"|HE past ten years
have seen the role of
the Arts Council

v supposedly trans-
formed from that of a bureau-
cracy primarily concerned with
the administration of subsidy
to the arts to that of an organ-
isation imbued with the eight-
ies culture of enterprise and
initiative. This conversion is
seen in the Arts Council’s
three year plan which purports
to place an emphasis on busi-
ness planning, marketing,
increased sales, attracting pni-
vate finance, good managerial
practice and trajning.

Richard Wilding in his Review
of the Structure of Arts Funding
highlighted basic structural weak-
nesses and ‘the need for the Arts
Council to take on a more strate-
gic approach.

With strategic planning,
restructuring and their much
vaunted adoption of business
technigues, is the Arts Council
about to finally emerge from the
eighties as a business-like, pur-
poseful organisation capable of

taking the arts into the nineties? It -

would appear not. The Arts
Council cannot fundamentally
| change its ways, it just puts out
F more window-dressing and the
higher echelon bureaucrats mas-
querade as busy arts executives,
all packaged with a specious line
in business patter.

On October 16 last year, I
attended a consultative seminar
- on the reform of the arts funding
i system organised by the Arts
Council. I was treated to the
| smug, self-satisfied, over simplistic
simpering of the “new” arts exec-
utive who in their presentations

::4 assumed we were all imbeciles,

. However, none of us were daft
=2t enough to miss the fact thart the
arts were to be restructured first
{ and then a national strategy devel-
1] oped afterwards, a fact that was
| cheerfully admitted as being the

] wrong way round,

Clearly the arts need restructur-

| ing, for currenty the Arts Council
and the Regional Arts Associa-
] tions are the epitome of the
-} Reverend Sidney Smith’s defini-
tion of marriage as: “a pair of
shears 5o joined that they cannot
be separated; often moving in
opposite directions yet always
punishing anyone who comes
between them.” What, however, is
profoundly disturbing is the Arts
A Council’s lack of business nous
;| and their unseemly rush to carry
-{ out the cockeyed strictures ema-
-} nating from the recent spate of
| Arts Ministers.

If restructuring precedes strat-
egy formulation even by the small-
er margin which Tim Renton now
| envisages, then the product wili be
|| a disaster on a heroic scale. The
| estimated cost of the current
{ restructuring is so far between
£1.5 million and £2 million.

This current approach to
restructuring makes little business

It makes no sense for the Arts
Council to restructure before a

national strategy

is

implemented - a fact that the

new bureaucrat cannet

argues CI
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sense, and even less at the level of
plain, old fashioned common-
sense. If you want to reach a par-
ticular objective {strategy) you
choose the best method that will
get you there (organisational
structure).

Before any thought of strategy
formulation and structural reor-
ganisation the Arts Council and
their paymasters should prudently
address themselves to two crucial
questions: What business are they
in? Who is the customer?

The answer to the second ques-
tion fargely determines the answer
to the first. For example, is the
customer the arts organisation; is

it the artists, crafts people, and
musicians; or is it the end user,
e.g. the well-heeled punter at the
Royal Opera House, the less well
off or socially disadvantaged, or
both.

Having defined their customer
they can then determine the busi-
ness they are in. Are they, for
example, solely in the business of
distributing subsidy or providing
measurable levels of service to the
arts in the UK? Peter Drucker in
Managerment: Tasks, Responsibil-
ities, Practices (Heinemann 1988)
reminds us that “only a clear def-
inition of the mission and purpose
of the business makes possible

disguise

clear and realistic business objec-
tives,

It is the foundation for priori-
ties, strategies, plans and work
assignments. It is the starting
point for the design of managerial
jobs, and above all for the design
of managerial structures. Struc-
ture follows strategy. Sirat-egy
determines what the key activities
are in a given business. And strat-
egy requires us knowing what our
business is and what it should be.”

This approach to strategy and
structure is not some by-product
of the past ten years of free mar-
ket, monetarist mumbo jumbo,
with the added value of the clap
trap of Victorian values.

The strategic approach has
been around for some time.
Alfred Chandler, Strauss Prof-
essor of Business History in the
Graduate School of Business
Administration, Harvard Uniy-
ersity, was concerned in his aca-
demic work with the rise and role
of business enterprise from: 1850-
1920.

“While Chandler’s analysis is
historical, he makes general poinrs
about organisational change and
the relationship between strategy
and structure... Chandler is clear
that the structure of an organisa-
tion follows from the strategy that
is adopted... Strategy is the deter-
mination: of basic long term goals
(aums) and objectives (targets)
together with the adoption of
courses of action and the alloca-
tion of resources for carrying out
these goals. Structure is the organ-
isation which is devised to admin-
ister the activities from the strate-
gies adopted” (Writers on
Organisations, Pugh et al, 1988,
Penguin Business Library).

Adam Smith, in the Wealth of
Nations, observed that “people of
the same trade seldom meet
together even for merriment and
diversion, bur the conversarion
ends in a conspiracy against the
public or in some contrivance to
raise prices.”

The arts bureaucrats and man-
darins, having conspired, are
about to foist on the arts some
arrant scheme that properly
belongs in the lexicon of tife
between the sections marked fic-
tion and the absurd. Having per-
petrated this topsy turvey non-
sense on the nation it is the arts in
Britain which will end up paying
the price as the shambles of a
structure ill-fitted to a national
strategy unfolds,

J K Galbraith said that “politics
is not the art of the possible. It
consists in choosing between the
disastrous and the unpalatable.”
The unpalatable course for the
arts bureaucrats is the formulation
of a strategy with its implicit
design of managerial jobs with a
resulting structure that may well
exclude the Arts Council altogeth-
er.
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