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Abstract 
The paper compares and highlights the varying conditions of management of public arts organisations in Europe: England, Italy, and Sweden, and investigates the dynamics of changes in governance and public administration structures in the three countries. The paper constitutes a brief of ongoing research on governance in the field of the arts and cultural heritage in Europe. For this paper mainly research sources within the field of public governance and management control have been used, in combination with empirical studies in Sweden and Italy. One of the main findings is that decentralisation and managerialisation reforms are implemented in order to achieve political legitimacy. Another central finding is that in Sweden a hidden process of centralisation of governance is underway, expressed by an increasing number of evaluations of public bodies by private companies or by central government civil servants, often from the Ministry of Finance.
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The area of arts management and in prolongation the impact of governance and control upon the management of arts organisations, is almost non-existent in Sweden, whereas Italy has a number of research centres and researchers working with the ownership, governance, and management issues of the cultural and artistic heritage. Also in the UK, France and Germany, more research is being undertaken than in Sweden in this area. Unlike some other fields of the concerns of the European Union, the cultural field is not one where harmonising of national legislation is seen as a priority. Instead, the EU supports individual cultural and arts projects, and encourage cooperation between member states. Supra-national legislation seems not to be an issue in the cultural heritage and arts fields, probably since they are not generally part of economic exchange or commercial transactions, and since the cultural heritage and the arts are seen as central to national identity building, and therefore not suitable or necessary to legislate upon on a supra-national level.  

In 2005, the European Commission initiated a study of the economic impact of the cultural sector to the economy of Europe, and to its growth and cohesion, as formulated in the Lisbon Agenda. The report was published the following year, and was the first larger study at the European level of this topic. The assignment was to describe and measure the direct and indirect contribution, and thus value, of culture and the creative industries in the EU to the total economy of the union. Factors investigated were proportion of GDP, growth rates, and employment figures, links to innovation and ICT, and to regional development. Even though economic contribution is emphasised in the report, also social possibilities and contributions are part of the Lisbon Agenda.

The EU (EC) Treaty defines the role of culture and creative industries as follows:

· Bringing Europe’s common cultural heritage to the fore while respecting the national and regional diversity of the Member States

· Encouraging co-operation between Member States and supporting their action in this field

· Fostering cooperation with third countries and with relevant international organisations

· Taking into account the cultural dimension of all the actions the EC carries out under all the provisions of the EC Treaty. (KEA 2006: 23)
With the words of the EU on their official website, culture is considered an active part of the union, since

The Maastricht Treaty (1993) enabled the European Union (EU), which is historically geared towards the economy and trade, to take action in the field of culture in order to safeguard, disseminate and develop culture in Europe. However, the EU's role is limited to promoting cooperation between the cultural operators of the different Member States or to complementing their activities in order to contribute to the flowering of the cultures of the Member States, while respecting their national and regional diversity, with a view to highlighting the shared cultural heritage. With this aim in mind, the EU implements measures in support of cultural initiatives such as the Culture Programme and the European Capital of Culture initiative. (EU 2008)
Initiatives from the EU are, amongst others, the following, which are perhaps the most wellknown

· The "Culture" programme 

· The framework programme “Culture 2000" 

· The European capital of culture programme
From these captions, it is obvious that culture is interesting to the EU from an economic perspective, whereas the respective countries are acknowledged as main bases for social and cultural values of the cultural heritage, the arts and the creative industries. Within the field of culture and creative industries, the creative industries represents the part with most direct economic contribution and value, whereas the cultural heritage and the arts have a more indirect impact and value on the economy of the Union and individual member states.

Apart from any economic contribution, many public arts and cultural heritage institutions enjoy government support to a smaller or larger extent, and thus constitute part of public administration in the member states. Even though individual member states such as the UK has taken several steps towards increasing levels of private funding of the arts, most European cultural heritage and arts institutions are publicly owned, and have collections that are property of the respective states. This means that work towards the harmonisation of the ownership, governance or management of cultural organisations in the same way as of accounting principles and practices, tax and employment legislation, is not on the EU agenda. Nevertheless, several European countries have undertaken general reforms of their public administration in the last two decades, which affect also the cultural sector in each member country.

The trend towards common rules for accounting may be a factor that affects the management of individual arts organisations indirectly, in the form of demands for certain types of accounting and financial control, which in turn cause a reorganisation of internal personnel resources. However, such indirect effects have to be investigated through the governance systems of each country compared. But in general the arts and cultural heritage sector is not the subject of harmonising to the same extent as business life in the EU, except as regards legislation and other supra-national aspects of the membership of EU.
Flinders (2004) states that the policy areas which are considered critical as regards development of a common European policy, are those of transport, energy, banking, telecommunications, insurance, and financial services, and he raises some questions regarding the possible benefits and threats of the emergence of independent agencies on the EU level, that are to act as regulative mechanisms in these fields, especially in relation to national legislation. Flinders ascribes the development in individual European countries towards decentralisation of control mechanisms to the success of the doctrine of NPM, which emphasises efficiency through models imported from the private sector to the public. However, there are other researchers that mean that the development towards delegation of decision-making and control in European countries is not only due to the spreading of NPM, but has roots in the traditions of individual national political systems. For example Sweden has had a dualistic government model since the seventeenth century. In the research literature on governance models in Europe we can thus find both suggestions of an increasing neo-liberal trend in Europe, whereas other researchers mean that the similarities in development in various countries is not solely explicable in terms of neo-liberalism and NPM.

Demands on EU member states to harmonise governance 

A Swedish ministry report on public management control and governance (Ds 2006), describes demands from the EU on its individual member states to develop their governance structures, as a way to increase transparency of governance throughout the EU, on central as well as national level. Especially this relates to the resources transferred and distributed by the EU. For the commission of the EU, adequacy and legality are to be the key words for economic reporting within the EU. Member states are to integrate and align their national control structures with that of the central administration of the EU, and to continuously monitor and assess existing control systems in order to improve procedures.

Thus there is a movement towards an increasing level of administrative structures that aim at increased transparency, but it is harder to assess to what extent this movement has affected, or is affected by, other movements on national level, which may be influenced by interaction with other countries regardless of the EU membership. For example NPM is one doctrine, which is said to be influential, but as researchers have also noted, the development towards decentralisation of decision-making power and economic accountability, is not necessarily an effect of the dispersion of this particular doctrine.
Three European traditions of welfare

Within Europe, three distinct traditions of welfare society construction have been identified by public administration researchers. Baggesen Klitgaard (2005) does an investigation into patterns of recent reforms of public administration in Western welfare societies, building on Esping-Andersen’s (1990, 1999) previous classification of nations into liberal welfare regimes, comprised by the Anglo-Saxon world, US, UK, Australia, and New Zealand; Social-Democratic welfare regimes, including Sweden, Norway and Denmark;  and finally conservative welfare regimes, such as Germany, Austria, France, Italy, the Netherlands, and Spain. These three groups of countries have chosen different ways to organise their social services due to historical tradition and more recent political developments. What characterises the liberal states are low levels of direct transfers and support levels, and a focus on market or quasi-market solutions for public services. These countries have a policy of minimizing the role of the state, of individualising risks, and of promoting market solutions as a means to ensure citizen welfare. 

The Social-Democratic countries have a tradition of universal coverage of the social support systems for their citizens, and a strong consensus on egalitarianism. These countries have a wide public services system including childrens day-care, education, and health. The third group of welfare countries, broadly made up by the countries with a substantial Catholic influence both in politics and society, are characterised by the church’s involvement in many of the public services such as children’s day-care, health, and education. These countries also have a more hierarchical notion of grounds for social rights, mainly based on class and status, rather than citizenship.

However, reforms of public administration in these countries has been shown not entirely follow the predicted patterns in recent years, at least in the public school and education sector. Whether the reforms discernible in the cultural sector follow predictable reform patterns remains to be studied. 

What can be seen is that there has been a long and partially emotional discussion about the economics of the preservation and presentation of the cultural heritage in Italy, where privatisation and increased levels of organisational and economic autonomy. What has been implemented is the possibility for private actors to offer auxiliary services at cultural heritage venues, and possibilities to form foundations has been introduced for public institutions in certain areas. In Sweden, on the contrary, there has not been any discussion of possible privatisation of public arts organisations whatsoever, instead there is much hope put on increased participation by private actors, especially the business world, to the total funding of cultural organisations. In Sweden, on the other hand, cultural organisations are free to outsource activities such as bookshops and cafés etc., without much further discussion.
Baggesen Klitgaard concludes a comparison of the development of a specific sector within Western welfare state reforms by concluding that the rationalistic rethorics of managerialism, where reforms are introduced to increase efficiency, is not something that can be traced in such reforms. Rather, he notes, it is political values that guide development, but perhaps not in such a conformist way as expected:

There is […]no reason for rejecting the idea that public sector restructuring is more than instrumental reorganisations and a search for economic efficiency. Public sector reforms are ultimately political processes about the content and direction of social policy that include questions about equality, solidarity, and legitimacy foundations of the welfare state (Baggesen Klitgaard 2005:32).

Baggesen Klitgaard further notices that at least in the sector of public school policy, “the Americans [as example of a liberal welfare regime] appear[…] to be just as social democratic as the Swedes appear[…] liberal” (2005: 33). This goes to show that even between countries with varying political traditions of welfare systems in Europe, there are developments in contemporary public sector reforms that can not be predicted by previous political traditions.

In a comparative study of the delegation of decision-making power from central government to regulatory administrative agencies in three Northern European countries, the Netherlands, Denmark and Sweden, Grønnegaard Christensen and Yesilkagit (2005) describe the surprisingly large differences between the two Scandinavian countries, referring to the strong Swedish tradition of separation of public administration into one central policy-oriented level and one executive level. They mean that the delegative and decentralisation movement that has been observable in many Western countries during the last decades is due to politicians perceiving it as offering them more credibility than a centralistic structure of public administration, with more hierarchy and political influence on the activities of agencies and authorities. This is an explanation of the turn to delegation and decentralisation that characterises institutionalism, or even historical institutionalism, and the two authors contrast this explanation with the NPM doctrine, which according to them is not concerned with the legitimacy of public administration, but with efficiency and specialization (Grønnegaard Christensen and Yesilkagit 2005: 3). They write that

The basic distinction is between Swedish central government and central government in Denmark and The Netherlands. This is a distinction between a dualist system of government that rests on constitutional separation of policy and administration and a monocratic system of government, where ministers are political executives with the authority to decide any matter within their portfolio. (Grønnegaard Christensen and Yesilkagit 2005: 11) 

Grønnegaard Christensen and Yesilkagit (2005) also refer to the old tradition of separation in the Swedish constitutional system, stemming from the seventeenth century. But apart from the evident differences in delegation in public administration in Denmark, Sweden and the Netherlands, they all share a number of common characteristics, especially in comparison to a country like the UK. A conclusion drawn by Grønnegaard Christensen and Yesilkagit’s is that government in Sweden can only use boards and general steering documents to influence individual agencies and authorities. 

Green-Pedersen (2002) on the other hand, claim that Sweden has gone farther than Denmark in the implementation of market-type reforms, something that would contradict the results of Grønnegaard Christensen and Yesilkagit. According to Green-Pedersen, however, the reason for the reforms in Sweden depends on the particular history of governments during the last century, where the Social-Democratic party has a long history of rule. Green-Pedersen defines market-type reforms according to the OECD definition (1993), meaning introduction of competition and internal pricing, contracting out, free choice of provider for the citizen, user fees, and outright privatisations. But the conclusion that Sweden has implemented more reforms of market type in public administration  does not mean that Sweden has a more market-type public administration. On the contrary, Green-Pedersen finds that Sweden through its many reforms in the 1990s are now offering the kind of citizen choice of service-providers and decentralised decision-making that Danes have enjoyed since the 1980s.

Pollitt (2005) notes that in comparison to the Netherlands and Scandinavian countries, the UK displays a much more strict and formal relationship between various levels within public administration, and especially between central government and executive agencies and bodies who receive government support. In all four countries, however, performance measurement has increased during the last decade, according to Pollitt. In Sweden and Finland, however, the relationship between government and the ministries as its agents, on one hand, and the authorities and agencies on the other, are generally characterised by trust and “coziness” (quotation marks original). Pollitt also notes that the level of performance measurement and political interest in the performance of individual agencies or authorities varies according to three variables; “intelligibility of the task to generalist politicians and generalist or legally trained civil servants in the ministries”,  “political salience of the primary task”, and thirdly “size of [agency] budget” (Pollitt 2005: 36-37), independent of country. For Sweden, a described vagueness in the performance management by government as perceived by management at agencies/authorities, according to Pollitt is due to the specific governance system of the country, and his interpretation is that Swedish ministries… frequently lack…the capacity and status to challenge agency autonomy” (Pollitt 2005: 38), referring to a Swedish investigation of this relationship (Molander, Nilsson and Schick 2002).

What Pollitt also concludes is that the more commercial elements that are involved in the activites of an agency, the more independence do they have from ministries, both because they generate own revenue, but also because they can refer to market conditions affecting their performance. But as regards the effective implementation of performance management, and even more so governance by performance, is something that is implemented to very varying degrees in various countries but also across national agencies and ministries:

…in Northwestern Europe, performance measurement has become almost universal. This is the level on which convergence is most evident, and it goes well beyond rhetoric and into practice. Performance management is growing steadily but varies in form and force among different countries and different tasks. Performance steering of agencies by ministries is still a rarity and may never become particularly common. Performance measurement and performance management remain activities conducted chiefly by and for managers. On the whole politicians do not take much interest, and neither do citizens―unless and until disasters, scandals, or breakdown come along. (Pollitt 2005: 41)
Thus it can be concluded that in Europe, there are a number of reforms of public administration that could be defined as managerial, in the sense that the private sector stands as a model for procedures and structures. However, these managerial changes have occurred to a varying degree and with a varying pace in various countries, and even within individual countries. And some of these reforms are argued for not in managerial terms, but in political terms of increased legitimacy. For example the introduction of Management by Objectives (and Management by Results), of accrual accounting, and of decentralisation of responsibility and accountability, as in the case of Sweden, are described in terms both of increased efficiency and control, but also in terms of increased political legitimacy through less centralistic government.
The impact on management of governance

Governance may give the impression of simplifying both control and management through clear rules for conduct and division of decision-making power and accountability, especially through managerial techniques such as MbO and accrual accounting. But on a managerial level things get more complicated (ESV 2001). Empirical evidence from Sweden suggest that stated objectives do not always translate that easily into measurable output and effects. After roughly a decade of active governance and management of public authorities and organisations by objectives and results, the shortcomings of MbO and MbR models are clear, at least for agencies with this governance system in Sweden. Djamirova (2006:4) lists the main comments from authorities regarding governance and control (author’s translation):

· informal contacts have a large impact on the communication between government and individual authorities

· authorities are discontent with detailed governance and control structures, and with comprehensive demands on reporting and accounting of activities and performance

· the information demanded in annual reports from authorities is to a large extent not utilised by government offices

· information asymmetry prevails between the ministries and the authorities

Djamirova also confirms evidence from two case studies of arts organisations in Sweden (Lindqvist 2007a, b). In an interview inquiry with three anonymous authorities in Sweden, regarding the relationship between directions and objectives on one hand, and resources on the other, she quotes a respondent describing their perceived situation: 

the representatives of the authorities state that at present the authorities do not have sufficient resources to perform the assignments and objectives that they have been given in appropriation directions (Djamirova 2006:25, author’s translation from Swedish). 

Djamirova however acknowledges the two sides to this equation, namely of being economic with the state’s finances, and stresses that it is not good economy to accept all requirements that individual authorities demand, but that a possible solution to the dilemma is to offer authorities the possibility to find creative solutions and flexible action in situations demanding for exceptional measures. A recommendation to government is to review all objectives and appropriation directions so as to discern all conflicting goals, and to state priorities in cases of such conflicts. The information asymmetry, where authorities have detailed knowledge of the conditions of work, and ministers and ministries have information on political preferences and objectives, should be solved by good information and co-operation structures between ministries and authorities, more so than is the case today. Forssell and Ivarsson Westerberg (2000:14) support the description of Swedish government as decoupling as a strategy to handle administrative reform.

Governance of the arts and cultural heritage

Coming back to the interest in arts and cultural heritage by politicians in Europe, it can be concluded that these sectors are interesting to the EU as a political body to the extent that they can contribute to competitiveness of and employment in the EU. Thus, member states are encouraged to cooperate on good strategies to foster these through the arts and cultural heritage (ERICarts 2002). But the EU does not produce suggestions for the governance structures of these sectors over and above general legislative and accounting rules. Therefore, the governance of the arts and cultural heritage is still entirely a national matter, with consequent differences in governance styles in various countries. The UK makes out one extreme in the sense that the relationships between government and public funding bodies are totally formalised, whereas in many countries on the continent, the arts and cultural heritage are largely governed by the state or federal states as departments of a larger national or regional administration. The Nordic countries, and especially Sweden, make up another type of governance structure, since ministerial steering is forbidden, and arts and cultural heritage institutions are independent authorities or agencies, but with direct accountability to a ministry.

Is there a managerialisation going on of the management and governance of arts organisations in European countries? To what extent can that be perceived as a demand from the EU? The possible managerialisation of public arts organisations of course first has to be defined as managerialisation. Managerialisation according to Zan (2006) refers to modes of managing public administration bodies with the techniques and tools developed within the business sphere, without adapting them to the particularities of the sector. These particularities entail for example a non-profit and non-saleable assets, regulations and objectives formulated by political bodies, and other.

Drawing on the previous sections of this paper, it can again be concluded that a certain managerialisation of the management of individual public arts and cultural heritage organisations in various European countries, as an effect of the overall changes towards MbO and MbR, accrual accounting, and decentralisation of responsibility and accountability in public governance. However, it could be assumed that rather significant differences in the levels of managerialisation should occur in various countries, with the UK as one extreme, and Southern Europe with Italy as another.

Whether there is a managerialisation of the governance or management of arts and cultural heritage organisations over and above those processes implied as part of general public administration reform, is a question of further empirical studies. However, as will be evident from the case studies below, governance may be troublesome from the perspective of management of an individual organisation, whether governance is biased towards managerialisation as in the UK and Sweden, or towards bureaucracy as in Italy.
Three European countries – a comparison 

Italy 

In Italy, there is a dual movement within governance of the arts and cultural heritage sector. As a result of the Fascist era, with one ministry of culture, the post-war period saw the governance of various arts sectors spread over quite a large number of ministries in order to prevent too easy influence on too many sectors simultaneously by politicians. Today, however, there is a Ministry of Culture that has responsibility for many of the most important sectors of the arts and cultural heritage, and Italy as a country is in general a centralised country with individual museums and arts organisations being departments within the national or regional Ministry of Culture. Even though the description of Italy as a country with in principle only public arts organisations is a simplification, there has until the last decades, been a very limited interest in privatising the cultural sector in this country that has overwhelming costs for the preservation and maintenance of their world-known artistic heritage. 

Since the 1990s, however, there have been laws passed that allow private organisations, such as foundations or limited companies, the management of auxiliary services at heritage sites and in museums. The arts and cultural heritage organisations themselves and their assets remain in the ownership of the state. This has led to a certain development towards decentralisation. For example, the number of court cases regarding conflicts of decision-making power in the cultural area have increased, since regions more so now than before want to spell out the respective responsibilities of the state and the regions in matters concerning the preservation and promotion of the arts and the cultural heritage. Furthermore, foundations have been established in the last decade in increasing numbers, sometimes even almost by force by government, as a way to relieve the government of the costs of their activities, and as a way to stimulate private support to the arts. However, this reform seems not to have lead to the successful autonomous life for these organisations as expected (Bodo and Bodo 2007). The centre-right government of Berlusconi reduced the support to the arts and cultural heritage during their reign in 2001-2006. The following centre-left government again increased support for these areas, but the re-election of a centre-right government in early 2008 leaves many questions and fears regarding the public support of arts and culture in the coming years.
The Ministry of Culture heads a number of regional Assessorati alla cultura and Sopraintendenze, territorial “offices” of the state, with direct responsibility of preservation of the cultural heritage of individual regions and provinces. The director of an individual museum thus is subordinated a Sopraintendenza, which in turn is a department of the Ministry of Culture. One of the few eceptions is the Venice Biennale and a few other quasi-autonomous organisations enjoy greater responsibility and accountability for their total running budgets than normally. Zan, Bonini Baraldi and Gordon (2007) describe the difficulties in improving management of Italian museums and cultural heritage sites, as they are rather non-organisations than identifiable, autonomous organisations with accountability to the Ministry of Culture or a municipal government. The introduction of Autonomous Soprintendenze as a way to experiment with increased managerial accountability, however, is difficult to compare to the situation of a Swedish art museum with an expectation to acquire new pieces as this is not part of the task of archaeological sites or art museums in Italy. Furthermore, the Autonomous Soprintendenze are autonomous only as regards the management of the venues, whereas the new area-based Soprintendenze have responsibility for the protection of the cultural heritage of different kinds. 
Italian art organisations are thus caught between centralisation and decentralisation. For Italian cultural heritage organisations, centralisation means more professional control over their activities, whereas decentralisation means having other groups of professionals entering management of a particular organisations, such as administrative managers, a “city” manager, etc. (Zan et al., 2007). Swedish public art organisations are formally fully autonomous, but are controlled through full economic accountability and through appropriation directions or similar mission documents formulated according to political objectives (such as preserving national cultural heritage and offering the public knowledge about their collections and scholarship). Zan et al. (2007) paint a sinister picture of the situation in Italy as regards management development of art organisations and cultural heritage sites, with politicians and professionals stating their interests as superior as regards the question of how to get the organisation of preservation of the cultural heritage into better conditions in strictly administrative terms. For individual organisations, this has as effect, that much political governance focuses “on the rhetoric of goals but without any serious discussion about resources” (Zan et al. 2007: 64), a description that could be used by art organisation managers of the Swedish system, despite the completely inverted organisational identity of individual art organisations in Sweden as compared to Italy.

The extremely complicated allocation request procedures of Italian art organisations, with their fragmented and rigid structure (Narduzzo and Zan, 2007), is probably beyond the wildest dreams of the directors of Swedish art organisations. Italian state funds available for restoration and preservation of the cultural heritage, accessible to public art organisations, is also variable, as depending on urgent needs, extraordinary funds may be allocated to specific organisations (museums), whereas in Sweden the annual allocation for an individual organisation is an outcome of negotiations during the budget process, but in general is more or less known beforehand. Extraordinary funds are rare in the Swedish public administration. The directors of Swedish art organisations therefore know more or less exactly how much they will receive the coming year, although at a late date, whereas Italian directors for corresponding organisations can apply for extra funds which might be granted for projects deemed important. This has to do with the vast amount of restoration needed of the cultural heritage in the country.

An important new source of monetary support to the arts and cultural heritage is the Wednesday Lotto draw, which was added to the regular Saturday draw in the late 1990s. The lottery funds are given in advance on the basis of three-year plans, a procedure which gives this type of funding a stability that the annual state or local allocations seldom have. In fact, the allocations are determined for the coming year in the autumn of the previous year, and Parliament discussions often directly influence the amounts allocated to individual organisations and sectors (Bodo and Bodo 2007).

Narduzzo and Zan (2007) point to sometimes occurring “ineffectiveness caused by others” for certain art organisations (in the particular case of Opficio delle Pietre Dure in Florence) in Italy, that have as a function to perform tasks without receiving payment for both public and private commissioners. This is certainly an impossible scenario in Sweden, where all activities are to be inscribed in the overall budget of the organisation, and the management of the organisation is accountable for all activities to be performed in accordance to directions given from the public principal. The Opificio in Florence, for example encounters obstacles when trying to make politicians understand the nature of the activities of the organisation. Therefore, allocations from the local government do not have priorities that the professional expertise of the organisation do. 

There is today a certain possibility to create autonomous public-private organisations such as foundations, such as is the case with the National Egyptian Museum in Turin, and some museums in Rome and other important art cities (Bagdadli and Paolino 2006, Bodo and Bodo 2007). 

UK

In the UK, public administration has been asked to improve accountability and efficiency during a period of 25 years (Boyne, 2006). Since the Tories came into power in the late 1970s, public administration and arts organisations alike have been governed with rationalisations and audits. Today, most public arts organisations, with substantial allocations or sponsorship (sic), from the British government, are well trained in annual accounting and reporting exercises, and recurring assessments on the part of their sponsors. Interestingly enough, funding has been granted on the assumptions that expected outcomes of a utilitarian kind will be achieved by the sponsored organisations, not on basis of evidence of such achieved outcomes (Boyne, 2006, citing Selwood, 2002). 

Roodhouse shows that like in Sweden, national museums in the UK in the 1990s were subsumed under National governmental departments, such as the Ministry of Defence, or the Ministry of Environment, whereas performing arts organisations, such as the Royal Opera, did not receive state subsidies directly, but were subsumed under one of the Arts Councils responsible for channelling government support to the arts. A difference between Sweden and the UK was the focus on funding and financial management and control by the conservative government, leading to more tasks for directors related to fundraising than to curating. Interesting is the attitude preceding the pressures to make national museums more market oriented, on the part of museum directors, in Roodhouse’s phrasing: “Until then it was accepted as a given that they were basically sustained, however inadequately, by the state.” (Roodhouse, 1999) Thus, the laments of insufficient public support seems to have been prevalent among directors of museums in the UK since the post-war period.

Museums and arts organisations that are non-profit organisations have the possibility to establish private limited liability companies to form a private-public partnership, including national and local government support, and sponsorship and private contributions. The amount of capital and the business climate are quite different in the UK and Sweden, with the differences in size as only one element. Such partnerships usually include the establishment of independent boards of trustees for the museum organisation on one hand, and one for the limited company on the other, leaving the control of the new organisations out of direct influence by government. This kind of public-private partnership is still not accepted in Sweden, and suggestions to introduce similar arrangements through changes of laws regulating management of cultural heritage in Italy by the Berlusconi government at the end of the 90s created a storm of indignation (Settis, 2000). Thus UK is by far the country in EU that has gone fartherest in allowing private interests in the cultural heritage sector.

During the 1990s, the National Lottery, from which the Royal Armouries did not receive any money, supported several similar attractions (museums) in one and the same region, thus increasing competition among art organisations for both public and private support. Furthermore, New Labour introduced free entrance to all national museums in the late 1990s. This led to visitor numbers and ticket revenues that did not match the initially calculated expectations for the financial plans for several museum or art enterprises. In the UK, there has also been a transfer from public local government control of regional museums to independent trusts, especially in the early 1990s with its harsh economic climate (Roodhouse, 2000). This means unique arrangements where public and Lottery funding is given to a clearly autonomous organisation, however with a publicly designed mission. In some instances, the transfer of control of funds to the galleries and museums themselves, away from government control, has been a strategy to protect the services from further budget cuts in regional or local administration, and thus to protect their activities. With this aim, several trusts came into existence in the late 1990s. This development seems to support a doubt that private money is to replace public spending on culture. It is important, though, to make clear that the British arrangements do not imply sales or transfer of the ownership of the collections in question, only the externalisation of the management of the public access to them.

British arts organisations that receive public allocations or support have to produce annual reports where income and expenditure are clearly accounted for. 

Sweden 

One of the particularities with the Swedish public administration is that authorities have quite extensive autonomy in relation to government and ministries, compared to many other countries. All authorities and agencies produce full annual reports, and have full responsibility and accountability for costs and resources.

As regards centralisation or decentralisation of power, the Swedish state and municipalities are engaged in a continuous debate, as, it seems, is the case in many other countries. Reforms for increased market characteristics within public administration have been a fad in Swedish municipalities especially in the early 1990s. Forssell (1999) argues that the reforms towards management by objectives and results, which were implemented in the Swedish state administration in the mid 1990s, was an expression of a similar kind of reform towards more market or business models of management that had spread in municipalities a few years earlier. Also the stress on financial control is, according to Forssell, a sign of the increasing economic perspective on public administration.

A paradoxical result of the increasing emphasis on the efficiency of public administration is that more and more of the time of professionals is spent on report writing instead of on professional or core activity tasks. This is obvious for directors of art organisations, and for researchers and evaluators of public reforms (Vedung, 2004). The experiences of the directors of the two art organisations studied echo the description Boyne (2006) gives of the political perspective on public investments in culture in the UK, where cultural organisations are judged not by their aesthetic output, but by their social impacts, or contribution to the economy, i.e. in terms of extra-aesthetic dimensions. 

The government can be said to de-couple their appropriation directions as official rhetoric, from their active financial and management control, which does not follow the statements in official direction documents. The reasons for the impossibility to use a de-coupling strategy on the part of arts organisations are two: firstly, institutional theories concern organisations and their general environment, upon which they are more or less directly dependent. In the case of publicly supported arts organisations, they are very directly tied to a principal, who assigns mission and activities for an individual organisation. Secondly, the organisations are tided by demands to produce accounts and reports on performance on a continuous basis. This means that it is difficult to separate activities from verbal statements of performance.

Empirical studies of as well as newspaper reports on arts organisations on municipal level in Sweden clearly indicate that politicians both play a significant role in the control of individual organisations, but also may be surprisingly passive in cases of crisis. During the last decade or so a number of public galleries or exhibition centres have had proposals of changing their orientation and their objectives by local politicians, claiming that municipal galleries need to offer art exhibitions, that inhabitants understand or want to attend. At the same time, these claims are not put forward when such organisations are established, but seem to be a political response when the arts organisation by some reason is highlighted in media (Samuelsson 2006).
The problems for Swedish public art organisations is that they are obliged to engage in activities that are politically decided or designed, that are added to other existing tasks of the organisations, or concern artistic judgements and considerations directly or indirectly, as the orientation of exhibitions, or themes that should be addressed during a particular year, without additional funding. Swedish national government does not even hesitate to redraw the national museum map according to new political preferences. For example the new organisation Statens museer för världskultur (The Swedish National Museums of World Culture) was established in 1999, and was a regional rearrangement of tree existing museums located in Stockholm (the Museum of Ethnography, the Museum of Mediterranean and Near Eastern Antiquities, and the Museum of Far Eastern Antiquities) under the same roof as a wholly new museum located in Gothenburg, the Museum of World Culture.

Another exceptional example is the introduction and termination of a free entrance reform in 2004 and 2006 respectively, which whilst in effect increased the visits to national museums with well over 100%. The conservative alliance government that won the election in 2006 had already before the elections stated that they would abolish this policy if they won, and from 2007, state museums were demanded to reintroduce entrance fees. This development caused double costs for museums, first for the adjustment to higher visitor flows with free entrance, and then for fewer visitors again in 2007; even though the museums received additional support for the first changes.
Decentralised governance: at arm’s length

If the idea of the arm’s-length principle is that funding of arts and culture should take place independently of political tastes and preferences and that public bodies should be free to manage their own resources and organisations within a general framework of overall objectives and resources, then studies of the Swedish arts organisations Nationalmuseum and Edsvik konst och kultur, have shown that this is not the case (Lindqvist 2007a, b). In fact the conditions for operating a public arts organisation are directly linked to the politicians in power and their interests and preferences. Whether this effect is negative or positive depends on the nature of each arts organisation and each politician. It is the individuals that act within it, over and above rules, regulations, and formal structures, that form the democratic system.
While public support is often seen as a guarantee for the high quality performance of an arts organisation, is this really the case? Public support does guarantee performance in supported organisations and authorities that adhere to the instructions and assignments given them. If the government is not satisfied with the performance or output of the organisation, the government may withhold the allocation or the organisation may be warned to achieve objectives or be asked to pay back compensation for a deficit incurred. According to the directors of the two art organisations studied, public allocations are not a guarantee of high-quality performance. On the contrary, arts organisations are expected to raise self-generated income or external financial support. Realistically though, the level of public support may never reach the level of ambition of directors, nor be able to match the increasing cost for maintenance and preservation of national collections and the cost of keeping pace with international developments in the field of fine art exhibitions.
Is the principle of arm’s-length distance between government and authorities and organisations in public administration a valid statement or is it just rhetorical? This question of validity has to be viewed in respect to its two levels in Sweden. First, a general rule of arm’s-length distance between government and authorities in Sweden states that a Minister or a Ministry is not to interfere with the management of individual authorities. Governance is executed through instructions for an authority and directions for appropriation including annual allocations. In this aspect, the arm’s-length principle is valid although there are clearly difficulties with designing an overall policy for public governance that suits all authorities or public organisations equally well. Second, the arm’s-length distance refers to the decentralisation of power over monetary support to the arts between government and a special grant-giving body, the Swedish National Council for Cultural Affairs. In relation to this arrangement, the two studied organisations are clearly under government control. 

Paradoxically, having a public principal for arts organisations commits them to adapting their actions to the political will of the present government, on which they are economically dependent. The independence of an arts organisation is offset by a situation in which management is assigned the task of making ends meet and achieving a number of equally prioritised goals. The independence of an arts organisation is maintained, however, only as long as there occur no deficits or deviations from politically defined objectives. Strategy formation and strategic action in public

Swedish arts organisations are clearly conditioned by political governance. Uncertainty regarding resources in relationship to given assignments and basic services offered is an especially difficult part of management of public arts organisations. The arts in public arts organisations have to fit within narrow limits of annual allocations and day-to-day political preferences.

Why does it seem as if municipal arts organisations have a tougher time with politicians engaging in detailed steering of arts organisations such as galleries and exhibition centres in Sweden? Is it because the economy is smaller, or that the arm’s length bodies functioning as local “ministries” is lacking? The Arts and Culture Council and Administration of municipalities should, in theory, fulfil the same role as ministries on the national level. Is it because they understand less about art and culture? Or is it because on the local level, the impact of an arts activity is so immediately present in the neighbourhood? Or is it the very construction of our parliamentarism that brings with it frequent changes of politicians, that leaves the governance of such organisations rather passive and absent-minded? The role of the board for arts organisations on the local, municipal level, seems vital for the management conditions of an arts organisation. What is the right level of engagement in the board of an arts organisation, on the part of local government that financially supports it? It seems many times the arm’s length distance is comfortable for playing the blaming game in times of crisis and turbulence, whereas active engagement seems to occur more from the part of politicians when a new arts organisations is established.
Hidden managerialisation of governance

There seems to be a trend towards increased use of evaluations done by external consultants or public administration officials, as a means of governance and management control. This is a hidden managerialisation of governance of public arts organisations, since external consultants employed by auditing or management consultancy companies do not pay attention to political values or complexities, but only to stated objectives, and results and output. The use of central authority officials to undertake evaluations of arts organisations on the other hand of course makes the principal and commissioner of the evaluation clear, and this means that a bureaucrat evaluator will have the central political values and codified policies as first priority, in their approach to the activities and performance of the studied organisation. The undiscussed appointment of evaluators with the only qualification being employed by a consultancy company, or being an evaluator within central authority or government, opens frightening scenarios in terms of governance disguised as technical and “natural” management advice for increased efficiency and effectiveness.
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