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One priority of the Agenda Europe 2020 is to promote spillo-

vers from the cultural and creative sectors. However,  

research into and our fundamental understanding of spillo-

ver effects are deficient. This – widely accepted – discrepancy 

between policy and its evidence base and key importance 

for the role of the cultural and creative industries in society 

and politics to 2020 prompted ecce to launch a publication 

series entitled ‘to be debated’ and to focus its first edition on 

spillover effects.   

In 2012 the EU communication ‘Promoting cultural and 

creative sectors for growth and jobs in the EU’ kicked off the 

current interest in spillover: 

‘Being at the crossroads between arts, business and technol-

ogy, cultural and creative sectors are in a strategic position to 

trigger spillovers in other industries’.

It seems this statement has ended – at least politically – the 

debate on whether the multiplier effect of the cultural and 

creative sectors (which we refer to as creative industries) is 

positive or not: from migration and integration to climate 

change and health services as well as urban development – in 

all these sectors innovations are expected, and are also sup-

posed to be triggered by the creative industries. 

Subsequent funding programmes of the Agenda Europe 

2020, which have just started in 2014, also promote this trig-

ger effect. Cities, regions and member states have followed 

the call of the European Commission in 2012 to stop un-

derestimating the effects of the creative industries. Now, in 

2014, investments and programmes have started all across 

Europe. On the one hand this shows that creative spillover ef-

fects meet demands and needs in other sectors. On the other, 

spillover talk sparks scepticism: just another buzz word 

without underlying empirical soundness and success?!

In addition to this, many sectors like health or energy are not 

fully aware of the support and the triggers the creative indus-

tries are meant to deliver. Is spillover in danger of overkill 

by good intentions and high expectations? Creative spillover 

has advanced from policy objectives to funding priorities 

within just two years: a quick career, but hardly sustainable if 

understanding and perception do not make up leeway.

‘to be debated SPILLOVER’ puts the trigger effects of the 

creative industries into context, thereby supporting a more 

profound debate about what kind of research is needed. ecce 

is therefore publishing this paper in the hope that it itself 

will trigger debates in politics, research, economics and 

society. 

For a start, ecce calls for a research agenda ‘Spillover 2020’, 

ideally shared by all DGs of the European Union. Key issues 

must be explored with high priority to fill the research gap 

on spillover because it is a vital part for the success of the 

Agenda Europe 2020: 

How to differentiate between normal external effects of 

creativity and the spillover effect? 

Who does the ‘spilling’? What is it that ‘spills over’? 

It is still unclear today whether spillover effects are external 

between sectors or internal within organisations. 

PREFACE 
These and other questions emerged during the EU-funded 

project ‘CATALYSE’ conducted in collaboration with the 

Forum d’Avignon and Forum d’Avignon Bilbao. Its topic: 

the catalytic effects of culture on regional and urban devel-

opment. The project closed with a masterclass workshop 

led by Dr. Jonathan Vickery, University of Warwick, held 

in Dortmund in February 2014. Following the CATALYSE 

project Vickery and his students formulated open research 

questions, conclusions and historical analyses of spillover. 

The author of ‘to be debated SPILLOVER’, Jonathan Vickery, 

is Director of the Centre for Cultural Policy Studies at the 

University of Warwick and has published extensively on 

creative cities and creative industries. He is also board mem-

ber of the UNESCO conference ‘HABITAT’.

 ‘to be debated’ aims to substantiate and fill buzz words like 

spillover with scientific concepts and standards. It is a work-

book and a basis that helps – also newcomers to the cultural 

and creative industries – to access a topic and its diverse 

debates. ‘to be debated SPILLOVER’ is thus also a starting 

point for the series `‘to be debated’ in the following years: 

presenting and questioning latest developments and trends, 

hot topics and buzz words in the creative industries. These 

papers – like this first one – do not necessarily reflect the 

views of ecce, but they stand for our belief that the cultural 

and creative industries need more – foremost qualitative 

– research and more public discussion in politics, research, 

economics and society.

About the author:

Vickery, Dr. Jonathan | Associate Professor and MA Pro-

gramme Director, Centre for Cultural Policy Studies, Uni-

versity of Warwick, UK. 

He has worked as an independent artist and designer, and 

has taught art and architectural history and theory, design, 

urbanism and organization studies. He has published re-

search in art theory, urban and cultural policy, regeneration 

and cities. He was a co-editor of the journal Aesthesis, is now 

Chair of the non-profit research company “the Art of Man-

agement and Organization”. He has been involved in local 

cultural development, urban regeneration and a wide range 

of reviewing for major academic funding councils, both UK 

and EU. At Warwick he established three independently 

funded masters programs, and currently Director of the 

MA in Arts, Enterprise and Development. His most recent 

book (co-edited with Ian King) is Experiencing Organisa-

tions (Libri: Oxon); his monograph Creative Cities and 

Public Cultures: art, democracy and urban lives (Routledge) 

will appear in 2015. 

Prof. Dieter Gorny
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Policy background  The European Union (unlike the 

Council of Europe) has historically been reticent in the area 

of cultural policy. Given how ‘culture’ in Europe is embed-

ded in the history of national institutions and traditions, 

the ‘principle of subsidiarity’ remains a central tenet of the 

Treaty on European Union (the Maastricht Treaty of 1993 

updated as the Lisbon Treaty of 2009). And yet, to date, the 

EU is making increasingly urgent calls for greater inter-

cultural cooperation between member states, particularly on 

projects featuring urban, innovation or spillover dimen-

sions. The communication ‘European Agenda for Culture 

in a Globalising World’1 re-emphasised the role of culture 

in the Lisbon Strategy in the cause of growth and jobs, 

and argued for a concerted policy effort to enable creative 

entrepreneurs and the cultural industries to become a source 

and stimulus for industrial and business innovation. 2009 

was the ‘European Year of Creativity and Innovation’, which 

produced the high profile Manifesto from the European 

Ambassadors for Creativity and Innovation (Richard Florida 

being one). The continued success of the European Capital 

of Culture is one strand of European cultural policy where 

urban development, enterprise and industry have come 

together in productive ways: The RUHR.2010 in Essen, 

Germany was particularly noted for its integration of arts, 

cultural heritage, and the creative industries on the level of 

regional and city-based public policy, backed up by substan-

tial public funding.

The new EU cultural funding programme Creative Europe 

(2014-20) declares an express interest in dissolving the 

INTRODUCTION
institutional and ideological boundaries between arts and 

enterprise, the creative industries and other industries, and 

in promoting explicit interconnections between cultural 

policy objectives and the objectives of urban, industry and 

enterprise policy programmes. A central initiative of the 

hugely significant and new Europe 2020 Strategy is the 

‘Innovation Union’, which identifies culture and creativity 

along with Europe’s profound social diversity as important 

resources for macroeconomic development. The Europe 

2020 programme itself defines ‘innovation’ in terms of a 

strategic use of cultural, social and urban resources. Innova-

tion may include a range of outcomes – new products and 

processes, services (commercial or institutional), market-

ing, branding and design – but must, states the program’s 

founding document, develop a situation-specific approach: 

“innovation in business models, design, branding and 

services that add value 

for users and where 

Europe has unique tal-

ents”. Another Europe 

2020 initiative, ‘An 

integrated industrial 

policy for the globalisa-

tion era’2, similarly situates cultural and creative industries 

as sources and providers of innovation. In all, these broad 

policy aspirations are unprecedented and still yet to be devel-

oped. What they mean in practice, of course, is now for us to 

determine, and the many funded European projects to work 

out and make a reality.

Cultural and Creative 

Industries as Sources and 

Providers of  

Innovation

The setting  Culture has become a major driver for urban 

development and its several policy sub-fields. Within the 

EU structural funds 2007-2013 more than six billion euros 

were spent on culture (European Parliament, 2012, p. 9). Still, 

investments in culture 

are viewed with scepti-

cism by politicians, 

policy-makers and citi-

zens alike, despite the 

quantitative figures on the economic success of its sectors. 

This ‘perception gap’ was the starting point of CATALYSE, 

an EU-funded project of three partners in France, Germany 

and Spain, in order to raise awareness of the benefits and 

spillover effects of culture and creative industries in urban 

development. The three partners – the Forum d’Avignon, 

Paris, the european centre for creative economy (ecce), 

Dortmund, and Bilbao Metropoli-30, Bilbao – engaged 

in a one-year cooperation from March 2013 to May 2014 

featuring four types of activity: study; conferences; research 

& action workshops; and a student masterclass workshop. 

CATALYSE aimed to use ideas and debates to generate faster 

ways of initiating new practices in urban economic policy 

and development, reflecting this process scientifically at the 

beginning as well as at the end.

The CATALYSE student masterclass workshop3 (from 

which this publication emerged) was entitled ‘Strengthen-

ing Culture in Urban Developments in Europe’. Students 

and teaching staff of the University of Duisburg-Essen, the 

Ruhr University Bochum, TU Dortmund University and 

the University of Warwick, all contributed at various times 

to a protracted discussion on culture and the institutional 

construction of creative and cultural sectors, as well as more 

technical policy issues concerning the indicators by which 

we evaluate cultural and creative-economic ‘spillover’ ef-

fects in urban development. The workshop organisation was 

a semi-structured, open ended and mixed-method approach. 

The purpose was to arrive at a conceptualisation of spillover, 

considering:

i.  the recent history and current shifts in   

 European policy

ii.  the specific policy formulations of spillover  

 currently in circulation

 iii.  the changes in the cultural sector itself –  

 the economisation of culture – and how this  

 provides for new conditions for thinking   

 about spillover; and 

 iv.  the construction of models and matrices   

 of spillover that would, in turn, provide a set  

 of indicators.

The text below is a synthesis of readings, dialogue, discus-

sion and ideas provoked by the seminar – it is not a seamless 

statement or study. It represents the diversity of views and 

critical insights that have emerged from multiple partici-

pants as well as the recent influential activities of ecce and 

relevant publications (some of which are cited and quoted 

below). Given the embryonic state of the policy discourse 

of ‘spillover’, this report is deliberately designed to provoke 

questions and further research, and does not stand as a com-

prehensive overview of the policy discourse. It equally does 

not document the workshop exercises so much as articulates 

their intellectual content – to generate pertinent questions 

for further research. It is intended that this document is an 

intellectual stimulus to a new research agenda, where a Eu-

1 European Agenda for  
Culture in a Globalising 

World (EC, 2007)

2 An integrated industrial 
policy for the globalisation 

era (EC, 2010)

3  visit www.e-c-c-e.com to 
download the report “CATA-
LYSE - Research & Action 
Workshop ‘Shaking Hans’”

Prof. Jonathan Vickery

Culture as a Major Driver 

for Urban  

Development



9

rope-wide study of spillover is currently being spearheaded 

by ecce,  Arts Council Ireland, Creative England, European 

Creative Business Network and Arts Council England.  

 

The aim of this project is not just to advance the research 

of spillover, but to generate the kinds of research that itself 

provokes ‘creative’ spillover.

Spillover can involve any area of the economy. Our focus 

is largely what the recent URBACT baseline report on the 

Creative SpIN thematic project calls ‘creative spillover’ 

(Creative SpIN, 2012). The term ‘creative’ refers to the broad 

expanse of the ‘creative economy’, and does not necessarily 

indicate a qualitative distinction in the method or processes 

of spillover (that they are qualitatively creative). A valid 

principle of Richard Florida’s thesis on the so-called ‘crea-

tive class’ is that the arts and cultural sectors do not have a 

monopoly on creativity (and by extension, they do not on 

creative spillover) (Florida, 2002; 2004).

As a term used in human psychology research, spillover 

might involve complex human interaction and multiple 

variables in ways that cannot easily be modified by one pol-

icy area or directive or one agency. The term spillover is also 

used in media theory, where it signifies how, for example, 

the reporting of an event can inspire reaction to the event 

and other events that would not otherwise have occurred. 

The point here is that spillover does not just impact on mate-

rial change, but has the capacity to generate new conditions 

for change or just stimuli for shifting perceptions.

In this publication we will be developing an extended defini-

tion of spillover that admits the dynamic and multiple 

REVIEWING RESEARCH 
AND ITS HISTORICAL 

CONTEXTS

possibilities that ‘creative’ activity demands, or at least 

promises. A creative spillover will hopefully serve to extend 

the peripheral vision of the policy imagination for both 

culture and industry, able to encompass the qualitative as 

well as quantitative nature of actions and impacts, reactions, 

interactions, and the more subtle dynamics of ‘influence’.

Crossing borders  In the context of creative spillover, 

as well as European cooperation and pan-European cultural 

urban development, the past importance of the term to neo-

functionalist regionalism theory is instructive (see Haas4; 

Rosamond5). With the European vision of Jean Monnet as 

seminal inspiration, neofunctionalists sought to under-

stand the processes of productive and mutually-enhancing 

integration for furthering European cross-border relations. 

Examining the geo-politics of European regions, neofunc-

tionalism identified how patterns and forces of integration 

in some industries could generate multiple causal motions 

of integration in other industries. It attended to the mul-

tiple impacts of cross-border and multi-sector collabora-

tions, and the momentum of such forces of integration was 

enhanced by ‘spillover effects’.

If in the present day ‘integration’ is a benign, if not modish, 

term, for a neo-classical economic framework (as much as 

for high modernist art theory) it was anathema. For the de-

velopment of autonomous disciplinary regions of thought, 

specialised expertise, unique methods and discrete objects of 

analysis, was the modern path to progress. Integration mud-

died the waters, confused categories, introduced unwanted 

contingencies, messing up the specialist understanding 

of the object of knowledge. In short, talk of integration 

challenged the very epistemic basis of the modern scientific 

4 Introduction: Institutiona-
lism or constructivism? 
(Haas, 2004)

5 The Uniting of Europe and 
the Foundation of EU Studies 
(Rosamond, 2005)

mind-set as much as the principle vehicle of modernity 

itself, (whose very existence relies on fixed and absolute 

boundaries) -- the nation state. 

Of course, many neofunctionalist observations on the 

nature of socio-economic integration are now assump-

tions common to theories of globalisation. They also 

serve to remind us that when discussing ‘spillover theory’, 

particularly in the context of public policies of the creative 

and cultural industries, we are talking about more than 

industry – more than ‘knowledge transfer’ or industrial 

collaboration as traditionally conceived. For spillover has 

a broader geo-political dimension, which involves both 

exploiting and generating forces of integration, collabora-

tion, dialogue and cross-border collegiality, promoting a 

sense of collective project and other arenas of allegiance. 

Knowledge is power and economic power is political power, 

and so where new forms of allegiance or interconnection 

emerge, a political dimension is inevitable. This becomes 

particularly apparent when we are discussing the applica-

tion of ‘spillover’ as a practice involving public institutions, 

cultural resources and artistic practices (most of which, in 

Europe, remain bounded by national traditions and the 

strictures of national public funding).  

 

Following from this, another significant aspect of neo-

functionalist theory is that with increasing integration 

comes the revaluation and empowerment of non-state, civil 

society agency and individual citizens themselves. Spillover 

has unsurprisingly emerged in entrepreneurship theory as 

intrinsic to the strategic development of the decision-mak-

ing, self-management, business innovation and market mo-

bility of single, dynamic, agents of new enterprise. Spillover 

8



Creative Spillover
> Could the patterns of spillover 

be used to generate a new ‘map-

ping’ of the creative economy? 

> Which ‘spill’ generates value by 

provoking new knowledge, capabi-

lities or providing new resources?

10 11> Spillover raises questions of  

agency and legitimacy – what  

right does culture or the creative  

industries have to operate in  

other industrial or social sectors?  

Who authorises such actions?  

Demarcation of Concepts

> Spillover is more (or should be 

more) than a dissemination of 

influences. It is not equivalent to 

older policy terms – Knowledge 

Transfer, Social Impact or Public 

Value. These distinctions are im-

portant.

Knowledge Transfer – a technical process, of internal distri-

bution or the exporting of knowledge, information, data, 

documentation, and concomitant skills in 

managing and using knowledge. It became a 

significant public policy term in the 1990s, 

where universities and public institutions 

were encouraged to shift their R&D, data and documenta-

tion, into the private domain for industrial exploitation. 

While IPRs were often shared or favourable to the giver, the 

practice remains limited to particular schemes and ‘cause-

effect’ models of transmission.

 

Social Impact – a blanket name for a range of public evalua-

tion measures designed to capture the contextual benefits 

from arts and cultural activity (and later education and 

research itself). While purportedly descriptive it maintains 

a highly prescriptive function for cultural researchers and 

practitioners alike. As a framework it attempts to use the 

data gained for both commissioning and management of 

‘best practice’ models, strategic development and for advo-

cacy (usually predicated on the need for continued or further 

funding).  

 

Public Value – a term emerging from a specific theoretical 

framework on the necessary changes in public administra-

tion in advanced economies during the ‘re-industrialisation’ 

of the 1980s. As a framework it subjected public and cultural 

organisations to corporate standards of efficiency, quality 

and productivity. It was animated by a positivist conception 

of evidence, and encouraged public cultural organisations to 

partner with private entities in order to deliver the ‘services’ 

necessary for the optimal performance of administration.

 

Spillover – a broader term, used in many disciplines, and 

for culture as yet to be fully defined. It may, in a cultural 

context, encompass all of the above, but could also play a role 

in institutional, policy and geo-economic integration.

 

For an extended study 

of creative spillover, we 

would need to consider 

a theoretical delimitation of the activities of the creative 

economy so as not to confuse them with the pervasive im-

pacts of ‘consumer culture’ generally. It is easy to underesti-

mate consumer culture’s power of influence. Consumption 

is not simply decision-making on purchases or the acquisi-

tion of goods and services, it is a significant realm of knowl-

edge. For the process of consumption involves the passage 

and transmission of ideas, new terminologies, knowledge, 

behavioural intelligence and a range of stimulus shaping 

everyday perceptions and realities. We need, therefore, to 

differentiate spillover from the pervasive effects of the ‘cul-

ture industries’ and identify specific spheres of professional 

or market activity into which ‘spill’ generates value.

 

We therefore require a formulation of specific criteria for 

spillover, capturing and evaluating the specificity of the 

spillover facility of creative economy actors, in turn learning 

how to ‘model’ the spillover motion or dynamic. However, 

we face a difficulty, observed in a well-known NESTA 

report6: ‘...what happens when the knowledge cannot be 

codified? In what sense is it able to “spill over”?’ The report 

continues: ‘Perhaps a more convincing economic argument 

for public funding of research in these cases would be to 

incentivise researchers to deploy the skills and competences 

they have developed through their research experience in 

other socially valuable contexts – including the private, 

public and third sectors.’ (p.56). 

In the need to ‘codify’ knowledge, as the report put it, we 

need to be aware of the implications of over-rationalisation 

or borrowing seemingly relevant terminology (we could 

probably think of many – ‘side effect’, ‘contingent impact’, 

‘cross-over’, ‘positive feedback loop’, and so on), or indeed of 

transferring skills from ‘other socially valuable contexts’7. 

Spillover is not just a process that needs explaining, but a 

series of situations that require management. As observed 

by Chapain et. al. in an earlier report, spillover requires 

more than just an understanding of processes: it must con-

tain many other things, such as a strong rationale for the 

actors involved. Spillovers might generate specific rewards 

or returns. But sometimes these are not predictable, and 

thus essential terms of reference, contractual frameworks 

or conditions of investment are impossible to construct at 

the outset. How then can we construct the conditions for the 

conditions of spillover to emerge? We need to be aware of 

the potential contingencies and indeterminacies endemic 

to spillover.

Extrapolation: Spillover might involve:

· Complex interactions/effects/influences operating  

 on different registers – not simply ‘cause-effects’

· A process of dialogue, interaction and engagement  

 that might be place-specific, or place-sensitive, or   

 optimised by drawing on the resources of place and  

 contributing to the broad economic development   

 of place

· Converting practice into theory then back into practice:  

 spillover can be a process of recontextualisation of   

 tasks within different tasks or even within different  

 communities of professional practice

6 Manifesto for the  
Creative Economy  
(NESTA, 2013)

7 Creative Clusters and Inno-
vation: putting creativity on 
the map (NESTA 2010)

is not simply a dissemination of general ‘influences’, but if 

approached with a strategic focus can help generate specific 

ideas, projects and ventures in response to perceived market 

opportunities.

> How do creative activities tra-

verse different jurisdictions or 

territories? 

> How can spillover become a 

process of furthering European 

interconnection among firms?



Artistic spillovers, where the innovative work of an artist 

or a company advances an art form to the benefit of other 

artists or companies.

The problem for the researcher is that the stated outcomes 

of spillover may, of course, also come about through other 

means. Our challenge in the future is to identify the specific-

ity of spillover activity and which activities generate such 

outcomes in a specified, more predictable and measurable 

way. Furthermore, there is a distinction between similar out-

comes being produced by 

‘internal’ or by ‘external’ 

spillover. The ‘internal’ 

spillover crosses the inter-

nal boundaries of organisational systems or structures, such 

as inside a firm; the external spillover takes place between 

organisations or other agencies. External spillover is thus of 

more interest given its propensity for generating social and 

cultural value outside the limited orbit of the single organi-

sation. And yet, ‘external’ spillover remains significantly less 

catered for by existing policy, management, and organisa-

tion research, notwithstanding the available research in 

value and supply chains, B2B and markets. 

Spillover Types

The historical inspiration of ‘Jacob’s spillovers’ (1969) and 

‘Porter’s spillovers’ (1990) in this context is thus critical. 

Both Jacobs and Porter articulated strong (and different) 

theoretical views on the productive dynamics of interactions 

between organisations in specific places or regions of indus-

try, with Jacobs alerting us to the ‘place’ specific and urban 

environmental conditions of spillover. For both thinkers, 

spillover can operate within the standardised processes of 

R&D, B2B, manufacturing and production and business 

transaction, yet can also emerge from innovations or more 

‘spontaneous’ interaction along with changes in operating 

environments. While arguments remain on whether spillo-

ver is served by geographic concentrations of expertise and 

specialisation or through diversity, the implication is that 

the relations between businesses are intrinsic to industrial 

growth and the growth of the local and regional economy. 

This makes spillover relevant to urban and regional public 

policy, not just economic, industry, trade, and enterprise or 

industry policies. And the task of the public policy maker 

can more easily be articulated in terms of understand devel-

opment and not just ‘growth’ (as registered in, say, employ-

ment and taxation). 

Porter’s work has influenced much research in external 

spillover, but perhaps is most influential on internal or 

endogenous growth. Spillover became an interest for a wide 

range of econo-

mists who held that 

economic growth (at 

least in contempo-

rary knowledge-based economies) was a matter of ‘internal’ 

factors (and not external factors like general technological 

progress, or movement in market structures). Famously 

developed by Paul Romer at Stanford University in the 

late 1980s and 1990s, ‘endogenous growth theory’ defined 

economic growth in terms of human capability, knowledge, 

social interaction and the facility for innovation within an 

organisation or firm. This became highly relevant after the 

de-industrialisation of the West in the 1970s and subse-

quent reindustrialisation through technology in the 1980s, 

facilitated by the rise of the political conditions of neolib-

eralism and ‘free market’ economic policies. Neoliberalism 

broadly involved a political disinvestment in the previous 

‘external’ mechanisms of labour organisations, welfare 

systems, social security, interest rates and currency values, 

in favour of investment in strategies of organisational 

development, enhancing flexible mobility fit for a market 

driven by fast-thinking and discerning consumers, and for 

wealth creation by entrepreneurs and small businesses. 

Porter’s now famous ‘The Competitive Advantage of Na-

tions ’ (1990) held that economic growth was generated not 

just by competition (among existing actors in the market), 

but through a developing facility for competitiveness that 

was highly localised, interdisciplinary, and involved a rapid 

increase in the capabilities for adaptation, innovation and 

responses to external change. The various waves of ‘new eco-

nomic growth theory’, which emerged in force in the 1990s, 

revolved around a paradox – that the new dominant forms 

of economic value emerged not from material conditions 

of production but the human facility for communication, 

knowledge, creative action and experience. In other words, 

the sources of economic production were (potentially, at 

least) the sources of individual self-fulfilment and happi-

ness. There was a quasi-democratic ring to this economic 

theory, where economic growth was located in labour and 

Internal and  

External Spillover

Porter’s Spillovers

> If the primary  

dynamic of growth 

is competitiveness, 

how is competiti-

on compromised 

through resources 

from outside the 

systems of competi-

tive relations?

> How can organisations be mo-

tivated to generate value beyond 

the orbit of their own production 

– in another orbit of production, 

or another organisational field 

altogether?
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· Crossing boundaries – informal as well as formal   

 jurisdictions; questions of agency and legitimacy

· Reconstructing (or just transgressing) normative   

 models of management, investment and incentivi-  

 sation – along with expansive and unquantifiable risk.

The most obvious means of spillover is perhaps in the realm 

of knowledge-production, information and technical know-

how (such as R&D). UNCTAD’s pioneering 

Creative Economy reports8 – notably the 2010 

revision of the 2008 report – lists, after knowl-

edge spillover, four other areas of spillover 

(quoted from UNCTAD, 2010, p. 3):  

Knowledge spillovers, where firms benefit from new ideas, 

discoveries or processes developed by other firms, e.g., 

through their R&D activities.

Product spillovers, where the demand for a firm’s product 

increases as a result of the product development of another 

firm, such as when the demand for CD players rises as a 

result of the development of the CD.

Network spillovers, where firms gain benefits from other 

firms that are located nearby, such as in the clustering of 

film production services in particular areas.

Training spillovers, when labour that is trained on one 

industry moves to another, as when actors trained in the 

subsidised theatre move to commercial theatre or television.

8 Creative Economy Report 
(UNCTAD 2008; 2010)
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Creative Centre
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the worker, albeit where their labour value now extended 

from production into regions of subjectivity and personal 

expression. Firms increasingly demanded personal invest-

ment, and used expressive visual communication and brand 

‘values’ through which to communicate with workers and 

market alike. A new era of humanism seemed to dawn, 

celebrated in best-selling books like Pine and Gilmour’s The 

Experience Economy9, David Brooks’ Bobos in Paradise10, 

and Anderson and Ray’s The Cultural Creatives11.  

Human, social characteristics once associated with artistic 

eccentricity or even political resistance were now valued as 

resources for firms needing to innovate and communicate 

creatively in the marketplace.

The historical narrative that underpinned new growth 

theory is by now accepted as the standard narrative on the 

so-called ‘post-industrial’ society (albeit there are many 

versions): Post-industrial (or post-Fordist) city economy 

emerged through the economic decline of the 1970s-

1980s, and is characterised by a contraction 

of manufacturing capacity and labour, new 

divisions of labour favouring services, and an 

expansion of corporate office complexes as 

an integral part of a city centre architectural 

identity. Impacts on labour include the emergence of the 

flexible, mobile and multi-skilled worker. Freelance and sole 

trading becomes norm; the size of organisations expands 

and contracts with increasing frequency. Communications 

and technological innovation provide a new infrastructure 

for industrial development; knowledge and skills in the 

areas of communications and technological innovation 

become key to development. The new economy is dynamic 

and ever changing – responding to changing global condi-

tions as well as increased competition within the West. 

Corporations (and not governments or public institutions) 

become the drivers of change, as they feed off SME innova-

tions and universities. The priority for every organisation 

is now competitive growth and response to change through 

innovation and creativity. A new middle class of elite service 

professionals and managers emerge – the so-called ‘creative 

class’. The creative class is young and active – and demands 

more cultural services and cultured places and spaces. The 

historic role of cities as centres of arts, design and culture, 

become important again in the context of the new ‘mixed 

economy’ of production, consumption and spectacle – a ‘New 

Economy’  where cultural policies facilitate the revival of the 

city centre. (See Hutton12)

The new networked information society of branded goods 

and perpetual access to global markets changes a fundamen-

tal principle of the study of the economy from scarcity to 

abundance, and where overproduction and overconsump-

tion generate new norms in social behaviour reinforced by 

new benchmarks in public policy. New economic forces are 

still being unleashed as the internet and big data introduce 

new conditions for expansion (and contraction). These devel-

opments are particularly significant where the rise of open 

source innovation, commons and co-creation exist, along 

with that of a general social media activism on the part of the 

consumer: new concepts of the economy need to encompass 

more than just industry, trade, business and finance.

Clusters and agglomeration  If industrial develop-

ment for advanced nations rests on their knowledge capacity 

combined with technological capability and use of media by 

a suitably equipped and enterprising professional class, then 

Porter’s emphasis on smaller units of industry and micro-

spaces of competition is highly relevant. ‘Cluster theory’ 

brings all these elements together (the aforementioned Por-

ter’s spillover and Jacob’s spillover were intrinsically related 

to the cluster phenomenon). ‘Clusters’ are hardly new; and in 

modern economic theory they featured in the classic work 

of Alfred Marshall13 (as ‘industrial districts’) and since then 

cluster theory has become one of the most influential frame-

works through which the creative economy (or at least, the 

creative industries) are discussed. There are many ways to 

understand a cluster and many ways a cluster is formed – in 

response to conditions embedded in the topography, politi-

cal geography, social situation and cultural provision. Clus-

ters are feted for the way the agglomeration of organisations 

generate a value over and above the production capability of 

each individual organisation. Spillover is (or should be) a way 

of explaining this extra-value production, and making it an 

object of policy, and in turn, an objective for the strategies of 

organisations and firms.

 

The concept of cluster has generated terms commonly used 

in urban generation since the late 1980s – ‘cultural quarter’ 

or ‘creative centre’ – each of 

which now feature in many 

European city urban policies. 

Cluster is now an established 

policy field of the European 

Commission, especially the Directorate General Enterprise 

and Industry, founding documents of which were the Eu-

ropean Cluster Memorandum (January 2008) and EC com-

munication ‘Towards world-class clusters in the European 

Union’.14 These have brought together innovation and SME 

policy, and are being fleshed out by the European Cluster 

Alliance (since 2006), the European Cluster Observatory 

(since 2007) and an EC-based cluster policy working group.

 

The problem for European policy makers is that the shape, 

growth and dynamics of clusters are so often determined 

by place-specific factors – the industrial history of the city, 

current urban planning capabilities, suitable urban spaces, 

transport and the ease of movement, and image or brand 

identity. There are different frameworks for the policy 

theorisation of clusters, a central one being ‘agglomera-

tion’, where proximity, location, accessibility and shared 

material resources offer tangible benefits, like reduced costs 

to suppliers, and thus supply and access to a larger labour 

market. However, there are very different explanations 

available on how agglomerations work, and the different 

forms of agglomeration. The spatial proximity of organisa-

tions, however, is not necessarily a ‘cognitive’ proximity, 

where effective communication and interaction among 

different industries promote learning processes, informa-

tion exchange, and where neighbouring sectors absorb 

innovation. Relations between industrial sectors can exist 

horizontally (through like or related organisations) and 

vertically (through supply chains, for example) and generate 

a sharing of competencies and transfers of knowledge15. 

Oddly, given the complexity and diversity of European 

cities, local governments are very limited in their commit-

ment to research on their own urban economies and facility 

for cluster formations.

 

> Spillover within 

cluster theory and  

the spatial dyna-

mic of clusters 

might be specific 

to cluster formati-

on, or might offer 

potent models for 

rolling out across 

sectors, or among 

more dispersed  

networks.

Post-industrial  

City Economy

> After the global financial cri-

sis (starting 2006) revealed the 

economic and ethical fault lines 

of Western economies, how does 

spillover avoid perpetuating forms 

of growth that do not contribute 

to sustainable development?

9 The Experience Economy 
(Pine & Gilmore, 1999)

10  Bobos in Paradise 
(Brooks, 2000)

11 The Cultural Creatives 
(Anderson & Ray, 2000)

12 The New Economy of the 
Inner City (Hutton, 2008)

13 Principles of Economics 
(Marshall, 1890)

14 Towards world-class clusters 
in the European Union (EC, 
2008)

15 The creative capacity of 
culture and the New Creative 
Milieu (Lazzeretti, 2009)
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Charles Landry

/// Creativity as a 

Holistic Urban Model 

(The Creative City 

Index)
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Glaeser observes that access to human capital is a primary 

factor that stimulates a clustering among companies16.  

Florida (2002; 2005) defines human capital in terms of tal-

ent, and where talent is concentrated in organisations with a 

high innovation ethos, situated in cultural attractive and en-

gaging places. Cities defined through arts or heritage often 

attract creative organisations, which draw on the aesthetical-

ly rich environment, prestige of history and its qualitatively 

associations, the benefits or trade of universities or cultural 

institutions, where obtaining premises is itself a competitive 

achievement, giving access to a semi-enclosed urban space of 

civic, legal or medical clientele.17

Questions for Further Research:

·  What form of spillover is appropriate or effective   

 within existing spatial relations between participating  

 organisations? 

· Who are the effective potential instigators or facilita- 

 tors of spillover (inside and outside an organisation) ? 

· How is industrial and cultural development symbiotic  

 or historically related, and how does this historical  

 narrative or assumed narrative provide the reference  

 points for urban policy? 

· The structure of an organisation’s potential for verti- 

 cal or horizontal engagement in spillover, or com-  

 bining these trajectories (experimentally?).

It is unsurprising that the debates on clusters often take 

place with the academic study of urban geography, urban 

planning or urban culture. Within these debates, the spaces 

of clustering are part of a broader re-casting of the city as an 

actor in the political economy of a region or nation, and in 

which culture is a new strategy of local economic develop-

ment. Cultural districts have become as commercially ad-

vantageous as finance districts (Santagata, 2002; Lazzeretti, 

2008); cultural clusters have consolidated culture itself as an 

economic sector (Van den Berg et al., 2000; Mommas, 2004); 

and cultural quarters have revived the arts and heritage in 

the face of consumer societies domination of retail (Landry 

& Bianchini, 1995; Halland Pfeiffer, 2000). The role of 

cultural policy in urban economic development has become 

significant in relation to the way clusters have played a role 

in the revitalisation of European cities and regions through 

policies of urban regeneration18.  The ‘creative city’ and 

‘creative class’ discourses have become instrumental in 

this, where Charles Landry and Richard Florida maintain a 

significant influence on European Union policy makers. 

There is a strong sense in which Landry’s seminal theory of 

the creative city19; 20 is intrinsically concerned with spillover 

– its target is the traditions of modern urban planning, 

where the city was 

‘zoned’ and partitioned, 

each level of which 

was the responsibility 

of specialists, depart-

mentalised in a city 

bureaucracy, and slow if 

not impervious to rapid 

cultural change. The 

modern city generated significant forms of social alienation 

as well as an inward-looking obliviousness to rapid changes 

happening in the world. Landry’s alternative is a ‘holistic’ 

and integrated city, where ‘creativity’ represents a continual 

flow of ideas, knowledge and mutually-enhancing skills 

development. Creativity makes spillover intrinsic to an or-

ganisation’s modus operandi. Landry’s strategy recommen-

dations to all aspirant cities is to embark on the following: 

 

· to cultivate creative leadership and the political will to  

 take the risks posed by a creative approach and creativity  

 in the city’s organisational systems, structures and cul- 

 tures; 

· to promote the design and protection of public places  

 and spaces for the formation of a ‘creative milieu’ (a criti- 

 cal mass of artists, intellectuals and cultural producers); 

· and to devise a politically imperative creative planning  

 strategy, through which a widespread public advocacy  

 of creativity would emerge, and with it a city-wide ethic  

 of ‘civic urbanity’. 
16 The new economics of urban 
and regional growth  
(Glaeser, 2000)

17 Uncertainty, social capital 
and community governance: 
the city as a Milieu  
(Camagni, 2004)

18 Cultural clusters and  
post-industrial city  
(Mommas, 2004)

19 The Creative City:  
A toolkit for urban innovators 
(Landry, 2000)

20 for more information visit:  
http://www.comedia.org.uk/

21 The Rise of the Creative 
Class (Florida, 2000)

22 for more information visit: 
http://martinprosperity.org/

Essential Reading 1: ‘Creativity, Culture  

and the City: A question of Interconnection’  

(A study of the Forum d’Avignon Ruhr – 

Charles Landry, 2013)  This study was inspired by the 

European Capital of Culture 2010 in the Ruhr in order to 

generate sustainable development strategies for the region 

beyond the year 2010. It states that ‘The best cultural policies 

combine a focus on enlightenment, empowerment, enter-

tainment, employability so creating an economic impact’.  

(p. 21)

The central hypothesis of the report is that applying a cul-

tural perspective to urban development – and using art dis-

ciplines as well as their commercial manifestations – drives 

a qualitative transformation in cities themselves, not just 

quantitative economic growth. Qualitative transformation 

involves the deeper evolutionary processes by which the con-

ditions for a new approach to production is forged – where 

individuals, the city, society and the economic system find 

other ways of becoming an integrated entity. The precondi-

tions to this transformation are (i) a theoretical understand-

Richard Florida 

/// The 3T Approach to attract 

creative workers (Talent,  

Technology and Tolerance)

Richard Florida’s creative class 

theory21;22 was an economic growth 

theory with less of concern for the 

civic urbanity and public culture 

of the city. For that reason Florida 

is probably, unfortunately, more 

influential – for his theory of growth 

promises an economic prosperity without the complexi-

ties of social participation and political change. Landry, 

however, demanded a shift in the political consciousness of 

the city – the city’s management needed to think creatively, 

and their principle aim was the development of an expansive, 

responsive and creative public realm. This would enfranchise 

all of a city’s institutions, firms, citizens and interest groups, 

all enrolled in the project of the economic growth of the city. 

In other words, the impetus for growth was firstly political, 

generated social mobilisation, and then entailed a sustained 

economic development. For Florida, economic growth was 

driven by successful businesses, and fuelled more effectively 

by attracting professionals from outside; these professionals 

were mobile, and (one could logically infer) had no intrin-

16



The Hybrid Problem:  

‘Creative Class City’
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23 for more information visit: 
http://eu-smartcities.eu/

ing of the ways in which culture and creativity play a role in 

our cities and economies; (ii) a combining of the concepts 

‘culture’, ‘creativity’ and ‘the city’ in different configurations 

within urban development strategy; and (iii) to do this in a 

way that confronts the realities that face the city – in terms 

of regional and global competitiveness. The concept of crea-

tivity, though it has to some extent become a policy cliché, 

nonetheless remains central for Landry: ‘...the organisational 

culture of a city needs to foster a culture of creativity which 

by being embedded helps a city to rethink itself when neces-

sary and to adapt to changing circumstances.’ (p.7) Cities 

need therefore to research and acquire a greater analytical 

knowledge on their specific urban environments.

sic investment in an urban place other than consumption. 

Nonetheless, Florida’s theory has asserted several principles 

that have become normative assumptions in many a European 

city’s urban cultural policy. We can summarise them as fol-

lows: 

· The conditions of economic growth are technology   

 (innovation; networked media, etc.), talent (educated  

 labour force) and tolerance (accepting of social diversity). 

·  The energy of economic growth is creativity – the   

 capacity of new ideas and invention of new processes  

 of thought, planning and action.

·  Creativity is no longer primarily art, or even culture,  

 but science, technology and engineering (as the sour- 

 ces of innovation).

·  Cities are the fulcrum for growth and provide the   

 conditions for strategic agglomerations of like-  

 minded, open-minded, innovative companies and   

 their workers.

·  The new model worker is young, educated, socially  

 liberal, flexible and mobile. These workers have   

 become so numerous, they have become the dominant  

 social class.

The EU Smart City  

Initiative

Florida’s framework also lends itself to spillover strategy giv-

en the pervasiveness of creativity and its generative relation 

to industrial innovation. Moreover, Florida’s framework 

made the complex economics of agglomeration, knowledge 

networks and entrepreneurial ecosystems easy for policy-

makers simply by locating economic growth in the relation-

ship between private firms and the labour market. Cities, for 

Florida, are in a competitive challenge to attract the right 

firms, as the firms compete to attract the right creative class 

labour. Cities must cultivate a ‘creative ecosystem’ – though 

it was never entirely 

clear what this is, or how 

a city creates one. How-

ever, Florida’s theory of 

growth cannot actually be 

applied to a whole city. In urban policies around Europe it is 

applied to a segment of the city (like older models of ‘urban 

regeneration’ and its demarcation of city segments). It has, 

in some ways, morphed into the new ideals of Smart City23, 

Science City and Media City, as these are similarly limited in 

their urban scope.

One serious problem across Europe is the way central ideas 

extracted from the frameworks of both Landry and Florida 

have been put together as a kind of hybrid ‘creative class 

city’, consequently creating a simple policy formula. This 

formula invariably 

involves – devis-

ing a city brand; 

converting old 

industrial buildings into a new art museum, if possible clus-

tering around this building new creative and media agencies 

along with a few more established companies (attracted by 

financial incentives); boosting consumption and property 

rentals by attracting more students along with ‘pumped up’ 

local colleges and university social facilities; promoting an 

annual schedule of public festivities culminating in at least 

one internationally marketed ‘mega-event’; contracting the 

services of an internationally famous architect to provide 

a celebrated landmark building in their signature-style de-

sign, along with an artist to undertake a major work of public 

art; marking out spaces, zones or designated buildings as the 

location of exciting new developments – incubators, labs, 

hot-desking facilities and start-up enterprises. Lastly, using 

local and national media, destination marketing, business 

promotion and celebrity endorsement, to generate outside 

attention for the city.

These are all very attractive urban components, and yet 

through Europe one can witness how these have been used to 

greater or lesser effect: some have become either purely com-

mercial and detached from the social culture of the city, or 

exist purely from public subsidy and have become an uneasy 

burden on the city’s finances. Many a European city were in 

the throes of constructing the full panoply of ‘creative class 

city’ components when in 2007 the global financial crisis 

halted construction; some reconstruction has continued 

but many cities are now left with a range of strategically 

disconnected sites. These scenarios suggest that we need a 

more rigorous engagement of cultural policy with urban 

planning (non-existent in most European cities), as a means 

of delivering genuinely European integrated sustainable 

development. In the meantime, cultural researchers need 

to understand the strategic relations between these urban 

components of the creative city – and spillover relations 

could be the key. Locating and investing in the potential 

spillover relations between each urban cultural component 

could make growth internal to development. In so many 

European cities new cultural institutions and agencies 

appeared overnight in the rush to capitalise on the trend 

to creativity, yet a paucity of real development strategy 

means a question mark of future viability continually hangs 

over the head of the organisation. A focus on spillover 

could mean that the separate entities of a given place (the 

businesses, institutions, government, other agencies and 

organisations, the public, and so on) might themselves 

find a role in the processes of creative city development 

through forging new means of civic political participation 

through culture, as well as generating new forms of value 

for themselves.

> How can spillover be defined 

in terms of civil society’s role in 

urban development – creating an 

optimum environment for inno-

vative firms, that is at the same 

time an expansion of the civic 

cultural realm?

> How can spillover – in the form 

of mutually-enhancing creative 

growth – be the basis of urban 

development?



In the last ten years of criticism and debate on 

the relation between culture, the city, creativity 

and economic growth, the importance of the 

spaces and places of industry has become a cen-

tral object of theory. Are these paradigms, and 

their terminologies, still useful in specifying the relation 

between culture and place? Is ‘creativity’ really a substantive 

concept (Landry; Florida)? Have creative clusters emerged 

through intrinsic mutually-enhancing dynamics, or exter-

nalities like rent levels or lack of supply, or even what Andy 

Pratt calls the ‘xerox policy making’ of city governments 

influenced by fashion (Pratt, 2009)? Policy fashion includes 

new ‘quarters’ (Roodhouse), incubators and labs. They are all 

components that have a long provenance in older city plan-

ning or even from the lexicon of the natural sciences. They 

have emerged as cultural phenomena largely through their 

role in broader schemes of urban cultural development and 

the cultural policy of cities. These broader schemes often ar-

ticulate their aims with neologisms like ‘cultural ecosystem’, 

‘cultural milieu’ and ‘cultural ecology’. They each indicate 

how policy intends to cultivate what it claims to be a ‘natural’ 

phenomenon. Yet, as Edensor, et. al.24 assert, policies for 

culture in Europe (particularly the UK) have, over the past 

two decades repressed or even dissolved the culture already 

present – what they call the ‘vernacular everyday’.

PURSUING POLICY  
IN ITS INSTRUMENTAL 

CONTEXTS
24 Spaces of Vernacular 

Creativity: Rethinking the 
Cultural Economy (Edensor, 

et al., 2010)

Is ‘creativity’ really  

a substantive concept?

Section conclusion: 

· How can spillover become a fully integrated component  

 of cluster theory and policies promoting clustering? 

· How can spillover research assess the means by which  

 arts, culture and creative Industries generate non-cultural  

 value when located in certain urban contexts? 

· How can certain cluster formations enable non-cultural  

 organisations and firms to become creative, and creative  

 firms to become financially more independent?

· How can creative city policy contexts serve to define spill 

 over as a specific series of engagements with other orga- 

 nisational entities – not just in terms of ‘contributions to’  

 the urban economy?

· How can we devise policies for developing the ‘cultural eco- 

 system’, ‘cultural milieu’ and ‘cultural ecology’, where  

 spillover is in-built?

20

The Arts Council England commissioned and published 

report, entitled ‘The contribution of the arts and culture to 

the national economy’25, observed that there is little explicit 

and specific data on creative spillovers and the spillover 

phenomenon. And yet, the spectrum of creative capabilities 

and resources within the arts and cultural sectors is visible 

and impressive. All major European cities are character-

ised by strong, historic, cultural institutions and a range 

of professional cultural agencies, and so too with creative 

districts and designated clusters, with arts incubators and 

alternative creative working spaces; almost all possess 

historic educational institutes and many research centres; 

ubiquitous also are private galleries or local markets for 

art, crafts and antiques, heritage centres and historical 

institutes; and a range of investment tools, grant-giving 

agencies, philanthropic or third-sector sponsoring agen-

cies, including many public financial support schemes, are 

routinely available. However, where can we find a model for 

a detailed mapping of a city’s cultural economy, or how to 

construct one?

Arts, culture and the broader economy

Creative spillover, we suggest, could become a strategic 

facility for positioning the arts and culture within the 

reproductive mechanisms of the broader 

economy – helping, in turn, to re-define 

that economy, generate alternative or 

extended value frameworks for that 

economy, and alert the key actors in 

that economy to the significant social 

dimensions of economic development. Culture is not just 

aesthetic productions and their appreciative audiences – it is 

practices of representation, design and models of innovation, 

institutions, organisations, enterprises and spaces, discourse, 

communications, meaning and identity. It has a profound 

social content, direction and impact. We should thus attempt 

to work towards defining or refining tools and methods for 

identifying, enhancing and innovating spillover processes 

that could be inclusive for all kinds of social life in economic 

development. This may attract a charge of ‘instrumentalism’. 

The term instrumental (like ‘economy’) also needs to be re-

defined by arts and culture. The arts and culture have always 

had a profound ‘use value’, even though its ‘uses’ may have 

not been adequately defined or extended into the broader 

economy (or even, indeed, other parts of the public realm).

In the outstanding European Commission report, ‘Cities of 

tomorrow - Challenges, visions, ways forward’26, the frame-

25 The contribution of the arts 
and culture to the national 
economy (Arts Council Eng-
land, 2013)

26 Cities of Tomorrow: Chal-
lenges, visions, ways forward 
(DG Regio, 2011)

Charge of instrumentalism & 

the need of re-defining the  

term instrumental



Implications for spillover might  

therefore involve: 

·  Creative and cultural engagement in spillover activities  

 can promote sustainable development within industry,  

 and import a broader social consciousness to industrial  

 economy.

·  Creative and cultural sectors could develop their own  

 economic sustainability through providing intellectual  

 and creative inputs, perhaps packaged in terms of  

 properly funded schemes or training for specific indus- 

 try sectors. 

·  Creative and cultural sectors develop and use their   

 location within the city to mediate specific relationships  

 between the city and industry, maximising the potential  

 of both. 

·  Creative and cultural sectors become a framework   

 within which the social populace of a city develop their  

 capacity for industriousness, knowledge of regional,  

 national and global economies, and sector-specific skills.

In the EU communication of September 2012, ‘Promoting 

cultural and creative sectors for growth and jobs in the EU’27, 

it states that ‘... the contribution that cultural and creative 

sectors can bring to social and economic development in 

the EU is still not fully recognised... Being at the crossroads 

between arts, business and technology, cultural and creative 

sectors are in a strategic position to trigger spillovers in 

other industries’.

2322

work of Integrated Sustainable Development (ISD) provides 

such a way of defining the use value of the arts and culture 

in ways that activate the social and intervene in economic 

development. It exemplifies an economic pragmatism that 

also aims for a sustainable social settlement, and where the 

arts, culture and urban environment are equally important 

factors in our understanding of the ‘economy’. The signifi-

cance of this report is that it teaches us that where specific 

tasks or activities may be ‘instrumental’ in their immediate 

objectives (solving predefined problems, or making money, 

for example) the broader strategic context is a qualitatively 

richer social realm, and increased autonomy and diversity 

for all agencies involved. An integrated development does 

not collapse categories (where art, for example, becomes 

commerce) but requires the relative autonomy of all partici-

pating agencies, as each agency contributes something quite 

specific. A critical task lies within, as implied by the above 

report, the role of the arts and culture in ‘integrated sustain-

able development’, where ISD is defined in terms of: 

 i. Smart growth

 ii. Sustainable growth

 iii. Inclusive growth

The arts and culture can develop a robust sense of independ-

ence, generating forms of instrumentalism and economic 

participation that do not jeopardise cultural autonomy, and 

in turn add value to culture or expand the concept of arts 

‘practice’.

Essential Reading 2: ‘The contribution of the 

arts and culture to the national economy: 

An analysis of the macroeconomic contribu-

tion of the arts and culture and of some of 

their indirect contributions through spillo-

ver effects felt in the wider economy’ (Arts 

Council England, 2013)

This report contains a substantive assessment of the 

phenomenon of spillover. Among the many observations 

and points it makes are the following: 1: The commercial 

creative industries are intrinsic to the supply chain of arts 

and ‘cultural’ industries. Many commercially successful 

products (whether films or video games) can have their 

source in ideas and concepts developed in arts and culture. 

2: Arts and culture are a business resource (for knowledge, 

inspiration, ideas, concepts and so on) and can translate into 

higher wages and productivity; they also provide services 

that allow business to develop (from ICTs, data access and 

management to professional development). 3: Arts and cul-

ture are spaces of incubation, training and experience; their 

densification generates social behaviours more inclined to 

innovation (not risk averse). However, the report notes that 

there are chronic problems with the sourcing and analys-

ing of appropriate data from the arts and cultural sectors. 

There is a need for a greater understanding of the role of arts 

and culture in the ‘business economy’ by way of defining 

the value they contribute to the national macroeconomic 

picture (particularly museum sector). The relation between 

the ‘intrinsic’ and other values of the arts and culture needs 

further research.
27 Promoting cultural and 
creative sectors (EC, 2012)



Arts and culture as sources of innovation

A key development in European union policy right now is the 

expansion of the concept of innovation and how the arts and 

culture are identified as key sources of innovation: ‘...these 

sectors have an impact on innovation in other industries...in-

novation is increasingly driven by non-technological factors 

such as creativity, design and new organisational processes or 

business models. It heavily relies on creative eco-systems in 

which the quality and diversity of partnerships across differ-

ent sectors and types of actors is decisive’ (p.3). The opportuni-

ties and challenges for the increase in innovation are indicated 

as (i) the digital shift and globalisation; (ii) finance and access 

to it; (iii) fragmentation – national/linguistic; (iv) the critical 

dynamics of industry borderlines – what happens between in-

dustries (such as gaming, film and music; or fashion, high-end 

and tourism) (p.4). Industry is facing profound challenges.

This report echoed the Green paper, ‘Unlocking the poten-

tial of cultural and creative industries’28, with a section on 

spillover (pp.17-19). For the most part it echoes the observa-

tions of previous reports and research papers but at the 

same time poses some 

valuable questions: 

what mechanisms for 

knowledge diffusion 

do we use within spillover? What model of ‘creative partner-

ships’ between key organisations do we use? What interme-

diaries between various sectors are instrumental in this?

To a significant extent these questions are built in to the 

agenda motivating the new suite of instruments for the 

2014-2020 Financial Framework – including Creative 

28 Unlocking the potential of 
cultural and creative  

industries (EC, 2010)

Concept of Innovation

2014-2020 Financial  

Framework

Europe, Erasmus for 

All, the Cohesion Policy 

Funds, Horizon 20, 

COSME and Connecting 

Europe Facility. The European Commission is currently pre-

paring a European Service Innovation Centre and support 

mechanisms for the conversion of older industrial areas into 

European Creative Districts. ‘The European Report on Com-

petitiveness’29 devoted a section to the creative economy, es-

tablishing it as a significant area of economic policy and not 

just urban and cultural policy. It noted how the international 

research on creative industries and sectors (largely UK, USA 

and Australia) had concentrated more heavily on labour 

(creative workers) and their activities, and not the economics 

of the industries and support mechanisms from public and 

governmental bodies (though the UK had pioneered several 

policy fields in this respect: Department for Culture, Media 

and Sports (DCMS), 1999; 2000). The situation is critical, 

as recent changes in technology have paralleled the rise in 

consumer demand for creative products, meaning that es-

tablished industries (press, publishing, film, etc.) have been 

re-structuring at the same time as they have been respond-

ing to the pressures of a globally growing market.

A problem with current policy making, to which the report 

draws attention, is that the creative sectors have largely 

been framed in terms 

of primary economic 

‘impacts’ – employment 

and outputs – but not 

in terms of secondary 

impacts (such as spillovers). Spillovers can emerge in terms 

of regional growth (contributing to the macroeconomic 

functioning of the region, with developments such as 

branding and enhanced communications), and also contrib-

ute to the development of other, specific, sectors. How-

ever, where spillover in the realm of secondary economic 

impacts is quantifiable (along with primary impacts), there 

are ‘tertiary effects’ and ‘quaternary effects’ that, for the 

report, are not quantifiable. Tertiary effects involve levels 

of general innovation; quaternary involve quality of life, 

cultural and social contributors to well-being. Spillover is 

identified, but in a particular way – as a form of knowledge 

supply chain: ‘...-knowledge spillovers may also occur if crea-

tive working practices “rub off” onto their business clients 

in an unremunerated way.’ (p.181)

The report further emphasises the dynamic and multi-

dimensional nature of trade (noting the problematic 

policy understanding of services when quantified through 

trade statistics), and the critical interrelation of creative 

industries development and urbanisation. It notes the sig-

nificance of ‘tacit knowledge’30 transferred during specific 

social interactions -- and the role of unexamined knowledge 

dynamics within supply chains, B2B interactions, and the 

uses of sources of information or centres of learning, e.g. 

universities.

29 The European Report on 
Competitiveness (EC, 2010)

30 Communities of Practice: 
Learning, Meaning and 
Identity (Wenger, 1998)

Quantifiable Effects 

<—> Non-quantifiable  

Impacts

> Creative and cul-

tural sectors possess 

a phenomenal range 

of competencies 

in the production, 

management and 

dissemination of 

knowledge – this 

includes knowledge 

as experience, docu-

ment and archive, 

interpretation and 

the dialectics of ar-

gument, as visually 

codified or narrati-

ve – in other words, 

historical com-

petencies lacking 

from industry.

Essential Reading 3: ‘Culture is the Key: 

Research. Interaction. Forum. Innovation.’ 

(ecce, 2013)

This exceptional collection of texts is animated by the 

following topic (among many others): how the nexus of 

knowledge, technology, communications and innovation, 

can have a transformative impact on the social and public 

investment in industrial urbanism. It further asks: what new 

spaces can we design for testing and innovation? What ‘col-

laborative solution processes’ can we develop? Which new 

models of interaction, work and organisation between key 

actors (official and unofficial)? Examining the spillover phe-

nomenon, it becomes clear that the creative and cultural in-

dustries themselves are in part constituted through spillover 

(from other areas of arts and culture, from technology and 

media, from social institutions, from engineering and sci-

ence, and so on). Spillover therefore requires a knowledge of 

the full social dimension of shifts in economic developments 

and macromarket structures. Our era of change, crisis and 

scarcity is also a time of innovation. We have already come 

through a period of industrial fragmentation, where the 

large stable units of production – heavy industries and large, 

publicly subsidised firms – ceased to be the guardians of 

economy and employment. Innovation has already become 

intrinsic to both organisation formation and management, 

work processes of labour and collaborative production, dis-

tribution and the negotiation of the market. In understand-

ing spillover we will further understand how the processes of 

innovation have already permeated social life.

> What is the di-

stinction between 

the ‘trigger’, or 

actively facilita-

ting spillovers? 

Who does the 

‘spilling’? What 

is it that ‘spills 

over’?
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Section conclusion:  

Spillover has, to some extent, been responsible for the ways 

in which the arts and cultural sectors (and certainly the crea-

tive industries) have emerged and developed their range of 

professional competencies. We can therefore define spillo-

ver as an opportunity for endogenous and sectorial develop-

ment – not just a potential series of diversions from core 

competencies, or a ‘giving away’ of intellectual resources to 

industry ‘for free’. Spillover itself can be a form of cultural 

production. However, if spillover becomes an established 

policy concept, then cultural policies (funders, sponsor-

ing organisations, etc.) will no doubt begin to demand that 

spillover is factored into the production process of any 

cultural project. And if spillover becomes the dominant con-

cern of funders and sponsors, will cultural content itself be 

denigrated in favour of maximum spillover activities? How 

can we ensure that the creative and cultural sectors play a 

major role in determining the terms of the contract, and the 

criteria wielded by national and European policy communi-

ties? Part of this process is rehearsing the development of 

indicators – identifying the areas and strategic approach of 

policy mechanisms in facilitating the relation between arts, 

culture and the CCIs and the broader economy and society. 

How do we develop indicators that expand possibility, not 

reduce it?

Questions for Future Research

· How do we mediate the connection between thinkers  

 and writers, researchers and policy makers, cultural  

 institutions and agencies, creative businesses and   

 workers, and thereby cultivate a more substantial ‘public  

 sphere’ of policy ideas, scrutiny and debate for the role of  

 culture and creativity in sustainable economic develop- 

 ment? 

· How does the experience or consciousness of spillover  

 phenomenon affect the current processes of cultural  

 production? How can cultural organisations or creative  

 agencies build the kinds of intelligent infrastructure  

 that initiates or even multiplies spillover? 

· How can spillover be identified and evaluated without  

 engendering new strictures on production? How do we  

 value the disruption and reorientation generated by  

 spillover, and not just its positive impacts? 

· How can spillover as a theoretical term for policy be exp 

 lained within a broader understanding of innovation –  

 as a multi-dimensional, multi-stake-holder process?
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Essential Reading 4: ‘Creative Economy 

Ruhr: Driver for innovation in economy, 

culture and urban development’ (ecce/wmr, 

2012)

The Capital of Culture RUHR.2010 took as its focus the 

‘City of Creativity’, generating a strategic mechanism for 

economic development. The European Capital of Culture 

administration evolved as ecce, in partnership with key 

organisations, began driving the creation of new strategic 

thought for the new knowledge-driven economy. The chal-

lenge is now to drive new forms of economic change that 

work to enhance, not corrode, both public life and environ-

mental sustainability. To quote this text: ‘The innovations 

in the creative economy are often “hidden innovations”: 

instead of finding expression in concrete patents, products 

or processes, these so-called hidden innovations are almost 

completely excluded from patent protection and almost 

completely ignored by monitoring and evaluation systems. 

Often they are not seen as innovations at all, although they 

often form the basis for other innovations in sectors outside 

the creative economy. They therefore have a big influence 

on the innovative capabilities and thus economic advance-

ment of a location. They take place at different stages in 

the value chain, e.g. in the development of new products, 

in the combination of existing technologies and processes, 

and in the generation of new channels of distribution or the 

implementation of new business models.’ (p.7) 

EVALUATING 
ECONOMY IN ITS  

PUBLIC CONTEXTS
The creative (commercial) industries have received a con-

siderable amount of research and policy attention over the 

past few decades. But has this been at the expense of a more 

integrated sustainable cultural policy?

Cultural policy in many countries remains principally 

concerned with the arts and public cultural services, even if 

it still tacitly assumes that the arts and creative industries 

are co-extensive and share some intrinsic ground in culture. 

Most European countries seem to maintain that the arts can 

only remain a realm of public subsidy (and thus categori-

cally separate), and that most of the needs of the creative 

industries are met by trade, enterprise or industry policy 

(and have no need of cultural policy). There remains little 

research on these assumptions. Below we attempt to define 
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· The need for a new concept of ‘economy’   

 in public policy specifically for European   

 cities (i.e. that encompasses the informality of   

 cultural life – and the role of the artist).

· The need to recover the political imaginary   

 of the European city – the city as ‘work of art’   

 (expressive, symbolic, not merely socio-eco-  

 nomic).

These points raise a further question on the role of the arts 

within the creative economy – do they actually play one? 

There is a strong sense in which arts policy in European 

member states has been 

marginalised from the 

key developments in ur-

ban economy policy, and 

as we see with Florida, 

it is possible to design a 

‘creative city’ through 

enterprise policy and 

urban policy combined, 

without involving cul-

tural policy and the institutions of the city’s arts, museum’s 

and heritage. There is a sense also in which that because the 

arts are often central to the city’s historic infrastructure of 

buildings, their popularity with visitors is alone enough: the 

city does not need to fully integrate the arts into its urban 

economic development, for its contribution to the visitor 

economy and heritage engagement (and its social and edu-

cational dimensions) can satisfy city policy makers enough. 

Yet, this approach leaves the arts in an historical silo, 

without the capacity for spillover, and a consequent political 

marginalisation from policy making is the price that is paid.

> Do arts and cul-

ture belong in the 

Creative Economy of 

the city, or do they 

represent something 

distinct and separate?

> What is the relation between the  

cultural and artistic autonomy cham-

pioned by modernism, and the marginal, 

politically passive disposition of the 

cultural sector in many European 

cities? Has there been a trade-off?

how the arts and culture have already been ‘industrialised’, 

and have incorporated economic practices (in management 

and organisation), albeit for policy makers still remain 

distinct from the world of creative industries.

The profound historic-artistic and heritage 

dimension of the European city (which in the 

past comprised expertise in crafts and artisanal 

making, architecture, fine arts, music and lit-

erature) has become unstable and each practice 

occupying an unsure position within the urban economy. 

Where writers and poets once animated a city’s cultural 

life, they tend to be relevant only as featured attractions in 

a specific framework of events, such as festivals. The once-

enigmatic cultural life of the European city has been largely 

dissolved through various forces of change – some of which 

involve an urban policy regime that impulsively favours 

expertise from outside the city, or a ‘mega-event’ approach 

common to many creative city strategies. Successive forms 

of municipal cultural planning since the Second World War 

have been successful in preserving large institutions, but 

not at cultivating local arts and the sub-cultures of creative 

practitioners needed for a vibrant city of culture. Artists 

today tend to find professional recognition only if they 

are celebrities or exhibit internationally, or are university 

professors, or financially successful. Where the artist was 

once intrinsic to the development of the European city, they 

are now marginal. The EC funded arts program CreArt31; 32, 

as an important current reference point in these debates, 

has promoted two things:

Creativity and  

Cultural Policy

31 CreArt: Network of Cities 
for Artistic Creation  

(alliance of 14 European cities)

32 for more information visit:  
http://www.creart-eu.org/

However, the arts throughout Europe testify to a significant 

degree of ‘industrialisation’, where their mechanism of 

institutional management 

and production have been 

restructured according to the 

constitution of the new econ-

omy of the inner city. The 

pathway of modernity ran 

from the industrialisation of 

culture (the mass production 

of cultural goods since the 

1930s) to the ‘culturisation’ 

of industry, where ordinary 

manufacturing is now ‘like the production of culture’ (Lash 

& Urry, 1994, p. 123). Many major art institutions across 

Europe see no paradox emerging from their adaptation of 

corporate management strategy frameworks and values 

designed for mainstream industrial production and services.

Yet there is little research on the production of art (call it 

‘studio production’, though this is a far too limited under-

standing of how art is actually produced) – as distinct from 

art’s exhibition, its interpretation, its history. How have the 

arts and artistic creativity shifted in their methods of pro-

duction, distribution and consumption through the period 

of the emerging creative economy? Within production, of 

course, the making of art involves specific processes and 

generating products that might be of use within spillover 

activity (which we will consider below). Artistic produc-

tion per se, however, is rarely a subject even of cultural 

policy – the artist or creative producer is categorically a free 

economic agent, whose interests are primarily private, and 

only in the context of publicly-funded projects, institu-

tional or organisation sponsored activity do they become an 

‘object’ of policy.

From the Industri-

alisation of Culture 

to the ‘Culturisati-

on’ of Industry

Cultural organisation  In the last decade, in response 

to shifts in the broader economy (and, in turn, political 

changes), arts organisations have ‘re-invented’ the gallery 

space, and generated new knowledge and skills in the 

management of the arts’ new organisational formation. 

They have developed means of international networking 

and straddling the nebulous new territory between the 

old economy of ‘public’ and ‘private’. Competition in the 

cultural sector is now intense, and brings with it a need to 

build a supportive constituency of sector and industry pro-

fessionals and sponsoring networks. Arts organisations are 

now also under duress through a continual need to change, 

adapt and respond to fast changing audience demands. 

Art audiences are indeed ‘markets’ but with added levels of 

social and cultural complexity.

There are three major ways in which art institutions have 

changed – in terms of their conception of cultural space, 

representation and communication, and production itself. 

Each of these spheres of activity have served to absorb 
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33 Public value, politics  
and public management  
(Blaug et. al., 2006)

New Public Management

30

Organisational Model: 

The Multi-purpose

with a strategic management of space, communication and 

production. By implication, these changes acknowledge 

how the ‘art public’ itself is formed through shifting market 

and economic conditions. The economisation of culture 

is not simply the commercialisation of culture, but the 

way cultural production has been re-shaped in response to 

changes in the social behaviour of citizen-consumers.

Culture and public administration  While these 

above developments seem like a benign response to socio-

economic changes beyond the influence of the arts sector, 

the sector itself widely adopted new frameworks of strategic 

management and marketing that were not so benign. We 

could mention first the embrace of 

NPM or ‘New Public Management’ (see 

Blaug, R. et. al. 33), which emerged first in 

public policy management and then as 

a new regime for the administration and management of 

public culture and funded institutions. Derived from the 

USA and introduced to Europe through Tony Blair’s New 

Labour government (1997-2010), NPM famously derided 

older forms of public management – the term ‘public’ 

became synonymous with historic and immobile; political, 

coercive and bureaucratic; non-specialist, unprofessional, 

slow and inefficient. ‘Private’, conversely, was synonymous 

with dynamic and mobile; objective and apolitical, choice 

and opportunity-driven; strategic management-inspired; 

specialisation and professionalisation, efficient and max-

imising value. While there was little doubt that the British 

‘public sector’ had problems, the failure of public policy 

agents to preserve and manage the political dichotomy 

of ‘public-private’ effectively dismantled the ‘public’ as 

an autonomous and distinct agency. New Labour actually 

broader shifts in the economy as specific forms of stimulus 

for organisational growth. They remind us that ‘cultural 

production’ for the arts sectors is no longer just a matter of 

producing art or cultural events but of recreating the ‘art 

organisation’ itself within new and changing conditions.

In terms of cultural space, across Europe art gal-

leries are extending, expanding, re-designing 

and admitting both aesthetics and activities 

once exclusively associated with the leisure 

industries. Moreover, the spatial location of an 

art institution is now permeable and mobile. Consider the 

tendency for ‘the multi-site’ organisational model. A good 

example is the Museumsquartier Wien or more vividly 

perhaps, the Baltic Centre for Contemporary Art on the 

river Tyne, Gateshead in the UK. Established and main-

tained through public funding, the Baltic is not one building 

or space as such, but a network of spaces interconnected by 

a large fulcrum space (the old flour mill). These spaces are 

managed strategically from the central building yet have 

local autonomy in day to day management. They include a 

‘project space’, a satellite gallery in the city centre, a research 

space in the local university, a base for artists involved in 

research, a studio (production) space for professional artists, 

and an education ‘institute’ (which is a partnership organi-

sation). Multi-site as an organisational phenomenon has 

complexified our perception and experience of the art gal-

lery as a privileged place of ownership, expertise, display and 

exhibition. It has opened its spaces for active co-production, 

against the tendency for art viewing to descend into passive 

visual consumption.

Organisational Model: 

The Multi-site

Organisational Model: 

The Complex Brand

In terms of representation and communication, art institu-

tions (largely pioneered by practices in the USA) have become 

heavily invested in the way they disseminate information and 

publicity. Communications have also become less informa-

tion and publicity-driven than brand identity-based. Consider 

the ‘complex brand’ phenomena. Art institutions or organisa-

tions no longer need to 

conceive of themselves as 

a single empirical entity, 

whatever the extent of 

their investment in 

their building or architecture. Take London’s premier site for 

contemporary art, the Saatchi Gallery (a different example 

might be Centre Pompidou-Metz). Established by advertising 

magnate turned contemporary art dealer Charles Saatchi, 

it is essentially a private philanthropic institution that has 

claimed a central role in the development of contemporary 

public culture in London. The organisation takes the form of 

multiple spheres of co-dependent yet highly specialised activ-

ity, and operates like a sophisticated small media corporation, 

with a powerful brand architecture. The ‘architecture’ of the 

brand, however, is not predictable or logically arrayed like 

corporate brand architectures. It comprises the Saatchi Gal-

lery, New Sensations, Saatchi Art, Saatchi Store, Art&Music 

Magazine, Showdown, and Pictify, all of which overlap rather 

than interconnect. The brand is strategically involved in 

facilitating the institution’s projects in the sphere of media 

and press, schools and competitions, and universities, aided 

by a wide network of corporate partners and membership: 

each brand has developed the facility for visual intervention 

in a different sphere of society or industry. There is a sense 

in which an internal spillover is a strategic dimension of this 

approach, where brand directs the organisational design.

For a third example of organisational change in the arts 

sector, we must consider production. An obvious example 

would be the Dortmunder U. For a less obvious example we 

could do no better than stretch to the other side of Europe 

and look at the now-famous Mikser House in Belgrade – as 

‘multi-purpose’ organisational model. Set up and run as a 

private enterprise by event man-

ager and cultural entrepreneur           

Ivan Lalic, the Mikser (mixing) 

House is a place for emerging 

Balkan culture. It is ‘multi-pur-

pose’ in that it is not confined to one cultural genre, artistic 

specialism or fitted out for particular functions. Its agenda 

is event and ‘live’ culture-driven and whose itinerary is 

constructed through a consistent dialogue between Mikser, 

local practitioners and agents of international innovations. 

The space is rented on purely commercial terms but from 

a private owner highly sympathetic to the organisation’s 

aims. It can host retail events, eating, performance, lectures 

and exhibitions, with a particular emphasis on both design 

and music. Music events are used to attract younger people 

– introduce them to design and visual art; quality cuisine is 

another enigmatic element. The multi-purpose organisa-

tion is not focussed or invested in tangible assets or owning 

objects. It is a social force for cultural change animated by an 

entrepreneurial impulse.

These three examples – the multi-site, complex brand and 

multi-purpose organisations – are ways in which ‘culture’, to 

greater or lesser degrees, articulates industrial life through 

its organisational articulation. They demonstrate how 

cultural organisations have learned to respond to economic 

changes, respond to and integrate organisational design 
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tion of the art museum – along with the rise in power and 

profile of the international art markets, the influence of the 

private dealer, the patronage of select private art galleries, 

the entrepreneurial curator, the freelance critic and the 

world of cultural media, particularly branded magazines – is 

a context that art practice and artists themselves negotiate, 

work with and within, and respond to in their art. In the 

last few decades, new movements in art have fully absorbed 

the need for networked organisation, markets, consumers, 

brands, corporate communications and the craving by the 

media for celebrity.34

One significant aspect of arts sector activity worth mention-

ing in this context is marketing and digital media. As a 

generalisation, marketing (and not public culture, politics or 

cultural production itself) has become a principle framework 

for the construction and development of organisational 

identity and mission. The changes have been significant. 

In the world of internet broadcasting we can now join a 

virtual audience: for internet broadcast theatre (National 

Theatre Live, London), internet broadcast music (Berliner 

Philharmoniker Digital Concert Hall), and the New York 

MOMA iPad, there is no one single audience. Digital media 

has redefined the concept of ‘audience’ or ‘viewer’ or ‘visitor’, 

where all visitors are potential subscribers or ‘members’ 

irrespective of how close they live to the institution. In any 

case, the member does not need to visit the physical place of 

the art institution.

‘Member’ is now defined as a link in a network of com-

munication (tweet; web visitor; email subscriber); and the 

extent to which the institution can register their identity, 

preferences and movements, the member becomes a source 

of market intelligence; the extent to which the members pro-

vide feedback, or become involved in online activity, they 

become a source of cultural knowledge; the extent to which 

they pass on links, messages and information, they become a 

conduit for information and publicity; as a member of other 

networks, they become a dynamic connection between other 

parts of the cultural sector, and a 

potential connection to experts 

in that sector. By 2000 – whether 

you defined it as the ‘audience’, 

community, networks, the 

public, citizens, social subjects 

or visitors – the public had been co-opted as assistants to 

the strategic management of the corporate organisation 

of cultural production. But what happens to the concept of 

‘general public’ to which the arts are beholden and responsi-

ble for educating and providing a quality cultural life?

One pivotal development that has exacerbated the crisis in 

the identity and social function of ‘public’ culture was to 

emerge within art and cultural production itself. This has 

been referred to as the ‘social turn’, but it was integral to both 

the above shifts in the very concept of the art institution 

and in any case was more than a single art movement. On 

the face of it, it integrated a lot of NPM techniques and skills 

(finance, brand and marketing, management and enterprise) 

with a benign attitude to both the art markets and com-

mercial pop culture. In contemporary art (e.g. Bourriaud’s 

‘relational aesthetics’) it became commonplace to find the 

incorporation of non-cultural forms of social behaviour into 

the art work, where the art work was redefined as an event, 

coextensive with other social events, and where the curator 

was a co-creator, the work’s meaning, as much as the viewer 

became intrinsic to the work’s aesthet-

ics. (Bourriaud, 2002) The simultaneous 

rise of ‘new genre’ public art and huge 

public commissions opened the space 

of the city to mainstream contempo-

rary artists, and a consequent rise in fascination for new 

urban locations (like disused factories) for art emerged. In 

many cities contemporary galleries were situated near or 

within creative industries (or vice versa), and movements in 

curating, such as the ‘new institutionalism’, demonstrated a 

capacity to adapt to this new urban landscape with reflexive 

and improvised re-interpretation of the civic function of 

the contemporary art gallery.

34 Examples: Tate Modern 
London, Rubell Family  

Collection Miami, Frieze  
Magazin & Art Fair London

Digital Media  

Within Art 

Institution 

Management

expanded, not reduced, the size of public governance, but 

did so through the enfranchisement of private and specialist 

actors and agencies, all acting according to different inter-

ests. New corporate models of administration, subcontract-

ing, outsourcing and partnerships with private actors, all 

contributed to the process of dissolution, where processes of 

deliberation, decision-making (and thus political represen-

tation), the public ethos, values, historical memory and pub-

lic assets were all subsumed within estimates of economic 

performance.

What has emerged is something significant for our concern 

with spillover. For the arts sector across Europe gradually 

absorbed, adopted and shaped mainstream methods of 

corporate management ushered in by NPM. These included 

strategy-making (management; brand; marketing; finance); 

stakeholder-building (investors; subscribers; audiences; 

etc.); partnerships (project collaboration; sharing resources; 

maximising efficiency); reporting (performance measure-

ment); monitoring (staff reviews; production measurement; 

internal and independent assessments); evaluation (meeting 

targets; measuring growth; assessing satisfaction; etc.). We 

are now in a situation where policy makers have forgotten 

the historicity and political complexion of all these mecha-

nisms, and use them as if they are self-evidently central to 

the effective management of a cultural organisation.

While the ‘art world’ might complain that this discus-

sion has little to do with ‘culture’ or ‘the art’ itself, (and 

exhibition aficionados and the curators of international art 

discourse routinely side-step the question), the organisa-

tional production of culture is significant to the meaning 

and value and public function of culture. The corporatisa-

Economization of 

the Cultural Sector
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TOWARDS A RESEARCH 
AGENDA FOR CREATIVE 

SPILLOVER
From the sections above, we propose the following research 

topics in support of a new research agenda. Theoretical work 

needs to be done to demarcate creative spillover from other 

forms of spillover, and the unplanned dimension of spillover 

from planned (and potential) forms of spillover – i.e. that 

which can be used in strategies of economic development, 

producing models and techniques that can be replicated 

or used for improvisation. A critical assessment needs to 

attend to the common rhetoric of spillover ‘effects’ and the 

assumption that linear cause-effect logic produces the great-

est value. We need a fuller understanding of spillover actors 

and the most effective instigators of spillover; spillover tools 

and techniques; the structure of agent to agent relations; the 

management of innovation processes; models of innovation 

application and the roles of creativity; effects and affects and 

varieties of value; side-effects and fringe benefits; evaluation 

and assessment and post-spillover decision-making. A com-

parative assessment can be made of spillover as it operates 

within different spheres, cultural, social or public, business 

and commerce, and industrial. Spatial settings are also major 

factors – urban-city, regional, national or pan-European.

We also need to extend the analytical tools and parameters 

of cultural policy analysis. This could begin by considering 

the following topics:

1: The art economy, the cultural 

economy, the creative economy: in 

cultural policies throughout Europe 

the concept of ‘economy’ is confus-

ing, but also sometimes too general 

or inappropriate in its application. 

We need to use the European Commission’s policy recon-

struction of ‘the economy’ within the broader framework 

of Integrated Sustainable Development. Furthermore, 

where most models of creative economy (Work Foundation; 

NESTA; DCMS; etc.) are models of a national economic 

system, we need a European framework, and a 

discourse that is pan-European, and capitalise on 

cross-border synergies.

34

Need of Fuller Understan-

ding of Spillover Actors,

Instigators and Tools

Section conclusion:  

· Most art organisations, particularly public organisations,  

 have experienced radical changes in the constitution  

 of culture as a realm of institutional life, impacting  

 on the fundamental historical character of culture,  

 redefined through management strategy, which in turn  

 has shaped the contexts of cultural production. 

· Where there is a confused or blurred boundary within  

 the economy between public and private, cultural   

 organisations have become hybrid, often managing a  

 range of uneven or contradictory demands by public  

 sponsoring bodies. 

· Cultural organisations across sectors have become  

 experienced in negotiating a political landscape that de- 

 mands both corporate management models as well as  

 public  or social value; they have innovated user-sensitive  

 and audience-specific strategies for growth and delivery,  

 yet remain an historical silo. 

· There remain un-researched areas, particularly on the  

 role of institutions in shaping their urban environ-  

 ments (as distinct from merely being located in a place  

 and contributing to its traffic or visitor numbers, or a  

 few public services). 

· Art and culture to some degree remain ideologically  

 and institutionally wedded to outmoded concepts of  

 aesthetic or cultural autonomy, without visibly pursuing  

 alternative models. In this area, ‘private’ cultural entre- 

 preneurs (Saatchi, Lalic) can often appear more explicit  

 in their social rationale than public institutions. 

· Digital media has facilitated the construction of a range  

 of different subject positions for the public – traversing  

 the older dichotomy of ‘citizen-consumer’ – and yet,  

 has this generated a cultural public sphere for people to  

 participate in the shaping of life in their city?
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Need of Extension of 

the Analytical Tools 

and Parameters The political and scientific discourse on spillover effects of 

culture and the creative industries is still in its infancy. But it 

has become clear that the importance and capability of spill-

overs to help develop innovations and overcome European 

crises and post growth economies are often underestimated 

or not sufficiently recognised. 

With ‘to be debated SPILLOVER’ we want to make a call to 

action!

In line with our bottom-up philosophy, we invite persons 

and institutions from politics, research, society and the 

economy to take part in the debate on spillover effects and 

address unsolved terminology and methodology issues. 

How you can participate? As you like it – with comments, 

short informative blog entries or even scientific theses and 

contributions! 

We will publish your input at www.e-c-c-e.com as well as on 

our social media channels.

Please send your input to tbd@e-c-c-e.com

whose social-moral compass has been eroded by a fixation 

on profit. Creative spillover can mean something more than 

standard spillover value – it can be creative in method as well 

as content, where social, institutional, cultural and human 

capital are added to a project or organisational environment. 

Spillover needs to be evaluated in the context of 

a multi-dimensional conception of capital.

5: A major problem for many European countries is an in-

creasing lack of industriousness, enterprise and self-reliance 

in the social populace or workforce itself. Creative spillover 

can be defined less in terms of transfer or provision, than 

in terms of intervention, participation, engagement and 

partnership. This could serve to construct a social dimension 

to spillover activity – as opportunities for involvement, skills 

development and so on – but where industry is provided 

with routes of reciprocation. The objective is not just 

industry, but industriousness as a social phe-

nomenon.

6: The arts, culture and the creative industries all 

draw inspiration from the ‘informal economy’ 

and the social-culture of everyday life. Value in spillover 

could emerge from informal dimensions of inter-organ-

isational relationships, offering access to the ‘informal 

economy’, generating unplanned or unexpected synergies 

between cultural and industrial sectors, particularly in 

cluster or urban and city contexts.

2: There is little research on artistic and cultural production 

itself, particularly in terms of organisation, management 

and entrepreneurship, and their relation to broader shifts 

in the economy. What research there is tends to focus on 

the political dimension of what it perceives as 

neoliberal management practices. We need 

a fuller review of the organisational 

dimension of creative and cultural 

sectors, along with resources made available 

by the discourses of knowledge transfer, social impact and 

public value – learning about the extensive role spillover 

could involve or make use of these activities but also clearly 

demarcating spillover from other forms of influence.

3: The subject of spillover might consequently be viewed in 

many quarters as another means of using public resources 

for private capital – placing the cultural sector under an ob-

ligation to serve the ‘economy’, where the economy is domi-

nated by foreign corporations in collusion with national 

governments steadily eroding public culture and its social 

bases. Spillover for the arts and cultural sector, however, 

need not signify a crude instrumentalisation of 

public resources. But we need stronger reasons how. Ad-

vocacy of spillover requires a critical facility for contending 

with theoretical and practical implications of instrumental-

ity and uses of public culture, and attends to the distinctive-

ness in historical provenance, value and productivity of each 

type of civil society and public agency.

4: To this end, creative spillover must itself be defined 

in terms of cultural production – where the activities of 

spillover sponsored by public policy initiatives reintroduce 

culture, creativity and public value into organisations 

to be debated.  
 call for papers
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