
 

Abstract
Using the theory of stakeholder salience and stakeholder discourse, this article 

leadership. It argues that in satisfying the demands of risk-averse public management, 
arts policy bodies implicitly and explicitly impose the role of sectoral leader on the 
heads of largest best-funded cultural organisations. As a result, opportunities for 
alternate forms of leadership to emerge outside organisations are restricted. It renders 

their organisations and their sector - and exposes implicit perceptions of value. Finally, 
in reinforcing existing organisational structures, imposed leadership inhibits the risk-
taking and innovation these same arts policy bodies promote in their strategies. This 
prevents the emergence of more transgressive forms of leadership and innovative 

and inequality reinforced at a structural level. While focused on subsidised theatre in 

on ethical leadership behaviours in the cultural sector. 

Keywords

Public bodies, through a series of implicit and explicit relationships, im-
pose sectoral leadership roles on the heads of the largest best funded 
cultural sector organisations and in doing so inhibit risk and innovation. 
This article is drawn from a wider study of the artist as stakeholder in 
policymaking and leadership in the UK theatre sector. It brings together 
two areas of discourse in arts management and cultural policy: cultural 
leadership and cultural labour. Through this, it asks new questions about 

structural inequalities informed by attitudes to risk, and the disparity 
between arts policy rhetoric and enacted arts policy. This disparity is 
examined here in relation to sustainability, risk and innovation.
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-
ings are presented in three parts concerned with the implicit and explicit 

leaders as a nexus of all stakeholder relationships and the attitudes to 
risk and innovation present. It will go on to discuss the implications of 

for further research.

The dominance of policy over sectoral leadership behaviour emerged as 
a focus of this study when the researcher set out to investigate how the 

that political and public management interfere with the business models 

2017; CAUST 2010a) and the power of individual charismatic cultural 
leadership over policy directions has been examined (NISBETT; 

the cultural sector, and how these processes reinforce hierarchies and 
existing systems of cultural production.

The interplay between policy rhetoric and policy as it is enacted in 

tween the arts sector and public bodies is similarly unclear. Gray (2015: 
-

nition around what culture is and means. Arts policy, treated principally 
as the decisions by which public arts funding is spent, is frequently a 
dominant de facto cultural policy, “explicit arts agency strategies becom-
ing confounded into implicit national cultural strategies” (DURRER; 
MAGAN 2017: 190). This suggests that policy is implicitly delivered 
through behaviours more than it is explicit via formal statements.

In contrast to this ambiguity, arts policy and public funding systems 
generally and particularly in the UK (where the attention of this study is 
focused) are driven by political interests in demonstrating economic and 
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 increased attention to risk management, sustainability and accountabil-

-

-

model by which the sector operates, altering how the sector measures its 
own performance. This repeats at sector level the pattern of evaluation 

 NEWSINGER/GREEN 2016). While this accountability dominance sug-
gests clear and transparent relationships between public bodies and the 
theatre sector, this research suggests that it is far from clear. 

-

and cultural leadership is principally discussed as organisational 
( HEWISON 2006). Therefore, leadership can be viewed as a special 

This gives privileged access to a small number of individuals at the head 
of funded organisations in the shaping of policy and sector behaviour 

-

NÉGRIER 2018), this study is concerned with the internal hierarchies at 
play within subsidised theatre and how they shape its behaviour.

As public arts funding declines and alternate cultural forms evolve 
and compete for attention, the promotion of cultural leadership through 
both policy actions and the proliferation of leadership programmes is 
intrinsically linked to the sustainability of the cultural sector ( HEWISON 

indeed artistic, leadership among other leadership forms (CAUST 2018; 

2009). On the one hand, cultural leaders must achieve economic sus-
tainability as part of the wider driver to transform cultural activity into 
cultural industries and to develop new business models (BAKHSHI/
CUNNINGHAM 2016). On the other, they are charged with the protection 
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of creative sustainability and must support artists/art-making and pro-
mote new, transgressive and alternate forms of cultural production and 

driver connects cultural leadership to concerns of responsibility for di-

-

innovation. A number of scholars suggest contemporary cultural leader-
ship is failing in its responsibilities for correcting inequality and failing 
to evolve its production and decision-making structures (EIKHOF 2017; 
KUNST 2015). Cultural leaders are increasingly charged with disrupting 

Real cultural leadership involves creative transgression, and a long term perspec-

The capacity for more transgressive leadership and the ability to realise 
innovation are both informed by attitudes to risk both within the practice 
of arts organisations (in this study, theatre companies and venues) 
(SGOUREV 2013) and in the prevailing context of national attitudes 
towards risk-taking (STEPHAN/PATHAK 2016). By contrast, risk is 
considered an intrinsic element in the lives of artists, both in their creation 

creative sustainability, they are inadequately explored in cultural leader-
ship discourse.

Both public bodies and cultural leaders are charged with multiple re-

departments and politicians, or funders and boards of directors is 
 emphasised through the dominance of accountability within policy dis-

cultural leaders also carry “downward accountability” to organisations, 

obligation raised by this highly complex accountability system of 



19

 relationships inform the choice of theoretical approach in this study. 
Stakeholder theory, as Freeman (1984: 67) puts it, recognises business 
as “a deeply human institution”; its strength lying in its articulation of 
multi-objective, multi-stakeholder relationships and recognition of multi-

are made up of both “implicit and explicit contracts” (FRIEDMAN/
-

its ethical behaviours (HARRIS/FREEMAN 2008; WICKS 1996; 

in the cultural sector beyond explicit contracts, whether between funders, 
organisations or artists. This article draws on literature around two 

salience (or value) and how; the second is an exploration of stakeholder 
management as an implicitly managerial behaviour.

-

This very generalist description as the basis of the theory has been 

how individual stakeholders or stakeholder groups are appraised 
-

theory of stakeholder salience creates a typology of seven stakeholder 
groups according to factors of power (the capacity to exert control over 
the organisation), legitimacy (the degree of legitimate claim to the busi-

(or organisational heads in general) who assign salience to groups and 

interests (BENSON/DAVIDSON 2010). Therefore, we can consider 
stakeholder valuation as the subjective response of an individual holding 
a role of authority and managing competing demands in which their own 

Managers sit at the “nexus of contracts” as the only stakeholders in 
an organisation who develop contracts with all other stakeholder groups 

not only do they control relationships but have intermediary control 
-
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managers must prioritise organisational survival over all else (BASINGER/
-

personal advancement is a factor in attributing salience to the most 
dominant stakeholders, this self-interest is not always negative as all 

leadership, is a management behaviour, requiring a balancing of com-

Studies of the arts and cultural sector using stakeholder theory con-
centrate predominantly on perceptions of stakeholder value and its 

JOBST 2011; HSIEH 2009; RHINE 2015; VOSS/VOSS/MOORMAN 
2005). Much of the focus is on marketing, fundraising and external 

contractually connected to the organisation (funders/donors, paying au-
diences, suppliers and employees). With the exception of Basinger and 
Peterson (2008), inadequate attention has been paid to how stakeholder 
salience is attributed in cultural leadership and management with little 
examination of artists as stakeholders in any artform.

Building theory inductively, this qualitative study draws on a relativist 
interpretation of both reality and knowledge, constructing an under-
standing of the phenomenon from the perceptions of, and values 

value and control does not imply a tacit acceptance of these hierarchies 
but derives greater understanding from the interaction between re-

PIERRE 2008). The methodology of this inductive study was devised to 
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2010) and a Constant Comparative Method (BOEIJE 2002) to analyse 
and interpret data from multiple sources - key documents from the pub-

focused on the perceptions each participant group carried of the other 
groups and players in the theatre sector, drawing out understanding of 
how perceived value/status of players in the sector is assigned and what 
perceived obligations exist to other stakeholders. Documents and tran-

over the duration of the study, distilling emerging themes.

wider research project from which it is drawn. The ability to draw gener-
alisable hypotheses from a focused study, enables deeper knowledge to 
be extracted that has macro-implications (EISENHARDT/GRAEBNER/

Although the boundaries between commercial and subsidised theatre 

greater understanding of the interplay between policy bodies, organisa-
tions and artists was derived by focusing on those within subsidised 

-

THEATRE ASSOCIATION/AUDIENCES NI 2017). All interviews and 
focus groups took place between May and September 2017, via Skype or 
in the cities listed above.

Participant selection treated the sector and phenomenon under 

1994: 86) and recognised that the public (or audiences) are not principal 

artists as a distinct group. A total of 83 participants were recruited from 
three groups detailed below.

1. Policymakers are the four arms-length public bodies operating in the 
four devolved regions of the UK - Arts Council of Northern Ireland, 
Arts Council Wales, Arts Council England, Creative Scotland. While 

libraries and creative industries, these four bodies are the only dedi-

for the arts, including theatre. Treating their strategies as de facto 
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policy, the study analysed the plans that span the life of the project 
between 2015 and 2018. They are:

Great Art and Culture for Everyone – 10 year strategic frame-
work 2010-2020 (2nd edition) (Arts Council England 2013)
Ambitions for the Arts: A Five Year Strategic Plan for the Arts in 
Northern Ireland 2013 – 2018 (Arts Council of Northern Ireland 
2013)
Unlocking Potential Embracing Ambition - A shared plan for the 
arts, screen and creative industries 2014-2024 (Creative Scot-
land 2014)
Imagine Our Vision for Wales Corporate Plan 2013-2018 (Up-
dated) (Arts Council of Wales 2015)
Inspire Our Strategy for Creativity and the Arts in Wales (Arts 
Council of Wales 2013)

In addition, interviews (6 participants in total) were conducted with 
-

2. 

-
tary interviews. Of these 6 were Executive Director/Producers, 10 
were Artistic Directors, 4 were Artistic Directors who principally 
programmed and 1 was an Associate Director. All the Artistic Directors 
had lead or joint executive responsibility. 11 of the 21 were build-
ing-based, the remaining were companies.

3. Artists are 44 freelance theatre artists with an additional 6 independent 
producers working in the UK, recruited in open calls via social media, 

-
ters. The complexity of how they expressed their work as artists 
meant it was not possible to create subsets but they were drawn from 
a range of disciplines (mainstage and musical theatre, physical and 
experimental, Welsh and Gallic theatre, theatre for young audiences) 
and in a mix of occupations (theatre makers, actors, directors, play-
wrights and multiple variations). 

Interviews were also conducted with representative bodies in the theatre 
sector, 2 of these also being interviewed as artists (counted above). These 
participating organisations are:

UK Theatre
Federation of Scottish Theatres (its former head)



23

Theatres Trust
Independent Theatre Council
Creu Cymru
TheatreNI
Stage Directors UK
Theatre Bristol

value measurement and accountability have altered the way arts policy is 

2014: 5). The trajectory towards more instrumentalist and economically 
driven priorities with reduced or restricted funding and higher levels of 
bureaucracy is a consistent pattern across the four regions of the UK - 

Data gathered from analysis of the strategies and interviews detailed 

1992) between government and the sector, although the position of their 

(both regionally and temporally as governments move between elec-
tions). These bodies are intermediaries between state and sector, however 
the state dominates their decision-making and it is to the state they must 

using evidence of value or by policy attachment to other government 

picture of public bodies whose survival is dependent on two things:

How much the activities they support satisfy government priorities; 

strike as servant, advisor and advocate:
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[…] you need to be close enough to continue to be able to contribute into the budg-

distance not to therefore be seen as, by either government or by the creative sector, 
as simply an instrument of government.

While participants in other groups note this “Janus-faced” position 

the advocacy role of these bodies. All the Policymakers see their agencies 
as “making the case” for the arts (PM5). However, ultimately this is sac-

of their own evidence of their own value.

resulting pressure exerted over arts management and practice is already 
-

in the skewing of funding towards increasingly proscriptive government 
targets and non-arts policy attachments, and a perceived loss of atten-
tion to aesthetic outcomes. Other areas of policy interest are less clear 

stated intentions and actual decisions and actions, as one Artistic Director 

no real discussion.

throughout their relationships with the sector.
Theatre (and arts) sector leadership is both implicitly and explicitly 

documents reviewed for this study state repeatedly that leadership and 
development of the sector is the responsibility of the lead organisations; 
i.e., those in receipt of the largest and most regular funding should carry 
the “weight of responsibility” (Arts Council of Northern Ireland 2013: 5) 
to address issues of inequality and development beyond their own or-
ganisations. This inevitably also means that leadership is vested in build-
ing-based companies who receive the largest grant aid and are often the 
least adaptive organisations due to their size, capital asset and history. 
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that the leading roles within these organisations carry leadership re-
sponsibility and this is an obligation to their lead funder and the sector 
precisely because of their level of investment. Responsibilities are articu-
lated variously as: supporting new and emerging artists; increasing 

whole sector; succession planning for new sector leaders; supporting 
other organisations; increasing commerciality; and widening access and 
inclusion.

Public bodies in this way expect these largest organisations to behave 
as a variant of their own public sector intermediary role. In other words, 

bodies and both the public and the network of small independent organ-
isations and artists that make up the sector. This devolution of obligation 
means these largest organisations and their leaders/managers are im-

This obligation to behave as leaders in sectoral development is not 
communicated fully via formal agreements with these largest core funded 
organisations, leaving this imposed leadership and its priorities as de-
liberately implicit and subject to a blend of formal requests and informal 

to mentor new companies, new incoming entrants to the [portfolio of core funded 
organisations]. They would need to support the [names public body] in public policy, 

When interviewed, the heads of these large and better funded theatres 

expectations. Their understanding is that they take on these roles as part 
of their own personal and professional obligations to their community 
and sector. As a result, they view these sectoral obligations as discretion-
ary rather than mandated.
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Faced with ambiguity and presented with implicit responsibility beyond 
their employment, the heads of theatre organisations must interpret for 
themselves what their leadership role entails. Within a challenging 

with the survival of their own organisation. Acting in managerial self-in-

-
ests with the needs of their own organisation. This statement from an 

director] had started it before I got there but we together have really expanded that. 
Both, out of feeling a genuine need that no-one really was doing artist development 
in the sector generally, the theatre sector in [country] and we really wanted to do 
that. The other is knowing that, actually if we become really, within the theatre 
sector as a whole, if [company] was a key part of the artist development network, 
and therefore to a funder removing that would cause a whole lot of other things to 

As part of participant recruitment and to gain insight into perceptions of 
-

agers participant groups as well as the representative bodies is asked 
who is leading the theatre sector. This opens up a discussion of what 
leadership means to these players.

-

institutions such as the National Theatres of England, Scotland and 
Wales are described by public bodies as leaders, however while organisa-
tions are named, participants often describe leadership behaviour 

person Vicki Featherstone from National Theatre of Scotland (NTS) as 
opposed to the NTS itself. A small number of participants mention par-

-
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-

-
ticipants as leaders.

Participant 
Group

Policy- 
makers

Leaders/ 
Managers

Representa-
tive Bodies

Total

Artistic Director 20 18 10 48

Artistic Director 
(Programmer)

6 6 0 12

Company not 
person

10 26 11 47

Exec Director/Pro-
ducer

5 2 0 7

Independent Artist 3 5 0 8

Other 3 4 1 8

Total 47 61 22 N/a

Table 1: Participant perceptions of the location of leadership.

When asked to describe why or how these people or organisations are 

others and the advocacy they undertake on behalf of the sector. Individ-
uals outside organisations and particularly artists are infrequently 

-

However, participants recognise artists as having the capacity to lead 

DAVIE 2009). A recurring comment from these powerful groups is that 
the greatest barrier to artists being perceived as, or acting as, leaders is 

-

-

And so, if part of the way that things are recognised is the time you give to be present. 
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Echoing Caust (2010b), the evidence of this research suggests that only 
when they become managerial and salaried can artists be leaders. This 
exposes a system in which existing hierarchies of leadership and organi-
sations are reinforced and the potential for new forms of leadership out-
side organisations is implicitly suppressed.

By imposition and by perception, leadership is then principally or-
ganisational but often described personally, as the work of individuals 
heading up these organisations. Personal and organisational success are 

to who is at the helm. And these organisational heads must work through 

-
ence and power and often a shift into the precarity of the independent 
freelance world. The theatre sector is thus highly interdependent but 
also highly competitive, at both personal and organisational levels.

The articulation of self-interest in cultural leadership is not without 
moral responsibility. A striking feature that emerged in the data is the 
high level of personal motivation and feelings of responsibility these 

audiences, and an often paternalistic concern to protect and support art-

This is a subjective morality, compounded by their belief that their lead-
ership role is discretionary rather than imposed or mandated. Bolstered 
by self-preservation and desire for advancement, these obligations are 

-

independent artists and producers but this is coloured by a lens of atten-
tion to their own careers and organisations rather than by a consultative 
process with those same players. As a consequence, it is their interpreta-

 concerns and interests they represent in arenas of policy, programming 
or funding.

This study demonstrates that despite the collaborative nature of the 
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2017). As one independent artist (A37) observes, their work is depend-

is perpetually compromised:

The Artists group of participants lack the protection of a company if they 
wish to challenge behaviours or change systems. This leads to a suppres-
sion of opinion and self-censorship where they cannot be open about 
their views without being labelled as “troublemakers” and losing support 
and income. This freelance director (A5) describes the limitations:

I might speak to somebody in a room if they are doing a consultation or something. 

Artists group and some of the representative bodies point to ongoing 
underlying behaviours within those other groups that perpetuate these 

marginalised groups (women, people from minority ethnic backgrounds 
and people with disabilities) who see their inclusion in programmes as a 
form of box-ticking and chasing the zeitgeist rather than changing the 
way the sector behaves. It is clear however, that these groups lack the 
power or status to challenge these inequalities.

Artists and the independent producers also interviewed recognise 
(albeit with cynicism) that the self-interested behaviour of organisations 
and their leaders or management is driven by the complex stakeholder 
management they are negotiating. Artists recognise the pressures of the 
intermediary role of these organisations between artists, funders, audience 
and community as well as the growth of administration, “best practice” 
and mundane issues like running buildings. This freelance playwright 
(A38) connects these multiple obligations to their lack of capacity to 
 innovate:

-
es, to Boards too, and it makes it harder for them to generate new ways of doing 

-
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players in the sector which determines the attention each receives. As 
they view their sectoral leadership as discretionary, it is easier to shape, 
prioritise or abandon any obligations according to their own interests.

The imposition of leadership and the resulting reinforcement of existing 
organisations and sectoral hierarchies leads to a suppression or removal 
of risk from the systems of cultural production in UK theatre. This study 

-

Examining the strategy documents (Arts Council England 2013; Arts 
Council of Northern Ireland 2013; Arts Council of Wales 2013; Creative 
Scotland

-

 museums and libraries), these terms “risk” and “innovation” are used 
descriptively to signal a number of desires:

adventurousness and innovation in artistic practice; 
and new models or ways of working that improve sustainability or 
create new approaches to the business of making art.

Public bodies (or the Policymakers group) argue that innovation is neces-

They argue that a “wholesale rethinking” is needed to how cultural activity 
is made and sustained (Arts Council of Wales 2013: 23). This priority for 
change contradicts their behaviour which is to reinforce and increase the 
power of existing organisations and leaderships. Data from this study 

be seen as having three forms.

essential part of creative or cultural production (BANKS et al. 2000). In 

theatre works and practices and the emergence of new artists and 
 production models. Adaptive structures, a profusion of collaborative ap-
proaches and restructuring of public funding are markers of the business 
or organisational aspect. Growth in diversity and representation, disrup-
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All participants from all three groups identify the independent, fringe 
artistic community as the source of the most vibrant or most innovative 
new approaches, both in making work and experimenting with business 
models. This is not to suggest that only artists can innovate (PRATT 
2015) but it does suggest that large “vertically integrated” organisations 
are less likely to be a source than “cultural entrepreneurs working in micro 

(2013), many of the Artists group articulate a subjectivity in attitudes to 
innovation among organisations and public bodies; that out-of-date 
organisations with little capacity for adaptiveness, remain bound within 

(predominantly white, able-bodied and male) and interpret what is 
“ground-breaking” accordingly:

sort of legacy tradition and doing what they consider to be innovative. And sur-
prise, surprise, what they consider to be innovative is often pushing their own work 
or the work of their kind of male colleagues who experience the same amount of 

production is understood as necessary due to multiple stakeholder 
 demands and self-preservation, However, it also emphasises that risk as 
artistic and organisational experimentation, cannot be embraced with-
out disrupting those structures. Additionally, the Artists group see the 

-
lying cautiousness and cultural conservatism that limits reputational, 
commercial and artistic risk in programming. An example is this discus-
sion by artist participants in a focus group:

-

going to allow any striking imagery within a piece of writing or on the stage, but 

theatre audience is going to be ostensibly, sort of... 

A35: lefty, liberal. 

The second form is risk as it relates to accountability and measures of 
-

isations they fund are endowed with a custodianship of public interest in 
which concepts of best practice emphasise risk-averse governance and 
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administratively dominant processes (CAUST 2010a). The growth of 
public management and accountability with reducing public funds 

behaviours towards experimentation (SGOUREV 2013; STEPHAN/
PATHAK 2016). This is not only clearly understood by all the partici-
pants in this study but accepted as a normal part of how public funding 
and the sector operates. As one Policymaker participant (PM4) says,

down, so local authorities are putting it on to buildings and buildings are putting it 

In response to the demands of public management, public bodies 
privilege organisational structures, administrative systems and business 
models over looser forms of cultural production and impose ever tighter 
controls on outputs, outcomes and targets. One participant (A10) describes 

they who must change, sup-

theatres organisations. Despite the championing of experimentation in 
their strategies, public bodies justify their own decision-making and 
 satisfy the bureaucratic systems that dominate their own survival by 
 reinforcing existing organisational hierarchies and practices through 
funding and imposing sectoral leadership.

The third form of risk recognised is precarity. Although directly 
connected to the risk-averse behaviours of funders and organisations 
described above, and despite being raised by almost every one of the 84 
participants in the study as a major issue in theatre in the UK, this form 
of risk barely appears in the strategic documents reviewed. Within the 
structures and hierarchies described by participants in the study, the 

emotional risks associated with cultural production (BAKHSHI/WINDSOR 

this system leaves little space to question these hierarchies or even con-
sider whether they as individuals accept the dominant forms of success 
and career progression:

[…] if you look at the people who are on the outside of the system, I think quite a lot 

time being able to take risks because it takes a lot of their time and energy to make 
theatre. And the riskier it is, the more likely they are to not be able to take that step 
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towards, not necessarily the system, but towards the centre of the theatre world. I 

make their way towards the centre of the theatre world.

artists and their precarity, the Artists group do not feel this care, and 
often emphasise the transactional nature of their relationships with theatre 
organisations. Their exchanges are dominated by business dealings 

ever-diminishing commissions, co-productions or access to resources. 
Artists and independent producer participants describe their own pre-
carity as in no small part due to their dependency for their status on the 

-
chies within the theatre sector. If they are ambitious and wish to be seen 
as leaders themselves, they must seek the endorsement of the existing 

behaviours.

Public cultural bodies have a contradiction at the heart of their own 
policies. Their stated desire for risk, innovation and change is informed 

their actions which reinforce existing organisations, their leadership and 
their models of cultural production. If arts and cultural policy is implicit 

this study suggests either that the actual policy is to maintain and bolster 
existing organisations and assign them greater power, or that written 
strategies and thus explicit policies promoting innovation have failed 
before they have begun.

Imposed sectoral leadership on large well-funded organisations can 
be argued as a legitimate expectation of return on public investment 

the principal public body and is dependent on that body for its own 
survival, its ability to speak and act for the sector is fundamentally com-
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limits what change is possible.

salaried leadership positions and those outside organisations is evident. 
The persistence of this inequality is inhibiting new forms of leadership 
and new approaches to production. The duality and complexity of cul-
tural leadership and particularly the performing arts has been examined 

study suggests that inadequate attention is being paid to how public 
policy and management (in itself a nexus of government and sector 
interests) is disrupting the ethical behaviours of cultural leadership and 
encouraging narrow vertical hierarchies of compromised leadership 
rather than disruptive or transgressive forms. Cultural leadership is at 

by its dominant stakeholders and compromised by self-interest on multiple 
levels. The dependency of independent artists and cultural labour on the 
discretionary benevolence and endorsement of these leaders renders the 
system of cultural production in UK theatre unequal on an ongoing basis 
rather than enabling change.

Analysis of the data in this study suggests that the three forms of risk 
articulated previously - innovation, risk as part of accountability and risk 
as precarity - are fundamentally entwined. A risk-averse system of policy-
making reinforces its decision-making by elevating those it already 
supports, devolving sector development to them, and increasing their 
accountability. It pushes risk and experimentation out of the funding 
system and funded organisations and onto independents and freelancers 
within the sector. This risk-aversion inhibits any possibility for existing 
structures to be disrupted and suppresses the very innovation it sets out 
to achieve. The more risk is passed to individuals outside organisations 
where they are unprotected by companies, salaries or boards, the more 

the very inequality and precarity so often acknowledged but rarely tackled 
at policy level. If the desired outcome to promoting leadership, risk and 
innovation is to increase sustainability, the complicity of both public 
bodies and cultural leadership in reinforcing precarity and inequality 
renders it impossible.
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This research suggests that there is a contradiction between policy de-
sires for innovation and risk-taking and the manner in which public 
funding policies assign leadership to the largest and least adaptive 
 organisations. If sustainability is the intended outcome of the promotion 
of leadership, risk and innovation, then this promotion must move away 
from existing organisational models of leadership within funding systems. 
In particular, more investigation is needed into how the dominant public 

 approaches to risk and experimentation.
Cultural leaders are compromised as they attempt to satisfy multiple 

stakeholder commitments and thus complicit in reinforcing both precarity 
and existing hierarchies. This study suggests greater attention is needed 

the state as a stakeholder alters the ethical behaviours of cultural leader-
ship and leads to a growth of inequality between those in organisations 
and those outside them in the system of cultural production. While artists 
are dependent on organisations and their leaders, the entire system of 
cultural production is dependent on artistic labour. This interdependency 
is under-recognised and a rebalancing of perceived dependencies and 
corresponding value is needed.

Innovation is a process of improvisation, trying out hunches and 

uncertainty and risk-taking (STEPHAN/PATHAK 2016). Unless the in-

recognised, the desire for new and alternate innovative models of cultural 
production will remain just that - a desire. 

References

to CEOs? – In: Academy of Management Journal, 42/5, Special Research Forum on 
Stakeholders, Social Responsibility, and Performance. -
agement, 507-525.

arts organizations. – In: The British Journal of Sociology,
School of Economics, 797-818.

Arts Council England (2013): Great art and culture for everyone: 10-year strategic frame-
work 2010-2020.



36

Arts Council of Northern Ireland (2013): Ambitions for the Arts: A Five Year Strategic 
Plan for the Arts in Northern Ireland 2013-2018. Belfast: Arts Council of Northern 
Ireland.

Arts Council of Wales (2013): Inspire... our strategy for Creativity and the Arts in Wales 
2013-2018.

Arts Council of Wales (2015): Imagine... Our vision for the Arts in Wales 2013-18.
Arts Council of Wales.

BAKHSHI, Hasan/CUNNINGHAM, Stuart D. (2016): Cultural policy in the time of the cre-
ative industries.

BAKHSHI, Hasan/WINDSOR, George (2015): The Creative Economy and the Future of 
Employment.

in the cultural industries. – In: Geoforum

BASINGER, Nancy W./PETERSON, Jessica R (2008): Where you stand depends on where 
you sit: Participation and reactions to change. – In: -
ership 19/2. New Jersey: Wiley Publishing, 243-257.

International Journal of Cultural Pol-
icy, 10/2. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 183-202.

problem of value in the arts and humanities. – In: Arts and Humanities in Higher Ed-
ucation 

Cultural policy. Oxford: Routledge.

BENSON, Bradley W./DAVIDSON, Wallace N. (2010): The Relation between Stakeholder 
Management, Firm Value, and CEO Compensation: A Test of Enlightened Value Maxi-
mization. – In: Financial Management (Autumn). New Jersey: Wiley Publishing, 929-
963.

BOEIJE, Hennie R. (2002): A Purposeful Approach to the Constant Comparative Method in 
Quality and Quantity

Mannheim: Springer, 391-409. 

BOERNER, Sabine/ JOBST, Johanna (2011): Stakeholder management and program plan-
ning in German public theaters. – In: 22/1. 
New Jersey: Wiley, 67-84.

BOESSO, Giacomo/ KUMAR, Kamalesh (2009): An investigation of stakeholder prioritiza-
tion and engagement: who or what really counts. – In: Journal of Accounting & Organ-
izational Change, 5/1. Bingley: Emerald, 62-80.

-
Poetics 

Thematic Analysis: Coding As a Process for Transforming 
Qualitative Information.

-
Business & 

Society.

BROWN, Alan S. (2015): What is Artistic Vibrancy? – In: Sounding Board: Perspectives in 
 from Wolf Brown, online. 



37

CAUST, Josephine (2005) Privilege or Problem: The Distinct Role of Government in Arts 
Development in South Australia. – In: 
Society, 35/1. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 21-35.

CAUST, Josephine (2010a): Arts and business: the impact of business models on the activi-
ties of major performing arts organisations in Australia. – In: Media International Aus-
tralia incorporating Culture and Policy, -
land, School of Journalism and Communication, 32-44. 

CAUST, Josephine (2010b): Does the art end when the management begins? The challenges 
of making “art” for both artists and arts managers. – In: 
and Cultural Management, 7/2. Melbourne: University of Melbourne, 570-584.

CAUST, Josephine (2018) 
Routledge. 

-
rate social performance. – In Academy of Management Review -
emy of Management, 92-117. 

Toronto Conference. – In: Business & Society,
82-131.

creative disciplines. – In: Cultural Trends, 20/3. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 291-
308. 

and Decision Making under Dual Rationalities. – In: The Journal of Arts Management, 
 36/4. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 295-313. 

Creative Scotland (2014): Unlocking Potential Embracing Ambition: a shared plan for the 
arts, screen and creative industries 2014-2024. Glasgow, Edinburgh: Creative Scot-
land. 

32009): 
methods Approaches. Thouasand Oaks, California: SAGE.

Understanding the value of arts & 
culture: The AHRC Cultural Value Project.
Council. 

The Fika Project: Perspectives on Cul-

Academy of 
Management Perspectives,

-
tion. – In: Academy of Management Review, -
ment, 65-91. 

accountants. – In: Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 

 
Research Report.



38

DURRER, Victoria/MAGAN, Kerry M. (2017): Cultural policymaking and research on the 
Island of Ireland. – In: Cultural Trends, 26/3. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 189-194. 

EIKHOF, Doris R. (2017): Analysing decisions on diversity and opportunity in the cultural 
and creative industries: A new framework. – In: Organization, -
sand Oaks: SAGE, 289-307. 

EISENHARDT, Kathleen M./GRAEBNER, Melissa E./SONENSHEIN, Scott (2016): Grand 
Challenges and Inductive Methods: Rigor without Rigor Mortis. – In: Academy of Man-
agement Journal,

FREEMAN, R. Edward (1994): The Politics of Stakeholder Theory. – In: Business Ethics 
Quarterly, 4/4. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1-14. 

FREEMAN, R. Edward (1984 [2010]): Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Stakeholder Theory: The State of the Art. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Journal of Management Studies 39:1, New Jersey: Wiley Publishing, 1-21. 

Theatre Royal Stratford East. – In: Caust, Josephine (Ed.), -
tional Case Studies. Tilde University Press. 

Inter-
national Journal of Cultural Policy, 13/2. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 203-215. 

Interna-
tional Journal of Cultural Policy, 14/2. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 209-214. 

Nordisk kulturpolitisk tidsskrift, 
18/1. Helsinki: Finnish Center for Cultural Policy Research Cupore, 66-80. 

-
Handbook of qual-

itative research.

Creativity and Cultural Improvisation. 

Review of the Theatre Sector in Scot-
land for Creative Scotland. Glasgow, Edinburgh: Creative Scotland. 

HARRIS, Jared D./FREEMAN, R. Edward (2008): The Impossibility of the Separation The-
sis. – In: Business Ethics Quarterly, 18/4. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
541-548. 

-
dom”: Conditions and experiences of creative labour in three cultural industries. – In: 
Poetics,

-
tion. – In: Popular Communication, 11/3. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 179–195. 

HETHERINGTON, Stephen (2015): The Interdependence of Public and Private Finance in 
British Theatre. Manchester: Arts Council England. 

HEWISON, Robert (2004): The crisis of cultural leadership in Britain. – In: International 
Journal of Cultural Policy, 10/2. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 157-166. 



39

HEWISON, Robert (2006): 
DEMOS. 

All together: a creative ap-
proach to organisational change.

Journal 
of Management Studies, 29/2, 131-154. 

 Oxford: Gow-
er. 

HSIEH, Jasper (2009): Strategic stakeholder orientations and performance consequences: 
International Journal of 

 29/2. New Jersey: Wiley Publishing, 13-
27. 

experience? – In: Third Sector Review, 17/2. Wembley W.A.: Australia and New Zea-
land Third Sector Research, 107-130. 

Insights From Finnish Theatre. – In: International Journal of Arts Management, 17/3. 
Montréal: HEC – Montréal – Chair of Arts Management, 16-27. 

the Midst of Stakeholder Complexity. – In: International Studies of Management & 
Organization 46: 4. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 216-227. 

Community, Art and the State: storming the citadels, Come-
dia Series 23. Helsinki: Dib Dib Dob.

-
tonomy in the performing arts. – In: International Journal of Cultural Policy, 4/3. 
Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 1-19. 

artistic and economic risk. – In: Poetics, 
poetic2017.08.002>.

-
tions. Telemarksforskning
[7.7.2018].

KUNST, Bojana (2015): The Institution between Precarization and Participation. – In: Per-
formance Research, 20/4. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 6-13. 

-
tural crisis, . – In: Kay, Sue/Venner, Katie (Eds.). A cultural leadership reader. Creative 

-

-
Collecting and interpreting qualitative materials.

Thousand Oaks: SAGE, 363-388

MANGSET, Per (2018): The end of cultural policy? – In: International Journal of Cultural 
Policy. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis [DOI: 10.1080/10286632.2018.1500560]



40

artists getting poorer? About the reproduction of low income among artists. – In: Inter-
national Journal of Cultural Policy, 24/4. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 539-558.

Work in Performing Arts Institutions. – In: 
and Society, 42/4. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 156-175. 

Journal of Business Ethics, -
heim: Springer, 437-459.

MINTZBERG, Henry (1973): The nature of managerial work.

-
ally Counts. - In Academy of Management Review -
agement, 853-886. 

Stakeholder agency and social welfare: Pluralism and decision-making in the multi-ob-
jective corporation. – In Academy of Management Review,
of Management, 252-275.

 35/4. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Fran-
cis, 319-330. 

Arts. – In: Canadian Theatre Review 167, 22-25.

-
drew (2016) Analysis of Theatre in England. -
cation/theatreinengland> [2.2.2017].

Enriching Brit-
ain: Culture, Creativity and Growth.

NEWSINGER, Jack/GREEN, William (2016): The infrapolitics of cultural value: cultural 
policy, evaluation and the marginalisation of practitioner perspectives. – In: Journal of 
Cultural Economy, 9/4. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 382-395. 

-
ship in the Arts. – In:  46/1. Ox-
fordshire: Taylor & Francis, 2-12. 

Theatre Re-
view 2012 -
tre-Review-2012.pdf> [8.10.2015].

– In: Cultural Trends, 25/2. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 116-131. 

Key concepts in ethnography.

Theory Is Not. – In: Business Ethics Quarterly, 13/4. Cambridge: Cambridge Universi-
ty Press, 479-502. 



41

PRATT, Andy C (2015): Do Economists Make Innovation; Do Artists Make Creativity? – In: 
Journal of Business Anthropology, 4/2, 235-244.

PRICE, Jonathan (2016): The discourse of cultural leadership. Unpublished doctoral the-

DRUK in Vooruit Art Centre, Ghent, 14th March 2017 -

Ireland: Making cultural policy for a divided society – In: Durrer, Victoria/Miller, To-
The Routledge Handbook of Global Cultural Policy. Oxford: 

Routledge. 

British Theatre Repertoire 2013 Final Report.
-

toire-2013/> [20.07.2016].

British Theatre Repertoire 2014. -

[20.07.2016].

The Journal of Arts Management, 
 47/2. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 89-104. 

RHINE, Anthony. S (2015): An Examination of the Perceptions of Stakeholders on Authen-
The Journal 

45/1. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 3-21.

Collecting and interpreting qualitative materials. 

ROBINSON, Mark (2010): Making adaptive resilience real. 
-

cil.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/browse-advice-and-guidance/making-adaptive-resil-
ience-real> [27.08.2018].

industries. – In: Ethnicities, 

The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. -
sand Oaks: SAGE.

SCHUSTER, J. Mark/KARRAKER, David/ BONAIUTO, Susan/ GROGAN, Colleen/ROTH-
Mapping State Cultural Policy: 

The State of Washington. Chicago: University of Chicago, Cultural Policy Center. 

SGOUREV, Stoyan V. (2013): The dynamics of risk in innovation: a premiere or an encore? 
– In: Industrial & Corporate Change, 22/2. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 549-575. 

STEPHAN, Ute/PATHAK, Saurav (2016): Beyond cultural values? Cultural leadership ide-
als and entrepreneurship. – In: Journal of Business Venturing,
505-523. 

-
tural policy: The social, the cultural, and the economic. – In: The Journal of Arts Man-

 40. Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis, 245-265. 



42

VOSS, Zannie Giraud/VOSS, Glenn B./MOORMAN, Christine (2005): An empirical exam-
iniation of the complex relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and stake-
holder support. – In: European Journal of Marketing, 39/9-10. Bingley: Emerald, 
1132-1222.

downward accountability: A multiple case study. – In: European Management Jour-
nal,

WICKS, Andrew. C (1996): Overcoming the separation thesis: The need for a reconsidera-
tion of business and society research. – In: Business & Society,
Oaks: SAGE, 89-118. 

-
interpretation of the Stakeholder Concept. – In: Business Ethics Quarterly, 4/4. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 475-497.

co-construction of meaning. – In: Women's Studies International Forum, -
don: Elsevier, 111-125. 

Corporate Governance, 
5/2. Bingley: Emerald, 111-120. 


