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The Brief
We have been asked to write an ‘opinionated essay’ about the Clore Leadership Programme, examining the way that the cultural landscape has changed since the project was launched in 2003, and suggesting how the Programme will need to adapt to new circumstances. This then is not an evaluation, though it does look at what has been done so far, and broadly assesses whether the Programme has achieved its initial aims. More provocatively, it looks forward and proposes changes that will be necessary to meet the needs of the cultural sector and those who will be its future leaders.
The world is radically different now, compared to how it was when we first investigated the subject of cultural leadership in 2002. Some of the changes, like the ups and downs of funding, serious though they are, may be no more than the ebb and flow of a continuum. But others, such as digital technology, have disrupted the entire field, altering expectations, relationships, ambitions, and calling into question the most basic assumptions about how arts and cultural organisations operate – including what it means to be a ‘leader’. The question arises: in this new world, what can the older generation teach the younger? 

Methodology
Our work has been commissioned as part of a wider review that is being carried out by the Clore Leadership Programme, and is limited to the Fellowship Programme, whose first cohort was formed in 2004. Excluding the intake for 2013-14, 231 Fellowships have been awarded. One Fellow unfortunately died while a participant; one has died subsequently. We have been given access to Fellows’ responses to a survey, carried out in February 2013, of Clore Fellows and Short Course participants between 2004 and 2012, and at our request the Programme conducted a further survey asking Fellows in the first eight cohorts about their circumstances in 2013. 103 Fellows replied to the 2013 Clore Participants Survey; there were 96 responses to our own short survey. In all, 150 Fellows have replied to one or both surveys. We followed this up with a sample of nine Fellows from across the cohorts whom we interviewed, on the understanding that their comments would be anonymous. We also conducted a group discussion with seven Fellows from the 2012/13 cohort, and made two visits in July 2013 to observe the final Bore Place session for the 2012/13 cohort. In addition, we interviewed a number of funders of the Programme, cultural leaders and people who have contributed to courses, who are listed in appendix 1. We would like to thank the Programme’s director, Sue Hoyle, and all the team at the Programme, especially William Warrener, for the help they have given us.

The shape of this Essay

This essay falls into five parts: although this is a discussion of the future of the Clore Leadership Programme, it begins by revisiting our original Task Force Final Report of December 2002. We then move on to consider the way in which the institutional and cultural context in which the Programme operates has changed in the decade since its inception.  Economic, demographic and technological changes are reshaping the cultural landscape, and in the third section we consider the implications of these changes for the cultural sector: in particular we believe that a shift is taking place in the balance between the ‘creative’ and the ‘managerial’ responsibilities of individuals and institutions. Finally we consider what the consequences of the different conditions that will prevail will be for the Programme, and make some specific recommendations as to how it should respond to the changes we describe.

Our conclusions are challenging: although the fundamental aim of the Programme – to improve leadership in the cultural sector – should remain unchanged, the disruptions to cultural life and organisations caused by shifts in the education system, funding patterns, and above all digital technology have changed leadership priorities, responsibilities, and the means of achieving cultural innovation and excellence. Leaders will still need to develop a sense of self, a sense of purpose, and the ability to operate to maximum effectiveness; but the Programme will have to find new ways to extend its reach: from the impact it has on individuals, to their creative contribution to the wider world they are expected to serve. 
1. Looking back
In our 2002 report we suggested a number of ways in which the success of the Programme might be assessed five years after its launch. These were that:
· The Programme has attracted additional partners and financial support. This has been achieved, as the list of funding partners in Appendix 2 shows. The Programme is funded through a partnership between the public sector, philanthropic foundations and the cultural sector, with the leading partners over the last 9 years being the Clore Duffield Foundation and Arts Council England. The robustness of this relationship has provided leverage for income from other sources and enabled the Programme to diversify its funding.  Nearly 70 funders have contributed to the Fellowship programme and, in addition, in-kind support has been attracted from organisations such as the RSA, European Commission, Ashridge and Windsor Leadership Trust.  For example, in 2004/5, the first Clore Fellows were funded from 12 different sources, including one self-funded Fellow: the 2013/14 Fellows are funded from 28 sources, including 16 cultural institutions, ranging from the Royal Shakespeare Company to the National Art Gallery in Singapore.  The UK's cultural community continues to support the programme, both in-kind and financially, with direct contributions from consortia partners expected to amount to £225,000 in 2013/14, plus salary and back-fill costs.

· Policy research by Fellows will not only have been published, but will have had an influence on public debate. There is general agreement that although Fellows are making a contribution to public debate, the research element of the Programme has not been successful. It has already been modified, and we return to this issue in a separate section below.

· A significant number of Fellows from the first cohort will have achieved promotion to leadership posts. This was achieved even more rapidly than we expected, and although we only have information on 150 Fellows, it appears that successive cohorts have enjoyed similar success. The surveys show that a substantial number have moved to more senior positions, and there has been a healthy flow between freelance work and working in institutions. At least a dozen new organisations have been launched by Fellows, while others have returned to the organisations they led and expanded them. We also note that a very tiny number have left the cultural sector or renounced their leadership ambitions, but, as we argued during the Programme’s exploratory phase in 2002, this should not be regarded as a failure. As one Fellow who has changed fields told the Participants Survey: ‘It finalised my decision to move out of the arts sector and the creative industries. It clarified who I am, what I stand for, and what I do best’ – something the Programme is intended to achieve for every Fellow.
· Women and minorities will be better represented at leadership level. 64.7% per cent of Fellows have been female, 19.7% per cent of Fellows are of British BAME origin. The Programme has undoubtedly strengthened the representation of women at senior levels, but although there have been some successes, leaders from minorities do not appear to have broken through in the traditional cultural sector, despite having been well represented in successive cohorts. In recent years the Programme has also begun to address the needs of leaders with disabilities. 
· The number of applications to join the scheme indicates that there is steady or rising demand. The rate of applications for the Fellowship – averaging 320 a year – shows no falling off in demand. Cohort sizes have ranged between 21 and 30.

· Administration costs should be judged to be reasonable in proportion to income and the number of Fellows. Given the leads and lags between income, expenditure and the periods of different Fellowships, together with two changes in accounting dates between setting up the scheme and the present day, plus the difficulty of allocating general Clore costs to the specific Programme, it is no easy matter to determine whether the costs are reasonable. Based on a view of all the annual accounts, we judge the costs relevant to the Programme to be reasonable. Total expense has varied between £1 million and £1.5 million each year, and the financial management has so far been sound. Neither funders, auditors nor the governance structure have raised any concerns. 
Overall, the aim of the Programme has been to increase the resilience of the cultural sector as a whole, to raise standards of leadership, and restore a sense of confidence among individuals and institutions. The Programme has itself played a leadership role both in the UK and overseas, by developing leadership training in the sector, and preparing the way for the decision by the then Chancellor of the Exchequer Gordon Brown in 2006 to launch what became a £22 million Cultural Leadership Programme in partnership with Arts Council England, the Museums Libraries and Archives Council, and Creative and Cultural Skills. The Clore played a vital role in supplying short courses for the national Cultural Leadership Programme, and continues to run them, now with funding direct from ACE.

The cross-disciplinary nature of the Fellowship Programme (from Archives to Ballet) has broken down barriers between art forms, and between the museums, heritage and performing arts sectors. The notorious ‘silos’ that exist within and between cultural institutions are beginning to be more porous. The growing network of Fellows has undoubtedly strengthened the resilience of the sector, as is evidenced by the important role played by Fellows in the informal “What Next?” movement, set up in 2011 to address the growing crisis in public funding for culture. The Director of the Museums Association, Mark Taylor, commented in the Museums Journal: ‘Thirty years ago when faced with severe cuts the sector almost collapsed. This is not the case now and that reflects the quality of the leadership we have. Clore has been a key part of that’.
Alan Davey, Chief Executive of ACE, however, has sounded a warning. While agreeing that the sector had become more resilient as a result of the contribution of the Programme, producing leaders who are more prudent with money and wiser about how organisations function, he commented to us that: ‘resilience isn’t just about financial survival, or political survival, it is also about being creative. In the arts, being prepared to tackle a challenge creatively can get you out of trouble, because the art creates the solution. The Clore needs to consider how to deal with artistic risk as well as financial risk.’ This is an issue to which we will return.

The Programme has changed and developed since its launch. The opportunity to offer International Fellowships in 2008 has been a successful innovation. It has widened the horizons of the UK Fellows and spread the benefits of the Programme overseas. (There have been 25 International Fellows since 2008.) There has been a gradual process of change in the curriculum of the two residencies that each cohort spends at Bore Place (which continues to be a productive location). There is now more attention given to hard skills, and more ‘space and air’ in the timetable – Fellows have been given more down-time, and more chance to debate informally with each other. One Fellow commented: ‘Reflection was not part of my practice – just being very busy. I have learned to sit back, not push forward’. The learning methodology has altered, with less direct teaching, and more interactive discussion. Access to coaching has been recognised as an important element, and it is noticeable that some Fellows are themselves taking on coaching roles. While retaining an appropriate flexibility, the time each Fellow spends on the course has been shortened to less than a year.

The Fellows have responded to the substantial investment that the Programme makes in them by rising to the demands of the course. Its length and intensity is a serious challenge to Fellows, who have to confront their ambitions and motivations. As the cultural consultant Adrian Ellis commented: ‘This is not just a bit of CPD’. At present only eight Fellows have not completed their research requirements, but they are expected to do so, and so will formally graduate. A further two Fellows are not expected to deliver their research, and so will not graduate. We understand that only one Fellow dropped out during the course of the Fellowship, and that was for significant personal reasons.

But 229 Fellows cannot change the world on their own, and it is clear that there is still a need for the Programme. The distinguished cultural leader Ruth Mackenzie told us that she believes that it is too soon to judge the impact of Clore Fellows. In her view, while individuals have done well, particularly Clore Fellows, leadership in the arts sector still has its problems, especially in regional theatres and museums. This appears to be borne out by an Arts Council study of the organisations that applied to it for National Portfolio status in 2010. The governance, leadership and management of less than a quarter of organisations were judged to be strong, and 22 per cent were judged to be weak.

Another Arts Council report, the Theatre Assessment 2009 voiced some concerns about how schemes to promote cultural leadership were perceived: 

Opinions about the emergence of leadership programmes in general, and the Clore Leadership Programme in particular, were divided. Some people felt that these have provided opportunities for a wide range of people. Others have reservations about the effectiveness of these programmes: they were concerned about over-promotion, downplaying the role of the artist, lack of engagement with the theatre profession, and elitism.

While it is true that Clore Fellows are relatively few in number, have undergone a rigorous selection, and have been generously supported, in our view Fellows do not behave like an elite, nor do they work exclusively (or even significantly) in what might be termed elite organisations. But the Clore network, both vertically and horizontally, is strong. We have heard the Fellowship compared to a ‘walled garden’ that is insufficiently open to the outside world. This may be no more than an acknowledgement of the fact that, as one Fellow noted: ‘lots of people out there have been turned down’, but it does suggest that the Programme can be negatively perceived, and needs to ensure that it is reaching out to the cultural sector as a whole.

We say this because the Programme has so much to offer. It has transformed leadership development for the cultural sector in the UK and beyond. It has not only succeeded in creating a cadre of sectoral and art form leaders, but has stimulated investment in leadership on the part of governments, agencies, foundations and charities. As Régis Cochefert, Head of Arts at one of the Programme’s partner-funders, the Paul Hamlyn Foundation, told us: ‘Clore is a wonderful thing. It has changed lives, not just of the Fellows. It has raised standards, increased resilience, been cross-sectoral; grown confidence. It is an enormous achievement and highly cost-effective. We wish we had thought of it.’
2. Looking forwards 
When the Clore Leadership Programme was set up in 2003, the cultural world was enjoying a period in the sun. Reforms to the National Lottery had launched a wave of investment in the cultural infrastructure running into billions of pounds. Between 1997 and 2010 government grant-in-aid to Arts Council England nearly doubled in real terms to £449 million, and other cultural agencies enjoyed similar increases. In 2007 Prime Minister Tony Blair made a speech suggesting that the cultural sector had been enjoying ‘a golden age’. All this has changed. Following the economic crisis that began in 2008 and the change of government in 2010, there has been severe retrenchment in public funding, both at national and local authority level. 
The cumulative cut to the Department for Culture, Media and Sport between 2010/11 and 2015/16 will be 45 per cent, meaning a substantial reduction in its own staff, and severe cuts in grant-in-aid to Non Departmental Public Bodies. (The Museums, Libraries and Archives Council has disappeared altogether, other agencies have been merged). The Arts Council cut funding for National Portfolio Organisations and Museums by a total of £3.9 million in 2013/14 and £7.7 million in 2014/15. A further spending review covering 2015/16 made a further 5 per cent cut to ACE and national museums. ACE and the museum sector generally have also had to cut their staff.  By 2014/15 the accumulated reduction since 2010/11 to local authority spending on culture (including libraries and sport) will be in the order of 35 per cent. 
Although there are signs of economic recovery, the incomes of trusts and foundations will not be able to compensate for these cuts, and in the face of recession private and commercial support has stayed broadly flat – and in any case, private sector support continues to be heavily concentrated in London on a handful of cultural giants. Everyone we spoke to agreed with our conclusion that public funding for the arts in the next decade will remain at best flat. Some argued that the current situation is not like the cutbacks of the 1980s, because a substantial cultural infrastructure has been put in place: the cultural sector has become a much stronger social force than it was thirty years ago, so the ability of the state to reduce it is constrained. But it is clear that an organisation like the Clore Leadership Programme, which depends on a network of partners, most of whom are facing reductions in their budgets, will feel the effects.
There are other cultural signs of the times. The Coalition government’s emphasis on EBACC subjects in the national curriculum means that there has been a 14% decrease in the number of arts GCSEs sat in 2013 compared to 2010. In the last 10 years drama entries have fallen by 23%, art and design by 13% and music by 11%. Humanities subjects in universities now receive no government support; art schools and music and drama conservatories are facing a crisis of rising fees and a narrowing social intake. Education is the portal to long-term appreciation of the value of culture. An analysis of the government’s quarterly survey, Taking Part, shows that while many people engage with culture in some way, only 12 per cent of the adult population can be classed as ‘enthusiastic’ consumers of culture, and only 4 per cent have an appetite for culture across the board.

Culture itself is not static, and nor are the ways in which it is made and communicated. Nearly all the digital technologies and the forms of social interaction that they make possible were in their infancy in 2002. Ten years of technological revolution have changed the social relations upon which the exchange of culture depends, sometimes in paradoxical ways. A network model begins to dissolve hierarchy and replace the pattern of centre and periphery; but the extensive availability of information is matched by the opportunities for surveillance. There is a tension between the need to preserve the rights to Intellectual Property in order to be able to monetise innovations, and the possibilities offered by the sharing of ideas through open source technology and the use of creative commons. Niche activities can aggregate their influence through virtual communities of interest, but they depend on massive and powerful platforms such as Google, Yahoo and Facebook. The social entrepreneur David Barrie told us that digital technology: ‘is changing consumption, sourcing and supply, and so is changing the historic givens around values and social relationships. We live in the age of the curator and the publisher, but the balance of power needs to shift towards a community built around shared social assets’. 
Because the cost and difficulty of production to professional standards have been significantly reduced, technology has allowed consumers to become producers – and to share and sell what they produce. As the cultural economist Hasan Bakhshi has written:
We see this in all stages of the value chain: in the area of content creation, for example, cheap (and in some cases even free) tools like Audacity (for music editing) Unity 3D (for games) and Blender (for animation) have reduced the costs of professional quality-grade content; in distribution, a myriad of websites, services and platforms magnify audience reach and marketing opportunities. Collaboration tools and crowdfunding sites have lowered the costs of finding potential partners. 

Apart from enabling new forms of expressive activity such as the video game, digital technology has also helped to lower the barriers between ‘professional’ and ‘amateur’. The cultural thinker and Clore Fellow, François Matarasso, has written: ‘The arts are not divided into two separate and antagonistic worlds: the amateurs and the professionals. It is better understood as a complex ecosystem in which people may play different roles at different times or in different aspects of their career’. 

The futurologist Charles Leadbeater writes that the most significant change is in the creative relationship between people:

If the culture that the web is creating were to be reduced to a single, simple design principle it would be the principle of With. The web invites us to think and act with people, rather than for them, on their behalf or even doing things to them. The web is an invitation to connect with other people with whom we can share, exchange and create new knowledge and ideas through a process of structured, lateral, free association of people and ideas. 

This leads to the decline of hierarchy and the growth of creative collaboration and co-production, as the director of the Rayne Foundation, Tim Joss argues:

The old paradigm is that the artist has creative ideas which then develop into works of art. The works of art are put into production and then distributed to consumers. The switch makes the citizen a co-producer and co-consumer. The citizen accumulates culture. That culture is the sum of their experience of songs, books, television programmes, images and the influence all this has on the way they view and live in the world. The citizen customises these experiences. Seeking a sense of personal authenticity, the citizen uses their personal accumulation of culture to construct and refine a unique personal identity which continues to be worked on as they go through life. This is self-creation. 
We expect that during the next decade, ‘digital’ will cease to be a distinct category. Organisations will not have a ‘digital strategy’ or a department dealing with their website: digital will be completely integrated into everything they do. Technology will not be a tool, but a way of life.
All this affects the relationship between artists of every kind, their publics, and the institutions that mediate their work. The one certainty about technology is that it brings with it its own redundancy, but it is clear that digital technology will continue to disrupt old ways of communication, and the individual and institutional relationships that are built upon them. The current economic crisis, and the effects of the opportunity the present government has seized to reduce its commitment to the cultural sector, are indeed pressing problems, but in the long term the implications of the technological and social changes for culture will be more profound.

3. Implications for the cultural sector 

In the immediate future, changes in funding patterns will lead to an ever-increasing gap between the haves and the have-nots. The large companies and museums in London, and to a lesser degree in other major cities, will continue to prosper and attract both funding and audiences. In smaller towns and in rural areas the professional arts, and public libraries, may well disappear. This will have the effect, for instance, that deprived children in Southwark will get a much better cultural offer than middle class ones in Lowestoft.
Although major institutions will certainly survive, they will have to change the way they operate. They will have to review their management structures so as to focus their resources on creative work. They will have to sharpen up their arguments to justify their public funding, and the most successful among them will renegotiate their relationship with government, on the grounds that they are less dependent on it. All of this will require people within them to be more entrepreneurial – using assets better, making more money. All cultural buildings will have to be used more intensively, turning them into social spaces for the kinds of inter-action that people seek, not just places for the passive reception of performances. Technological change will not only alter the way an institution markets its work and communicates with its audience, it will change the nature of the relationship so that the arts venue becomes the site for collective inter-action and creation. Leaders of cultural institutions will have to be more prepared to work with non-traditional users, both organisations and individuals. Successful institutions will see themselves less as exclusive arts venues, and more as essential aspects of the public realm, creators of civic space – as places like Tate, the Sage Gateshead, the Southbank, and the Museum of East Anglian Life already do. 

Large institutions will also have to work out a new relationship with those who are less fortunate, most especially individual artists. As one Fellow told us: ‘Institutions are going to have to learn that if they don’t look after the grassroots, they [roots and institutions] are going to die, because it is the grassroots that will be cut.’ They will have to be able to help the grassroots, but without taking them over. Adrian Ellis spoke of the need to ‘open up hermetically sealed institutions’. These will need to more flexible, more prepared to share resources, and to see themselves as part of a wider creative network. 
For those outside the institutions, the shrinkage of public funding will mean a turning away from a conventional approach to finding support. The degrading of the old public funding system may well be an opportunity. New business models will emerge; young people will increasingly get things done through following a number of routes in parallel, in sequence, or simultaneously. These will include: commercial routes; activist routes; private sponsorship (including ‘the bank of mum and dad’ and crowdsourcing). Alan Davey forecasts that there will be more people who look to business – to investors rather than patrons – and asks: ‘How does the Clore capture the creative entrepreneurs?’

The older generation – healthier and more numerous than ever before – will volunteer more, and in some cases take over running their local libraries, theatres and heritage. This new ‘mash-up’ of business forms and motivations will increasingly mean that people dip in and out of cultural activity. It will also lead to a different categorisation of culture, and much more fluidity between roles. Less ‘theatre, museum, film’, more ‘I’ve directed a play, now I’m going to choreograph waiters for a restaurant owner; and make a video about it’. There will be more independents and freelancers, more producers and impresarios, and more part-timers. The idea of steady progression into a leadership role will be challenged as career paths become erratic journeys through life.
Leadership, therefore, will become more heterogeneous. The traditional model of an individual running an organisation in a big building, set up as a charity with a Board of Trustees, and a clear and established artistic remit will continue. But alongside this, there will be new demands placed on different types of leader:

· The producer/ impresario/ organiser/independent curator, who puts together shows for the building-based organisations, runs festivals, creates pop-ups and one-offs and street art;

· The socially motivated arts leader who works in schools, prisons, care homes, hospitals and so on;

· The volunteer leader, who needs to learn new ways of doing things, and the leader of volunteers, who has to manage people who cannot be told what to do;

· The surprised leader, who has put work onto the internet or organised an activity, and suddenly finds herself at the head of a cultural movement, with followers clamouring for direction.   

Leaders who are working in organisations, and those who are working as independents – and we foresee the same person in both roles at different times – will need to be able to understand and co-operate with each other. The fundamental skills of leadership will be unchanged – the ability to inspire, challenge, direct and motivate followers, and the ability to marshal and deploy the resources to realise an ambition – but the ways in which those fundamentals play out will change when the ‘followers’ are not employees, and when the ‘resources’ are not only money.
4. Implications for the Clore Leadership Programme
The changes being forced on partner institutions by economic circumstances will have an impact on how the Programme currently works. It will have to try to diversify its range of partners, and prepare for a possible reduction in the annual size of cohorts. Ruth Mackenzie went so far as to suggest that now the age of expansion is over: ‘there is a danger of over-supply of leaders; for twenty years we have been over-producing leaders. There are twenty people who can take over the Tate – but only one will get the job’. 

We disagree with the contention that there is an oversupply of good leaders, and do not accept the implication that the Programme is intended solely to produce leaders capable of taking over the Tate – as we have always argued, leadership takes place at every level, and the sector needs leaders of many different kinds. But it is clear that changes in the economic outlook will adversely affect cultural institutions and the people who run them. We believe that necessary retrenchment may reduce their willingness to co-operate, at an institutional and personal level. Institutions will be less willing to release staff from their jobs, and staff will be less willing to risk taking time out. One consequence of the pressure on partner organisations will be that it may not be so easy to secure the temporary placements that are such an important aspect of the Programme. Organisations that are sacking people will find it more difficult to accommodate a Fellow and three-month secondments may not be possible. (Alternatively, Fellows on placements may be exploited as free labour.) One of the virtues of the secondments has been that it has been instructive to get London-based Fellows out of the capital – and regional Fellows into the capital.  
More broadly, the continuation of cultural life in Britain depends on cultural leaders taking young people, learning and education ever more seriously. One of the purposes of the Programme’s creator, the Clore Duffield Foundation, is to promote the cultural education of children and young people, and cultural learning will be the means by which the sector retains and expands its audience – an audience that will expect a greater say in what it is offered. Specialists in cultural learning still have a second-class status within the cultural sector, and the Programme should show more leadership on this issue.

Giving Fellows a proper understanding of digital culture is vital for two reasons. Leaders need to understand the ways in which they can use technology to become more efficient and work smarter; and they need to understand how digital media are both changing social relationships and public expectations, and in doing so, creating the new type of culture that we describe. It is incumbent on Fellows to be able to make creative use of all the means of communication and interaction that new technology makes available, and the Programme should set an example through its own practice.

All of the above suggests that future Fellows will need broader horizons in order to navigate a world where cultural, commercial, civic, and technological convergence becomes commonplace. A wider perspective on the role of the cultural leader necessitates changes in their development. They will have to create new relationships well beyond the traditional ones associated with culture. For example, as financial efficiency demands better use of cultural buildings, and as members of the public expect cultural organisations to help them realise their own creative potential, the number and type of people that a venue manager will interact with increases.  

Another example of broadening horizons lies with business models. The traditional cultural route of operating through a charity, governed by Trustees, with public funding will be only one among many routes to achieving cultural excellence.

Above all, the Programme will have to adjust and come to terms with the fact that the leadership of Culture will be less synonymous with the leadership of cultural organisations and cultural buildings. Those who do lead building-based organisations will need to be aware of the demands for wider social engagement, including with individual artists, and with independent leaders who are in a position to be more flexible in their approach and more open to risk.
5. Recommendations
This section is in two parts. The first addresses specific issues that need attention within the programme in its current form, and the second looks at ways in which we think the programme must change in order to develop cultural leaders for the future.

Current Issues

a) Recruitment
The process of sifting applications and interviewing has the advantage of pulling in many senior people from the cultural sector and thereby, in a sense, renewing their commitment. But it takes up a great deal of staff time, especially since failed candidates these days demand a lot of feedback. We have also been told that the interview questions are too predictable, and too focused on knowledge of the publicly funded sector. Further, there are no clear minimum standards that applicants need to match up to. This flexibility has strengths and weaknesses – outliers can be more easily accommodated, and given that the Programme is bespoke, individual lacunae can be addressed. But establishing clearer criteria for the offer of a Fellowship would make the recruitment process simpler and easier, and, we think, lead to more informed decisions. 

We suggest that candidates should at least be able to understand financial accounts and be able to write a couple of paragraphs to argue for a cause. An online ‘exam paper’ might form part of the application process. In the shortlisting process there are a number of techniques that could be used to reduce the final number interviewed. These might include the use of skype, or the submission of a short video (subject to clear criteria). The emphasis should be on looking for enthusiasm rather than a polished performance.

b) Funding
If our proposition that future cultural leaders will have a broader set of motivations, with a wider variety of needs, is correct, it follows that the institutions willing to fund Fellowships will probably change. The model of artform partners getting together to fund a Fellow in successive years will work for institutions, but who will fund the freelancers and volunteer leaders whose contribution to the cultural sector is of growing importance? We have no simple answer to this issue, but it needs to be discussed.

c) Equality
As noted above, the Programme has performed very well in terms of gender equality, has a good record in terms of BAME recruitment, and is making progress with disabled Fellows. That said, the ‘diversity’ content of the curriculum was criticised: ‘None of the conversations pushed the issue. Diversity training shouldn’t be “nice”, it should challenge leaders. We’re data rich on diversity, and strategy poor.’ We suggest continuing to look outside the cultural sector for speakers, mentors and trainers on this important subject. 

We understand that there is a proposal to create a ‘development days’ to promote the idea of cultural leadership to the BAME, or more generally disadvantaged, constituencies at an earlier stage. We fully support that initiative. As one of our interviewees said: ‘the sector has its work cut out not to become even more bourgeois’, and we suggest looking at the Oxford University UNIQ programme (funded by the Sutton Trust) as a model. 

d) Research
Research has clearly been the least successful element of the model that we proposed in 2002. The Arts and Humanities Research Council funding for the research element came with the absolute requirement that it should be supervised by university-employed academics, and this has proved to be too rigid. It appears that Fellows have been more often doers than thinkers, and the different experiences and needs of Fellows did not match a ‘one-size-fits-all’ academic approach. The research content of the Fellowship experience has been sensibly reduced and adapted in recent years. Some of our interviewees said simply ‘dump the research’, but we think that would be a mistake. Two of the Fellows we interviewed turned out not to have completed their research assignment yet, but both valued the experience (and fully intend to complete). One of the original purposes of the research element was to encourage a more formal means of reflection, and that this thinking should be shared with the cultural sector. This is still a valid objective.

We suggest that the current competitive regime for a limited number of academic research projects should be retained, but with the AHRC providing more help with finding the right academic supervisors. In addition the ‘provocation papers’ are working well and should be mandatory for all Fellows. There needs to be more ‘future thinking’. We also suggest giving more attention to the dissemination and promotion of Fellows’ provocations and research (which we understand is being addressed). If resources permit, the Programme should consider creating a part-time post of Research Associate, who would focus on directing and disseminating the Fellows’ research. 

Further, to encourage an entrepreneurial attitude, every Fellow should pursue a new practical project or piece of action research that would have to show a profit. The project would have a budget, and be written up afterwards. 

e) Visibility
Several interviewees thought that the Programme needs to raise its public profile. As Régis Cochefert commented: ‘Clore should make the benefits of Fellowships to the community more visible and public.’ The new website will no doubt help with this, as will publication of provocation papers, and the fact that several Fellows are regular bloggers. We think visibility is important beyond the cultural sector as well as within it, and the Programme needs to seek opportunities to promote culture more widely – it has after all been very successful, and has many stories that are worth telling. Past Fellows should be expected to contribute to this. It should be a requirement that they make a short annual return of their current activities. This will improve monitoring and strengthen the Fellowship as an active network. 

f) Human Resources
The Programme team has achieved an enormous amount, and every year their workload expands as more and more Fellows join the roster of alumni. The Programme itself is subject to the pressures of financial, technological and social change that we have described in the opening sections of this report. We believe that a review of personnel and other resources is needed in order to take stock of the Programme’s capacity to deliver its objectives; this will be even more necessary should some or all of the recommendations of this report be accepted.
The Future
A change of emphasis is needed for the future. Over the past decade, the Programme can be characterised as having one big idea – improving cultural leadership – and achieving it through particular structures and processes: every Fellow has a secondment, a mentor, etc. We suggest that for the next decade, the overall aim stays the same, but that structures and institutions are de-emphasised in favour of concentrating on the capacities and capabilities of Fellows in a context of constant change. The curriculum should be reconceived on the basis of understanding systems, networks, behaviours, technology, organisational change and influencing people. One senior, and particularly successful Fellow gave us the insight that: ‘Leaders help other people to cope with change’. Régis Cochefert saw change management as ‘a potential overarching organising principle.’

It is possible that in the future it may not prove necessary for every Fellow to experience every aspect of the Programme as it currently exists. What is important is the outcome, not a rigid formula by which it is expected to be achieved.

We suggest that the following areas need to be given greater emphasis:

Fellows and the wider world.
· The role of culture in civil society: as one Fellow commented, ‘the Clore should be getting people to ask sharper questions about the world they live in.’ Fellows should have a better understanding of how the whole of government, including local government, works, not just the funding system. They need to get outside the arts-charity world to see how NGOs and social charities function, how the National Health Service and the education system are organised. There is an opportunity here to strengthen links with the Clore Social Leadership Programme. We noted several comments that the curriculum at Bore Place was not just too English, but too metropolitan. According to Adrian Ellis, a mark of the Programme’s success would be ‘that there is a leadership whose influence extends beyond their sectors.’ 
· More attention needs to be paid to the role of culture in education, in the lives of young people, and in learning more broadly. Not only is this an essential issue for the Clore Duffield Foundation, it is clear that the cultural sector will need to promote the cultural learning being neglected in schools, in order to ensure its own future. Serving the learning needs and desires of all ages and all types of audiences should be given more weight. Older people are more numerous, more interested in learning and participating and generally ‘younger’ in the way they behave. 

· Understanding the world of technology and its effects on social relations and the development of culture itself. This is not simply a matter of technical expertise, it is a question of intellectual understanding and forward thinking.

Fellows’ capabilities should include:

· Understanding artists, and be able to handle them better. It is logical that if leaders are to be creative, they must be able to understand and encourage the creativity of others. Several interviewees thought that there was too little attention given to how leaders understand and relate to artists.
· Being able to get things done in a local context. This means understanding and influencing local politicians, business people, schools, and communities. It means understanding, measuring and articulating creative, social and financial value in pursuit of sustainability. It means being able to work across networks.

· Having entrepreneurial nous, and being able to spot money-making opportunities. Many interviewees raised this subject and one put it succinctly: ‘Fellows should be better at doing deals.’ Our research confirmed that this is just as important within big institutions and local authority operated organisations as it is within Shoreditch cultural consultancies.
· Having a better understanding of new and varied business models. Cultural excellence can be achieved in many ways, not only through the traditional charity route: commercial, freelance, and social enterprise models need to be addressed more fully. In our research, we detected a sense that the freelancers and independents felt they were less valued than those going back to institutions. However false the perception may be may be, it is sincerely held. Exploring different business models should have the effect of counter-balancing such a view. 

· Understanding how organisations collaborate – the Disaster Relief Committee provides an excellent example from the broader charitable sector. Too few cultural organisations collaborate, and leaders need to be more active in this area.
· Self-managing. Clore has been very good at promoting self-knowledge – a key aspect of leadership, but could do more on self-management. Leaders need discipline in order not to burn out, and as one Fellow commented, the Programme: ‘needs more on family and holidays. However important the job, it has to be put into context.’  
· Managing others. While Fellows are good at learning about themselves, they need to know more about directing other people. As a Fellow commented: ‘Clore needs to be much tougher on getting Fellows to direct people. And Fellows also need to be able to direct teams across disciplines.’
· Being able to commission consultants, research, and equipment. Fellows should be familiar with good research methodologies, contracting practices (tendering, interviewing, costs, contracting, problem-solving etc), how to use expertise etc. 
The Programme team has been adept at changing the content of the Fellows’ curriculum, and it would be presumptuous of us to prescribe the detail of how the outcomes listed above should be achieved. We recognise that changing the curriculum in the way we suggest has a number of implications. 

First, the Programme will have to look beyond the cultural sector itself in order to address the broadening concerns of cultural leaders. In particular, we think that too many Clore Fellows are used on Clore courses, and that this reinforces the sense of Clore as a ‘walled garden’. The perspectives of those who are not cultural specialists need to inform cultural leadership – what do local councillors, headteachers, civil servants, amateur groups, think cultural leaders do, and what should they be doing? If cultural leaders are to debate the wider world and technology they will need the likes of Gus O’Donnell and Eric Schmidt to talk to. 

As the range of cultural practice broadens, and independents play an increasing role, it is likely they will need more pastoral care. This is a problematic issue, and potentially burdensome for the Programme. It is not the role of the Programme to act as a safety net or as a therapy service, but nonetheless, we have to recognise the increasing insecurity of those working in the cultural sector. The original proposal for the Programme said that it should work ‘with the grain of people’s lives’: that now means acknowledging how difficult it is to make a living, get a mortgage, and bring up a family when working in the cultural sector, particularly as an independent.

The Programme will need to get into a greater level of operational detail across a broader set of business models. This implies more input from freelancers and independents, and from the commercial and ‘amateur’ types of culture. Our research and reflection leads us to believe that the Programme needs to draw on the wisdom and experience of age, but less on the practice of the past.

Conclusion
The individual cultural leader is more important than a decade ago, but the world in which the leader operates has become more fluid, complex and insecure. This creates more challenges, but also more innovation. Ultimately, leaders should be judged on the impact they have on people’s lives, and by the quality of their relationships, the resilience and effectiveness of their organisations or their practice, and their creative output. The creative leadership that needs to emerge will not be a return to the thinking of the 1990s. It will build on the relational leadership that has developed since then, and will continue to recognise that even independent leaders are only as good as the teams they lead. But it will involve more than knowing how to run a project or an organisation well: it will know how to use creative risk to achieve positive change. As Ruth Mackenzie put it, the Programme should be: ‘creating leaders who find new ways of making culture that we cannot foresee’.
The Clore Leadership Programme has changed the cultural sector for the better. It is held in very high regard. Funders are keen to see it thrive and would like to be involved in shaping the Programme’s future. We hope that this report will help it to continue to flourish.
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