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On 29/30 September Mexico City hosts the UNESCO World Conference on Cultural Policies 
and Sustainable Development - Mondiacult 2022, forty years on from Mondiacult 82.  It is a 
significant occasion for reflection on four decades of culture and development and prompts 
our workshop in Berlin. The organisers, a loose group of cultural policy experts, practitioners 
and activists, seek to use this moment to voice some fundamental dilemmas and choices 
confronting culture in the current global conjuncture. This conjuncture frames the events we 
have organised on-line (Goal for Culture, UNESCO Expert Facility) and face-to-face over two 
days in Berlin and Brussels, along with our participation in the 12th International Conference 
on Cultural Policy Research (ICCPR) in Antwerp, and in the Mondiacult launch of the Goal for 
Culture report September 27th. We hope to keep this momentum as the United Nations 
organises for the Summit of the Future in 2023, and UNESCO develops its promotion of 
Culture as a Global Public Good.  
 
In this background paper – to be seen as ‘provocation’ rather than simply scholarly analysis – 
I want to emphasize continuities between the two Mondiacults, but also radical 
discontinuities and tectonic shifts. I want to evoke the connections to Mexico 1982 from a 
perspective of epochal change, one certainly as significant as that faced by the participants 
forty years ago.  
 
The Mondiacult 22 Draft Final Declaration (echoing Our Common Agenda) the portrays the 
contemporary global landscape as  
 

marked by multiple, protracted and multidimensional crises ‐ linked in particular to 
the dramatic consequences of climate change and biodiversity loss, armed conflicts, 
natural hazards, uncontrolled urbanisation, unsustainable development patterns, as 
well as the erosion of democratic societies – which lead in particular to an increase in 
poverty, inequalities in the exercise of rights and a growing divide in access to digital 
technologies. (UNESCO 2022) 
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These challenges “call, more than ever, for reinvesting in the transformative role of culture in 
public policies, for the full exercise of fundamental human rights.” 
 
We all, along with many in the cultural sector perhaps, would applaud this declaration. 
However, what I want to argue is that the adoption of a creative economy paradigm, over 
the last two decades, has seriously hampered the ability of the cultural sector in general, and 
UNESCO in particular, to address these global challenges, let alone provide a new vision for 
the transformative role of culture.  
 
The lineage from 82 to 22 might appear straightforward, but in reality ‘culture and 
development’ have been radically recast over this period. Though still operating under the 
imprimatur of Mexico 82, and more recently the UNESCO 2005 Convention, this cultural 
system has been increasingly subsumed under the ‘creative economy’, framed as ‘driver and 
enabler’ of development. I want to suggest, with UNESCO, that the global landscape is now 
changed. That we are at an epochal turning point. But unless cultural policy responds 
radically to these changing circumstances it will become an increasing irrelevant, even 
detrimental, to our global response. 
 

Culture and Development 
 
The explicit relationship between culture and development began formally in Mondiacult 
1982. The conference made two significant steps, introducing an ‘anthropological’ definition 
of culture, and then linking that culture explicitly to development. 
 
The “anthropological” definition moved from ‘arts and letters’ to ‘culture as a whole way of 
life’.1 
 

[I]n its widest sense, culture may now be said to be the whole complex of distinctive 
spiritual, material, intellectual and emotional features that characterize a society or 
social group. It includes not only the arts and letters, but also modes of life, the 
fundamental rights of the human being, value systems, traditions and beliefs. 
(UNESCO (1982): Preamble) 

 
In the ‘Global North’ the anthropological definition ushered in a more inclusive, democratic 
cultural policy – less a top -down transfer of the established ‘high art’ canon and more an 
embrace of ‘everyday’ or ‘popular’ culture. This was referred to as a move from the 
‘democratisation of culture’ (disseminating the patrimony of culture) to ‘cultural democracy’ 
(engaging with culture as actually practiced). This was part of wider currents including the 
community arts movements, a more general validation of popular culture, and a post-1968 
concern with cultural citizenship, where cultural rights became more directly political and 
contestable. 

                                                      
1
 This usually refers to Edward Tylor’s 1871 book Primitive Culture, in which he defines culture as: "that complex 

whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, law, morals, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired 
by man as a member of society.” It is often opposed to a book of two years earlier, Mathew Arnold’s 1869 
Culture and Anarchy, which defines culture as "a pursuit of our total perfection by means of getting to know, on 
all the matters which most concern us, the best which has been thought and said in the world”.  That is, ‘arts 
and letters’. 
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In the ‘Global South’ this expanded definition tended to involve a recognition of the 
‘traditional’ cultures that had often been marginalised in UNESCO’s more Eurocentric focus 
on arts and letters. This recognition was an acknowledgement of the ‘anthropological’ reality 
of local cultures and traditions as the unavoidable context within which any development 
program needed to be embedded. It was a challenge to Western-driven development 
programmes which were almost exclusively economic and technological in their approach. 
Because of this they had frequently failed to recognise the specific realities of the societies in 
which they were implemented, in top-down fashion with little local consultation. The Mexico 
declaration demanded that any development programme needed to take account of socio-
cultural structures if they were to succeed. 
 

Balanced development can only be ensured by making cultural factors an integral part 
of the strategies designed to achieve it; consequently, these strategies should always 
be devised in the light of the historical, social and cultural context of each society. 
(Art.16) 

 
However, the Mexico declaration also positioned culture not just as crucial anthropological 
context but also as central to the very definition of human progress.2 Any development 
which only stressed economic or technological progress was not progress at all: “It is vital to 
humanise development” (Art.11).  
 

10: Culture constitutes a fundamental dimension of the development process and 
helps to strengthen the independence, sovereignty and identity of nations. Growth 
has frequently been conceived in quantitative terms, without taking into account its 
necessary qualitative dimension, namely the satisfaction of man’s spiritual and 
cultural aspirations. The aim of genuine development is the continuing well-being and 
fulfilment of each and every individual.  

 
13: Steadily increasing numbers of men and women are seeking a better world. They 
do not only seek the satisfaction of basic needs but also the development of human 
beings, their well-being and their possibilities of living together in fellowship with all 
peoples. Their objective is not production, profit or consumption per se, but the full 
realization of their potential, both individual and collective, and the preservation of 
nature.  
 
15: Any cultural policy should restore to development its profound, human 
significance. New models are required. And it is in the sphere of culture and 
education that they are to be found. (UNESCO 1982) 

 
The Declaration clearly expressed the aspirations of the Newly Independent Countries (NIC), 
asserting themselves within the United Nations as decolonialisation extended across the 
globe between the 1950s and 1970s. The Declaration was contemporaneous with the push 
for a New World Information and Communication Order, itself a development of the New 
World Economic Order. This was a project to rectify structural imbalances between North 
and South that had, in the views of many, hobbled the attempts of the NICs to gain economic 

                                                      
2
 In this it is closer to Mathew Arnold’s definition than many would wish to acknowledge. 
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and not just formal political self-determination.  UNESCO set up the MacBride Commission in 
1977 (which reported in 1980) to identify how the international information and 
communications system could be made more equitable. It identified media concentration, 
media commercialisation and unequal access to information and communications as key 
problems, calling for the democratisation of communication and strengthening on national 
media systems. (Franczak, 2022; Slobodian, 2018; Carlsson, 2017; Spaarks and Roach, 1990) 
 
As may be well-known, the report caused much controversy, resulting in the US and the UK 
leaving UNESCO in 1983 and 1984 respectively (re-joining 2003 and 1997 respectively).3 This 
controversy is often forgotten, or perhaps politely not mentioned, because it represented 
the limits of the Global South, at that time, in arguing for more equitable forms of 
development.  
 
Six years later, after much controversy and the exit of these two very powerful countries - 
both at the time leading proponents of what came to be called ‘neoliberalism’4 – UNESCO 
launched the Decade of Culture and Development (1988-1997). Its results were presented at 
the 1998 Stockholm Conference on Cultural Policies for Development.  
 
The Decade saw the growth of post-independence activism in the Global South, newly 
energised actors from the ex-communist countries in Eastern Europe, and the expansion of 
‘cultural democracy’ movements in the Global North. This was reflected in UNESCO’s 1995 
Our Creative Diversity report, which further encouraged the global coalition (involving the 
international Network for Cultural Policy and International Network for Cultural Diversity) 
and led to the 2001 Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity, which built on 1998 
Stockholm conference. 
 
The 2001 Declaration affirmed that culture was a common heritage of humanity, and 
diversity is "a source of exchange, innovation and creativity, [...] which is as necessary for 
humankind as biodiversity is for nature" (Art.1). Diversity was central to a democratic and 
flourishing culture, and essential factor in development, “understood not simply in terms of 
economic growth, but also as a means to achieve a more satisfactory intellectual, emotional, 
moral and spiritual existence” (Art. 3). The 2001 Declaration also stated that cultural goods 
and services were “vectors of identity, values and meaning, [and] must not be treated as 
mere commodities or consumer goods”. (Art. 8) It also asserted the obligations on state to 
protect and promote this diverse ecosystem and to, 
 

create conditions conducive to the production and dissemination of diversified 
cultural goods and services through cultural industries that have the means to assert 
themselves at the local and global level. (Art. 9) 

 
Clearly this is the basis for the 2005 UNESCO Convention.  
 

 
 
 

                                                      
3
 The US stopped payments in 2011 and left again in 2018.  

4
 At the time led by Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher. 
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The 2005 UNESCO Convention  
 
The 2005 Convention echoed the aspirations of the Mexico Declaration two decades 
previously, but it is more explicit about the economic realities of cultural goods and services. 
The 2005 Convention felt the need to assert their distinct cultural value in the face of the 
World Trade Organisation (WTO), who saw cultural goods and services as no different from 
any other such commodities and thus equally subject to free trade legislation. The 2005 
Convention, in response, asserted the rights of member states to enact cultural policies, as 
they saw fit, to protect and promote the diversity that is essential to their identities and 
flourishing.  
 
Though the 2005 Convention came after the ambitious Decade of Culture and Development, 
it was primarily defensive. Continuing the line started in 1982, both the 2001 Declaration and 
2005 Convention asserted the role of culture as representing a development process that 
was more than just ‘economic growth’. Following the 1995 Our Creative Diversity report they 
now stressed the importance of ‘diversity’, clearly influenced by the rise of the ecological 
movement, especially the United Nation’s Brundtland Commission (1983-87) and its famous 
Our Common Future report, which had insisted that development was to be ‘sustainable’.  
 
In linking cultural diversity to ‘biodiversity’, the 2001 Declaration had suggested that this 
cultural biodiversity needed to be protected, just as did the natural environment.5 Article 2.6 
of the 2005 Convention states, echoing Brundtland: “The protection, promotion and 
maintenance of cultural diversity are an essential requirement for sustainable development 
for the benefit of present and future generations”. Though ‘diversity’ did include ‘pluralism’ 
as a political value (along with associated media and artistic freedoms) the main threat now 
was its reduction to a mere economic commodity, subject to the laws of the market and 
global free trade. This diversity needed to be actively protected, by proactive cultural and 
cultural industry policies, as a resource for current and future generations.  
 
This defensiveness indicated that the 2005 Convention was framed in a very different world 
to that of 1982. The intervening years had witnessed four crucial tectonic shifts.  
 
First, and most obviously, the collapse of the USSR and the US victory in the Cold War. Over 
the Decade, ‘neoliberalism’ had become a dominant doctrine not just domestically – with 
many countries following the US and UK lead – but also in the world system. With the USSR 
dissolved and its state economy privatised, and China embracing the market, there seemed 
to be no obstacle to the rolling out of a new development order, centred on small states, 
markets, and free trade, regulated by US-led financial and trade agencies – the World Bank, 
International Monetary Fund and the World Trade Organisation. This has been called the 
‘Washington Consensus’.  
 
Second, central to the foundations of the Washington Consensus, was the event known as 
the ‘Volker Shock’ of 1979-82, where the Chair of the US Federal Reserve, Paul Volker, in line 
with Milton Freeman’s monetary orthodoxy, tightened global money supplies to control 
inflation, resulting in fast-rising interest rates. ‘Third world’ debt rapidly increased, effectively 

                                                      
5
 The term ‘biodiversity’ was not used in 2005. 
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limiting the self-determination of many NICs and opening them up to IMF ‘re-structuring’. 
(Barker, 2019) 
 
Third, the rise of a new ‘human rights’ discourse, which in its concern with the state power 
and civil liberties, rather than socio-economic injustices, shifted the debate from 
North/South to East/ West. Aimed at the ‘illiberal’ regimes of the USSR and satellites, the 
socio-economic claims of the Global South were now somewhat muted – and perhaps even 
undermined - by an emphasis on civic and political, rather than social and economic, rights. 
(Moyn, 2020) This at a moment when global inequality was set to rapidly escalate. 
(Milanovic, 2018) 
 
A fourth shift was the massive transformation of the global cultural system. It witnessed 
huge growth in levels of cultural consumption, in both rich and middle income countries; the 
new technologies of distribution and consumption – satellites, fibre optics, enhanced 
telephony, new devices and forms of signal/ information (such as MP3) – which laid the 
foundations for the globalisation of communication, and, thus supply chains; the 
convergence of information and communications companies, with ‘cultural content’ 
companies as global communications took off; and the push for the deregulation of national 
broadcasting spaces and the diminishing of the power of state broadcasters. (Hesmondhalgh, 
2019) 
 
That is, though the lineage from Mexico, through Stockholm, and onto the 2005 Convention 
is clear, the world around it had changed significantly. The coalition of civil society actors in 
the field of culture, in close communication with UNESCO and other agencies, was then still 
quite strong, and there was a consensus around culture as a value distinct from ‘quantitative’ 
development, one representing human dignity and aspirations in ways that that economically 
defined development could not.  
 
However, this assertion of culture’s right to ‘humanize development’, to demand of it more 
than economic or quantitative benefits had to confront a global development paradigm (the 
‘Washington Consensus’) that could claim to have lifted more people out of poverty, 
worldwide, than at any time in history (Pinker, 2018). At the same time, the rapid growth of 
cultural consumption, driven by the newly de-regulated and globalised media industries, had 
repositioned culture as a private consumer economy.  
 
The 2005 Convention was forced to explicitly defend cultural value as distinct from economic 
value. 2005 gave member states ‘their sovereign right to formulate and implement their 
cultural policies and to adopt measures to protect and promote the diversity of cultural 
expressions’ (5.1) and even highlighted the ‘existence of special situations where cultural 
expressions on its territory are at risk of extinction, under serious threat, or otherwise in 
need of urgent safeguarding’. (8.1)  
 
The 2005 Convention in fact provides for an active intervention into the whole cultural 
ecosystem (that word is used only once), taking regulatory measures that: 
 

provide opportunities for domestic cultural activities, goods and services among all 
those available within the national territory for the creation, production, 
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dissemination, distribution and enjoyment of such domestic cultural activities, goods 
and services (6.2 b.) 
 

It goes on to stress the key role of the informal sector, not-for-profit organisations, 
independent artists, public finance, public institutions and role of public service broadcasting 
in ensuring media diversity (6.2). Sovereign states ought to enact policies to provide the 
conditions, in a complex mixed-economy and institutional ecosystem, for a diverse and 
flourishing culture. It is not about promoting culture as an economic sector; it recognises that 
culture is an economy (not just a market) but requires state action to protect and enhance a 
flourishing culture.  
 
This can be seen in Article 14, on Cooperation for Development. Here the concern is with 
“creating and strengthening cultural production and distribution capacities in developing 
countries” through access to global markets, creating viable local markets, encouraging direct 
artistic co-operation and preferential treatment for cultural goods and services from 
developing countries, technology transfer, and  
 

capacity-building through the exchange of information, experience and expertise, as 
well as the training of human resources in developing countries, in the public and 
private sector relating to, inter alia, strategic and management capacities, policy 
development and implementation, promotion and distribution of cultural 
expressions, small-, medium- and micro-enterprise development, the use of 
technology, and skills development and transfer (Art 14.b) 

 
This is a more specified and detailed claim for the importance of development aid and 
international cooperation in establishing diverse flourishing local “cultural activities, goods 
and services”, which (in the 2001 Declaration) “must not be treated as mere commodities or 
consumer goods”. Whilst the immediate threat from the WTO soon receded (Hopewell, 
2016; Garner 2016), the Convention’s broader intention was to insist on culture as a value 
distinct from economic value, the active management of which is essential for a thriving 
cultural sector. This active management concerns a wider development process which, must 
be “understood not simply in terms of economic growth, but also as a means to achieve a 
more satisfactory intellectual, emotional, moral and spiritual existence” (UNESCO 1982). 
 
I have called the 2005 Convention ‘defensive’ because it was very difficult for culture to 
assert its specific value against an exclusively economically driven and defined development. 
This was the ‘golden hour’ of the Washington Consensus, when market-led globalisation was 
at its peak, and in many countries, culture was increasingly viewed as a consumer good to be 
primarily delivered by the market. There was growing disquiet concerning this in the broad 
cultural coalition, where globalisation of cultural markets was having a damaging effect in 
many parts of the globe. This was especially pointed in terms of linguistic diversity. These 
concerns linked to those of the environmental and social consequences of unrestrained 
growth – climate change was already being discussed – and to various ‘anti-globalisation’ 
movements, from Seattle to the Zapatistas. 2005 came at a time of serious reservations 
regarding the damaging consequences of globalisation that are now mainstream (Roberts 
and Lamp, 2021). 
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However, whilst the 2005 Convention can be seen as a moment in which a coalition of global 
actors and institutions concerned about the threat to cultural diversity won a certain victory, 
I would argue, from that moment, the landscape shifted further towards the economic 
instrumentalism of culture, and this time the impetus came from within culture itself.  
 
In 1998 the UK Labour Government had rebranded culture as ‘creative industries’, and by 
2005 this ‘fast policy’ had been taken up in many parts of the world, including East and 
South-East Asia. In 2004 the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 
(UNCTAD) launched its Creative Economy Programme. Indeed, UNESCO launched its Creative 
Cities Network in 2004, aimed at promoting creativity as a strategic factor for sustainable 
urban development, and primarily focused on creative industries as a vector of development. 
By the time the 2005 Convention had been through its early ratification process and 
established a functioning Secretariat – around 2008-10 – the creative industries/ economy 
paradigm was becoming dominant in discussions of culture and development.  
 

The Creative Economy Paradigm 
 
The creative industries paradigm is not the same as arguments for the economic impact of 
culture or cultural industries. Cultural consumption had increased since the 1960s, and it was 
clear to most that it would increase globally as countries became wealthier and more 
educated. Cultural tourism, the global art market, the growth in commercial culture (film, 
music, games, TV) as well as the widespread aspiration to cultural expression found amongst 
the younger and more educated population - all increased the economic footprint of culture 
and policymakers took interest. The need to respond to the growth of the commercial, non-
state cultural sector differently than as some philistine threat, was already recognised by 
UNESCO by 1982.6 
 
But the creative industries paradigm was different. Of course, it looked to the growing 
economic weight of these cultural industry sectors such as film, or publishing, or commercial 
music, or video games. But this new paradigm suggested the cultural sector was but one, 
albeit important, part of a wider ‘creative economy’. It promoted a narrative in which the 
creative economy was the ‘next stage’ in an historic-economic evolution from agriculture, to 
industry, to services, and to knowledge/ creativity. Especially after the 1997 Asian Financial 
Crisis and the rise of “dot.com”, a shift to knowledge/ creativity – as expressed economically 
in the form of intellectual property - was seen as the next vector of global modernisation 
(O’Connor and Gu, 2020). 
 
In this scheme ‘culture’ was not opposed to economy but represented a new and increasingly 
important resource for it. To become such a resource ‘culture’ needed to be 
reconceptualised as ‘creativity’. The term culture – in the West - had a privileged connection 
to creativity, linked as it was to the arts, and especially the artistic avant-garde long seen as 
the very pinnacle of ‘out of the box’ innovative thinking. 7 If creativity was a central resource 
and driving force in the new economy, culture was well-positioned to move closer to centre 
of policy making. This privileged connection allowed advocacy to flit between creativity and 

                                                      
6 August Girard (1982) ‘Cultural industries: a handicap or a new opportunity for cultural development?’ in 

UNESCO (1982) Cultural Industries: A Challenge for the Future of Culture. Paris: UNESCO.  
7
 In other traditions and languages, culture and creativity are not so immediately connected, and much work 

was needed in terms of linguistic specification to connect them.  
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culture, and back again in a kind of policy bait-and-switch. One moment we hear of software 
developers or industrial designers, the next looking at pictures of Pina Bausch.  
 
What the creative industries discourse did, far more effectively than reports on ‘economic 
impact’, was to absorb culture into the economy by redefining it as creativity, and linking it to 
an ‘economic imaginary’ of a techno-creative future always just out of reach (Mackenzie, et 
al 2008). Replacing ‘culture’ by ‘creative’ reduces all these different sectors – film, games, 
publishing, performing arts, crafts etc. - to one common denominator: ‘creativity’. The 
famous 1998 definition runs: 
 

Those industries which have their origin in individual creativity, skill and talent and 
which have a potential for wealth and job creation through the generation and 
exploitation of intellectual property’. (UK DCMS, 1998) 

 
This makes no mention of culture, or the value of culture, economic or otherwise.8 If 
‘creativity’ was the common characteristic of all these disparate branches of culture, then the 
main economic benefit could be expanded beyond the direct economic weight of film, or 
games, or music publishing to include the wider creativity-effects generated across the whole 
economy.  
 
Creativity was a resource, an input, a factor of production. The ‘creative economy’ requires 
inputs of a ‘creativity’ that maybe exemplified by the arts, but it is far more abstract and 
transferable than art or culture. NESTA UK defined creative occupations as those with, 
 

a role within the creative process that brings cognitive skills to bear about 
differentiation to yield either novel or significantly enhanced products whose final 
form is not fully specified in advance”. (NESTA 2013:24) 

 
The creative economy thus covers far more than ‘culture’ – the NESTA definition could 
include financial services, or health technology, or pharmaceuticals, or engineering processes 
and so on. This is reflected in many countries – Singapore and China come to mind – who 
were forced to linguistically make a difference between cultural creative industries and those 
others that are concerned with IP, innovation, ‘smart’ technologies, software development, 
business services and so on.9  
 
Culture’s creativity is valued for its “spillover” into the rest of the economy. Hence the 
celebration of the ‘embedded creative’ (NESTA 2008), those with creative jobs not in the 
cultural sector but in the non-cultural sector – a designer in a mining company for example. 
By measuring the number of ‘embedded’ creatives we can see how ‘creativity’ is leaking out 
of culture, stimulating the rest of the economy. Culture, in this view, is only one part of this 
creative economy and perhaps, a minor part. (Banks and O’Connor, 2019; O’Connor, 2020; 
2016). 
 

                                                      
8
 Though in its actual operation the DCMS acted as a fairly standard Ministry of Culture and Communications 

(Hesmondhalgh et al, 2017). 
9
 It is frequently impossible to determine in the literature whether there is one (cultural creative industries) or 

two (cultural and creative industries) things involved.  
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Creativity may be more than culture, but culture is more than creativity. It is tradition, 
preservation, celebration, expression, aesthetics, ritual, contestation – “the whole complex 
of distinctive spiritual, material, intellectual and emotional features that characterize a 
society” (UNESCO, 1982). Calling something a ‘creative economy’, on the contrary, suggests 
that its value lies primarily in its contribution to economic growth. This shift of emphasis 
became increasingly obvious within the UNESCO and other UN agencies, members states, 
and cultural diplomacy agencies such as the British Council (which associated it with the UK’s 
‘soft power’) 
 
The 2005 Convention had argued for the dual cultural and economic nature of cultural goods 
and services, and that they needed to be protected from excessive economic 
instrumentalism. In the new creative economy paradigm, there was no contradiction 
between culture and economy, and no need to seek balance or even protection – what was 
good for the economy was good for culture. Win, Win.  
 
UNCTAD and UNESCO 
 
Though it began as a developed world strategy for replacing the manufacturing that had 
moved to developing countries, the creative economy was soon seen as providing a unique 
opportunity for developing countries. UNCTAD, the World Bank and eventually UNESCO 
suggested that it was a new ‘feasible’ development paradigm for the Global South. According 
to UNCTAD’s two Creative Economy Reports of 2008 and 2010, exports of creative goods and 
services had grown 14 percent year on year 2002-2008, and the Global South now accounted 
for 43 percent of these exports - and rising. Surely global trade was now working for culture 
too. 
 
UNCTAD built on the globalisation discourse that had reached its zenith in 2008-2010. Global 
trade was inevitably beneficial, generating the growth that the older models of the NICs – 
import replacement, nationalisation and state planning within a more equitable international 
social order - had simple failed to deliver. The reports also reflected growing concerns with 
the Washington Consensus, related to persistent – if more complex - inequalities, and 
because it rested on a global financial system that was becoming increasingly volatile, coming 
to a head in the Global Financial Crisis. Following critics of laissez-faire globalisation, such as 
well-known economists Joseph Stiglitz and Paul Krugman, many in the global development 
community wanted to give state intervention a bigger role, as well as expanding an exclusive 
economic focus to include wider social indicators, including ‘well-being’ and ‘human 
development’. The shift from the Millennium Development Goals to Sustainable 
Development Goals reflected some of this.  
 
The Creative Economy reports combined an economic development narrative with a more 
active role for the state, consistent with cultural policy, but one based on facilitation of a 
market-based creativity economy system. We might call it creative ‘supply-side’.10 UNCTAD 
noted that markets were not a universal panacea, and states should proactively seek a 

                                                      
10 A recent succinct definition by Will Davies (2022): “that collective prosperity is only an effect of the efforts 

and ingenuity of businesses, investors and workers. If the economy stagnates, that must be because something 
is holding these institutions and individuals back – most likely government, but also trade unions and collectivist 
values. The job of the state, from this perspective, is to ensure that entrepreneurs, investors and employees all 
have clear incentives to exert themselves as much as possible.”  
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broader role in tackling inequality and exclusion, and in promoting the conditions for 
economic development. UNCTAD thus advocated expanded global trade in cultural goods 
and services, but also a more holistic understanding of “the socio-economic potential of the 
creative economy for development gains”. States needed to establish “a “creative nexus”, 
 

able to attract investors, build creative entrepreneurial capacities, offer better access 
and infrastructure to modern ICT technologies in order to benefit from global digital 
convergence, and optimize the trade potential of their creative products in both 
domestic and international markets.” (UNCTAD 2008: xxiii).   

 
This supply-side market-facilitation for developmental gains, in which the gap between 
economic and cultural value had closed, became the model for the creative economy 
paradigm. 
 
UNESCO responded to this powerful advocacy by shifting from the 2005 Convention’s 
defensive ‘dual value’ approach to a creative economy one in which culture was both ‘driver 
and enabler of development’. This formulation sought not to distinguish cultural and 
economic value but to integrate culture into the creative economy.  
 
As ‘driver’, the cultural sector as driver would deliver direct economic benefits in terms of 
“its contribution to the economy and poverty alleviation” (UN, 2012). But as ‘enabler’ it had 
wider socio-economic benefits 
 

Culture-led development also includes a range of non-monetized benefits, such as 
greater social inclusiveness and rootedness, resilience, innovation, creativity and 
entrepreneurship for individuals and communities, and the use of local resources, 
skills, and knowledge.  

 
The shift in language, from ‘humanising development’ to ‘non-monetized benefits’ is 
significant. These benefits – which include strengthening social capital, fostering trust in 
public institutions – are outcomes – spillovers – of a thriving creative economy.  
 
As this report, and many other reports and papers, argued, the cultural and creative 
industries, delivered good jobs. They both required and valued creative skills, a rising local 
demand for these skills stimulating the education and training sector. They attracted above 
average numbers of young people and woman. For many the creative economy mattered not 
only because it brought the economic benefits expressible in GDP terms but also because of 
the kind of embedded employment, income and sociability it generated. Creative firms were 
rooted in place, and thus (implicitly) more ethical and resilient, and contributed ‘positive 
externalities’ to society, making cities more liveable, which in turn increased the stock of 
shared cultural knowledge and personnel available for the creative economy (cf. Scott, 2004; 
Pratt, 2012). 
 
These social capacity-building benefits were enhanced by the very nature of the creative 
industries. These were held to be small scale and ‘bottom up’, small and micro-enterprises 
operating not as standard industrial companies but through projects, networks, milieu, 
clusters etc. In this way they produced ‘externalities’ that enabled more creative industries 
but also fed into a wider social know-how, confidence and cohesion. Those working in the 
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creative economy tended to operate outside the old established cultural institutions and 
cultured elites, and, usually, outside the state funded sector, in the ‘free’ market. In their 
fluid, informal, communication-rich grassroots operations, they could be seen as almost 
equivalent to civil society itself .  
 
Much of this had validity, and policies to develop the creative economy in this way often did 
have some of these benign consequences. The problem was the diminishing space for a more 
critical intervention into that creative economy. So, UNESCO’s 2012 think piece argued 
forcefully for culture as an essential context of development, going back to Mexico 1982, and 
suggested that “cultural factors also influence lifestyles, individual behaviour, consumption 
patterns, values related to environmental stewardship, and our interaction with the natural 
environment.” This maybe so, but what happens when the dynamics of the creative economy 
work to undermine local diversity and identities, or corral individual behaviours and 
consumption patterns in detrimental ways, both for those local identities and the natural 
environment?  
 
Awareness of the problematic and even destructive dynamics of the global cultural industries 
system, already noted by Girard in 1982 and still present in the 2005 Convention, 
evaporated. This represented a depoliticisation of cultural policy, by which I mean an eclipse 
of the political dimension of culture and the subsumption of development under an 
economic logos. The ‘disenchantment of politics by economics’ is Will Davies’ (Davies 2015: 
4) definition of the neoliberal project. When UNESCO can uncritically welcome the Orange 
Economy project in Columbia as part the global family of creative economy policies, with 
little recognition of its relationship to a far-right political project, one can see Davies’ 
definition in play. The OECD, British Council and others followed, eulogising the Orange 
Economy in exclusively economic terms. Newly elected President Petro declared it dead, on 
political grounds, in 2022.11   
 
Global Culture and Development 
 
Whereas the 2001 Declaration and 2005 Convention, harking back to Mexico 1982, had 
called for solidarity between Developed and Developing countries - active collaboration, 
preferential treatment, the creative of a development fund targeted at culture (the IFCD) -  
the UNCTAD reports saw the increased share of global trade in cultural goods and services as 
an inevitable by-product of their growing prosperity. If global trade in cultural goods and 
services was growing, then surely developing countries would start to claim their place in this 
expanding global economic sector? 
 
These possibilities were made more feasible because, it seemed, creativity was a ubiquitous 
resource. People in Africa, or Vietnam, or Columbia were just as creative as those in New 
York, Paris or London. The creative economy was indeed a chance to leap-frog. It was a 

                                                      
11 On UNESCO: https://en.unesco.org/creativity/sites/creativity/files/launching-an-orange-future_idb.pdf 

British Council: 
https://www.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/g197_cultural_skills_columbia_english_final_web.pdf 
OECD: https://www.oecd.org/publications/culture-and-the-creative-economy-in-colombia-184f1e07-en.htm 
For the kinds of exclusively economic, indeed financial, assessment routinely used  see 
https://impactotic.co/en/petro-y-el-fin-de-la-economia-naranja-cuales-seran-las-consecuencias/ 
  

https://en.unesco.org/creativity/sites/creativity/files/launching-an-orange-future_idb.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/publications/culture-and-the-creative-economy-in-colombia-184f1e07-en.htm
https://impactotic.co/en/petro-y-el-fin-de-la-economia-naranja-cuales-seran-las-consecuencias/
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development option not reliant on high-finance, or high-tech knowledge, or the mass 
mobilisation of infrastructural resources. Creativity just needed to be encouraged and then 
harnessed to the creative economy, and was thus available to all countries, even the poorest.  
 
The Win Win merger of culture and economy, the eclipse of critical examination of the 
creative economy, and the marginalisation of politics could be seen in the way advocacy has 
tended to trump research. Though UNESCO continued to produce incisive reports on a range 
of matters (gender, digital regulation, media freedoms for example) the core thrust of its 
creative economy programme became ever more boosterish.12 As the economists took over, 
there was a bifurcation between this econometrics-based work and the proliferation of 
scholarly and generalist studies on cultural and media production and its consequences. The 
latter rarely appeared in this advocacy. Supply-side policies for the creative economy, the 
‘creativity bundle’ (O’Connor, 2020) for the ‘creative nexus’ might summon the spirits of 
creativity, whereas those countries which sought to direct industry policy – instrumentally -to 
the cultural industries (think of South Korea and China) needed real industry research.  
 
We can see this uncritical advocacy in the 2008 and 2010 UNCTAD Creative Economy 
Reports, which UNESCO has tended to follow. The headline figure, that the Global South 
accounted for 43 percent of global trade on closer inspection is highly problematic. Their 
definition of the global south encompassed developed countries like Singapore, South Korea 
and Hong Kong. More problematically, it included China, the world’s largest exporter of 
cultural goods (de Beukelaer, 2014) and thus an exception amongst developing countries. 
However, ‘cultural goods’ included furniture, glass and ceramics, textiles and audio-visual 
equipment like televisions. This is a very broad definition of culture indeed, and one wonders 
how the arrival of Chinese (or other countries’) cheap manufactured goods works with 
respect to the diversity of local cultures. Strip out China and the other BRICS, and we find 
that the 49 Less Developed Countries (LDC) account for 0.11 percent of global cultural goods 
exports in 2012, 0.5 percent in 2019, but represents 880 million people or some 12 percent 
of the global population.  
 
Even if we accept this definition of cultural goods, it is cultural services where the high value-
added is found. We know how Apple takes most of the profit from its iPhone and iPads, even 
though they are manufactured in China (Dedrick et al, 2018). The latest UNESCO 2022 
Reshaping Policies for Creativity report tells us that 95 percent of global exports of cultural 
services are from the Global North. This is an astonishing figure after forty years of culture 
and development! 
 
As for global solidarity, the UNESCO 2020 report shows the proportion of Official 
Development Aid allocated to culture and recreation accounted for only 0.23 percent of the 
total. The contributions to the International Fund for Cultural Diversity have also decreased 
in recent years. Similarly, only 12 percent of developed countries report preferential 
treatment for developing countries (UNESCO 2020: 68). 
 
The expansion of global cultural trade has not floated all boats in the global creative 
economy. Developing countries face formidable challenges which cannot be wished away in 

                                                      
12

 The shift between the 2013 UN Creative Economy Report: Widening Local Development Pathways and the 
2018 Reshaping Cultural Policies report, in which the critical ambitions of the former had diminished, is 
instructive.  
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the rush to positive advocacy. We can agree with de Beukalaer (2014). In less developed 
countries the creative economy cannot be seen primarily as a driver of development, but 
rather an indicator. If there is a sizable ‘middle class’ with spending power and education 
concentrated in cities, a context exists in which music, books, theatre, movies and so on will 
be in demand. But how can countries hope to develop the creative economy where only a 
small middle class exists, and the majority of the population does not have the surplus 
disposable income or available leisure time to spend on culture? 
 
The answer, I would suggest, lies in investment in human development: in social and cultural 
infrastructures, education, health, social services. These are the primary drivers of a holistic 
cultural development and culture should take its place in this context, not as economically-
framed supply-side policies for ‘creative matrices’. These latter are imagined as providing 
connectivity to the global creative economy through promoting creative entrepreneurs, 
start-ups, digital enterprises – the whole dot-com package. But they have not worked. Whilst 
they have sometimes allowed the basic development of social and cultural infrastructure, the 
creative economies they generate are small-scale, vulnerable to quick take-over (if they get 
successful), or act as testbeds for local niche markets for larger overseas companies to move 
in.  
 
The push by economic development agencies for digital technologies, and the cultural 
production and consumption they help generate and frame (especially post-pandemic) 
ignored how highly skewed they are towards the large platform companies. These digital 
technologies come with the potential to penetrate and extract value from the lifeworlds of 
local populations to an extent never imagined. Little wonder that the Mondiacult 2022 Draft 
Declaration now highlights that threat. Simply promoting the digital creative economy with 
no proper state regulation of algorithms, ownership, privacy, content balance and so on is a 
recipe for monopoly and concentration (Giblin and Doctorow, 2022). It is the opposite of a 
free media.  
 
For there are real global asymmetries at play here, as the 95 percent figure illustrates. The 
Global North has first mover advantage (the US and UK already ran the music industry in 
Shanghai in the 1920s and Hollywood was globally dominant by the 1930s). As we have 
noted, the 1980s saw a massive expansion of global communications infrastructure with high 
degrees of concentration and convergence centered on the Global North. IP regimes favour 
the Global North, who set the ground rules. Developed countries have highly educated 
populations, developed infrastructure, long evolved governance regimes, developed cultural 
business practices (publishing and the art market goes back 500 years, film and music a 
century etc.), accumulated know-how and so on. Everybody might be creative, but that does 
not mean they all equally have the means to set up and thrive in a local creative economy.  
 
These imbalances should return us to the debates of the 1980s and 1990s, about rising global 
inequality and the need for a rebalancing between North and South. However, this increasing 
gap in access to global cultural markets comes at a moment when, as the report also notes, 
there has been a collapse in the solidarity between North and South. Development budgets 
have been cut; cultural budgets within these have been cut quicker. The IFCD budget for 
2022 was around USD 1.4 million - globally. This is less than the annual salary of a middle 
ranking Goldman Sachs executive. 
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Increasing Dissonance 
 
The creative economy development paradigm, as it has expanded alongside the ‘roll-out’ of 
the 2005 Convention and in association with other agencies – British Council, Goethe 
Institute, OECD, Asia-Development Bank, World Bank, WIPO and so on – may have brought 
some benefits. Those driving these policies tended to do so in the service of ‘culture’, happy 
with new levels of government attention and convinced they were doing so in the service of 
culture. The benign externalities evoked above could be very real, but the questions are 
whether they needed the ‘Trojan Horse’ of the creative economy to do that work, and at 
what ultimate cost.  
 
I would suggest that the Trojan Horse has failed. The cunning disguise has trapped the 
cultural outcomes inside the external image. Globally, cultural policy is in a very bad place. 
Despite twenty years of creative economy, culture is marginalised in mainstream 
development discourse. Whatever the cultural sector thinks about the ever-more detailed 
compendia of metrics now available (ADBI, 2022; OECD, 2022; UNESCO/ ADDCT, 2022; 
UNCTAD, 2022) mainstream economic, social and environmental policy makers do not take it 
seriously. The failure of culture to get its own goal in the 2015 SDGs is telling. So too the ease 
by which culture was ignored in the recent pandemic, an ironic backdrop to its claims to be a 
cutting-edge economic sector (Banks and O’Connor, 2020; Dümcke, 2020; Joffe, 2021).  
 
The dire impact of the pandemic merely confirmed the growing evidence that the cultural 
sector did not necessarily produce ‘good jobs’, neither in their financial renumeration, their 
security or even their intrinsic satisfaction. The decline in artists’ income and the more 
general de-professionalisation of creative work is too well-documented to need repeating 
here. The claim that the creative economy contributes to SGD 8 on Decent Work is seriously 
conestable (Joffe et al, 2022; Joffe and Wangusa, 2022). UNESCO is increasingly concerned 
now with cultural work and the 2005 Commitment to seeking their sustainable livelihoods 
(UNESCO 2022ii). 
 
What is equally uncomfortable perhaps is culture’s absence from current debates around 
social transformation – Green New Deals, ‘just transition’, post-growth, well-being, 
community and alternative economics, sustainable ‘doughnuts’ (Raworth, 2017) and so on. 
These post-globalisation, post-Washington Consensus debates are taking place without the 
effective presence of the cultural policy sector (O’Connor, 2020).  
 
Just as leading with the economic arguments has not worked, there is now a rising and broad 
ranging discontent with the reduction culture to an industrial sector as its primary public 
policy justification. Creative economy language has become increasingly dissonant with the 
‘anthropological’ vision embraced in Mexico 1982. Whilst this vision, for a while, was able to 
co-exist pragmatically with the creative economy paradigm, the dissonance is now telling. 
The broad vision for culture sits very awkwardly with the neoliberal economic orthodoxy 
which underpins the creative economy, with its narrow and quantitative version of human 
welfare and development, its reduction of culture to creativity as resource, and its uncritical 
embrace of ‘free’ markets and trade. Indeed, rather than humanising development, creative 
economy instead has attempted merely to humanise the market.  
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But ‘the market’ is not neutral. It is organised to produce certain effects, many of which are 
directly antithetical to the vision of culture set out in Mexico. As Davies (2017) suggested,  
 

“The economy is cultural... This is why the perspective known as … ‘cultural political 
economy’ is now more valuable than ever, if it can illuminate the ways in which 
markets, property rights, work and consumption produce distinctive identities and 
affects, not as side-effects … but as integral components of how they operate”.  
 

That is why ‘balancing’ cultural and economic benefit is not an accountancy task – the 
quadruple bottom lines and multiple ‘pillars’ – but a cultural political project. As articulated 
in UNESCO’s Conventions and Declarations.  
 
As consequential is the debilitating language of market-led development, which makes 
articulating a cultural vision over above that market extremely difficult. Creativity is 
essentially value-neutral, as can be seen in the ease by which it is regularly detached from 
cultural value and applied to the endless innovation of a turbo-charged consumer economy. 
(Schlesinger, 2017; Mould, 2018).  
 
This a-morality can be seen in the debates over a cultural SDG. In discussing why culture did 
not achieve SDG status, eminent cultural economist David Throsby suggested it was because 
the SDGs were conceived in purely quantitative economic and social terms. Because of this 
language, Throsby suggests, the SDGs were unable to decide on how to measure 
intergenerational equity, what we owe to future generations. Intergenerational equity is the 
very heart of Brundtland’s definition of sustainability. Economics can only pose this as “an 
efficiency question, one of determining optimal strategies for intertemporal resource 
allocation”. As it can only be framed as a “moral or ethical issue, dependent on people’s 
subjective value beyond the reach of a strictly-defined economic calculus” it lies beyond their 
calculus (Throsby, 2017: 138). 
 
Economics, as Kim Stanley Robinson’s suggested in his 2020 book Ministry of the Future, 
simply cannot deal with the future. But culture can. One of the most fundamental and 
universal definitions of culture is of an enduring bond between past and future generations. 
Anglo-Irish conservative philosopher Edmund Burke famously described society as “a 
contract… between those who are dead, those who are living, and those who are to be 
born”.  The inability of neoclassical and neoliberal forms of economic reasoning to measure, 
and thus value, this intergenerational connection is one of the contributory reasons for the 
multiple world-wide systems stress that we now face.  
 
In aligning itself so closely with economic measures of development and growth, culture has 
marginalised itself - why invest in culture when you can invest in mining or high-tech or 
engineering – and endlessly flip-flops between cutting edge industry and mendicant basket-
case. Its creative economy language has undermined its own specific value, and, as such not 
only diminishes its contribution overcoming our global challenges but, as a consumer-
economy predicate on endless growth, can easily be seen as endemic to these challenges. 
 

A New Global Paradigm? 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/5987our-common-future.pdf
https://moneyontheleft.org/2021/04/01/ministry-for-the-future-with-kim-stanley-robinson/
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Culture is absent from the current about the dire challenges of our current epoch, and this 
contributes to our current loss of vision. As Professor Hans Mommaas, Director of The 
Netherland’s Environmental Assessment Agency, wrote: 
 

In the midst of the various problem agendas… there is no clear place or storyline any 
longer for the role of culture––in the sense of creating and celebrating collective 
forms of imagination, communication, perspectives… [We] must have a rich cultural 
sphere in itself… for culture to be instrumental to these other agendas... So why not 
start with redeveloping the storyline that in the midst of the crises we find ourselves 
in, we urgently need a revival of a cultural sphere and that the current lack of this has 
been a big mistake… because it is producing [a] distrust in the future and [a] lack of 
collective imagination (Personal Communication).  

 
This indicates the challenge ahead. 
 
Global Solidarity  
 
There is a creative economy ceiling beyond which local ‘creative nexus’-style policies cannot 
go. For many developing countries the global playing field is too unequal, and local 
consumption may not yet high enough. In these circumstances there are two linked paths to 
take: increased cooperation, development aid, preferential treatment etc. from the Global 
North, and local investment in culture as part of the social infrastructure rather than as 
creative economy. 
 
The global cultural solidarity of 2005 convention has weakened significantly. There are many 
reasons for this. There has been a negative reaction against globalisation, and thus 
development aid, and this is also true in culture (see the IFCD budget). This was exacerbated 
by culture’s exclusion from the SDGs, and we have seen evidence of the progressive 
marginalisation of culture within development budgets in consequence. The reductions of 
many arts budgets in the Global North have also cut into the activities of ‘cultural diplomacy’ 
agencies such as the British Council. The clamp down on migration from the Global South, 
now a major political hot topic, has seen the mobility of artists significantly reduced, with 
stories of declined visas and even deportation common. So too the decline of the WTO has 
given rise a much more fragmented landscape, where bi-lateral and region-specific treaties 
often speak of culture in purely commercial terms, despite the 2005 Convention. 
 
On the other hand, the United Nations, in its recent Our Common Agenda, and next year’s 
Summit of the Future, aimed at reframing the SDGs in 2030, leads with the idea of ‘global 
public goods’. It has asked UNESCO and others to help define what a culture as a global 
public good might look like. We will not get into definitions here, but a global public good 
cannot be expressed in purely economic or GDP terms13. The framing of Our Common 
Agenda is very different from the 1990s globalisation agenda, concerned as it is with 
widening inequalities, climate change, geopolitical instability and the fraying of the social 
contract in many countries. The cultural sector needs to take note.  
 

                                                      
13

 The United Nations (UN 2021) is struggling with the provenance of ‘public goods’ in neoclassical economic 
theory (attributed to Paul Samuelson in the mid-1950s) and a more expansive vision of ‘common good’. See 
chapter IV and also UNESCO, 2015. 



 

 
 18 

Culture as a global public good will certainly include its economic and social benefits, but for 
culture to be taken seriously as a global public good, one perhaps deserving of its own 
cultural SDG, then it will have to articulate its value with a new vision. This will have to 
include culture’s own specific value, and its contribution to reframing sustainable 
development.  
 
Rebuilding global solidarity for culture would be an important contribution to rebuilding 
global solidarity per se. But to do this, to be taken seriously in the global sustainability 
debate, culture needs to rebuild the kind of global coalition that existed in the lead up to 
2005. It cannot do so if it continues to lead on creative economy. It must return to the 
themes of 1982, and 2005, but in a very different context. The Mondiacult 22 Declaration 
seems a step in that direction.  
 
Culture as Social Foundation 
 
The development ceiling can be addressed by investing in the social infrastructure or social 
foundations – health, education, infrastructure, social services (FEC 2020). These do not 
come as inevitable by-products of economic development but must be explicitly chosen by 
government. If they are left entirely to the market then they will happen only in highly 
selective areas (associated with more wealthy sections of the population) and will exacerbate 
inequality, acting as a drag on development. This is now accepted amongst the development 
community and accounts for the ending of the Washington Consensus and the adoption of 
various forms of ‘green new deals’ – transition to renewables, green jobs, and social 
infrastructure development.  
 
Culture needs to situate itself in these new social foundations, aligning itself with health, 
education, social services, essential infrastructures (O’Connor, 2022). It requires new 
investment in creative education (from design to performing arts, music to games, digital 
publishing to traditional crafts). It requires investment in cultural facilities – not just the 
inevitable ‘starchitect’ designed iconic buildings, but more distributed and socially accessible 
spaces: community centres, small arts spaces, maker spaces, exhibition and performance 
spaces. This is not just about building but facilitating, regulating, programming. It requires 
targeting the young, educated ‘middle class’ cultures in the cities, but also the poorer, more 
rural, more excluded communities. It means focusing on communal infrastructure, public 
places and spaces, mobility and interactivity, all within a more grounded and sustainable 
framework, aware of the local carbon footprint of the cultural metabolism. It requires a 
robust public policy language for culture as a public good - without which the wider culture 
system cannot thrive.  
 
This costs money, but so do other creative economy initiatives. If investment goes purely into 
commercially oriented CCI projects, without the wider development of the cultural 
foundations, then ultimately this would be subsidising a small group of entrepreneurs mostly 
to the benefit of global cultural corporations. 
 
This is a new agenda, but one that addresses the need for a new global solidarity in culture 
and the need to focus locally on the development of foundational socio-cultural capacity – 
education, infrastructure, urban and rural connectivity – not culture as creative economy.  
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It is a return to the concerns of the 2005 Convention – developing and sustaining the cultural 
industries within a wider ecosystem, in order to develop a flourishing, diverse culture. It can 
do so whilst looking for new ways to re-establish the global solidarity that also underpinned 
2005. It is a big agenda, but it registers the real crisis in which culture now finds itself. 
 

Conclusion 
 
The care for culture, the nurturing of a sustainable foundation for the diversity of meanings 
and local expressions, can no longer be left to the creative economy – neither to the ‘free’ 
market nor the huge economic footprint of the global cultural corporations and the 
extractive practices of the global platforms. 
 
This is not abandoning either economics or development. We need to think culture as part of 
a sustainable future, as part of the mixed economy provision of public goods that will provide 
jobs and wealth - the foundational economy of health, education and social services is far 
bigger than the ‘creative economy’ (O’Connor, 2022). But ultimately culture is to be judged 
on what it delivers to us all, individually and collectively. Creative economy folds culture into 
the consumption attributes of an aspirational global middle-class lifestyle that is increasingly 
unsustainable. The creative economy is less an assertion that development must be 
humanised but rather it’s hot air turbocharger. 
 
Culture is not an inexhaustible resource to be exploited but a shared commons that we need 
to nurture. Culture is what we need to re-imagine the future, and to find better ways to live 
together. It cannot just be dissolved into economic development. To re-imagine cultural 
policy is to re-imagine the world.  
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