corley and Hamilton, 2013; Eisenhardt, 

Graebner and Sonenshein, 2016). Within this balance of rigour and freedom, the emphasis 

then was on 'asking good questions and allowing the mode of inquiry to evolve from that’ 

(Freeman et al., 2010, p. 97). The schematic outlined the themes emerging in the literature 

and the consideration of who, what and how might best to develop a response to the 

objectives and how best to gather this data. The phenomenology of the research directed 

that its focus was the study of experience (Holt, 2011) while the protection of the central 

participants (theatre artists) and engagement with the insider position of the researcher 

also shaped the design with a feminist, etic perspective (Wicks, Gilbert and Freeman, 1994; 

Wilkinson, 1998; Madriz, 2003; Callard and Fitzgerald, 2015).  

The consideration of the multiple influences materially shaped the research design and 

informed decisions around the modes of inquiry. These are explored next and within this, 

some indication of how the inductive journey unfolded during the process. 

3.4.2. Literature review 

The scope of literature review within this research across a number of fields was 

informed by understanding arts management research as inherently hybrid or borrowed 

(Brkić, 2009; DeVereaux, 2009a; 2009b). Paquette and Redaelli (2015, p.14-16) argue it is 

more than interdisciplinary but transdisciplinary in that its knowledge is ‘socially produced’ 

with its principal actors in four main groups - ‘academia, arts organisations, governments 

and private organisations’ involved in its research. Although less widely used within 

research (inter- or multi-disciplinary being more commonplace), Stember (1991, p.4) 

articulates the distinct nature of transdisciplinary research as follows: 

Interdisciplinary integration brings interdependent parts of knowledge 
into harmonious relationships through strategies such as relating part 
and whole or the particular and the general. A higher level of integrated 
study is transdisciplinary, concerned with the unity of intellectual 
frameworks beyond the disciplinary perspectives. 

Transdisciplinarity then can draw attention to confluences in discourses examined and 

generate new knowledge through uniting separate discourses and working across research 

and practice (Stember, 1991; Aboelela et al., 2007; Darbellay, 2015). Klein (2018) articulates 
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the multiple defining features of transdisciplinarity as variously the leveraging of multiple 

expertise from multiple disciplines, the converging of disciplines to produce novel 

methodologies and transcendent theoretical approaches and the development of ‘trans-

sector, problem-oriented research involving a wider range of stakeholders in society’.  

More generally, Yin (2011, p.62-64) identifies the purpose of a literature review as 

threefold: first it establishes the potential for any new study; second, it serves to ‘sharpen 

preliminary considerations’ within a planned research project thus defining what new 

contribution the research might offer; and third, it summarises ‘what is known on a given 

topic’. Additionally, Eisenhardt, Graebner and Sonenshein (2016, p.1114) state the purpose 

of engagement with literature in inductive research is ‘to sharpen both the constructs and 

the theoretical logic of the relationships between constructs’, enabling emerging 

knowledge to be revisited within the context of existing research. As a solo researcher 

study, the literature review was shaped by how she interpreted and identified relevant 

disciplines in response to the research question and objectives but equally it served as a 

means of leveraging the expertise from these disciplines to inform the study at all its stages 

and to provide suitable levels of rigour in applying theory and methods across disciplines. In 

building this as a complex structure, the researcher outlined three purposes for the review: 

to define the terms of the research question, to identify the most relevant elements of 

theory and to identify the role of the artists in these discourses.  

The approach of the review then was to respond to its general purpose, remain true to 

its inductive approach and fulfil its defined purposes. It was shaped by theoretical inquiry, 

adopting an Artist as Stakeholder view through which the different fields of discourse could 

be examined. In defining its terms, the phenomenology of the research sought different 

interpretations and meanings of constructs (such as power, influence and responsibility). 

Knowledge of lived experience was derived from both academic research and a range of 

professional grey literature produced by public bodies and trade associations while an 

understanding of current sector discourse (although recognised as subjective and, at times, 

reactionary) was derived from media articles, blogs and observation of social media. This 

contextualised the research at macro- and meso- level as suggested by Anderson and Scott 

(2012). 

An explanation of how the fields of discourse were selected has been offered in Chapter 

2. Searches were undertaken in the fields (using keywords and categories as prompted by 

the evolving research objectives): cultural labour, cultural policy, arts management and 

cultural leadership and related areas. Documented search strategies, at the outset and 

during the research, were used on relevant library databases using keywords and wider 
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citation tracing. A number of themes were identified for investigation, offering background 

knowledge to the topic and shaping the exploratory and inductive nature of the study but 

not limiting the scope of the investigation. During the literature review, the researcher 

established a perceived absence of artists within many of the discourses. Throughout data 

collection, analysis and writing, the researcher returned to the literature to broaden, 

deepen and more critically engage with new literature corresponding with new and 

emerging themes. In addition, the searches were repeated to ensure current academic 

thinking was reflected within the study. 

As outlined in the research schematic, the themes identified through the literature were 

as follows: 

• Perception of role(s): how roles are perceived by self; interactions/tensions in 

relationships between roles and intermediary roles; 

• Obligations: participants' understanding of what, if any, obligations or 

responsibilities they have to other groups and elsewhere; includes concepts of 

leadership, representation and advocacy; 

• Priority: how individuals in each group assign priority or value implicitly and 

explicitly to key actions, decisions, concerns or other groups; how important 

decisions are identified; 

• Personal/Professional: how individuals distinguish between personal and 

professional relationship to their role and work; the degree to which they perceive 

it as a human enterprise. 

Building on these initial themes, a research strategy was developed to best respond to 

the objectives. 

3.4.3. Research strategy 

A research strategy shows the workings of the research and justifies decisions based on 

research purpose and the philosophical approach (Holliday, 2007, p.56-59). As theory-

driven research, the data formed a theoretical sample therefore decisions around strategy 

and data collection methods involved ‘seeking and collecting pertinent data to elaborate 

and refine categories in the emerging theory’ (Charmaz, 2014, p.96). The data illuminated 

the specific context of the phenomenon under review and was not treated as 

representative or generalisable drawn as it was from interpretive research (Rhodes, 2015; 

Collis and Hussey, 2017). 

The complexity of the phenomenon as identified in Chapter 2, and the significance of 

perception in interpreting what artists’ influence is and how it might be defined prompted 
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the researcher to identify the inter-stakeholder relationships of the different players (as 

defined by their perceptions of those relationships and each other) to be the unit of 

analysis. Boyatzis (1998, p.62) describes the unit of analysis as ‘the entity on which the 

interpretation of the study will focus.’  Within this unit of ‘inter-relationships’, the themes 

identified within the literature review could be explored. The potential participant groups 

and relationships to be explored were determined by the identification of theatre/arts 

policy-making and theatre leadership as the key areas of decision-making, and the 

centrality of artists as the principal subject of the project.  

The four influences identified in research design - philosophical, (trans)disciplinary, 

theoretical, insider/outsider - also gave shape to the research strategy. The emphasis on 

the construction of individual rather than shared meaning informed the need for multiple 

participant groups and multiple forms of data collection. The need for space for reflexivity 

of the researcher and the maintenance of her etic perspective influenced choices around 

participant selection and approaches to qualitative interviewing and analysis (Berger, 2015, 

Ritchie et al., 2009, Banks, 2018). At the same time, the researcher adopted a feminist 

approach to research strategy decisions, choosing methods that were sensitive to, and 

empowering for, participant groups and particularly the artists group as vulnerable 

participants (Bloom and Crabtree, 2006, Wilkinson, 1998, Wicks et al., 1994, Logan and 

Huntley, 2001). 

The initial strategy was to build theory from a case study approach (Eisenhardt, 1989, 

Yin, 2009), drawing on participants in different roles within a number of theatre 

organisations alongside participants in relevant public bodies. However, as understanding 

of the complexity of relationships evolved from the literature, the researcher understood 

the potential that participants may not feel ‘free’ to speak from within an organisation and, 

as a consequence, such an approach would be a mediated interpretation of experience 

inconsistent with the phenomenology of the research. Consequently, this option was 

discarded and an alternative identified. The themes within the literature and the qualitative 

nature of the inquiry led to consideration of methods in which primary data could be 

gathered from those directly involved using a range of methods to gather data from the 

‘bottom-up’ as well as ‘top-down’ theoretically driven themes (Eisenhardt et al., 2016). The 

engage with multiple groups/data informed the selection of a multi-method investigative 

approach.  

A multi-method approach is different from a ‘mixed methods’ approach in that it does 

not blend quantitative and qualitative methods but draws on different modes of data 

gathering from within (in this case) qualitative research (Creswell, 2009). Bryman (1984, 
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p.86) advocates capitalising on the strengths of different techniques by bringing them 

together. In outlining the case for a multi-method approach, Ahmed and Sil (2012, p.936) 

present its value as offering ‘a coherent, unified strategy for over-coming the tradeoffs of 

different methods’ and lending itself to inter-disciplinary study in which different disciplines 

operate different methods conventions. However, they also raise conceptual and practical 

issues with combining research methods in which the fundamental assumptions of 

knowledge diverge (Ahmed and Sil, 2012, p.944-948). While their concern relates more 

widely to the practice of methodological scholarship, attention to the potential pitfalls of 

combining methods and thus different types of data is considered in this project. With this 

in mind, the research schematic sought to unify the thematic and theoretical inquiry while 

thematic analysis was employed to examine all the data recognises the alternate nature of 

its primary sources. 

Three methods were used to gather data: document review and qualitative or semi-

structured interviews, both one-to-one depth interviews and focus groups. The selection of 

each is informed by the research purpose and objectives, stakeholder theory, themes 

drawn from the literature review, and the circumstances and nature of each of the three 

principal participant groups. A summary of how each method was applied and to which 

group is below. 

Table 3: Breakdown of participant groups by method 

Participant Group 
Document 
Review Interviews Focus Groups 

TOTAL 
Participants 

Policy-makers 
4 (4 public 
bodies) 6 0 6 

Leaders 0 21 0 21 
Representative 
Bodies25 

0 
7 1 8 

Independent Artists 0 7 35 42 
Independent Producers 0 0 6 6 
TOTAL 4 41 42 83 

 

Document review took place between November 2016 and February 2017. All other data 

collection was completed between April and October 2017. Document review was used in 

combination with semi-structured one-to-one interviews with one participant group (those 

in the Policy-makers group) to derive understanding of both the implicit and explicit nature 

of policy-making and its relationship with both subsidised theatre and its artists (with 

 
25 Of the 8 participants from representative bodies, 2 identified as practising theatre artists and 1 joined a 

focus group 
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reference to Friedman and Miles, 2006; Ahearne, 2009; Gray, 2015). Interviews were 

completed with those in the Leaders group and all bar one of the Representative Bodies. 

Both interviews and focus groups were used with Artists participants. 

In keeping with the inductive methodology, interviews and focus groups (and their 

analysis) were completed in three distinct parts or stages to allow reflective and reflexive 

space, although there was some overlap to work within travel limitations. The bulk of data 

was gathered using either semi-structured depth interviews or focus groups. While these 

methods are distinct and offer different considerations (Guest et al., 2017), all are in 

keeping with the inductive, investigative, theory-building nature of the research and 

consideration of the researcher role as noted previously.  

The three distinct parts enabled space both for reflexivity and also the inductive process, 

pauses in which the researcher continued to evolve the inquiry in response to emerging 

data. In addition, as the analysis became deeper, the researcher also sought discrepant or 

additional views that might challenge her assumptions. As a result, different participants 

contributed, and data was analysed with both common and diverse methods. This may 

appear inconsistent but as we are reminded, research is ‘messy’ and interpretive 

exploratory research must be able to adapt to its context as the data emerges (Bryman, 

2016, Eisenhardt, Graebner and Sonenshein, 2016).  

3.4.4. Participant selection and recruitment 

O’Reilly (2009, p.22) proposes that participant selection is ‘ongoing iterative, 

theoretically informed and practically limited’, saying participants should be ‘representative 

of the group and of its important divisions and differences’ as well as ‘those who do not 

seem to fit any conceptualisation or categorisation we might develop.’ As a theoretical and 

purposive rather than representative sample, participants were not recruited to generate 

statistical significance or generalisability, but aided development of robust categories or 

clusters of ideas (O'Reilly, 2009, p.97). Gaskell (2000, p.41) adds that the purpose of 

qualitative research ’is not counting opinions or people but rather exposing the range of 

opinions, the different representations of the issue’. Therefore, the selection of participants 

determines the array of representations and perspectives on the research subject and is 

critical to achieving not only research quality but an informed response to the research 

question.  

Within the research strategy, the significance of inter-relationships as a unit of analysis 

and the principal participant group, the Artists, had been identified. The research context 

(described in Chapter 1), the location of the decision-making being investigated in policy-
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making and leadership (outlined in Chapter 2), and artists’ dependency for status on the 

perception of others (Lena and Lindemann, 2014), informed the selection of the other two 

principal participant groups: the four public arts bodies (Arts Councils and Creative Scotland 

named in this study as the Policy-makers) and the Leaders (both artistic and executive) of 

subsidised theatre organisations. A fourth participant group - Representative Bodies in 

theatre - offered additional insight to the field under review. The table below outlines how 

these groups related to the objectives and also summarises certain exclusions within 

selection in each group.  
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Table 4: Process of participant group selection 
Participant Group Refinements & Definitions Exclusions Relationship to Research question 
Policy Makers Non-Departmental or ‘arms-length’ 

Public Bodies (NDPBs) in the UK with 
specific responsibility for arts and 
cultural policy. By default, restricted 
to: Arts Council England, Arts Council 
of Wales, Arts Council of Northern 
Ireland and Creative Scotland. 

Public bodies with other remits that have 
arts programmes; Government 
Departments with responsibility for arts and 
culture; 
Local authorities 

Establishing ‘policy-making’ and ‘leadership’ in theatre 
for primary research question; 
Establishing the policy context (Research objective 2); 
Identifying concerns of policy-makers and artists 
(Research objectives 2 and 3) 

Leaders Heads of subsidised theatres, theatre 
companies and producing/co-
producing/commissioning arts centres. 
Artistic, executive and combined 

Heads of commercial profit-making 
theatres; heads of venues/arts centres not 
involved in producing or commissioning 

Establishing ‘leadership’ for primary research question; 
Identifying artists within decision-making hierarchies 
(Research objective 1); 
Influence of artists’ concerns over leadership and 
management of professional subsidised theatre 
(Research objective 3) 

Artists Primary artists: Self-defining as theatre 
artists, including writers/playwrights; 
actors/performers; directors and 
theatre makers26. 
 
 

Secondary artists: Designers (lighting, stage, 
costume); Production and stage 
management crew; choreographers, 
stage/fight directors 

Understanding the role of artists in policy-making and 
leadership for primary research question 
Identifying artists’ concerns and how they are 
represented (Research objective 2); 
Identifying who are ‘artists’ and where they are in 
decision-making hierarchies (Research objective 1); 
Understanding the influence of artists and their 
concerns on leadership and management (Research 
objective 3) 

Representative 
Bodies 

Lead bodies representing the theatre 
sector within UK at national or sub-
national level; lead trade unions and 
representative bodies for relevant 
theatre artists (e.g., British Equity,  

Participatory drama associations; 
Representative bodies for theatre artists 
not included above, e.g., Designers’ Guild; 
Special interest groups (e.g., memberships 
solely focused on one theatre discipline, 
such as mixed ability performance) 

Understanding the two contexts – theatre policy in the 
UK and the professional subsidised theatre sector in the 
UK - for the primary research question; 
 

 
26 Contributions from this group were amplified by additional data from independent producers (a group not initially considered or included in the research) 
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Although a UK-wide study, it was decided a pan-UK approach was too large and would 

potentially skew the study towards a London-centric view. As noted in Chapter 1, 

subsidised and commercial theatre in London are indivisible, while addressing London 

theatre within a UK-wide study would potentially skew the research (Stark, Gordon and 

Powell, 2013; 2014; Hetherington, 2015; Rebellato, 2016) and lose contextual specificity 

(such as the Irish and Dublin theatre scene influencing Northern Ireland). A number of 

sector reports had been produced identifying clusters of theatre activity outside London: 

Belfast, Cardiff, Glasgow, Edinburgh, and cities along the M60: Bristol, Manchester, 

Birmingham (Granger, 2012; Naylor et al., 2016; Northern Ireland Theatre Association and 

Audiences NI, 2017). These cities and subsidised theatre activity around them became the 

recruitment focus of the study although limitations within research budgets prevented 

larger participation in Manchester and Birmingham.  

Data collection and analysis of each of the three principal groups was done separately to 

enable different perspectives to emerge. However, knowledge derived from each stage 

inductively informed the direction of recruitment, questioning and investigation of each 

subsequent stage. This made the order of recruitment significant to the direction of inquiry. 

Guided by the research objectives, it began then with addressing how theatre artists are 

perceived by other groups before moving to engage with theatre artists directly. More 

detail is now provided on recruitment within each of these groups.  

The Policy-makers group was restricted to the four public bodies specifically responsible 

for arts and theatre in the UK. These bodies, although different in structure, scale and 

remit, broadly fulfill the same functions: 

• Arts Council England (ACE)27 

• Arts Council of Northern Ireland (ACNI)28 

• Creative Scotland (CS) 29 

• Arts Council of Wales (ACW) 30 

The interviewees from these bodies were the principal theatre/drama/performing arts 

officers in each public body. These officers and their remit within each body could not be 

presented as identical, as each agency had different approaches to how they structured 

and designated art forms and also different scales of remit and staffing. Nevertheless, this 

group represented a common range of officers as all were the most senior role to oversee 

 
27 https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
28 http://www.artscouncil-ni.org/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
29 https://www.creativescotland.com/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
30 http://www.arts.wales/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
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theatre within their agency. Two of these bodies also volunteered additional officers to 

contribute (responsible for strategic development and individual artists respectively). 

The Representative Bodies group was recruited from principal trade associations 

representing professional theatre and theatre artists (see Appendix ii). Special interest 

groups (e.g., dedicated practice groups were not contacted). Of these, the data of those 

who principally represent organisations are included with those responses from the Leaders 

while those representing individual artists are considered with the findings from the Artists 

group. Equity as the lead artists representative trade union in subsidised theatre was 

approached and, despite initial agreement to participate, later directed their involvement 

as the participation of individual union members through the focus groups and interviews 

with artists. 

The Leaders group was drawn from artistic and executive heads of publicly funded 

theatre organisations (both building-based and producing companies). As this was the 

group most closely reflecting the researcher’s own experience, purposive snowball 

sampling through questioning in participant interviews was used limit her influence of 

recruitment (see Chapters 4 and 5). Participants in the Policy-makers and Representative 

Bodies groups were asked to identify who were the leaders of subsidised theatre in the UK. 

This questioning (and the subsequent list of ‘leaders’) introduced a potential list and aided 

understanding of who or what is perceived as leadership within this sector. As this next 

stage of interviews progressed, the researcher continued to ask participants the same 

question and add new potential participants to the list. The eventual list totaled 103 names 

(see Appendix iii). 38 of these were excluded as not working in subsidised theatre 

(commercial producers, dance companies, etc.), deceased, or outside the geographical 

clusters in this study. Of the remaining 65, 49 were contacted of which 21 were interviewed 

and 6 took part in focus groups as artists and independent producers. Those that were not 

contacted were either duplicates (both company and senior staff named) or names added 

in later interviews. New invitations to participate stopped when existing data was no longer 

producing any new themes or categories of inquiry. 

The Artists group was drawn from independent professional theatre artists. In response 

to early interviews, this group was extended to include independent producers in 

professional theatre (although not considering them to be synonymous with the term 

‘Artists’). As noted in the table above, the Artists group did not include all potential artistic 

disciplines within theatre. This does not diminish the significance of other artists but was a 

pragmatic decision to better focus the study. It was deemed essential that participants had 

some experience of some of these relationships (Collis and Hussey, 2017), therefore 
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attention was directed towards those who identified as professionals working in the sector 

(excluding those with only amateur or student experience). 

Recruitment for this last group was completed with sensitivity to artists’ self-definition as 

artists and the divergent practice in theatre (Alberge, 2017) by inviting voluntary responses 

through open calls via networks, trade bodies and social media without overly restricting 

the type of roles participants should hold. Additional callouts were sent through 

organisations in subsidised theatre, particularly those with networks of artists (such as NTW 

in Cardiff, Accidental Theatre in Belfast). Individual interviews were scheduled once the 

capacity to participate in a focus group was exhausted. Self-selection poses challenges in 

research as it is harder to control the range of participants or to ensure that it doesn’t 

exclude minority voices. The use of direct contact of visible figures from freelance theatre 

work on social media aided more diverse recruitment not as Maramwidze-Merrison (2016) 

did to access elites but in reverse, broadening participation beyond the researcher’s 

network. In addition, the sessions were scheduled at multiple times to widen potential to 

participate, resulting in a high number of focus groups.  

The recruitment process for focus groups raised a number of challenges. The first 

reinforced the challenges this group faces, that of precarious work: substantially more 

artists asked to participate than could attend while many could not commit far in advance 

or had to cancel. This meant the researcher often had to respond at short notice to a 

change in numbers at each session or different participants arrived to those who had 

signed up. This on occasion meant the researcher had to give new participants information 

on arrival (background, consent, etc) that ideally was emailed in advance, or proceed with 

focus groups with only one or two participants. Second, potential participants either 

perceived or questioned the attachment of the research to any one organisation, 

association or public body. This included questioning whether the researcher was being 

paid to do the work while asking for voluntary participation and who was funding the 

research in anticipation that it might be implicitly biased. In response to this, the researcher 

was upfront about her role, the nature of her financing, and the independence of the 

research from public bodies, theatre associations or organisations. While focus groups were 

hosted by organisations and information was widely circulated by a range of organisations, 

all information directed enquiries back to the researcher and her own blog to emphasise its 

independence. This latter challenge also informed other aspects of applying this method in 

this study which are discussed later. 

In total 83 participants contributed to the study as outlined in the table below (see 

Appendix i for the full list of participants): 
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Table 5: Breakdown of participant groups 

 Wales Scotland 
Northern 
Ireland England UK-wide TOTAL 

Policy-
makers 2 1 2 1 0 6 

Leaders 5 6 9 1 0 21 
Representati
ve Bodies 1 2 1 1 3 8 
Independent 
Artists 9 8 18 7 0 42 
Independent 
Producers 0 3 3 0 0 6 

TOTAL 17 20 33 10 3 83 
 

Participant recruitment and data collection ceased when sufficient information had been 

gathered to suggest ‘no new surprises or insights are forthcoming’ (Gaskell, 2000, p.43). 

Some effort at ‘methodic-ness’ (Yin, 2011) was made to appraise how this point could be 

judged but as the principal interpreter of the duty, this was largely an intuitive response 

based on the data analysis that had been completed. 

To protect participants in their contribution, all references and quotes were anonymised 

and numbered codes used as identifiers instead. To better aid perspective, however, each 

group was assigned a different combination of letters: PM for Policy-makers; LM for 

Leaders; RB for Representative Bodies; A for Artists and IP for Independent Producers. 

3.5. Data collection 

This chapter turns now to examine the different methods used to collect the empirical 

data for this study and gives some thought both to what considerations were made in 

applying these methods and how these methods were tweaked and adjusted in response to 

the emerging material and themes as the study progressed. It has already been noted that 

interpretive inductive research is by its nature ‘messy’ (Bryman, 2016, Eisenhardt et al., 

2016) requiring the researcher to interpret from new and emerging data and adjust the 

direction of inquiry in response. Within multi-method data collection, the researcher also 

recognised the nature of the data differed - documents examined in review did not 

construct meaning in the same way as human participants. Therefore, the treatment of 

data from each type of collection differed slightly, and each stage of the research adjusted 

in response to knowledge emerging from the previous stage. Given that the research 

assigned de facto policy status to the documents under review and defined one group of 

participants as ‘Policy-makers’, it also drew on elements of interpretive policy analysis in its 
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thematic analysis. This necessitated ‘figuring out what policy-relevant elements carry or 

convey meaning, what these meanings are, who is making them, and how they are being 

communicated, but also on the methods through which the analyst- researcher accesses 

and generates these meanings and analyzes them’ (Yanow, 2007, p.111). Throughout this 

process, the researcher sought to maintain certain consistencies such as choices of 

terminology or core questioning and in the analysis provide some sense of what these 

decisions were and why. The following sections attempt in some ways to show this iterative 

process as it unfolded. 

3.5.1. Document review 

The first stage of the research was the document review of strategies of the four public 

bodies. Document review as a data collection method considers that documents are given 

meaning in the act of reading and this meaning is interpretive by the reader (Hodder, 

2003). As texts, they are recognised as ‘what they are - a form of artefact produced under 

certain material conditions embedded within social and ideological systems’ (Hodder, 2003, 

p.157) and ‘can reveal deeper, more tacit aspects of cultural life’ (Holliday, 2007, p.71). 

Within this study, the nature of the documents selected for review as multi-authored 

corporate documents of public bodies, meant they were examined as symbols of intent and 

expressions of how the authors wished to present their values and priorities. Further, the 

researcher recognised that her research purpose influenced the meaning-making derived 

from this analysis (Yanow, 2007). 

The purpose of the document review in this study was to understand the relationship 

between the implicit and explicit values, obligations and perceptions contained within the 

policy rhetoric and enacted policy of the identified Policy-makers group (Schuster et al., 

2003; Caust, 2005; Kleppe, 2017a). In the absence of written formal policies, the public 

bodies’ strategies were considered de facto policies. The five strategic documents of the 

four public bodies (Arts Councils and Creative Scotland) selected for review were as follows: 

1. Great Art and Culture for Everyone 2010-2020 (Arts Council England, 2013) 

2. Ambitions for the Arts: A Five-Year Strategic Plan for the Arts in Northern Ireland 

2013 - 2018 (Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2013) 

3. Unlocking Potential Embracing Ambition - A shared plan for the arts, screen and 

creative industries 2014-2024 (Creative Scotland, 2014) 

4. Imagine: Our Vision for Wales Corporate Plan 2013-2018 (Arts Council of Wales, 
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2015)31 

5. Inspire: Our Strategy for Creativity and the Arts in Wales (Arts Council of Wales, 

2013) 

All strategies covered the same period as the research project: 2015 - 2018, albeit with 

different time spans ranging from five to ten years. These were treated as ‘live’ documents, 

contemporaneous to interviews and other data gathering. By late 2018, only one public 

body had launched a new corporate plan (Arts Council of Wales, 2018) retaining its three 

previous strategic aims, Creative Scotland’s strategy would continue to 2020 and the two 

other bodies were in a review process 32 at the time of completing this project. With no 

indication of planned radical departures or restructuring, the researcher considered the 

documents analysed, while temporal in their nature as plans, acted as implicit and 

generalist indicators of the processes and perspectives of these public bodies within the 

practice of contemporary arts policy making. 

The data derived from documents varies according to the nature of the documents but in 

the process of document review, collection and analysis are integrated (Collis and Hussey, 

2017, p.177). In this research, the intention was to understand the formal relationship 

between these public bodies and both the subsidised theatre sector, and artists. Reading 

from policy analysis (Bevir and Rhodes, 2005, Bacchi and Goodwin, 2016b, Yanow, 2007) 

suggested that the reading and coding of these document should seek to interpret the 

meaning below or behind the words in order to draw out more explicit understanding of 

the unexamined position of these public bodies on the role of artists and the other themes 

being explored. While a multi-method approach facilitates multiple forms of data, 

collection and analysis, the nature of this interpretive analysis was folded into the common 

thematic analysis used across the study. This enabled patterns to emerge more clearly and 

aided the theoretical investigation while recognising the differing positions of participant 

groups and how these could be framed to produce the multiple viewpoints being sought.  

The documents were analysed in two ways: thematic analysis using descriptive coding, 

and stakeholder analysis, using Mitchell, Agle and Wood’s (1997) theory of stakeholder 

salience and their typology outlined in Chapter 2. Each document was analysed separately 

 
31 Documents 4. and 5. from the Arts Council of Wales combined as the strategic vision and plan for Wales. 
32 Arts Council of Northern Ireland’s strategy (Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2013) ended in 2018 and 

consultation with the sector is scheduled until March 2019. With ongoing suspension of the NI Assembly, no 
departmental sign-off is imminent. http://www.artscouncil-ni.org/images/uploads/publications-
documents/ACNI-Five-year-strategy-presentation-June18.pdf 

Arts Council England is conducting a review process (Armstrong et al., 2018; Britain Thinks, 2018b; 2018a) for 
a new ten-year (2020 - 2030) strategy 
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and lines of text marked and coded manually (Boyatzis, 1998; Saldaña, 2010), working 

inductively from the themes identified in the literature review and any text outlining 

relationships with the sector and artists (Gioia, Corley and Hamilton, 2013). The stakeholder 

salience analysis assigned tacit importance to descriptive language, expressed priorities and 

the presence or absence of certain stakeholders. Consideration was given to the persuasive 

and public nature of these texts, which described stakeholder relationships as they are 

perceived and desired by the public body, and in a manner acceptable to a range of 

readers. In consequence, the researcher felt this analysis only gave a partial view with few 

relationships articulated as dangerous or negative. 

As the first data to be analysed, these documents initiated the list of potential descriptive 

codes (later refined). Their meaning was amplified (and at times contradicted) by the 

interviewees from the Policy-makers group. These two sources shape understanding in this 

study of the implicit and explicit values and relationships these bodies have with the sector 

and independent artists. This is discussed in Chapter 4. However, after this initial document 

review stage, the researcher found that the stakeholder salience typology could not be 

utilised effectively in analysing participant interviews and focus groups. Consequently, this 

approach was discarded after document review, but the underlying theory continued to 

prove useful in the discussion of the findings. More detail on data analysis is provided later 

in this chapter. 

3.5.2. Qualitative interviews 

Both one-to-one ‘depth’ interviews and focus group interviews were used as 

complementary but distinct forms of data collection for all other data in this study. The 

qualitative or semi-structured interview ‘provides the basic data for the development of an 

understanding of the relations between social actors and their situation’ (Gaskell, 2000, 

p.39) with its strength being ‘its capacity to seek explanations by exploring individual view-

points’ (Drever, 1995, p.5). As a form of data collection, interviews are valuable within 

qualitative interpretive research as they produce ‘thick’ or ‘rich’ description that reveal, 

complexity and contradictions within lives, how beliefs, motivations, attitudes and 

relationships inter-connect, how meaning is constructed by participants and what potential 

relationship to theory this knowledge offers (Holliday, 2007; Braun and Clarke, 2013). This 

process enabled the researcher to draw not only from lived experience but to elucidate the 

internal perceptions of participants in what these lived experiences mean and how they are 

perceived and are thus consistent with a phenomenological approach (Holt, 2011). 

Interviews in this project from different participant groups could be contrasted with those 
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from other groups and document analysis to consider how disparities or commonalities of 

meaning emerged in the cross-check (Rhodes, 2015). 

Looking at how methods were applied, first the one-to-one interviews. Drever (1995, 

p.20-21) establishes that a good interview schedule (or guide) is the basis for success, 

enabling consistency across interviews and ensuring the relevant data is captured with 

questions flowing in a ‘logical sequence’, derived from but not directly asking the research 

question(s). He (Drever, 1995, p.24-25) goes on to explore ways of using a guide to consider 

potential neutral prompts and probes to respond to participant reactions, understanding or 

desire to offer additional information. Other scholars offer additional considerations for 

success: choosing appropriate participants, researcher/interviewer conduct (verbal and 

non-verbal) and non-directive questioning, interview location (offering convenience, 

privacy and adding context to the interview), and the informed consent of the participants 

(Gaskell, 2000; Keegan, 2009; Braun and Clarke, 2013). As preparation of the researcher is 

key, Drever (1995) additionally advocates the value of both ‘shredding’33 potential question 

lists and conducting pilot interviews (both to improve interviewer confidence and test 

questions/interview approach). 

The researcher drew on these criteria for success in preparing for this data collection. An 

initial interview guide was ‘shredded’ with members of the supervisory team and two pilot 

interviews conducted, one exploratory with a staff member at ACE, and one using a draft 

interview guide with a retired ACNI officer. These processes encouraged counter-thinking 

about potential meanings and assumptions within questions (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.85; 

Creswell, 2009) and the pilot interviews built researcher confidence and helped to address 

how to handle ‘dual relationships’ (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.87) in interviewing someone 

known to the researcher.  Data from these pilots was not used in the study.  

Interviews lasted 60-90 minutes with occasional restrictions and all interviews were 

conducted in locations convenient to participants, often in their place of work or via Skype 

and almost all in private rooms or offices. All bar one were conducted on a one-to-one basis 

however, one public body opted for two staff to be interviewed together. While it was not 

initially anticipated that participants from the Artists group would be interviewed, the 

desire to secure participation of individuals to whom the researcher had been directed by 

other participants coupled with problems of availability to attend focus groups meant that 

some artist participants completed interviews rather than focus groups. This variation in 

 
33 ‘Shredding’ is the process of asking other researchers to find potential faults in questioning, the wording of 

questions and the flow of a sample interview guide. 
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method was considered in the analysis and each participant group had its own interview 

guide to ensure consistency of approach. Audio recording was used to capture questions 

and participant responses, leaving the researcher free to make notes and give participants 

full attention. Audio recordings were transcribed, and these transcripts form the primary 

data for analysis. 

The interview guide outlined 4 - 6 questions including additional prompts and probes and 

accompanied by a checklist of topic areas. Questions were derived from research 

objectives, blended with themes from the literature review and emerging categories of 

inquiry first from the document review and then as new categories emerged from each 

participant group. The core areas of questioning were retained throughout the interviews 

for all participant groups (See Appendix iv for sample interview guides). The exploratory 

nature of the study was given discipline by the guide but sufficient space to unpack 

meaning and interpretation with participants. For example, asking participants to describe 

the ‘world’ or the ‘landscape’ of theatre as they see it revealed insights to the context of 

the relationships being analysed as the participants perceived it. This in turn gave definition 

or contradictory meanings to what different participants and participant groups understood 

as the ‘sector’ and how they interpreted the role of artists within it.  

The researcher was careful in her use of terms to encourage self-definition and to ask 

participants to unpack terms they used. In particular, while it may appear inconsistent with 

a stakeholder theory study, the researcher did not use the term ‘stakeholder’ in interviews 

unless it was introduced by the participant and then she asked them to explain who or 

what they meant by it. This was an intuitive decision by the researcher informed by her 

insider knowledge that this term would be interpreted as one related to business and 

finance rather than some of the more complex social and fluid definitions discussed in 

Chapter 2. Instead, questioning asked about concerns of influence, responsibility, control 

and power, derived from ways stakeholders and their management are identified. 

As the project progressed and each part of the data was analysed, the researcher was 

able to adjust lines of questioning. For example, in the second part of data collection, the 

interviews with the Leaders group, the researcher asked one of the early participants if they 

considered themselves an artist. This was intended to clarify their role but produced very 

rich responses that deepened understanding of how artists are defined by themselves and 

others. As a consequence, this became a key question in subsequent interviews and also 

formed an opening question for the focus groups with artists and independent producers. 

In this way, the data emerging informed the direction of the research without losing a 

sense of the research purpose or the underlying themes first identified. 
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3.5.3. Focus groups 

The final data collection method used was focus groups, selected to purposefully create 

spaces in which less powerful, more vulnerable voices could be heard, limiting researcher 

power, and enabling a wider range of meanings to emerge (Wilkinson, 1998; Madriz, 2003). 

At an early stage of developing the research strategy the researcher intended to conduct 

focus groups with both the Leaders and Artists groups34. However, this plan was discarded 

in the face of concerns about securing participation by the Leaders group and a question of 

whether they would contribute openly on the topic within a focus group of their peers. By 

contrast, the peer protection and solidarity this method offered was felt to be highly 

appropriate for the Artists group given the anticipated exploration of their personal 

emotional labour. Therefore, most but not all artist participants engaged in the project 

through focus groups, while different participant groups experienced the research in 

different ways. 

While the principles and advantages described in the previous section are common to all 

interview forms, focus groups explicitly use participant interaction and exchange to derive 

knowledge and meaning, and enable participants to ask questions the researcher could not 

ask (Madriz, 2003). This is reliant on sufficient interaction between participants (Kitzinger, 

1994; Wilkinson, 1998) and the researcher must adopt an array of control techniques to 

manage the group while at the same time ceding power to participants (Greenbaum, 1998, 

p.143-146; Wilkinson, 1998). While the study was designed to seek individual perceived 

meaning consistent with its constructivist philosophy (Schwandt, 1998), the researcher 

reasoned that individual participant perception could be derived from a group activity by 

attention to questioning, focus group management and transcript analysis; and that the 

emotional wellbeing and solidarity of the participants and the limiting of researcher power 

this method offered outweighed other considerations. 

Focus groups are a distinct method of data collection. Some propose they are more than 

a group interview but a group discussion to explore a particular issue (Kitzinger, 1994; 

Boddy, 2005). As many as ten, and as few as three, participants engage in discussion 

around a topic, facilitated by a researcher. A range of different activities can be included in 

addition to traditional questions and responses (Greenbaum, 1998; Keegan, 2009; Clark, 

2011). Key to successful focus group data collection is asking a ‘good question’ (Krueger, 

1998 p.xiii) and several principles of ‘good’ focus group questions exist (Krueger, 1998, 

 
34 Focus groups were never intended for the Policy-makers group as they do not appear to function as peer 

organisations and from the outset it was clear there would be little option or advantage in bringing them 
together. 
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p.32-35): open-ended, carefully worded without jargon, conversational, consistent in 

providing information about the study, well-prepared. As with the semi-structured 

interviews, a guide for the researcher’s use was devised and shredded by other researchers 

to ensure consistency and focus on the research topic across the focus groups and between 

the different methods of data gathering (Drever, 1995; Greenbaum, 1998; Gaskell, 2000, 

p.39-40). A sample guide is provided in Appendix vi. Questioning occurred in tandem with 

the mapping activity described below and the researcher did not share knowledge from 

other sessions or refer to ‘expert’ information. A preliminary pilot focus group conducted 

with artists in Belfast in August 2017 demonstrated an effective structure with virtually no 

changes needed and produced thick description relevant to the research. As a result, data 

from this pilot workshop is included in the analysis.  

As already noted, this method was only used with independent artists and producers. As 

most have no permanent place of work, alternate convenient and easily located sites were 

used, most often theatres35 within the cities identified. While this raised queries about 

perceived attachment (previously explained), it was a preferable solution than an unknown 

neutral site (a feature identified in the pilot session which took place on a university 

campus). These sessions lasted on average 90 minutes. As with the interviews, focus groups 

were audio recorded and transcribed, the transcripts forming the data for analysis. In 

addition, maps produced during the sessions were photographed and retained for analysis 

(See Appendix xi). 

The focus of each session was a triadic activity36 and projective technique with 

questioning occurring during and through this activity. Keegan (2009, p.150) describes 

projective techniques as an invaluable means to ‘get beneath the top-of-mind or rational 

data and achieve a deeper exploration of a participant’s feelings and relationship with a 

particular market, service or situation’. A common, participant-led activity such as this lent 

focus for exchanges in which the researcher moved from a facilitating to an observing role. 

It offered opportunity for shared meaning-making (Clark, 2011), although within this 

research the attempt was to retain emphasis on individual perceptions within this shared 

activity (Catterall and Maclaran, 2017). This produced thick description of roles and 

relationships being investigated ‘below a level of articulation’ (Krueger, 1998, p.71).  

 
35 Lyric Theatre, Belfast; Sherman Theatre, Cardiff; Travelling Light Rehearsal Room, Bristol; Scottish 

Playwrights’ Studio, Glasgow; National Theatre Scotland meeting room, Glasgow; The Hub (hotdesking space), 
Edinburgh; The Lyceum, Edinburgh. 

36 A triadic activity is a participatory activity provides a third space in which participants can make, add or 
enhance meaning independent of direct questions and responses and through forms of non-verbal expression. 
Triadic activities can be useful aids in relaxing participants, enabling a greater sharing of thoughts and ideas. 
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In these focus groups, the activity was a hand drawn blank map positioned in the centre 

of each group, which participants populated using post-its. This drew from Harrison and St 

John’s organisation of primary stakeholders (from Freeman et al., 2010, p.105) and 

Clarkson’s (1995) ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ stakeholders. This represents another of the 

decisions to adjust methods in line with inductive methodology, introducing another 

potential source of data within the focus groups but drawing on a different interpretation 

of stakeholder theory than that used in earlier document review. This decision was taken as 

the stakeholder salience typology (Mitchell et al., 1997) was felt to be too complex a 

typology to introduce within a focus group. Participants first were asked to describe the 

state or condition of the theatre world ‘as it is’ with the researcher noting keywords and 

images. Each group then used post-its to inhabit this world with different players or roles, 

expanding discussion to consider leadership, control, responsibility and finally their own 

roles in the world. Each participant had control of their own post-its and could agree or 

disagree with others, change views and progress thinking (Catterall and Maclaran, 2017). 

This approach resisted ‘group think’ within sessions (Bryman, 2004) and enabled highly 

complex understanding of how individual participants perceived interdependencies and the 

personal relationship these groups had with the wider influences at play in the theatre 

sector.  

Jakobsen (2012) and others (Madriz, 2003; Cowton and Downs, 2015) note the 

challenges in adopting methodical rigour in focus group research. In addition to internal 

group dynamics, handling internal tensions, disagreements, dominant participants or those 

attempting to respond as they think the researcher wishes; there is also the challenge of 

securing participation. The researcher employed techniques to enable balanced listening 

and ensuring members participate. These included the use of open questions, drawing on 

techniques the researcher drew from drama practice (Neelands, 1984); and employing 

modes of verbal and non-verbal encouragement and discouragement.  

These focus groups attracted high levels of attention, but participant numbers were 

affected by last minute cancellations, often reflecting the precarity of work. In a few cases, 

focus group sessions proceeded with only one participant who had turned up, but the focus 

group process was used rather than switch to an interview format. As a result, the 

researcher continued to schedule focus groups until data saturation had been achieved 

(signalled by a lack of new responses or themes emerging during sessions). In addition, a 

small number of individual artists participated by semi-structured interview rather than 

lose their involvement. This was a complex, challenging and messy process and the 

researcher often had to make quick judgment on how best to proceed.  
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As noted previously, the focus group’s location or how information had been circulated 

occasionally raised questions about the motive or attachment of the research. This related 

to feelings of tokenism among the Artists group that ‘paid’ individuals were asking for 

‘voluntary’ input to do their work. To mitigate this, the researcher recruited through 

individual artist networks and social media and routed all recruitment through her own 

blog. In addition, the purpose and independence of the research was explained at the start 

of each session. During this decision-making, emphasis was always given to understanding 

how best to respond to the research objectives and how best to react to emerging new 

knowledge rather than be overly constrained. By contrast, in a reflection of the positive 

features of the focus group method, while participants often shared difficulties and 

described a highly challenging environment, they reflected at the end of the sessions that 

this experience had been useful in looking at the role they played in the sector and in 

hearing different and similar experiences. 

3.6. Data analysis 

The process of analysis and interpretation of data and findings ‘relies on the personal 

habits of the researcher’, is intuitive, and constructs meaning beyond ‘understanding what 

the participants are saying’ (Keegan, 2009, p.211-220). While all parts of any qualitative 

research project are constructed by the researcher, it is in the analysis process that their 

role as interpreter is to the fore. At various points, the researcher considered the modes of 

analysis used within and across the different fields, for example narrative or discourse 

analysis or introducing elements of systems theory, particularly given the elements of 

policy being drawn on (Bevir and Rhodes, 2005, Rhodes, 2015). However, consistent with 

the unit of analysis identified and the theoretical framework informing the research 

decisions, thematic analysis was selected as a looser and more open mode of analysis for all 

data within the study. 

Thematic analysis (Boyatzis, 1998) enables common and contrasting perspectives to 

emerge around key themes and ‘can be used across a range of theoretical and 

epistemological approaches’ (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.78). It was employed here 

specifically for this ‘theoretical freedom’ (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.78) within an inductive 

process but retaining sufficient rigour to produce reliable findings (Boyatzis, 1998; Gioia, 

Corley and Hamilton, 2013). With the unit of analysis established as the (perceived) inter-

stakeholder relationships between participant groups: Policy-makers, Leaders and Artists; 

thematic analysis enabled the researcher to derive meaning from the data (supplemented 
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by stakeholder mapping during document review and focus group activity). As noted, other 

forms of interpretive analysis were wrapped into the thematic analysis process (Bevir and 

Rhodes, 2005; Saunders et al., 2015) allowing for ‘experience-based understanding’ 

(Yanow, 2007, p.116) of each participant group of the inter-relationships between them to 

emerge.  The units of coding were the public body strategy documents, and the transcripts 

of interviews and focus groups.  

Because of its flexibility, thematic analysis is useful in identifying and analysing themes 

within data and in doing so creates its own rich data (Boyatzis, 1998; Braun and Clarke, 

2006). To specify how thematic analysis was used within this study, themes were derived 

from coding and the researcher considered the ‘prevalence’ or the theme’s significance 

within the data emerging. Braun and Clarke (2006, p.83-84) propose thematic analysis can 

be either theoretical (‘top-down from theory) or inductive (‘bottom-up’ from data). By 

contrast, Boyatzis (1998, p.51-52) suggests that a theoretically driven guide can act as a 

starter for inquiry with deeper and broader themes found within the data. It is this latter 

approach this study adopts as an exploratory theory-building inquiry and this prompted an 

iterative approach to the analysis with the researcher returning to key and new literature 

as the categories of inquiry refined or new ones emerged. 

The basis of thematic analysis is the code, described by Saldana (2010, p.3) as ‘a word or 

short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or 

evocative attribute for a portion of … data’. Coding aided the management of the ‘data 

overload’ and multiple concepts emerging from qualitative data collection (Kelle, 2000). 

There are many types of coding, but this study sought to remain close to participant data 

and so employed descriptive coding, drawing from the words of participants (Boyatzis, 

1998).  

Initial coding was completed in the first phase of data collection: document review of the 

public bodies’ strategy documents, drawing on both the data and the themes emerging 

from the literature review. Codes were refined through processes of ‘secondary coding’ or 

‘focused coding’ (Charmaz 2014, p.90-102; O’Reilly, 2009, p.96; Saldana, 2010, p.155-158). 

This resulted in some revisions. For example, at an early stage, actions identified as 

priorities for public bodies’ future work were coded as ‘Priorities’. As analysis progressed, 

these were revised to more specific codes related to careers, diversity or accountability. By 

contrast, multiple descriptors of the perceived role of the public body were re-coded as 

‘Role/Purpose of NDPB [Non-Departmental Public Body]’ to gather together the many 

different perceptions (its own and others’) of its function. As each phase of analysis was 

completed, refined codes and categories were analysed for their frequency and 
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extensiveness (see Appendix vii), although bearing in mind this was indicative rather than 

seeking to translate a qualitative inquiry into quantitative data (Braun and Clarke, 2006).  

A codebook was devised to aid and trace the analysis (Boyatzis, 1998; Bryman, 2004) to 

enable others to re-tread the steps however, as analysis in interpretive research, it is not 

expected that another researcher would produce identical findings (Thomas, 2003). This 

traceability emphasised instead the decision-making process the researcher undertook and 

revealed it to the reader. In each consecutive stage, the same codebook was used, 

amplified and revised as new concepts and expressions emerged from the data (See 

Appendix viii for the final codebook). This enabled each code to be identified in its origin 

and traced through the different parts of the research, showing where new refinements 

emerged and from which data. As an iterative inductive process (Gioia, Corley and 

Hamilton, 2013), emerging categories of inquiry informed later phases, the formation of 

interview guides or lines of questioning. Categories of meaning were formed using 

theoretical and data-driven clustering of these codes over a period of weeks (Boyatzis, 

1998, p.137-142). Once all data had been analysed and the findings developed from each of 

the three principal participant groups, the categories were again examined and clustered to 

divine overarching themes. These are explored in Chapter 7 and illustrated in Figure 16. 

As an iterative process, the ‘methodic-ness’ of documenting the coding process and 

tracing the origins and refinements of codes is important (Yin, 2011) even if the process is 

‘messy’ and the findings non-replicable. This research was analysed in four parts, separating 

each mode of data collection and each of the three principal participant groups. This 

distinguished how different data sources in a multi-method approach produced different 

responses, in particular distinguishing the knowledge production process of group 

interactions in focus groups relative to the personal subjectivity of data gathered in 

interview (Hodder, 2003; Denzin and Lincoln, 2003; Catterall and Maclaran, 2017; Guest et 

al., 2017).  

Separate to the principal coding method, attribute coding was used to differentiate and 

compare different groups (Saldaña, 2010). In part, this documented the participants 

themselves (by participant group, their country and also attributes such as gender, 

disability, ethnicity). Attribute coding was also used to identify how the Policy-makers, 

Representative Bodies and Leaders groups viewed leadership in the sector to consider how 

status was perceived (explored in Chapters 4 and 5). Coding can be completed manually or 

using software (Kelle, 2000). This study commenced with manual coding of hard copy 

documents marked up and the individual data then transferred to Microsoft Excel with its 

assigned code. Refined coding was done using Excel and all subsequent coding in each 
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stage also done using this software. This facilitated the sifting and examination of different 

codes and the review of extensiveness of particular emerging categories (See Appendix vii). 

Additional understanding of the perspectives of different participant groups emerged 

from use of a constant comparative method (Boeije, 2002; Thomas and Harden, 2017). 

Finally, the researcher employed stakeholder mapping, using the theory of stakeholder 

salience (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997) in the initial document review to see how explicit 

value was attributed in policy, and Clarkson’s (1995) ranking of ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ 

stakeholder groups as part of a mapping exercise within focus groups with artists and 

independent producers. This last offered as a projective technique offers complementary 

insights rather than forming a primary source of data itself (Keegan, 2009; Clark, 2011). As 

already noted, these processes changed during the project with the first form of 

stakeholder mapping proving effective in the document review but not usable in analysing 

interview transcripts. Thus, it was discarded. No stakeholder mapping was conducted on 

participant interviews and an alternate mapping approach used in the focus groups. 

Once the principal themes had been distilled and challenged (as represented in the 

findings chapters), the researcher examined them anew and sought new, heightened and 

advanced modes of interpretation and discussion. At this point, the theoretical literature 

was revisited and additional theoretical lenses in response to the emerging themes applied. 

Both resource-dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978) and integrative social 

contracts theory (Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994) are often ‘claimed’ within the body of 

stakeholder theory (Friedman and Miles, 2006). However, they also represent facets or 

alternate explanations for phenomena.  

Embedded within this study is a dual context which posed challenges in writing up the 

findings and drawing together its critical context. In examining both contexts it shows 

significant interplay of influence and interdependency between them that is challenging to 

dissect in its reporting. Efforts are made in Chapters 7 and 8 to identify the distinct 

examination of each context while also showing the problems and entrapment of this 

interplay. However, in reporting on the implications of this research it attempts to address 

this dual context separately and focused specifically on the role of independent artists as 

the focus of the research. 

This chapter has now mapped out the shifts and adjustments in data collection and 

analysis that occurred, framing it within the interpretive inductive approach adopted. This 

emphasises how the project adapted to new knowledge emerging from early data and dealt 

with problems such as participant availability or how methods of collection and analysis 

(such as questions and stakeholder mapping) met with greater or lesser success. Next will 
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follow some discussion on how the researcher identified and maintained an understanding 

of research quality within this emerging process. 

3.7. Quality and ethics  

3.7.1. Research quality 

The question must be asked how does one demonstrate or appraise whether a study is 

‘good research’? This raises the question of what constitutes quality in research and, while 

there are many sources that can encourage thinking on the methodic-ness and rigour of the 

research or its reliability (Bryman and Bell, 2015, Yin, 2011, Eisenhardt et al., 2016), these 

concerns are (a) often disputed in qualitative research and (b) not the only means by which 

research quality might be appraised. 

First in examining the question of whether reliability or validity are the legitimate 

concerns of qualitative research, scholars such as Creswell (2007) reject these as the 

trappings of physical science and not appropriate to interpretive inquiry, preferring 

‘trustworthiness and credibility’ (Creswell, 2007; Yin, 2011, p.19) as more appropriate 

demonstrations of research quality. Maxwell (1992, p.284) argues that ‘validity is relative 

[in this sense] because understanding is relative’, while others such as Bryman and Bell 

(2015, p.43) adopt ‘reliability’ as sufficient. Recognising the relativity of such terms, Bryman 

and Bell’s (2015, p. 43) six criteria for measurement of ‘validity/reliability’ can offer a useful 

way of considering by what standard the researcher attempted to ensure quality in this 

research: 

1. Dependability 

2. Confirmability 

3. Methodic-ness 

4. Internal trustworthiness 

5. Generalisability or Transferability 

6. Ecological relevance (Relatability) 

The first four criteria call in different ways for clarity, consistency and transparency in the 

decision-making process and the degree to which the researcher’s steps might not only be 

internally consistent but also have the capacity to be retraced by another researcher or 

reader. This chapter and the various procedures the researcher put in place trace a line 

from the theoretical literature to the wider review, the consideration of an appropriate 

methodology consistent with its philosophy and the careful documentation and 

frameworks used that kept the project on track (effective records, the research schematic, 
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the codebook, etc.,). These draw variously on other research carried out in the fields 

identified and credible approaches documented (Schwandt, 1998, Johansen and Nielsen, 

2016, Newsinger and Green, 2016) and literature on research design and methods, noted 

above and throughout this chapter. 

In considering the final two criteria, these relate to whether this is research that has use 

both within and beyond the academy, in other words whether it is research worth doing 

with transferable knowledge or impact. Gaskell and Bauer (2000) argue that research 

quality must look beyond simply the ‘procedural rectitude’ within academic review to 

consider its external public accountability. This introduces questions of responsibility and 

relevance to the outside world and society and means that, in considering the quality of 

research, its impact (beyond the academic measure of such) must be considered. Reflecting 

back to the start of this chapter, the researcher considered how and why this work might 

intentionally and unintentionally legitimise some of the very processes it was examining; 

and the degree to which, without introducing partiality to a conversation about 

responsibilities, it could challenge certain inequities that were evident and avoid merely 

observing policy through research (Scullion and García, 2005, Røyseng and Stavrum, 2019). 

While not assuming this project to represent the conditions and circumstances of all artists 

in all fields, the researcher took sufficient steps through the range, scope and nature of 

data collection and analysis to offer some knowledge to a wider context and questions of 

the role and influence of artists (examined in Chapter 8). Nevertheless, generalisability was 

not the aim of the project. As Rhodes (2015, p.17) citing Schwartz-Shea and Yanow (2002, 

p.46-49) puts it: 

the interpretive researcher does not ask if the findings are generalizable 
but whether ‘it works in context’. The aim of interpretive research is 
complex specificity in context, not generalizations.  

The question of research quality in this project must take on board the specific influences 

on its research design: that it was inductive; that it was transdisciplinary; and that the 

researcher was negotiating her role as an insider to the phenomenon. These three 

considerations together point to the necessity of openness and transparency such that 

enables freedom within rigour and seeks to remain close to primary empirical data. Klein 

(2018), writing on the evaluation of inter- and transdisciplinary research argues that, while 

evaluating such research offers the potential to leverage and capitalise on multiple 

expertise, it is as yet underexamined; by its very nature lacking common methods for 

research appraisal. She proposes seven principles that might act as a framework, with 

heavy emphasis on the team or collaborative work such research often has. However, of 
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relevance to this study, she emphasises iteration in a transparent system and impact as two 

of these principles. With impact as wider generalisability already explored above, the 

question of transparent iteration was similar to approaches to inductive rigour, or as 

Eisenhardt and Graebner (2016, p.1113) put it ‘rigor (sic) without rigor mortis’. Theory-

building from new and emerging data can be rendered more transparent through both the 

methodic-ness described above and an iterative process such as described by Boyatzis 

(1998) and others (Thomas, 2003, Gioia et al., 2013). This emphasis on revisiting and 

challenging anew such data as emerges and re-examining the literature and theory from 

which themes emerge, mirrors the reflexive process of continual self-evaluation of doing 

quality research as an insider, as described already (Ahern, 1999, Berger, 2015). 

All of these examinations of research quality and the question of ‘good’ research were 

underpinned by an understanding that all research should be conducted within ethical 

principles, conforming to standards as agreed within the academy and in consideration of 

the specific circumstances and context of its purpose. In completing its outline of the 

research philosophy, design and decision-making framework, this chapter now explores the 

ethical considerations of this project. 

3.7.2. Ethics of research 

It is the role of the researcher to uphold the principles of ethical research and to ensure 

it is conducted in a manner which is relevant, safe, and consistent with any standards or 

regulations imposed on its conduct (Diener and Crandall, 1978). Keegan (2009, p.202) notes 

in a changing society, the notion of what is ethical is evolving, therefore each project must 

be considered carefully in the potential impact and actual context of each research project 

and the process by which participation and consent is secured and influenced. The principle 

considerations in ethics of research can be seen as confidentiality and informed consent of 

participants, and the limitations of risk to participants as a result of the research (Diener 

and Crandall, 1978; Madriz, 2003; Cowton and Downs, 2015). 

In this project, the study was bound by university guidelines 37 and a formal ethics 

proposal was devised and approved in October 2016 by the QUB Research Ethics 

Committee through the School of Arts, English and Languages. In addition, GDPR 

legislation38 came into force during the lifetime of the project, affecting the collection and 

 
37 For more information, see: http://qub.ac.uk/Research/Governance-ethics-and-integrity/Policies-

procedures-and-guidelines/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
38 The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) is UK legislation, corresponding with EU law on the 
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storage of personal data of participants. In accordance with regulations and how other 

research responds to these considerations (Drever, 1995; Wilkinson, 1998; Keegan, 2009), 

all participants received advance information outlining not only the purpose of the research 

but the nature of their involvement, their rights to withdraw and the methods to protect 

their information (including anonymity, encrypted and/or lockable data storage). The 

information supplied and the consent forms can be found in Appendix x. The documents 

analysed in Chapter 4 are in the public domain and contain no sensitive data. As a result, 

these were analysed and findings presented without formally securing consent. 

With consent and confidentiality secured and maintained, greater attention was given to 

the potential risk to participants. Care was given to use data gathered in a way that did not 

expose participants to harm or reputational damage. All quotes were anonymised and, in 

accordance with the informed consent, participants supplied with significant quotes or 

references during the drafting period. This resulted in a small number of amendments to 

ensure no identifiers remained in text.  

Interviews and focus groups were structured to encourage a safe and secure 

environment and attention given to location, timing and atmosphere of these activities 

(Drever, 1995; Krueger and Casey, 2000). As perception, responsibility and influence were 

factors being investigated, care was taken to protect participants while enabling them to 

contribute to the research in a meaningful way. As noted already, the choice of focus 

groups was explicitly to moderate for these vulnerabilities (Wilkinson, 1998; Madriz, 2003). 

In addition, within these groups, the researcher applied a range of control techniques to 

protect more sensitive participants and limit their personal exposure (Greenbaum, 1998; 

Keegan, 2009). 

Beyond direct impact, a review of research ethics considered the potential impact of the 

research itself, either its negative effect or the potential to skew the research. This review 

sought to limit adverse effects while ensuring that other issues of research quality (such as 

its impact) might not be affected. The research question invited ‘better understanding’ of 

roles and relationships in the industry and thus discouraged the privileging of any one 

participant group’s perception, even though theatre artists remained the central subject. In 

addition, the study sought ‘confidence markers’ and ‘relevance markers’ in its processes, 

designed to mitigate any failure in its trustworthiness or its protection of participants 

 
protection and management of personal data and consent. For more information, see: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation (Accessed: 30 

October 2018) 
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(Gaskell and Bauer, 2000). These included steps taken to gather sufficient responses (data 

saturation), to avoid mishandling of interviews and focus groups and to ensure effective 

participant selection and questioning (Bryman, 2004, p.184-210). Pilot testing and effective 

project management reduced the risk of failure. The researcher considered her reflexive 

response to data and themes emerging, the subjectivity of her interpretive response and 

the implications of finding data that contradicted her emerging hypothesis (Boyatzis, 1998; 

Mauthner and Doucet, 2003; Berger, 2015). This was mitigated by deliberate efforts to 

invite discovery of new meanings and interpretation through the research questions.  

3.8. Conclusion 

With the decision-making process of this research identified, this thesis now turns its 

attention to the findings. Consideration has been given in this chapter to the ontological 

and epistemological location of the study and the methodological implications of these for 

the research being undertaken. Attention has been drawn to the role of the researcher as 

an inquirer and interpreter with an amount of prior, personal and professional knowledge 

of the field. This has raised important methodological considerations and a range of 

methods, approaches to selection, collection and analysis have been examined.  

This chapter has explored the influences on the research design outlining them as 

theoretical, philosophical, transdisciplinary and the researcher as insider. Recognising that 

qualitative exploratory inductive research does not always remain with clean lines and 

boundaries of inquiry, the iterative processes of decision-making, reflexivity and the 

underlying considerations of research quality, trustworthiness and transparency as well as 

the ethics of the study have been set out. 

These philosophical and methodological decisions have implications for the research 

findings. Another researcher might find or identify other strands based on their own 

context and worldview. A researcher undertaking this work some years before or after may 

find other things. What follows therefore is an interpretation of data, grounded in 

considerations of what constitutes good and relevant research and drawing closely on the 

lived experience of the participants and the background literature examined.  
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4. THE POLICY-MAKERS 

4.1. Introduction 

This first of three Findings Chapters examines the perceptions of the group called The 

Policy-makers. Set out in two parts with six interconnected themes, Chapter 4 examines 

understanding of these public bodies’ role in their discrete context to better understand 

their role as a stakeholder within the subsidised theatre sector.  

Part 1: Policy-makers and their role between state and sector examines their function as 

an intermediary between the state (and its bureaucracy and politics), and the field they 

designate as subsidised theatre (and its concerns). Reflecting some of the literature 

discussed in Chapter 2: The Artist in Policy, this chapter considers how these Policy-makers’ 

perceptions of value shape, and are shaped by, different influences, including their own 

self-interest. It continues by examining the implicit and explicit way in which these bodies 

communicate priority and policy preference and how this informs other decision-making.  

Part 2: Contradictions in Policy-makers relationships, focuses on their perceived 

relationships with the other two participant groups (Leaders and Artists) and their 

understanding of different players within subsidised theatre, underlining how their value 

systems shape their understanding of the status of artists and art-making. Significant 

observations are made about the separation of management and accountability practices 

from more fluid less predictable practices inherent in theatre-making. 

Leading from this, the chapter explore how these implicit values and perceptions within 

policy-making shape the salience and contribution of artists in this decision-making. 

Distinctions are considered between the explicit formal statements contained within the 

strategies examined and the implicit and informal associations made by officers interviewed 

whose role is to connect with, and form an expert overview of, subsidised theatre. 

4.2. Framing the Policy-makers as a group 

The Policy-makers for this study are the four arms-length public bodies responsible for 

the arts in the four devolved countries of the UK: 

• Arts Council England (ACE)39 

 
39 Arts Council England ‘supports arts, museums and libraries through funding, as well as providing other 
services to support their development’. ACE reports to Department for Culture, Media and Sport in the UK 
Parliament at Westminster. https://www.artscouncil.org.uk/ (Accessed: 27 October 2018) 
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• Arts Council of Northern Ireland (ACNI)40 

• Creative Scotland (CS)41 

• Arts Council of Wales (ACW)42 

Three of the four bodies originated from a previous agency, the Arts Council of Great 

Britain (ACGB)43. ACNI had a separate origin. Their different contexts, remits, scales of 

budget, population catchment and operations vary ‘according to time, place and political 

context’ (Bell and Oakley, 2014, p.45)44 and affect their policy behaviour and perceptions of 

subsidised theatre. While recognising these differences make them non-homogenous, they 

are common in their relationship to subsidised theatre as the only four public bodies with a 

dedicated remit to support the ‘arts’ and the principal mechanism through which subsidised 

theatre receives public funding in the UK. This study then treats them as a single group of 

stakeholders and research participants while recognising their different contexts. 

The level and orientation of political influence shapes the priority agenda for these 

bodies. Their reporting to different devolved and national parliaments and the interests of 

those assemblies is a factor in these public bodies’ behaviour. Each body reflects the 

political interests and orientation of each government (Kleppe, 2017a) (orienting it towards 

key policy areas) and the wider socio-cultural response to the ‘arts’ in each country in what 

Gray (2000, pp. 83-87) describes as the UK’s fragmentation and lack of a ‘dominant ethos’ of 

arts policy and its management. The political context of these bodies then shapes the art-

form sector’s relationship to concepts of nation and national identity in each administration 

(Cummings and Katz, 1987; Craik, McAllister and Davis, 2003; Durrer and Magan, 2017; 

 
40 Arts Council of Northern Ireland is the public body that is the ‘main support for arts organisations and 

artists’ in Northern Ireland. ACNI reports to the Department for Communities in the Northern Ireland Assembly 
following departmental restructuring in 2016. http://www.artscouncil-ni.org/ (Accessed: 27 October 2018) 

41 ‘Creative Scotland is the public body that supports the arts, screen and creative industries across all parts 
of Scotland on behalf of everyone who lives, works or visits here.’ Creative Scotland reports to the Culture 
Secretary in the Scottish Assembly. https://www.creativescotland.com/ (Accessed: 27 October 2018) 

42 Arts Council of Wales is ‘responsible for funding and developing the arts in Wales’. ACW reports to the 
Minister for Culture, Tourism and Sport in the Cabinet of the Welsh Government. http://www.arts.wales/about-
us (Accessed: 27 October 2018) 

43 The Committee for Encouragement of Music and the Arts was established in 1940 and replaced by the Arts 
Council of Great Britain in 1945. A new Charter was incorporated in 1967. From this period, the function of the 
Arts Council in Scotland and Wales was devolved to two committees - the Scottish and Welsh Arts Councils. It 
wasn’t until 1994 that the Arts Council of Great Britain was fully split into three bodies - the Arts Councils of 
England, Scotland and Wales. Post-devolution, authority for the Scottish and Welsh bodies was transferred to 
the new Scottish Parliament and Welsh Assembly.  

The Arts Council of Northern Ireland was established in 1962. This company ceased in 1995 and a new Arts 
Council of Northern Ireland established as a statutory body. http://artscouncil-ni.org/about-us/history-of-the-
arts-council (Accessed: 14 December 2018)  

44 Unlike the others, Creative Scotland is NOT an Arts Council, the only one with a remit and policy oversight 
for arts, film, digital/creative industries and some responsibilities for Scots/Gaelic language and heritage. Arts 
Council England although arts-focused also inherited responsibility for museums and libraries but not film in 
2012. The remaining two bodies (ACW and ACNI) have predominantly arts remits blended variously with 
advisory and shared interests in language, heritage, education, architecture and creative industries. 
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Ramsey and Waterhouse-Bradley, 2018) and What each body considers as ‘arts’ (with 

reference to Gray, 2007). 

Throughout the documents and interviews, these public bodies articulate varying degrees 

of proximity to political interest and closer alignment to central government non-arts 

priorities, connecting this project to work by Quinn (1997), Gray (2008) and Kleppe (2017a). 

This distance from government is significant in how each public body behaves and passes 

these priorities on to the subsidised fields (discussed in this chapter) and it is evident that 

this relationship is, for some a ‘pretty good balance’ (PM3), while for others, it is described 

as a quiet struggle or a hostile fight to retain some distance. As noted in Chapter 1, all four 

bodies had encountered cuts but while in Northern Ireland budget reductions have 

continued post-2008, in Scotland and England some restoration had been made (albeit 

replacing diminishing Lottery funds). The table below illustrates the turnover of each 

relative to population size at the start of this project in 2015. 

Table 6: Turnover of public bodies in 2015 - 2016 with population size as comparison45 

Public 
Body 

Total income 2015/16 £000s 
(including distributed National Lottery 
funds, exchequer, capital and ring- 
fenced funds)  

Population catchment in 2015 (for 
comparison) 

Arts 
Council 
England 

733,516 54,786,300 

Arts 
Council of 
Wales 

36,214 3,099,100 

Arts 
Council of 
Northern 
Ireland 

21,694 1,851,600 

Creative 
Scotland 

78,191 5,373,000 

Austerity and a rise in instrumentalism go hand in hand, and all participants discuss the 

rises in accountability and reporting measures documented by other research (Belfiore, 

2004; 2012a; Bell and Oakley, 2014) alongside cuts and budget restrictions. 

Although principally engaged in allocating and reporting on funding, all four bodies 

describe themselves and their role as the lead or national development body for the arts 

(Arts Council England, 2013; Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2013; Creative Scotland, 

 
45 Source: Annual Reports and Accounts for 2015 – 2016 (Arts Council England, 2016, p.62; Arts Council of 
Wales, 2016, p.74; Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2016, p.57; Creative Scotland, 2016a, p.28; 2016b, p.74); 
ACNI figures verified by email (Livingston, 2017); Population figures (Office for National Statistics, 2016) 
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2014) and all identify an advocacy role for ‘the arts’ in their purpose. Discussed next, these 

findings suggest these development and advocacy roles are contingent on leveraging 

support from government while retaining sufficient distance from the state. 

4.3. Policy-makers and their role between state and sector 

While Craik, McAllister and Davis (2003) describe the function of these bodies as caught 

between roles as ‘facilitators vs. architects’, the findings in this study suggest these bodies 

are caught between sector and state as a ‘nexus’ (Hill and Jones, 1992), championing the 

arts (through advocacy, policy attachment and evidence-making), serving political and 

(notions of) public interest, and justifying their actions as a means of survival.  

Within the strategies, terms of ‘public good’, ‘public interest’ and ‘public benefit’ are used 

interchangeably but without definition and frequently connected to either value for money 

in public investment or achieving the widest possible reach (Creative Scotland, 2014). 

Considerations of fairness and equality (especially around marginalised and ‘hard-to-reach’ 

populations) implicitly communicate a sense of ethical responsibility beyond the regulatory, 

however, there are few similar commitments to players within the sector beyond pursuit of 

diversity and equality. Drawing from the documents, they appear to hint at a reluctance 

within the ‘sector’ to pursue public benefit or treat it as an inconvenient condition of their 

funding rather than an organisational purpose, as this statement implies: 

It is not a burden on those who receive public funds to be asked to 
demonstrate the social value it represents and achieves. (Arts Council of 
Northern Ireland, 2013, p.4) 

While some discussion is introduced later in this chapter about the framing of public arts 

policy as a shared collective endeavour, the Policy-makers in documents and interviews 

suggest these bodies are guardians, and by default impartial arbiters, of public interests as 

ACW (2015, p.12) articulates:  

Value for money matters. And as the stewards of public funds we have 
an unequivocal responsibility to ensure that public investment delivers 
public benefit. 

Policy-Makers use their guardianship role to defend decisions and assert an ‘expert’ 

status, which these findings suggest is a necessary part of how they demonstrate their value 

to their lead departments. Nevertheless, this defensive justification compromises their 

capacity to also be advocates of the sector. Additionally, it shapes the nature of their 

evidence-gathering and policy attachments, even when expressed as defending the sector. 

The multiple interpretations of public interest overlap with ‘national’ and ‘community’ 
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interest and these public bodies attach the arts to local priorities of community cohesion 

and economic regeneration, to political interests in international trade, tourism and cultural 

diplomacy priorities, adopting language of ownership, collectivism and pride throughout. 

This co-opts subsidised theatre and the arts into forms and expressions of place-making and 

national identity that, their strategies articulate, can only be fully expressed (internally and 

internationally) through its creative and artistic output: 

Only the arts can fully express our passionate love of place. (Creative 
Scotland, 2014, p.8) 
 
The arts don't only make Wales attractive and contemporary to 
ourselves - they can make us distinctive and desirable in the eyes of 
others. (ACW, 2015, p.6) 

In interviews, participants express personal belief in the intrinsic value of the arts to 

community, nation and individual but also describe these claims as a defence of the arts 

through policy attachment, selecting those arguments that ‘land best’ with government at a 

given time (PM5). As an example, it is clear that the advancement of Scottish arts and 

culture coincides with the political dominance of the Scottish National Party and the efforts 

to forge a distinctive modern Scottish identity. In interviews, Policy-makers implicitly 

understand that artists do not recognise themselves in this co-opted role, even while 

accepting financial support that is contingent on it: 

They [artists] don’t see and don’t want to see, that they are instruments, 
political instruments. They want to be able to argue for their beliefs, but 
they don’t want to be an instrument of government. (PM3) 

When the co-optation of the arts (and theatre) into community and national identities in 

the strategy documents is interrogated more deeply, this study shows these expressions are 

overwhelmingly positively charged, leaving little space for more complex relationships to 

traditional, ethnic, migrant or evolving cultures, languages or art forms; or indeed space for 

arts and culture as politically and socially divisive, reinforcing the findings of Ramsey and 

Waterhouse-Bradley (2018). This rhetoric is an act of simplification that ignores tensions 

between different artistic practices and cultural communities, instead attaching arts activity 

to prevailing (and competing) political interests, such as in ACW’s (2013, p. 6) attempt to 

embrace an array of interests in equality, multiculturalism and Welsh language concerns:  

Modern Wales is a multi-cultural and multilingual society within a 
bilingual nation… 

This optimistic elision of arts within a national political agenda raises questions about 

autonomy, artistic freedom and change, and also about recognition of cultural and ethnic 
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diversity within arts policy. As later chapters show, this study finds that theatre 

organisations and artists are ambiguous about whether state funding is an implicit 

agreement to represent the state’s interests and whether arts policy their community’s 

cultural and artistic needs. 

In documents, repeated assertions of relevance and attachment to other government 

policies demonstrate the ‘defensive instrumentalism’ discussed in other research (Gray, 

2007; Orr, 2008; Belfiore, 2009). Participants in this group at times describe trying to orient 

their work to achieve greater proof of value (implicitly defining this in terms of public or 

instrumentalist forms of value):  

They [government] talk about how there’s some correlation between 
people living healthy active lives and having access to the arts, how do 
we prove that? (PM2) 

These participants and the strategies repeatedly refer to measurement and evidence as a 

means of promoting value to other policy areas and ‘making the case to government, to 

local authorities, to our partners and to the public’ (Arts Council England, 2013, p.14). While 

rhetoric in strategies aims to reach as many people in as wide a reach as possible, in 

interviews, officers point to difficulties with achieving this. They describe problems with the 

reductiveness of numerical assessment; and, in direct contradiction to aims of geographic 

reach, describe an actual collapse in the funding and delivery of regional and rural touring 

theatre. This suggests the act of evidence-building is less concerned with establishing how 

public policy meets the reality of accessibility or public interest, and more with 

accumulating evidence of value to present to different parts of government. Further, this 

evidence finds a problematising position similar to that identified by Stevenson (2013) and 

Jankovich (2015) but this time in relation to artists and models of theatre distribution. It is 

accompanied by an assumption that, as noted in other research (Chiaravalloti, 2014; 

Donovan and O'Brien, 2016), measurement is the means to ‘fix’ the problem of its cultural 

value. 

The reframings and adjustments of public arts priority found in this research add weight 

to Mangset’s (2018) argument for the end of cultural policy due to the loss of cultural 

objectives. It also raises doubt about the relative autonomy of the Policy-makers as a group, 

revealing significant tensions in their place as an intermediary between government and the 

sector. The ‘arm’s-length principle’ by which these public bodies are set up (Quinn, 1997) 

requires them to possess expert knowledge with which to advise government about future 

directions and resource allocation. While the defensiveness and policy attachment outlined 

above shows these bodies’ proximity to government, other data analysis shows that their 
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‘expert status’ is derived through their proximity to, and understanding of, the current 

workings and needs of the sector. This places them in a state of tension between different 

stakeholders as an intrinsic part of their role.  In interviews, participants articulate a soft 

schism this creates as staff in these bodies see themselves attached to either government 

or the sector: 

I think there are two distinct parts of the [public body]. And the higher 
up you go, the more part of the government, you know, non-
departmental public body, is that we are. And the lower you go, my level 
and below, maybe the [describes officer level], is we work for the 
theatre sector. (PM4) 

Participants argue their agency’s role as independent ‘arms-length’ expert is worth 

fighting for as otherwise, public arts funding and policy will be controlled by central 

government, leading to ill-informed and partisan decisions (PM5).  

While there is some sense these bodies are seen as having a unique overview that makes 

them an optimal ‘fixer’ for the sector and a valuable advisor to government (PM3), the need 

to retain expert status makes them vulnerable to criticism. If their decision-making is 

perceived to be flawed or they are challenged by critics, particularly by the sector, their 

value to government is diminished. Examples include the 2010 ‘stooshie’ in Scotland 

(Stevenson, 2014), a further campaign in Scotland in 2018, and campaigns in Northern 

Ireland46. Participants articulate the need for public announcements and decisions to ‘land’ 

correctly and be understood within the sector and the media (PM4). In reverse, if they 

enforce government priorities to the perceived detriment of the sector, they lose industry 

credibility and erode their ‘expert status’. Within interviews, more difficult or popular 

decisions are most often explained through assertion of their guardianship role or lack of 

resources, rather than a ‘bad’ or ill-informed decision.  

The documents present formal statements of value, attachment and intent. In contrast, 

the participants bring to life the tensions and balances these bodies face in responding to 

perceived needs and expectations of both sector and lead department. While they hold 

significant power in some directions, they are highly vulnerable in others. Discussed later, 

 
46 The ‘stooshie’ in 2010 was seen as particularly led by artists. In January 2018, members of the artistic 

community (both organisations and individuals) in Scotland drew on international colleagues and challenged the 
withdrawal of RFO funding to a number of theatre companies. This led to an emergency meeting of the Creative 
Scotland board and the reversal of the decision. http://www.creativescotland.com/what-we-do/latest-
news/archive/2018/02/additional-funds-to-enhance-2018-21-regular-funding-network (Accessed: 11 February 
2018) 

In 2015, the then Minister for the (now defunct) Department for Culture, Arts and Leisure announced and 
then reversed in-year cuts to the Arts Council of Northern Ireland’s budget in response to campaigning from a 
group established called ArtsMatterNI. Unlike the ‘stooshie’ this campaign was predominantly led by 
organisations. http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-northern-ireland-34869007 (Accessed: 11 February 2018) 
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they must operate across and between formal systems to informally persuade others, and 

to defend their position and that of the sector. Gray (2012, p.514) proposes that while these 

‘arms-length bodies’ brook complaints from both politicians and cultural organisations, 

their survival is ‘rarely questioned in anything other than a superficial fashion.’ This research 

suggests otherwise, that post-‘Bonfire of the Quangos’47, these bodies are highly vulnerable 

to criticism and thus use their reporting and strategies as justification and policy attachment 

to defend their position as useful experts to the state. This raises questions about their 

capacity or appropriateness to act as sector advocates.  

Interviews with the officers and document review reveal that, despite policy rhetoric for 

engaging in development and support beyond funding, Policy-makers’ relationships and 

decision-making systems are heavily governed by the dominant influence of government. In 

demonstrating their own value to their lead department, they elide sectoral interests with 

their own and shape their evidence of sectoral value to align with their decisions and 

justifications. 

4.3.1. Policy-makers' perception of stakeholder salience 

In the previous section, the researcher showed how this participant group, the Policy-

makers, are operating as stakeholder managers, exerting authority and responding to 

influences from government and demands from the sector. At the same time this group 

seeks to influence other policy sectors and the public both through policy attachment and 

evidence of different forms of value. The findings now turn to what the data indicates is the 

underlying salience these bodies assign to different players and how this informs their 

decision-making.  

Research discussed in Chapter 2 suggests stakeholder managers will prioritise the 

demands of dominant ‘high salience ‘stakeholders (Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018) and 

will do so principally in self-interest, both their own and their organisation’s (Phillips, 

Freeman and Wicks, 2003; Benson and Davidson, 2010). This data analysis shows Policy-

makers’ attention is dominated by two factors - the first is the dominant values and 

interests of government. The second is the assertion of each public bodies’ own value 

within its relationship to government and its other policy sectors as illustrated by the ACE 

 
47 In 2010, then Chancellor George Osborne announced a review and restructuring of all government arms’ 
length bodies as part of the new Conservative/Liberal Democrat coalition government’s cost-cutting measures. 
This led to closure and forced restructuring of a range of independent agencies but subsequently the 
destabilising of many surviving agencies’ autonomy or security. Similar reviews followed suit in Scotland, 
Northern Ireland and Wales. (Institute for Government, 2015). 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20121003173331/http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/grou
ps/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_191543.pdf (Accessed: 11 February 2018) 
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(2013, p.12) statement: ‘that Government, the public and the arts benefit from the 

expertise, authenticity and freedom of artistic expression that an arm's length body can 

provide’. All other stakeholder salience is informed by these two factors and leads to a 

dominance of economic and bureaucratic value over aesthetic and more fluid forms of 

value, informing not only decision-making but the acts of justification of such decisions. 

This section will look first at the way stakeholder salience is expressed formally in the 

strategy documents before turning to the informal interpretations of salience and value as 

expressed in interviews. Using Mitchell, Agle & Woods’ (1997) theory of stakeholder 

salience to analyse stakeholders based on factors of power, legitimacy and urgency (as 

defined in Chapter 2) and applying their typology, the researcher identified and ranked the 

stakeholders as identified in the strategic documents of the four bodies48. This analysis 

shows an indicative rather than definitive hierarchy of relationships as these public bodies 

have released in public documents49. This is outlined in the four figures below. 

 
48 Terminology in all the figures is drawn directly from the documents 
49 As noted in Chapter 3, the absence of negative, dangerous or demanding stakeholders is due to the public 

and persuasive nature of the documents. 



 

 127 

Figure 6: Stakeholder salience in Arts Council England 
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Figure 7: Stakeholder salience in Arts Council of Northern Ireland 
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Figure 8: Stakeholder salience in Creative Scotland 
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Figure 9: Stakeholder salience in Arts Council Wales 
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Examining the four figures above emphasises that although these four bodies have 

similar stakeholders and relationships (for example, with artists, lead departments and the 

public/audiences), they report to different governments and express their relationships to 

other areas of public policy differently. This emphasises that while they are a group of 

similar public bodies, they occupy different contexts and respond to the political and socio-

cultural influences at play within these. Some of this may seem obvious - ACNI reports to its 

department in the NI Assembly (then Department for Culture, Arts and Leisure now 

Department for Communities) while ACE reports to the Department of Culture, Media and 

Sport within the English (or national) government. However, it also indicates where policy 

attention is directed. As examples, British Council features significantly for ACE and is 

frequently mentioned throughout its strategy as a significant partner while within ACNI’s 

strategy far greater attention is given to Education and Further and Higher Education (FHE) 

sectors with the British Council receiving less attention alongside An Chomhairle Ealaíon 

(Arts Council Ireland).  

Pertinent to this research and understanding artists’ role in arts policy, artists are 

mentioned regularly in all the strategies and clearly recognised as important (as are the 

public/audiences) but the language that describes them places them in a dependent 

position. This supports the other literature examined in Chapter 2 that suggests artists have 

a legitimate claim to these public bodies’ attention but lacking power, they also lack 

salience. On the other hand, from the emphasis in these strategies on the other dominant 

stakeholders (such as government departments), this study suggests that these ‘high 

salience’ stakeholders occupy greater attention from this group. 

These figures drawn from document review show a complex set of partnerships and 

policy relationships beyond arts policy. Data from interviews shows that these relationships 

operate both through their formal vertical linear reporting and transmission of priorities (up 

to government, down to the sector). Informally, these bodies also work between other 

departments and agencies to influence other policy, form alliances and secure additional 

partnership and resource for the arts. One participant (PM5) describes this as being a 

‘pathfinder’. This adds another facet to their role – as a broker for the sector – trying to find 

purchase for the arts in other sectors. However, it also renders them complicit in the 

instrumentalising agenda of government. 

When asked to describe the state of subsidised theatre, these participants describe the 

value of its total ecology, seeing clearly an interdependency between large and small 

organisations and independent artists for talent, content, profile and opportunity. Closer 

scrutiny demonstrates the Policy-makers maintain their closest relationships with, and 
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attribute greatest value to, organisations within their funding portfolio and particularly 

those in receipt of the largest grant aid, most often venues. This implicitly suggests that 

while artists are present in their policies, they do not attract the same levels of attention. 

Policy attachment and self-justification influences the Policy-makers’ value systems 

towards that which can be evidenced, even when they understand that in doing so, they 

feed the instrumentalisation of the arts and reduce its expressions of value: 

I think there are things that you can reduce to numbers, but I think that 
there are fundamental things about what theatre, theatre companies, 
practitioners do where it doesn’t really make very much sense. And in 
fact, it is ignoble because it doesn’t really do justice to the nature of the 
relationship that they have with their audiences and it certainly doesn’t 
do justice to the nature of the relationship that we have with them. 
(PM5) 

Participants at times fail to connect their evidence and measurement with the financial 

and human realities they describe in response to other questions. One (PM5) attributes 

attendance growth in client annual surveys despite standstill funding to a rise in quality 

without reflection on either the budget cuts or shift to more populist content that may also 

feature. This suggests a lack of understanding of the lived experiences of subsidised theatre, 

but it also suggests (as does the quote above) that the measurement system and the system 

of production and delivery are inadequately aligned. 

Considering value assessment in grant-giving, interview participants describe attempts to 

respond to the evolving inter-disciplinarity of artists, organisations and festivals, through 

adaptation of their client portfolio and criteria into fewer more general funding 

programmes. This, however, makes decision-making more difficult. Participants articulate 

the challenge in comparing different art forms and practices and one (PM6) talks about 

‘fighting her corner’ for her artists, particularly as demand is three or five times what is 

available. The sensitivity to criticism and demonstration of their own value to their lead 

department in meeting any priorities or obligations, shape these bodies’ appraisal in their 

funding allocations. This does not suggest the Policy-makers are making funding decisions 

about artistic programmes based on finding favour with their department. It does suggest, 

however, that criteria for applications and monitoring are implicitly influenced by the 

justification of each Policy-maker’s decision-making outward (to other parts of government) 

and upward (to its lead department).  

The dominance of economic (measurable) value gives rise to a dominance of 

organisational (or business) standards. As already noted, these participants place greatest 

value in their funded portfolio organisations. This is in part because their principal 
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relationship with the sector is through those organisations. In addition, placing high value 

on subsidised organisations both justifies their previous decision-making (thereby 

reinforcing their expert status to government) and enables value to be appraised through 

formal business structures. This raises concerns for interpretations of ‘quality’ as it is 

understood as forms of artistic or aesthetic value and standards of artistic (rather than 

business) performance. Frequently in these interviews, the ‘quality’ of artistic work focuses 

less on the aesthetic and draws instead on ‘evidence’ of quality business practice, as this 

comment suggests: 

As money gets tighter sometimes you say, this is great in so many ways, 
but the marketing plan is awful.  And that is the thing that means you 
don’t fund it. Now that doesn’t mean the work is any weaker. There are 
so many things that go into the mix and we have to say no to more good 
work. (PM1) 

Judgment of quality and excellence, particularly in appraising small companies and 

individual artists relies on aspects like ‘track record’ and the ‘right partnerships’ (PM2). The 

Policy-makers recognise that their funding awards act like a stamp of approval. This renders 

quality appraisal and ‘value’ of independent artists as dependent on previous relationships 

with one of these bodies or on the patronage of larger funded organisations. Participants 

describe a gradual funnelling of support towards the largest organisations in the 

expectation that those organisations will undertake wider sector obligations, particularly 

artist development, co-producing and touring. The difficulties this system of reinforcing 

existing organisations causes in the limiting of diverse practice is discussed later. 

Despite an acknowledgment of a fluid and changing landscape of art form practice within 

subsidised theatre, and the wider political, economic and social context in which theatre 

(and the arts) is being made, expressions of ‘quality’ and ‘value’ adhere closely to existing 

and previous benchmarks and reinforce existing systems as outlined above. Past approaches 

are thus retained rather than reinvented, ignoring possible new approaches current with 

contemporary thinking and practice. This relationship to dominant economic, organisational 

and measurable ideologies of value influences the relationship this group has with the 

subsidised theatre sector. This is discussed next. 

4.3.2. Implicit and explicit relationships between policy and sector 

In the same way that arts policy is both implicit and explicit (Schuster et al., 2003; 

Ahearne, 2009; Throsby, 2009), the relationship between these Policy-makers and the 

sector being discussed as mutual influencers in decision-making is articulated implicitly and 

explicitly (Friedman and Miles, 2002), operating predominantly within a closed network 
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between this participant group and the leaders of funded organisations. This personal level 

of operation and personal commitments of individual officers shows policy-making, like 

subsidised theatre, is human in nature (Freeman et al., 2010; Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia, 

2018), bound up in personal subjectivities and working around and through formal systems 

of public management and accountability (reflecting Page et al., 2005). 

Policy-makers articulate their relationship principally at country level, within their public 

body’s remit. That said, commercial, West End and international theatre (principally derived 

via Dublin, Edinburgh, Manchester and LIFT Festivals) are used to benchmark and 

contextualise the work of their subsidised clients. Their relationship with the sector is 

presented by all these bodies as a shared collective endeavour:  

We would say that most of our relationship with the cultural sector is 
not about money. Money is the facilitator of the shared project. (PM3) 

‘We’ and ‘Our’50 are used interchangeably both in documents and interviews to mean the 

public body itself and its ‘jointness’ with the sector. Interview participants have 

contradictory views on this appropriation. While some believe in a shared collective 

purpose in which ‘we all want the same thing, we’re all working to the same agenda’ (PM6); 

others argue public bodies ‘claim’ the sector’s success as its own despite playing little or no 

part: 

This organisation [the public body] sort of overclaims that a little. The 
individuals do. They overclaim the success of things that we funded. You 
know the sector would never allow, would never see why the [public 
body] would claim the success of that. So, they'll [the officers] talk about 
my organisation or my client. My client's done. You know, we've. And 
even say we've done this. We're transferring this show to the West End. 
You know you'll hear a [names level of client officer] say that. And it 
really jarred with me when I first came here because it's got absolutely 
nothing to do with you. I don't know. It's partly the culture of the 
organisation. I mean I think we try. And because one's fighting for funds 
all the time, we claim responsibility for the people that are going to the 
theatre, the success of the theatre industry, and I think it's part of that. 
(PM4) 

This makes the relationship between public bodies and subsidised theatre less clear. 

While promoted as a collaborative ‘shared project’, it is clearly not a relationship of equals 

as one is a fund distributor to the other. The Policy-makers will not experience penalties 

should organisations and artists choose not to have a relationship with them but their 

withdrawal from a relationship has bigger financial and reputational consequences for 

 
50 It is interesting to note that in the draft consultation document issued by Arts Council England in 2019 for its 
next strategy, the use of ‘we’ is defined as only the public body in the opening pages. 
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organisations and artists. The level of obligation is not and cannot be reciprocal, whether in 

terms of expectation of behaviour, ability to demand action, or indeed the financial 

relationship. These findings suggest that not only do the Policy-makers control the nature of 

their relationship with the sector but they choose who that relationship is with and its 

terms, principally through funding decisions.  

The strategy documents and interviews emphasise that these public bodies’ principal 

relationship with the sector is through organisations, amplified in interviews to specify the 

leadership (and on occasion Boards) of those organisations. This shapes the Policy-makers’ 

view of the sector through a lens of predominantly building-based and theatre production 

company activity - ’95% of what I deal with is in a venue’ (PM1). The strategies reveal a 

hierarchy, reflective of the value systems previously described, with the largest and best 

funded organisations implicitly and explicitly assigned leadership of the sector. 

Responsibility for meeting targets and sector development is largely devolved to these top 

organisations and presented as not unreasonable obligations in return for the lion’s share of 

budgets. While the scope of the study didn’t extend to questioning how these implicit 

duties can be monitored, given evidence of the reinforcement of past decisions, there is 

little sense of what will happen should organisations refuse or fail these duties. There is also 

no discussion of how imposition of leadership might be compromising or inappropriate for 

the sector. By contrast, smaller organisations barely feature in the strategy documents. And 

while artists are described as of central value in these documents, they barely figure in 

strategic actions or discussions of leadership, suggesting they lack explicit presence within 

enacted arts policy and little status in how sector responsibility and development is defined 

in these policies. 

Returning to Craik, McAlister and Davis’ (2003, p.29) description of public bodies as 

facilitators or architects, these findings suggest these public bodies alternate between 

implicit and explicit contracts to shape and influence the sector and its model of business 

(Caust, 2010a). This is done in order to meet their own targets (as opposed to these bodies’ 

stated purpose to develop the sector). While they see their behaviour as for and with the 

sector, these relationships are transacted with individual organisations (co-opted as sector 

proxies as per Bevir and Rhodes, 2005 and as macro-relationships). Policy-makers enact 

implicit and explicit influences over individual organisations in order to affect wider sectoral 

change OR they introduce wholesale changes and then interpret them transactionally with 

each client, either way moving in and out of the micro-/macro- constantly. Explicit 

requirements are communicated via grant conditions and through strategy documents. As 

an example, one strategy states that all clients must report on their creative learning work 
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(Creative Scotland, 2014, p.25). By contrast, other expectations are presented as 

encouragements and suggested directions, such as ‘encouraging [those] that we fund to 

think carefully about how they connect with hard-to-reach people’ (Creative Scotland, 

2014, p.42). This requires organisations to interpret how best to increase their salience and 

value to these Policy-makers. Policy-makers participants reflect that in many cases and 

particularly in influencing decisions in organisations about management, recruitment and 

oversight, they adopt a ‘moral pressurising role rather than a legal role’ (PM4).  

This movement between formal and informal, although problematic in the obliqueness of 

its interpretation and influences, is part of what Gray (2015) articulates as a ‘necessary 

ambiguity’ in policy-making, making space for uncertainty, opportunistic and intuitive 

decision-making. In addition, as participants express it, it is often a means by which these 

public bodies work between the official and highly procedural systems of public 

management and the fluid, more personal and context-specific modes of behaviour within 

subsidised theatre practice. It does however result in a lack of clarity around public body’s 

expectations for funded organisations’ contribution to their diversity agenda:  

… Not that we're explicit you know? We might make a case about that 
[diversity] in a narrative around the portfolio that that's why that 
organisation is being funded but it wouldn't necessarily make it into the 
black and white of the contract. (PM4, Researcher’s highlighting in bold) 

The implicit relationships with a small group of organisational leaders observed here 

reinforce Nisbett and Walmsley’s (2016) research on charismatic leadership and the 

privileged access they are afforded. Additionally, these implicit contracts map on to the 

informal networks and personal knowledge through which these public bodies form their 

‘expert status’. Reflected also in interviews with other participant groups, the Policy-makers 

participants describe personal connections, networks and access to insider knowledge 

formed through their past careers in subsidised theatre and the informal bonds they form 

with ‘other people who work in the evenings’ (PM3). These contacts are derived through 

opening nights, networking events and access to consultations and meetings. Most of this 

participant group recognise independent artists are not regularly present in these spaces. 

This closed network forms a principal informal testing space of future policy agenda-setting 

through which opinions are formed about artists, rising companies and sector trends that 

shape policy. As one participant describes, it is how they build knowledge of artists who go 

on to be funded: 

It’s just having that feel of it [a show], and sort of seeing it and hearing a 
lot from, you know, people around …  And that wasn’t done to any 
massive skill other than just thinking yeah, I’m just kind of aware of it. 
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And the way one or two people I know really well sort of spoke about 
[names artist] and said my god he’s going to create something really 
good… I just wanted to show [you the researcher] how sometimes it’s 
small conversations and just a bit of knowledge. (PM1) 

Participant interviews amplify understanding of the role of individual officers in 

negotiating this informal space. Like the other groups in this study, their personal and 

professional identities are merged. They bring their personal expertise to bear in their 

decision-making, described by one (PM3) as ‘an accumulation of what has gone before’. 

They also express high levels of belief, (‘felt’) responsibility and moral obligation in doing 

the best for their public body, the sector and the public. Some are particularly expressive in 

articulating feelings of obligation to independent and unfunded artists, even when they are 

approached outside of work: ‘…at no time would it feel right to say I’m sorry I’m not 

actually at work right now’ (PM3). 

Nevertheless, they emphasise they cannot allow personal tastes or emotion to dominate 

their decision-making. They describe recommending work be funded which they personally 

don’t like but has value to wider strategies. In particular, they articulate high levels of stress 

going through grant moderations, describing overwhelming responsibility and 

understanding the significance of their recommendations on the lives and morale of 

individuals. The competitive funding environment means that while they have common 

cause with their fellow officers, the process of grant moderation is an experience they all 

dread, describing it as a ‘bloodbath’ (PM6). ‘It’s awful’ whispered one participant (PM2). 

The participants feel a great duty to represent and act fairly but this is only possible if they 

carry out their role dispassionately:  

I mean it’s all right, it’s one thing doing all the assessment work, that’s 
different. When you’re sat in the room and you’ve only got enough 
money to fund 47% of the ask that’s on the table, and you know if you 
don’t fund that, then that company’s folding. It’s very hard to remove 
the personal. If you start, if you bring emotion to that table, you’ll never 
leave the room because you will not be able to make that decision. 
(PM2) 

In these situations, the participants’ position as public servants is to the fore. They can 

champion and fight for their clients, but they take their role as upholding public benefit and 

implementing policy very seriously. They describe the need to pull back from being an ‘ally’ 

to the sector in order to carry out their public duties (reflecting the schism or ‘nexus’ 

previously described). Examples offered include being unable to keep a client’s financial 

problems secret, being unable to disclose grant decisions for weeks because of procedures. 

All of these experiences have a personal impact on them as employees and individuals and 
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they regularly articulate that their experiences, their own vulnerability in austerity and their 

personal stresses as workers, while similar to those of the sector are not always recognised 

by their clients.  

These personal insights offer a heightened understanding of policy-making as a human 

enterprise in which personal expertise and informal contracts combine with impartiality, 

accountability and explicit formal systems (reflecting Rhodes,2015). This represents the 

tension between traditions/norms and individual agency explored by Bevir and Rhodes 

(2001) but it is clear elements of these individuals’ agency is curtailed. In the wider picture, 

it can be seen these policy-making bodies combine implicit and explicit modes of 

communication to achieve goals and demonstrate value, but these are not always 

comprehensible or accessible to individuals such as artists outside these closed networks. 

4.4. Contradictions in Policy-makers’ relationships 

4.4.1. Contradictions of leadership, risk and change51 

Next this chapter explores more deeply how Policy-makers’ perception of leadership 

affects their relationship to subsidised theatre and these bodies’ understanding of the 

concerns of theatre artists. Data analysis suggests connections between perceived value 

and proximity to the public body, and the degree of influence different stakeholders have, 

reflecting observations in Chapter 2. These Policy-makers’ relationship to the sector is 

through the leadership of the largest funded organisations and these public bodies 

implicitly and explicitly impose leadership on them, interpreted as responsibility for sector 

development and expected standards of practice. This materially influences the behaviour 

of subsidised theatre (the ‘sector’, as a field of common or connected practice) and 

devolves the public bodies’ development role to these organisations. These findings have 

raised issues of self-interest in public bodies’ actions, while organisational self-interest is 

explored further in Chapter 5.  

Leadership was established in Chapter 2 as a principal route through which decision-

making at policy, organisational and sectoral level is influenced and implemented. The 

imposition of leadership by these public bodies was identified in document analysis and 

reinforced by participant responses in interviews. More generally, the researcher tried to 

 
51 Elements of this section, particularly the discussion of risk appear in the paper: FitzGibbon, A. (2019). 

‘Imposed leadership in UK funded theatre and the implications for risk and innovation’. Zeitschrift für 
Kulturmanagement, 5(1), pp. 15-42. 
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identify who or what is leadership in the theatre sector52, drawing on the perspectives of all 

the participant groups53. In part this supported participant recruitment but principally it aids 

understanding of perceived leadership. 

This group names a wide range of individuals as well as organisations, not all of which are 

in subsidised theatre (some such as theatre critic Lyn Gardner are identified because of 

their influence on industry or practice discourse). The figure and tables below are designed 

to offer a visual understanding of their responses. It can be seen that this group’s 

perspective of leadership places it principally within organisations (88% of ‘leaders’ named 

are either organisations or in organisational roles). 

Figure 10: Policy-makers' perception of leadership by role 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
52 In this questioning, the researcher chose not to specify subsidised theatre (given the confluence of 

commercial and subsidised within practice) but allow this group to determine leaders and leadership from their 
own perspective. Similarly, the researcher did not restrict the question to the country in which the participant 
worked but left it open for them to respond based on their understanding of their context. 

53 As noted in Chapter 3, this group’s responses and that of initial interviews with Representative Bodies 
(discussed in Chapter 5) formed a snowball sample for the Leaders participant group. 
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Table 7: Policy-makers’ perception of leadership by role 

Leadership by Role Total 

Artistic Director 20 

Artistic Director (Programmer) 6 

Company not person 10 

Exec Director/Producer 5 

Independent Artist 3 

Other 3 

Grand Total 47 
 

Table 8: Policy-makers’ perception of the location of leadership 

Leadership by Location Total 

Building-based 20 

Company-based 20 

Independent 4 

Other 3 

Grand Total 47 
In interviews, participants discuss what behaviours constitute leadership in subsidised 

theatre. Participants describe organisational achievements, policy influence and advocacy 

on behalf of the wider sector. Emphasising the responsibility leadership carries for wider 

sector development, the Policy-makers group also describe leadership as part of change-

making and innovation as well as empowerment, promoting diversity and succession 

planning not only for their own organisations but the whole sector. While some note the 

power these organisations and positions carry as in some ways, the reason they are leaders, 

others reflect that leadership is expected proportionate to funding levels, ‘a gradient of 

responsibilities’ (PM4). 

Visible and invisible leadership are described as equally important and occupying 

different necessary functions (one advocates, the other enables). While these can be 

mapped to Hewison’s (2006) typology of transactional, relational and transformational 

leadership, participants here distinguish between ‘leaders’ (leading campaigns, doing highly 

visible artistic work or new approaches) and ‘influencers’ (who work behind the scenes in 

an open-door approach, effecting change without bombast). These forms are presented as 

altruistic and benevolent to less influential players in the sector such as early career workers 

and independent artists with little reflection on how altruistic it can be if it is an imposed 

expectation of funding. Few talk about forms of critical, transgressive or disruptive 

leadership of the type argued for by Leicester (2010) or Cray and Inglis (2007), instead 

endorsing leadership which builds from existing policy and from within organisational 
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structures. This has implications for implicit encouragements for new or diverse leadership 

they encourage boards of subsidised organisations to consider, as by default, these public 

bodies are risk averse. 

The majority of those identified by the Policy-makers as leaders hold artistic positions. 

This suggests artists play an important role in the sector’s decision-making through their 

leadership, be it shared or combined with executive responsibility (Cray, Inglis and 

Freeman, 2007; Douglas, Fremantle and Davie, 2009; Caust, 2018). As noted in Chapter 2, 

the presence of an artistic director does not equal the involvement of artists in decision-

making. Few participants in this group name any independent artists outside organisations 

as leaders. When prompted through further questioning, they describe artists as capable of 

leadership, and leading through their artistic work. However, some opine that independent 

artists’ lack of access to the networks described previously (opening nights, consultations) 

affects their capacity to be seen as leaders or to recognise themselves as such: 

I don’t think they have the same opportunity that maybe organisations 
or leaders of organisations have. And if they are given the opportunity, I 
don’t think they take it up as much. I think some people feel that they’re 
not allowed to have, or that maybe their perspective isn’t as valued or 
as important as perhaps organisations. (PM6) 

This recognition of artists’ lack of opportunity reinforces the idea that leadership, in this 

group’s view is principally organisational or within organisations. However, despite this, in 

most cases it is individuals and their personal traits that are identified. Again, reinforcing 

Nisbett and Walmsley’s (2016) work, these Policy-makers describe personality-driven 

leadership. Responsibility for leadership may be imposed or perceived as organisational but 

its success is dependent on the individual. As a result, leadership status of organisations 

rises and falls with changes in senior management. The personal and professional, 

organisational and individual converge, and this theme recurs throughout this study.   

A number of contradictions emerge in this blending of organisation and individual. While 

much emphasis is placed on good governance and effective management, and leadership is 

seen as highly individual, these Policy-makers also see problems with ‘long-stay’ 

directorships. They describe a need for ‘churn’ (PM2) in the leadership of organisations in 

the interests of equality, succession planning, and in building sector skills for future 

sustainability: 

What we [the public body] can do is say, you know at some point you’re 
[the Boards of organisations] going to have to recruit a new artistic 
director. It is therefore incumbent on you as organisations collectively to 
make sure that when the time comes you have a whole set of choices 
you can make and you’re not scrabbling around trying to find somebody 
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willing to take on your theatre. (PM3) 

Despite their relationship existing principally with organisational heads, they formally and 

informally direct responsibility for this desired ‘churn’ to the boards of those organisations. 

Here again, implicit encouragements will suggest new directions or time-bound contracts, 

once again interfering at micro and macro-level with the operation of the sector (concurring 

with Caust, 2010a). Here again too, organisational value is ranked higher than individual or 

personal value. Leadership is, in the perception of this group, enacted individually but 

valued organisationally.  

A further contradiction in the responses and behaviours of this participant group, arises 

in discussions of leadership, responsibility and change. Drawing wider context from the 

strategies, these Policy-makers propose that a rapidly changing landscape of culture, 

technology and funding requires a radical response both in sector policy and leadership, 

described by ACW (2013, p.23) as a ‘wholesale rethinking’ of their own policies as well as 

the sector’s artistic and business practices. They believe this necessary to address serious 

threats to the future of the arts and its sustainability. Yet these findings show the value 

systems and justification of their decision-making reinforce existing leaderships and 

organisations, and channel policy influence, decision-making and responsibility for sector 

development into the largest organisations, which, other CCI research suggests, are also the 

least adaptive (Banks et al., 2000). 

The Policy-makers express risk and innovation as necessary, a part of art-making as well 

as safeguarding future practice. They recognise risk and innovation is located in small-scale, 

solo and independent work outside large funded organisations, reinforcing other research 

(Banks et al., 2000; Pratt, 2015). Although little definition of either is given in the 

documents, these terms ‘risk and innovation’ are used descriptively to signal what that 

‘wholesale rethinking’ (Arts Council of Wales, 2013, p.23) might look like. They can be 

summarised as:  

• adventurousness and innovation in artistic practice;  

• and new models or ways of working that improve sustainability or create new 

approaches to the business of making art. 

Innovation is explained as necessary to deal with changing audience tastes and ongoing 

reductions of public investment. When data from both documents and interviews is 

combined, the Policy-makers express risk in three forms. The first is that already described - 

risk as a form of artistic and organisational innovation. When this form of risk-taking is 

realised, new or different theatre works, artists and business models emerge. Adaptive 

structures, a profusion of collaborative approaches and restructuring of public funding are 
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markers of the business or organisational aspect. Growth in diversity and representation, 

disruption of traditional forms and cross-art-form practices are artistic signifiers. These 

public bodies see themselves as promoting or making space for these kinds of risk-taking 

(see Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2013, p.18; Arts Council of Wales, 2013, p.8; Creative 

Scotland, 2014, p.18).  

These ambitions sit within repeated reinforcements of careful management of the 

second type of risk. Accountability measures build a risk-averse framework in which this 

innovation cannot fully take place, reflecting observations that good arts (and implicitly 

theatre) management is not a panacea for all forms of change (Dragićević-Šešić and 

Dragojević, 2005). The dominance of public management imposes a limit on innovation - 

take risk but not too much. This is best expressed by the following quote: 

For our part, we certainly won’t be afraid, when appropriate, to take 
risks. And we’ll expect those who we invest in to do the same - not 
haphazardly or recklessly, but knowingly and confidently, equipped with 
their best instincts, knowledge and expertise. (Arts Council of Wales, 
2013, p.12). 

Participants recognise that the most diverse and experimental practice and new forms of 

cultural production come from unfunded freelance practice yet repeatedly reinforce the 

need for larger organisations to provide the endorsements necessary, based on 

accountability and perceptions of measurable ‘quality’. Similarly, diversity, although a 

stated priority for all the public bodies, ACE’s (2015) Creative Case as an example, 

persistently requires adaptation within existing structures and leadership rather than any 

fundamental reorientation of policy. This suggests independent artists are an ill-fit with the 

accountability systems of risk management. The third type of risk, that of precarity does not 

feature significantly in strategy documents although, as discussed later, it is known and 

acknowledged by the participants in this group.  

Although risk was not a part of the initial study, it persistently came up throughout the 

data gathering. These findings suggest independent artists while delivering desired risk-

taking are themselves too risky to merit support. Next this study will examine concerns of 

language that arose in analysis and materially contribute to how this study understands the 

status of artists in these decision-making processes of policy-making. 

4.4.2. The language barrier between art-making and business of art 

An unexpected finding that emerged during coding and analysis was the language used in 

these strategies when discussing ‘the sector’ in sharp contrast to the language used to 

discuss ‘artists’ and ‘art-making’. Closer examination, supported by additional knowledge 
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derived from interviews, suggests that within the implicit value systems operated by public 

arts bodies, there is a separation between the business of art generally and the making of 

art in any art form. This translates into a distancing of artists from the economic 

management and decision-making of both policy and organisations, rendering them as non-

economic and requiring interpretation. This research suggests that as artists’ value and 

salience is interpreted through their perceived status, their devaluation or ‘othering’ by this 

group of Policy-makers has a direct relationship on their capacity to influence policy. 

Document analysis shows the public bodies describe passionate beliefs about the value 

of the arts as central to life and identity. These claims range from giving a ‘sense of wonder’ 

and ‘discovery of the unknown’ to ‘creating jobs’, ‘changing lives’ and ‘rebuilding 

communities’ (Arts Council England, 2013; Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2013). Setting 

aside the verifiable evidence to these claims (discussed by others, see Belfiore, 2004; 2015), 

this finding focuses on how these documents use rhetoric to describe artists, art and art-

making54 The terms used are predominantly natural descriptors. Policy-makers describe 

trying to ‘nurture’ or ‘foster’ conditions in which the arts can ‘flourish’ and show a ‘full 

flowering’, in which creativity is ‘free to roam’ (Arts Council England, 2013, p.7; Arts Council 

England, 2013, p.24-26; Arts Council of Wales, 2015, p.5; Arts Council of Wales, 2013, p.27; 

Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2013, p.5). Much attention is given to creating an ecology 

in which the arts, creativity and artists can be nurtured and grown. Another strand of the 

language deployed articulates the unpredictability and spontaneity of art-making - the arts 

‘illuminate’, they are a ‘surprise, contradiction and discomfort’, ‘lighting the spark’, ‘the key 

that unlocks the door’ (Arts Council of Wales, 2013, p. 21-25).  

By contrast when these bodies start to discuss issues of future resilience and 

sustainability, the language shifts to one of business. The future of ‘the sector’ lies in ‘being 

fit for purpose’ and more ‘business-like’ with ‘high levels of cultural entrepreneurship’ and 

‘sustainable business models’ (Arts Council of Wales, 2013, p.12, 36; Creative Scotland, 

2014, p.20). As one strategy (Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2013, p.18) asserts: 

Increasingly artists and arts organisations are endeavouring to turn their 
products and services into a business offering which will help them to 
earn a living or re-invest as part of a social enterprise effort in their 
organisation.  

Within these documents, survival of the arts is based on adaptation and evolution and 

‘art is of course a moving target’ (Arts Council of Wales, 2015, p.7). The overwhelming sense 

 
54 As noted previously, these documents use artists and arts as catch-all terms for all art forms. The researcher 
takes as implicit that this includes theatre. 
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is that the arts are a vulnerable, natural, almost organically developed activity which 

spontaneously and unpredictably happens if the right environment is created: ‘Fish are only 

as healthy as the water they swim in’ (Arts Council of Wales, 2013, p. 11).  

While the Policy-makers as a group cannot control the wider economic context, they 

articulate their role as ‘creating the conditions’ in which artists, arts organisations and art 

can be grown under some degree of protection (Arts Council England, 2013, p.7, 24, 26, 

Arts Council of Wales, 2015, p.5). In interviews, participants devolve responsibility for this 

nurturing role to organisations, again using ecological language to articulate an 

environment in which artists thrive thanks to clusters of multiple organisations looking after 

them. The separation between artists and business activity fails to see these two sides of 

activity as inherently bound together and denies artists a role in economic and thus higher 

levels of decision-making. This reinforces the non-economic status of the artist (Abbing, 

2002) discussed in Chapter 2. 

Earlier parts of this chapter have explored artists’ enforced dependency on organisations 

for leadership, advocacy, risk and innovation. Participant interviews demonstrate further 

the perception of artists as unable to handle the business aspects of their work. Again, this 

is raised as an issue of ‘quality’: 

I use the big example of XX and a massive huge project. We actually 
funded XX arts centre to commission XX, to do this work so that we 
knew that in the background there was administrative support, to 
support, to control the budget, to sort out the contracts of employment, 
to ensure the health and safety, to ensure, so, you know it’s that, it’s a 
[pauses] quality, in more ways than just the work, assurance for us. It’s a 
safety net really. (PM2) 

Paired with the dependency on ‘track record’ and previous relationships, this suggests 

measurement of quality has been oriented to favour what can be measured rather than 

wider subjectivities of aesthetic judgments of quality and within that, lacks consideration of 

where innovation or diversity sit within traditional terms of ‘quality’. 

While recognised as capable of self-producing, artists’ capacity to generate revenue from 

these bodies to create their work is capped at sufficient for ‘one person and his dog to do 

some stuff’ (PM1). This maintains self-producing independent artists at small-scale rather 

than scaling up, posing problems for career progression and artistic growth. Enforced 

collaboration also raises many questions about artistic ownership and autonomy (explored 

in Chapter 6). This enforced dependency of artists on companies and people with perceived 

‘relevant’ business skills, added to the loss of core funding programmes for small-scale 

companies could explain the rise of the independent or creative producers:  
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‘I don’t know if it’s the same in Northern Ireland and elsewhere but to 
be a producer is now the sexy thing. I don’t think I ever met a producer 
until about five or six years ago.’ (PM1) 

Throughout the fieldwork in all cities, the independent producer model is cited by all 

participant groups and research has been undertaken in a number of UK countries to 

identify how best to expand this model of production (Mason, 2014; Scaffold, Keeler and 

Theatre Bristol, 2017). However, this model continues to devolve management 

responsibilities away from artists, raising questions about its popularity as a substitute for 

lack of production capacity within larger organisations or the loss of a network of small 

subsidised companies. It is clear from these interviews that questions of sustainability 

principally trigger thoughts about the viability of organisations and the sector as a whole 

rather than the economic or artistic sustainability of individual artists. 

Participants describe different contexts in which the language of theatre, creativity and 

making have to be interpreted back into government and funding policy. Policy-makers view 

their role as translating concepts and ideologies between government and the sector, 

described by one (PM5) as the ‘junction box that connects all of these things together’. This 

act of translation is not without its problems (Caust, 2003). There are issues of plausibility, 

whether polished documents using acceptable jargon for government and other 

departments adequately represent the reality of lived arts and cultural practice for 

organisations or artists. This translation exercise is openly acknowledged by participants: ‘I 

think artists derive meaning from different things than governments tend to do.’ (PM5) 

When the language of strategy and policy is interpreted back to artists, there are also 

challenges. One participant cites a section on an individual artists’ grant application form 

which ‘nobody ever addresses very well’ (PM6). This and other examples suggest the issue 

is with the artists’ ability to comprehend rather than a misfit between the application 

process and the artist. Not unlike the implicit and explicit communication of priorities, this 

group also expresses implicit expectations about how artists should communicate with 

them, expressing a desire for artists not to overly align themselves with public bodies’ 

priorities: 

It’s something we have to be careful of as well is that we don’t get into a 
cycle of people thinking, trying to second guess what we want to see 
and what would suit us. It’s always that sort of counterbalance, that we 
need to be supporting things that people want to make for the right 
reasons. (PM3) 

This suggests an expectation that artists should be able to interpret strategic language in 

application processes but should not demonstrate too much strategic proficiency and 
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entrepreneurship. This further emphasises an issue with the perceived status of artists and 

their capacity to be involved in decision-making. 

It is not possible to look at the distance between independent artists and the language 

and activity of policy and funding and not begin to wonder if this is a question of trust, both 

of artists’ ability to be guardians of ‘public benefit’ and their capacity to operate as business 

entrepreneurs within their own practice. These findings show that the language of policy 

FOR and ABOUT the art form has become detached from the activity of making theatre to 

the point of requiring interpretation. Artists are at a remove (or as described by Loughlin 

Deegan in 2015, ‘infantilised’ cited in FitzGibbon, 2016, p.21), rendered dependent by 

coded communications and funding processes that place layers of translation between 

them and higher levels of policy-making. This may be done as an act of care and protection, 

but its effect is to diminish the status and thus salience of the artist in arts policy-making. 

4.4.3. The presence and normalisation of artists and their concerns 

This inquiry attempts to trace a relationship between the presence of artists and their 

influence on decision-making that shapes their lives. This final part of this chapter explores 

how artists are perceived through analysis of the strategy documents and interviews. While 

artists are central to Policy-makers’ rhetoric in their strategies, their concerns and precarity, 

although known, figure little in any strategic priorities. These findings suggest that bound up 

in this, the role and status of the artist is destabilised by wider political and economic forces 

(corresponding with Heikkinen, 2000; Daniel, 2013). In response, these public bodies fail to 

offer the kind of defence and protection proposed in earlier parts of this chapter. Instead 

they operate with a set of expectations which normalise artists’ precarity, portfolio working 

and dependency. 

First, this section considers how these Policy-makers view artists in policy and influencing 

policy. Most of these participants describe artists as, with relatively few exceptions, 

somewhat disinterested in a relationship with the ‘apparatus’ of the state and detached 

from the process of policy-making. As one officer (PM3) says, ‘I would say generally artists 

steer well clear of policy-making’. 

This is not to suggest that artists are only interested in the ‘internal logic of their own 

work’ (PM5). These participants see artists as capable and having much to offer wider social 

policy-making and how arguments are constructed for new approaches to cultural activity in 

society: 

I think it [the creative space that artists occupy] has a very material 
bearing on how they can speak to some of the other broader issues that 
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affect society and that has a place at table whenever it comes to 
implementing policy and implementing change. (PM5). 

Nevertheless, these Policy-makers understand that there are complex reasons why 

independent artists lack or fail to pursue any policy influence. They lack opportunity, cannot 

afford the associated costs, have little time within their fluid portfolio working, and often 

feel their opinion lacks value. This corresponds with other research (Glinkowski, 2012; 

Hawkins, 2012; Daniel, 2013; Woddis, 2014). The remainder of this section explores this 

group’s perception of the barriers of artists’ circumstances and status. 

Artists thus far in this chapter have been presented as entirely dependent on 

organisations and these public bodies. By contrast, the rhetoric in the strategies renders the 

whole sector dependent on artists’ labour: ‘…without artists there is no arts sector’ (Arts 

Council England, 2013, p.26) and ‘artists not institutions create art’ (Arts Council of Wales, 

2015, p.5). Other language describes them as the ‘cradle of our creativity’, ‘the lifeblood of 

the arts’ whose passion and labour ‘underpin our shared creative system at every level’ 

(Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 2013, p.9, 12; Creative Scotland, 2014, p.41). These 

findings suggest that these articulations of the central value of artists mirror the natural 

descriptors noted earlier and also do not match these bodies’ understanding of artists’ 

precarious position and career realities.  

Arising from this, a preliminary consideration for this study is who is an ‘artist’ in the eyes 

of these Policy-makers. In documents, when artists are described in relation to the 

workforce, their position is fluid: sometimes part of the workforce, sometimes not; 

sometimes artists, sometimes ‘creative people’ and ‘practitioners’. ACW attracted criticism 

around the time this research began by changing its programmes to identify artists as 

‘Creative Professionals’55. While Creative Scotland’s remit is across a broader range of CCI 

and more general terms are necessary, this uncertainty of artists’ position reflects existing 

research on the lack of clarity of artists’ position as stakeholders in theatre and cultural 

sector organisations (Voss, Voss and Moorman, 2005; Basinger and Peterson, 2008; Hsieh, 

2009; Boerner and Jobst, 2011). This lack of clarity may be connected to the portfolio 

interdisciplinary nature of contemporary work - artists themselves do not always define 

themselves as artists or within a single discipline (see Chapter 6). It also reflects their status 

as non-employees, raising questions about whether these public bodies see artists as 

workers, or workers of equal value relative to organisational employees. However, if the 

public arts policy is to remain current to industry practice, this finding also suggests this 

 
55 More detail on ACW’s rationale for this as well as its research on Creative Professionals can be found here: 
http://www.arts.wales/research/latest-research/research-creative-professionals (Accessed: 30 October 2018) 
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view is out of step. 

A counter-definition arises in participant interviews when the question arises of ‘who is 

an artist’ for the purpose of being funded (artist policy). With some small variations, the 

Policy-makers describe ‘professional’ artists are those who are paid for their work and who 

possess a track record, expressed as previous work with established organisations. This 

further reinforces artists’ dependency on patronage and endorsement. While this group 

discuss their own open-door policies for new and emerging artists, it is clear from their 

comments that artists are expected to ‘earn their stripes’ (PM2) before being supported. 

These preliminary stages include training, work in fringe or profit-share companies and 

projects, and a capacity to move to where the opportunities are. None of these participants 

reflect voluntarily on whether the challenges of these early stages will limit achieving 

professional status to those with the means to survive on low/no pay, those with existing 

networks within the industry, and those without dependents (all mitigating factors in 

inequality noted by O'Brien et al., 2016; Eikhof, 2017 and others). 

Despite the connection made between professional status and payment, Policy-makers 

simultaneously normalise precarity, low/no payment and the seeking of non-artistic work, 

as part of independent artists’ careers. They do not consider precarity unique to early 

career artists. They understand clearly the challenges throughout careers and the 

impossibility of normal expectations for family, capacity to pay rent/mortgage, and 

achievement of economic stability, on the fees and volume of work currently on offer. Both 

in the strategies and interviews, this expectation of poor pay and conditions is normalised, 

but no strategic action is proposed to address it. While they all discuss fair payment, this is 

often stipulation of Equity minimum56, referred to by one participant as a ‘joke’ (PM4). Even 

where pay levels when in work are acceptable, these participants understand clearly that 

the inconsistency of year-round work means that even highly visible, apparently successful 

artists will struggle, as this participant (PM1) describes: 

I think what always troubles me is the fact that, even when, say for 
example an actor. You might think wow she’s in lots of things at the 
moment and she’s doing really well. But probably when you’ve pieced 
together. Because of course you know, we see project budgets and 
things, what she gets paid. And of course, we always make sure all 
individuals get the union rates, and everything but invariably, they’re at 

 
56 Equity minimum is the abbreviated term for a series of collective agreements for the minimum terms and 
conditions for work in all areas of live and recorded media, negotiated by British Equity with the lead trade 
associations in different sectors (within theatre this is with ITC, SOLT and UKTheatre as well as some individual 
theatres such as the Globe). Current rates are published and often stipulated as a grant condition within NDPB 
funding agreements. https://www.equity.org.uk/resource-centre/rates-and-agreements/equity-rates/ 
(Accessed: 17 February 2018) 



 

 150 

minimum or just above minimum with the small fringe companies. If you 
probably put together all the work she’s done and she’s been the most 
successful actor it feels like we’re seeing at the moment. You know, 
probably sort of, she’s looking to make ten thousand pounds a year or 
something. 

Theatre/drama officers in particular, understand diminishing budgets result in shorter, 

small-scale, higher intensity periods of work and this is ‘only going to get tougher’ (PM1). As 

one informant puts it, ‘it’s not a career is it?’ (PM2). 

Portfolio working both as an artist and in non-arts work is taken as given with relatively 

little reflection. The documents, while acknowledging the hardship, pose an aspiration that 

developing a diverse portfolio of work will increase career sustainability:  

the right artist will be as comfortable working on an urban planning 
team as they would in a community setting or on a theatre stage. (Arts 
Council of Wales, 2013, p. 11). 

This fails to consider whether portfolio working reinforces negative career paths 

(resulting in less specialist talent). In a tacit way, it re-plays the neoliberal concept of a 

meritocracy described by McRobbie (2016), in which labour is substituted for 

entrepreneurship. These findings suggest public bodies propose career sustainability is 

possible through individual artists developing multiple markets for their work and fail to 

examine or address the underlying instability caused by reduced available work and low 

levels of remuneration. 

Policy-makers not only assigns responsibility for the development and protection of 

artists to organisations, they view artists as dependent on that structure: 

If an artist is to make a career based in Wales, it will be because 
producers, galleries and venues will themselves have a stake in 
nurturing Wales’s creative talent. (Arts Council of Wales, 2013, p. 29).  

Notwithstanding the issues of ownership, autonomy and reinforcement of existing 

models this reinforces, this assignment materially compounded concerns of career 

sustainability. These participants describe examples of artists becoming secure once they 

are taken up by an organisation, such as Gary Owen being championed by the Sherman 

Theatre and securing a West End transfer57. They describe artists ‘stuck as to how to get out 

of that cycle of having to be their own producers, administrators as well as trying to be 

artists as well’ (PM3). They also observe competition among organisations for the reflected 

success of ‘discovering’ the latest new artist, referred to by one participant as the ‘Oona 

 
57 See Chapter 5 for more discussion of the hierarchies at play between regional and London theatres 
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Doherty factor’58. While schemes exist that employ artists and fulfil the Policy-makers’ 

desires for policy attachment (such as the All-Wales Arts-in-Education Programme59), Policy-

makers reflect they do lack artistic freedom or satisfaction: 

You know the boundaries within which they are working [in a 
government or direct delivery programme] or what they’re expected to 
deliver at the end, is defined already, they haven’t got the artistic 
freedom that they would have done if they were just creating their own 
work…. So increasingly you look at it [an artist’s career] becoming more 
disillusioned by the fact that, you know, they can get work but actually 
it’s not to create what they want to create, it’s more, imposed. (PM2) 

Reflecting again on perceived status, artists’ dependency on the perceptions and 

patronage of others for that status (Lena and Lindemann, 2014) restricts their ability to 

refuse work. One participant (PM6), interviewed prior to the #METOO campaign60 gaining 

momentum in theatre and film, shows particular concern that actors are exceptionally 

vulnerable: 

They’re individuals. They’re often having to please people in order to get 
jobs so I kind of think there needs to be more safeguarding in that area. 
They take jobs they’re not happy with, they take jobs they’re not 
comfortable with, they’re not mad about the quality, they’re not happy 
about the pay, the conditions, whatever. They think it’s a piece of crap, 
but they’ll do it because they need the money.  

These combined perspectives suggest that Policy-makers are aware of the concerns of 

artists and understand the limitations these place on their contribution to policy-making 

discourse. Little is offered however, by way of formal strategic action and contradictions 

emerge in how the status and salience of artists is assigned. While this group are 

empathetic to artists’ circumstances, they reflect little on their public bodies’ capacity to 

effect any change. This group devolves the burden of artists’ precarity and development to 

artists themselves and organisations and creates an enforced dependency on subsidised 

theatre organisations. This raises important considerations for the ethical context in which 

arts policy is shaped. In addition, the ambiguity of artists’ worker status at a policy level and 

tacit acceptance of their circumstances suggest a troubling normalisation of precarity. 

 
58 Oona Doherty is a movement artist, performer and choreographer from Belfast. Over a period of years, 

she was championed and taken on as an associate artist by a range of venues and organisations in Northern 
Ireland and Ireland, often simultaneously. Each organisation ‘claimed’ her discovery but she had already been 
working extensively in other parts of Europe. https://www.oonadohertyweb.com (Accessed: 19 February 2018) 

59 http://www.arts.wales/arts-in-wales/creative-learning/the-all-wales-arts-and-education-programme 
(Accessed: 17 February 2018) 

60 In 2017, following allegations of sexual coercion, assault and harassment made against film producer 
Harvey Weinstein and then against a range of directors and producers across film and theatre, a social media 
campaign borrowed the hashtag #MeToo from an earlier campaign to discuss the common experiences of 
women. This led to a series of sub-campaigns and discussions about the protection of women and other 
vulnerable groups in these industries. 
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4.5. Conclusion  

This chapter has explored the perspectives of one group - the Policy-makers - drawing on 

both participant interviews and strategy documents. The remaining two chapters will look 

at the contrasting views of both the leaders of subsidised theatre organisations and 

independent artists and producers.  

The inquiry thus far suggests that these public bodies are a ‘nexus’ (Hill and Jones, 1992) 

managing multiple stakeholder relationships and objectives (corresponding with Mitchell et 

al., 2016; Ferris, 2015). These relationships are with other policy-makers, partners, the 

subsidised theatre sector (treated by them as organisations), the public and artists and are 

intrinsic to demonstrating their worth within a value system dominated by their respective 

governments. These conflicting demands for their attention lead to their inability to behave 

in all the roles they claim - development, support, advocacy and guardianship of public 

benefit. The tension between these expectations also lead to these bodies adopting 

defensive positions in their reporting, justification of decisions, evidence-making and 

response to criticism. 

A significant part of these bodies’ self-interest and survival is the protection of their 

expert status, formed by on the one hand the evidence-making and reinforcement of their 

previous decisions; and on the other, by their proximity to the sector’s practice. A finding 

emerging is the closed network by which individual officers shape expert knowledge and 

policy formulation, principally in contact with the leadership of subsidised theatre 

organisations. These participants while not recognising the closed nature of this network 

recognise that it represents a space of policy influence in which independent artists are 

largely absent. 

A feature identified in the clustering of categories of inquiry is this group’s dominant 

perception of value as organisational. This dominance is shaped by the political and 

bureaucratic influences and economic value dominance outlined in Chapter 2. Emerging 

from these findings, the researcher identifies that throughout the system of policy-making, 

the Policy-makers’ view of the value of organisations in subsidised theatre relies upon, and 

recognises, the individual expertise and artistic identity of the organisational leaders but 

does not accord it equal status.  

Risk-averse accountability and defensive decision-making results in these bodies’ 

principal relationship with subsidised theatre being through organisations. They develop 

and implement policy principally through their dealings with this group and devolve a range 

of responsibilities to them, not least the protection of artists and development of the 
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sector. While advocating for risk-taking and wholesale rethinking of business models, they 

tacitly reinforce existing hierarchies and leaderships. This limits the autonomy or capacity 

for diversity of the sector but also raises important questions in this study about the 

proximity of artists to policy-making and the responsibility of Policy-makers to artists as a 

recognised group of stakeholders. 

This evidence suggests that within Policy-makers’ rhetoric and through organisational 

dominance of their value systems, artists are separated from the business and decision-

making of the theatre sector, corresponding with Abbing’s (2002) research that they are 

rendered non-economic. The concerns of artists around career sustainability and hardship, 

although known and acknowledged by this group, barely figure as strategic priorities at 

policy-making level. This Policy-makers group then recognise artists have a legitimate claim 

for attention and perceive but do not act on the urgency of their needs. This lack of policy 

action poses questions about the degree to which artists’ precarity and dependency is 

normalised. From the perspective of the Policy-makers, independent artists lack influence 

(or power) over the policy-making and leadership of professional subsidised theatre but this 

is due to a number of barriers not necessarily their capability. Artists, in this group’s view, 

only begin to inform policy-making when they move into organisations and are admitted 

into the closed networks identified.  

The leadership of the sector as perceived by this group is both artistic and executive and, 

although interpreted personally, is seen as resolutely organisational. Artists, in a further 

detachment from the ‘business’ and decision-making of the sector, are seen to lead through 

their artistic work. This interpolation of the personal and organisational reflects wider issues 

of how this group grapples with formal systems of accountability alongside informal systems 

of networks, personal knowledge and the inherently human enterprise of subsidised 

theatre and arts policies. These findings show that personal subjectivity is as much a feature 

of policy-making as other areas of theatre work but is interpreted differently. 

The movement between justification and guardianship, the personal and organisational, 

formal and informal, provides a rationale for the implicit and explicit systems of policy 

influence, decision-making and communication between policy-makers and the sector. 

While the focus of this study is on the influence of artists on policy-making as decision-

making, the returning influence of policy on norms of practice and behaviour and on artists’ 

lives cannot be ignored.  

These findings suggest the Policy-makers group are in a powerful position to exert greater 

and wider moral pressurising that might increase the status of artists at policy and sector 

level. However, drawing on stakeholder literature (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997; Bridoux 
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and Vishwanathan, 2018), this shows this group’s attention to other more dominant 

stakeholders and the dependent status of artists on others means this capacity and, 

arguably any moral obligation towards artists, is closed off as an option in their decision-

making (reflecting McMahon, 1994; Raz, 1978) 
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5. THE LEADERS 

5.1. Introduction 

Chapter 5 is the second part of the Findings in this thesis. The focus in this chapter is on 

leadership and examines the perspectives of participants identified as the Leaders. They 

comprise the artistic and executive leaders of a range of subsidised theatre organisations 

across the UK while in this chapter, additional data is drawn from participant interviews 

with representative bodies of the subsidised theatre sector. 

Initial findings in the previous chapter suggest cultural leadership is principally treated as 

organisational even though it is described through individual actions. Little space exists 

within policy for leadership outside organisations or more transgressive forms. In the eyes 

of the Policy-makers group, sectoral leadership is also assigned to the heads of the core 

funded venues and companies as part of their explicit and implicit agreements.  

This chapter explores the findings from this group to understand better their own 

perceived role and their relationship to the other groups in this study: Policy-makers and 

Artists (considered in Chapter 6). Placing emphasis on perception as conferring status or 

salience (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997), it considers who or what is perceived as 

leadership among this group, its conventions, behaviours and location. Its findings draw out 

how these significant players operate within a closed network in which their self-interest 

(organisational and personal) influences their perceptions of sector interests and the 

concerns and needs of independent artists. It examines these relationships as a complex set 

of stakeholder expectations, with each group given attention according to their perceived 

dominance and value (Mitchell et al., 2016; Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018). These 

findings establish that this group function as stakeholder managers in a ‘nexus’ of explicit 

and implicit contracts between different groups (Hill and Jones, 1992; Friedman and Miles, 

2006).  

Part 1: How leaders understand their role and responsibilities considers the different 

understandings in this group of their own roles and purpose and how their understanding 

of responsibility, value and relationships, within the theatre sector and beyond, informs 

their decision-making. This is presented in four parts: a discussion of how leadership is 

recognised and assigned; consideration of the convergence of identity between 

organisations and artistic directors; the purpose of organisations and how this informs 

decision-making; and finally, consideration of this group of leaders as networked 
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stakeholder managers.  

Part 2:Leaders’ perception of the roles of policy-makers and artists is in two parts and 

examines in closer detail how this group perceives influence and responsibility in their 

relationship with public bodies (the Policy-makers); and their understanding of the role and 

status of the independent artists (The Artists) at the heart of this study. 

5.2. How Leaders understand their role and responsibilities 

5.2.1. Who or what is leadership in the theatre sector? 

This findings chapter begins by looking at how this participant group assigns leadership, 

understands its responsibilities and how they individually describe it as both personal and 

organisational. In doing so, these observations establish some of the influences on cultural 

leadership in subsidised theatre. Following this, the issue of artistic leadership will be 

examined more closely. As part of their interviews, the twenty-one participants in this group 

along with five from Representative Bodies were asked to identify leaders and leadership in 

the theatre sector61. As with the Policy-makers group, this aided participant recruitment but 

also offered understanding of this group’s perceptions of leadership. This perspective is 

significant as this study demonstrates that consensus within networks of similar 

organisational heads and policy-makers contributes to individual leadership status. 

Examining participant responses, the dominant view is that the leaders of subsidised 

theatre with few exceptions are based within organisations. A small number of independent 

artists and producers are named and most often after a prompt as to whether independent 

artists could be leaders. As in Chapter 4, the figure below is illustrative (rather than offering 

any statistical value) of who and where this participant group sees leadership. Many named 

are the same people and companies identified by the Policy-makers group. While the 

dominant perception is that leadership is organisational. Artistic Directors again feature 

significantly. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
61 See previous chapter for note on how this question was framed. 
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Figure 11: Leaders' and representative bodies’ perception of leadership by role 

Table 9: Leaders' and Representative Bodies' perception of leadership by role 62 

Leadership by Role Rep Bodies Leaders  

Artistic Director 10 18 

Artistic Director (Programmer) 0 6 

Company not person 11 26 

Exec Director/Producer 0 2 

Independent Artist 0 5 

Other 1 4 

Grand Total 22 61 
 

Table 10: Leaders' and Representative bodies perception of the location of leadership 

Leadership by Location Rep Bodies Leaders 

Building-based 10 19 

Company-based 22 32 

Independent 0 7 

Other 0 3 

Grand Total 32 61 
A number of points can be drawn out from this analysis that are pertinent to this study. If 

leadership is principally perceived organisationally and being a leader is necessary to have 

influence (over policy and as part of a network of other leaders), these organisational heads 

 
62 Representative Bodies and the Leaders often identify the same people or organisations and on occasion 
identify an individual artistic director while others mention the organisation itself. This accounts for the 
disparity between the total number of identified ‘Leaders’ and the breakdown in each participant group. 

Artistic Director
34%

Artistic Director 
(Programmer)

7%

Company not person
45%

Exec 
Director/Producer

2%

Independent Artist
6%
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and their organisations are obliged to protect their interests by reinforcing systems and 

decision-making in which they continue to be seen as leaders. When the imposition of 

sectoral responsibility is added to this, this results in a conflation of sector interests with 

organisational self-interest (reminiscent of the Policy-makers group’s conflicted position) 

and personal self-interest in terms of career advancement (as suggested by Cennamo, 

Berrone and Gomez-Mejia, 2009; Benson and Davidson, 2010). Again, reinforcing Nisbett 

and Walmsley’s work (2016), these tensions of self-interest are teased out more fully later. 

Participants reflect that dominant perceptions of leadership mean that in their view ‘true’ 

leadership is not always visible, ‘conventional’ (LM9) or recognised by the person doing it as 

leadership. A number reflect that these dominant perceptions of what ‘conventional’ 

leadership is are not attuned to the models and practices of contemporary artistic 

production: 

I bet if you were to run a kind of very conventional model of leadership, 
Red Bridge Arts63 might not necessarily pop up within that. Because it’s 
still a very small, early, new company. (LM9) 

This reinforces concerns in the previous chapter about how much the hierarchies of 

subsidised theatre can adapt and change to new or alternate non-organisational forms of 

leadership.  

Findings from this group reveal a tension between individual and organisational 

interpretations of leadership. The dominance of sector leadership within larger, better 

resourced organisations is indicative of organisational hierarchies within subsidised theatre. 

However, while leadership is assigned to organisations and organisational roles, as with the 

Policy-makers, these participants describe leadership through individual actions and 

behaviours - ‘passionate about her community’ (LM1), a refusal to compromise (LM2), 

‘leading-edge’ (LM3). They recognise leadership in their own actions and articulate personal 

experiences in which they as individuals shoulder the burden of responsibility and manage 

complex and competing demands from different stakeholders. In addition, these 

organisations, dependent on individual vision, act as shells for human enterprise within 

which personal and artistic ambitions are played out. In this, organisations are dependent 

on both lead individuals and the creative work of the artists they engage with for success as 

this artistic director (LM14) describes: 

 
63 Red Bridge Arts is a small independent arts organisation set up by Alice McGrath (a participant in this study 
whose contribution forms part of Chapter 6 Findings) as an independent creative arts producer and 
representing/producing the work of a range of solo artists. Of significance is that Alice McGrath had a long 
history of working with other large or influential organisations and venues. https://redbridgearts.co.uk/ 
(Accessed: 1 November 2018)  
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I remember giving a talk once about the company and somebody was 
saying what's your artistic policy? And I quoted William Gaskell when he 
was working at the Royal Court or afterwards and he said his artistic 
policy was the people he worked with. Because it's so. And I remember 
doing a submission to [names public body] for revenue funding at some 
point and actually sort of citing that and making a list and writing about 
some of the key people we were working with and what they were 
bringing to the company. 

Evidence here and findings in the previous chapter identify a strong closed network 

which influences not only policy but a powerful consensus on quality and status within 

subsidised theatre practice, suggested in this quote (LM4): 

Like, [names another artistic director] would lift the phone to me at least 
once every two months to ask me advice on an actor or a designer or a 
crew member. Her and I very much have that relationship. 

Implicitly this closed network contributes to the exclusion of independent artists from 

decision-making and influence and also creates a vulnerability even among those perceived 

as the sector’s leaders, arguably its most powerful figures. 

Echoing the understanding of visible and invisible leadership shown by the Policy-makers 

group, this group emphasises that leadership consists of actions rather than words. The 

actions they describe (by others and themselves) align with other articulations of cultural 

leadership in research (Hewison, 2006; Robinson, 2010; Caust, 2013) although few describe 

the radical or transgressive leadership proposed by some (Kunst, 2015; Dalborg and 

Lofgren, 2016). In these participants’ view, leadership is a combination of advocacy, sector 

development (creating opportunities for future artists and companies) and, with 

significantly greater emphasis than the Policy-makers group, leadership is embodied as the 

delivery of quality and ambitious work. Common examples include connecting with 

communities, undertaking artist development beyond organisational limits, rallying the 

sector, and raising sector profile internationally, and public advocacy. They emphasise 

organisations cannot deliver on everything - some lead with their work while others 

produce less ambitious work but are vital in artist development or sector sustainability. This 

suggests leadership and sector responsibility is shared informally between organisations 

and their leaders. 

All of these descriptions of leadership move quickly in interviews to commitments 

beyond organisational roles. In contrast to the Policy-makers’ perspective that leadership is 

implicit in their funding relationship, most of these leaders see themselves as undertaking 

sector responsibilities voluntarily and as a civic and moral duty: 

100% I think you owe it to the sector; I think you owe it to the art form, I 
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think you owe it to young practitioners coming through. I think you owe 
it to the legacy of practice. I think you owe it to your society. (LM4) 

This ‘felt’ responsibility (Kearns, 1994) is expressed as deep personal commitments and 

participants articulate high stress, emotional commitment and a burden of responsibility in 

playing a leadership role (threatening burnout as noted by Hoyle et al., 2018)). They often 

see this duty as ‘paying forward’ of support they had, emphasising once again the human 

enterprise at play: 

It's not obligation. No. I mean I don't think so. I mean I think it's just it 
makes sense. I mean people supported me when I started off so 
therefore it's my turn now. I don't think I must do it. I don't think I 
should do it. I think I want to. And therein lies the difference. (LM2) 

They recognise that as organisational heads they have more access to the closed 

networks of influence with policy-makers, politicians, media and other lead organisations. 

This particularly comes to the fore when they talk about sector leadership and advocacy but 

as the statement below shows, they often elide their organisational role and their personal 

commitment with sector responsibility: 

…if I'm in a room with an Arts Minister or a member of the [Board of the 
public body] or a member of [the local authority] or [names another 
Minister] and making the arguments and speaking to people and 
explaining to them why theatre is important, why theatre has value, 
there is, I don't do it because of [my theatre] I do it for the wider sector. 
I'm making the case for the wider sector and I personally feel that. … 
And that's, I suppose within [my theatre] that's my role. (LM7) 

Reflecting on their own roles, some struggle to reconcile these strong feelings of personal 

obligation with feeling they lack the right and capacity to represent others. A participant 

(LM16) remarks, ‘[leadership] was uncomfortable sometimes because sometimes (a) you 

don't want it and sometimes (b) people don't think you should have it.’  

A small number of this group do not name anyone or say they do not see any leaders 

within the sector. This response is sometimes a refusal to engage in the question. Others 

suggest that cultural leadership potential is present but inhibited by the whole sector 

‘firefighting’ (LM2) austerity and increased workload (Hoyle et al., 2018), and thwarted by a 

risk-averse and bureaucratic public management and lack of leadership from public bodies: 

Yes, there's an absolute and huge gap of bravery, courage, call it what 
you like. And it's not just, I don't mean within just the theatre sector. 
You know, there are leaders in that sector who are more than capable of 
[leadership]. If they were given two minutes to raise their heads, have 
the capacity, intellectually and emotionally, to be part of a conversation, 
which is a broader analysis of what the theatre sector specifically needs. 
But there's also, there's that failure of courage and leadership above the 
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theatre sector, you know, within [the public body]. It's more than a 
failure. It's about having created the atmosphere and the culture within 
which there's such desperation and such poverty. It's impossible to 
expect any of the practitioners to have the energy or the will or the 
wherewithal to do anything other than continue to survive. (LM6) 

For all of the feelings of responsibility, these participants also reflect on the self-interest 

and inter-dependent rivalry at play within theatre leadership. Many scorn self-styled 

leaders, how being the ‘go-to person for radio four’ (LM1) for theatre from a particular 

region does not confer a mandate. They express unease around the motivation of those 

assuming the mantle of leadership to advance their own visibility and status and question 

the fairness of it. One participant (LM1) ponders this, ‘is leaving it to one person or one 

company, dangerous? Because you, don’t get clarity … you don’t get plurality of views.’ 

While a small number offer radical solutions (a wholesale removal of sole directorship), 

others see their actions as the solution, emphasising again their moral responsibilities to a 

wider cause. Despite the emphasis in research on shared or collaborative leadership styles 

(Cray and Inglis, 2011; Reynolds, Tonks and MacNeill, 2017), these findings suggest these 

participants will remain within the existing structures and hierarchies of roles rather than 

introduce more diffused leadership. 

This group’s understanding of leadership highlights their understanding of its tensions 

and potential conflicts of interest. It shows a common perception of leadership between the 

heads of theatre organisations and Policy-makers, not only in behaviours of leadership but 

in its location as principally organisational. At the same time, these findings demonstrate 

the strong feelings of civic, moral and personal obligations and the role of individuals in 

sector leadership. Discussed later, it matters significantly to these organisational heads that 

their sectoral and leadership duties are autonomous not imposed, contradicting the 

perspectives of the Policy-makers, and establishing their role as voluntarily benevolent (a 

‘sector heroic’ as per Hewison, 2004) rather than an obligation arising from funding. 

5.2.2. Leadership and artistic identity 

This chapter now looks more closely at how this group of sector leaders perceive artists 

in leadership roles. These participants, like the Policy-makers, identify significant numbers 

of artistic directors as leaders of the sector. Their presence, however, does not signal that 

artists in general are endorsed in this way (Douglas, Fremantle and Davie, 2009). These 

findings suggest that artists are only perceived fully as leaders when they enter an 

organisational and managerial role (such as an artistic directorship) with significant 

implications for individual career advancement. Here, the findings explore how artistic 
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director’s identities are bound up with that of their organisations. 

Much of the literature on dual leadership and management explores its unifying of 

artistic and executive functions and responsibilities (Eikhof and Haunschild, 2007; Caust, 

2008; Kuesters, 2010; Inglis and Cray, 2011). This study in contrast finds that, among those 

participants who are artistic directors, there are mixed views on how they separate their 

artistic and executive functions, but they always see themselves as holding a managerial 

position, as this artistic director (LM13) describes:  

Now I have an executive director who is fabulous. And she certainly. 
takes on a hell of a lot of the business end of things but the vision is 
mine. And the business is very much a part of that. 

While many describe bringing their role as an artist into other aspects of their work and 

some describe crossovers of roles, the work of making art or theatre is frequently separated 

from managerial and policy discussions in interviews. Those in executive roles also 

articulate their responsibilities to keep the more policy-oriented and managerial elements 

of their organisations away from the artistic work, a sense of not bothering artistic directors 

and artists with these matters. The overall tendency is to separate the business of art from 

its making. 

The participants describe complex inter-relationships between the artistic identity and 

vision of the artistic director and the identity and vision of the organisation. Organisational 

success is frequently driven by artistic identity while new artistic leads can transform 

organisations into almost new entities both positively and negatively64. These findings 

emphasise the proximity and overlap of personal and organisational value but the latter still 

dominates. Fifteen of the twenty-six participants interviewed are artistic directors. When 

asked about the separation of the organisation’s vision and ambition from their own, most 

artistic leads can identify a clear distinction between pursuing their own tastes and 

responding to those of their audiences and artistic community. They articulate clear civic, 

sector and community obligations, distinct from their personal interests as this venue-based 

director (LM18) describes: 

I remember someone saying, “oh when you programme work [in a 
building], what you want to do -you need to put a couple of shows on 
for the audience and one on for yourself”. Well like in theory I get that. 
But what I have discovered at [names theatre] which is extraordinary 
and profound is that you are your audience. So, there's definitely work, 
for example that has gone on stage at [theatre] that I would probably 
not choose to see. But then when you hear 800 hundred people 
laughing at a joke or 800 hundred people have left their homes to come 

 
64 Examples given include Theatre Clwyd, Tinderbox Theatre Company, Kabosh Theatre 
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and sit in your theatre and watch a piece of work and enjoy it. And you 
are them. You know it doesn't matter that I wouldn't choose to see it. If 
you sit with your audience and they enjoy it, or they're moved by it, or 
they're empowered by it, or they're just mildly entertained by it, then 
that's enough.  

Many struggle, however, to separate their own artistic identity from their role in an 

organisation. One participant says, ‘almost like 90% of my persona is to do with what I do 

for a job’ (LM13) while another (LM21) describes the merging of his ‘brand’ with that of the 

organisation he heads up. During this research, the controversies of a number of artistic 

directors (Max Stafford-Clark at Out of Joint, Kevin Spacey at the Old Vic and in Ireland, 

Michael Colgan at the Gate Theatre) losing sight of personal and professional boundaries 

were widely reported and often this blending of persona was described in their defence 

(Shenton, 2017; Ellis-Petersen, 2018; Cunningham, 2018). 

These distinctions of artistic persona and ‘brand’ are largely subtle professional identities 

for the sector rather than the public. Clearly however, the life and experience these 

participants bring is indivisible from their role and informs how they approach it, as this 

participant (LM11) demonstrates:  

‘I think that the overall … through the rest of the organization, the 
artistic thrust, our strategic objectives, are all informed by my 
preoccupations, my interests, my training, my background, the people 
I've associated with.’  

In reverse, these leaders also become synonymous within the sector with the 

organisations they lead as this co-artistic director reflects: 

I think you become the public personification. Your programme 
becomes the personification of what the institution is. I'm not sure you 
do it consciously. But I don't see how you can't. I mean if you stay 
anywhere in any period of time, people will always identify that's [his, 
naming himself] programme or that. They never say that's the [names 
theatre] theatre's programme.  

Contributions from the Artists group reinforce the perception that these roles confer 

additional charisma or authority on these individuals (even after they leave for other 

organisations) again reinforcing the observations of Nisbett and Walmsley (2016). A story in 

the media at the time of interviews was Emma Rice’s artistic tenure at the Shakespeare’s 

Globe Theatre. Her changes to artistic policy met with resistance from the theatre’s board 

leading to her resignation (Shakespeare's Globe, 2016; Mooney, 2016). Subsequently her 

new theatre production company was awarded funding by ACE despite the organisation 

having no financial history or track record (Thorpe, 2017). These events came up in 

discussions with participants about the function of organisations as vehicles for artistic 
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personality and whether public funding is supporting an individual or an organisation. It 

also raised questions about how accountability was applied or bent to fit (in this group’s 

views) what or who the Policy-makers wished to support.  

Boards feature relatively little in all of the interviews with some stating categorically that 

the Board’s role is governance not artistic vision. One Artistic Director (LM8) says,  

‘They [the board] are our employers but they do not lead the artistic 
vision of the company. So who leads the artistic vision of the company? I 
lead the artistic vision of the company’.  

The same participant goes on to distinguish the board’s role to protect the founding 

vision and purpose of the organisation in contrast to a complete change of remit with each 

new artistic director: 

I actually really disagreed a little bit how that has happened [discussing 
other companies] … where with the change of artistic director this 
radical change of artistic remit has happened. You know, I'm not 
convinced that that is the right way and certainly if I were to leave, my 
word to the Board would be this is what the company does. 

Others argue that stepping into an existing organisation often provides new directors 

with the shell of governance, funding history and track record to meet accountability 

requirements. This is evidence of Policy-makers’ influence on the relationship between the 

artistic and executive functions of theatre organisations, reinforcing Caust’s (2010a) work, in 

which new or divergent artistic practice must fit within certain bureaucratic systems and 

expectations. 

Artistic directors in this group frequently describe their own and organisation’s artistic 

identity as formed by their artistic collaborations, often shaped through long-term close 

personal relationships. They articulate sharing platforms and trying to support less 

established or independent artists and small companies. These temporary close 

collaborations are not a collaboration of equals but dependent on the artistic director’s 

tastes and benevolence, and always done with a curatorial decision about the ‘fit’ with their 

artistic vision. As organisational leaders, their choices feed into the consensus about quality 

and status in the wider sector. While conferring significant power, this curatorial authority 

places artistic directors in an invidious and subjective position as tastemakers and 

gatekeepers as well as artistic collaborators. Reflecting on some of the ethical challenges 

being laid down by Kunst (2015) and Quackels (2017), a few participants ask whether given 

present debate about control, empowerment and inequality, the model of a single artistic 

director should be reviewed in favour of a more enabling creative producer role, a time 

bound tenure or collective planning.  
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While artistic directors feature significantly in this group’s perceptions of leadership, 

independent artists do not. When asked, participants argue, as did the Policy-makers, that 

artists are capable of leadership but lack access to networks in which they can build that 

identity and influence. A small number raise the question whether these modes of 

conversation are legitimate when it comes to speaking of artists, that their leadership is 

uncontainable in the business models being practised, as illustrated by one venue 

programme director (LM3): 

[Names a former producer/general manager] said a wonderful thing to 
me recently. Artists can’t be led. Don’t try, because they are the leaders, 
they are the ones who are creating the new ground, they are responding 
to and creating the work.  

Despite the assertion that artists are the leaders, these participants believe artists lead 

through their work and this is not perceived as conventional leadership. Participants in this 

group reiterate the same barriers for artists as leaders identified by the Policy-makers group 

- time, focus on work and earning a living, lack of access to networks of information and 

influence. Many perceive the greatest barrier to artists being perceived as, or acting as, 

leaders is the relationship between their labour and their payment as this participant (LM9) 

describes: 

I mean, generally, we’re living in a world where one of the most precious 
commodities is time. Yes, we all just do more, and more, and more, and 
more, and more. And so, if part of the way that things are recognised is 
the time you give to be present. But for some, that being present is paid 
for. And for others it’s not. Well, of course that’s going to create a 
divide. There is an unequalness in there, isn’t there?  

Moving from these reflections of individual responsibility and role, these findings now 

consider how these participants see the purpose of their organisations, reflecting on where 

independent artists sit within the wider structures of subsidised theatre. 

5.2.3. The perceived purpose of theatre organisations 

The Leaders group sees their organisations as civic, artistic and economic entities. This 

helps understanding in this study of how decisions that affect artists are made and what 

other factors shape those decisions. These findings suggest that the competing needs for 

organisational survival (with attendant dependency on holding value to public bodies), a 

highly interdependent and competitive sector, and personal ideologies and career, shape 

how this participant group interprets their organisation’s purpose (picking up elements of 

other research, Langeveld and Hoogenboom, 2012; Doeser and Vona, 2016).  

As the previous section shows, independent artists are dependent on an individual 
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artistic director’s interests and vision. This study argues that each leader’s interpretation of 

salience informs how they prioritise different stakeholders’ expectations and in turn the 

attitudes to different stakeholder groups (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997; Doh and Quigley, 

2014). The data shows this group embraces a range of responsibilities while also ‘plate-

spinning’ the multiple and diverse demands of funders, audiences, their peer organisations 

and artists. Despite strong moral drivers (and implicit obligations) to act as sector leaders, 

their first duty is to their employer and their organisation’s survival while personal status is 

also a factor.  

Organisational survival, all these participants’ first priority, is intrinsically tied to status 

within the sector and value to public bodies. Organisation size, level of funding and history 

are significant factors in the status of their organisation (and how they view others) but it 

matters as much that they are seen to be advocates of (different interpretations of) best 

practice, and supporters of artists and audiences. As a result, they align sector or public 

interests to their own, a behaviour noted within stakeholder literature (Orts, 1992; 

Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Benson and Davidson, 2010). This self-interest echoes the 

defensive behaviours of the Policy-makers group. One executive producer describes how 

this informs company strategy: 

Within the theatre sector as a whole, if XX [our theatre company] was a 
key part of the artist development network and therefore to a funder 
removing that would cause, a whole lot of other things to collapse, 
that’s a more difficult choice for a funder to make. (LM1) 

Within this marrying of interests, personal career and artistic interests are also at play 

leading to unspoken ethical tensions, reflecting Conger (1990). Discussed more later, these 

leaders’ future career progression is bound into their organisational decision-making. This 

participant (LM13) articulates the multiple strategic and personal factors involved: 

[We co-produce] To advance our profile, to save money. Because a co-
production is cheaper. And yeah of course there's some career ambition 
in it. You know this won't be my last, touch wood, won't be my last job. 
So. There is some strategy behind it for my part as well, where I'm 
thinking well, what next?  

In this study, every participant, including those with the most commercial orientation and 

focus, describes artistic value, quality and innovation as central to organisational purpose, 

matching Caust’s (2008) findings. They also see their role as artistic enablers (of the work, of 

small companies and independent artists) and this is used as an example of ‘leadership’. All 

are negotiating the growing gap between cost and public subsidy and their decision-making 

involves compromise between their purposes as artistic and business entities, and their 
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civic and sector responsibilities, as this venue programmer (LM3) describes:  

There’s one particular [high international standard] show that’s going at 
the minute … But I can’t afford it. I can afford it, but it’s three 
performances, or I can use that money and work out a programme, a 
theatre programme that would be eight weeks. Heart or head, which 
one do you go for? Do you want that shiny bauble? It’s not a bauble, 
wrong word. But an exemplar of a particular art form. Or do you nurture 
and grow [the local sector]?  

Although not included in questioning, words like ‘duty’ and ‘obligation’ pepper 

responses. With the exception of the sector leadership assigned to them, they recognise the 

implicit and explicit responsibilities towards community, audience and public benefit 

articulated by the Policy-makers group. However, they also argue strongly that funder 

expectations outstrip resources, leading to further compromised decision-making: 

I mean the reality is like in any situation where you've got core and 
project funding with [names public body] we can use it to do whatever 
we want up to a point obviously. But the reality is if we were to do that 
[use core funding for artists’ development] then we wouldn't have any 
professional productions because the money is so small even for that. 
It's becoming increasingly more difficult. (LM2) 

More widely, their relationship to the public bodies in this study is part of a ‘huge jigsaw 

matrix of policy alignments which the programme and our activities have to touch base 

with, have to reflect’ (LM11).  This emphasises this group as stakeholder managers with 

multiple interests to satisfy, beyond the interests and concerns of independent artists and 

matches the challenge of negotiating multiple objectives and stakeholder relationships 

outlined by Mitchell et al. (2016). This suggests that artists are competing for attention from 

this group with other higher salience stakeholders (Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018). 

Autonomy, asserted through artistic and organisational freedom, is highly prized. They 

resist perceived over-interference and bureaucratic influence from public bodies; citing as 

examples the pressure to hit overly specific output targets, address generalist priorities, 

handle growing administrative and reporting requirements. Again, not unlike the Policy-

Makers group, their position at the ‘nexus’ of competing demands makes it hard to believe 

they are able to make independent decisions. Despite the evident high levels of 

interdependency in subsidised theatre, autonomy is also a form of isolation, with many 

struggling to leave their office and engage with others: 

I mean I feel, you know, as a result of the situation we are in in terms of 
the financial DNA of our company and how we get our money, how we 
spend our money and what we prioritise our money to be spent on, we 
focus mainly just on ourselves if the truth be told. We don't actively 
engage. (LM10) 
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A final aspect of this asserted autonomy is also the freedom to choose which sector 

responsibilities their organisation shoulders and, particularly for larger organisations, which 

criticisms they take on board or ignore: 

I think. to a certain extent you need to be able to do all the 
consultations, have all the conversations, and then still pick your own 
path. And you have to be prepared to be criticised for that at times and 
just accept that … To the extent that there is a tall poppy syndrome here 
then we will be part of it because we're the biggest company. So you 
know you just have to, that's part of, that comes with the territory. And 
certainly, I think it's absolutely true that the task is to create a coherent 
artistic organization with all of that. (LM19) 

The necessity of this defensiveness is discussed more fully later along with some negative 

aspects to selective voluntary rather than obligatory responsibilities. Dwelling further on 

the sense of ‘felt’ voluntary responsibility, participants articulate an expert status not unlike 

that espoused by the Policy-makers group. 65: 

I don't feel obliged to do it [support smaller companies and independent 
artists] but I sort of do feel it's a responsibility to do that. No no, it's not 
something we're told we have to do. But I think we probably ought to. I 
think companies ought to if they are in receipt of revenue funding ought 
to have some responsibility. (LM14) 

This group present themselves as guardians of artistic and audience relationships, not by 

default hostile or opposed to views of public bodies but better informed in everyday 

practice to respond to sector needs. A venue director (LM6) underlines how these 

commitments are beyond the responsibilities of funding, saying ‘very worryingly for artists, 

there are things they [the public body] don't ask us to do that we do anyway, because that's 

what the sector needs’. 

By contrast they also describe public bodies insisting on definitions and changes of remit 

that do not match either the context or operating models of these organisations. Examples 

include being determined either a ‘presenting house’  or a ‘producing house’ when all 

contemporary venues are of necessity a blend; having a touring remit changed by a public 

body from non-venues to venues; or funding being allocated in such a narrow way that 

renders their organisational purpose unachievable. These findings illustrate that these 

organisations may assert autonomy but are far from independent, mirroring Kleppe’s 

(2017a) research. 

This research demonstrates tensions between organisational, individual and sector 

interests and expectations, and emphasise the significance of perceptions and assertions of 

 
65 This group talks in a similar way about their responsibilities to socially engaged work however, as the focus of 
this study is on artists, what these other responsibilities mean is not explored here. 
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autonomy and moral voluntary obligation. They also show this group’s complex negotiation 

of competing formal and informal demands. They articulate power and responsibility in 

their roles and express feelings of ethical obligation and ‘internalised virtue’ (Ridout, 2009). 

Nevertheless, they are caught, like Policy-makers, in a ‘nexus’ of interdependent 

competitive expectations, resulting in compromised decision-making. Chapter 6 will explore 

how these Leaders’ autonomy and self-interest are seen by independent artists. Next, this 

chapter will consider this group within the sector and its peer organisations. 

5.2.4. Leaders as networked stakeholder managers 

One of the most significant questions in these interviews was who or what this group 

sees as their ‘most important relationships’, asked in lieu of using the term ‘stakeholder’. At 

a surface level, these participants identify similar groups as most important (I.e., they all 

name public bodies, other theatre organisations, etc.). Delving below the surface exposes 

their management of a range of complex collaborative and competitive relationships, 

working at local, national and international levels and influenced by the wider social and 

economic context. These organisations form a set of peer networks through which they 

determine value and importance and against which they measure their own status. Within 

the ‘nexus’ already described, perceived value and status is formed by consensus and 

shaped by interdependent and simultaneously competitive relationships (Pfeffer and 

Salancik, 1978; Hill and Jones, 1992; Garcia-Castro and Francoeur, 2014). ‘Audiences’, 

‘artists’ and lead funders (most often from the Policy-makers group), are most frequently 

named as the most important relationships and relatively equal to each other. 
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Figure 12: Simple view of theatre organisations' stakeholder relationships 

 

As this diagram suggests, organisations see artists as separate to themselves but part of 

their ‘golden triangle’, contradicting Holden’s (2006) earlier interpretation which conflates 

artists with arts organisations. Broken into more detail, building-based participants talk 

more frequently about ‘audiences’ and by turns use or dispute their definition as 

‘customers’. All participants distinguish between ‘audience’ and ‘community’, recognising 

that they cannot assume ‘that the audience that come into your theatre are representative 

of the community of your city’ (LM18). The term ‘artists’ means different things to the 

Leaders group – often encapsulating all non-building-based organisations and individuals for 

many venues, while for companies, it represents individual independent artists.  

Beyond these simple relationships, participants articulate a more complex set of inter-

organisational hierarchies and networks. Venues view other venues and large national 

companies as their peers. Venues and companies rank others as peers or subordinates 

according to things like comparative longevity, size, visibility, and level of funding. Echoing 

Basinger and Peterson (2008), they implicitly perceive hierarchies of value and respond by 

giving more valuable relationships greater importance and attention. This diagram 

illustrates this more complex stakeholder view of how this group constitute the subsidised 

theatre sector66: 

 

 
66 As each participating organisation attributed value differently, it is difficult to show some of the hierarchies 
described or the multiple directions of influence. 
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Figure 13: Complex view of theatre organisations' stakeholder relationships 

 

This examination of relationships in subsidised theatre reveals highly interdependent 

relationships that are positively and negatively charged and combine informal alliances and 

formal transactions (such as co-productions and touring/booking shows). This 

interdependency masks critical, competitive and sometimes hostile relationships, informed 

by differences of view about each organisation’s sector responsibilities, their artistic 

decision-making and their operational behaviour. They are quick to identify perceived 

slights to their own value, particularly around funding allocations or the visibility of their 

achievements. Alongside these negative elements, these organisations and their leadership 

are dependent upon each other’s endorsement for their status and perceived value. Within 

these interdependent networks, they share knowledge and form alliances for wider sector 

benefit.  

Interdependency operates at sector-wide and organisational level. A shared responsibility 

for the whole subsidised theatre field is evident. This group develop and support 

collaborative touring, share responsibility for artist and small company development. A 

certain amount of ‘gap analysis’ goes on and participants describe shifting emphasis to 

move into areas of unoccupied ‘space’ (new work or classical stage productions, changes in 

touring patterns, sector initiatives). At organisational level, their business is dependent on 

collaboration: venues need artists and companies, companies need artists and venues. In 

their view, the presence of one group in an area of practice liberates another to do their 
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work, illustrated by this observation: 

Now you could take the view as a nation to say we're going to do away 
with all our theatres. I don't think that works. I think, the national 
theatre of Scotland. You know famously the theatre without walls. I 
mean it can afford to be a theatre without walls because somebody else 
is keeping the walls. (LM15) 

Participants describe an unquantified critical mass, the presence of an undefined number 

of companies, artists and buildings for theatre (both subsidised and commercial) to survive. 

Many describe this being eroded in subsidised theatre as a result of funding cuts, 

destabilising this ecology as this artistic director (LM17) describes: 

I think in Scotland it looks like it's just getting smaller and smaller. You 
know in terms of the scale and ambition of work has been reducing and 
that's been happening over 10 years. 

Most of this group reject the notion posited by Policy-makers that this critical mass can 

be consolidated into fewer larger organisations with a wider remit. Those from the largest 

and national companies anticipate higher responsibilities to the sector by dint of their 

remit. However, they also believe this is no substitute for a healthy mix of smaller scale 

work, as illustrated by this comment from one participant (LM12): 

I would never want there, the fact that there is a national company, I 
would never want that to mean that there can't be a plethora of voices 
and a diversity of voices within Welsh language theatre. So it's 
important for the sector's viability and future development that there 
are other, albeit smaller companies as part of that ecology.  

An interdependent sector is not by default an equal or content one. The pursuit of 

survival and status, coupled with the financial necessity to collaborate in a competitive 

environment means collaborations are conducted with a degree of unease, described by 

one (LM2) as in-fighting: 

For me, it's really, really important that there's solidarity as distinct from 
in-fighting. And unfortunately, in latter years, I think we've seen a little 
bit more in-fighting across the sector. And within, between funders and 
whatever else and that's a response to an ever-growing difficult 
situation. However, it doesn't work, and it certainly doesn't help the 
sector. 

Participants from smaller organisations (like all other groups) have higher expectations of 

the largest best funded organisations and describe frequent miscommunications and 

mismatches of expectation. As they operate on both a transactional (inter-company trading) 

and sectoral level, these relationships alternate between shared solidarity exercises, peer 

exchanges (described more below), contractual negotiations, and criticisms of each other’s 
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artistic and operational decisions.  

Thrown into an enforced mutual dependency, an unspoken competitiveness is both 

positive and negative. On the one hand competition generates a generous and healthy 

sense of ambition, in which organisations are emboldened when one of their peers does 

something risky as this comment suggests: 

And I think theatre has always been like that. I think everybody in 
theatre goes along and watches stuff. And go “Bastards! What a great 
idea. Why didn't we think of that first?” So I think one always wants to 
go and see something that, that makes you go wow that was amazing. 
(LM15) 

On a negative side, participants describe collaborations embarked on not by artistic 

choice but by necessity and as part of gaining a higher status (bolstering status through co-

production with a higher-funded, higher status organisation). Individual organisations 

tactically attach themselves to particular touring circuits, collaborators or festivals to raise 

their profile at local or national level. One participant (LM8) describes this as a ‘strategic 

change’ for her organisation: 

We were going okay, [but asked] what does ‘international’ mean? Which 
is when we started to work in [European country] to really try to 
interrogate what that means. Now I think you can see the difference in 
terms of us moving more towards new writing but then the potential for 
the work is exponential in terms of the touring and international 
invitations 

Funding levels are another signal of status or value and participants describe perceived 

inequalities in their level of grant aid compared to other similar organisations, seeing 

increases in their favour and cuts to others, as creating a ‘level playing field’ (LM17). 

Additionally, participants describe having their innovations or their nurturing and 

production of new artists, poached or ignored as other larger national organisations pick up 

the same ideas or artists to greater visibility and acclaim. Due to the sector’s inherent 

interdependency, these tensions and competitiveness are often submerged but they play a 

part in perceptions of value in subsidised theatre. 

These more negative elements are suppressed in part because perceived success and 

attachment to networks of organisations, festivals, touring circuit and co-producing partners 

raises each organisation’s value and status among peers. In these interviews, participants 

show a clear hierarchy of perceived value and status moving from local, to national to 

international, meaning an organisation achieves higher status if they present or co-produce 

outside their home nation, and nationally or internationally than locally. Within this, the 

dominance of London and Dublin as national/international gateways, and Edinburgh and 
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other international festivals as potential transfer/co-production points, skews how all these 

participants behave. The need to work across national and international borders is 

presented as much as an artistic imperative as economic or status related. One participant 

(LM13) observes, ‘I think insularity is the death of art. And I think. I think it's very tricky. 

Echo chambers of work only breed repetition.’ This poses a challenge for this participant 

group to balance the needs of their local context (both civic and artistic) with the 

maintenance of their status and artistic ambition through national and international 

visibility. As one participant (LM1) observes: 

My question, and maybe this is a controversial question, but it’s just 
really sort of crystallised for me, is, does audience need in [this country], 
match what is needed to be considered on that global stage? That’s an 
interesting thing, for those festivals? I think there might be a disconnect 
… Sometimes, I think we [our company] probably are starting to think of 
ourselves as having two contexts …  

Echoing Hofstede’s (1983) work, alongside all of the relationships and expectations 

already described, each of these participants is negotiating a very specific local context. 

Participants in Wales repeatedly refer to the challenges of having ‘a sector of two 

languages, and both languages in a different place in terms of their trajectory or evolution’ 

(LM12). In Northern Ireland, where the state had been in political stagnation throughout 

the research period, participants feel they are obliged to respond to that ‘vacuum’ (LM8) 

both artistically and organisationally. The live discussions around intersectional inequality 

and inclusion in subsidised theatre are ongoing preoccupations but interpreted differently 

in each city or country. These participants also engage beyond subsidised theatre, 

particularly at city level, across other art forms (ranging from circus arts to socially engaged 

practice) and within arenas of urban planning, political and civic processes and discussions 

on social inclusion, wellbeing and regeneration. While the nature of this external 

engagement varies widely, sufficient description is given to understand this group are highly 

attuned to the needs of their specific social and political context. 

These findings show this group of leaders appraise a wide range of contexts and needs 

when making decisions, operating on many different levels and across different networks of 

stakeholders. As they head up independent organisations, their remit is more fluid and 

variable and they describe multi-tasking more extensively than the Policy-makers group, 

even though Chapter 4 clearly shows complex stakeholder management. The formal and 

informal interdependencies within subsidised theatre are most clearly visible in the 

networks this group describes, reflecting Kong’s (2006) observations. They access 

touring/co-producing networks at local, national and international levels; hold membership 
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of official theatre bodies; and are part of civic and cultural planning at city, regional and 

national level. Some such as National Theatre Wales and National Theatre Scotland have 

virtual communities. Certain sites (the cafe at Chapter Arts Centre, the bar at the Traverse) 

and calendar events (Made in Scotland Showcase in the Edinburgh Fringe Festival, the All-

Island Performing Arts Conference, the Arts Council Wales annual conference) provide 

networking opportunities. These participants also form clusters of their own, informal co-

producing relationships, or the ability to pick up the phone to each other. They are invited 

to public meetings, consultations, opening nights and other events at which they meet their 

peers, funding bodies, government, media, politicians, etc. In these formal and informal 

networks, they gain knowledge, advocate for their work, find out about and promote new 

artists or projects.  

Despite the competitiveness described above, these exchanges are mutually accepted as 

ways of finding consensus on particular artists and work, as well as gaining access to 

dominant stakeholders and information. Equally apparent, is that this is a closed circuit, a 

private network of invites and notices circulated to this group as the sector leaders and core 

funded clients. This is unconsciously reinforced as it forms part of how each organisation 

and individual leader establishes status to lead funders and peers. Independent artists’ 

access to, or consideration in, these closed networks and sector interdependencies is 

discussed later. 

5.3. Leaders’ perception of the roles of policy-makers and 

artists 

This chapter has thus far explored how this group perceives concepts of leadership, 

value, responsibility, and influence within subsidised theatre through consideration of their 

own roles, their understanding of peer relationships and networks, and examination of the 

dominant stakeholder relationships they negotiate (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997; Bridoux 

and Vishwanathan, 2018). 

The study now moves to inspect more closely how this group views their relationships 

with the other two participant groups - Policy-makers and Artists. These findings are in two 

parts: how this group perceives influence and obligation in their relationship with public 

bodies (the Policy-makers); and their understanding of the role and status of the 

independent artists (the Artists) at the heart of this study. 
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5.3.1. The relationship between theatre organisations & policy-making 

Examining this group’s relationship with policy-making, they understand policy to be 

formed in a number of areas: 

• Organisational policy: Organisations make and evolve their own organisational and 

artistic policies and purpose, influenced by a range of factors and their context 

(previously discuss). Organisational policy is embodied in their working processes 

and programming choices. 

• Art form/Sector policy: Public policy for theatre (within other art forms) and the 

sector is developed and implemented, principally through subsidy, by the four 

public arts bodies in this study. These bodies also develop non-theatre policies that 

impact on the theatre sector.  

• Wider cultural policy: Local authorities, public agencies (e.g., British Council), 

tourism and industrial development bodies, etc., develop relevant policies, either 

specific to or influencing cultural activities. These are rarely theatre-specific but 

have a material effect on the sector, affecting licensing, employment, service 

provision, access to additional finance, markets and relevant skills and training. 

Organisational policy-making and its influences have been explored in this chapter. While 

this group engages with a range of other agencies, this study is focused on their relationship 

and influence on art form or sector policy. The interdependent nature of the sector means 

all the participants are heavily reliant on the four public bodies and their funding supporting 

their peer network, other organisations and artists, even if they are not a core funded 

organisation67. In interviews, once each participant established their most important 

relationships, prompts invited more discussion on this particular relationship.  

Participants recognise the duality of role these public bodies hold as intermediary 

between sector and government. They are sympathetic to the limitations and risk-averse 

approach this imposes but frustrated at the lack of leadership shown in ‘making the case’: 

They should work for the sector, but I think there's a fear maybe in the 
[relevant public body] of the axe hanging over their heads. They don’t 
want to lift up their heads too far in case it gets cut off. And I can 
understand that but [tails off]. So, they're slightly protectionist and 
maybe therefore they don't speak up or fight as much as they should. Or 
it could be a case of they have battled and battled and battled over the 
years and this is one where they're never going to win, and the fight's 
been pushed out of them? (LM7) 

 
67 As noted earlier 18 of the 21 participants in the Leaders group are core-funded to different levels. 2 are 
current or former staff of National Theatre of Scotland (directly funded by Scottish government) and 1 is funded 
through a university but capital funded by one of the public bodies. 
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This reflects findings in Chapter 4 about these bodies’ inability to reconcile their 

defensive and advocacy roles.  

This group’s perception of public bodies (the Policy-makers) is one of disordered thinking, 

a ‘lack of interrogation’ of critical issues and a ‘mess’, particularly in communication with 

the sector. They describe ‘consultation-itis’ (LM4) and lobbying fatigue, ignored 

consultations, failures to address sectoral problems, and unimplementable policies by both 

public bodies and their lead department. This cultivates a degree of apathy to engage in 

policy development. A feature emerging in these interviews is the loss of arts and artistic 

development from these public bodies’ policy agenda, sacrificed in their view for a 

dominance of often-meaningless ‘buzzwords’ and corporate language without strategic 

bones to back it up, as this participant (LM17) describes: 

But it's very difficult to find out what their strategy is and what their 
expectations are. They'll say it's about risk taking and about place and 
about new audiences and so on you know these standard stock things. 
Beyond that there's no real discussion.’  

To these participants, this obscurity signals both a deliberate ambiguity with no tangible 

action and the dominance of an instrumentalist government agenda being passed to the 

sector through these bodies as this quote exemplifies: 

I think I see in the industry, if I’m just hanging around with other exec 
producers as we do, or in industry conferences, it’s very easy for people 
to blame the [public body] for inflicting a new policy or a new 
requirement. I’d say very rarely does that come directly from the [public 
body]. (LM1) 

Many no longer see the Policy-makers group as either sector advocates or as the 

dominant drivers of policy and describe going around them direct to government and 

political figures. They recognise this bypassing undermines the arms-length principle of arts 

bodies and that they often then must deal with politicians and civil servants who, although 

powerful, do not understand subsidised theatre or its concerns. As one long-standing 

artistic director (LM4) puts it: 

I cannot believe that we’re still fighting the argument that we’re being 
perceived as being elitist. But I also think that we’re also seen as, no 
matter what age we are, we’re seen as being some sort of dangerous, 
bohemian, tree-hugging activists. Do you know what I mean? Like, I 
think that’s definitely there. And I think that that is across the political 
plains… why would you work in the arts, you know? They’re 
[govt/politicians] kind of vaguely fascinated by us. But then also no 
matter how often you talk to them, they’re kind of amazed by your 
passion. And that’s a very hard thing to circumnavigate, you know? Like, 
however much we articulate it, they do not see us as people who run 
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amazing small businesses.  

The majority believe they influence policy at public body or government level through 

their work instead of or as well as, direct advocacy. They describe influencing through their 

work as how and where they deliver projects and what other sectors (health, community) 

they engage with. This may be seen as naive or it may be that they do not recognise their 

informal engagement in the network described earlier (consultations, events attendance) as 

a form of advocacy. Nevertheless, the widespread belief in ‘influencing by doing’ prevails.  

When asked if individual artists could influence policy, this group presents the same view 

as the Policy-makers group. Individual artists can and should be part of policy development 

but face many barriers and are not adequately valued as sources of knowledge. For artists 

there are ‘fewer places where they can raise those issues or have those conversations’ 

(RB1). One participant (LM6) in particular suggests their absence signals an implicit 

exclusion: 

this idea that it [policy consultation] was all open and transparent, when 
in fact it's not, it’s just a way of masking the fact that they [artists] have 
no part or they're not accessing the power they absolutely do have.  

As players with greater access to networks of policy influence, many participants in this 

group feel a voluntary duty (individually and collectively among organisations) to be a 

conduit for all working in subsidised theatre. As discussed previously, they merge 

organisational and self-interest with sector interest. These organisations act as interpreters 

between public bodies and the sector, replicating at a different level, the intermediary role 

of Policy-makers. These Leaders often attribute hostility and confusion in the relationship 

between the sector and the Policy-makers group as fuelled by lack of clarity around 

decisions and changes. One of the representative bodies (RB2) gives an example: 

I feel like I have this constant tension in dialogue with the Arts Council 
around saying to them, you don’t tell people what you’re looking for, 
you don’t say what you want, and the sector feels… every time a 
company gets cut, they go, oh, we didn’t know that was going to… and 
you look at stuff, and you go, oh, I can tell that from the kinds of letters 
you’ve been having, but there’s never… there’s a real lack of openness, 
isn’t there? 

The ability to understand the implicit language and priorities of policy is a learned skill, 

acquired through becoming the artistic or executive director of an organisation. This in part 

fuels ‘safer’ recruitment practices (discussed in Chapter 6) and reinforces the separation 

described earlier between art-making and arts policy. Artistic concepts are either absent 

from or must be translated in communication with public bodies. As one executive producer 

(LM1) puts it: 
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A lot of my job is trying to interpret government policies into the artistic 
vision, or actually, probably better, finding a way to describe [the Artistic 
Director’s] artistic vision in a way which makes sense in a, in a policy 
context in which we operate.  

These interpretations highlight a degree of willing or necessary ambiguity, particularly 

evident when this group discusses their relationship to the state via the public bodies 

discussed within this study and others. Context matters here as national identity means 

different things within and beyond each UK country. In Northern Ireland conflicting national 

identities compete in cultural and political carve-ups while companies juggle attachments to 

national agencies in both Ireland and the UK, explained by one producer (LM2): 

If we want to go to London or Edinburgh or Cardiff, we do not look to 
fund that in Northern Ireland. We go to Culture Ireland who operate as a 
32-county entity and they go, yes international touring funding for us to 
go to the UK. And that's just crazy. You know it's absolutely ridiculous. 
But that is the status quo. That is the only chance we have of doing it. 

Bilingual identity is a preoccupation for Welsh participants. In Scotland and England, 

national identity is informed by conflicting views about Brexit and Scottish independence. 

This group resists being rendered into the ‘soft power’ (PM3) of the state apparatus or 

grand national projects. They are happy to represent an ‘exemplar’ (LM1) of their country’s 

theatre on an international stage. They pursue nationally driven initiatives to secure 

national or international platforms for their work, doing so for status and increased 

revenue/outputs. This does not represent for them government or political interference in 

their work or complicity in political state actions. They see their role as being ‘the antithesis’ 

of accepted national identities, an example from one participant (LM8) being the 

commission of acclaimed work about gender curious teenagers: 

I mean take a work like Scorch, whenever you really have… You come 
from a place whose international reputation now is informed by our 
homophobia, our prejudice. … And work actually, that Stacey 
[playwright Stacey Gregg] has written a play that challenges the 
perception of what Northern Ireland is. 

These findings suggest this group tolerates being used implicitly within a political national 

agenda to survive and achieve their ambitions but will also explicitly reject it. Greater clarity 

in the relationship between these organisations and the Policy-makers group might result in 

these relationships becoming too explicit and thus restrict both autonomy and space for 

more fluid decision-making. It would also affect the way the networks of influence and 

status operate within the sector. Therefore, both parties appear to accept some ambiguity 

as a necessary norm as articulated by Donaldson and Dunfee (1994). Where the Leaders 

group does challenge the implicit nature of the relationship is in public bodies’ perceived 
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‘manipulation’ of the theatre landscape. Overt impositions of targets are contested but 

explicit. However, these participants describe constant attempts to interpret or ‘second-

guess’ what public bodies are implicitly trying to achieve, as one participant from a 

representative body (RB3) describes: 

It is [the public body manipulating the landscape], whether or not they 
intend it. So, we might as well be upfront about it, I think. I mean, they 
are manipulating the landscape. They’re making certain decisions and 
assumptions by choosing to continue funding people or not. So, why not 
be more explicit about it, in a way?  

The implicit influence of public bodies and the necessary interpretations and second-

guessing this generates in this group, limits these leaders’ and their organisations’ 

autonomy. These participants frequently describe different instances in which their own 

decision-making is materially affected by this influence. 

Participants also describe being influenced by a form of ‘pigeon-holing’ within public 

bodies’ portfolios, as previously described. These implicit ‘encouragements’ (PM1) of 

organisational behaviour contribute to growing administrative processes, the destabilising 

of models of production and gaps in provision, and an unpredictability in the relationship 

between the public bodies and these organisations. By contrast, many participants point 

out inconsistencies where companies not achieving stated priorities continue to receive 

support or are awarded support despite not having the track record (as with Emma Rice and 

her new company). This fuels this group’s perception of Policy-makers as disordered, lacking 

in interrogation and subjective in its decision-making. Additionally, it increases the sense of 

competitiveness within the sector. 

The ‘shared project’ (PM3) of a sustainable thriving sector is endorsed by the Policy-

makers group but the power imbalance between these groups renders it unachievable. The 

Leaders group articulate that they cannot shoulder responsibility for sector development, 

particularly with growing bureaucracy and, as they describe, a lack of engagement with 

their unique expertise in policy-making. The movement between the micro-macro 

relationships described in the previous chapter renders these Leaders caught between 

blanket sector-wide expectations and individual organisational responsibilities. They 

describe policies as too generalist and unconnected to their specific context and practice. In 

addition, hardship through reduced funding and increased administration (and 

expectations) has resulted in a ‘shrinking of ambition’ (LM16), even when organisations are 

adept at securing multiple other income sources.  

As an organisation I don’t think that we expend energy on living with the 
frustration of how deeply underfunded we are because in a way we are 
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too busy trying to find pragmatic ways to do the things that we want to 
do. But also, that means that we limit the things that we want to do as in 
that we can't make work at the scale we want to. We have to think small 
because that’s the only thing that we can afford. (LM8) 

The relationship between these Leaders and Policy-makers is conditioned by this 

movement between implicit and explicit organisational and sectoral responsibility, moving 

from micro- to macro- relationships. In the subsidised theatre sector, it is heavily influenced 

by concerns around austerity and sustainability and the growth of instrumentalised value 

systems in policy.  

These participants articulate that sustainability (economic and artistic) is only achievable 

within a healthy sector ecology with an array of types and scale of organisation and space 

for diverse artistic practice. While this group have substantially greater access to decision-

making through their own leadership and through policy influence, they express limitations 

to this influenced in part by organisational capacity and self-interest and in part by the 

ambiguity in decision-making embedded in their relationships with the public bodies. This 

group’s relationship to the Policy-makers group materially influences not only their 

behaviour as organisations but their perception of, and relationship with, independent 

artists, the group at the heart of this study. This is explored next. 

5.3.2. Leaders’ perceptions of the role and status of artists 

In the final part of this chapter, the study considers the Leaders group’s perceptions of 

the role and status of artists in two ways. First, it considers how this group identifies and 

describes artists with reference to their own self-definition and reflection on their roles. 

Second, it explores this group’s understanding of the concerns of artists and the effect these 

have on artists’ status within decision-making. 

Fifteen of the participants in this group are Artistic Directors. They and two others define 

themselves as ‘artists’. Most others within the Leaders group describe themselves as 

‘creatives’. All grapple with assumptions and expectations of what ‘being an artist’ means 

and discussion around this shows complicated understandings of being perceived by others 

as an artist (Lena and Lindemann, 2014), living as one, ‘thinking as an artist’, surviving and 

earning professionally as one. Many of those who are also stage directors, add or prefer 

terms of ‘craft’, ‘practitioner’, ’facilitator’ and ‘collaborator’. Some embrace the term 

‘theatre maker’ while others scorn it as concealing ‘bad art’. Most see a relationship to the 

public, public benefit and public service as intrinsic to their role as an artist, regardless of 

public subsidy.  

While all of the artistic directors (and one associate director) interviewed carry senior or 
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lead executive responsibility, many note frequent assumptions that as ‘creatives’ they could 

not or would not want to handle ‘business’ affairs. Those who had previously been actors 

describe not being taken seriously as artistic directors. By contrast, many understand the 

artistic and executive sides to their role as indivisible, with being an artist flooding all 

aspects of their life. One artistic director (LM9) who programmes describes their role as like 

an artist who isn’t currently making art: 

I think there are artists who their output is actually as much about who 
they’re working with and the changes they are making. Which doesn’t 
necessarily always involve art making.  

This emphasises that the status of artist is one intrinsic to personal identity, behaviour 

and ways of thinking.  

Executive producers similarly see ‘creativity’ as intrinsic to their role as enablers of art, 

even if their role is business-oriented. Many perceive historic separations between artistic 

and executive as blurring by choice until they have ‘kind of met in the middle ground a bit’ 

(LM16). Some such as this executive producer (LM2) see this as positive knowledge sharing:  

I think everybody is doing a little bit of everybody else's job. We're a 
little bit more holistic I think in the way that we all work now. And the 
lines are getting blurred. That's actually not a bad thing at all. It's no bad 
thing for any producer to be sitting in a rehearsal room and getting it 
and inputting. It is no bad thing for any actor to be able to write a 
funding form or design up a contract by themselves or a designer or 
whoever else. We need to know what is going on in our own lives. It's as 
simple as that. 

A representative body participant (RB2) observes negative aspects to this blurring with 

funding contraction leading to increased multi-tasking and smaller teams in small 

independent companies and a loss of specialist and junior roles across the sector. In their 

view, this contributes to a wider deskilling and de-professionalising of standards 

compounded by on-the-job learning and excessive workload. Overworked individual 

producers and directors lack basic legal, regulatory and industry compliance knowledge 

with a knock-on effect to larger companies and venues in terms of recruitment and the 

management of their programme. Drama schools, policy bodies and trade unions have not, 

in their view, kept pace with these changes or addressed the resulting gaps in stages of 

career and skills progression. More widely, other participants describe the unsustainability 

of subsidised theatre, suggesting that the perception of a large sector is fuelled by a growth 

of small project companies and self-producing artists but without a long-term prospect of 

survival or potential for scaling-up or skills development. 

I'm seeing really kind of exciting experimental stuff [in Scotland]. Not a 
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lot of mid-range theatre. and then some good work being done by the 
kind of larger institutions. And so, the kind of independent into mid-
range where people sort of you know traditionally kind of beef up their 
skills some of that seems to be being sucked to London. (LM19) 

This Leaders group are restricted by dominant public body expectations and struggle to 

reconcile Policy-makers’ slow-to-change bureaucratically dominant priorities with the 

rapidly evolving needs of subsidised theatre, as this venue director describes: 

This has happened very recently with [small project] companies we're 
working with in the last two funding rounds. They've said to companies, 
this is a brilliant project, a brilliant touring show. And they've got a tour 
organized around the venues and all the rest of it. But oh, there's 
another project and we can't fund both of you. So come back next time. 
But next time is 12 weeks later. And you [the small company] have to 
pull out of the tour you've organised and then go back to them, organise 
another tour, again with no guarantee of getting that. (LM17) 

Despite advocating risk-taking, Policy-makers are seen to inhibit a range of practices with 

out-of-date accountability, best practice measures and the pigeon-holing described 

previously.   

I think the [public body] are interested in hearing of the new ways that 
are emerging. But I think they're struggling with how, within the present 
climate and the financial situation, how to make the transition or how to 
enable those new artists to come through and up. Like into a more 
concrete and safer place whereby they're more sustainable. (LM20) 

This, and the pressure of widening multiple funding sources, discourages organisations 

from experimentation or radical restructuring or (as discussed earlier), the appointment of 

‘risky’ candidates to senior posts. The knock-on effect to artists is two-fold: organisational 

planning is increasingly defined and precise and artists adapt within it (rather than it 

following them or them leading change); and perceived best practice is an unachievable 

standard for artist-led, newer fluid production models. Innovation is thwarted while the 

idea that artists are ‘not good’ at management (LM9) is reinforced. Frustration with this last 

misperception arises frequently: that the theatre sector lacks business expertise, that 

artistic directors don’t want management responsibility, that artists are not entrepreneurial.  

This participant group believes this is indicative of wider public and political misperceptions 

of the professionalism of both subsidised theatre in general and artists. 

These findings reveal a deeper understanding of how skill sets are perceived and 

separated. This group recognises they are in many ways no more or less skilled or capable 

than independent artists. A number ponder how artists in some ways possess greater 

knowledge as their work in multiple organisations and roles exposes them to different 

practices. Most Leaders have not trained for their role or began before training routes were 
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established68, describing a hugely varied professional and training background with much 

‘on-the-job’ learning, rises through junior positions and training tracks into employment, 

corresponding with other research (Suteu, 2003; Summerton, 2010; Dubois, 2015). Luck, 

informal mentors and someone taking a risk on them are recurring narratives. Some believe 

the choice for artistic directors and independent artists to concentrate on making theatre is 

less about skills limitations and more about prioritising abilities. Others emphasise 

organisations must be run well but must serve the artistic work. Some express frustration 

that artists appear to understand little about the more administrative aspects of their sector 

(such as box office, marketing, fundraising) while others say artists’ gaps in knowledge are 

due to lack of training within drama courses. More widely, this group suggest the role of 

organisations is to free up artistic time, prioritising its use for talent and artistic 

development (writing, in rehearsal rooms) rather than self-producing, fundraising and 

reporting, tour booking, as one executive director (LM6) puts it: 

… artists need to be able to understand enough [about theatre 
management] to enable them to articulate and enunciate their needs [to 
us].’  

This is a different form of separation to artists’ detachment from policy-making and few 

participants in this group reflect on whether by enabling, they may also be disempowering. 

Across the whole group (both Theatre Leaders/managers and representative bodies), the 

concerns of independent artists are clear: 

• Securing a sustainable career within the sector 

• Being valued as a professional and as a contributor to society 

• Making work of relevance and quality 

This group states clearly that artists’ most critical and urgent concern is that of career 

viability. They use terms like ‘perilous’ and ‘dire’ and recognise hardship and dependency on 

portfolio and non-arts work occurs at all stages of career. As with the Policy-makers group, 

this group understands a career as a theatre artist, and particularly as an actor, interrupts 

normal expectations - earning enough money to live, having a family, etc. They draw the 

same connections as other research (Eikhof and Warhurst, 2013) between these issues and 

the sector’s problems of inequality and lack of diversity. This is seen as a deterrent for new 

people coming into the sector: 

 
68 Participants’ seniority narrows the age range of this group. Most entered the sector after directing and arts 
management qualifications started or became more prevalent. Their training includes classical ballet, 
accountancy, public administration, opera singing, geography, teaching. Professional histories include teaching 
and government work as well as performers, box office managers, production crew, carnival artists, arts council 
staff, and marketing. 
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I’ve no idea how you possibly could come into this sector …. You know, 
they aren’t people in their early 20s. We’re considering young 
practitioners now as people who are in their early 30s. Because there is 
no possibility of them making a living. (LM4) 

While many feel starting a career now is more difficult than before, a small number say it 

has always been this way and tenacity is part of the deal: 

Maybe because I've been there. You know, I did it [worked freelance] for 
12 years so whenever I hear, which I do hear, because we work with a 
lot of younger artists and they're still at 25/26 and, you know, they're 
going but I don’t have… I'm looking at them kind of going - nobody had. 
You're looking at me now. This is so hard earned, you know, this comfort 
I have in terms of a fulltime salary. This is so hard earned. I was 31 years 
of age when I actually had a monthly salary. You know, I did the gigs… 
And they kind of sit there at 25 going oh no… That’s the game. (LM8) 

All participants believe it is a given that large numbers of freelance theatre artists will be 

between contracts at any given time; and that establishing and maintaining your career 

requires much unpaid and low paid labour, reinforcing the findings of other research 

(Galloway et al., 2002; Comunian, Faggian and Qian, 2010; Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 

2010).  This (and the gap between training and reality) are what one participant (RB3) calls 

‘wastefulness’, distinguishing it from what he terms ‘necessary wastefulness’. He articulates 

the latter as the necessary amounts of inefficiency, speculation and risk-taking in artistic 

work recognised by other research (Banks et al., 2000; Brkić, 2009; Mytnowych, 2016), 

adding that it includes supporting artists across their career even when not everything they 

create is a success. While expressing concern, This participant group normalises precarity 

and waste in their expressions of ‘how things are’ in subsidised theatre. Coupled with the 

dominance of the ‘enabling’ purpose and interdependence of these organisations, these 

attitudes unconsciously reinforce artists’ dependency and deny artists’ the autonomy these 

participants assert for themselves. 

Defined by precarity, the role of independent artists (and producers) operates at a 

different status to the relative security of organisational head, raising questions about how 

individual self-interest sits parallel to this group’s ‘felt’ responsibility. As noted above, many 

of this group have similar skillsets to independent artists. Many who have been freelance, 

particularly artistic directors, are reluctant to return to it unless they can achieve some level 

of status and authority (or in parallel with retirement). For many, there is no role left 

outside of running another organisation, either in terms of replacing income or realising 

ambition.  

This group reveals how career advancement works, shaped by the same interdependent 

networks and competitive hierarchies that award status and give access to influence. This 
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suggests within the hierarchies of subsidised theatre as a whole, these Leaders have greater 

salience than independent artists and they gain further salience by moving through these 

hierarchies. Early careers progress from freelance and junior roles to the head of a theatre 

company, to the head of a building, and then either through more prestigious appointments 

or by making an organisation more prestigious (usually local to national then international). 

Organisational and individual success are entwined so to sidestep, make a wrong move or 

misjudgment (a bad season), can result in a shift downwards as quickly as a good move can 

aid upward mobility (as noted also by Dickson, 2018). Organisations and their leaders must 

use their greater access to resources and higher status to remain both visible and viable. 

These findings implicitly show a significant drop of security and status outside organisations 

and suggests there are many more personal factors than conservative public policy and 

NPM influencing risk-taking and decision-making. This gap also has a direct relationship to 

the concerns around succession-planning and lack of churn expressed by the Policy-makers 

group.  

Next, these findings consider more fully this group’s perceptions of artists as leaders and 

their capacity to influence policy. Again, as with their own modes of influence, these 

Leaders believe independent artists influence policy and show leadership by doing their 

work, even if this is not recognised as leadership by themselves or others: 

Some of the best leaders are the people who have just got a really 
strong artistic vision and are doing their thing.  Whatever that thing 
might be.  But I don’t think they would necessarily describe themselves 
as leaders.  They’re just pursuing an artistic vision or ambition. (RB3) 

This underlines the relationship between artists’ salience (as perceived by others) and 

their self-worth (as noted by Turrini, 2014). 

There is a perception that as artists sit outside the public funding system, they can speak 

more freely and be necessary ‘rabble rousers’(LM16). However, mirroring other discussion 

of the detachment of language, many participants believe artists do not get more involved 

because they do not associate the functions of leadership and policy influence with their 

artistic work: 

I think they're [artists] utterly lost and almost entirely divorced from the 
conversations and the issues that affect their ability to work. I know 
from having lots and lots of conversations with actors that we don't 
think about the same things and we don't talk about the same things in 
our professional lives. We're not concerned about the same things and 
we don't operate in the same way. There's a real gap that needs to be 
bridged. They mustn't see a connection between their ability to work 
and becoming engaged in these [policy and funding] issues that so 
concern the rest of us. There must be a structural chasm. (LM6) 
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High profile artists can be influential through their capacity to attract attention. 

Participants describe Maxine Peake and Samuel West as artist activists, or the political 

attention Judi Dench or other stars generate when joining a policy working group. There is, 

however, cynicism that political and public policy attention is limited to meeting famous 

actors rather than effecting change. 

The high number of artistic directors named for this Leaders group suggests artists are 

represented in the leadership of the theatre sector, but their leadership appears to be 

connected to their organisational role. Participants also reinforce the perception that 

independent artists’ are absent from more ‘conventional’ perceptions of leadership and 

thus also policy influence. While some participants point to campaigns like WhatNext?69 as 

evidence of artists’ involvement, invariably these are organisation-led. The responsibility 

and irony of subsidised organisations and their leaders acting as a conduit for the voices of 

independent freelancers in areas of policy-making and organisational decision-making is not 

lost on this group, as this participant (RB3) demonstrates: 

So, people like me, who are paid well and in secure jobs but are not 
artists, end up being the people who shape policy. Then, there’s a 
tension there. There’s also a tension between well-paid administrators 
like me and un-well-paid artists. There’s some times, I think, I should 
give up my job. because at a certain level, I feel a bit of guilt about my 
relatively secure income and lifestyle. I haven’t made a single piece of 
art and yet, I have lived for 30 years in the arts sector. 

For all the complex demands on this group, their understanding of inequality in the 

sector and drive to represent and support artists is motivated by a strong sense of vocation 

and voluntary personal and moral obligations. Like the Policy-makers group they describe 

being perpetually on-duty, approached about and deriving inspiration for their professional 

role while socialising, shopping and on social media, as this artistic director (LM4) describes: 

Like, I go to the pub, nobody will leave me alone. They’re asking me for a 
job, they’re telling me about an idea, they’re giving their opinion on 
something. Like, no matter where I go, that’s what happens. … I could be 
on tour in XXX, I could be on tour in XXX, somebody has seen something 
and they want to talk to you about it. They want to tell you about their 
story. Like, people don’t let you switch off. 

They are personally invested in their organisation’s success and failure and describe 

efforts to help and support artists formally and informally. Without diminishing the positive 

support and commitment they demonstrate, it is worth emphasising its voluntary nature. 

 
69 WhatNext? is a voluntary movement of arts and cultural organisations triggered by an initial meeting hosted 
by David Lan, then at the Young Vic, London. https://www.whatnextculture.co.uk/about/background/ 
(Accessed: 2 November 2018) 
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Although generous, their ‘enabling’ and intermediary roles for artists reinforce independent 

artists’ dependency on them for work, professional status and representation in decision-

making. This Leaders group chooses the form and timing of their helping hand. Despite 

stated desires to be stimulated and challenged by artists, these participants bristle when 

criticised, insisting on their autonomy and capacity limits as business and artistic entities. 

Discussed more in the next chapter, this group’s capacity to positively or negatively 

influence an artist’s reputation within their peer networks (as noted by Gardner, 2018d; 

2018a; 2018c) combined with the other factors above limits independent artists freedom to 

challenge or criticise these organisational heads while the capacity for the Leaders to 

adequately represent the theatre sector is equally limited. 

5.4. Conclusion 

Reviewing this findings chapter sheds further light on the topic of this study, the role and 

responsibilities of independent artists in decision-making that affects their lives. Before 

moving to examine the perspectives of the third and final participant group, the Artists, key 

findings from this group, the Leaders, are summarised here and can be brought into the 

discussion in Chapter 7. 

This chapter has examined organisation and perceived sector leaders and their 

relationships with artists, other organisations and public bodies. The perspectives of this 

group demonstrate they are stakeholder managers at a ‘nexus’ of multiple relationships (Hill 

and Jones, 1992) - both within the theatre sector and externally in social, civic and political 

life - across multiple constituencies or markets (local, national, international). They also 

attempt to sustain multiple objectives (as outlined in Mitchell et al., 2016) which, within 

subsidised theatre, relate to artistic, social, policy and economic performance.  

These Leaders recognise their own leadership role and its responsibilities, both within 

their organisations and in wider sector responsibilities such as development. Corresponding 

with Doh and Quigley’s (2014) research, they respond based on their personal interests, 

organisational status and context. They also identify limitations to these responsibilities, 

citing lack of resources, the boundaries of their employment, and burnout in sector 

leadership as a whole. In addition, participants in this group generally are unaware of, or 

ignore, the implicit devolutions of responsibility and assignments of leadership by public 

bodies explored in Chapter 4. Instead they emphasise the voluntary nature of their 

leadership and ‘felt’ responsibility as enablers of artistic practice and as intermediaries 

between policy-making and the sector.   
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The assertion of responsibility as voluntary has significance to the emerging picture of 

dangerous norms and the concerns of artists as these Leaders are free to choose which 

obligations they will respond to and how within an arguably necessary but compromised 

autonomy. This opens up examination of these findings to consider this group’s decision-

making process and how they assign salience to different stakeholder groups. The focus of 

this study invited Leader participants to concentrate on their relationship and responsibility 

to independent artists. This group perceive artists as important to subsidised theatre and 

capable of leadership and policy-making influence principally through their artistic work. 

Reflecting on how this group understands and is influenced by the concerns of artists, these 

findings show that they show concern and understanding of artists’ precarity and lack of 

power but in their responses, they see this as a normalised pattern for artists in subsidised 

theatre.  

These interviews reveal this group’s negotiation of their own status (of themselves and 

their organisation) as a means of survival and show this group (like the Policy-makers) 

communicate, influence and gain salience through closed networks of other organisation 

leaders and policy-makers. These  Leaders also reciprocally assign greater importance and 

give greater attention to these networks and within them, to their peers in other 

organisations and to dominant stakeholders such as public arts bodies, than to other groups 

(Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997; Agle, Mitchell and Sonnenfeld, 1999; Basinger and 

Peterson, 2008). This mode of decision-making and influence by consensus in which 

different leaders reinforce each other’s status, is materially significant to how individual 

artists as well as organisations gain status within subsidised theatre and is open to high 

levels of subjectivity and self-interest (Cennamo, Berrone and Gomez-Mejia, 2009; Benson 

and Davidson, 2010). Artists, in the view of this group, are not part of these networks but 

dependent on them for work and status. 

Many of this group identify themselves as artists, prompting the question of whether 

through these leaders, independents artists have a role in decision-making by proxy. This 

group demonstrates that within their managerial role, they represent a different kind of 

artist to those outside organisations. Independent artists, in the views of this participant 

group, are excluded from many arenas of decision-making because they lack time, 

resources and status and are not perceived as leaders within conventional forms.  

These findings show that the artistic identity of these participants and their own personal 

interests and subjectivities are closely merged with the interests of their organisations and 

their artistic work is the sum of work with other artists. It is difficult to separate individual 

and organisational success or remove the role independent artists play in these validations. 
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This emphasises the human nature of subsidised theatre and reveals much about the 

subjectivities of its leadership. While not entirely negative, these subjectivities also merge 

individual, organisational and sectoral interests and compromise their ability to act as 

sector leaders or advocates. These roles confer a special admission to the networks 

described above. As shown in Chapter 4 and reinforced here, networks have a direct 

influence on public policy and through implicit consensus, they shape organisational 

hierarchies and individual status within those hierarchies. This Leaders group must remain 

visible and present a narrative of success in order to maintain position and influence and 

achieve their ambitions. As a result, they tacitly reinforce these networks as part of their 

own survival and, although powerful, they too are restricted by the norms of the subsidised 

theatre sector. 



 

 191 

6. THE ARTISTS 

6.1. Introduction 

This final Findings Chapter completes the empirical evidence of this thesis and is devoted 

to the perspectives of the third participant group and central subject of this study: the 

Artists, independent artists working in subsidised theatre in the UK. Some additional 

information is also drawn on here from representative bodies for artists, while an additional 

group, independent producers, was added during the project and is reported on here. 

Preceding chapters have built an understanding of the perceptions of other participant 

groups (Policy-makers and Leaders) of their relationships with each other and with artists. 

From this data, it can be suggested that UK subsidised theatre operates within an 

organisational hierarchy with responsibility and influence being passed from public bodies 

down to the largest and best-funded organisations with venues dominating. Further down 

sit smaller funded organisations and lower again are independent artists and producers. A 

complex and interdependent network of influences has been revealed in which artists, 

although perceived as important are rendered dependent. Some attention has been given 

to the risk-averse nature of public bodies’ behaviour and how this is implicitly and explicitly 

passed to the sector. In addition, some understanding has been gained of the perceptions of 

other players on the role of artists in decision-making, identified as policy-making and 

leadership.  

This last findings chapter now looks at artists’ perceptions of themselves, their 

understanding of the context in which they work and how they perceive their role in 

decision-making, with particular emphasis on their relationship to the other two groups. As 

with previous findings, this chapter is structured in two parts. Part 1: Perceptions of artists 

(by themselves and others) examines the self-definitions and sector perceptions of artists, 

their position in the subsidised theatre sector and how artists see this context. Part 2: 

Artists' perceptions of decision-making in UK theatre, explores the influences artists 

perceive they have on policy-making and leadership and the effect of dominant policy and 

organisational behaviours on artists and their practice. 

6.2. Perceptions of Artists (by themselves and others) 

This first section examines how these artists perceive themselves and how their status as 

artists is shaped by others (drawing on other research about artist identity: Heikkinen, 
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2006; Mangset, Kleppe and Røyseng, 2012; Lena and Lindemann, 2014). It looks initially at 

self-definition and how working practices in contemporary theatre affect their status. The 

artist participants in this group express their status through their experience, their way of 

thinking, as well as their ability to earn a livelihood through their work. Their expression of 

this identity is shaped by their personal experience and background (class, gender, ability 

and ethnicity). Their status is informed by how they are perceived by others, both within 

theatre and within wider society. In addition, they understand their work and identity as 

artists is shaped by their context, whether it is the state of theatre in the region in which 

they work, the choice to work in a particular sub-discipline or interdisciplinarity, or the 

wider social and political context in which theatre exists. In identifying themselves through 

background and the context in which they create work, this group identifies themselves as 

active citizens, contributing to a perceived public benefit. 

Issues of their precarity and vulnerability are known but in the exchanges within focus 

groups as well as through interviews, participants reveal personal and professional concerns 

about their dependency on others. This opens up topics such as autonomy, personal self-

worth and sustainability. 

6.2.1. The role of artists in UK Theatre 

Throughout this study, the term ‘artist’ raises questions of who or what is an artist and 

what this means. This group, predominantly practising artists, express similar questions but 

often see self-definition as an attempt to reflect the hybridity of their work, both as inter-

disciplinary practitioners and in combining artistic and non-artistic work. Similarly, these 

findings show artists adapt their self-definition to fit each context, as this participant (A40) 

expresses: 

I think using the term artist is sometimes the simplest part of describing 
what I do. ... Yes, I can say I'm an artist and then I have to do more detail 
about [waves hands]. And these are the different practices and the ways 
that being an artist comes about. So, yes, I guess it's always just the 
context. Like some places if you call yourself an artist, it's like, well, what 
does that mean? Or if I say theatre maker in some places, they're like 
what do you mean? Do you make the set, or? I don't know. I don't really 
get too hung up on those labels because it's depending on the context 
you’re in. I feel like I move in different contexts all the time that there is 
a sense of kind of shifting, but artist feels like it can sort of stay with me 
most of the time, yes. 

Based on responses to the question 'what do you do?', artists demonstrate that 
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traditionally clear and distinct roles such as actor, director or playwright70 are increasingly 

blurred, both within theatre and merging with other performative forms such as live art and 

spoken word. Only thirteen of the forty-four artists identify themselves as one thing (mostly 

playwrights) and most participants describe holding multiple roles concurrently, often but 

not always on the same project:  

Table 11: Artists' self-defined portfolio working in theatre 

Portfolio working No of participants 

1 role in theatre 13 

2 different roles 6 

3 different roles 11 

4 or more different roles 14 
All descriptors of roles given in theatre were distilled down to sixteen (see Table below), 

combining overlaps (e.g., Playwright and Writer) but preserving participants’ distinctions, 

such as Live Artist and Theatremaker, Actor and Performer. These self-definitions merit 

comment. For example, participants’ distinction between Theatremaker and 

Actor/Performer are manifestations of their artistic autonomy - the former as self-

generated work and the latter under the direction of others.   

Table 12: Participants' self-definition in roles in theatre 

Roles in theatre No. of participants 

Actor 14 

Applied Theatre Practitioner 2 

Artistic Director/Co-Artistic Director 15 

Composer 2 

Creative Director 1 

Director 22 

Dramaturg 3 

Essayist/Researcher 3 

Facilitator/Drama Facilitator 2 

Independent Producer/Producer/Self-producer 7 

Musician/Singer 3 

Outside eye  1 

Performance Artist/Live Artist/Performance maker 3 

Performer 5 

Playwright/Writer 26 

 
70 See British Equity for their list of membership options: https://www.equity.org.uk/about/how-to-join/ 

(Accessed: 2 November 2018)  
The Writer’s Guild of Great Britain (WGGB) is the principal representative body for playwrights 

https://writersguild.org.uk/about/ (Accessed: 2 November 2018) 
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Roles in theatre No. of participants 

Theatremaker/Theatre Artist 8 
Choice of title(s) indicates how they wish to be viewed by others. While some resist any 

one definition, there are conflicting views on whether theatre-making is the work of an 

'artist' or a craft; its collaborative nature leading towards craft terminology, e.g. playwright, 

theatremaker: 

I describe directing as a craft not as an art generally. But for me I'd say 
I'm a craftsman rather than an artist. ... I think great craft can become 
beautiful art. But I think there's a slight difference in mentality behind 
pure art and craft. And I think that craft also involves a certain amount 
of nuts and bolts and practicalities which, you know a beautiful 
craftsman can turn into art. Whereas pure art I think doesn't involve 
some of that I suppose. (RB8) 

Artist participants adopt these multiple roles by ‘both choice and necessity’ (Throsby and 

Hollister, 2003, p.12). They form a livelihood from their diverse roles, and also maintain a 

presence in theatre, necessary for their status. Multiple roles also form their expression of 

practice, reflecting for younger artists the rise in 'auteur' style work and growth in 

interdisciplinarity. Older artists (who describe training and working under more traditional 

theatre approaches) hold stronger ties to more traditional divisions and hierarchies. One 

actor, now self-described artist and theatremaker (A39) articulates this:  

I think I probably set out in a theatre world that was much more, what’s 
the word, defined? Everyone had a role. I think there’s much more 
freedom now. And even the title of Theatre Maker allows for that 
flexibility that if you want to be [pauses] to have this role. I think it took 
me a long time to even utter the words that I wanted to write because I 
had such respect, in a very old-fashioned way, for text. And it took me a 
long time to actually say out loud that I’d quite like to. I think I just 
wasn’t sure how seriously it would be taken, even by myself, dare I say 
it, at one point. And then, you just get to being old and not caring. And 
you just go, I’m going to do this. 

Juggling multiple roles also reflects an opportunistic or entrepreneurial streak, as these 

participants describe adapting to context, enhancing or suppressing features of their work 

to render themselves more valuable. This fluidity of role and movement between different 

forms of (almost entirely freelance) labour indicates a lack of clarity in their position, 

shedding light on their contradictory positions in other stakeholder studies in theatre (Voss, 

Cable and Voss, 2000; Hsieh, 2009; Rhine, 2015). For example, in Scotland participants 

present at spoken word events as a means to get their performance work onstage within a 

budget but also to ensure an audience: 

I think part of it [the popularity of spoken word] is some real talents that 
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come through the spoken word scene that may not have had the theatre 
background, and that can make the transition. But the reason why it’s 
important is because it’s cheap to do. It doesn’t cost anything to do. 
And you’re more likely to get people in because you don’t have to sit 
through an hour of something you might not like. And people don’t like 
coming out for things that they pay for that they don’t know whether 
they’re going to like or not. (A37, researcher’s highlight in bold) 

Portfolio working is a characteristic of independent artists (Galloway et al., 2002). 

Clinton, Totterdell and Wood (2016, p.197) argue that portfolio careers are defined by 

'autonomy, uncertainty and social isolation'. While the question of theatre work as social 

isolation is explored later, uncertainty in many forms dominates these discussions. One 

participant (A3) describes the constant hustle for work and commissions: 

Nothing is doing, you know, and you know, either it doesn't work or it 
just doesn't tickle anybody’s fancy and blah, blah blah, and you're 
sending it out and, thank you, but no thank you, or, yes, we'll give it a 
reading, or, shows great promise. And you think, well, I can't eat that.  

Autonomy is only expressed when these participants describe their individual drive to 

'be' an artist and connect with society. In all other aspects, they are dependent on others.  

These artists also work in other areas, over half in other parts of the cultural sector. 

Sixteen of the forty-four do not identify any other work outside of the role(s) they describe 

in theatre and in many cases, those working outside the cultural sector undertake drama 

teaching in 2nd or 3rd level education. This table illustrates the range of portfolio work this 

participant group describe: 

Table 13: Participants' self-definition of other roles or work outside theatre 

Other roles or work No of participants 

Film/TV/Radio 11 

Other parts of cultural sector 14 

Outside cultural sector 10 

No other work 16 
While not offered as in any way representative, it illustrates how these artists describe 

the portfolio nature of their lives and suggests the entrepreneurial streak Abbing (2002) 

proposes all artists possess. This only captures the descriptions artists choose to share in 

focus groups. Some participants also struggle to distinguish between the different parts of 

their work, while others see these many roles as making up the sum of their artistic identity. 

Some again have roles they choose not to share. During focus groups, some participants 

shared knowledge about doing bar work, cleaning and office work to pay bills but they did 

not always talk about these when asked ‘what do you do?’ This suggests they are aware of a 
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stigma to engaging in other non-artistic work that affects status or they simply do not 

define it as their main work. 

By contrast, independent producers speak more definitely about what they do, and also 

work almost exclusively within theatre or performing arts. Nevertheless, they too also 

experience uncertainty about their perceived position. As the independent or creative 

producer is as yet a new role in subsidised theatre, they are often misunderstood as a 

mixture of bookkeeper, administrator and fundraiser, rather than a creative broker and 

collaborator (reflecting what is known from Mason, 2014). 

A hesitancy to use the term 'artist' (and other terms like 'auteur' or 'theatremaker') is 

influenced by its perception as pretentious or 'too wanky' (A28), lacking real value outside 

theatre, particularly in politics and government or within particular communities. 

Playwrights in Belfast (FG1) discuss in detail how particular political parties see artists as 'a 

load of moaning scroungers and lay-abouts ... Sort of, dole, sort of, type arty-fartys'. 

Participants reflect on the status of 'artist' within subsidised theatre as mythologised and 

privileged. Others argue this reverential attitude facilitates inequality, by excusing bullying 

and inappropriate behaviour by artists who wield a bit of power in rehearsals or in 

companies (A11).  

A number are hesitant to use ‘artist’ in a form of 'imposter syndrome' (A15), often 

because of background or lack of training. Mirroring the work of other researchers 

(Hesmondhalgh and Saha, 2013; Friedman, Laurison and O'Brien, 2014), participants who 

are women, working-class or from a minority ethnic background particularly reflect this 

uncertainty, as this participant (A32) describes: 

I have had a long and difficult sort of relationship with that [calling 
myself an artist]. But I think I should say yes. I think when I was in my 
early 20s, I came from a working-class family. You know, first person to 
go to university and all that kind of thing. And calling yourself an artist 
felt like an indulgence and also a bit pretentious.  

Surfacing throughout these discussions, participants debate the relationship between 

artist status and payment, reflecting the connections made by Policy-makers. Opinions 

range from an absolute assertion that non-payment means amateur, to suggesting no artists 

can expect to earn a livelihood from their artistic work anymore, to artistic status being 

determined despite income. One participant (A9 self-describing as working class) sets out 

the personal dilemma faced with lack of income: 

I would be hesitant [to call myself an artist]. ... You know, if you go for a 
long period without work, you kind of… for example I almost took a bar 
job last month and I had to really settle myself and have a crisis and talk 
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to my whole family because I kind of thought I wasn’t getting a lot of 
work. Even though I was under commission and stuff I just wasn’t 
earning enough money and I was going, does that? You know my family 
were kind of going, maybe it’s time to let it go? And then you kind of go, 
actually no, I can’t physically do anything else, it’s not possible. I’m not 
maybe putting in enough effort, so I need to make it work. But it does 
kind of, it does make you feel that maybe you’re not good enough or 
you’re not an artist if you’re not earning a good living. (researcher’s 
highlight in bold) 

As is clear in the quote above, the relationship between payment and value has negative 

consequences for these participants' self-worth as it conflicts with the sense of being an 

artist as intrinsic to self, also described by the Leaders group.  

Across all focus groups and interviews in this study participants describe a freedom and 

passion to their work, a ‘fire in the belly’ and personal drive. It is clear their work is 

personally motivated and intended for audiences. Within this they believe as artists they 

are citizens fulfilling a public and civic duty to have dialogue with society and tell relevant 

stories, as one freelance director (RB8) describes: 

I don't like [artists] 'creating their own opportunities'. There are only 
opportunities because I think it's about the director as a citizen. And the 
director being much more responsible for creating, for responding and 
creating work within their community and for their community. So I 
think there's a danger we get into in the theatre about “creating an 
opportunity to showcase my talents”. And that showcase mentality 
which I think is a very corrosive one. And I think the director 
understanding that they are a part of a community and that they are as 
a journalist, as a film/documentary maker does, responding to that 
community and having a dialogue with that community. Not just holding 
up a mirror in front of nature but actually actively debating and 
challenging that, the better. But that requires you to be actively engaged 
in what's going on. 

Placed alongside other research (Banks, 2010), it is difficult to see from these participant 

responses how they can assert any autonomy in their work or identity even if their drive to 

work is highly internalised and self-motivated. All these participants agree that artists are 

dependent on others for their status as artists as well as their livelihoods and careers. These 

conversations about what being an artist means show a delicate navigation by artists to 

work across disciplines while at the same time increasing their perceived value and status. 

Next this study examines how they perceive the context in which they work. 

6.2.2. The context in which artists work 

Earlier chapters have outlined organisations’ and public bodies’ experience and 

perceptions of relationships in subsidised theatre. This section now explores artists’ and 
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independent producers’ experience of those same relationships to understand their 

perception of the context (or contexts) in which they work. This section draws particularly 

on the stakeholder mapmaking participants (both independent artists and producers) 

engaged in during focus groups. This exercise, described more fully in Chapter 3, built a 

picture for the researcher of the theatre landscape ‘as it is’ from these participants’ point of 

view 71. Through this the researcher could see how prompts brought new players into these 

‘worlds’ and the interaction between participants added knowledge of different 

perspectives. 

 
71 Images from other focus group sessions can be found in Appendix xi. 
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Figure 14: Image of completed map (participants’ names obscured or not visible) 
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The world that emerges is highly networked, interdependent and dominated by 

organisations, reflecting the descriptions of other participant groups. In most maps, public 

bodies (Policy-makers named according to country) and the largest subsidised organisations 

are in the centre, carrying greatest responsibility, power and control. These participants see 

Policy-makers as both within and outside this world while governments (which most 

distinguish from public bodies) control subsidised theatre but are not part of it, or indeed 

engaged. Governments (and named departments) are often added later in sessions, when 

they arise in discussion.  

The West End and commercial theatre feature, although the maps vary significantly 

between sessions in different countries as to how much this dominates participants’ lived 

experience (e.g., more so in England and Wales than in Scotland and Northern Ireland). 

Dublin theatres and festivals feature in Northern Irish focus group maps. In addition, 

independent artists and producers introduce a wide range of national and international 

figures to these worlds. This suggests these participants’ worlds of work are operating on 

multiple levels, across and between local, national and international contexts. Their status 

within these multiple ‘markets’ or ‘communities’ depends on maintaining a presence in all 

of them to different degrees through a range of practice-specific networks, paid work, 

showcasing and networking.  

Descriptive language draws out that these participants believe buildings carry greater 

importance or salience than companies. Money, Creativity and Luck are factors in this world 

and the context most participants describe is dominated by money: 

Everything has become very, very commercialised these days and 
nobody seems to have any, there doesn't seem to be any loyalties lying 
with the artists any more or with the theatre makers. (A13) 

For older artists and producers, this financial dominance is greater than in the past and 

affected by the ‘professionalising’ of the sector. In their view, it eclipses artistic relationships 

as this focus group of independent producers (FG16) discuss: 

IP4: And I think when I was talking about things becoming more 
professional, I think a good place to really see that is in co-productions. 
So, co-productions now, well, I’ve been in a couple recently, and I feel 
that the conversation about the art happens for about 10% percent of 
the time. And then you’ve got 90% of the time that’s caught up with the 
how’s this going to work, what’s the co-production agreement, who’s 
managing which bit. Just the bobbins of it all. 
IV: They’ve all done the ITC training course [well-known co-producing 
training]? 
IP4: No, I don’t even think they have. I think that’s a big part of the 
problem. 
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IP5: It’s all about making. That you need to co-produce to make it 
happen financially. And then everything comes back to the financials, 
rather than the… 
IP4: And I… But I think, again, and this might be rose-coloured glasses, 
but I think many years ago that it was more organic and it was about 
how can we work together to really support this piece of art? And now 
it’s how can we, how are we going to make this happen? 
IV: But is that [unclear], is that partly brought about by a change in 
financial circumstances? The financial landscape isn’t as comfortable, so 
you can’t have that conversation. 
IP4: And as a result the arts have had to professionalise and put money 
at the forefront of conversations. But it’s not always comfortable. 

These participants recognise some of this emphasis on financial relationships is a 

necessary reality because of restricted public funding. However, there is a dominant 

perception across all this group that they are working in an environment in which revenue 

generation and retaining funding trump all other decisions and this is to the detriment of 

theatre as a publicly engaged form. Perceived ‘good business practice’ leads to ‘bureaucratic 

waste’ (A7) with funding used to maintain buildings and layers of administration: 

I’m thinking of a particular subsidised house for example that has a four 
million quid turnover of which maybe a million comes from the [names 
public body] or from public subsidy. And in order to keep running that 
other three million is a commercial, you know that's a commercial 
enterprise. So subsidised theatres are not, they are not 'not 
commercial'. And what's happened is that the kind of the commercial 
concerns of just keeping the building running and just paying the staff, 
bleed into the stuff that really should only be the concern of brilliance 
because that's what the subsidy is for. 

This dominant perception does not come from naivety. Over half the participating artists 

(twenty-five of forty-four) previously managed companies or venues or currently manage 

independent companies. Artists describe varied approaches to producing and delivering 

work to audiences that of necessity are outside the support systems of larger subsidised 

organisations. The scale of this work is by default limited, owing to grant limits to individuals 

or lack of funding (see Chapter 4). Nevertheless, this group sees small-scale or self-

production as the principal way to get work to audiences in the short-term. One director 

(A32) observes, that this situation is not sustainable: 

If you want to make work, forget the big players, you've just got to self-
produce your work. And the lottery in [names country] has been able to 
soak that up and respond to that demand. So we've had a massive 
economy of small scale companies, all with low capacity basically but 
making a lot of work. So you get a lot of shows. But stretched on the 
producing capacity. Not able to deliver as strongly to audiences. Because 
they're subsidizing themselves and they're doing their own marketing, 
they're doing their own press. 
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Into this mix is the growth of the independent producer, a relatively new and 

misunderstood role on the theatre landscape. Participants speculate the pressure to 

maintain or increase volume of activity with reducing funds (driven by target-oriented arts 

policy and public spending cuts), has fuelled interpretations of this role as a replacement to 

other traditional staff roles in organisations, as one Scottish-based producer describes: 

There’s been a huge swing in the time that I’ve been working [about 15-
20 years], from when I was studying, I think I only knew of two people 
who called themselves producers. At first, I felt like I was fighting 
against, like, being called the general manager. ... but that was also at a 
time where everybody set up a company, so, then, you know, there’s so 
many companies, and then, of course, the cuts started coming. And 
then, so, we’ve gone this huge swing over to the other side now, where 
we’ve got loads and loads of artists who have resisted forming 
companies, but really all still need that kind of support. And yet 
everybody’s calling themselves a producer. And I do find myself going to, 
you known, producers’ forums, FST and things like that, and kind of 
going, but why do you call yourself a producer? You know, it feels as if 
you don’t know why (IP5) 

The rise in this role and the equally misunderstood but lower status self-producing artists 

reflects changing work and artistic practices but is also borne out of the lack of opportunity 

through subsidised theatre pathways. This entrepreneurialist behaviour reflects the 

acceptance of precarious working practices from wider labour trends and the self-starter 

mentality borrowed from wider creative industries as described by Hesmondhalgh and 

Baker (2010) and McRobbie (2016). This exchange between theatre-makers demonstrates 

they are clear this is unsustainable: 

A28 So I think there’s a big question about... having said that all these 
fringe companies sprung up, there is a big question about sustainability, 
because essentially, it’s like going to a zero hours contract. It’s that 
whole thing. We’re off the unemployment register, but it doesn’t mean 
we’re... 
A29 Making any money. 
A28 Getting any breaks. 
A27 Yes, exactly.  
A28 So I’d say a heck of a lot of these companies, we’re all. I’m 
definitely, I’m not core funded so I’m working for other people. It’s a 
little bit like, yes, I’ve got a theatre company; we do one show a year, 
and we develop one show a year. That’s not going to pay. 

While many artists describe self-producing, very few describe themselves as ‘producers’. 

This suggests that while many practices are being ‘borrowed’ from management fields 

(DeVereaux, 2009a; Sandberg, 2016), these definitions between roles are breaking down 

within the practice of the sector and many may not distinguish this activity as executive or 

managerial. As noted earlier, artist participants also seem at times reluctant to identify 
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themselves as undertaking non-artistic roles, therefore they can be managing or self-

managing but perceive this should not be made overly visible. 

Within this highly networked and complex landscape, data from this study shows artists 

have little or no influence in decision-making in areas of policy-making, leadership and also 

management. In response, they are adept albeit dependent stakeholder managers of their 

own relationships. More than any other participant group, the Artists group move between 

organisations and practices most often, operating at local, national and international levels. 

Although other participant groups describe subsidised theatre as vibrant but fragile, 

independent artists recognise these factors but describe the ‘world of theatre’ as a much 

harsher hierarchy in which they exist outside or at the bottom: 

• ‘A kind of big planet [signifying the largest theatre in the region] with some tiny 

constellations and everything about to implode’ (FG2) 

• ‘A dying badger because no-one helps a dying badger’ (FG2) 

• ‘A mountain’ with funders, funded and international at the top and ‘everyone else 

scrabbling up the slopes’ (FG3) 

• ‘A ladder’ with ‘Artistic Directors at the top, accountants and PR people on the next 

rung’ and ‘actors at the bottom’, only rising when they become visible (FG6) 

• A tall house with ‘thick walls’ and artists ‘beating on them to get in’ (FG6) 

• ‘A pyramid’ with ‘all power at the very top’ and everyone outside (A5) 

• ‘A steaming turd’ (FG7) 

• A plateau – ‘spread too thin with little puddles of money’ (FG18) 

• A ‘merry-go-round’ in which ‘everyone is trying to jump on and stay on’ (FG9) 

• An ‘unpowered pendulum’ (‘capable of great arcs but without momentum’) (FG12) 

Focus groups outline a highly fragile ecology which can flourish or be destabilised by the 

dominant interests of a large organisation or public body. Policy or leadership decisions can 

advance or kill off types of work or careers. Examples from participants include the loss of 

the Arches in Glasgow as a test space, changes in artistic directorship, and the rise of large 

organisations like Wales Millennium Centre or National Theatre Scotland (NTS) as 

disruptors, drains or distortions to the existing ecosystem, as one producer (IP4) describes: 

And so, they [NTS] can influence, and they can influence in a very 
positive way, but they can also affect in a very troubling way as well. So, 
there can be a drain of expertise that goes from the independent 
producing sector into NTS, because NTS are making more and taking 
more out on the road and paying better. And all that.  

This is a contrasting perspective of the conflict of organisation and sector interest 

described in Chapter 5. Reflecting Kunst’s observations (2015), these findings show that 
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what is offered as benevolent support by the largest players can also be highly damaging. 

Artists can see the effect of the decision-making of these large organisations and their 

leadership but have little capacity to influence those processes or limit the negative 

impacts.  

While artists have a community of support with other artists, they also compete with 

them. Participants describe opportunities going to other artists because of an organisation’s 

judgment about perceived commercial popularity, current trends and tastes rather than 

judgments of quality, innovation or sector responsibility and collaboration, as this 

participant (RB6) describes: 

[It’s] this notion that you know artists are in competition with each 
other. That “we'll just get someone else in”. Rather than actually 
thinking surely this is a partnership where there's something distinctive 
about your artistic vision that we want. And so this is a mutual 
negotiation. There's none of that. It is basically talking in kind of market 
terms.  

Only ‘established’ or celebrity artists (often reflected as white, male, middle class and/or 

Oxbridge-educated) are placed in the centre of the maps in focus groups. All other artists 

are positioned at the edge, while women, artists with disabilities, artists from working class 

or ethnic and minority communities are even more peripheral. They describe most non-

mainstage work, including most forms of touring as marginalised and less valued in the 

theatre sector as a whole (subsidised and commercial). Other low status work (as they see 

it) includes small-scale, schools and rural touring, minority language work (Welsh language 

and Scots Gaidhlig), queer and atypical theatre, circus, cabaret and work for young 

audiences.  

The position of audiences closely mirrors that of artists in their descriptions of the 

theatre landscape. One focus group (FG14) describes ‘desirable’ and ‘undesirable’ 

audiences sitting in the centre and the edge respectively. While there are different opinions 

as to who is desirable (some feel it’s ‘under 30s’, for others it’s the ‘grey brigade’), audience 

as box office is perceived as central to this world - established, regularly attending (often 

white) audiences. Non-attending, poorer audiences (non-white, rural, from ‘hard-to-reach’ 

communities) are also seen as marginalised. Picked up for further research in Chapter 8, this 

suggests that like Saha (2017), artists see a link between the voices and stories onstage and 

who is in the audience.  

This mapping shows that the subsidised theatre world described by these participants ‘as 

it is’ is at odds with what they wish it to be. In the next two sections, these findings explore 

more closely artists’ experience of this context and how it informs both their position and 
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behaviour in this world. 

6.2.3. The precarity of artists 

The context and role of artists’ work in subsidised theatre has been shown as fluid, 

uncertain and dependent. Previous findings (in this chapter and others) have pointed to 

organisational dominance and an absence of artists in decision-making. This section 

outlines how the findings of this study mirror other research on artistic precarity and draws 

a connection between artists’ economic value and value in decision-making in subsidised 

theatre. 

Echoing Throsby (1994), this participant group shows that while artists are not driven by 

income generation, nevertheless they still seek regular stable employment and earnings. 

This desire is not only immediate and short-term but concerned with a longer-term 

sustainable livelihood. Like so much of cultural labour in the creative industries (Gill and 

Pratt, 2008; Oakley, 2009; Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2010), this group experiences regular 

and persistent hardship and instability, and perceived success is disconnected from material 

rewards. One playwright (A42) describes this disparity as being perceived a success due to 

two play commissions a year when the average commission is £4,000-6,000. Participants 

describe the sense of ‘having had your turn’ and the sharing around of funding, 

commissions and work by organisations and public bodies, limiting funding success to once 

every few years or failing to secure further work once hired by a company. A freelance 

director (A34) of national and international experience describes the inevitability of working 

away from home and a young family for 3 months of the year because there is no other 

option without ‘disappearing’. Another (A12) describes having his own small theatre 

company as giving the illusion of status but ’basically I’m a volunteer’. This precarity is 

inbuilt in the way the sector functions and participants like this actor (A15) have normalised 

this as a way of being: 

Even without that being a negative, and even if you just accept that that 
is how that is, like as an actor, you just accept that is how it is, and there 
are hundreds of us, all going for the same part, and the best man wins, 
here we go. Do you know what I mean, but it is competitive, so there are 
more people than there are jobs.  And there are less funds than there 
are projects.  

Earlier findings suggest those in leadership and policy-making roles recognise but 

normalise this precarity. These participants doubt whether those in salaried positions fully 

understand their circumstances as this theatre maker (A37) illustrates: 

I think they [public bodies] need to meet artists and have some frank 
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discussions about how people live. Because I think anybody with a salary 
just cannot understand what it’s like in my world. Juggling teenagers and 
what they need, and living hand to mouth, and honestly it’s just … 
[shakes head]. 

One contributor working in England and Wales (A32) describes a UK-wide meeting of 

artistic directors as a ‘fantasy world of theatre at the top, at the elite level’ with ‘a real lack 

of understanding of how difficult and how frustrating, and how discriminatory a lot of the 

practices are.’ These observations emphasise artists’ vulnerability and dependency on 

systems which lack the ‘downward accountability’ as described by Wellens and Jegers 

(2014) to dependent stakeholders. They also highlight the scope for abuse within 

hierarchies in which freelance dependent artists rely on the patronage of an artistic director 

or producer. Focus groups and interviews took place within the growing media storm 

around the #MeToo movement and growing allegations of misconduct and sexual assault 

particularly by artistic directors in both UK and Irish theatre (Shenton, 2017; Dyas, 2017; 

Ellis-Petersen, 2018)}. While these triggered a rise in codes of conduct72 and latterly the 

introduction of intimacy directors (Snow, 2017), some participants reflect on the 

reactionary impulse to explicitly regulate for implicit expectations of human respect: 

I think it’s a really difficult line to walk, because there’s a whole lot of 
things which are unspoken agreements, which are basically called, being 
a human being. And if we had to write them all down, we’ll be here, 
we’ll be able to do nothing else until the end of our lives. But there are 
events in play at the moment which are causing us to question these 
things and think, God, they’ve got to be written down, because we’ve 
got to make these explicit so that they can be acted on when people 
break them. (A38) 

Precarity is about more than vulnerability or livelihood. Payment and consistent 

employment or commissioning is intrinsic to status and self-worth and artists feel pressure 

to present themselves as ‘model entrepreneurs’ and sought-after artists, contradicting their 

lived reality of anxiety, uncertainty and dependency (echoing Gill and Pratt, 2008; 

Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2010). Working and being seen to work and doing the ‘right’ 

work is the route to further work. A director (A10), although freelance and self-producing 

herself, describes scanning CVs of artists to see ‘which companies they’ve worked with or 

classes they’ve taken … there might be kind of 8, 10, 12, 15 tags that we particularly like, 

 
72 British Equity’s Agenda for Change was mounted in the aftermath of the #MeToo movement and scandals 

in UK Theatre. They have launched a Safe Spaces code for rehearsal and performance spaces and a separate 
code for casting and auditions. https://www.equity.org.uk/getting-involved/campaigns/safe-spaces/ (Accessed: 
2 November 2018) 

Speak it Up Call it Out is a draft code of conduct for Irish theatre developed in the aftermath of both 
WakingTheFeminists and the accusations against Michael Colgan at the Gate Theatre 
http://www.irishtheatreinstitute.ie/event.aspx?contentid=209234 (Accessed: 2 November 2018) 
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and if somebody has one of them or two of them it goes, oh worth a look’. Added to this, 

while many discuss the desire to see a meritocracy, the judgement of relative talent or 

artistic quality is harsh and deeply personal as this exchange in a group of writers and 

directors (FG7) shows: 

A21: Because it’s a talent-based industry, you know, the elephant in the 
room is always what if they’re shit. You know, the amount of people you 
suffer every day, you know what I mean. Actors come in [to auditions] … 
and you go in and you say do you want me to be plain? You don't work 
because you are shit, you don't work because you are fat. When I 
worked in musical theatre the amount of times we just had to say to 
actors. They would always say: tell me the truth about my audition. And 
you say do you really want the truth? You're overweight. You know, it's 
a talent-based industry, your music's not good enough. 
A18 I wish I really wish I could have felt it was that meritocratic. 
A21 I know, I know.’  

Despite generational differences of experience, all artists are aware that success is 

temporary and highly dependent on the decisions of organisations and their artistic 

directors. One playwright (A6) describes having no secure career even after forty years and 

multiple awards. An experienced actor/theatre maker (A22) articulates the feelings of 

simultaneous rivalry and camaraderie that emerge over dinner with other artist friends: 

And one or two of them [are] doing, from my perspective, incredibly 
well for fulfilling a lot of their aims and ambitions at the moment to an 
extent probably that this year I have not been. And I kind of think it's 
frustrating. Yes. But then at the same time, they're doing probably the 
same thing … There was also a conversation about oh God, we've none 
of us got any work next year. Clunk. And there is a status in that 
moment but because of our crazy business our status can get cut from 
under us in about five minutes. 

As shown, many have multiple artistic roles. However, within the mapmaking, many 

participants outline a hierarchy between artistic roles based on traditional theatre with 

playwrights and text as dominant and carrying greater influence than actors. There is 

however, mixed opinion about this. In these discussions, some suggest there is more work 

for actors/performers than for freelance directors, others that the days of the playwright 

are over. All these subjective narratives reveal even more the vulnerability in all these roles, 

that their individual salience can change. They articulate a desperation and lack of control 

to their own work, as this playwright (A18) describes: 

You don't know what's going on and you get treated like shit and it's 
humiliating. And you're in such a position, there's such an imbalance of 
power that it's very, very difficult to cope with. And I think I've written 
my last play. Because I can cope with, you know, writing stuff. I can cope 
with some knocks. What I can't cope with is the humiliation of you 
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holding up your end of the deal and delivering the best play that you can 
and the theatre who's commissioned it, not even fucking reading it.  

Connections are made between this relentless precarity and the survival of theatre itself, 

particularly outside West End and commercial work. Artists describe drops in the number 

of productions and tours and their reach, persistent exploitation of artists, inadequate 

budget levels leading to inadequate development. Echoing the Leaders group, these factors 

are perceived as diminishing the critical mass and activity needed to sustain any theatre 

sector. This is particularly an issue in cities with smaller more isolated artistic communities 

and lower public investment, as this comment (A34) illustrates: 

I mean there are so few mid-career or senior practicing artists in 
Northern Ireland. Because why would they be here? How can they 
possibly sustain the development of their work when they can't 
resource it, at a stage in their lives when that will become really 
important to them? And they might be able to do it elsewhere?  

Sustainability of form is expressed as a balance between staging of established and 

traditional work (musicals, classics, etc.) and space to evolve new plays and approaches. 

While more established playwrights speak of the collapse in royalties and visibility of past 

work because fewer remounts are being done; others talk about the lack of opportunity for 

women and other marginalised groups because theatres are ‘playing safe’ and ‘strutting the 

same old funky stuff’(A3). The survivalism many participants describe as the dominant 

mode of subsidised theatre is, in their view, inadequate to provide a healthy, relevant or 

sustainable theatre now or in the future. As one writer (A36) puts it, there is a ‘permanent 

and unassailable gulf between all the things that you are capable of and imagine doing, and 

what you're actually going to achieve without having, you know, a hedge fund to manage’. 

Next, these findings consider some of the personal implications of this precarity for artists. 

6.2.4. Is it me? Artists as personally & perpetually present 

Other research (Gill and Pratt, 2008; Turrini and Chicchi, 2014; Middleton and Middleton, 

2016) has shown that artists as creative labour are the least protected by formal systems of 

regulation and workplace protections and carry less recognition as workers. This study has 

thus far shown the human nature of subsidised theatre, with personal obligations and 

subjectivities at play in its decision-making. Next this chapter explores how these artists’ 

see their artistic identity and personal identity as bound together while their working life 

choices affect their personal circumstances more profoundly. These findings explore how 

artists’ sustained presence within theatre is intrinsic to their ability to ‘be’ artists. 

While the construct of ‘being an artist’ carries with it many different elements related to 
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being seen or paid (as above and noted by Mytnowych, 2016; Mangset et al., 2017), many 

describe a personal drive and self-definition in which who they are and what they do cannot 

be separated. One artist (RB8) describes this fluidity between his interior self and public 

performance: 

When you're creating a piece of theatre, you are bringing yourself to the 
table, and you're responding to the world as you see it. And so there 
isn't a separation there. That doesn't make art a therapy and it doesn't 
mean that you are in a room full of disclosures. And it's not. And that's 
not an excuse to abuse that. But just on a very basic level. Great theatre 
is created by people exploring ideas that consume them. And it's a 
personal public relationship. 

Participants describe deep personal obligations to language, culture, social issues and 

politics, expressing desire to change and debate both the world and the world of theatre. As 

one director/theatremaker (A7) puts it - ‘I’m more interested in art that actually changes 

the world rather than tells stories.’ For some their drive is reaching new or different 

audiences with new forms, for others it is achieving through adding to, or changing the 

canon of great theatre. Many who identify themselves as from marginalised groups carry a 

perceived duty to represent that voice, be it British Asian, atypical or Welsh language, as 

this actor/director (A37) describes: 

I think that it’s partly to do with this minority business, and the diversity 
problem. And the fact that big organisations or producing venues have 
never really until recently been questioned about the fact that they’re 
so undiverse. What I am interested in as a black person, that should be 
what I’m doing, because I know what the communities are thinking 
about. So I feel that I have better insight into the community that our 
theatre is supposed to be serving, the broader community. And what 
I’ve tried to tell other minority artists is, you know that thing about how 
black people have to be ten times better than everybody else? There’s 
an expression that’s always said. I said to some artists a few weeks ago, 
you not only have to do your work, you have to know your sector, you 
have to know other people’s sectors. You have to know the whole thing 
because we have to be much more clever about how we operate. And it 
means you have to know everything. 

This finding corresponds to other research (Saha, 2016), suggesting those from 

marginalised groups carry an additional emotional labour of representation. Independent 

producers echo these obligations in different ways, feeling responsibility for bringing 

forward particular voices or work. However, they describe less personal involvement and 

greater adeptness at working within existing hierarchies and production systems: 

I mean, there’s been times where there’s been projects where I know 
that it’s not necessarily my world, or just clearly the things that really 
fire me up. But I feel that it is a valuable voice or project to have out 
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there. So I’m kind of more conscious in those, in those situations to not 
go like, well, it’s not the type of [work I want to do]. (IP6) 

These feelings of responsibility articulate wider understanding of this group’s role as 

citizens, representing communities and voices, rather than as they feel they are perceived, 

‘arty farty’ (A4). Alternately, this may also be another reflection of ‘felt’ or a performative 

responsibility. It is difficult to see however, how or why, this group would articulate such a 

sense of duty with no apparent need to do so. 

Alongside high levels of personal drive and satisfaction, artists describe negative feelings 

and experiences - hardship, doubt, humiliating feelings of worthlessness, echoing other 

research about mental health (EQUITY, 2014; van den Eynde et al., 2014; Shorter, O'Neill 

and McElherron, 2018). Much of this relates to their precarity but also the ‘personal public 

relationship’ described above. They feel theatre organisations are obliged to protect artists 

in the making and critical exposure of their work (as also suggested by Eikhof and 

Haunschild, 2007). Additionally, they as individuals develop self-protection mechanisms. 

Many describe learning to do this only with age and experience. These mechanisms range 

from getting a work: life balance, maintaining social networks, securing other more stable 

or better paid work, and developing personal care regimes. Their ‘vulnerability 

management’ is a feature of their working life (Orzechowicz, 2007). A particular exchange 

(FG6) between three performers highlights this. In it they discuss coping mechanisms for 

acting in distressing scenes on stage night after night and how this affects their home life: 

A15:  it can filter in. I suppose it depends on if there’s already an 
element there, so it [performing] might trigger something that needs to 
be worked on, that you need to kind of detach. Okay, this isn’t about 
you, but now it’s opened up a wound. Do you know what I mean? So it 
could be a trigger thing. You need to use what you know and what you 
have experienced to allow truth. But yes, there’s techniques and ways in 
which I would try to not. But I have had some characters that I have 
played that, I think the whole energy’s just came over me outside of 
work as well. But that was much younger, I think I was much younger 
then.   
IV: So you kind of get better at managing it? 
A15: I think so. 
A16: You need to be a bit Japanese technology brain about it.   
A15: Yeah. I think on: off 
A16: All emotions. They are all always about here [puts hand to chin 
height], the happies and the ahh [wobbly sound]! Go to the pub and get 
fucking shit faced. 
A17: Yes exactly. 
A15: That’s actually, it is helpful for your mind.  
A16: It is helpful. It’s not spoof. To go to the pub afterwards, talk a lot of 
shite and get shit faced, and then next thing you know, you’ve woken up 
the next day. 
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A15: And you’re back to you. 
A16: Not that you’re crying but something has to get out. Something has 
to be exorcised, whether it’s just ha ha ha and ho ho ho-ing. But it’s 
always round you, of course it is. 
IV: So that release that you were talking about, going to the pub and 
getting shit faced, or whatever, does that social network help that, or is 
it dangerous? 
A15: Well if it goes too far, if it goes too far, it can be dangerous, right? 

Far from experiencing the ’social isolation’ of portfolio workers described by Clinton, 

Totterdell and Wood (2016), this exchange and others like it suggest these participants see 

their social connectivity as intrinsic to their wellbeing. They describe their social and 

professional network as indivisible often because the only way they can handle these 

unique personal and working experiences is to share them with other people like them. 

By contrast, independent artists lack the autonomy described as a feature of the cultural 

class precariat (Gill and Pratt, 2008; Clinton, Totterdell and Wood, 2016). Their ability to 

work is dependent on the heads of theatre organisations, most often the artistic directors. 

A freelance director (A5) working between commercial and subsidised theatre says: 

You get so little choice [in what you direct] as well. Just this thing about 
freelancers deciding. If you're an artistic director of a building you can 
choose what play you direct. If you're an associate director you can 
probably choose, like, the play that the artistic director doesn't want to 
do. For a long time, I was directing the weird play that nobody wanted 
to do in the building.  

The drive to ‘have control over the artistic process’ (FG9), combined with the (previously 

discussed) dominance of organisational value in public funding, drives many artists to go to 

work in organisations or set up their own in order to gain some status, autonomy or power 

as they perceive it. This generates other compromises, leaving them with little time to 

pursue their own artistic work (they work to maintain the company, they have increased 

administration or they go to work on projects in which they have little artistic input). Those 

identifying as minority or marginalised groups describe other compromises: whether taking 

up opportunities that promote diversity makes them complicit in ‘tokenism’ and ‘box-

ticking’ exercises by organisations or public bodies. For all artists, all career choices are 

compromised and must be weighed up as one older practitioner (A17) puts it, as two out of 

three: ‘cash, kicks or kudos’.  

Conversations persistently return to the importance of maintaining both visible status 

and the patronage of organisations. Participants dwell on personal or witnessed 

experiences of artists being advanced or promoted only then to be dropped. This appears 

to them at times arbitrary and rarely meritocratic caused instead by changes in leadership 
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and changing trends in programming and funding policy. There is a sense that at times, an 

artist or type of work has had its turn, as this participant (A6) describes: 

I think for a time even as an individual at the time you know you are like 
in a hot spot where people perceive that you can fulfil something that 
they need like, that person can represent Wales, [how] we'll push our 
idea of the country forward. And then you get some sort of leverage if 
you are seen to be hot property. But that quickly fades, everything 
fades, like youth it just goes. 

Loss of visibility or a drop in perceived status can be seen as failure to achieve consensus 

within the networks described earlier. Once again however, to get notice by these closed 

networks, artists are dependent on the same networks to secure media coverage and get 

access to platforms that lead to reputational growth, most particularly on national and 

international stages. As one director/writer (A21) frames it: 

So if I was playing Hamlet here and nobody from those awards [names a 
national theatre awards selected by an industry jury] saw me play 
Hamlet in the best production on planet earth. If I don't receive that 
nomination, the perception by the Guardian or people that could raise 
me from the roodstone is that I'm not very good. 

Participants are often sanguine about the transience of success but show concern that 

their reputation and artistic history can be erased. Older practitioners describe the 

disappearance of years of their work with the closing of companies and venues, the 

departure of artistic directors or the end of longstanding relationships. Examples given 

include moves in public arts policy away from play writing to devised or outdoor work; the 

closure of the Arches; the end of the Tinderbox-led dramaturgy project and the Pick N Mix 

Festival, both in Northern Ireland. Given the transience of theatre as a form, it is interesting 

that recording the past matters so much but there appear to be two reasons for this. On an 

individual level, these artists are reliant on their creative history and relationships with 

companies to consolidate their status within the sector and secure future work (in other 

words, it is their track record). At a sectoral level, they believe understanding of theatre 

movements and history opens up discussion about what ‘innovation’ means. Frequently 

these participants are cynical about ‘groundbreaking’ work by current organisations, seeing 

it as plundering or ignoring work of earlier companies, an example given being the early 

work of National Theatre Wales, drawing heavily from the artistic legacies of Brith Gof73. 

The maintenance of a visible, attractive, on-trend presence and visible success is as much 

 
73 A significant production company in Welsh theatre history (1981 - 2004), known for staging large-scale site-
specific works and blending professional and community casts and participants. The company worked in both 
English and Welsh. https://archives.library.wales/index.php/brith-gof-theatre-company (Accessed: 9 September 
2018) 
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about projecting a personality of that success as about the work. Actors describe casting 

processes that check an actor’s Twitter following74. Independent directors and producers 

buy tickets to be present at press nights. As one theatremaker (A35) puts it, ‘your clout 

depends on your public profile. And that could be a media, a Facebook profile.’ This group 

are in effect selling themselves in any public forum, including how they dress, how they 

behave on social media and how they cultivate friendships and networks. They must show 

success and positivity when it is clear they do not always experience it. They must appear to 

be working and in demand in order to be working and in demand, as one (A17) puts it ' the 

more you do, the more you are seen, the more people like you'. Their artistic work and 

opinions, even when political, must remain on the right side of what is attractive to their 

stakeholders (those in roles such as the Leaders and Policy-Makers groups). Their 

vulnerability presents them with compromise - adapt to survive and keep working/earning 

or risk losing status by working on the ‘wrong’ things. This suggests that, in applying 

attributes of stakeholder salience to this group (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997), their 

legitimacy is bound up not only in expectations related to work and their contribution to 

value creation but also to subjective perceptions of their legitimate claim of being artists. 

While the most adept at this find ways to manipulate and subvert these systems of 

patronage, this is a highly precarious existence, emotionally as well as financially. Artists 

cannot separate their personal and public selves or their social networks as both emotional 

support and a means of finding work and status. In order to work, artists as people are 

perpetually ‘on’, exposed and compromised, with negative effects on their feelings of 

personal value and security. 

6.3. Artists' perceptions of decision-making in UK theatre 

This chapter now turns to how artists perceive decision-making in subsidised theatre in 

the UK. Within this, the study draws on their understanding of control, responsibility and 

power within policy-making and leadership in this sector. While these findings have 

emphasised artists as dependent stakeholders, reliant on the other participant groups for 

their livelihood and status, here it considers how they understand their relationships with 

the dominant stakeholder groups they identify (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). 

Previous chapters show the other participant groups (Policy-makers and Leaders) see 

artists as capable of influencing policy and taking on leadership roles but limited in 

 
74 As noted in Exeunt magazine http://exeuntmagazine.com/features/is-the-hype-real/ (Accessed: 27 
November 2018) 
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exercising their capability due to their precarity and often their detachment from these 

areas of decision-making. In the second part of this chapter, the focus will be on the Artists’ 

perceptions of the roles and networks that carry influence and their understanding of their 

own involvement in decision-making. In exploring how the perceived salience of artists 

affects how much influence they carry and what leadership role they might play, the study 

delves deeper into the control other players exert over artists’ status, precarity and 

autonomy. 

6.3.1. Dependency, risk & freedom of theatre artists 

While the titles ‘independent artist’ and ‘independent producer’ are used both in 

subsidised theatre and this study, it is clear this relates to their status as non-employees or 

self-producing freelancers. This masks their dependency on organisations and public bodies 

for status, livelihood and any form of artistic ambition. Other participant groups describe 

their dependency on artists' creativity, however, these artist participants describe prevalent 

expectations that they will work for little or no money and undertake their own creative 

development. In doing so, subsidised theatre, arts policy and its dominant players are 

reliant on artists’ enforced and normalised precarity. Artists describe the limitations on their 

freedom to criticise or pursue their own artistic choices that result from these 

unacknowledged interdependencies (corresponding with those proposed by Marens, 2008). 

From the data offered here, the benevolent role of organisational leaders (or managers) 

described previously, although well-intentioned, leads to suppression of criticism or free 

debate, the inhibition of innovation and the transference of risk onto the Artists. Arising 

from this, artists believe their status as professionals is fundamentally undermined. 

Reflecting on the separation of artistic and executive functions discussed in Chapter 5 and 

separation of language in Chapter 4, this group believes artists are not taken seriously in the 

business of theatre unless they become something other than an artist. 

These participants understand the prevailing economic context and its impact on theatre 

programming and funding. They also see dominant interests of economic success and 

implicitly instrumentalist and organisational judgments of quality and value by risk-averse 

public bodies. This, they feel significantly influences decision-making at a sector and 

organisation level. As one director (A34, a former Artistic Director of both buildings and 

companies) observes: 

…quality is too hard to identify and I don't think they've [the public 
bodies] ever been particularly interested in having a kind of, a 
framework that identifies high artistic quality. They pay lip service to it. 
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And they have their own ideas about what they think is good and what 
isn't. But numbers, bums on seats is something they can actually count.  

Opinion varies as to whether there is balance in subsidised theatre between the 

commercially and artistically valuable. Some lament the de-valuing of original challenging 

artistic work and its removal from mainstages. Others propose commerce and quality 

theatre are not mutually exclusive and advocate funded theatre organisations delivering (or 

being held accountable in their delivery) to wider audiences. A large number reflect on how 

perceived value is assigned to a given artist or production not based on artistic merit or 

commercial attractiveness but based on the endorsement of other companies within the 

networked hierarchy described by other participant groups (with ‘London’, prestige venues 

and festivals ranking highest). While the relationship between artists and artistic directors is 

discussed later, this group reflects on the personal subjectivities and moral responsibilities 

at play in these endorsements. Some, reflecting Sgourev (2013), cynically observe that 

attitudes are shaped more by class and background than artistic appraisal: 

They [Artistic Directors] feel responsible only for continuing maybe a 
kind of great sort of legacy tradition and doing what they consider to be 
innovative. And surprise, surprise, what they consider to be innovative is 
often pushing their own work or the work of their kind of male 
colleagues who experience the same amount of privilege. (A11) 

The prevalence of attitudes to risk and innovation in this study arises not from researcher 

prompts or early literature review but from participant contributions, reflecting prevailing 

concerns around risk assignment and its implications for future subsidised theatre and its 

workforce (as noted by Kleppe, 2017b). In common with other participant groups, these 

participants see innovation both in artistic and business practice as outside mainstream 

subsidised theatre, necessary for its future but existing on its margins (as put by Banks et 

al., 2000). Participants describe structural gaps too wide for this artistic and business 

experimentation to transfer into subsidised organisational structures: 

if you look at the people who are on the outside of the system, they, I 
think, quite a lot of those people are people who can't take risks of their 
own, who have a difficult time being able to take risks because it takes a 
lot of their time and energy to make theatre and, the riskier it is, the 
more likely they are to not be able to take that step towards not 
necessarily the system but towards the centre of the theatre world. I 
mean, I suppose that also makes the assumption, though, that 
everyone's goal is to make their way towards the centre of the theatre 
world. (A25) 

Participant responses (mirroring media discussion, Gardner, 2018a; 2018d) suggest the 

theatre sector (both commercial and subsidised) depends on the recurring precarity of 
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artists to exist in an experimental place but a financial and unsustainable limbo. While some 

participants romanticise about the best work deriving from poverty, there is concern at the 

widening gap between what is considered ‘viable’ on mainstages and the work independent 

artists wish to make for audiences. Note however, that this is a perceived rather than 

proven viability. In this, the participants reinforce the views of other participant groups that 

all financial and reputational risk is being pushed out of organisations and onto 

independent artists, with resulting work or the artists drawn into the centre only when they 

are endorsed or deemed a success by the dominant players. 

Artists’ dependency on organisations limits their ability to speak openly or critically about 

these issues and they suppress or adapt their work to become more accepted, making it 

more 'serious and appropriate' (A10). They describe the absence of a culture of criticism, 

both of art form and artistic policy, inhibiting the ability to learn from or tolerate failure and 

limiting artistic risk. These participants feel the dominant players in subsidised theatre are 

often compromised and will settle for acceptable mediocrity and sustainability rather than 

risk pursuing controversiality or ambition. Many participants see themselves as political but 

suppress this as the prevailing mood of the sector is inherently conservative. In their eyes, 

this cautiousness means theatre is failing to engage in wider sociopolitical debate and losing 

relevance to its audiences: 

I think all my work is political, proper political. And there’s a lot of stuff 
that goes on. There’s a lot of talk in Scotland about, oh so and so is doing 
real political theatre and it’s not. It just has women in it. Or it’s got gay 
people in it. It’s not political, it’s really not. (A37) 

Evident in these discussions is that artists believe they themselves are perceived as a risk. 

They represent an unpredictable and uncategorisable factor within the business of theatre, 

their multi-role definitions and changing practice are a poor fit within an increasingly 

‘professionalised’ hierarchical and bureaucratic industry. They describe this as the extent to 

which artists’ ability to command high-level positions is almost unimaginable, as this 

participant (A39) expresses: 

I think people were quite surprised that a Board that had been 
perceived to be quite risk averse, like the Lyceum, had taken a risk in 
employing an artist [David Greig], which sounds bonkers, that employing 
an artist to run an artistic organisation would be at all controversial.  

Other participant groups believe artists have the necessary skills and abilities to lead and 

to influence policy, but this stops short of artists generally being trusted to undertake 

producing or executive responsibilities. While some point to subsidised organisations as the 

source of this risk aversion, others, such as this independent producer (IP3), describe a risk 
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averse culture informed by arts policy: 

I think [public body] is very risk averse and this is the problem. Because 
an [Annual Funding application] involves a lot of proven history. It 
involves like where's your audience, who have you hit so far, what have 
you been working on? The emerging companies don't even have that 
statistic. They have the artistic product that deserves the chance to 
become that. Then it's very frustrating because emerging companies 
aren’t being given the chance. And like theatre makers will make 
theatre, they will. But I’m going to go back to the whole thing about the 
sector being respected as a proper professional job and you have 
mortgages to pay and you have mouths to feed and you’ve got a future. 
You want to get a pension, you want to be able to exist in this society 
and not work for free all the time. 

Artists’ capacity to lead is interpreted as through their artistic work or being in spite of 

being an artist rather than because of it. Counter to this, their lived experiences are that 

most participants engage in project management, fundraising or producing for themselves 

and others. Most see this as part of their artistic labour. Most are qualified to equal levels as 

the Leaders group75 and many have experience of running organisations and buildings76. As 

a transient workforce, the Artists have significant experience of multiple roles and the 

workings of multiple organisations (also noted by the Leaders). This might offer untapped 

knowledge for future decision-making in subsidised theatre. Nevertheless, the prevailing 

attitude within organisations and public bodies is to implicitly behave as if artists are 

incapable or untrustworthy. This distances management processes from art making, 

prioritising finance and reporting over artistic dialogue. Responding to this, artists describe 

suppressing their artistic status to be taken seriously or will downplay their work as 

producers and administrators to increase their attractiveness as artists. 

One artist and also contributor from a representative body (RB6) describes how 

consultations and meetings privilege organisations and the heads of organisations over 

independent artists and require people to segregate or title themselves: 

...what I've done always is, like I did at the beginning of this interview. 
Like quite clearly said I'm an artist and also a director of [names 
representative body]. And to be very clear about those two things being 
aligned and being one thing. And it's a really powerful thing to bring in a 
room. And it's really struck me how unusual that is and how shocking 
that is to people. Because the interesting thing is that people go, well 
which hat have you got on? It's like no. This is me. This is the thing. And 

 
75 37 of the 44 artists hold degree level qualifications while 18 have postgraduate degrees, demonstrating 

equivalent training levels as the organisational heads who had been interviewed. 
76 In this study, 7 of the 44 independent artists describe themselves as producers or independent producers 

alongside other roles, others describe running their own organisations in which they clearly are self-producing 
but they do not choose that title. 19 of the 44 are currently running a company, 25 of the 44 have run 
companies and venues in the past, including theatre buildings of some scale. 
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it can really change the conversation in a room because inevitably lots of 
the other people in the room are. 

As with the blended identities of the sector’s leadership discussed in earlier findings 

chapters, the dominance of organisational value over individual value and the avoidance of 

uncertainty and risk suppresses the complexity of these dual and multiple identities, 

favouring titles and hierarchies over a more fluid human enterprise. 

6.3.2. The role & responsibilities of leadership 

Turning now to consider how artists perceive these hierarchies and titles or roles, this 

chapter now considers this group’s perception of cultural leadership as the second area of 

decision-making identified. It considers who they identify as leaders and their 

understanding of the multiple objectives and responsibilities carried in leadership in 

subsidised theatre  

The data from participants in this group shows these participants believe that with the 

power afforded to the largest subsidised organisations comes responsibility for sector 

development and advocacy (described as lobbying to public and within the political/policy 

arena). While they see public bodies as having certain obligations to the sector and to 

individual artists and see the health of the sector and its civic duties to audiences as a 

collective responsibility including their own, the heads of organisations are the principal 

conduit for all these relationships (reflecting Hill and Jones, 1992). This group recognise 

these responsibilities bring not only power but limitations in how these leaders behave: 

my feeling is that the large institutions have lots of responsibilities to big 
audiences, to Boards too, and it makes it harder for them to generate 
new ways of doing things. (A38) 

These participants view these organisational heads as having three distinct and powerful 

roles - as ciphers, gatekeepers and tastemakers. 

Leaders (and Managers) as Ciphers 

In the discourse of leadership in theatre that emerged in other findings, the emphasis has 

been on advocacy and sectoral responsibility. This participant group see the heads of 

organisations as leaders at organisation and sector level. and expect them to use their 

visibility, resources and power to represent the sector to public bodies, the public and 

government. They also recognise this as, in part, a compromised leadership, understanding 

the degree to which organisations will represent and protect their interests and make the 

arguments that are advantageous to their own position (reflecting Bridoux and 

Vishwanathan, 2018). Similarly, Artists see themselves as confined in their own capacity for 
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leadership, limited to inspirational art making rather than influencing industry change. Not 

unlike the Policy-makers group, Artists view the Leaders group as ciphers or interpreters, 

selecting which messages to hear and communicate. Artists often use public forums such as 

social media to question and challenge these Leaders’ behaviour (such as demanding them 

to take action or challenging the opinions they propose as indicative of the sector). Two 

theatre makers (FG7) discuss how the most powerful theatres are not always best at 

listening or leading: 

IV: The obvious next question is, is the centre [referring to the maps] 
prepared to listen? If you say the Internet is helpful, but would they 
listen otherwise? 
A24: Unfortunately it's, I think, that often the consequences of listening 
would be disadvantageous to, individually, to themselves. Ultimately, 
you're asking people to give away power, authority, resources, so very 
few. So the really good leaders, for me, are the people in the centre who 
recognise that's healthy and inevitable, but most of them won't. 
A25: I reckon it’s sort of the economy of theatre is I definitely get a 
sense that there is the feeling of the need to hoard resources so that 
you can continue to provide rather than constructively, perhaps, 
spending some of your resources in order to make the whole system 
stronger.  

Similar to the detachment of artists from the business aspects of theatre described 

elsewhere, this group perceive debate within subsidised theatre as controlled by the heads 

of organisations. As this participant (RB6) describes, they do not recognise themselves in 

the sector discourse: 

It feels like what's most present is the industry. And I guess when I'm 
saying industry I'm thinking of those sort of, those kind of big buildings. 
I'm thinking of you know like London or like the bleurgh [makes blahhing 
noise] of Edinburgh. It feels like there's something in the way that we 
are kind of cultured to talk about theatre. That is really like, if you don't 
talk about it in business terms and if you don't talk about it in terms of 
like worthy outcomes and stuff it's like [shrugs]. We're not allowed to 
talk about kind of joy and desire and things being frightening. Or just 
alive.  

This suggests that the language and terms of artists will only be used within these policy 

and decision-making discussions if the heads of organisations use them. One could read this 

as an implicit double-standard, to ask for leadership and then criticise it. However, it also 

seems not unreasonable to have an expectation to be represented by those given public 

resources to implicitly do so, and to have an equal expectation to inform the nature of that 

advocacy. 

Leaders as Gatekeepers 
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The role of organisational leaders as gatekeepers recurs throughout discussions. This 

group believes Leaders have moral obligations to pursue greater equality in the sector (for 

artists and audiences), and they emphasise this more so than the obligations on public 

bodies to do the same. Many are sympathetic to, and recognise the complex demands 

these gatekeepers are trying to meet. However, these participants also perceive a 

reluctance to destabilise the ‘sense of entitlement and privilege’ (A32) innate to these roles. 

Reflecting some of the self-interest in career advancement described in Chapter 5, this 

group describes individuals safeguarding and advancing their own careers as artistic and 

executive Directors. Others, women or artists from marginalised groups, describe being 

used to tick a box or exploit a popular agenda, as one playwright (A8) describes: 

A8: I’ve had conversations with Artistic Directors of theatres in London 
who shall go nameless. Where they’ve sat and picked my brain about 
access, diversity. What I call the Aesthetics of Access, and then asked if 
I’d come teach their non-disabled writers how to do what I’ve been 
doing. At which point I turned around and said, why can’t you just 
commission me or some of my other colleagues who are doing this 
rather than appropriating our culture? And our knowledge. Which did 
not go down very well, as you can imagine. But. 
IV: Did they recognise why you were pointing that out? 
A8: Some did. Others didn’t. Yes, some did. And were embarrassed. You 
know, kind of, where I turn around and say, can you imagine if you’d 
said that to somebody sitting in front of you who was, say, from 
Bangladesh? You know, it’s exactly how I see it. And that’s why I think 
there has got to be a lot more that happens. It’s got to be a whole 
cultural shift.  

There are mixed views about whether these large organisations should be compelled to 

change these structures and their inherent privileges. Some feel this would create tokenism 

rather than any serious reform, others believe it is the only solution to systemic inequality in 

subsidised theatre. Artists question whether organisations still fulfil their intended purpose 

as places of artistic pursuit or whether theatres with artistic directors have become, as one 

participant (A5) puts it, ‘an artist-led organisation of non-artists’. Others counter this with 

examples of positive enabling figures who make things happen. Examples named multiple 

times include the Arches, Theatr Iolo, Platform and formerly, the Old Museum arts centre. 

Worthy of note, the emphasis in these examples is on the flexibility of support these 

organisations offered to meet artist needs.  

Outside of a few examples, however, most participants describe feeling unwelcome and 

inconvenient in buildings, having their work shoehorned into ill-fitting schedules and spaces 

as buildings pursue necessary commercial revenue. This exchange (FG7) outlines the 

disaffection this group often feels: 
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A21: is it just that people with nine to five salaries who take home 
£65,000 a year think they own the arts and now there's billions of them. 
And the artists themselves are just an inconvenience. Because we're 
always rapping on the door saying, do my play, give us a commission, do 
this, do this and there's a million unemployed actors. That in a sense the 
doing of the art has become a necessary evil for a lot of artistic 
institutions. 
A19: I think that, that's a big part of it. 

This suggests that in the view of independent artists, leaders of organisations are 

gatekeepers, controlling who is allowed into the sector they define as subsidised theatre. 

Leaders as Tastemakers 

The lead subsidised organisations are the perceived tastemakers for the sector, working 

within the closed network described previously. While not innovators, these organisations’ 

patronage elevates new and established artists and their work to the necessary public and 

sectoral visibility for sustainable career development. However, within the turbulent 

landscape described throughout this study, organisations adopt risk-averse practices as 

change of any kind (programming, production model, etc.) is perceived as too destabilising. 

One participant (A38) describes the pressures this causes for the leaders of these 

organisations: 

The thing is that because there’s such small margins, people talk about 
the levers of power, but it’s a bit like being in a cock-pit with a whole 
bunch of levers and you’ve got no fucking idea what any of them do, so 
then what you do, as you’re hurtling towards something, but you 
haven’t died yet, so you don’t pull any levers. 

In this group’s view, this pressure engenders a reluctance to programme experimental or 

unknown artists or work that proposes alternate, more diverse cultural experiences. These 

experimental needs are often absorbed into scratch and development programmes or 

relegated to short small-scale studio runs. While recognising the balances needed of box 

office and programme diversity, participants express frustration at these limitations. 

Although the Leaders group emphasise their role as enablers, this group see them equally 

as inhibitors with knock-on effects to independent artists’ visibility, viability and 

engagement with audiences. 

Emerging from participants is an understanding of the subjectivity of these organisational 

heads. Participants explore how leaders’ individual artistic interests, professional knowledge 

and cultural background shape the make-up of subsidised theatre. The appointment of 

Kwame Kwei-Armah as the new Artistic Director of the Young Vic (Ellis-Petersen, 2017) took 

place during this period and came up as an example of changing attitudes to representation 

and diversity in sector leadership: 
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RB7: I think like 10 years ago, we would have all gone, like when the 
Young Vic job came up, nobody would have been surprised if that had 
gone to another white man. This time round, I was like, there’s no way. 
A woman’s getting that, or a person of colour is getting that, or. And 
absolutely rightly they did. Do you know what I mean there? And it 
would have been an outrage if it had been a white guy, and a right 
outrage. [Overtalking]. 
A38: But of course, it had to go to somebody who obviously has a great 
track record, but who had to go to the States to do the previous job. 

This emphasises how these participants connect the personal identity and background of 

those leading organisations with the changing make-up of subsidised theatre (and its 

audiences and artists). 

Organisational heads, both artistic and executive, despite being pulled in many 

directions, carry immense privilege and power. A subtext to many of these participants’ 

experiences is the inequality this privilege and power generates even when independent 

artists carry greater specialist expertise in some areas than those with artistic or executive 

job titles. It is reasonable to posit that perhaps the greatest ethical responsibility of 

organisational leaders (as noted by Kunst, 2015; Quackels, 2017) is to limit this inequality, 

by dignifying the expertise of the artist. 

6.3.3. Networks of knowledge & interest 

With the perceived responsibilities of the leaders of subsidised theatre identified, this 

chapter now considers the responsibilities of artists themselves. More particularly, these 

findings show the limitations on artists to take responsibility for the issues that concern 

them (such as inequality and precarity) or decision-making that might alter their position. 

Artists’ access to knowledge (such as information on policy) is a crucial factor in how they 

inform decision-making yet their means of accessing information is limited and highly 

informal. Their admission to the privileged networks of Leaders and Policy-makers in which 

this knowledge is shared is limited, resulting in what Hewison (2006, p.47) calls an 

‘asymmetry of information’. These closed networks place artists at a remove from policy 

influence and many struggle with the gap between their own artistic language and the 

growing act of interpretation required to understand, and be understood in, the spheres of 

decision-making in their sector - the business orientation of leadership and public arts 

policy. 

Considerable time is spent by these participants not only trying to understand how and 

where to access these networks but to attach themselves to them in some way. These 

networks operate in different formal and informal clusters - specific to disciplines (e.g., the 
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TYA sector or immersive theatre practitioners and programmers), across cities, at country 

and national level, and through festivals and platforms to international networks. The 

participants in this study have mixed opinions as to how effective they are in handling the 

interdependent interests at play. Some describe the sector as more collaborative than ever, 

others as fragmented, silo-ed and dysfunctional. Many participants see subsidised theatre 

as controlled by a very small group of people who are personally as well as professionally 

connected to each other and who move between organisations and in and out of public 

bodies, as this participant describes: 

A10:  I think there are some very dodgy, you know, relationships. It’s all. 
Because it’s a small community. So you find out, you know, that people 
are the partners of other people or they sit, you know, organisations 
that happen to sit on the board, that’s why I’ve put the board members 
[on the map]. 
IV You’ve added the board members of [public body]. 
A10 Yes. And strangely enough funding flows to those organisations. 
There doesn’t seem to be a strategic, when there are these illusory. I’ve 
participated in many, I’ve now been here 15 years. Many consultation 
processes which then either, “oh we’ve changed our mind” or “that pot 
has dried up” or it simply doesn’t happen or “we’ve cancelled”. I think 
that there is absolutely no formal process. There’s barely even an 
informal one where we can influence policy. 

The Artists group rely on more powerful players in these networks to champion them and 

bring them into certain arenas. For example, a small-scale project-based organisation 

describes being brought to an IETM77 gathering by a larger better-funded theatre company. 

These relationships are dependent on the benevolence of larger organisations rather than 

ones which can be initiated by artists. Artists, fully aware of these networks, note they need 

not only a single champion but a shared endorsement as one playwright (A2) describes: 

I think there are opportunities, but they are very dependent on 
individual relationships. I think you can create work if you, if there's a, 
kind of, constellation of people you can get involved in the work. So you 
can present the package rather than me. I can't, you know, I have no, 
my name doesn't have any currency here but were I to have people I 
could interest, maybe, I could change stuff. (researcher’s highlights in 
bold) 

Lacking as the above comment suggests, ‘currency’ of their own, artists must seek this 

collective endorsement. They note its fickleness, describing the rise and fall of trends in 

form or favoured artist as a ‘bubble of the year’ (A22).   

 
77 IETM is the international network for contemporary performing arts https://www.ietm.org/en/about/what-
is-ietm (Accessed: 2 November 2018) 
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While official representative bodies and movements78 exist and are used to varying 

degrees, artists, excluded from the privileged networks described above, rely heavily on 

their own informal networks to access industry knowledge and gain these endorsements. 

They use social media and friendship circles to communicate, share information and, as 

described earlier, for necessary personal care. As a transient labour force, their networks 

are often temporary, built around projects as a necessary part of the creative process as this 

participant (A24) describes: 

So even though sometimes your social circle being entirely made of 
people you work with can feel a bit maddening, there's a reason for 
that. Because you connect with these people, because, essentially, you 
form these little family units which are very close, supportive, mutually 
good. 

For artists, knowledge is as a result often confused with gossip, containing partial or 

obsolete information. Many focus groups feature comments like “I heard’ or ‘somebody told 

me’ with confused versions of funding or programming decisions. These findings reinforce 

artists’ inability to control decision-making and their exclusion from the processes by which 

knowledge and decision-making is shared. 

This group and other participant groups reflect on crossovers between working and 

personal relationships. For these participants in particular, however, it underlines the lack of 

personal: professional separation. Lacking the public platform and protection an official role 

and organisation provides, the Artists are personally exposed and risk losing endorsement 

when they challenge organisations and policies. As one artist (A24) describes: 

the theatre world is simultaneously huge and small. Things come back at 
you and sometimes without you realising that you haven't been 
employed because you said something.  

Participants note that challenge by individuals while valuable is also exceptional and 

extremely risky. David Greig’s open letter to Creative Scotland in 201279, Bryony Kimmings’ 

blog You Show Me Yours in 2013 and Rebecca Atkinson-Lord’s (2015b) article in The Stage in 

2015 are used as examples. However, some participants reflect that to gain this visibility, 

one must either by picked up and supported by dominant players (as Kimmings was) or 

have held some senior role in an organisation (as both Greig and Atkinson-Lord did). This 

experience arms them with greater status and knowledge of where to find accurate 

information and who to ask. Most importantly, as one participant (A7) notes, they can ‘pick 

 
78 Many involved or mentioned in this study, e.g., FST, TheatreNI, Equity, SDUK or WhatNext?, 

#WakingTheFeminists, Parents in Performing Arts (PIPA), TYA UK. 
79 Original website on which the blog was posted is no longer live. See Stevenson (2014) for the significance 

of these open letters. 
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up the phone’ to more powerful figures. 

Notwithstanding these exceptions, these artists’ lack of knowledge and access to 

networks of influence underlines the uncertainty of their position. They see decisions in the 

sector as about them but not involving them. They struggle with an increasingly 

disconnected language. While independent producers (FG16) describe it as an unfortunate 

byproduct of the ‘professionalising’ of the sector, many artists describe frustration with the 

‘corporate speak’ (as they see it) of public bodies and public sector which filters into theatre 

and is dominated by ‘buzzwords’(A14). With echoes of Belfiore’s (2009) work on cultural 

policy ‘bullshit’, these artists see a borrowing of language that neither corresponds with 

their version of the theatre world nor addresses their concerns.  

Previous chapters have explored the implicit and explicit nature of relationships between 

public bodies and organisations. The sector operates through a series of formal and 

informal systems, often intertwined. Artists describe adaptive behaviour in which they 

reframe themselves depending on who they are talking to (A24) within these formal and 

informal value systems, as this participant (A37) puts it:  

‘you kind of have to say you’ll do things that they want you to do and 
then you have to try and find a way of doing what you want to do’  

With partial access to knowledge and limited informal influence within the networks, 

artists struggle with understanding the implicit nature of some of their relationships. They 

feel excluded from, or deliberately blinded by, rules, procedures and corporate speak, with 

public bodies ‘throwing dust’ (A30) to avoid making their decision-making and priorities 

more explicit. This reflects both ambiguity in their relationship with public bodies and more 

widely in cultural policy itself (as outlined by Gray, 2015). Within the sector, many artist 

participants describe unspoken rules that exclude them from decision-making (from how 

work is commissioned and cast to how it is promoted and the nature of contracts between 

artists and organisations). As one theatre maker (A37) says: 

The introduction I had to professional acting when I first joined that 
company, I had a whole group of actors told me I couldn’t play a part 
because I was black and English. So immediately. But they wouldn’t say 
that now. But there are people that still think it, but you know you 
can’t say that. (researcher’s highlight in bold) 

Elements in how artists frame these relationships to knowledge and language are of 

significant concern to this study. In the first instance, it demonstrates the disconnection 

between how artists wish to talk about their work and how the dominant business 

paradigm of the sector speaks. As organisational leaders are ciphers and public bodies are 

interpreters, artists and their language of art-making is lost in translation. One participant 
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(A24) describes himself as ‘bilingual’ because he is both an artist and a manager: 

I do define myself as an artist and there's very few people who do who 
work in a management and producing role, and yet, I'm also a producer 
and a manager, so it can sometimes feel it's. I think it's a really valuable 
perspective to have on that side of things, but it does feel surprisingly, 
maybe worryingly, rare. That you can sometimes feel a little bit like the 
lone voice in the room who has that perspective and I do think it would 
be a lot healthier if there was more of that perspective because they do 
feel quite different camps sometimes and the language is very different. 
So despite being maybe bilingual, I still feel like a little bit of an alien in 
one or the other. 

The second concern for this study is the normalised expectation by this group of 

participants that the onus is on them to adapt to norms of sector behaviour because they 

lack sufficient influence to adapt the sector to their needs. While they recognise the 

difference between the role of public bodies, that of organisations and their own role, they 

are the only ones required to make significant adaptive changes and with the least 

protection or power in decision-making. One participant (RB6) expresses concern that the 

persistent suppression of discussion about artistic work in favour of the business plan leads 

to a loss of vocabulary within subsidised theatre, in critical discussion around it and 

increasingly corporatises and bureaucratises arts and cultural policy that informs the 

sector’s behaviour. In the next section, these findings show how this economisation fuels 

feelings of detachment and further disempowers artists in playing a full role in decision-

making. 

6.3.4. Artists' detachment from policy-making 

Separated by language and mediated through the organisational heads, the relationship 

between artists and policy-making is detached. Participants describe political and public 

management influence over public bodies’ behaviour towards the sector, reminiscent of 

Bridoux and Vishwanathan’s (2018) high salience stakeholder dominance, but also 

suggesting a diminution of the ‘arms-length principle’ (Upchurch, 2016). They articulate 

links between this, a growth in economic priority in subsidised theatre, and an increasing 

limitation on their own artistic freedom. These participants believe, like the Leaders group, 

that their influence is principally through their creative work, but they are pessimistic about 

whether they can affect the policy or actions of public bodies. At a further remove still, 

artists describe feelings of ambiguity and detachment considering their relationship to 

government and state, recognising their artistic work may be co-opted into state-promoted 

concepts of national identity but at the same time rejecting their own complicity in these 
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acts. 

The participants in this group recognise the duality in the role of public bodies - ‘Janus-

faced’ (A32) entities trying to satisfy both government and the sector. They observe self-

interest and ambiguity in public bodies’ behaviour and attribute it to the satisfaction of 

government and political interests over those of the public and practitioners. This group 

describes what public bodies are not – they are not practitioners or artists or curators – to 

emphasise their feeling that policy has become detached from practice. Notwithstanding 

these bodies’ significant dominance of subsidised theatre, this group challenges their 

‘expert’ status, seeing these agencies as absorbed into public management systems and 

rhetoric. As one participant (A10) says, ‘they don’t understand and yet they control…’. One 

freelance director (A5) suggests their attention and as a result organisations’ attention is 

towards accountability measures rather than measures of excellence to the point of not 

being about the arts anymore: 

They [public bodies] have responsibility. I think a lot of these 
organisations are dedicated to creating their five-year plan and what is 
our strategic plan for the next [five years] and that is in dialogue with 
the [public body] because of what the [public body’s] five-year plan is. 
And then that is to do with what the government are saying. So there's 
all these conversations happening about, you know, how all of these 
organisations should be behaving and very little of it is about art.  

Artists reject the collaborative relationship the Policy-makers group describe in policy 

rhetoric in favour of a transactional relationship dominated by compliance and interference 

in how work is created. Again, it is the artists who must adapt their practice to increasingly 

bureaucratic and proscriptive systems, their expertise in engaging with distinct communities 

or developing long-term practice negated in this process. Artists describe trying to 

anticipate and adapt their work to ‘zeitgeist’ (A18) or trends in funding and policy. One 

director (A10) with a small project-based organisation says: 

I get incredibly frustrated with programs that have lots of conditions on 
them. You can apply to do the, you know, to have this pot of money if 
you’re working with young people and a community group and it’s on 
Thursday. It feels like they [public bodies] are making a lot of decisions 
about how things on the ground should work, and so we [the artists] are 
becoming bonsai trees to kind of try to fit ourselves into those 
programs. 

She goes on to describe a funding and evaluation system that rather than record 

experience and processes, concentrates on finances and outputs (corresponding with other 

research by Newsinger and Green, 2016) and assumes non-compliance, ‘the system is set 

up as if we are going to cheat’. 
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If independent artists are frequently adapting their work to fit dominant trends and 

priorities of public bodies, it is difficult to see how they can (as they assert) influence policy 

through their creative work. Yet many feel they can, offering examples of what Woddis 

(2014) describes as ‘invited and uninvited policy influence’. The participants reflect that 

many artists are insufficiently pro-active, seeing public bodies as some ‘scary thing in the 

distance’ (IP6). They are also limited in their ability to respond to ‘invited’ opportunities. 

Some observe that invited consultations with Policy-makers have little influence as they will 

either do nothing or what they planned to do anyway. One (A31) uses an example of the 

Welsh language theatre community being 85% against special funding for a separate Welsh 

language national theatre but this was what happened anyway. In contrast to their anxiety 

about personal exposure through criticism of the sector, many believe that they achieve 

greater policy influence through public challenge than private, often turning to social media 

to ask questions about policy. In Scotland, this is felt to be a proven and successful route 

because of the ‘stooshie’ but while this was an effective rebuttal to policy in the short-term, 

it seems to have changed relatively little about policy-making processes.  

Lack of ‘downward accountability’ (Wellens and Jegers, 2014) is a feature of this group’s 

relationship to other spheres influencing policy (Alexander, 2017). This study has already 

discussed artists’ lack of perceived salience in their encounters with government and 

politicians. During mapmaking activities and within wider discussion, governments and 

politicians loom as imposing but disengaged figures while many artists have experiences 

(both positive and negative) at a local government level with officers rather than elected 

councillors. Government policy at all levels is, in this group’s view, done ‘to’ the sector 

rather than artists feeling they have any involvement in how it is shaped. Apart from in 

Northern Ireland, this does not appear to inhibit independent artists from espousing 

political views or making political or challenging work. In Northern Ireland, however, artists 

describe reductive and unpredictable political influences that directly and indirectly act as 

censorship to their work. 

While falling beyond the scope of this study and meriting further investigation, the 

participants in this group, unlike some of those in other groups, do not describe any 

relationship to CCI policy, even in Scotland where Creative Scotland has a combined arts and 

CCI remit. Artists and producers do, however, have opinions on policies of cultural tourism 

and export. Despite policy rhetoric describing artists as ‘cultural ambassadors’ (Arts Council 

of Wales, 2015, p.6) and ‘a sign of a society’s maturity’ (Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 

2013, p.4), artists appear to be more unintentionally and opportunistically enlisted than 

actively collaborating in demonstrations of national identity. One independent producer 
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(IP4) reflects on the drive to develop work for the international marketplace in Scotland:  

I would say most people don’t look at it as “this is politically driven”, I 
think. People just go it’s a great opportunity. And they’re not thinking 
about why has the government brought this in. Because actually it’s a 
quango that are implementing that policy, but it’s a government policy. 

While most of those taking part see themselves as by various definitions ‘political’, they 

express relatively little understanding of the connection between their personal politics and 

their complicity in state or government politics through the acceptance of public funding. As 

artists, their relationship to their sense of national self is complex and cultural. Welsh and 

Scottish artists feel strongly about being from these nations culturally but not necessarily 

politically. Artists with mixed ethnic backgrounds or who are originally from other countries 

(e.g., USA) describe feeling out of place no matter where they are because of narrow 

definitions of ‘national’ cultural forms. Artists from Northern Ireland are torn: espousing 

aspects of national (British, Irish and Northern Irish) identity and expressing this through 

their work, while also rejecting what Northern Ireland stands for in its current dominant 

politics. A director from Northern Ireland (A5), working across the UK describes how his 

own identity seeps into his work, even unconsciously: 

What was interesting was when I started making work outside [Northern 
Ireland]. [I said} I don't want to do plays about Northern Ireland, I don't 
want to do plays about the Troubles and I directed a series of plays that 
were mostly by American writers … And then I looked at my CV one day 
and I looked at all of the plays that I directed and every one was about 
religion. And often fundamentalist religion and Protestant ideas, you 
know? And I was like, wow. I tried to not be defined by where I was from 
in my work by choosing American work which is so far away. And 
everything I directed, sort of, related to a conversation I was having with 
where I was from. 

Influences to this conversation at the time included the Scottish independence 

referendum and EU referendum (and resulting debate on Northern Irish borders), 

heightening awareness of national identity/identities in focus groups. Within the three 

devolved assemblies, limitations on foreign policy activity (noted by PM3) mean culture is 

harnessed as an alternate route for diplomacy, as well as more commonplace use as an 

economic driver through tourism. Artist participants observe how this has given rise to 

instrumentalist initiatives around commemoration and visitor attractions rather than 

supporting artists and communities. A number express concerns that preoccupations with 

‘approved’ and ‘nebulous’ historic and national themes leave little room for radical or 

contemporary questioning or ‘authentic’ expression, as one (A31) describes: 

… these themed years, they're not being done for the artists here. 
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They're not being done for the local population here. They're being 
made to make it a tourist destination which is more than a one-night 
stand. ….   the work that I make is about culture in Wales. It's not about 
a mythical Wales. It's not about a mythical Welsh culture, which is why, I 
think, when you get these, kind of, guidance from government level, 
that this is what the country is celebrating. You’re kind of, sticking your 
fingers in and trying to break it apart and go, you can't build your future 
solely on your past.   

For some participants, these initiatives offer than opportunistic grant-seeking and can ve 

turned to subvert their themes, the political and cultural status quo and the state itself. This 

insight gives flashes of the potential power artists see in influencing through their creative 

work. Nevertheless, ultimately they exert little direct influence in the decision-making 

around how these policies and programmes are planned. 

6.4. Conclusion 

This chapter completes the picture of subsidised theatre and arts policy from three 

distinct perspectives. From the perspectives of independent artists and producers, these 

findings reinforce the image of subsidised theatre in the UK as highly interdependent. 

Within this, artists’ dependency is recognised but the dependency of the sector on their 

precarity is not. Within this sector, their precarity is normalised not only by other players 

but by themselves. These artists describe a theatre landscape in which organisations, 

organisational value and economic measurement dominate, driven by public management 

influences and high levels of commerciality and self-interest. Implicitly, organisational 

leaders, and artistic directors in particular, act as tastemakers and gatekeepers within a 

tightly controlled network of influence with other leaders. Independent artists are excluded 

from this but also dependent on its subjectivities for their own status. As noted throughout 

this chapter, in applying the theory of stakeholder salience (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997), 

it can be seen that artists have limited power within decision-making. They do, however, 

have a legitimate claim for attention but the perception of this rests with other players, and 

the urgency of their claims although widely recognised is not addressed. 

Faced with their exclusion from decision-making, artists form their own informal 

networks and shape their own models of self-production. These, however, are limited in 

range, scale and access to knowledge, displaying an ‘asymmetry of information’ (Hewison, 

2006) within subsidised theatre. Nevertheless, artists demonstrate they are highly adaptive 

and flexible stakeholder managers in their own right, capable of engaging in these decision-

making processes but absent from them. In these findings, it can be clearly seen that this 

participant group hold a complex and fluid position within and across the boundaries of 
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subsidised theatre, struggling at times to define what their role is or finding it difficult to 

articulate its complexity. To continue working, artists must be perpetually present and 

adaptive and present a positive but non-challenging identity. As a result, they adapt or 

suppress their identity to fit the context of their work, including the degree to which they 

acknowledge non-artistic roles they hold within subsidised theatre and the wider cultural 

sector, and as part of their portfolio careers.  

As a result of this fluidity and adaptiveness, the high levels of precarity they experience, 

and the emotional labour and risk intrinsic to their work, artists articulate high levels of 

personal vulnerability. Many develop their own mechanisms to cope but the sector in 

general and Policy-makers inadequately support this emotional labour or recognise the 

long-term implications of precarity on the sector’s future. This chapter demonstrates that 

the role of artist is separated from decision-making and forced to ‘deny the economy’ 

(Abbing, 2002), further reinforcing their dependency and reliance on others for status, 

career and livelihood. This limits artists’ capacity to change their circumstances and or 

address their legitimate concerns of artistic freedom, diversity and inequality, precarity and 

sustainability. 

While these participants are adaptive, assuming different roles and developing new or 

alternate practices, the systems in which they work are slower or reluctant to change, 

particularly (in Artists’ views) at policy level. At organisation or sector level, artists describe 

their engagement with policy-making as mediated, requiring a cipher (in the form of 

organisational leaders) or an act of translation for artists’ language and concerns to be 

understood in policy. The rise of independent producers is intended to build greater 

capacity, but it may also further distance artists from the ‘business’ of theatre-making. 

These patterns of restriction and interpretation limit alternate modes of expression, and 

reinforce both existing systems and risk-averse, conservative attitudes to considerations of 

quality, artistic ambition and innovation. Artists’ capacity for greater experimentation and 

diversity is forced to adapt to the dominant policy environment and existing decision-

making processes and hierarchies. 

These findings show artists feel an apathy towards the policy apparatus of public bodies, 

governments and politics and a detachment from political engagement through arts policy, 

even though many are politically active in other ways. In this way, artists do not recognise 

themselves as part of official national cultural identity or in a relationship with government. 

The dependency of artists and unacknowledged dependency of subsidised theatre on 

their labour raises important considerations (discussed in Chapter 7) of the obligations on 

sector leaders and policy-makers to behave with greater ‘downward accountability’ and 
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recognise not only their duty but the value of artists as a present but systemically invisible 

workforce (Marens and Wicks, 1999; Marens, 2008; Wellens and Jegers, 2014). 

In each of the three findings chapters, this research has drawn out the key themes arising 

in this research. In Chapter 7, this thesis will bring these together and discuss what the 

results of this investigation tells us about the role of artists and those other players 

identified, in decision-making in subsidised theatre. 
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7. DISCUSSION 

7.1. Introduction 

Chapter 7 draws together the key findings of this thesis and makes explicit connections 

between these and the literature previously examined. Using theory drawn from 

stakeholder literature as a ‘genre of theories’ (Barney and Harrison, 2018, p.2), it brings 

together the different discourses explored (cultural leadership, cultural policy and cultural 

labour) and explores what new information this transdisciplinary study offers.  

In response to the research question this discussion will explore the limitations of artists’ 

influence and role in decision-making in subsidised theatre as part of an ethical (or 

unethical) rationality. Drawing on Donaldson and Dunfee’s (1994) articulation of a fully 

‘bounded moral rationality’, this discussion outlines how the different players within this 

sector operate with a series of norms that inform, and are informed by, common practice 

and sectoral behaviour, raising questions about their individual agency within traditions of 

practice (Bevir and Rhodes, 2001). These norms sustain current systems and hierarchies of 

decision-making. ‘Authentic norms’ are ‘obligatory, yet implicit contractual terms’ by which 

transactions happen but to be fully authentic, they must be both informed and uncoerced 

(Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994, p.256-262).  

To aid understanding of the coding, analysis and inductive process (Boyatzis, 1998; Gioia, 

Corley and Hamilton, 2013; Saldana, 2010) that has led to the thematic discussion that now 

follows, a schematic has been built showing the categories that emerged during primary 

and secondary coding processes and how these evolved as the perspectives of different 

participant groups were added. 

 

Figure 15: Thematic map of research
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This discussion shows that the norms of subsidised theatre are not authentic norms as 

players cannot exit them and not all players have access to adequate information. This 

forms an ‘unethical rationality’. Artists are particularly dependent in the practices of other 

players in subsidised theatre and demonstrate legitimacy and urgency but not power 

(Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). Those other groups involved in this study (Leaders and 

Policy-Makers) demonstrate far greater power in decision-making but lack autonomy to act 

independently of the complex relationships at play and the interests of dominant 

stakeholders (reflecting Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018). Within the ‘unethical rationality’ 

outlined, this study reveals that practice within relationships and decision-making in 

subsidised theatre and arts policy is shaped by complex interdependencies and the 

‘criticality’ or salience of its stakeholders (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Mitchell, Agle and 

Wood, 1997). While some have greater capacity to influence, all are bound within it, 

creating a stalemate in which change will be disruptive, costly and difficult, and cannot be 

achieved without some level of collaboration between all groups of stakeholders. 

Set out in two parts, this chapter will discuss key areas of observation and knowledge, 

connecting the key findings to wider literature and examining its contribution.  

Part 1: Cultures of dependency and interdependency will examine this identified 

contradiction of interdependency (both collaborative and competitive) identified within 

subsidised theatre and arts policy, and its contribution to the dominance of key players and 

an economically driven rationality. Within these cultures, only some dependencies are 

recognised. Artists, despite being central to value creation and production and co-opted 

into political and policy initiatives and national promotion, are normalised as dependent 

and vulnerable in systems of cultural production. Other principal groups within these study 

(Leaders and Policy-makers) despite being powerful, are trapped within these 

interdependent relationships, acting as intermediaries between artist and public body and 

between sector and government respectively.  

Part 2: Dominance and denial of the economic will turn attention to a contradiction that 

exists between the dominance of economic values in decision-making in both subsidised 

theatre and arts policy, and the denial and devaluation of artists as 

economic/entrepreneurial actors. It will examine artists’ behaviours in response to their 

dependency and consider how, despite capability to influence, artists are detached from 

roles in which they could influence decision-making in policy or leadership. Through this 

devaluation, artists’ legitimacy as stakeholders in decision-making is diminished while their 

urgency of need is known but ignored. This has implications for the wider status of artists as 

worker-citizens and as social actors engaging with their communities for public benefit. 
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7.2. Cultures of dependency and interdependency 

This first part explores how the perceptions of role and obligation at the heart of the 

relationships under investigation (between the three participant groups) are shaped by a 

complex set of interdependencies. This draws on Pfeffer and Salancik’s (1978, p.41) 

definition of interdependency as ‘any event that depends on more than a single causal 

agent is an outcome based on interdependent agents.’ Each participant group shows they 

attribute salience to other players according to the degree to which they view these 

relationships as critical or dominant, defined by factors of power, legitimacy and urgency 

(Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). However, only those in roles within organisations and 

public bodies who hold economic power and value can assign salience of material effect on 

the status of other stakeholders.  

This section discusses how cultures of dependency and interdependency contribute to 

sectoral norms and work against its capacity for uncertainty or change. These implicit norms 

are influenced by dominant stakeholders at the nexus of relationships (Hill and Jones, 1992; 

Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997; Benson and Davidson, 2010). Based on these findings, the 

dominant stakeholders in subsidised theatre are governments, public bodies, the largest 

funded organisations and their leadership. Norms are demonstrated and reinforced through 

implicit and explicit relationships and value systems and cross the boundary between 

informal networks and formal systems and between the sector and public bodies, affecting 

both policy-making processes and sector/organisational practices. These norms reinforce 

existing hierarchies and closed networks of influence and power, assign salience to 

stakeholder groups, leading to the imposition of sectoral leaders as compromised 

intermediaries, and the co-optation of artists. 

7.2.1. Normalisation of artists' dependency 

The context of subsidised theatre explored in Chapters 5 and 6 in particular is firmly 

established as interdependent and competitive. Within this, the assignment of leadership is 

presented as compromised (imposed by public bodies). The findings demonstrate those 

perceived as leaders and those responsible for policy-making recognise the importance of 

artists but appear unwilling to acknowledge the sector’s dependency on artists’ precarity. 

Although described as ‘independents’, this research shows that artists’ dependency (both 

for livelihood and status) is normalised by all the sector’s players, posing ethical questions 

of the sector’s leadership and policy-makers in line with other scholars (Mangset, Kleppe 

and Røyseng, 2012; Kunst, 2015; Quackels, 2017).   
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Artists are stakeholder managers in their own right, who, like other players, maintai 

multi-stakeholder, personal and professional connections in order to pursue their work. Yet 

they are perceived and treated as dependent stakeholders as defined by (Mitchell, Agle and 

Wood, 1997). This is self-perpetuating: they lack power and influence, so they are implicitly 

denied power and influence. This negates potential power they hold as value creators or in 

the creation of their work as social and cultural actors beyond the economics of practice 

and policy. Most importantly, it is the perception that they lack power and influence that 

establishes and normalises their dependency and low salience as stakeholders in decision-

making. 

Research discussed in Chapter 2 has examined how prevalent attitudes, working practices 

and restricted participation in decision-making shape and sustain inequalities within 

cultural and creative industries (Tatli and Özbilgin, 2012; Saha, 2013; O'Brien et al., 2016; 

Brook, O'Brien and Taylor, 2018). In particular, Eikhof and Warhurst (2013) point out the 

exclusionary nature of labour contracts and working cultures. Findings here deepen 

understanding of how responsibility for this is understood. All the public bodies in this study 

state priorities of equality and diversity but devolve responsibility to organisations to 

address these concerns (through funding conditions, schemes, quotas, etc). This research 

shows that the widely acknowledged issue of artists’ low wage precarity (underpinning 

these inequalities) is absent from policy priorities. It is difficult to understand why 

something so widely reported in industry media and within research (Eikhof and Warhurst, 

2013; Saha, 2016; Chibici-Revneanu, 2017) does not receive greater policy attention, 

however, this suggests at an individual level, those in the roles examined lack or deny their 

agency in resisting dominant practices and beliefs within these policy-making systems (as 

per Bevir and Rhodes, 2005). As so much is devolved to organisations and their leaders, it 

may be it is not considered relevant at policy level. However, this is not the case with other 

concerns of inequality (such as diversity). This study’s findings suggest precarity and 

dependency of artists is normalised to the point that it is unremarkable and so omitted 

from significant policy action. With little engagement between the political arena and artists 

(as noted in Chapter 6), this study shows precarity as a major concern of artists carries little 

value or weight in public bodies’ accountability to government and therefore little salience 

in policy.  

This study draws a link between this persistent and normalised precarity and the 

perceived lack of change and diversity in subsidised theatre leadership, noted particularly as 

a problem by both the Policy-makers and Artists groups. With such a growing gap between 

independent freelance status and the career sustainability, power and status afforded to 
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those within these leadership roles, it is possible to see why, once within an organisation, 

individuals are reluctant to leave. This study suggests that over time, the hierarchies and 

privileged networks within subsidised theatre become more reinforced, more defensive to 

criticism, and less able to change. 

This study demonstrates that models of cultural production in UK subsidised theatre and 

systems of arts policy justification implicitly rely on artists’ dependency and low value to 

balance budgets, providing labour, programming and experimentation with little cost, risk 

or commitment from organisations and public bodies. Although independent artists 

demonstrate high levels of entrepreneurialism, experience and talent, they are perpetually 

rendered separate from decision-making and influence, infantilised by models of public 

funding and subsidised production. Aspects of this study suggest the rise of the 

independent producer or self-producing portfolio-working artist (consistent with Mason, 

2014; and Scaffold, Keeler and Theatre Bristol, 2017), while fuelled in part by 

neoliberalism’s effect on labour markets (as observed by Neilson and Rossiter, 2008; and 

McRobbie, 2016), is also brought about by withdrawal of sustained and multi-annual 

funding to small companies. This tacitly plugs (and widens) a space between theatre artists 

and the business and policy of subsidised theatre-making, rendering artists further away 

from policy and the state’s involvement in theatre. This, however, requires further 

investigation. 

As with other norms discussed later, while tacitly accepted by all the players in this 

sector, artists’ dependency and precarity is not currently one which any party is free to exit 

without significant disruption to the current hierarchies (of organisations, roles and 

decision-making). In the following sections, this discussion explores the networks and 

compromised leadership which tacitly reinforce artists’ dependency, restricting both change 

and sustainability in subsidised theatre. 

7.2.2. Networks of implicit and explicit influence & interdependency 

Examining more closely the context in which artists’ precarity has been normalised, this 

discussion turns its attention to the networked nature of decision-making under review 

here, and its operation as implicit and explicit attribution of salience by the most powerful 

players: officers in public bodies and leaders of organisations. 

Leadership became part of this study because it is the principal route through which 

public policy and ‘the sector’ communicate while leadership is one of the principal areas of 

decision-making and change management within practice (as noted by Brkić, 2009; Nisbett 

and Walmsley, 2016; Kleppe, 2017a). This study shows that closed networks of the most 
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dominant figures in subsidised theatre (the heads of the largest best funded organisations) 

carry privileged influence over public policy. These networks are key to feeding public 

bodies’ expert status albeit with a highly partial view of sector interests and taste-making. 

These networks shape the norms of behaviour through organisation and sector leadership 

and policy salience. The power of both policy-makers and lead organisations coalesces 

around the largest funded organisations, most often buildings and principally in urban 

centres. Findings in Chapters 5 and 6 show these organisational heads and their network of 

similar players (companies, venues, festivals and influential platforms) can elevate or 

diminish the status and value of independent artists, and smaller or interdependent 

organisations, formally and informally influencing the attention these artists receive from 

policy officers in turn.  

Findings from other research shows these leadership positions are implicitly reinforced 

by access to resources (Kunst, 2015) and their ‘unique central position’ (Bridoux and 

Vishwanathan, 2018). This study adds that they are also bolstered by their implicit and 

explicit assignment of sector leadership by public bodies (see Chapter 4). Leaders are the 

principal conduit through which public bodies communicate with subsidised theatre as a 

sector, enacting macro-policy through these micro-contracts, grant conditions and implicit 

encouragements. Hierarchical structures inbuilt in career paths elevate individuals in 

particular organisational roles to leadership, and their visibility and access to other elite 

network members maintain their status and influence. Cultural leadership according to this 

study, is assigned by other dominant players and maintained in particular roles rather than 

identified through behaviour or actions. The low salience of artists previously described and 

their lack of access to these consensus-shaping networks reinforces their absence from 

leadership in subsidised theatre 

These dominant players (organisational heads) recognise their intermediary role but see 

it as voluntary or benevolent, matching Mulcahy’s (2003) depiction of these roles as 

entrepreneurial brokers or intermediaries. They acknowledge, even if they do not fully 

assume, their responsibility to smaller independent companies and artists (corresponding 

with Eikhof and Haunschild, 2007; and Mangset, Kleppe and Røyseng, 2012). From this 

study, it can be seen that the voluntary nature of this obligation means it is also 

discretionary and can be adjusted according to their own interests. While all research 

participants acknowledge the mutual dependency of large organisations, small-scale 

companies and independent artists for talent, etc., those within these dominant positions 

are reluctant to acknowledge their own dependency in this ‘resource exchange’ (Pfeffer and 

Salancik, 1978, p.48). Additionally, they resist recognition of the inequalities of power, 
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access to resources etc., inherent within these exchanges, instead interpreting it as 

evidence of the sector’s collaborative shared endeavour.  

Mitchell, Agle & Wood’s typology (1997) here is useful: that attention is given to 

stakeholders based on their possession of factors of power, legitimacy, and urgency. When 

placed alongside Pfeffer and Salancik’s (1978) understanding of interdependencies, this 

study suggests that power and legitimacy combine in these closed networks to create a 

form of interdependent ‘power by consensus’, in which existing leaders reinforce their own 

values by mutually reinforcing the values of others in similar or more dominant positions. 

This consensus-finding is presented by participants as both voluntary and necessary 

collaboration, masking the mutual dependency, competitiveness and self-interest these 

leaders and their organisations share in maintaining their status and value to dominant 

stakeholders (each other and funders). As with other areas of this study, findings show the 

power and influence of the players in these networks are reinforced by formal and informal 

policy, assigned almost exclusively to those within organisations but enacted through 

interpersonal connections and spanning formal and informal (social) points of contact.  

While finding ‘power by consensus’, this study also finds this consensus is uneasy. 

Participants see submerged competitiveness within their interdependency (see Chapter 5) 

and express differing concepts of responsibility, value, ‘quality’. They vie for position with 

each other for status, visibility and public funding. This makes achievement of any common 

consensus without self-interest a challenge and reinforces the compromised nature of what 

is perceived as the sector’s leadership. Similarly, the group identified as Policy-makers 

express contradictions, both relying on this consensus to derive their expert knowledge and 

distancing themselves from the sector players in order to fulfil public sector duties. 

Although aware of these networks, artists are excluded from them both through 

hierarchy and practicality. These networks operate within social spaces (opening nights, 

informal meetings) and through invited consultation (as explored by Woddis, 2014). All 

participant groups acknowledge that artists are neither invited to these occasions nor have 

they the time or capacity to participate. This defines another implicit norm: the denial of 

artists’ access to influence and decision-making. 

This study demonstrates that this closed network fails to act on or adequately recognise 

the ‘jointness of interests’ (Freeman et al., 2010) of all stakeholders, concentrating instead 

on those with highest salience. In so doing this network inhibits challenge and the evolution 

of viable alternate networks and production models or transgressive forms of leadership. It 

also limits the sector’s diffusion away from dominant centres (e.g., London/West End) and 

existing organisational hierarchies, and limits the capacity for new more diverse forms of 
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practice to gain visibility and status. The findings suggest that subsidised theatre’s 

leadership as it is currently established or imposed cannot be anything but compromised. 

The next part of this chapter explores this further. 

7.2.3. Cultural leadership as a compromised intermediary/nexus  

The findings described in Chapters 4 and 5 establish that senior officers in public bodies 

and the heads of the largest, best subsidised organisations are at the centre of a 

compromised ‘nexus of contracts’ (Hill and Jones, 1992), the former between government 

and the sector, the latter between public bodies and artists. In this nexus, they act out of 

self-interest for survival but are also privileged through their proximity to power80 (leaders 

in proximity to public bodies, and public bodies to government).  

Progressing from exploration of the networks by which Leaders’ status is underpinned 

(reinforcing and adding to the work of Voss, Voss and Moorman, 2005; and Hsieh, 2009), 

this discussion considers what this study has found about the wider claims for attention 

from multiple stakeholders; and how these Leaders and Policy-makers consider the factors 

by which they assign salience (thus connecting it with the work of Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 

2016; Mitchell et al., 2016; and Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018).  

Leaders in this study describe multiple responsibilities to different stakeholders and their 

balancing of artistic and economic imperatives corresponds with other existing research 

(Eikhof and Haunschild, 2007; Kuesters, 2010). They identify civic and artistic obligations to 

audiences, communities and their city, place or nation as well as within an international 

global theatre community (connecting with the work of Doeser and Vona, 2016; Henze, 

2016). This study finds that within this multi-stakeholder management, artists and their 

needs are accorded lower salience, informed in part by their low economic status and 

normalised dependency but also by the dominance of other high salience stakeholders, 

particularly peer leaders and organisations and public bodies.  

Similarly, through the document review and interviews with the Policy-makers group, it 

can be seen that individuals within public bodies are compromised by their complicity in 

reinforcing these systems but also the inherent tensions of the opposing pulls for attention 

– to the sector and its dominant players and to government and its multiple areas of policy 

attachment. Within this, the individual officers demonstrate a ‘felt’ responsibility for artists 

and articulate forms of personal agency (i.e., how/what they individually do) but accord 

 
80 In line with the definition of power given in Chapter 2: ‘has or can gain access to coercive, utilitarian, or 

normative means, to impose its will in the relationship’ (Mitchell et al., 1997, p.865-866) 
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them lower salience than other stakeholders and ultimately uphold dominant (government) 

interests.  

The term ‘compromised’ is used in a considered way in this study. Through the lens of 

stakeholder theory, the Leader and Policymaker figures are enacting managerial self-interest 

(as described in Conger, 1990; Cennamo, Berrone and Gomez-Mejia, 2009; Benson and 

Davidson, 2010). As already explored in Chapter 2, managerial self-interest is not entirely 

negative or about personal gain but an element of pragmatism within a complex range of 

stakeholder demands. Applied to this study of subsidised theatre, the findings indicate 

sector leadership is compromised because of its implicit assignment by public bodies to the 

heads of organisations and the inability of this group to detach self-interest from sector 

interest. Organisational leadership is compromised because it is bound into the systems of 

advancement of the individuals within those roles, the closed networks on which 

advancement relies and, particularly in the case of artistic directors, the identity and 

interests of the organisation becoming inextricably tied to the interests of the individual in 

the role. Turning attention to the arts policy context, it is not possible to ascertain in this 

study the personal self-interest (although implicitly the researcher concludes personal 

status within the networks identified plays a part) however, it is clear policymaking by 

public bodies and their officers is compromised by its own self-interest, evidenced in the 

acts of self-justification explored in this thesis.  

The subjective tastes and interpretation of the salience of different stakeholders 

described in the findings inform which concerns are represented by the Leaders group in 

arenas of advocacy, policy, programming or funding, while this appraisal happens within a 

closed peer network. Leadership in subsidised theatre is, therefore, permanently 

compromised and influences or shapes compromise in arts policy. 

The Leaders in this study, although not as precarious as independent artists and running 

flagship organisations, demonstrate insecurity and face many financial and other 

restrictions. Participant responses in this group feature stress and uncertainty of future 

work even among those named as significant leaders. Personal considerations influence 

their decision-making: the push from public bodies to turnover senior leadership more 

regularly, a narrow career path vulnerable to perceived failure (Mooney, 2016; Dickson, 

2018), and, as this study shows, a widening gap between the status and power of these 

leading roles and the precarious freelance world beyond. Although less openly discussed, 

these figures while powerful carry significant vulnerability and suffer penalties if they exit or 

resist dominant sector norms.  

Much research in arts management and cultural leadership (Caust, 2005; Waubert de 
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Puiseau, 2016; Alexander, 2017) and other fields (Yamak and Süer, 2005) has concerned 

itself with the growing dominance and interference of government as stakeholder within 

this mesh of interdependent relationships. This study reiterates how public sector 

interference manipulates sectoral leadership and models of production. Although asserting 

autonomy, the Leaders group see their own operations being shaped by highly directive 

funding conditions, limited pots for predetermined outcomes and increasingly bureaucratic 

reporting, while the Policy-makers describe the demand for accountability and 

demonstration of both public value and sustainability from government. What this study 

has observed is that public bodies are enacting their (government-dominated) policies in 

the macro-environment of subsidised theatre through the individual micro-contracts they 

hold with each organisation and its leadership. Through this, they harness these 

organisations as intermediaries (between production and audiences or ‘public benefit’ and 

between policy and artists) and in so doing, public bodies interfere not only as Caust (2008; 

2010a) shows with the leadership and management of the sector, but also in turn with 

sector behaviour towards artists. 

Through imposition of leadership and devolution of development responsibility, public 

bodies reinforce existing organisational hierarchies and justify past decisions (See Chapter 

4). The normalisation of this relationship inhibits change or challenge as independent artists 

and lower status companies cannot dismantle existing hierarchies or construct alternatives, 

even if such ‘deviant institutions’, as O’Mahony (2016) puts it, might be beneficial to future 

sustainability. At the same time, the un-mandated sector leaders (the heads of these large 

organisations) face a tension between their desire to advocate (on behalf of the sector) 

against policy, and their duty to implement policy (as also observed by Durrer, 2018). The 

emphasis by this group of the voluntary nature of their sectoral responsibility, this study 

finds, enables ambiguity or ‘moral free space’ (Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994) in their 

decision-making. This ambiguity reflects Ridout’s (2009) description of ethics as an 

internalised virtue but it also portrays ambivalence about inequalities inherent within the 

production system (as described by Kunst, 2015) and denies the leaders’ subjectivity in their 

artistic and strategic decisions. In the following sections, this discussion considers how 

deliberate ambiguity masks the concerns of artists and factors that exclude them from 

decision-making. 

7.2.4. Deliberate ambiguity and false autonomy 

Ambiguity can be defined as uncertainty of meaning or the potential for multiple 

meanings. This capacity for something to be interpreted in different ways is, in cultural 
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policy, often necessary and deliberate as described by Schuster et al., 2003; Gray, 2015; 

Kleppe, 2017a; Ramsey and Waterhouse-Bradley, 2018. This allows multiple contradictory 

positions to be occupied and multiple flexible meanings to be derived for ‘political survival’ 

(Gray, 2007, p.213). Similarly, the leaders of theatre organisations must often carry rival 

positions in their heads as they try to satisfy multiple internal and external demands (Rhine, 

2015). 

It can be seen in the findings of this research that ambiguity or the ‘implicit contracts’ (as 

described by Friedman and Miles, 2006) within the relationships under scrutiny are a 

necessary but problematic element of the multi-stakeholder management that all the 

players in subsidised theatre undertake, including the artists. This ambiguity is particularly 

visible in disparities between implicit and explicit communication of policy from public 

bodies (see Chapter 4) but appears throughout all relationships. Playwrights blur and adapt 

their artistic intention to fit pigeon-holes of programming and funding. Producers struggle 

to interpret actual public policy intentions but also remain ambivalent about the degree to 

which their work is dominated by those policies. Public bodies borrow terms from 

government’s social and investment strategies to attach to culture while avoiding definition 

(see Chapter 4 re ‘quality’). These are deliberate ambiguities which alter over time, forming 

part of the adaptive strategies all three groups of players in this investigation undertake to 

improve their opportunity and status in a complex network of partnerships and obligations. 

Adaptiveness to the demands of many interdependent relationships is a feature of how 

this sector operates but is at odds with the asserted autonomies of many of its players. 

Artist participants in this study echo the ‘negotiated autonomy’ described by Banks (2010) - 

their status is defined by how they are perceived and their dependency is normalised within 

this sector and in its policies. Other forms of autonomy (described by Blomgren, 2012 as the 

independence of subsidised organisations and the arms-length principle of public bodies) 

are asserted by other participants in this study who maintain that their actions are based on 

their expert knowledge and moral judgment. This research finds that these are, however, 

false autonomies and their assertions deny or obscure these players’ complicity with, or 

dependency on, dominant stakeholders such as funders or government (echoing Quinn, 

1997; and Kleppe, 2017a). Because of the implicit, interdependent, complex and ambiguous 

nature in which so many of the relationships explored here are transacted, it is difficult to 

identify precisely where or how these existing systems can be challenged or changed. 

Nevertheless, it is clear no one set of relationships can be addressed alone. 

This study finds that power and salience determine which forms of ambiguity are 

tolerated and which are not. Artist participants describe perceived intolerance for fluidity in 
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role and practice, at odds with their lived reality of portfolio and multi-disciplinary work 

(mirroring other studies Roodhouse, 2006; Throsby and Zednik, 2011). By contrast, 

participants from public bodies describe intentional vagueness (deliberate ambiguity) in 

communicating their intentions, using suggestion and interpretations of meaning to convey 

what they want (as also found by Throsby, 2009; and Gray, 2015).  

Reporting upwards, those from public bodies and organisations see part of their role 

being to deliberately render artistic work as ambiguously consistent with public or 

government priorities. This research suggests only a small number of powerful players 

control what level of ambiguity or (un)certainty is tolerated in much the same way as elites 

have been shown to control other areas of decision-making (Cray and Inglis, 2011; Eikhof, 

2017). A deliberate vagueness and denial of false autonomy renders the behaviour of the 

most powerful players (defined by this study as the Leaders and Policy-makers) impervious 

to challenge. Although ambiguity is a feature of the interdependency being explored, it is 

also an implicit norm of the sector and its policy-making which excludes and disenfranchises 

the less powerful. Next this study will discuss how the discretionary control of uncertainty is 

a by-product of dominant risk-averse public management processes. 

7.2.5. The avoidance of uncertainty as a by-product of accountability 

Ambiguity is not the only form of uncertainty present within the subsidised theatre 

sector. A range of scholars (Gill and Pratt, 2008; Comunian, Faggian and Jewell, 2011; 

Murray and Gollmitzer, 2012) have written about the precarity of artists as creative labour. 

Kleppe (2017b) too shapes similar ideas around tolerance of uncertainty within performing 

arts institutions and practice in his examination of risk. However, this thesis draws a 

connection between the precarity of artists and the accountability behaviours of public 

bodies as Policy-makers.  

This research shows that within public arts policy, the influence of public management 

and within this the dominance of risk management, instrumentality and accountability, has 

led to models of measurement, valuation and planning that safely predict outputs and 

outcomes to investment. This corresponds with other research (Gray, 2007; Belfiore and 

Bennett, 2009; Donovan and O'Brien, 2016). This safety mechanism occurs even in an 

uncertain economic climate, acknowledged by all three participant groups in this study, in 

which organisational heads describe themselves as ‘firefighting’ (LM2) or dealing with rapid 

and unpredictable change. Participants from within the sector describe these policy 

interests as a detachment from the lived experiences of subsidised theatre and these policy-

making and measurement processes.  
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Accountability as established within public management works as a means of limiting 

liability of the public purse, providing evidence of 'public value' and maximising an 

economic or social return (Boyne et al., 2002). Accountability is passed to public bodies to 

protect concepts of 'public benefit' (as noted by Donovan and O'Brien, 2016; Gilmore, Glow 

and Johanson, 2017). However, within this study, there is little clarity of how public benefit 

is defined and the different participant groups hold no common understanding, although 

each ascribe public benefit or public good as central to their purpose. Within this lack of 

clarity however, the Policy-makers group use terms such as 'public good', 'public benefit', 

and 'public value' synonymously and relate it specifically to their 'guardianship' of public 

funds. This researcher would argue that from this research process, it would appear that 

‘social return’ is interpreted within public management as ultimately reducible to an 

economic return, therefore all value measurement is economic. 

This intrinsically links public subsidy to one group's definition of 'benefit' or 'value', a 

subject explored by other scholars in terms of wider equality and cultural democracy 

challenges (Graves, 2004; Kelly, 2016). Policy-makers’ asserted 'guardianship' also links 

concepts of public benefit inextricably to the accountability measures surrounding public 

subsidy. Evidence from this study suggests there are more wider ways of defining and 

delivering public benefit and demonstrating accountability within or around subsidised 

theatre than this NPM-dominated rigour can allow (such as those articulated by Ebrahim, 

2003; Dhanani and Connolly, 2012) 

This research reinforces other work (Sgourev, 2013; Stephan and Pathak, 2016) which 

demonstrates that organisational attitude and policy environments lead to more 

conservative views of what is considered risk-taking and innovation. It also shows an 

avoidance of public bodies to change their practice to address lived experience in practice. 

This is at odds with the stated ‘wholesale rethink’ (Arts Council of Wales, 2013) expressed in 

strategies which make a connection between future public benefit, sustainability and 

innovation or new models of working. Evidence from this research shows that justification 

of decision-making in policy is based on existing approaches and structures and resists 

uncertainties such as risk and experimentation. This defensiveness within policy inhibits 

change, perceptions of what is innovation or the essential experimentation necessary to 

creative work. Within this, policy-makers and public policy favour organisational investment 

over individuals while independent artists themselves are treated as risk factors in and of 

themselves.  

Research participants in all three groups recognise that this risk-averse behaviour is 

pushing uncertainty out of public bodies and subsidised organisations and on to individual 
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artists. This denies the ‘necessary wastefulness’ (described in Chapter 5) of failure and risk 

that Banks et al. (2000) describe as inherent within creative production.  

From analysis of the documents and responses of participants, this study shows that 

public arts policies promote risk-taking and innovation yet public bodies’ own risk averse 

systems (e.g., the enforced partnerships outlined in Chapter 4, the over-proscribed project 

outcomes described in Chapter 6) inhibit positive aspects of risk, preventing 

experimentation or uncertainty within subsidised activities. While other scholars (Banks et 

al., 2000) have examined the centrality of risk to creativity and the inconsistency of public 

policy on this, this research shows the dependency of both public bodies and subsidised 

organisations on independent artists extends to carrying the burden of risk as both artistic 

experimentation and financial precarity. By contrast, the adherence to existing 

organisational structures and leaderships excludes artists from the ability to innovate, 

challenge or change those the models of production. 
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7.3. Dominance and denial of the economic 

This discussion has so far established the norms of dependency and interdependency in 

subsidised theatre and considered the ethical implications of its deliberate (and selective) 

ambiguity, compromised leadership and closed networks. As noted by Ferris (2015), policy-

making is a complex negotiation of multiple interests and this thesis has argued that the 

perceived status and value of artists materially affects their power and legitimacy in 

organisational and policy decision-making.  

The remainder of this chapter will consider issues of value that arose in the findings and 

expand understanding of what these findings say about the dominance of organisational 

over individual value. At the heart of this part of the discussion is a contradiction: on the 

one hand, economic and organisational value dominate decision-making in subsidised 

theatre and arts policy; on the other, despite this drive to be more ‘business-like’ artists are 

both denied, and forced to deny, their role as economic actors. This devaluation of artists 

and their labour as a further persistent norm negatively affects artists’ behaviour and self-

worth and contributes to wider social devaluation of artistic activity.  

This study suggests that artists are left in a no-man’s land between these contradictory 

positions. It considers how the dominance of economic and organisational value denies the 

artist as a social and cultural actor, worker and citizen. In unpacking this further, this 

discussion draws connections between the compromise and deliberate ambiguity described 

previously, and the human subjectivity at play in these implicit value systems, raising ethical 

challenges for the dominant players in the sector - organisations and their leaders and 

public bodies and their officers. 

7.3.1. Organisational dominance in cultural policy and production 

Many findings in this research point to the dominance of organisational and economic 

value over the value of individuals in the perceived salience of subsidised theatre and its 

policy context, and particularly in how perceived stakeholder salience is reflected in the 

public policies which inform subsidised theatre.  

These findings suggest that because independent artists are perceived as non-economic 

(and detached from ‘business’), and thus less valuable and more risky than organisations, 

they are not afforded the same level of attention as other stakeholders by Policy-makers in 

policy development. This research shows that this is a self-reinforcing perception as policy 

(interpreted as the actions and decisions of Policy-makers) increasingly orients itself to 
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prioritise organisational concerns and models of delivery, and to use 

instrumental/economic modes of justification for previous decisions. Further, the findings 

indicate that this economic dominance is working against other stated priorities for 

innovation and greater diversity. 

The strategy documents examined repeatedly address the importance and 

responsibilities of the portfolio of subsidised organisations, assigning enhanced sectoral 

duties (sector development, diversity, etc.) to the largest building-based organisations. 

Officers in public bodies repeat this and emphasise quality and value premised on existing 

models and structures. This emphasis is reinforced by the closed network and power of 

consensus already described. This study emphasises that they mainly communicate with 

and implement policy through organisations. These officers and the heads of subsidised 

organisations, also perceive sector leadership as principally organisational. These views 

reinforce conventions of leadership as a form of management (Mintzberg, 1973; Adler, 

2006) and deny space for more divergent or transgressive forms of leadership outside 

organisations (Cray, Inglis and Freeman, 2007; Leicester, 2010; Dalborg and Lofgren, 2016).  

This study does not suggest there are no artist leaders: Artistic Directors feature 

significantly in these understandings of leadership. There is, however, a dominant 

perception of cultural leadership in which artistic leadership becomes a part of sector 

leadership only when it is management; and within management and leadership of 

organisations, the artistic element is kept distinct. This separation can be found in other 

studies (Rhine, 2006; MacNeill and Tonks, 2009; Inglis and Cray, 2011; Reynolds, Tonks and 

MacNeill, 2017) but this research suggests that despite the championing of its dual 

rationalities, artistic and cultural leadership continues to be interpreted in management and 

organisational terms. Similarly, while exploration of the Artist as Leader (Douglas, Fremantle 

and Davie, 2009) offers understanding of the retention of the artistic persona within 

organisations, this study suggests that in sectoral leadership, artists outside organisations 

are seen to only offer leadership through their artistic work, remaining absent from the 

evident power bases of organisational leadership and policy-making. Participants note 

artists are not perceived as ‘conventional leadership’, by themselves or others but their 

descriptions reflect more transactional styles of leadership and organisation-based 

approaches. This adds further depth to the question raised throughout this study of who or 

what is management and leadership in subsidised theatre.  

When considering the strategy documents reviewed as de facto policies, the emphasis on 

growth, output, reach and impact places economic and instrumental over aesthetic or 

social value in arts policy. The much-promoted social impacts of artistic activity used as 
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justification for funding and policy are frequently expressed in numeric and economic terms 

(focusing again on growth and reach), essentially rendering it another form of economic 

justification (Gray, 2007; Belfiore, 2015; Donovan and O'Brien, 2016). However, this study 

also identifies the embedded attitudes present in the language employed: art-making 

described as natural, organic and spontaneous while business terms are used to describe 

organisations and production models. This language separates the economic from the 

aesthetic, separating art and artist from the business of art-making, and, as policy-making 

lies in the area of the ‘business’ of the sector, artists are distanced from policy by language 

and communication. The artists in this study articulate their disconnection from the 

language of policy and government, requiring interpretation by public arts bodies and 

organisations and adapting themselves to fit these dominant business terms. Rather than 

being unconcerned with policy and government, artists are excluded from the vocabulary 

and knowledge networks that shape the sector’s relationship to public arts policy. 

There is an implicit assumption within policy (and arts management research) that the 

principal relationships are between ‘arts managers [or organisations], policy-makers and 

public’ (Jancovich, 2015, p.15), idealised by Holden (2006) as an equilateral triangle. This 

study does not suggest that those in leadership and management positions are not artistic 

or uncreative and other scholars have shown fluidity between these roles and warned 

against a division between creativity and management (Pratt, 2008; Kuesters, 2010; Caust, 

2010b). However, this conflation of organisations as the professional representation of the 

whole sector diminishes the complex interdependency amplified in Part 1 of this chapter. It 

underlines the implicit devaluation and separation from policy influence revealed here of 

individuals and independent artists outside or dependent on organisations. 

7.3.2. Theatre and policy as a human enterprise 

As evidenced within this study, theatre is a sector in which the personal becomes 

professional and the professional personal. This can be seen in the convergence of personal 

and professional artistic identities of artists and artistic directors, the convergence of 

personal and professional social networks for knowledge sharing and emotional support, 

and the personal moral convictions of individuals in all the research participant groups. 

Participants describe their work as having an intrinsic human nature, attempting to 

communicate, provoke emotion, etc. through the performances they create. 

This study enhances understanding of how policy influence (in both directions) straddles 

boundaries from personal networks to formal influence and in the move from risk-aversion 

in public management to personal precarity. These findings and other points within this 
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study resonate with other literature that shows the personal emotional labour and loss of 

subjectivity necessary in creative labour and its potentially damaging effects 

(Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2008; Turrini and Chicchi, 2014; Clinton, Totterdell and Wood, 

2016). This study also reveals more fully the human processes bound into policy-making (as 

expressed by the Policy-makers group). In other parts of this chapter, aspects of the study 

connect with other research, pointing out the dependency on the vocational nature of 

artistic work and the responsibility of organisations to care for and protect a vulnerable 

creative workforce (Eikhof and Haunschild, 2007).  

As a study concerned with the (perceived) relationships between different players within 

subsidised theatre and their effect on status and value, consideration must be given to 

levels of individual agency, self-awareness and the subjectivities at play. A question this 

study struggled with is the degree of awareness of the players of their own subjectivities 

and agency. If norms and systemic behaviours are created by people as Donaldson and 

Dunfee (1994) propose, consideration is needed about whether those with power to shape 

the sector’s implicit norms (the Leaders and Policy-makers) are conscious of their own self-

interested motivations. Additional consideration needs to be given to the degree to which 

these dominant stakeholders within the contexts of this study recognise and respond to the 

legitimacy and urgency of the other stakeholder groups. A final consideration is, given the 

false autonomy described, whether the individuals within these groups feel they have the 

capacity to exercise power or change existing systems of decision-making, (reflecting Bevir 

and Rhodes, 2001 discussion of individual agency). This emphasises not only perceptions 

and perceived salience of individuals as the focus of this study but their reflexivity. 

Existing research on attitudes to social mobility (Friedman, Laurison and O'Brien, 2014; 

O'Brien et al., 2016) suggests many senior figures in CCI display a willing ignorance to their 

own participation in systemic inequality. This thesis identifies a cognitive dissonance in 

which players in significant roles (organisational heads and officers in public bodies in 

particular) hold a full awareness of artists’ precarity and dependency in their heads 

alongside the denial of their own agency in the very structures that cause those conditions. 

In much the same way as this research has shown the degree of uncertainty and ambiguity 

is determined by a small group of dominant players, so too is a determination of acceptable 

levels of subjectivity, allowable personal investment in labour and acknowledgment of 

relative levels of workforce fairness. The arena of policy making and appraisal of salience at 

an organisational level are presented as objective and knowledgeable by those participant 

groups involved in those areas. Artists’ judgment of salience and contribution to decision-

making are more often presented as subjective and self-absorbed (corresponding with 
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Beirne, Jennings and Knight, 2016). A conclusion can be drawn from this that while officers 

in public bodies and the heads of organisations are aware of the dependencies of artists 

and acknowledge their own (allegedly objective) power and responsibility, they deny their 

complicity and avoid their downward accountability (Wellens and Jegers, 2014) in 

contributing to power imbalances and systems of (de)valuation of artists. 

Within the Leaders group in particular, norms of employment and career expectations 

within organisations are described as obvious or necessary while the expectations of artists' 

careers are diminished as part of precarity normalisation. Much is made of collective 

endeavour, particularly between artistic directors and artists but as this study shows, 

resonating with Kunst (2015) and Quackells (2017), this is not a relationship of equals. 

These articulations of joint endeavour avoid the evident subjectivities and inequalities at 

play. In addition, the normalisation of artists as a 'different' form of labour (Comunian, 

Faggian and Qian, 2010) (with their precarity accepted) reinforces the greatest barrier to 

artists' exercising leadership and influencing policy-making. It has been shown that artists' 

status is intrinsically connected to payment for their labour (Mytnowych, 2016; Mangset et 

al., 2017). This study finds that artists' role in policy is intrinsically connected to their status 

and thus their precarity prevents them having a meaningful contribution to policy-making.  

The dominance of organisational and economic salience is at odds with the repeated 

expression of organisational success by Policy-makers and Leaders through the actions and 

examples of individuals (in the form of the artistic work presented/artists championed), and 

particularly, the elevation of artistic directors as sector leaders. While leadership has been 

shown to be imposed and its status is rooted within organisations, its success depends on 

the behaviour of the individual in that role. These breaches of organisation/individual, 

personal/professional, formal/informal, all underline the nature of subsidised theatre as a 

human enterprise but norms and rationalities within the sector, created by people in the 

most influential positions, persistently avoid recognition of its human nature and 

corresponding subjectivities. At policy level, the rhetoric is effusively human in describing 

the value and nature of art-making. However, policy as it is implicitly enacted and in its 

dominant agendas and formulation favours organisations over individuals, thus relying on 

but simultaneously denying its human enterprise. 

7.3.3. The relationship between status and visibility 

Although artists are present in policy rhetoric, they and their concerns are noticeably 

absent in policy priorities and actions. This, despite concerns being known and understood 

as barriers to sustainability and influence.  
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Public bodies are quick to point out the relationships between diversity of organisational 

leadership and diversity on stage and diversity and equality feature in policy priorities. By 

contrast, independent artists describe difficulties in getting diverse or unusual work funded, 

made or presented, connecting this to the lack of diverse audiences. Artists describe root 

causes of this as a disparity between perceived and actual risk-taking in programming by 

Leaders (artistic directors in particular) who are too limited in their roles and frames of 

cultural; and a lack of trust in artists by Policy-makers who, by their own admission, will only 

fund artists and their work through existing organisations or with a track record defined by 

organisational endorsement. While this points to a problematic homogeneity within 

subsidised theatre's leadership and policy-making, it also flags a difficulty with public bodies 

reinforcing existing organisations, leadership and models of practice. Artists have little 

scope to operate outside of these systems to any scale or level of ambition or to pursue any 

divergent practice. 

During mapping exercises in focus groups, independent artists locate themselves outside 

or on the edge of the world of subsidised theatre alongside marginalised or non-audiences. 

While this connection merits further research, their position also emphasises their 

dependency on the most dominant players - the largest organisations, venues and public 

bodies. Further it demonstrates a disparity between the projected ‘collective endeavour’ 

offered by other participant groups and the lived experience of artists. 

Artists’ status and future employment is dependent on the patronage of organisations 

and their sustained visibility through work, media presence and/or visibility within its social 

networks. Although hampered by lack of means or access to the closed networks of 

knowledge and influence (they do not control their work, they are not invited to special 

events and consultations nor do they have time to attend), artists are necessarily adaptive 

and arguably entrepreneurial and opportunistic in seeking work (as supported by Abbing, 

2002; Vakharia, Shockley and Zabel, 2016). Whether through self-promotion online, or 

engagement in low or un-paid work, this maintenance of presence causes compromises in 

these artists’ work. Artists are under pressure to increase their salience within these 

networks, thus increasing their status and employability. They must retain a ‘perpetually 

present’ status of work, success and desirability in order to engender further work, success 

and desirability. At the same time, their need to earn a living means they juggle the visibility 

of their non-artistic work.  

Criticised by other players for their lack of engagement and understanding of the 

economics of subsidised theatre, artists are implicitly encouraged to deny interest in their 

economic worth (reflecting Abbing, 2002) and discouraged from holding portfolio identities 
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in their working lives. This study emphasises the double standard to which they are held (as 

previously identified by Oakley, 2009; FitzGibbon, 2016; Amarasuriya, 2017) and points to 

other research showing the damaging effect of this uncertainty and pressure (van den 

Eynde et al., 2014; EQUITY, 2014; Gross and Musgrave, 2017; Shorter, O'Neill and 

McElherron, 2018). 

The presence of artistic directors as leaders within subsidised theatre is not by default 

the presence of artists as leaders and influencers. The artistic directors interviewed here 

express similarly complex and competing multiple responsibilities (social, aesthetic and 

economic) of their roles to those expressed in Douglas et al.’s work (2009) - to stakeholders 

inside and outside their organisations and both in and out of the rehearsal room. They also 

reflect the self-interest and justification identified in this study as factors of all cultural 

leadership and management within subsidised theatre. As this study shows, they are often 

perceived to be the only artist employed in any duration within an organisation, more 

specifically, the only one being employed as a fully present and visible artist. Although 

employed and therefore more secure and carrying higher status than independent artists, 

they are also tied into a narrow and predefined career path and set of expectations. They 

too need to maintain visibility within networks and be visibly attached to success in order to 

maintain and progress their position. This inhibits them from displaying more radical or 

subversive forms of leadership that would dismantle these networks and systems of 

advancement.  

This study shows that because of their lifelong dependency on organisations for work and 

status, artists are inhibited from challenging or criticising dominant organisations and their 

leadership. Their dependency creates a high level of insecurity and vulnerability which is 

exacerbated during periods of austerity. This study shows that once highly championed 

artists can be dropped due to change of direction or policy, failure or simply fashion and no 

level of success or sustained work protects independent artists from this. Once again, the 

level of uncertainty tolerated within subsidised theatre is dictated by the attitudes towards 

risk and the current dominant interests of the current lead players. This leaves little 

opportunity for independent artists or other players to break with existing structures and 

models of production or to take greater creative risks within subsidised systems. While 

perpetually present within the sector, artists' visibility and status remains dependent on 

others. Their lack of autonomy or ability to challenge or change existing systems raises 

significant concerns for the future creative sustainability not only of artists but for future 

subsidised theatre. 
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7.3.4. The devaluation of the artist 

The dominance of an economic rationale within arts and cultural policy is informed by 

neoliberal priorities of government over many years (Newsinger, 2014; Hesmondhalgh, 

2014; McRobbie, 2016). This study suggests this economic rationale has been passed 

implicitly and explicitly to subsidised theatre, influencing its rationality and models of 

production. Furthermore, it finds that in adopting a dominant business/corporate position 

on the value of artistic work and using economically driven concepts to justify public 

support of artistic activity, public arts policy has implicitly devalued the role of the artist as a 

non-economic entity. From the evidence of this research, this devaluation can be seen as a 

sector norm in three ways: they are denied as value creators in their own right; they are 

denied status as workers; and they are indirectly devalued as social actors and citizens. This 

section will address these in order. 

First, the independent artists in this study believe their position as value creators and 

contributors to the artistic and wider community has been fundamentally undermined by 

value systems within government, public bodies and funded organisations. They believe 

they are considered untrustworthy, risky and incapable of making effective business 

decisions. Other evidence from this study would suggest they are not wrong, reinforced by 

other research (Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2010; Towse, 2010; Banks, 2010). Far from being 

intentional, however, this study suggests it is the product of a mismatch in the value 

systems and value measurement between policy-making, production and the practice and 

interests of artists.  

Despite rhetorical commitments to artists as central, policy behaviours and even the 

language in which they are expressed is oriented towards satisfying government, not 

articulating or creating sustainable value creation by artists or recognising their knowledge. 

This reveals a dominance of one stakeholder group’s interests over another (as highlighted 

by Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018). The satisfaction of an economic rationale of 

government dominates the model of production of subsidised theatre while internal sector 

hierarchies adopt corporate models of career advancement. This economic rationale 

extends to the valuation of social benefits and impacts of theatre, with intrinsic social 

purposes often reduced to numerical and output-driven evaluation. Within all of this, the 

intrinsic artistic value or alternate expressions of social value of artistic practice are lost or 

diminished. 

Although held up as ‘model entrepreneurs’ (Leadbeater and Oakley, 1999; McGuigan, 

2010), independent artists are simultaneously discouraged from acting in an economic or 
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market-oriented way. This can be seen in both the limitations on their economic worth in 

funding and business negotiations (see Chapter 4) and the persistent separation of their 

artistic status from business aspects of their work (see Chapter 6). This thesis finds this 

double-standard denies both the fundamental artistic skills they bring into other roles and 

denies them being present (either ‘invited’ or ‘uninvited’, Woddis, 2014) as artists when the 

‘business’ of theatre and policy-making  is being discussed (corresponding with Schuster et 

al., 2003; Durrer, Miller and O'Brien, 2018).  

Second, this study reinforces other CCI research (Comunian, Faggian and Qian, 2010; 

Lingo and Tepper, 2013) that independent artists are not seen as equivalent workers or of 

equivalent value as other paid labour nor are their particular needs and circumstances 

recognised. This study compounds knowledge of the personal cost of this devaluation in 

terms of emotional vulnerability, mental health and loss of self-worth (Turrini and Chicchi, 

2014; Mytnowych, 2016; Mangset et al., 2017). The model of production relies on the 

vocational nature of artistic work and a mythologising of artists (Røyseng, Mangset and 

Borgen, 2007). Denied the status to argue their economic case and with their precarity 

normalised, this research shows artists cannot negotiate themselves into positions of 

greater value or sustainability. In exploring the normalisation of artists’ precarity and 

dependency, this study adds to understanding of why such a significant concern is not a 

policy priority: if something is not considered unusual or unethical it will not be given 

attention. Further, this study supports and enhances other research (Rogers, 2013; Saha, 

2013; O'Reilly, 2017) suggesting that the normalisation of dependency contributes to the 

normalisation of other behaviours such as harassment and bullying, exploitation, the 

perpetuation of stereotypes and exclusions. Reliance on patronage leads to artists’ inability 

to complain or challenge unfair systems or abuses of power and so existing models of 

theatre production and persistent inequalities within those models continue.  

Finally, the reductive narrowing of concepts of value that meet neoliberal ideologies of 

government so prevalent in politics and business (as described by McRobbie, 2016) also 

contribute to the devaluation of artists as social and political actors within national and 

community cultural expression. Denied a role in either ‘artist policy’ (Heikkinen, 2000) or 

arts policy and devalued as workers and value creators, the artist participants in this study, 

like artists in other countries (as noted by Segers, 2010; Daniel, 2013), have little or no 

relationship with government, state or its policies. Relating back to earlier parts of this 

chapter, this study speculates whether the detachment between artists and government (or 

the political arena) informs the lack of concern about their precarity in policy. Artists are 

thus inadequately recognised stakeholders of government both through its arms-length 
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bodies and as independent agents of cultural delivery, heavily influenced by its actions and 

processes and co-opted into national and political initiatives but denied attention within 

policy-making. 

Artists too are denied a role in the guardianship of public benefit within subsidised 

theatre although they carry a substantial role in its delivery. This ignores their association 

and identification with their communities (geographic, cultural, political or artistic) or the 

function (as they see it) of artists to operate outside economic transactions and within 

society. This role as social, cultural (and in some ways socio-political) actors, responding to, 

challenging and representing the narratives of their society, is diminished or denied. 

Drawing a connection with Neilson and Rossiter’s (2008) writing on the rupture precarity 

causes between worker and citizen rights, the findings of this study suggest artists’ 

disconnection with policy is symptomatic of their devaluation as citizens. In similar ways to 

Leger (2010), this research points to how the same state systems that instrumentalise 

artists’ work as part of national cultural identity deny their capacity and expertise to 

connect with, and represent, either their own artistic identity or that of the diverse 

communities from which they come. At the same time, the intrinsic social contribution of 

their artistic work is diminished and denied. 

7.4. Conclusion 

This discussion draws together very rich and complex findings and raises many points for 

consideration both in research and in the policy and practice of the contexts being 

examined, not least the challenges of the very complexity this study has observed. In 

bringing the discussion of these findings together, four key points can be made. 

Using stakeholder theory in different ways sheds light on subsidised theatre whose 

operation relies on highly complex and interdependent relationships. These relationships 

are between stakeholder groups with differing needs (levels of urgency), status, 

responsibilities and power. Each stakeholder group’s attributes of power, legitimacy and 

urgency (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997) are interpreted through these relationships and, 

(using their typology) while dominant stakeholders (those leading organisations, policy-

makers and, at a remove, governments) largely control stakeholder salience and demand 

greatest attention in subsidised theatre, dependent stakeholders (such as independent 

artists and small unsubsidised companies) rely on the networks of the dominant 

stakeholders to endorse their legitimacy and recognise their needs. 

These stakeholder groups (dominant and dependent) are neither oppositional nor 
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homogenous and all the stakeholder groups identified in this study within subsidised 

theatre and arts policy are vulnerable. This study shows the complexity of sustaining multi-

stakeholder relationships and multiple objectives (as described by Mitchell et al., 2016; 

Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2016) places even dominant stakeholders (Leaders and Policy-

makers in this study) in states of compromise and dependency on endorsement. Therefore, 

while much is made by these participants of their autonomy in their decision-making, they 

are projecting a false autonomy and their behaviour demonstrates a safeguarding of 

different levels of self-interest and a satisfaction of their dominant stakeholders. This study 

ascribes the reinforcement of existing structures, the absence of more disruptive forms of 

leadership, and the ‘laissez-faire’ risk-averse approach to decision-making outlined in this 

chapter to a conservatism borne out of self-interest and survival. 

The second key point arising from this discussion is the tension between the different 

interpretations of value and modes of its measurement. The rise in forms of accountability 

from government is in many ways an inevitability but this study’s findings and their 

discussion reinforce other scholars’ views (Bennett, 2009; Belfiore, 2015) that the impetus 

for measurement and methods of value identification and assignment within arts and 

culture including theatre is not aligned to the intrinsic social and artistic values pursuit 

articulated by those creating and delivering its production. More widely the study traces 

connections between neoliberalism and NPM made by other research (Banks and 

Hesmondhalgh, 2009; Towse, 2010; McRobbie, 2016) and the devaluation of artists as 

cultural labour. A key finding within this research is the connection made between this drive 

to value ‘measurable’ outputs and economic returns and the devaluation of the role and 

status of the artist as a social and cultural actor in society.  

The uncertainty, fluidity and low salience of artists is the third point around which much 

of this discussion has concentrated. This research presents evidence that connects artists’ 

lack of a clear and certain position within subsidised theatre and its hierarchies with their 

low salience and participation in decision-making. In addition, it emphasises the more 

negative effects of artists’ status being reliant on the perceptions of others (Lena and 

Lindemann, 2014): a normalisation of dependency and precarity within the models of 

production and norms of subsidised theatre; a high level of personal and emotional 

vulnerability; a lack of capacity for challenge brought about by inequalities of role and 

asymmetries of information; and a lack of participation in decision-making due to lack of 

position (this last corresponding with Basinger and Peterson, 2008, in particular). 

The final point to draw from this discussion is consideration of what and where 

responsibility lies. The position of artists as outlined here shows that their capacity to 
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change their circumstances is limited and dependent on other dominant players. The 

(un)ethical rationality outlined suggests those dominant groups (Leaders and Policy-makers) 

with the capacity to effect change and address the concerns of artists cannot or do not fully 

recognise or embrace these responsibilities. The complexity and implicit interdependency 

of subsidised theatre and policy outlined above as well as the explicit dominance of 

bureaucratic and economically driven systems of accountability, restrict the extent to which 

these dominant stakeholders can (or choose to) respond to or address the concerns of 

these artists. However, this very complexity also emphasises that no one of the groups 

identified in this study can pursue this change alone. 

For the Leaders identified, the issue of responsibility poses questions not only about their 

capacity and mandate but about their ethical position as responsible leaders beyond their 

organisation. This gives rise to concerns of sustainability. If change, risk, and the needs of 

artists are suppressed in favour of maintaining existing systems (for reasons of self-interest, 

survival, compliance with other stakeholder demands), the capacity for subsidised theatre 

either to adapt to the rapidly changing context identified at the start of this thesis, to 

address significant inequalities, or to enable some circulation of new or different players 

within the sector’s hierarchies, is limited.  

For the Policy-makers identified, their responsibility to respond to the changing context, 

by admission of their own rhetoric, is to enable significant change for continued public 

benefit. Yet, this study finds that their actions (again for reasons of self-interest, survival and 

compliance with other stakeholder demands) co-opt, reinforce and shape, rather than 

rupture, approaches to production, management and leadership within subsidised theatre. 

The devolution of responsibility for ‘the sector’ to individual leaders and organisations 

proposes these public bodies absolve themselves of the pragmatic responsibilities towards 

artists, leaving a policy gap in responding to the needs and concerns of this vulnerable 

group. 

While this study shows feelings of personal obligation inform how these groups respond, 

and at times help to circumvent the more formal systems by which they must operate, it 

also reveals high levels of human subjectivity and an absence of individual agency in how 

these groups appraise their responsibilities in decision-making and support artists. 
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8. THESIS CONCLUSION 

8.1. Introduction 

The journey of this research began in a personal observation by the researcher as an 

‘insider’ to subsidised theatre in the UK. Setting out to examine the disconnection between 

artists’ evident precarity and concerns and the rhetoric of success of the cultural and 

creative industries, this study began by wanting to understand artists’ presence within 

decision-making that affected their lives.  

Like the focus of this study, all research is a process of decision-making. The decision to 

pursue research using stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984) as a lens refined its attention 

from one of artists’ presence within decision-making to the artist as a stakeholder within 

decision-making. This moved consideration from identifying a passive presence to exploring 

the active role and responsibility artists play. Delving more deeply, the theory of stakeholder 

salience (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997) offered important considerations on the 

significance of how artists and other stakeholder groups within subsidised theatre perceive 

their relationships with each other and in turn are perceived by, and afforded attention by 

others. Additionally, applying stakeholder theory to the concern within the thesis raised 

questions of how the needs of different groups are appraised and by whom. This drew 

attention to the significance of the role of leaders in meeting the expectations of 

stakeholders and assuming responsibility for stakeholder needs and stakeholder value 

within organisations and policy (Hill and Jones, 1992; Benson and Davidson, 2010; Doh and 

Quigley, 2014).  

This study of the role of artists did not set out as a transdisciplinary study but the 

phenomenon touched upon so many fields of discourse it became necessary. As noted in 

Chapter 2, the route through entire disciplines and distinct sub-sets of policy studies, 

management and leadership studies, arts management, cultural labour studies was led 

intuitively and through exploration of the research question and objectives. As such it 

contributes some knowledge to multiple fields of research and to lived practice. What the 

specific contribution might be and what further research this prompts are touched upon in 

this chapter. 

Of particular value is in drawing knowledge from both academic fields and lived 

experience using a theoretical lens, this research has identified common concerns around 

power, legitimacy and urgency (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997) in the attribution of value 
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and salience in subsidised theatre; a consideration of the multiple objectives many players 

must pursue and the complexity of their relationships (corresponding with Johansen and 

Nielsen, 2016; Mitchell et al., 2016); and raised questions about how and what responsible 

leadership and policy-making means in the field under investigation. Therefore, as a 

transdisciplinary study, it offers back some new perspectives – bringing leadership and 

labour discourse together and drawing connections between value discourse in cultural 

policy with research on precarity. Within this it takes in elements of policy studies, 

accountability and nonprofit literature. 

The theoretical choice informed the ontology and epistemology of the research, adopting 

a constructivist phenomenological approach to the study to understand more clearly how 

individual perception and lived experience produced knowledge. Other factors considered 

were the researcher’s ‘insider’ status, the dual context of the phenomenon and the 

exploratory nature of the study. These multiple influences shaped the methodology and 

informed the direction of the literature search. As an inductive interpretive study, the 

decision-making process was ongoing as each stage of data collection and analysis 

deepened understanding, and the study adapted its approach as new or alternate 

perspectives arose. Data analysis took three groups or types of players within subsidised 

theatre and arts policy and considered how each perceived their relationships to the other 

groups. This enabled the researcher to identify important connections between perception, 

presence, status, power, responsibility and influence in the identified areas of decision-

making and the impact of decision-making on artists’ lives. 

Themes that had arisen in reviewing literature (as outlined in the schematic in Chapter 1), 

were reinforced by this data and new considerations arose from participants. These new 

categories of inquiry placed much greater emphasis than anticipated on the compromised 

nature of the sector’s leadership and the distancing of artists from the ‘business’ of 

subsidised theatre (identified as leadership and public policy-making). Also unanticipated 

was the presence of risk as a factor in these relationships and how different forms of risk 

were interpreted by each group. 

At the start of this thesis, the researcher stated that she assumed neither victimhood nor 

exploitation. However, what this study has revealed is that artists, although not victims, are 

trapped by implicit and explicit norms and practices within subsidised theatre that inhibit 

them playing a greater role in its decision-making. This has established a worrying 

devaluation of their status and legitimacy that, this study asserts, has wider implications. In 

this way, this research underlines what other scholars have pointed to about the inequality 

and precarity of artists (Abbing, 2002; Towse, 2008, 2010; McRobbie, 2016). This research 
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adds new knowledge is in opening up consideration of the difficulties of rupturing or 

altering the complex and interdependent practices of the sector and policy-making. Those 

roles that wield greatest power (and arguably carry greatest responsibility to change these 

systems and enable artists greater participation in decision-making) are themselves limited 

in their freedoms and capacity to offer more disruptive leadership, change or advocacy. The 

conclusion of this research is that this sector has evolved an unethical rationality that 

cannot be changed without collaborative and significant upheaval, and the dismantling of 

its hierarchies and processes of communication and advancement. Only then will the 

concerns of artists be addressed and their position as value creators and social actors be 

adequately recognised. 

The contribution of research to both discourse and practice is to prompt, or add 

knowledge to inform, future decisions. The evidence of this study shows that not only are 

there difficult and challenging decisions to make about implicit and explicit behaviours and 

value systems within subsidised theatre, its practices, its related public policies and 

relationship to government, but that these have long-term wider societal implications for 

how the arts and artistic value is considered.  

Next this chapter will explore how this research achieved its objectives and contributes 

knowledge to the ongoing discourses reviewed as part of its development and propose 

what new knowledge it offers. 

8.2. Outlining the conclusion and contribution to research 

This study set out to contribute to research in two ways: the understanding of roles, 

relationships and responsibilities in the decision-making of subsidised theatre (including 

underlying power, value and influence within those relationships); and the examination of 

how stakeholder theory improves that understanding. As transdisciplinary research, this 

study’s use of stakeholder theory with the convergence of different disciplines brings a new 

or different perspective to the problem identified (as identified by Hadorn et al., 2008). It 

offers some practical application of stakeholder theory in a current field of (arts) 

management and cultural labour practice, deepening understanding of how management 

research in general and this theory in particular can offer meaningful solutions or insights to 

challenges within lived practice (echoing Starkey and Madan, 2001). This research adds 

knowledge to the discussion of responsible cultural leadership, adding to the work of Rhine 

(2015) on leadership in particular. In addition, it adds to other research (Voss, Cable and 

Voss, 2000; Hsieh, 2009; Daniel, 2013) in the application of stakeholder theory to the arts 
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and cultural sector. While most closely reflecting some of the findings of Basinger and 

Peterson (2008), this study offers some additional engagement with the theory. In addition, 

it introduces some additional understanding of public policy and policy-makers, and the 

ethical responsibilities they carry as dominant stakeholders influencing and shaping the 

decision-making in subsidised theatre (and implicitly the arts sector). 

To follow, this final chapter will review the different conclusions and contributions this 

study has found in response to its question and objectives and can add to existing research. 

8.2.1. The contribution of stakeholder theory 

It can be seen from the findings and discussion that the theoretical application of the 

‘Artist as Stakeholder’ to this investigation has produced rich understanding of the different 

factors and perceptions that inform artists’ role in the identified areas of decision-making: 

policy-making and leadership. Through this theoretical lens, the literature from a number of 

disciplines has been examined and data collected and analysed. This study has considered 

how perceived stakeholder salience (Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997) affects the position 

and status of independent artists but also informs the status and dominance of other 

stakeholder groups. In addition, stakeholder theory has offered this study the opportunity 

to examine the interests and complex objectives individual ‘managers’ (Leaders and Policy-

makers in this study) must negotiate in maintaining and assigning priorities to multiple 

competing stakeholders (Benson and Davidson, 2010; Garcia-Castro and Francoeur, 2014; 

Mitchell et al., 2016). This has shaped valuable insights into the ethical compromises those 

in leadership and management positions face.  

The consideration of self-interest and the attention to dominant stakeholders (as also 

explored by Cennamo, Berrone and Gomez-Mejia, 2009; Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018) 

has opened up additional consideration of the role of public bodies and their officers. It 

draws attention to the schism they face in attending to government priorities while also 

seeking to represent or advocate for the sector and increases understanding of their own 

dominant influence within the sector under review. Some specific attention is given to this 

later in this chapter but for now, this conclusion focues on its theoretical value. 

In the study’s attempt to establish a macro-view of the sector and its roles, relationships 

and responsibilities, the researcher encountered difficulty or limitations with existing 

expressions of the theory as organisation-centric. As noted in Chapter 2, stakeholder theory 

offers some complex understanding of organisations as human constructs, inter-stakeholder 

relationships as around and through organisations, and motivation and interests as beyond 

pure business (extending to wider social welfare and responsibilities) (Salancik and Pfeffer, 
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1974; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2016). It is evident in this thesis 

that these concepts greatly aided the multiple ways in which this study unpacks different 

perspectives of the subsidised theatre as a sector, a community or communities, a set of 

networks and an industry. However, the shifts in how the researcher had to try to build this 

picture were related to the organisation-centric nature of many existing models or inter-

relationship descriptions (such as Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997). Therefore, this study 

finds potential for new directions in theoretical research could be developed to realise the 

theory’s application more fully beyond the bounds of ‘the firm’. 

Based on the evidence and interpretation within this study, this research builds on 

existing theory. It concludes that when norms of practice are formed out of an ‘asymmetry 

of information’ (borrowing from Hewison, 2006) and a denial of salience (and particularly 

legitimacy), they form an unethical rationality from which both dominant and dependent 

stakeholders are unable to exit. While the potential exists for an ‘interconnected and 

interdependent system’, a ‘value network’ in which purpose and values are shared and 

‘each stakeholder must be a means and an end’ (Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia, 2018, p.5), 

this cannot occur without a rebalancing or re-evaluation of stakeholder salience. 

Attention is directed to one aspect of stakeholder literature and theory that carried deep 

resonance in this study of relationships within subsidised theatre. This is the assertion 

within stakeholder theory that the very nature of business is human and organisations serve 

as vehicles for ‘human cooperation’ (Freeman, Phillips and Sisodia, 2018, p.7). Stakeholder 

theorists propose that the social context, the contribution to welfare and the ethical 

responsibility of organisations and their management are indivisible from their function as 

organisations (Harris and Freeman, 2008; Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2016; Freeman, Phillips 

and Sisodia, 2018). Moreover, stakeholder scholars argue that attention to wider social 

concerns leads to long term sustainability as well as being an aspect of social responsibility 

(Mitchell et al., 2016). While some limitations are identified here, the focus throughout this 

study on individual human perceptions and the degree to which these shape complex 

institutional and policy interdependencies, laden with dominant expectations and moral 

drivers of behaviour, became critical in making sense of the data and the phenomenon.  

Parallels have been drawn in this research between this position of balancing human and 

social value with economic value, and the value debate within cultural policy research. 

Through this aspect of stakeholder theory, this study was able to gain a deeper insight into 

how obligations beyond organisation (or public body) survival were considered and 

articulated by participants and the different way value was articulated by each group. In 

addition, this study drew from this a greater understanding of the human and emotional 
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traits and subjectivities of how decision-making is conducted and increased understanding 

of the implicit social contracts and norms at play (as noted in Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994; 

Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2016). In this way, it arrives by a theoretical route at the same 

assertions of Bevir and Rhodes (2005; 2012) that beliefs and actions are intrinsically linked, 

and all norms are constructed by individuals’ underlying perceptions of value and tradition. 

This research reinforces much of the other research about the fluidity between 

personal/emotional and professional labour in artists’ lives (Voss, Cable and Voss, 2000; 

Adler, 2006; Kong, 2006) and in addition to adding a voice to the question of organisational 

responsibility to protect artists (Kunst, 20015; Eikhof and Haunschild, 2007), it also 

questions the responsibilities of policy-making. This study goes further by employing this 

‘human value’ aspect of the theoretical lens to look more closely at how the subsidised 

theatre sector behaves towards human subjectivity in different players. This study draws a 

clear conclusion that subsidised theatre relies upon but fails to protect, or have sufficient 

respect for, the personal vulnerability of artists. At the same time, both policymaking and 

leadership practices implicitly rely on human, personal social networks for knowledge yet 

ignore the human subjectivities within their own existing structures. This contradiction 

ruptures assertions of ‘felt’ responsibility, ‘objectivity’ and ‘expertness’, challenges the 

agency of these powerful individuals, and subverts formal, bureaucratic and accountable 

systems. 

This study identifies a distinction within the values discourse of cultural policy and CCI 

between cultural value as aesthetic/artistic value and cultural value as social or societal 

value (Holden, 2004; 2006). Aesthetic/artistic value forms the intrinsic element from which, 

scholars argue (O'Connor, 2010; Angelini and Castellani, 2018), all social and economic 

value of the arts and wider CCI is derived. This is particularly significant as it establishes this 

form of value as intrinsic to business as well as part of wider contribution to society. While 

the stakeholder principles of organisational purpose operating beyond the economic holds 

relevance to the subsidised theatre sector under review, this additional dimension of 

aesthetic/artistic value could not be accommodated within the social/economic balance as 

interpreted through stakeholder theory. This suggests there may be more added 

dimensions to how the theory considers subsets or more complex definitions of social value 

beyond that of a social welfare or social responsibility view. This prompts a 

recommendation for further research. 

Prompted by this study and a deeper desire to consider the different (and conflicting) 

value systems at play, greater investigation is merited into how a stakeholder approach to 

understanding the role of artists and creative labour within the CCI might offer further new 
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knowledge, both to the study of other areas of CCI and cultural policy, and to the 

knowledge of theory. Additionally, this research shows stakeholder theory might offer value 

to the consideration of issues of social justice and ethics within CCI sector practice and 

policy (as considered by Banks and Hesmondhalgh, 2009; Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2011). 

The richness of this study also confirms Paquette’s assertion that more can be gained in 

adopting a theoretical approach in arts management and cultural policy research. A first 

step may be a wider systematic review of the use of stakeholder theory in arts and cultural 

management studies, drawing on its limited and varied use identified for this research 

(Voss, Cable and Voss, 2000; Basinger and Peterson, 2008; Hsieh, 2009; Boerner and Jobst, 

2011; Rhine, 2015). 

With some small considerations, stakeholder theory then is demonstrated as a valuable 

lens through which to examine relationships within subsidised theatre and arts policy (and 

implicitly the wider CCI field) as well as the roles and responsibilities of artists, cultural 

leaders and policy-makers. Next this chapter examines what this research has found in 

exploring the Artist as Stakeholder, about the identification and position of artists in the 

decision-making structures of subsidised theatre. 

8.2.2. Understanding the status of artist 

Defining who or what is an artist wasn’t really the purpose of this research, concentrating 

as it does on their role, responsibility, power and influence. Yet, it shows that artists are 

difficult to define beyond questions of perception (their own and others). This is in part 

because they themselves often resist precision in defining themselves and their diverse 

role(s), in part because this is a non-homogenous group resisting any single definition, and 

in part because the status of artist is so bound into the systems of dependency described in 

this research that their force and presence is limited.  

Within this study however, participants from all the groups located artists in fluid and 

uncertain positions within the sector and most often outside or on the edge of the locus of 

control, power and decision-making. This is mirrored (as discussed in Chapter 7) by their 

distancing from the ‘business’ of subsidised theatre: - policy-making, leadership, 

management - and by a prevalent perception (and reinforcement) of their non-economic 

status. Unanticipated in the findings was the degree to which the multiple elements of 

influence, responsibility and status materially generate such a profound devaluation of such 

a critical role. 

This study concludes that artists’ uncertain or peripheral status not only contributes to, 

but in many ways can be attributed to, their lack of meaningful acknowledgement as 
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workers or value creators within either the sector’s norms of practice or its policies. Further 

this study concludes that there is a perception gap which implicitly denies artists a place 

within leadership and policy influence. This perception gap denies their salience (Mitchell, 

Agle and Wood, 1997), whether it is their capability or power to engage in leadership and 

management, their legitimacy as artists, workers and stakeholders, or their evident needs 

for security, career, and basic financial and emotional support. This runs counter to their 

centrality as primary stakeholders (Clarkson, 1995) in the production process and in the 

policy rhetoric analysed in this research. In addition, it reinforces the asymmetry of the 

sector in which artistic work is co-opted for organisational, policy and political achievement 

but artists are excluded from the processes of decision-making. 

The denial of artists as economic entities within subsidised theatre causes them to turn 

away from subsidised structures and establish their own systems and models, raising 

questions about how the policy environment and subsidised organisations are satisfying 

their development responsibilities or considering wider creative sustainability. Additionally, 

this study identifies that within current structures, subsidised theatre and arts policy is 

tacitly transferring risk to these independent artists and relies on their financial hardship to 

balance the books. While this all reflects the alternate micro-enterprises and self-

management trends in other CCI (as explored in Banks et al., 2000), it can be clearly seen 

from this research that artists cannot breach or transform formal funded systems and 

patronages. The limitations of these alternate models affect the scale to which they can 

grow, their visibility and capacity to transgressively influence policy and structures. 

Therefore, this study concludes that artists shoulder responsibility for financial vulnerability 

and artistic experimentation on behalf of the formal subsidised theatre sector and indirectly 

state policy-makers but do not get to share success or control future direction.  

The unethical rationality (adapting from Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994) outlined in this 

research adds important understanding to other research on the role of artists and their 

intersectional inequalities within theatre and wider CCI (Abbing, 2002; Eikhof and Warhurst, 

2013; Kunst, 2015). This rationality poses important questions about the responsibility and 

ethical orientation of public arts policy and cultural leadership in subsidised theatre. More 

deeply, this study raises substantial concerns about what the devaluation and denial of 

artists’ role within this field signifies for both the economic and creative sustainability of 

professional theatre and for wider perceptions of artists and artistic worth in society. If, 

within sector practice and public arts policy, a dominant economic value system has been 

tacitly accepted that denies both artists’ contribution to that value creation and other 

intrinsic values of art-making or theatre-making, then any arguments for the cultural, social 
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or human value of this work cannot be sustained. 

This research demonstrates that artists’ ability to take responsibility themselves for their 

normalised precarity, uncertainty of status and devaluation is inhibited, just as their 

capacity to challenge or change these systems is suppressed by their reliance on the 

patronage of existing organisations and leadership. Only artists entering existing leadership 

hierarchies (as artistic directors) gain status in decision-making but these too are vulnerable 

to perceptions of failure and narrow routes in career progression. More widely the policy 

context and its implicit influences through informal closed networks has been shown in this 

study to inhibit artists’ access to knowledge. It may be that as shown elsewhere (Stevenson, 

2014), given greater inclusion in decision-making, independent artists will reinforce the 

same hierarchies that exclude them. However, this study concludes that the present 

circumstances and uncertain position of artists denies them autonomy in their own 

decision-making and fails to accord them power or influence commensurate with their 

contribution to value creation.  

Further wider research could offer a deeper understanding still of the role and position of 

artists in theatre and other parts of the CCI. Other research (Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 

2010; Gross and Musgrave, 2017; Eikhof, 2017; Shorter, O'Neill and McElherron, 2018) 

suggests other areas of CCI have similar concerns and similar decision-making structures. 

Using an approach of artist as stakeholder, more could be understood about artists’ position 

in the policy-making and leadership of other subsidised art form disciplines and the CCI; and 

(by stepping away from policy influence into commercial theatre) to consider the 

distinctions between artists’ position in subsidised versus commercial theatre (drawing 

from Hetherington, 2015).  

In addition, aspects of this study also suggest the rise of the independent producer or 

self-producing artist (Mason, 2014; Scaffold, Keeler and Theatre Bristol, 2017), while fuelled 

in part by neoliberalism’s effect on labour markets, is also brought about by the withdrawal 

of models of sustained and multi-annual funding to small companies. This tacitly plugs (and 

widens) a space between theatre artists and the business and policy of subsidised theatre-

making, rendering artists further away from policy and the state’s involvement in theatre. 

With similar urgencies to those identified around artists’ presence within leadership and 

management (discussed next), further research on the potential sustainability and 

implications for policy and practice of these newer models of production is justified. 

Finally, in consideration of the position of the artist, further research is merited into an 

issue that arose during mapping exercises in focus groups (See Chapter 6). Independent 

artists frequently locate themselves outside or on the edge of the world of the theatre 
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sector alongside marginalised or non-audiences. Both are described by participants as risks 

or problems within the subsidised theatre system, despite policy rhetoric to the contrary. 

Knowledge emerging within this study offers opportunities to build on existing research on 

the problematising of participatory decision-making (Stevenson, 2013; Jankovich, 2015; 

Saha, 2017), considering common experiences of non-participation between artists and 

audiences and connecting two ‘problems’ of access and inequality together. 

8.2.3. The ethics of cultural leadership 

A key research objective was to understand how subsidised theatre’s leadership (and 

management) manages artists’ interests and those of public bodies. This thesis has outlined 

in significant detail that from the perspectives of most participants, the Leaders (identified 

as the heads of subsidised theatre organisations) manage these interests within a complex 

set of stakeholder relationships and objectives (Mitchell et al., 2016), bound up in both 

competitive and collaborative interdependencies (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). In doing so, 

this group occupies a central position in the norms of how the sector behaves, how it 

communicates with policy-making and how artists are considered and treated. 

This research shows that this is a challenging and difficult space to occupy given what it 

also reveals about the dominance of policy interests, the pressure for organisational survival 

and the austere environment, alongside the many competing and conflicting demands for 

attention. This study shows that public policy is significantly dominant in the leadership and 

management practices of the sector, and, corresponding with, and adding to Alexander 

(2017), and drawing from Bridoux and Vishwanathan (2018), this informs the degree to 

which other stakeholder needs, including those of artists can be met. Compounding this 

challenge, this research adds knowledge about the implicit way in which priorities are 

communicated through social exchanges and informal relationships. Further it offers a view 

of the deep levels of personal and emotional investment these individuals undertake in 

their work while challenging the discretionary nature of how this translates into 

responsibility and obligation to artists.  

Great responsibility then rests on the shoulders of these individuals and there is a risk 

that, by concluding that this group are responsible for the position of artists, artists’ own 

devaluation or infantilization would be perpetuated and the organisational dominance 

identified as problematic in this research would be reinforced. The dominance of policy 

interference and the instrumentalisation of the arts in general alongside wider drivers of 

austerity are limiting leadership potential within subsidised theatre but also its ability to 

rupture its own hierarchies. However, given the authority and influence these figures carry 
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and the intermediary or nexus position (Hill and Jones, 1992) they occupy, this study must 

conclude that they carry significant although not sole responsibility. Even with the 

acknowledged compromises and limitations, those within these leadership roles are 

inadequately reflexive in considering how their practice of leadership (as interpretive, 

discretionary, dependent on networks for status, and compromised by self-interest) tacitly 

reinforces the systems and hierarchies on which they depend for their own success and on 

which artists depend for opportunity and livelihood.  

Other research identifies the significance of leadership roles in informing the ethical 

behaviour of organisations to wider constituencies (Jones, Felps and Bigley, 2007; Doh and 

Quigley, 2014; Goodstein and Wicks, 2015; Voegtlin, 2015). This study demonstrates that 

the complicity of cultural leadership in sustaining norms such as those described in this 

thesis (normalisation of precarity and devaluation of artists, separation of artists from 

business, organisational dominance, the implicit and networked nature of policy influence 

and sector status) connects cultural leadership discourse to concerns in cultural labour 

research of attitudinal and systemic issues of inequality (Eikhof and Warhurst, 2013). While 

some of the observations on ‘downward accountability’ (Wellens and Jegers, 2014; 

Korschun, 2015) suggest potential correctives, wider more radical and systemic action is 

needed and organisational leaders carry both the power and moral accountability to act.  

As this study comes to an end, an example of how leaders at the Liverpool Everyman 

Theatre attempted and failed to change their model of production to better serve artists’ 

inclusion in decision-making was reported in the media (Gardner, 2018b)81. Other 

organisational leaders are attempting to change how they represent artists in programming 

such as the New Diorama Theatre (Byrne, 2018) in pursuit of the same goal (albeit less 

radical with less risk). In other ways, artists are themselves attempting to take control of 

how processes of change involving artists happen (such as through Theatre Bristol). This 

study concludes that unless leaders of subsidised theatre organisations are actively seeking 

to change these systems (both from within and in their dismantling), they are rendered 

complicit in the unethical rationality this research has identified (thus according with Kunst, 

2015). This rationality has serious implications for the long term financial and creative 

sustainability of theatre in the UK and also its adequacy as a representative and diverse art 

form. 

Moving from consideration of existing leadership to the study and training of future 

 
81 Liverpool Everyman attempted to re-introduce a repertory company model for its four years as an ACE NPO. 
However, a year in, it had to abandon this and suspend its NPO status as the model rendered it unviable. 
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cultural leadership, this research identifies a detachment or absence of artists when cultural 

leadership or management is being described and explored, compounded by artists’ 

separation from the ‘business’ of this sector and denial as economic actors and leaders. 

Within the dual leadership models proposed in other research (Cray, Inglis and Freeman, 

2007; Reynolds, Tonks and MacNeill, 2017), the artist becomes leader when an artist enters 

a leading role within an organisation. This research shows this inadequately considers what 

artists bring to leadership discourse as artists in their own right.  

This study identifies that this devaluation in some ways extends to the (as yet young) 

fields of arts management, cultural leadership and cultural policy research. Stevenson 

(2018, p.1-2) notes more widely that arts/cultural management although a distinct field of 

management is both inadequately examined in management research and over-simplified 

in arts management textbooks. With some notable exceptions (including Douglas, 

Fremantle and Davie, 2009; Daniel, 2013), inadequate attention has been paid in research 

to the role of artists in shaping or contributing to policy, leadership or arts management. 

The dominant discourse treats artists as that which is managed rather than self-managing 

or manager. This thesis suggests that artists are significantly self-managing and part of the 

informal system of arts management of the arts and cultural sector (corresponding with 

Boyle and Joham, 2013) but this is inadequately acknowledged and merits further research.  

In addition, arising from the noted absence of artists, this research prompts questioning 

on the future direction of arts management research and training. Picking up on the 

propositions that future sector resilience lies in alternate creative approaches (Robinson, 

2010; Jones, 2015), knowledge emerging from this study suggests the traditional 

boundaries of arts management and cultural leadership need to be re-examined, persisting 

as they do in a dual rationality that continues to separate art from business (Cray, Inglis and 

Freeman, 2007; Caust, 2010b). The question of arts management as a borrowed field in 

need of its own critical discourse (DeVereaux, 2009b) might be better answered by 

exploring artists as managers from within and as part of their practice and re-examine arts 

management as a practice of social entrepreneurialism. A starting point for future research 

may be considering the nature of arts management training and the presence of practising 

artists within those programmes. 

8.2.4. Artists as stakeholders in policy-making 

Defining the artist as a stakeholder in policy-making, this final contribution of the research 

draws on the reciprocal influence in Freeman’s (1984, p.25) original definition as ‘any group 

or individual who can affect or is affected by’. This study concurs with other research 
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(Glinkowski, 2012; Daniel, 2013; Woddis, 2014) that artists’ capacity to influence public arts 

policy is limited.  

Additional understanding is offered in this research about how and why this important 

group of stakeholders are so restricted in influencing decision-making. An important 

contribution of this research is its investigation into the dominance of policy attention of 

other stakeholder groups and the corresponding influence passed from policy into sector 

and organisational norms. This study shows that public arts bodies formulating policy are 

dominated by government and bureaucratic agenda. In the face of policies of austerity and 

NPM and as a vulnerable area of policy interest, these bodies (and the individuals within 

them) act defensively. Arguably this protectionism also safeguards the resourcing of the 

field of practice nevertheless, this research finds a compromised interest at play (thus 

reinforcing Caust, 2010a; Belfiore, 2012b) that ultimately is damaging to other stakeholder 

interests such as artists. Thus the dominance of government as a ‘high salience’ stakeholder 

(drawing on Bridoux and Vishwanathan, 2018), affects the attention those responsible for 

arts policy can give to other groups.  

On the surface there is an obvious tension between the demands described here and the 

‘felt’ empathetic and highly moral responsibilities articulated by individual officers. 

Nevertheless, as this research asserts institutions and agencies such as these are 

constructed by the individuals within them asserting and adapting traditions and norms in 

response to new contexts and challenges (in accordance with Bevir and Rhodes 2012; 2005; 

2001), it also finds that the perceptions of these individuals materially contribute to 

sustaining the unethical rationality described. As Bevir and Rhodes (2012, p.86) argue, 

‘beliefs and practices are indissolubly linked to each other’. 

The implication of policy-makers in the rationality described extends in multiple 

directions. They receive and transmit value systems through policy-making from 

government to practice and across their formal and informal relationships. This study’s 

analysis of implicit policy influence shows that policy evolves through, and with significant 

reliance on, closed social networks between organisational heads and officers within public 

bodies; transmitted through phone calls, meetings, and informal contact at events, opening 

nights, etc. These officers and public bodies materially shape who has proximity to this 

powerful level of influence, therefore their role as stakeholder managers and intermediaries 

is critical in the assigned salience of artists in these processes (amplifying what is known 

about public servants as policy-makers from Page et al., 2009; Pandey and Johnson, 2018). 

The closed nature of the networks sustained by both the heads of organisations and 

policy-makers excludes artists from informal engagement in these important processes or 
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acquiring the knowledge transmitted through them. At the same time these networks 

assign salience to individual artists, sector leaders and rising companies. This emphasises 

that the interdependence identified includes and is reinforced by its policy systems and thus 

changes to leadership or artists’ status are inextricably linked to changes in policy and 

policy-making processes. While practical barriers inhibit artists’ participation - time, money, 

knowledge of when, where and how consultation happens, their salience is what 

determines if action is taken for their inclusion.  

This research identifies artists’ detachment from policy mirrors their detachment from 

wider political and government processes. While this in part reflects Daniel’s (2013) 

observations that artists operate with cynicism towards policy as it principally for them 

relates to funding, this research adds deeper understanding of artists’ failure to recognise 

themselves and their work in the language and processes of policy-making. Throughout this 

study, participants emphasise the role of Leaders and Policy-makers to interpret and 

translate between artists and public bodies and between the sector and government. Many 

also describe a negative relationship with politicians. This research suggests this distancing 

between artists and the realm of politics and policy contributes to artists’ lack of perceived 

value within policy development and evidence-making. This distancing occurs despite their 

implicit and explicit co-optation into political, policy and national identity initiatives. 

Considerably more influence can be seen in how decision-making in policy affects the 

lives of artists in this sector. Reflecting Caust (2008) and Alexander (2017), this study 

concludes that public bodies’ relationships with subsidised theatre pass on dominant 

influences from government (as political priority and public management expectations) and 

implicitly and explicitly ’interfere’ with norms of practice. This can be seen in the 

assignment of leadership, the rise in accountability targets and management standards and 

the elimination of risk as well, as the demand for organisations to give attention to public 

bodies and their interests. Additionally, this research shows this interference passes through 

organisations and into the lives of artists as they and their work are co-opted into policy 

delivery and they are rendered dependent on organisations with little capacity to resist or 

challenge either the norms of the sector or the dominance of public bodies. These bodies 

attempt to effect change at a macro-level (sector-wide policy) via micro-level exchanges 

(individual funding contracts with organisations) but interests are often communicated 

implicitly. This study argues that through this implicit interference, public bodies devolve 

their responsibility for artists and for sectoral change and development to organisations and 

their leadership. They in turn are compromised by the multiple expectations they face. 

It could be argued that at an individual level, the personal attachment and high levels of 
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moral obligation the officers of these bodies display mitigate some of these dominant 

influences and open up informal routes through which more bureaucratic systems can be 

subverted. However, this research argues public bodies’ inability to resist political or public 

management priorities that are detrimental to the art form and those working in it; or to 

directly address the known failings within subsidised theatre (the normalisation of 

dependency and precarity of artists in particular), renders them in the same ethical 

compromise as the Leaders. It challenges the sense of what accountability is, to whom, and 

how it is enforced. In conclusion, the unethical rationality represents as much of an impasse 

for Policy-makers as it is for other players even though their authority as dominant 

stakeholders in the sector affords them greater power. 

This study asks important questions of policy-makers: a) whether their role as advocates 

and lead development agencies can be upheld when their implicit systems devalue artists 

and their practice in the face of economic value, and devolve responsibility for sector 

development to others; and b) whether the mechanisms by which they appraise and 

measure accountability can actually be changed to better address the contemporary 

concerns of artists and the future of the sector. This draws this study more closely into 

investigation of policy formulation and further research is recommended in how policy-

making processes can be changed given such stakeholder dominance. 

If the four bodies responsible for public arts policy have implicitly devalued the practice 

of art-making and, through their practices, implicitly distanced artists from influence and 

decision-making, there is little hope that it can be understood as of value within other 

fields, such as political life, other areas of policy discourse or wider society. Referring back 

to Gray (2007), Rentschler (2002) and Bennett (2009), if cultural policy is an exercising of 

choice and control, then implicitly these bodies are choosing to maintain current structures, 

networks of influence and consensus, and controlling sector behaviour towards artists in 

the process. This study suggests that the enacted policy of these bodies denies artists’ 

status as workers and renders them a different status of labour in their own field 

(reinforcing Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2010). Similarly, it denies the intrinsic aesthetic value 

from which all other value derives. Again, this study points to the serious implications of 

this for future creative (as well as economic) sustainability of the sector and more widely 

how this devalues further the role of the artist in society (beyond worker and value creator).  

While the wider cultural value discourse and the (re-)emerging cultural democracy 

debate similarly challenge these public bodies’ value systems (Graves, 2004; Belfiore, 

2018b), this study argues that inadequate attention has been paid to artists (distinct from 

the perceived ‘elite’ organisations) in these discourses and their role as value creators and 
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as representatives or facilitators of ‘authentic’ narratives of, and about, their communities. 

More might be understood about the intrinsic value of artists in society and their 

engagement beyond the economic at community level if the triangular model of 

funder:organisations:public (Holden, 2006) were reconsidered to include artists. This 

research suggests further investigation into the value of artists in these discourses is 

needed. 

8.3. Implications for policy and practice 

This research poses a number of uncomfortable implications for both the development 

and implementation of arts policy and the practice of subsidised theatre (including its 

management and leadership). It outlines a range of compromises, devaluations, conflicts of 

interests and ethical challenges that combine to diminish and limit the role of independent 

theatre artists within their field of artistic practice. It would be reasonable to suggest that 

based on the deeply problematic unethical rationality identified, that the whole structure 

of public arts policy, subsidised organisations and their leadership should be razed to the 

ground and rebuilt on models derived from more diverse practice and relevant to the needs 

of both audiences and artists.  

Yet this is not what this research proposes. Instead, it suggests that no amount of 

dismantling will eliminate the challenges to shared value creation and downward 

accountability identified. The reason for this is simple: that any total dismantling of existing 

public bodies, organisational networks and career hierarchies within the dual contexts 

without some coherent examination of their dominant influences, modes of representation 

and inbuilt value systems will yield a new set of relationships dominated by the same 

economic rationalities and political/bureaucratic interests and replicating the same 

inequalities. Therefore, while not a full solution, this study suggests that a potential better 

route is radical collaboration, addressing issues of access to resources, forced dependency, 

rebalancing status within decision-making and collectively re-examining value 

interpretation. 

To unpack this more fully, at policy level, fundamental changes to the entity or institution 

overseeing arts policy will not really change anything unless the underlying influences of 

the political arena and NPM are understood along with how these influences shape 

principles of assigned value and salience within cultural activity such as theatre. Without 

this debate which requires some collaborative honesty and reflexivity from all players in 

this study, it is likely that a replacement entity will be even more subservient to, and 
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destabilised by, political and bureaucratic influence and will fail to address the inbuilt 

problems of power and influence distribution that exclude artists. Furthermore, dismantling 

existing policy-making systems does not automatically stop the devolution of responsibility 

for development and of risk from public bodies to leaders of existing organisations and on 

to artists. This is known because in CCI which is less caught up in subsidised models, this 

misalignment of risk and policy has already been noted (see Banks et al., 2000).  

It could be argued that public bodies could withdraw from all funding arrangements to 

subsidised organisations and re-appraising those relationships might result in a different 

make-up of organisations with new more diverse key players. However, without addressing 

other systemic dependencies such as those that go unacknowledged (dependency on 

artists’ precarity for example), new subsidy relationships will replicate the same problems, 

networks and hierarchies. There are also inherent issues of skills bases and knowledge 

derived from sustained work that would be lost and a reinforcement of unsustainable 

precarious working (as was noted by participants in contexts where significant defunding 

had taken place or there was over-reliance on inadequate project funding).  

Removing public subsidy in its entirety from subsidised theatre is another option – if it is 

so failed and policy interference is so great, why not eliminate it from the public portfolio? 

Again, however, the dominant largest organisations are already in a complex subsidy mix 

and intertwined with commercial theatre therefore, removal of their public subsidy by a 

statutory body such as the four explored here would simply result in even fewer resources 

going to the most marginalised theatre artists than now. There is also the likelihood that 

such a withdrawal would result in a ‘land-grab’ of other resources by the largest 

organisations who possess greater staff capacity and the all-necessary ‘track record’ many 

funders demand while smaller organisations. In this scenario, independent artists would 

remain dependent, alternative and diverse practice more marginalised and commerciality 

even more dominant. In addition, as artists are considered non-economic entities, such a 

withdrawal would move artists even further away from points of decision-making. 

This brings us to consider what implications exist for the removal of existing 

organisations, leadership and management. UK subsidised theatre organisations (in this 

study and in general) operate as independent nonprofit organisations, therefore it is almost 

impossible to propose they all be closed. In addition, the ecology of multiple organisations 

appears a complex and interdependent, possibly too much to be dismantled or as noted, 

highly vulnerable to small changes. More possible is the consideration of whether a 

wholesale change of the individuals within leadership roles would effect the sector-wide 

behaviour change needed. Throughout this project, there were many (often highly public) 
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calls for more diverse leadership of the wider cultural sector, demonstrating links between 

leadership responsibility and representation and the intersectional concerns raised at the 

core of this study. Again, however, the evidence of this study suggests that even more 

radical proponents of change entering these roles are just as vulnerable and dependent on 

the closed networks described for their status. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that any 

new leaders would be able to change the approach unless the actual way in which 

leadership is developed and promoted changes as well. Moreover, as this study has shown, 

organisational leadership cannot change, be more radical or representative, unless the 

policy environment enables it to do so. 

And what then is the role of the artist in rendering an unethical rationality an ethical one. 

This study set out to assume neither virtue nor victimhood. It is likely that this varied 

diverse group experience the constraints to a greater and lesser extent according to their 

own backgrounds and circumstances and it is equally possible to argue they lack sufficient 

concern about the dominant influences over policy-making and leadership of their field. Yet 

this research has shown repeatedly that no amount of motivation or desire to engage can 

surmount the implicitly exclusionary devaluing behaviour of decision-making. One might 

argue for their withdrawal of their labour and creative value through collective action but 

as a largely precarious non-salaried workforce, it is difficult to see how this can happen. 

One might also argue for them to vocalise their concerns and engage with decision-making 

yet this study repeatedly articulated a lived experience of structural limitations brought 

about by fear (of criticizing more powerful players) time, money and access to networks of 

knowledge. 

A fundamental determinant of artists’ influence in decision-making is power, defined 

alternately as access to resources and means of control and a perceived relational power. 

Ultimately, the repeated gap in artists’ influence in decision-making returns to resourcing 

and security and these factors implicitly underpin the intersectional inequalities identified 

in so much research, the vulnerability of arts policy and the issues of leadership. The nature 

of freelance labour on which (subsidised) theatre depends may not change but 

collaborative action to consider a financial corrective to its economic value might. In this 

policy, leadership and artists must be radically collaborative and consider collective 

solutions (national workforce strategies, pay parity across workforce, full cost recovery, 

adequate pay standards embedded within policy). A more balanced sense of payment for 

work within and without organisations will not only support these inequalities but address 

issues of status, self-financing and the gap between organisational leadership roles and 

their non-organisational counterparts. 
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Additionally, and perhaps more closely connected to the underpinning salience ascribed 

within these hierarchies, this study repeatedly encountered issues of perception as the 

principal barriers to artists’ position and status in decision-making. While this has been 

discussed extensively, the conclusion with the greatest implications for policy and practice 

arising from this study, is the need for collaborative attitudinal change; change beyond 

virtue signaling, denial of personal agency, empathetic gestures and infantilizing 

benevolence to tangible respect for shared value creation. Low salience has given rise to 

the implicit and explicit devaluation of artists and art-making and their distancing from 

economic value that drives decision-making. If not addressed, it is this fundamental 

undermining by arts policy and practice of artistic practice that spells the most significant 

challenge to subsidised theatre’s sustainability and its greatest iniquity.  

No one solution will satisfy the range of demands and no one group of players can be the 

target of recommendations. The greatest shift needed to place artists in a place to 

meaningfully contribute and bring about change in the formulation of policy and other the 

significant points of decision-making, and with that the evident capacity and knowledge 

they offer, is to be perceived as capable and valued and have their practice and their 

language at the heart of its value systems and decisions. 

There is insufficient space within this study to consider the wider societal implications of 

the devaluation of the artist although this study has touched on the intrinsic aesthetic and 

social values of arts and culture that are at stake. Significant in the attitudinal changes and 

radical collaboration recommended here is the role of individuals – to act rather than feel 

responsible, to be reflexive in their own authority and decision-making. More needs to be 

done to bring a stakeholder view and downward accountability into the relationships 

between political players and arts and cultural activity as an effort to counter this. However, 

what is clear is that if subsidised theatre’s structures and its policies do not value and 

actively work to include artists within decision-making, policy-making and leadership, it is 

unlikely anyone else will. 

8.4. Conclusion 

Black sable one day, next day it goes into hock,  
but I'm here. 
Top billing Monday, Tuesday you're touring in stock,  
but I'm here. 
First you're another sloe-eyed vamp, then someone's mother, then 
you're camp; 
then you career from career to career. (Sondheim, 1971) 



 

 279 

 

This thesis returns to where it started: an understanding that the personal life and work 

of theatre artists will always be indivisible and subject to good and bad fortune. As a 

theoretical investigation, this study has achieved what it set out to do: to understand why 

artists are poorer and, like the elephant alluded to in the title, stand present in the practice 

but ignored in the rhetoric surrounding the CCI. In so doing, it has offered new knowledge 

on how stakeholder theory can be used in increasing this understanding. It has also drawn 

attention to how, in parallel to the absence of artists in decision-making, they are also 

absent in related fields of research in cultural leadership, arts management, and cultural 

policy. 

This study has shown however, that the changes that have come about in the political 

instrumentalisation of arts policy and the growth of neoliberal public management have, 

over time, changed the life of theatre artists in the UK to one of great and negative 

uncertainty. Within these decision-making processes that so critically affect the lives of 

artists, they themselves are set apart, detached from policy and its language and from the 

processes of leading and managing within their own field. 

The negative aspects of this gradual change for the artists themselves are where this 

research started. The concern, hardship and stress of a precarious lifestyle, the loss of self-

worth and a devaluation of the identity of artists appear in detail within this thesis and 

speak to the micro-impact of policy on artists’ lives and work. On a macro-scale, the wider 

destabilisation of artists as a representation of humanity, community, nation further feeds 

the dominance of economic value over all other forms.  

Yet within this study, there is also a clear sense that the other players in subsidised 

theatre (the leaders, the policy-makers) are trapped by the structures and hierarchies which 

they too reinforce and perpetuate. This raises important questions about the compromise 

and responsibility of cultural leadership in subsidised theatre in the UK and the degree to 

which public arts policy is equally ethically compromised and responsible for the 

devaluation of artists and art-making. It is clear in concluding that the implicit impasse that 

comes into view in this study cannot be changed without some radical correctives and a 

destabilising of current modes of decision-making. Some thoughts have been offered to the 

need for a more radically collaborative approach to this as the only way change can be 

affected. This is not to soften the urgent need for significant and far-reaching change but in 

recognition of the vulnerability of the whole context this study has examined. Future 

creative work, future provision, and future policy and subsidy require a more thorough 

ethical and positive adjustment of the interdependencies outlined in this thesis. 
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Appendix i: Research participant list82 D 

DETAILS REMOVED IN COMPLIANCE WITH ETHICS APPROVAL AND TO PROTECT 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

 
82 The ‘*’ indicates participants who subsequently left or changed roles after their participation. 
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Appendix ii: List of representative bodies 

 

Association/Trade Union Excluded Contacted Interviewed 

BECTU Theatrical Guild 1     
British UNIMA (Union Internationalle 
de la Marionnette) 1     
Creu Cymru   1 1 
Designers' Guild 1     
Equity   1   
Federation of Scottish Theatres   1 1 
Independent Theatre Council   1 1 
International Drama/Theatre and 
Education Association (IDEA) 1     
Playwrights Studio Scotland   1 1 
Stage Directors UK   1 1 
The Association of Lighting Designers 1     
The Society of British Theatre 
Designers 1     
Theatre Bristol   1 1 
Theatre NI   1 1 
Theatres Trust (Not a membership 
body)   1 1 
TYA UK (British Centre for ASSITEJ) 1     
UK Theatre (incorporating SOLT, 
Society of London Theatres)   1 1 
Writer's Guild of Great Britain   1   
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Appendix iii: Leadership analysis  

AMENDED TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY 

The following table lists the names identified during interviews with the Policy-makers 

group, the first five Representative Bodies (principally representing organisations) and the 

Leaders group. This indicates the exclusions, efforts to recruit and participation of sector 

leadership as participants understand it. Exclusions were based on: 

• Whether the participant was contactable (some were too general, some could not be 

traced and some were dead) 

• Whether the participant was based in the geographic area of the study, i.e. around the 

clusters identified (narrowed to exclude London, East and South-East England) 

• Whether the participant held a role within subsidised theatre (excluding commercial 

theatre figures, journalists, and individuals named in other disciplines, e.g., dance) 

Leaders  Excluded Contacted Interviewed 

In other 

Ptcpt groups 

Emma Jordan 0 1   
NTW 0 1   
David Greig 0 1   
Noone n/a    
Rachel O'Riordan 0 1   
NTS 0 1   
Jimmy Fay 0 1   
Major building-based theatres n/a    
Paula McFetridge 0 1   
Prime Cut 0 1   
Lyric Theatre 0 1   
Theatr Ghen 0 1   
John McGrath 0 0   
Vicki Featherstone 1 0   
Richard Wakely 0 1   
National 1 0   
Tamara Harvey 0 1   
Stewart Laing 0 1   
Elen Ap Robert 0 1   
Theatr Iolo 0 1   
Royal Court 1 0   
Big Telly  0 0   
Robert Softley Gale 0 1   
Zoe Seaton 0 0   
David Lan 1 0   
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Leaders  Excluded Contacted Interviewed 

In other 

Ptcpt groups 

Arts Council 1 0   
Birmingham Rep 0 1   
David Leddy 0 1   
Indhu Rubasingham  1 0   
Jenny Sealey 1 0   
MAC 0 1   
Matt Lenton  0 1   
Phil Clarke 0 0   
Pontio 0 1   
Alice McGrath 0 1   
Conor Mitchell 0 1   
HOME 1 0   
Kneehigh 1 0   
Louise Rossington 0 0   
Lucy Perman 1 0   
Support/Resource organisations n/a    
Vox Motus 0 0   
Angela Gould 0 1   
Ailie Butler 0 0   
Bruiser  0 0   
Dominic Hill 0 1   
Fire Exit 0 1   
Ken Skates 1 0   
Macha  0 1   
Royal Exchange 1 0   
Royal Opera House 1 0   
Slung Low 1 0   
Stef Smith 0 0   
Tim Webb 1 0   
Kabosh 0 1   
Kevin Lewis 0 1   
Neil Murray 0 1   
Nicola Curry 1 0   
Royal Shakespeare Company 0 0   
Sherman Theatre 0 1   
The Arches 0 1   
Theatr Clwyd 0 1   
Tony Reekie 1 0   
Young Vic 1 0   
Ali FitzGibbon 1 0   
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Leaders  Excluded Contacted Interviewed 

In other 

Ptcpt groups 

Birds of Paradise 0 1   
Christine Payne 0 1   
Contact Theatre 0 1   
David McLennon 1 0   
Nick Starr 1 0   
Replay  0 0   
The Bush 1 0   
Andrew Panton 1 0   
Dan Gordon 0 1   
Miles Harrison 1 0   
Niamh Flanagan 0 1   
Nick Hytner 1 0   
Paul FitzPatrick 0 1   
Peter Doran  0 0   
Simon Harris 0 1   
Cahoots NI 0 1   
Christine Hamilton 1 0   
Dougie Irvine 0 1   
Martin Lynch 0 0   
Laura Drane 0 1   
Eibhlin de Barra 0 0   
Tony Devlin 0 0   
Earthfall 0 1   
Owen McCafferty 0 1   
Sean Kelly 1 0   
Tom Morris 0 1   
Annabel Turpin 0 1   
Rosemary Jenkinson 0 1   
Emma Rice 1 0   
Catriona McLoughlin 0 1   
Marianne Elliott 1 0   
John Tiffany 1 0   
Robert Ike 1 0   
Simon McBurney 1 0   
Dan Rebellato  1 0   
Dan Vyleta 1 0   
Andy Field 1 0   
Jo Crowley 0 1   
TOTAL: 31 49   
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Appendix iv: Sample interview guides 

Interview Guide for Policy-makers participant group 

Rel of 
participant 

Can you tell me your role here? 

Stakeholder 
Salience 
Obligation 
Role of the 
NDPB 
Rel to state and 
sector 

Can you start by describing for me what you feel are the most 

important relationships for [name of public body]? 

Prompts  
Do you have obligations to anyone? 
Who do you depend on or who do you need to get things done?  
Who or what does ACW answer to and about what? National/Public 
commitments? 
Probes  
How would you describe your level of authority?  
Are there things this body can insist upon or make happen?  
How would you describe these relationships - are they cooperative, 
difficult at times? Have they changed in recent years? What’s your 
relationship with the theatre sector, how would you describe it - 
hands on, supportive, distant, what other ways?  
Who makes demands of you and how do you feel about them?  

Role of the 
NDPB 
Role of the 
sector 
Changing 
conditions 
Listen for 
themes of 
innovation, 
change, 
representation, 
resilience and 
sustainability 

How do you see your relationship with the theatre sector? 

Prompts  
What words would you use to describe its current state?  
Does it have any particular traits right now?  
How would you describe it?  How is it working? 
Is it changing? 
Probes  
Are there particular concerns or threats to theatre in this country at 
the minute? Are there things missing from it?  
Where are the artists in this landscape and who are they?  
When you talk about your relationship with the theatre sector – who 
is that with? 

Leadership 
Artists as 
leaders? 

Who would you describe as the leaders of the theatre sector in 

Wales?  

Counter Question: Who do you think would see it differently to you? 
Prompts  
Who are the driving forces behind where theatre goes next?  
Are there any leaders? 
Probes  
What makes them leaders? What are the traits of leaders? 
Are there leadership gaps in theatre?  
Why these particular people/organisations?  
What responsibilities do they have?  
Do you see ACW as a leader?  

Role of the 
artist 
Concerns of 
artists 
Human 

Can you tell me about how you see the role of theatre artists in 

Wales at the minute? 

Prompts  
What roles do they have in the industry?  
Who is an artist in theatre? What preoccupies them?  
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Enterprise How do they figure in ACW’s thinking? 
Probes  
How do you think they see you and this organisation?  
What do you think their concerns are?  
What responsibilities do they have? 

Personal / 
Professional 

Tell me a bit about your own role - how would you see your personal 

relationship to the work you do in relation to theatre? 

Prompts  
What impact does your role have on you personally?  
Is there a connection between your personal and professional 
identities?  
Probes  
Is there any kind of emotional attachment to what you do in your 
role?  
How do you separate these parts of you in your work?  
Are there positives and negatives to this? 

 Those are all my questions. Is there anything you feel you would like 

to add or anything more you want to say?  

 

Checklist 

• How a public body assigns importance/priority 
• The role or power of a public body in relation to theatre 
• How the public body views itself & its relationships 
• Perceptions of obligation – what do they have to do and what can they insist on 
• The relationship between personal and professional 
• View of the landscape - how do they see the ‘ecology’ 
• Defining and locating theatre artists and their concerns 
• Leadership - who and what is it in theatre? 
• Relationship between national and intercultural identity and artistic expression 
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Interview Guide for Representative Bodies participant group 

Relevance of 
participant 

First can you tell me in a line or so, what your role is in relation to 

professional theatre? 

Context 
Landscape 
Conditions 
Salience 
Role of the 
sector 

From ITC’s point of view, can you give me a snapshot of the current 

theatre landscape here? 

Prompts 
What are its current concerns or threats? 
Does it have particular traits? 
Who makes up this sector? 
Probes 
What is it there to do? 
Is it a coherent body/set of organisations? Does it deal with itself 
coherently? 

Stakeholder 
Salience of 
theatre 
sector 
Obligations 
Role of  
Sector 
Role of other 
bodies and 
people 

Can you tell me what are the most important relationships for the 

theatre sector? 

Prompts  
Could you describe them in terms of dependency? Who does it rely on? 
Who or what does it depend on to get things done?  
Who or what does it answer to and about what? 
What are the expectations of these relationships? 
Probes  
Are there particular stakeholders who can insist on certain things?  
How would you describe these relationships? Have they changed in 
recent years?  
What is its relationship with the state? National/Intl/Public 
commitments? 

 
Leadership 
Artists as 
leaders? 

Who would you describe as the leaders of the theatre sector?  

Counter Question: Are there contrary views to that? 
Prompts  
Who are the driving forces behind where theatre goes next?  
Are there any leaders? 
Probes  
What makes them leaders? What are the traits of leaders? 
Are there leadership gaps in theatre?  
Why these particular people/organisations?  
What responsibilities do they have?  
Do you see artists as leaders?  

Role of the 
artist 
Concerns of 
artists 
Human 
Enterprise 

Can you tell me about how you see the role of theatre artists in 

professional theatre at the minute? 

Prompts  
What roles do they have in the industry?  
Who is an artist in theatre? What preoccupies them?  
How do they figure in your thinking at ITC? 
Probes  
How do you think they see you?  
What do you think their concerns are?  
What responsibilities do they have? 
What responsibility do you and your members have to them? 
What is their role in policy making? 

Personal/ 
Professional 

Tell me a bit about your own role - how would you see your personal 

relationship to the work you do in relation to theatre? 
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Prompts  
What impact does your role have on you personally?  
Is there a connection between your personal and professional identities?  
Probes  
Is there any kind of emotional attachment to what you do in your role?  
How do you separate these parts of you in your work?  
Are there positives and negatives to this? 

 Those are all my questions. Is there anything you feel you would like to 

add or anything more you want to say? 

 

Checklist 

• How rep bodies assign importance/priority/obligation 
• The role or power of different stakeholders in theatre 
• View of the landscape - how do they see the ‘ecology’ 
• The relationship between personal and professional 
• Defining and locating theatre artists and their concerns 
• Leadership - who and what is it in theatre? 
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Interview Guide for Leaders participant group 

Relevance of 
participant 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 Could you tell me very briefly what your role is in relation to 

professional theatre? 

Do you see it as artistic or executive or both? 
Would you describe yourself as an artist? 

Stakeholder 
Salience 
Obligation 
Role of the 
Leader/Manager 
Rel to state and 
sector 

Can you start by describing for me what you feel are the most 

important relationships for your company? 

Could you describe them in terms of dependency? 
What expectations or powers do these relationships have over you? 
Do you have commitments to anyone? Who or what? 
National/Public commitments? – policy directives? 
Probes  
How would you describe these relationships - cooperative, difficult? 
Have they changed?  
Are these relationships contradictory/in conflict with each other? 
How do you manage these relationships? 

Role of 
Leader/Manager 
Role of sector 
Conditions 
themes of 
risk/innovation, 
representation, 
resilience and 
sustainability 

How do you see your relationship with the rest of the theatre 

sector? 

What words would you use to describe its current state?  
Does it have any particular traits right now?  
How would you describe it?  How is it working? 
Is it changing? 
Probes  
Are there particular concerns/threats/things missing from it?  
When you talk about your relationship with the theatre sector – who 
is that with? 

Leadership 
Artists as 
leaders? 

Who would you describe as the leaders of the theatre sector?  

Who are the driving forces behind where theatre goes next?  
Are there any leaders? 
Probes  
What makes them leaders? What are the traits of leaders? 
Are there leadership gaps in theatre?  
Why these particular people/organisations?  
What responsibilities do they have?  
Do you see yourself/your company as a leader? Are artists leaders? 

Role of the artist 
Concerns of 
artists 
Human 
Enterprise 

Can you tell me about how you see the role of theatre artists here at 

the minute? 

What roles do they have in the industry?  
Do they influence how policy is made? Where? How? 
How do they figure in your thinking? 
Probes  
How do you think they see you and this organisation?  
What do you think their concerns are?  
What responsibilities do they have? 

Personal / 
Professional 

I am interested in how people in the different roles I am speaking to, 

balance or negotiate their personal with their professional lives? 

Prompts  
What impact does your role have on you personally?  
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Is there a connection between your personal and professional 
identities?  
Probes  
Is there any kind of emotional attachment to what you do in your 
role?  
How do you separate these parts of you in your work?  
Are there positives and negatives to this? 

 Those are all my questions. Is there anything you feel you would like 

to add or anything more you want to say?  

 
Checklist 

• How a Leader/Manager assigns importance/priority 
• The role or power of a company/company head in relation to theatre 
• How the manager views themselves, their company & its relationships 
• Perceptions of obligation – what do they have to do and what can they insist on 
• The relationship between personal and professional 
• View of the landscape - how do they see the ‘ecology’ 
• Defining and locating theatre artists and their concerns 
• Leadership - who and what is it in theatre? 
• Relationship between national and intercultural identity and artistic expression 
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Interview Guide for Independent Artists participant group 

Area Questions 
Ice-breaker Can you introduce yourself and say in one line what you do? 

Verifying Q.: Do you principally work in theatre or aspire to work in 
theatre? 
Do you have thoughts about how you are seen by others?  

Stakeholder 
Salience 
Context 
Local/National/ 
International 

I’d like you to imagine the current theatre world, how would you 

describe it?  

What does it look like? What parts does it have?  
Where is it? How big, how far does it reach? 
What kind of a world is it to be in? 
How do you find out about what’s happening? Where do you get 
your information? 

Leadership Can you tell me who is in the theatre world? Where do they sit in 

relation to you?  

Who controls this world?  
Who is responsible for the way it works? 
Who has power and who decides what is valued? 
Who leads it or decides what happens in it? 

Leadership 
Artists rel to 
Sector 
Implicit/Explicit  

How do you see yourself in this world?  

What’s your relationship with the other parts or people in theatre 
world? 
What do you need/want from this world? 
What does this world need from you?  
Who do you do this for? 
Is your relationship with this world personal or professional? What’s 
your emotional relationship to your work? 

Rel to Policy 
The State as 
stakeholder 

What is the role of the state in this world? 

Do they have one? 
What relationship do they have with you? 
Does any element of this relationship affect how you do what you 
do? 
Do you feel any duty or obligation? 

 If you reflect on what we’ve talked about, what else would you 

want me to know? 
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Appendix v: Recruitment notices 

Callouts using the text below directing potential participants back to the researcher’s 

website were circulated extensively via social media and a range of newsletters, including: 

• Theatre NI 
• Creu Cymru 
• Federation of Scottish Theatre 
• UKTheatre 
• Independent Theatre Council 
• Stage Directors UK 
• Writers Guild of Great Britain 
• British Equity passed it to regional coordinators in each area. In NI, and shared via 

private members groups on social media (Facebook, etc) 
• Creative Scotland, NTW Community and Theatre Bristol websites all featured it on 

their noticeboards. 
• Social media groups were also contacted including: 
• Playwriting UK 
• Mothers Artists Makers 
• Upfront Performance Network 
• TYA UK 

Additionally, all research participants, interested groups and personal contacts of 

relevance were asked to circulate, retweet, etc. 

 

Focus Group Recruitment for Belfast, Cardiff and Bristol Sep 2017 

Are you an independent artist working in the UK as a director, actor, playwright or 

theatremaker? Are you an independent producer or running a theatre company without 

core funding? Would you like to share your thoughts and experiences to help with 

research? Yes? Book to attend one of these discussions by emailing 

afitzgibbon01@qub.ac.uk  

 

Research is being undertaken by Ali FitzGibbon through Queen’s University Belfast 

exploring the role of independent artists in policymaking and leadership in the funded 

theatre sector in the UK. Your thoughts and experiences on your life and work will be vital 

in completing the picture. A series of informal group discussions aimed at different 

occupations within theatre are being organised in different venues. These are relaxed and 

(hopefully) enjoyable opportunities to share thoughts with your peers. We know many 

people take on multiple roles so please choose the one that is the closest/best fit to how 

you see yourself.  
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Tuesday 19 September 2017    Lyric Theatre, Belfast 

10am – 12pm     Directors/Auteurs  
1pm – 3pm     Actors/Theatremakers  
4 – 6pm     Independent Producers  
 
Wednesday 20 September 2017   Lyric Theatre, Belfast 

10am – 12pm      Actors/Theatremakers  
1pm – 3pm      Actors/Theatremakers  
4pm – 6pm      Playwrights  
 
Monday 25 September 2017    Travelling Light Theatre Co, Bristol 

12.30pm – 2pm     Actors/Theatremakers 
3pm – 4.30pm     Directors/Auteurs 
 
Tuesday 26 September 2017    Sherman Theatre, Cardiff 

10am – 12pm      Directors/Auteurs  
1pm – 3pm      Playwrights  
4 – 6pm     Independent Producers  
 
Wednesday 27 September 2017   Sherman Theatre, Cardiff 

10am – 12pm      Actors/Theatremakers  
 

All sessions are confidential and can accommodate a maximum of 6 people. More 

information on consent and how information will be used will be provided. To book a place 

or get more information, please contact researcher Ali FitzGibbon 

afitzgibbon01@qub.ac.uk. Every effort to accommodate all needs and abilities will be 

made, please just ask. FURTHER DATES WILL BE ANNOUNCED IN GLASGOW, EDINBURGH, 

MANCHESTER AND BIRMINGHAM.  If you are a fulltime company or theatre and are 

interested in getting involved in this research, hosting sessions, etc, please get in touch. 

www.alifitzgibbon.com  

 

Focus Group Recruitment for Glasgow and Edinburgh Oct 2017 

 

Independent Theatre Artists –join me in Scotland! 

Are you working in the UK as a director, actor, playwright or theatremaker? Are you an 

independent producer or running a theatre company without core funding? Would you like 

to share your thoughts and experiences to help with research? Yes? Book to attend one of 

these discussions by emailing afitzgibbon01@qub.ac.uk. My journey continues in 

researching the role of independent artists in policymaking and leadership in the funded 

theatre sector in the UK. And from 23 – 25 October I will be in Scotland. 

 

The thoughts and experiences of independent artists are bringing huge insight to this 
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work and the more varied and diverse the better. To join in, please sign up to come to a 

relaxed and informal discussion session. We know many people take on multiple roles so 

please choose the one that is the closest/best fit to how you see yourself or the time that 

works best for you.  

 
Monday 23 October 2017   The Lyceum, Edinburgh 

10.30am – 12pm    Directors/Auteurs  
1.30pm – 3pm     Actors/Theatremakers  
 

A small session is also being arranged for Independent Producers (sometime around 

5pm). Please get in touch if you are interested in attending. 

 
Tuesday 24 October 2017  Scottish Playwrights’ Studio 

1.30pm – 3pm Writers/Directors/Auteurs 
 

Tuesday 24 October 2017  National Theatre Scotland, Rockvilla, 

Glasgow 

5pm – 6.30pm     Actors/Theatremakers 
 
 

All sessions are confidential and can accommodate a maximum of 6 people. More 

information on consent and how information will be used will be provided. To book a place 

or get more information, please contact researcher Ali FitzGibbon 

afitzgibbon01@qub.ac.uk  

Every effort to accommodate all needs and abilities will be made, please just ask. While 

childcare can’t be offered, sessions are timed to offer at least one session during school 

time in each city and babies are welcome. A final series of discussions will be held in 

Birmingham83 – details TBC. www.alifitzgibbon.com  

  

 
83 Data saturation meant the final sessions planned in Birmingham and Manchester didn’t take place 
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Appendix vi: Focus group guide 

Layout/Materials: 

Chairs/Table 

Some refreshments 

Large sheet(s) of paper 

Markers/pens 

Postits 

Blutac/tape for fixing to table/joining sheets 

Duration: 90 mins 

 

Introduction: 

Record Participants (maximum 6) both in attendance list and audio (below) 

Area Questions 
Ice-breaker Ask participants to introduce themselves by name for the 

recording and rest of group 
Pre-Q. Start with an easy question: Can you introduce 

yourself and say in one line what you do? 

Verifying Q.: Does everyone here work in/want to work in 
theatre? 
Did you train in something related? 
Is this the career trajectory you imagined? 

Stakeholder Salience 
Context 
Local/National/International 

I’d like you to imagine the current theatre world, how 

would you describe it?  

Invite them to map it out together  
 
What does it look like? 
What parts does it have?  
Where is it? How big, how far does it reach? 

Leadership Using the postits, can you tell me who is in the theatre 

world? Where are they?  

Place these people on the paper 
Discuss with the group 
Who controls this world? Who is responsible for it? 
 

Leadership 
Artists rel to Sector 
Implicit/Explicit  

How do you see yourself in this world?  

Ask them to put themselves into the world again using 
postits 
Where are you in this world? 
What’s your relationship with the other parts or people in 
theatre world? 
Is it a personal or professional relationship? 
What do you need/want from this world? 
What does this world need from you? What do you have 
to do in it? 

Rel to Policy What is the role of the state in this world? 
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The State as stakeholder Where is policy made in this world? 
Do they have one? 
What relationship do they have with you? 

 If you reflect on what we’ve talked about, what else 

would you want me to know? 
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Appendix vii: Code & category analysis 

Pivot tables in MS Excel was used to analyse codes and categories for each participant group to appraise frequency and distribution. These are presented in order, first 

the code distribution for each participant group, second the category distribution for each group. For the Policy-makers group, this is presented in two parts for 

document and interview analysis. 

 

Table 14: Distribution/frequency of refined codes (Policy-makers’ documents) 

REFINED CODES S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Total 
ARTS AS NATIONAL IDENTITY 2 1 9 15 6 33 
ARTS AS PLACE-MAKING  1 7 3 7 18 
ARTS/ARTISTS & INTERNATIONALISM  2   4 6 
AS MUCH AS MANY AS WIDE 4 6 7 3 10 30 
BELIEFS 11 22 19 11 21 84 
BUSINESS APPROACH  7 2  4 13 
CHANGE 11 9 5 5 9 39 
CONCERNS OF ARTISTS/CREATIVE PEOPLE 2 1 1  3 7 
CONDITIONS/CREATING ENVIRONMENT 8   4 7 19 
DEFENSIVE ROLE OF PUBLIC BODY 1 5  7 3 16 
DIVERSITY/LANGUAGE/TRADITIONS 2     2 
EVIDENCE AS ADVOCACY 1 3 1   5 
INFLUENCE 3 6 4 1 8 22 
INTERDEPENDENCY/COLLABORATION 5 2 11 1 3 22 
INTERNAL PRIORITIES  4 3 2 1 10 
JUSTIFICATION (REL TO MEASUREMENT/EVIDENCE) 8 10 5  3 26 
LANGUAGE/DIVERSITY/TRADITION  2 6 7 21 36 
LEADERSHIP 7 3 5  5 20 
LOCAL/NATIONAL/INTERNATIONAL 1 6 11 3 8 29 
OBLIGATIONS RELATING TO STANDARDS 4     4 
OBLIGATIONS/COMMITMENTS/EXPECTATIONS/REQUIREMENTS 21 22 28 10 26 107 
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REFINED CODES S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Total 
OUR/WE/US 19 5   3 27 
PAST INFLUENCING FUTURE  6 2  4 12 
PERCEPTION OF CAREERS/CAREER PATHS IN THE ARTS 4  4 1 7 16 
PERCEPTION OF CONTEXT/LANDSCAPE OF ARTS SECTOR & WIDER LANDSCAPE 6 15 11 8 18 58 
PERCEPTION OF DIGITAL/TECHNOLOGIES 2 4 9 5 6 26 
PERCEPTION OF NATIONAL CONTEXT   1   1 
PERCEPTION OF PUBLIC BODY'S REL WITH SECTOR 7 6 7 6 14 40 
PERCEPTION OF REL TO PUBLIC/WIDER SOCIETY  4 7 2  13 
PERCEPTION OF VALUE/QUALITY/EXCELLENCE 7     7 
POWER OF ROLE AS PUBLIC BODY 3   2  5 
RISK/INNOVATION  1 1 1 11 14 
ROLE OF ARTISTS 7 12 3 5 6 33 
ROLE OF ARTISTS/WORKFORCE/CREATIVE PEOPLE 1 2 12  5 20 
ROLE OF ARTS ORGANISATIONS 2 3   6 11 
ROLE OF ARTS SECTOR   1  2 3 
ROLE OF BOARDS OF ARTS ORGANISATIONS 2 2    4 
ROLE/PURPOSE OF NDPB 22 24 22 25 21 114 
STAKEHOLDER VIEW 7 10 11 6 8 42 
STAKEHOLDERS 3 14 14 7 4 42 
STANDARDS/MEASUREMENT 16 3 5   24 
SUSTAINABILITY/RESILIENCE 7 1 1 4 9 22 
TANGIBLE OUTPUT  9   2 11 
VALUE/QUALITY/EXCELLENCE  4 9 4 8 25 
VOLUNTARISM   3 1   1 5 
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Table 15: Distribution/frequency of refined codes (Policy-makers’ interviews) 

REFINED CODES PM1 
PM1 & 
PM2 PM2 PM3 PM4 PM5 PM6 Total 

ARTS AS NATIONAL IDENTITY 7  1 3    11 
ARTS AS PLACE-MAKING    1 4 4  9 
BLENDING/BLURRING OF DISCIPLINES/PORTFOLIOS 2  4 2 2 1 6 17 
BUSINESS APPROACH 8 1 7 6 5 1 2 30 
CAREER PROGRESSION/SKILLS 6 1 2 1 7 1 8 26 
CHANGE 2  2 6 4 3  17 
CONCERNS/HARDSHIP OF ARTISTS/CREATIVE PEOPLE 6 1 6 10 4 4 12 43 
CONDITIONS/CREATING ENVIRONMENT 1    4 3  8 
DEFENSIVE ROLE OF NDPB    5 3 8  16 
DEFENSIVE ROLE OF THE NDPB 1  1     2 
EVIDENCE AS ADVOCACY      8  8 
FREEDOM TO EXPRESS/CHALLENGE 2 1 1 5   1 10 
INFLUENCE 7   5 10 3 2 27 
INTERDEPENDENCY/COLLABORATION (INTERVIEWS SUGGEST THERE MAY BE TWO 
ASPECTS - ARTIST/ORG INTERDEPENDENCY AND SECTOR/NDPB 
INTERDEPENDENCY)   3 4 2   9 
INTERNAL PRIORITIES   1  1 1 1 4 
INTERPRETATION 4   2  19 2 27 
JUSTIFICATION (RELATED TO MEASUREMENT/EVIDENCE)   4 2  10  16 
LANGUAGE/DIVERSITY/TRADITION    5    5 
LEADERSHIP 21  7 24 15 4 15 86 
LOCAL/NATIONAL/INTERNATIONAL 1  6 1  10  18 
NETWORK AS INFLUENCE 8  4 7   1 20 
OBLIGATIONS PLACED ON PUBLIC BODY  5 1 6 9 1 14 4 40 
OBLIGATIONS/COMMITMENTS/EXPECTATIONS/REQUIREMENTS 13 1 8 14 5 4 14 59 
OUR/WE/US   1 1 5  5 12 
PAST INFLUENCING FUTURE     1 1  2 
PERCEPTION OF CAREER/CAREER PATHS IN ARTS 6  2 8 3  9 28 
PERCEPTION OF CONTEXT/LANDSCAPE OF ARTS SECTOR & WIDER LANDSCAPE 6   10 15 10 8 49 
PERCEPTION OF DIGITAL/TECHNOLOGIES     1   1 
PERCEPTION OF NDPB'S REL WITH SECTOR 16 1 8 26 16 14 23 104 
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REFINED CODES PM1 
PM1 & 
PM2 PM2 PM3 PM4 PM5 PM6 Total 

PERCEPTION OF REL TO PUBLIC/WIDER SOCIETY 3     2 2 7 
PERSONAL OBLIGATIONS 1  5 3 3 2 8 22 
RISK/INNOVATION 5  6 4 9 4 6 34 
ROLE OF ARTIST(S) 2 1 6 5 2 8 5 29 
ROLE/PURPOSE OF ARTISTS/WORKFORCE/CREATIVE PEOPLE 1  5  2   8 
ROLE/PURPOSE OF ARTS ORGANISATIONS 2  3 1 6 2 5 19 
ROLE/PURPOSE OF ARTS SECTOR      4  4 
ROLE/PURPOSE OF PUBLIC BODY 3  2 17 2 16 14 54 
SEPARATION OF PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL 17 1 4 10 6 5 15 58 
STAKEHOLDERS AND A STAKEHOLDER VIEW    2 3 6 1 12 
STAKEHOLDERS/STAKEHOLDER VIEW 1  1     2 
STANDARDS/MEASUREMENT   2 3  6 1 12 
SUSTAINABILITY/RESILIENCE    2 1 1  4 
VALUE/QUALITY/EXCELLENCE 4  4 2 2 4 1 17 
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Table 16: Distribution/frequency of refined codes (Leaders’ interviews) 

REFINED CODES 
LM
1 

LM
2 

LM
3 

LM
4 

LM
5 

LM
6 

LM
7 

LM
8 

LM
9 

LM 
10 

LM
11 

LM
12 

LM
13 

LM
14 

LM
15 

LM
16 

LM
17 

LM
18 

LM
19 

LM
20 

LM
21 

Tot
al 

ARTISTIC IDENTITY 4 1 5 10 4  3 7  3 5 1 6 4  6 13 4 1 5 4 86 

ARTS AS NATIONAL IDENTITY 4 3 2  2   2   2 2    2   1   20 

BLURRING OF DISCIPLINES/PORTFOLIOS  5 1  4      1     1  1  2  15 

BUSINESS APPROACH 10 3 8 3 2 3 7 4 1 5 1 2 2 3   8 2 1 1  66 

CAREER PROGRESSION/SKILLS  1 5 3 9 1 1 3 3 2 3 7 4 1 2 5 2 5 2 3 3 65 

CHANGE 4   1              1    6 
CONCERNS/HARDSHIP OF ARTISTS/CREATIVE 
PEOPLE 6 2 5 4 11 2 3 5  1 3 1  4 3 3 5 5 3   66 

FREEDOM TO EXPRESS/CHALLENGE/CRITIQUE  1  3 4 7 1 2   3 3    4 3  1  1 33 
INFLUENCE (NDPB on 
sector/organisations/artists) 6 3 3 1 2 1 1 3  1   3 5 1 1 7 1   1 40 

INFLUENCE (Organisation/Sector/Artists on 
NDPB/policy) 1  5 6 2 2 2  2 5 1 2 2 2 3   3 1  2 41 

INTERDEPENDENCY/COLLABORATION (within 
Sector including competition) 15 7 4 8 6 1 3 8 3 3 4 6 5 12 6 6 3 3 4 3 3 113 

INTERPRETATION 8 1  5  3   1     4 2 1 3  1 2 1 32 

JUSTIFICATION (RELATED TO 
MEASUREMENT/EVIDENCE) 2   1   2       2   1    1 9 

LANGUAGE/DIVERSITY/TRADITION 3      2    2 6   1     8  22 

LEADERSHIP 15 14 9 3 9 1 10 4 9 2 5 5 4 4 3 9 5 7 3 4 4 129 

LOCAL/NATIONAL/INTERNATIONAL 3 5 2 2 2  3 3   4  1 1 2 1  2  1  32 

NETWORK AS INFLUENCE 12 2 1 9 4 1 3 2 6 1 3 2 4 9 3 4 1 7 2 2 5 83 

OBLIGATIONS/COMMITMENTS/EXPECTATIONS/R
EQUIREMENTS 17 8 10 5 8 3 8 4 3 3 3 6 7 6 7 13 7 7 6 7 6 144 

PAST INFLUENCING FUTURE            1        1  2 
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REFINED CODES 
LM
1 

LM
2 

LM
3 

LM
4 

LM
5 

LM
6 

LM
7 

LM
8 

LM
9 

LM 
10 

LM
11 

LM
12 

LM
13 

LM
14 

LM
15 

LM
16 

LM
17 

LM
18 

LM
19 

LM
20 

LM
21 

Tot
al 

PERCEPTION OF CONTEXT/LANDSCAPE OF ARTS 
SECTOR & WIDER LANDSCAPE 4 5 3 4 3 1 2 1 3 1 1 5 2  1 5 4 6 5 1 2 59 

PERCEPTION OF GOVT'S REL TO SECTOR    2   6    5   1  2   2   18 

PERCEPTION OF NDPB'S REL WITH SECTOR 7 5 3 5  1 3 1 1 1 2   1 4  7 2    43 

PERCEPTION OF REL TO PUBLIC/WIDER SOCIETY  1 5  3 1 4  3 1 2 1 1    1 1 1 2 2 29 

PERSONAL OBLIGATIONS 6 7 2 3 3  4  2 1 2 2 4 3  2 5 1  1  48 

RISK/INNOVATION 2 8 6 2 4 3 5 1  1 6 5 1 1 3 4 6  1 7 5 71 

ROLE OF ARTIST(S) 4 1 3 10 9 1  3 4 2 3 1 3 1  5 6 3 1 1 3 64 

ROLE/PURPOSE OF ARTS ORGANISATIONS 11 5 12 3 8 3 11 7 3 3 4 5 7 2 3 2 5 2 4 2 2 104 

ROLE/PURPOSE OF ARTS SECTOR   1     1 1          1   4 

ROLE/PURPOSE OF NDPB 1  1 2   4   1       1     10 

ROLE/PURPOSE/STATUS OF 
ARTISTS/WORKFORCE/CREATIVE PEOPLE 4 5 9 23 18 6 4 7 10 4 5 5 8 15 4 8 5 10 4 5 9 168 

SELF INTEREST & STATUS 4   2 1  4 1  1   5 4 4 1 1 6   7 41 

SEPARATION OF PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL 9 9 9 12 7 5 7 5 3 5 12 10 4 5 2 7 1 6 6 7 2 133 

STAKEHOLDERS AND A STAKEHOLDER VIEW 3 1 3 7 2 2 2 1 5 1 6 2   2 4 2 3 1 4 1 52 

STANDARDS/MEASUREMENT    2       1           3 

SUSTAINABILITY/RESILIENCE  1 2 1 1  1   2  2  2 2 2    1  17 

VALUE/QUALITY/EXCELLENCE 1 4 1 3 2 2 1     2 3 2 1     3         1 26 
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Table 17: Distribution/frequency of refined codes (Representative Bodies’ interviews84) 

 
84 5 of 8 Representative Bodies analysed here, 3 integrated into analysis of Artists’ group 

REFINED CODES RB1 RB2 RB3 RB4 RB5 Total 
ARTS AS NATIONAL IDENTITY  1   1 2 
ARTS AS PLACE-MAKING 3   2 1 6 
BELIEFS  2 4   6 
BLURRING OF DISCIPLINES/PORTFOLIOS   2 2 5 9 
BUSINESS APPROACH 4 6 7 4 4 25 
CAREER PROGRESSION/SKILLS  6 4 2 5 17 
CHANGE 2  1   3 
CONCERNS/HARDSHIP OF ARTISTS/CREATIVE PEOPLE 2 3 2 2 5 14 
CONDITIONS/CREATING ENVIRONMENT 1    1 2 
EVIDENCE AS ADVOCACY   2  1 3 
FREEDOM TO EXPRESS/CHALLENGE 1 1  1  3 
INFLUENCE (NDPB on sector/organisations/artists) 1 3 5  2 11 
INFLUENCE (Organisation/Sector/Artists on NDPB/policy) 2 3 2  5 12 
INTERDEPENDENCY/COLLABORATION (within Sector including competition) 7 1 1 1 7 17 
INTERPRETATION  2 1 1 2 6 
JUSTIFICATION (RELATED TO MEASUREMENT/EVIDENCE) 1  3  1 5 
LANGUAGE/DIVERSITY/TRADITION     1 1 
LEADERSHIP 10 11 11 7 12 51 
LOCAL/NATIONAL/INTERNATIONAL 2 1  2 3 8 
NETWORK AS INFLUENCE 3 1  3 7 14 
OBLIGATIONS/COMMITMENTS/EXPECTATIONS/REQUIREMENTS 2 3 8 5 3 21 
PAST INFLUENCING FUTURE 1     1 
PERCEPTION OF CONTEXT/LANDSCAPE OF ARTS SECTOR & WIDER LANDSCAPE 5 6 7 3 3 24 
PERCEPTION OF NDPB'S REL WITH SECTOR  2  2 3 7 
PERCEPTION OF REL TO PUBLIC/WIDER SOCIETY 1    1 2 
PERSONAL OBLIGATIONS 2 1 4 1 2 10 
RISK/INNOVATION 7  5 5 1 18 
ROLE OF ARTIST(S) 2 2 2 1 1 8 
ROLE/PURPOSE OF ARTS ORGANISATIONS 1 1 4 2 1 9 
ROLE/PURPOSE OF NDPB  3   5 8 
ROLE/PURPOSE/STATUS  OF ARTISTS/WORKFORCE/CREATIVE PEOPLE 1 2 4 1 5 13 
SEPARATION OF PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL 4 3 3 1 1 12 
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REFINED CODES RB1 RB2 RB3 RB4 RB5 Total 
STAKEHOLDERS AND A STAKEHOLDER VIEW  3 1 2 2 8 
STANDARDS/MEASUREMENT   1  1 2 
SUSTAINABILITY/RESILIENCE 3 3 4  3 13 
VALUE/QUALITY/EXCELLENCE 1       4 5 
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Table 18: Distribution/frequency of refined codes (Artists’ interviews & focus groups) 

REFINED CODES 

F
G 
1 

F
G 
2 

FG
3 

FG
4 

FG
5 

FG
6 

FG
7 

FG
8 

FG
9 

FG
10 

FG
11 

FG
12 

FG
14 

FG
15 

FG
16 

FG
17 

FG
18 

X
F 

X
G 

X
I 

X
J 

X
K 

X
L 

X
M 

X
N 

X
O 

 
Tot
al 

Out 
of 26 
sessi
ons 

ARTISTIC IDENTITY 4 6 6 2 8 6 8 1   3 3 6 1 5 3 4 4 2   3 2 4 2 3   5 91 23 
ARTS AS HUMAN   1                                                 1 2 
ARTS AS NATIONAL IDENTITY 1   1 1               11   1 3   1     3 2 1   1   2 28 12 
BLURRING OF DISCIPLINES/PORTFOLIOS 1 4 3 2 1 1 3 6 3 4   3 5 5 4 4 4 3 2 1   1 2 1 1   64 24 
BUSINESS APPROACH 1 1   5 3 2 4 1   1   3 3   4 3 2 4 1 2   4   3   1 48 20 

CAREER PROGRESSION/SKILLS 3 
1
3 7 6 5 8 9 6 5 9 4 4 9 5 6 6 8 1 6 3 6 4 1 6   4 

14
4 26 

CONCERNS/HARDSHIP OF 
ARTISTS/CREATIVE PEOPLE 

1
5 

1
0 7 6 8 10 13 6 3 10 2 3 7 11   9 12 4 3 4 4 6 2 4 2 3 

16
4 25 

CONDITIONS/CREATING ENVIRONMENT                       2 1     2                     5 3 
DEFENSIVE ROLE OF NDPB         1                     1               1     3 3 
FREEDOM TO 
EXPRESS/CHALLENGE/CRITIQUE 4 3   4 1 4 2 5 3 3   7 9 5 4 5 2 3   3   8 3 3 2   83 23 
INFLUENCE (NDPB on 
sector/organisations/artists) 7 6 2 4 4 2 2 5 1 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 3   1 3 4 1 3 4     72 24 
INFLUENCE (Organisation/Sector/Artists on 
NDPB/policy) 4 1 2 3 4 2 1 1 3 4   4 7 1 7 4 4 4 2 3     2 2 2 1 68 23 
INTERDEPENDENCY/COLLABORATION 
(between SECTOR/NDPB or NDPB /Other 
public bodies )     1                                               1 1 
INTERDEPENDENCY/COLLABORATION 
(within sector, including competition) 

1
0 6 1 8 7 5 4 4 4 5 1 7 6 3 6 10 8 8 5 5 2     4 1 2 

12
2 24 

INTERPRETATION   2   1 5 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 5 1 4 3 1                 34 16 
KNOWLEDGE 3 1 1 4 1 1 1   4 2 1     3   3 2                   27 13 
LANGUAGE/DIVERSITY/TRADITION   3   1 2 1     2 5 4 4 1 8   1 4 1           1 1   39 15 

LEADERSHIP 2 5   3 7   3 2 4 2 2   3 3 4 7 1 
1
0 5 3 2 2 2 

1
1     83 21 

LOCAL/NATIONAL/INTERNATIONAL 5 3 4 4 5   6 2   6 1 2 2 2 2 5 3   1   1   2 3 1 2 62 22 

NETWORK AS INFLUENCE 
1
0 8 6 5 2 5 7 10 9 9 5 1 9 10 3 10 2 3 5 5 1 3 3 6 3 2 

14
2 26 

OBLIGATIONS PLACED ON NDPB 1 1                           1               1     4 4 
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REFINED CODES 

F
G 
1 

F
G 
2 

FG
3 

FG
4 

FG
5 

FG
6 

FG
7 

FG
8 

FG
9 

FG
10 

FG
11 

FG
12 

FG
14 

FG
15 

FG
16 

FG
17 

FG
18 

X
F 

X
G 

X
I 

X
J 

X
K 

X
L 

X
M 

X
N 

X
O 

 
Tot
al 

Out 
of 26 
sessi
ons 

OBLIGATIONS/COMMITMENTS/EXPECTATI
ONS/REQUIREMENTS 6 

1
2 2 11 6 3 6 4 3 9 4 6 13 11 10 13 6 3 4 2   2 5 3   3 

14
7 24 

PERCEPTION OF CONTEXT/LANDSCAPE OF 
ARTS SECTOR & WIDER LANDSCAPE 5 5 1 3 3 8 6 4 4 3 5 2 5 1 3 4 10 2 4 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 92 26 

PERCEPTION OF GOVT'S REL TO SECTOR 
1
0 1 1 5 2 4 2   3 2 3 2 1   4 5             1 3 1 2 52 18 

PERCEPTION OF NDPB'S REL WITH SECTOR 4 3 6 7 4 6 3 2 2 6 3 2 5 5 4 5 6 1   5 3 3   3 2   90 23 
PERCEPTION OF REL TO PUBLIC/WIDER 
SOCIETY 4 4 5 5 3 4 4 4 2 5 4 2 6 5 2 3 5 1 2 1 5 1 2     1 80 24 
PERCEPTION OF SHAPE/STRUCTURE OF 
SECTOR? 2 2 1 6 1 1   5 4   1 2 2 1 1 3 2 5 1 2 2 2 1     1 48 23 
PERSONAL OBLIGATIONS 2 1 3 2 2     1 1   2 4 4 3 1   4 1   2   2 1     1 37 18 

RISK/INNOVATION 4 6 2 4 7 2 7   7 1 5 6 4 2 1 11 5 4 1 3   6 4 6   2 
10

0 23 

ROLE OF ARTIST(S) 7 
1
0 3 2 7 9 10 6 4 8 2 2 8 2 2 5 9 6 7 5 6 2 4 2 4 2 

13
4 26 

ROLE/PURPOSE OF ARTS ORGANISATIONS 3 6 2 3 2 1 3 2   4 4 1   3 3 5 4 2 1 4 1 6       1 61 21 
ROLE/PURPOSE OF NDPB 4 2   4 3 2 3 1             3 4       1       2     29 10 
ROLE/PURPOSE/STATUS OF 
ARTISTS/WORKFORCE/CREATIVE PEOPLE 9 

1
3 12 15 7 16 14 10 10 9 10 4 18 9 7 11 9 6 3 8 1 

1
1 1 2   3 

21
8 25 

SELF INTEREST & STATUS 9 9 7 2   8 16 3 3 8 3 9 6 2 1 4 1 2   2 2 2 1 5 1 1 
10

7 24 
SEPARATION OF PERSONAL AND 
PROFESSIONAL 7 5 1 4 1 14 2 2 6 1 1 3 8 2 5 2 2 3 3 4 4 1 2 1 2 2 88 26 
STAKEHOLDERS AND A STAKEHOLDER VIEW           1                         1               2 2 
STANDARDS/MEASUREMENT   2                         1 1 1             1   1 7 6 
SUSTAINABILITY/RESILIENCE 3 1 4 2 3   6 2   3   1     3 3 7       1 1   2   2 44 17 
VALUE/QUALITY/EXCELLENCE 8 2   5   6 7 1 3 4 3 1 5 2 2 4 3 1 1 2 4 4 1       69 21 
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Table 19: Distribution/frequency of categories (Policy-makers’ documents) 

CATEGORIES S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Total 

Art-making & art business are separate 42 53 39 27 70 231 

The relationship between the arts and the state 5 12 33 28 46 124 

Policy-makers as a nexus between state and sector 62 68 52 45 48 275 

Contradictory attitudes to leadership change & innovation 14 20 18 11 30 93 

Implicit and explicit relationships between policy-makers and sector 69 69 82 33 67 320 

The presence and normalisation of artists and their concerns 14 18 21 6 22 81 
 

Table 20: Distribution/frequency of categories (Policy-makers’ interviews) 

CATEGORIES PM1 
PM1 & 
PM2 PM2 PM3 PM4 PM5 PM6 Total 

Art-making & art business are separate (leadership, risk and innovation) 41 1 23 39 40 38 29 211 

The presence and normalisation of artists and their concerns 19 3 24 30 13 13 33 135 

The relationship between the arts and the state 8  7 10 4 14  43 

Implicit and explicit relationships between policy-makers and sector 37 2 21 51 41 27 45 224 

Policy-makers as nexus between state and sector 9 1 10 32 7 39 20 118 

Stakeholder Salience and value systems of public bodies 15  12 23 23 44 12 129 

Theatre and policy-making as human enterprise 32 2 15 21 16 8 32 126 
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Table 21: Distribution/frequency of categories (Representative Bodies) 

CATEGORIES RB1 RB2 RB3 RB4 RB5 Total 
An institutional view of leadership in the  theatre sector 13 12 15 8 14 62 
Implications of the perceptions of Theatre Leaders/Managers for the role and 
status of artists 14 14 19 14 22 83 
Self-perception of the role of Theatre Leaders/Managers & their institutions 14 15 32 12 17 90 
The relationship between theatre institutions & policymaking 8 17 12 5 22 64 
Theatre Leaders/Managers as stakeholder managers 20 12 10 11 24 77 

 

Table 22: Distribution/frequency of categories (Leaders) 

CATEGORIES LM1 LM2 LM3 LM4 LM5 LM6 LM7 LM8 LM9 
LM 
10 

LM 
11 

LM 
12 

LM 
13 

LM 
14 

LM 
15 

LM 
16 

LM 
17 

LM 
18 

LM 
19 

LM 
20 

LM 
21 

Tota
l 

Who or what is leadership 
in the theatre sector? 24 22 16 18 16 1 17 11 12 6 12 8 14 10 3 17 23 13 4 10 8 266 
Perceptions of Leaders of 
the role and status of 
artists 22 31 30 35 49 20 17 19 10 11 31 27 13 13 10 29 23 20 14 20 14 459 
Purpose of theatre 
organisations and 
leadership 42 21 32 17 20 10 33 17 7 13 12 16 22 16 14 19 22 16 12 10 17 388 
Relationship between 
theatre organisations & 
policymaking 29 14 15 24 7 7 17 6 4 10 10 6 4 16 12 8 18 6 5 3 4 226 
Leaders stakeholder 
managers 44 21 18 28 20 6 19 15 20 8 22 22 13 22 15 20 11 23 13 22 13 395 
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Table 23: Distribution/frequency of categories (Artists’ interviews & focus groups) 

CATEGORIES FG1 FG2 FG3 FG4 FG5 FG6 FG7 FG8 FG9 FG10 FG11 FG12 FG14 FG15 FG16 FG17 FG18 XF XG XI XJ XK XL XM XN XO Total 
Artists as 
personally & 
perpetually 
present 22 25 17 11 13 29 26 7 12 17 13 26 20 20 10 11 15 9 3 11 8 8 6 10 4 9 362 
Artists' 
detachment 
from the state 
and 
mechanisms of 
policymaking 26 11 12 20 15 14 8 8 9 16 9 22 16 10 21 17 14 5 3 14 9 5 6 14 5 5 314 
Dependency, 
Risk and 
Freedom 19 26 9 19 13 20 25 12 16 17 12 18 27 14 14 27 19 9 8 11 10 22 9 16 2 7 401 
Networks of 
knowledge and 
influence 13 11 7 10 8 7 10 11 15 13 7 2 11 17 4 17 7 4 5 5 1 3 3 6 3 2 202 
Roles & 
Responsibilities 
in theatre 20 30 9 26 21 11 19 13 9 20 14 9 22 22 23 33 16 16 13 11 8 12 9 17   5 408 

The context in 
which artists 
work and how 
they see it 23 18 8 26 19 16 20 16 14 15 8 18 19 7 15 27 25 19 12 10 7 8 5 13 4 8 380 
The precarity of 
artists 27 23 23 23 18 26 33 18 13 22 12 8 25 20 10 23 28 10 6 12 6 18 3 8 2 8 425 
The status of 
independent 
artists in UK 
theatre 8 14 6 4 8 10 13 12 7 12 2 5 13 7 6 9 13 9 9 6 6 3 6 3 5 2 198 
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Appendix viii: Final Codebook 

The final codebook was prepared using MS Excel. For readability it is supplied as a separate file on disc. 
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Appendix ix: Detail of All-Island Performing Arts Conferences 

 

Twist or Stick, Everyman Palace Theatre, Cork, June 2017 

The annual conference in 2017 sought to explore how actions and change are considered 

and implemented. It asked what should be protected and dismantled. All choices are based 

on two courses of action – do something or do nothing, change or stay the same. 

Sometimes the decision is made for you by changes in funding, workload, people or 

personal circumstance. You use the hand of cards you have been dealt.= 

The speakers at the conference were selected to explore how those working in and 

supporting the performing arts make those decisions about the future direction of their 

own work. A lot of emphasis will be on transferring knowledge – what can a performer 

learn from a Head of Marketing or what can a venue manager take from a dance company. 

In a world of rapidly changing rules and boundaries, what is the game we are playing, who 

is in it with us and how do we win? 

 

Full programme:  

https://issuu.com/theatreforum/docs/twist_or_stick_full_programme  

 

I + We, Them + Us, Town Hall Theatre, Galway, June 2016  

The subtitle of the annual conference in 2016 was ‘Expressive individualism in a 

collaborative artform’. The themes were described as follows: There is no individual act in 

performing arts that does not require collective effort to be realised and together each 

individual element, be it the artist, producer, venue manager or facilitator, forms a 

collective experience for ourselves and our wider society. "Them and Us" distinctions can 

be viewed through many lenses - the makers and the presenters, the artists and 

communities, the established and the emerging, male and female, haves and havenots, the 

artform and the state. This conference set out to examine how individual and collaborative 

purpose shapes both industry and artform and through this the national cultural identity or 

identities for the future. 

Full programme: 

https://issuu.com/theatreforum/docs/apac16_programme_aw_low_res 
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Appendix x: Research ethics, data security and consent forms 

Information Sheet for Research Participants  

You have been asked to participate in a PhD research project being undertaken by Ali 

FitzGibbon through the School of Arts, English and Languages and School of Management 

at Queen’s University Belfast.  

 

The Artist in the Room (draft title) is a research project exploring how Stakeholder 

Theory might support better understanding of the role of theatre artists in the policy-

making and leadership of professional subsidised theatre in the UK. Your knowledge, 

perceptions and experiences are needed to complete this project, answering a number of 

specific research questions :  

1. What is the UK policy context of professional subsidised theatre and how are artists’ 

concerns present? 

2. How do we identify/define ‘artists’ in theatre and where are they in the decision-

making hierarchies of companies? 

3. How is the leadership/management of the professional subsidised theatre industry 

influenced by the concerns and interests of both policy-makers and artists? 

4. How might a stakeholder theory framework support better understanding of these 

differing and legitimate interests? 

 

All the participants in this research are being drawn from the fields of arts funding and 

policy development, professional theatre management and independent theatre artists. 

When you take part, it will either be in a one-to-one interview or through a small focus 

group with peers. 

• Interviews with the researcher will be semi-structured and no longer than 90 

minutes 

• Focus groups will have no more than 5-6 people + the researcher and will last not 

longer than 120 minutes, combining questions and some interactive or visualisation 

elements. 

 

Each session will explore topics and themes related to the research questions. Sessions will 

be audio-recorded and some elements might be photographed. You might be asked to 

draw or visualise your responses. All recordings, notes and other documentation of these 

sessions will be analysed to support a final thesis, and the development of related 
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publications. Conversations may be summarised or quotes used. The researcher may 

contact you to verify something you have said or to ask any follow-up questions. Unless you 

give your consent, all quotes will be anonymised and identifying details removed. Where 

substantial direct quotes or references are used, you will be shown a draft for approval. All 

consents, recordings, transcripts, etc., will be stored in a 256bit-AES encrypted file 

container and any hard copies in a lockable cabinet accessible only to the researcher. This 

material will be kept for 3 years after the project is completed (est. date October 2018) and 

will then be destroyed. 

 

Your involvement is voluntary and you may withdraw at any time without consequences. 

No risk or harm is intended due to your involvement, it is intended rather that you find the 

experience and the resulting research beneficial. Research like this is bound by the ethics 

policies and procedures of Queen’s University Belfast. Should you, at any stage, have 

queries or concerns about this research or your involvement, you may raise it freely and 

confidentially with either the researcher Ali FitzGibbon afitzgibbon01@qub.ac.uk / +44 

(0)7595 219535 or her QUB supervisor David Grant, School of Arts, English & Languages 

d.grant@qub.ac.uk /  +44 (0)28 90973329 
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Research Participant Consent Form     CODE: ________ 

Name of participant Title and Organisation (if appropriate): 
 
 

Contact Tel no: 
 

Contact Email: 
 

 
I, the undersigned, confirm that (please tick box as appropriate): 
 

1. I have read and understood the information about the project, as 
provided in the Information Sheet 

 
o 

2. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the project 
and my participation. 

 
o 

3. I voluntarily agree to participate in the project and give my consent to 
be contacted at the details above. 

 
o 

4. I understand I can withdraw at any time without giving reasons and that 
I will not be penalised for withdrawing nor will I be questioned on why I 
have withdrawn. 

 

o 

5. The procedures regarding confidentiality are clear to me (e.g. use of 
names, anonymisation of data, etc.). 

 
o 

6. The use of the data in research, publications, its storage and disposal is 
clear to me 

 
o 

7. I understand I will see any substantial quotes or references to me in 
draft before publication 

Select only one of the following: 
• I would like my name used and understand what I have said or 

written as part of this study will be used in reports, publications 
and other research outputs so that anything I have contributed to 
this project can be recognised.  

•  
• I do not want my name used in this project.   

 

 
 
 
o 

o 

8. I, along with the Researcher, agree to sign and date this informed 
consent form.  

 
o 

 
Participant:   ___________________________  ________________ 

Signature     Date   
 
Researcher: ___________________________  ________________ 

Signature     Date  
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Appendix xi: Images from Focus Group mapping exercises 

Table 24: Images from Focus Group Mapping 

FG1 

 

FG2 

 

FG3 

 

FG4 

 

FG5 

 

FG6 
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FG7 

 

Detail from FG6 

 

FG8 

 

FG9 

 

FG10 

 

FG11 
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FG12 

 

FG14 

 

FG15 

 

FG16 

 

FG17 

 

FG18 

 

 


