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RETHINKING PARTICIPATION IN THE AARHUSASEUROPEAN CAPITAL OF
CULTURE 2017-PROJECT

ABSTRACT

This paper examines the relationship between cultural partaipatid regional development with
reference to the European Capital of Culture in 2017. Hnerbidding stage Aarhus 2017 claimed it
put “participation” at the heart of its strategic plans, through consultation at roadshows and
exhibitions. In addition it aspired to use culture as a csttédy development not only in the city of
Aarhus but across the region of Central Denmark. This pheesfore examines how participation is
defined and implemented to address regional developmém iarhus 2017 process through textual
analysis of documentation from Aarhus 2017 and delivery pariser®ll as over 20 interviews with
managers and participants involved in a range of 2017 proje@gafier argues against the common
prioritisation of urban and professional cultural institutiond makes the case for decentralised
cultural provision, that supports both amateurs and professitinailsyh a regional networked
structure.

KEY WORDS
Creative cities and regions, participation, regional developraemopean Capitals of Cultyre
festivalisation

Introduction

It has bea claimed that we are experiencing a “festivalisation of culture” (Bennett, Woodward, &
Taylor, 2014) whereby a thriving events industry has developedtitess both changing patterns of
cultural participation but also a growing policy interestising culture to support local and regional
development. Major events such as the European Capital of CHtDoE |claim to “operate on a
scale that offers unprecedented opportunities for acting as a catalyst for city change” (Palmer Rae
Associates, 2004But meanings ofdevelopment” and “culturalparticipation” in such events have
been shown to shift according to both physical context andgablibjectives. The boosterist claims
of their transformative impact have also been challenged.

This paper therefore argues that there is a teeedderstand what kind of development is being
advanced by whom and for whom in order to challenge pervasivérti It adopts an empirical
approach to examine the relationship between culture and denato in one case study of the ECoC
in Aarhus in 2017. Aarhus 2017 was chosen due to its aspiratiavéoa region-wide impact across
Central Jutland, Denmark. The paper examines the various ep@sda and tensions within the
agendas of “development” and “cultural participation”, in line with what Leys defines as a move from
development theory (which he characterised as largely top dational policy driven agenda) to
development studies, which allows for a greater understandountéxt and for other voices to be
heard (Leys, 1996).

The paper begins with an examination of theories of both ralgitavelopment and participation
which will underpin the analysis of what change is implieERoC. It then examines the processes
employed and the people involved in decision making, in Aa2Bag, to consider the implications
for both the development of cultural participation and the hg#meln so doing it aims to challenge
existing theory and practice in this field and develop new uradaiistgs of the relationship between
participation and development.

Regional development and participation

Global shifts in economics, populations and cultures has ledrimrang academic and policy interest
in theories to understand and strategies to support regional deegibat both a local and national



scale. This isnost often characterized by an economic focus, with regcmmapetitiveness rather
than collaboration seen as a mechanism to stimulate fly{@uardon, 2011)it is claimed that such an
approach may provide benefits in helping a locale brand tgeédentifying their “niche” strengths.
Culture and the events industry have played a significantrrobesi, in part as a result of the wide
scale adoption by policy makers, of the theoretical framlewovided by the creative cities and
creative class discourses (Landry & Bianchini, 1995) (Florida2R02) The former focuses oam
creative approach to urban planning as a condition for urbatogevent and the latter on the
agglomeration effect created by attracting a criticadsraf creative individuals. But what they share
is an approach which centralises rather than distributes edsisuelopment benefits and creates
competition not collaboration between cities. ECoC, whigiesdid to be named capital of culture in
the hope that this will provide transformational changeHertost, provides an example of this
approach.

But the economic growth model, built on regional competitionblees arguetb reinforce social
inequalities both within the place and across a wider regiomtion (Pratt, 2011) (Peck, 2005)
Indeed, Richard Florida has himself acknowledged growing evédiensupport these criticisms
(Florida R. , 2017) The city or metro region approach, which Aarhus has adoptteanpts to

address this by giving cities greater responsibility for stingethe benefits between city and
hinterland more strategically (Parr, 200Byt, when still based on an economic growth model, it has
been criticised for weakening local power and decision rgakihere the city takes the strategic lead
over smaller municipalities, often with uneven distributionesfources (Turok, 2009)Furthermore,
there is no evidence that such approaches reduce depopulaioalbfowns and rural areas as cities
continue to expand at their expense. There has therefererbcognition of the different interests at
play and the need to consider not only the economic drivers oflgbmialso what might make
smaller places sodlg and culturally sustainable.

One such approach has been through builtidgptive capacity” or resilience among citizens rather
than the top down approach to economiceltgyment (Pike, Dawley, & Tomaney, 2010). This has
commonly adopted approaches from social learning (Collins & B@6) where citizens develop an
understanding of their own local needs through interaction diwhdetween one another, or public
participation which assumes the need for citizens to be Bcengaged in decision making about the
development processes which affect their lives (Brodie, @gwé Nissen, 2009). In both cases it is
through the sharing between professionals and participantdebelopment takes place

But it may be argued that both theories fail to define timtransfer of power, between the
professional or expert and the participant, takes plategetprocesses. It is not enough for
participants to be involved in activity or decision making baytmust also set the agenda and have
the fiscal ability to implement change in order for poveesthift (Jancovich, 2017). Instead it is
claimed that participatory development has too often beed as part of a neo-liberal trend that sees
a reduction of state responsibility for development and pleesponsibility for it on already under
resourced communities (Davoudi & Madanipour, 2015) (Mohan &Kata2000) The social aspect

to development it is therefore argued cannot ignore the ecoribexiisting inequalities are to be
addressed.

ECoC has developed in parallel to many oktdiscourses from early iterations that celebrated
existing cultural cities (Athens in 1995 and Florence in 1986&)rafocus on its potential for
economic development with Glasgow in 1990 to an increasebsttin the social aspects since the
millennium, including citizen involvement in the planning stagfesuch programmes. By so doing it
is claimed that hosting can simultaneously contribute to tieral) social and economic
development of the designate city or regjon (Palmer Rae i$ssc200%and each were core
components of the bid for Aarhus 2017, which was constructed notneolying all 19 of the
municipalities in Central Jutland but also the citizens tharaseéh activities that distributed decision
making on the programme content within their own communibesies 2011). This paper focuses
on the participatory processes within Aarhus 2017 not to providenedds its contribution to
development, nor make the case for culture, but rather thdegghanalysis of one case, to
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understand the way these tensions are played out in prakttieé&es a thematic approach to answer
the following research questions:

e How is Aarhus 2017 understood by key agents tadagalyst for regional development?

e How is participation conceptualised by different delivery agand what are the approaches,
issues and challenges employed?

e How is Aarhus 2017 embedded in the strategies of the municipalibedento ensure longer
term impacts?

M ethodology

This paper examines the role of participatory processes anchappsoin the development phase of
Aarhus 2017 between 2013-2016 where the focus was on strategic developstiegtand capacity
building, rather than just delivery. This is in keeping withttieory above that participatory
processes should involve citizens not only in decision making bgeimda setting.

The core data of this analysis is 20 interviews or focuspgrconducted with managers and public
participants involved in a range of 2017 projects. The projeldsted were identified from the full
list of Aarhus 2017-projects as defined in the EU monitoring papers (B@%6) on those which
articulated a focus on participation. The participatory ptejthat are included in this project are
based in either villages, cities outside Aarhus or in morgimalized areas within Aarhus. They are
thus not a representative sample of Aarhus 2017 projects butiaerately chosen as examples of
participatory projects working with regional developmentetialance power between centre and
periphery.

This is contextualized by textual analysis of documentatmm #harhus 2017 and delivery partners
as well adoth qualitative and quantitative research on the municipal and regional politicians’ attitude
towards Aarhus 2017. This include interviews with chairs of them@llcommittees in four
municipalities outside Aarhus in autumn 2017 as well as a regionalysdistributed to all municipal
politicians in the region in December 2017

The selected projectgere all carried out by agents in the region, and thus not by énbus 2017
Foundationestablished in 2012 as a result of the designation as ECoC asitkeydedent for the
year. As such they support the aim of giving space to alternative pexass voices than those
commonly repesented in policy evaluationd he cases selected cover both traditional cultural
institutions with very little prior experience of participgteultural projects, cultural institutions with
a long track record on this and agents that would not ngrimaltonsidered cultural institutions as
follows:

¢ The Democracy Batonaproject which aims to explore how libraries could function as
relevant and engaging democratic platforms, and edd@amocratic participation among
young people, by having at co-created activities in the R ipating regional libraries
(Hesselberg, Stephensen and Hansen 2(Rrgject management and local librarians were
interviewed in 6 locations

e The Participatory Museuma consortium of 8 museums aimed to rethink the way their
service operates. A key project has been the user-generateopdeset of the permanent
exhibition in the local history museum in the habour town &ren
(http://www.aarhus2017.dk/en/calendar/four-wayspproach-norddjurs/94 235/
Three museum management and staff was interviewed.

¢ Rethink the Village- a strategic project including villages across the region combihiag t
development of locally generated cultural activities with oekvand gatherings across the
region demonstrating the qualities of rural life and debatingélhelopment hereof
(http://www.aarhus2017.dk/en/calendar/experience-the-village/B413/
Project agents and citizen participants were interviewédvillages.

¢ RECCcORD-a knowledge exchange and development project in which staffdreamiety of
culture houses (defined as community centres, art centreébadtdivolve at least some
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amateur or voluntary activitipparticipated in staff exchange and functioned as citizen
researchers in order to reflect on participatory practi{gsksson, Reestorff and Stage
2017) Managers and volunteers from participating Culture Houses weerviewed from 3
locations

e Eutopia— as part of the regeneration of Gellerup, the largest|duomiesing estate in
Denmark new cultural opportunities for local producers were provided, dsawéhe large
scale multicultural event Eutopia in the Aarhus 2017-programme
(http://www.aarhus2017.dk/en/programme/full-moon-events/eutopia-2017/
Management and citizen participants were interviewed.

o Institute for X and Gellerup Film Projeeta mentorship programme for new creatives
defined as the “growth layer” for the region were included in the OFF Track 2017-
programmeManagement and citizen participants were interviewed.

e Carte Blanche Theatre, a professional theatre in Vibailitéded and staged the Pop-Up
Kulturhus in the OId City Hall in June 2017 combining a varietyotizéies including the
presentation of the archive of the two year long Art of Listg@iiming at new interactions
and dialogues between citizejitp://www.cblanche.dk/en/pop-up-kulturhjis/
Management was interviewed.

e Nordisk Teaterlaboratorium/Odin Teatret, a professitmedtre working with community
engagement since 1989 creating Festive Weeks based on the aitisijideoof the barter in
which all participants contribute on equal termgh{mann, et al 2016) Management, staff
and citizen participants were interviewed.

This paper does not aim to provide an in depth analysis of thegetgsrnor a systematic typology of
the 2017 programme, rather it demonstrates the variety of ajy@owvithin the programme and the
different agents taking part in the negotiation of the valinefjding professional artists, cultural
intermediaries and public participants

Aarhus 2017 as a catalyst for regional development

The Central Denmark region, of which Aarhus is a pag @dy constructed as a region in 2007 and
while the city has a growing young and highly educated pdpojatome of the 19 municipalities that
make up the wider region, are struggling with declining populatimhemployment, especially in the
Western part of the region. As such many of those interviéovetlis research said the region offers
a microcosm of the global trend of depopulation from agside to city. One person argued that

“in Denmark, we have emptied the countryside and concentrateapiudaion more and more in
cities. In Norway, they kept all the smaller cultural cities...but to keep them they had to make
infrastructure, which is [transport] and [culture]” (Volunteer from Cultug House).

In Denmark statutory provision of culture includes libragied music schools. By involving all 19
municipalities in the bid for Aarhus 2017 the aim was, in liitl thhe city region approach, to use
anticipated benefits of ECoC as a catalyst for the develapofiche whole region and address latk o
investment in other cultural infrastructure (Davies, 20A4yhus as the second largest city in
Denmark already had a developed cultural infrastructurkyding flag ship institutions such as
ARO0S Art Museum, Danish National Opera, Den Gamle Barhds Symphony Orchestra alongside
culture houses within residential communiti€lhe eight larger municipalities in the region (above
50.000 inhabitants with one central town) typically have fastructure including one or more
museums and a professional, partly state-funded theatréringprofessional and an amateur led
cultural house. The smaller municipalities typicallyreh the neighboring towns for professional
cultural provision and focus themselves on amateur cultural supply.

Among those interviewed for this research, there weferdifices of opinion about the value of
Aarhus 2017 as a regional programme. While some cultural agamsawed from Aarhus
guestioned the regional approach, as diluting the programméeaimpact of the event, those in the
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regionswere more strongly supportive of it. On closer investigatiandtiference also corresponded
with those who talked more about ECoC as an event to shotteapmfessional arts and a catalyst
for cultural development and those for whom it was seen asugsteor social and economic
development. This clearly demonstrates the different intereptayawithin such an initiative

between those in the cultural sector and those workinggiomal development. But what they shared
was a commitment to the belief that ECoC did provide dppities for development in one form or
anotherand a vehicle to “rethink” the relationship between culture and society which became the
theme for the programmeHowever, this paper argues that balancing so many diffgoaté may
exacerbate the problem of obscuring the power relationships awitéayy these different agendas.

Those interviewed from cultural institutions said there arasbsolute need toethink” irrespective

of ECoC, in order to address the changing patterns of cluftarticipation suggested in the literature
above but also, for those in receipt of subsidy, the increasied to justify public investment.
Necessity, rather than personal choice was thereforeittee tr many cultural organisations to
adopt the regional development approach. Initiatives asittte Democracy Baton and Participatory
Museum were therefore underway before Aarhus 2017 came on tleeAssuch Aarhus 2017 was
“a catalyst for a lobf initiatives [if not actually] facilitatingit” (Culture House manageit was
acknowledgedby one person thathe advantagef that shouldbethatit generates freedom within
each community, within each municipalitydevelop your own methods and your own take on this
project” (Local project manager, Rethink the Village). This clefitbywith the claims for local power
over agenda setting and decision making, referenced above, butaighifone person argued that
the pressuref a regional strategic context could do things that lodidrs:alone could not. This was
also seen as essential if Aarhus 2017 was to be a catalysute é&ong term investment rather than a
short term event.

The rethink theme was also seer‘laanding for new waysof thinking, for taking newisks”

(Library staff, Democracy Baton) which several of the orgensi said was helpfinl persuading
politicians and staff membets try new approaches. But most agreed that unless the dwesatgahge
was there across the whole organisation and indeed for some tleeofvtiee cultural sector, it was
unlikely that this change would outlive the programme. Thisdeasonstrated through the interim
evaluation of the libraries project. Where library managedsstaff bought into the idea behindithe
project it was felt that the lessons learned were embdddgderm. But where those given the task
of deliverysaw it as imposed on them it became “a project they have had and then it’s passed on and
it’s more or less out of their heads” (Library staff, Democracy Baton) and in some cases st#ftat
participating libraries were outwardly resistant.

Similarly there were criticisms that the Aarhus 2017 Fouoddtad not lived up to and invested as
much in facilitating cultural change as originally intend&averal claimed that tleapproach was
“very traditional.... I don’t think [they] are rethinking themselves” (Staff from Participatory Museum)
and “when different people came into the leadership and things happened and somehow they forgot

about [communities]” (Project manager from Gelleru@s a result the ambitious regional
development claims of the Aarhus 2017 are called into questikay tension for a participatory
approach to development therefore is how to find the balaeteeeen distributing power and decision
making and taking a strategic lead.

While there were questions about the Found&iomtribution however there’re was a strong sense
that the region wide collaboratigrihat many of the projects were paft would not have happened
without Aarhus 2017. While villages Denmark already have a network where they come together
explore shared problems, the Rethink the Village initiatias saido provide investmertb allow
themto try out some new approaches locally, including participatory himdgend share their
learning regionally. Similarly, the RECcORD project pdadanopportunity for the existing Culture
House movemenh Denmarkto not only reexamine its own role but open a wider discourse with
culture houses across Europe. Work with new artists andmahopmmunities were also seas

only made possible through new investment from Aarhus 2017. IndttuXe who actechsmentors



for “the growthlayer” said that‘you’ve never had grassroots actors actually distribute mbefeye”
(Project manager, Institut for X).

From the community participants spokerthere was also a powerful sense of pidhe project and
“being partof somethingsobig” (Community participant Rethink the Villageather than just their
normal everyday local activities. Young immigrant perfornietGellerup said they hédthever had
anything like thisbefore” and citizensn Rethink the Village, saii “helps usto become visible on
themap” and promote the valus living in villages. For many of those interviewed it was these
regional networks which were likely to be the greatestritmuiton to regional development of Aarhus
2017, providing a vehicle for shared learning and for lobbyinfufdher investment.There were
concerns however about the sustainabditguch initiatives without greater biryat a strategic level
from the FoundationFar from increasing investment in the regions, it was alsohiitat cultural
development focus, encouraging growth through tourism and irnmaegtment rather than
participation of local citizens, could become a furtha@irdon money for outlying areas. The
following section therefore considers how participation was conakgped in the programme in order
to examine how citizens were involved.

How is participation conceptualised by different delivery agents and what ar e the approaches,
issues and challenges employed?

As a part of the development of the bid for Aarhus 2017, relseeas conducted on patterns of
cultural consumption across the Central Denmark Region (Epinion Nbeve211). This showed

that even though participation generally was high, there alear differences in rates of participation
between different types of activity. In addition, partitipa rates are significantly lower in specific
groups, such as in rural areas and among ethnic minorities (Bsem 2015). This led to a tension,
evident in all the grey literature examined for this resgebetween an approach to participation
based on decision making and the more traditional approaleim Wit cultural sector to defining
participation in terms of reception of cultural activityo{B®, Dal Pozzolo, Di Federico, & Gordon,
2012)

In the official application the focus on decision making is most avidéh a call

“to involve the whole community... to change habits and strategies...to rethink definitions of
culture, quality, communication, accessibility and oururaktinstitutions. Our definition of

“culture” must be widened, and new strategies of inclusion, outreach are needed desperately.”
(Davies 2011 pg 91)

It is estimated that approximately 8000 people were involve@wsing the programme through
consultations, roadshows and exhibitions. But as described irfansg Laursen (2015) the
transition from the bidding phase (2007-2012) to the delivery phase (2013204 radical
organisational changes including a total change in the manaangéeama shift from a primary focus
on project development towards programming, and a correspordiefjnition of participation, from
participation in decision making to participation in culturahaties.

This is demonstrated by the KPlIs in the strategic plan whichlemat audience and volunteer

numbers. In addition, culture was said to have been reddfiorad everything we do together”

where the process of engagement, rather than the cultudalgbrwas most important to the

accusation that the Foundation and the professional arts geet‘hijacking the cultural concept”
(Library staff from Democracy Baton) and caring more atimeiadvancing their art forms and

attracting “world class culture” (Rasmussen, 2015) than advancing the region. As a result accarding t
Eriksson and Stephensfn (2§16

“Compared to the much grander ambitions of the application, these new aims and objectives
of Aarhus 2017 are obviously more modeshot least on the rhetorical level than the


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1X7YMLae-Vx_-AuKD3rECrY2DV581kpQOGM41I2EVvJo/edit#heading=h.4d34og8

ones originally envisioned. And to the regret of some theyohgurse, also much more
ordinary or less ambitious.* (Eriksson & Stephensen, 2016)

It may therefore be argued that the process of managiftCoC, with multiple development
objectives, limits its potential. But it is significant tat@that thé=oundation delivered only
approximately 20% of the programme, the rest being deliveredditsain the city and the region.
This decentralised programe structure means that although the participatory decisionnignaki
approach may have been de-prioritised by the Foundatsnii tbok place within the projects
However, within the projects examined for this research thasealso limited shared understanding
of either the meaningr purposeof participation. There were some approaches that focused on
audience development for existing arts provision, somedhact more about increasing civic
participation and others that wanted to use participatorgidecmaking to rethink how the cultural
institutions operated.

Significantly where participation in planning or decision makiag employed there was most
evidence of enthusiasm for the benefits. It was also s&id #ocatalyst to other forms of participation
in a way that other forms were not, as it was descrisemh important tool to improve
communication between institutions and public. While wakdasdrt and culturgvere a barrier to
participation reframing conversations around generdiihgs for making life... exciting” (Public
participant, Rethink the Village) took awayople’s hesitation about getting involved. Involving
people early enough the process was also seen as esselttitie cas@f the Democracy Batoih
was said that that the project suffered from béirgated in alibrarian’s head” (Library staff,
Democracy Baton). Haitl been devised with the community rather than for thiemas felt both the
process and the outcomes would have been more effechigesTn line with theories on
participatory processes above which stateybaneedto involve peopleat agenda setting not just a
the delivery end.

In termsof who participated most projects acknowledged there was@mmari working with existing
groups, suclascommunity associatioria Rethink the Villager school partiegn the Democracy
Baton and the idea that thieest benefitis it’s attracting other people than timial” (Public
participant, Rethink the Village). Mamf those interviewed acknowledged that they engégees

you would callusers” (Library staff, Democracy Batomy “people who had a lobf resources”

(Project manager, Rethink the Village). While workinghwakisting users may provide valuable
learning about the user experienités hardto see how this achieves the aidfirreducing social
inequalities. Many acknowledged that reaching those previously agetigvas very time consuming
and the strategy of working with users and existing groups wae batof a needo provide the
guantitative evidencef who takes partp justify public investmentAs a resultjt was claimed than
some instance&&he focus has been too much on the numbers and not on thetaamtiging to do
some newactivities” (Library staff, Democracy BatonJhe desire to see increased percentage gains
for cultural institutions is therefore argued to be countediyetive both to the process of engaging
new people and to encouraging cultural change.

Where projects focused less on numbers there was good evidaraelihg new peoplén Rethink
the Village, participatory budgeting sometimes involved peopleggddorto door,to engage people.
Because people were asked for ideamake things happen with the morieymake them possible
“we saw new faces and youndeces” (Public participant, Rethink the Village) than were norynall
involvedin community associations and committees. While some arguiesuitia processes were
only feasible on very local initiatives others argued thiatpiersonal approach could donein other
ways, by any institution by just getting outside their four waatld talkingto people on the stredh
the Gellerup Film project, the facilitator spent timahe area gettintp know people. For him,
originally coming from the neighbourhood was keyis way in, and he argued it could neveabe
effective where a professional was brouighrom outside of the community. Birt other cases,
professionals worked with local advocates who, by worksgp between, quickly reached people
that the facilitator could not have reached alone. Thiglmeaargued to be a more effective way of
addressing the inequalities both socially and culturally iraeepl



There was a clear sense from the cultural institutionsvieteed that a shared process between
professionals and community was the most effective mechdaismaintaining change through these
processes. Problems arose where delivery was devolyedticipants without any structuoé
support.In the Democracy Baton, where young people wereaddfieir own devicego deliver
activitiesin the library they were generally less effective than wheee/oung people came up with
the ideas but were then mentored through delivehy: magic happens$ you go with them and you
supportthem” (Library staff, Democracy Baton). Similarly the Gellerup Film Project, the aim was
to use long term mentorirtg provide opportunitieso not only find, but support the development
new cultural actors from more diverse communities. Thar@ concerns, among professionals, about
the dangers of de-professionalising sectors through particigattocgsses, where too much power
was devolved to participants. For some of the artists im@ed it challenged the role of their

creative vision in pushing people’s boundaries and librarians questioned the trend in employing
project managers to replace their specialism

However, some public participants or those working in the mmmemunity based structures felt that
the professional protectionism of the cultural sector was otteajreatest barriers to change and risk
to the sustainability of learning from Aarhus 2017. There wassals® evidence from those
interviewed that the greatest barriers to change existed@those who defined themselves strongly
with the professional identify of either librarian or siti

The need for professional cultural leadership was challengedrbg in the Culture House
movement, which has been built on volunteering and amateuwismeiny years. Its strength was
seerto be“local anchoring, local connections and ownership” (Culture House volunteer). Similarly,
someof the people involveth Rethink the Village argued that village structures alreaitexlto

offer the support without the need for professiamadrtistic intervention. Institut for X felt their
strength wan “keeping this undefinedpace....for people themselvds create content...people
doing things without asking permissions, you krtba¢’s the biggestuccess” (Public participant,
Institute forX). Lackof investment, rather than lack of professionalism weretber arguedo be

the only limitto their activitiesn the cas®f Odin Theatre, they described the proadssultural
exchange” between themselvesartists and the community within which they were workingdaud
they preferred ndb think about a divide between professionals and particifantatherto see
everyone engagedd a processisbringing different competencies. However, many felt thatpower
relationships between professionals and amateurs remainedmaoiosl There are thus a number of
dilemmas embedded in participatory processes. A key elemtnis iis that neither the term
“participation” nor the term “culture” has a fixed meaning. Based on the rethinking theme developed
in the bidding process of Aarhus 2017, a variety of differenttaders been involved in participatory
projects in which these negotiations are at stake. Thisgnikanthe power relations and the
mechanisms of inclusioard exclusion are embedded both at a programme and projekire
Aarhus 2017. How these negotiations are dealt with are key t@thee of any regional
development. Furthermore, to determine the longer term irppaath approaches, it is necessary to
look at the embedding of such approaches in policy strategigsh are considered in the next
section.

How is Aar hus 2017 embedded in policy strategiesin order to ensure longer term impacts?

Most of those interviewed from thegjects, hoped that Aarhus 2017 would help make the case for
local cultural provision, rather than centralising provisesthe original bid document acknowledged
that most peoplérarely visit culture outside their homewn” (Davis 2011 pg. 90). The Libraries,
Museums and Culture Houses, all saw their proggjslotsto rethink the range of activities they
provided and bygodoing help make the case for longer term investment. But Wenealso concerns
that the more institutions expanded their role the morewleeg“treading on each other’s toes” (said

by both Library staff, Democracy Baton and Culture House veérand becoming more similar.



Outsideof the Aarhus 2017 initiative some places were experiencing the meérdearies and
culture housegr museums and archives. Some sawaki good thing, increasing collaboration and
encouraging useite cross over between activities. Staff at Carte Blanchegeatpat in terms of
product “the blending of artsforms” meant links between different structures was inevitatde a
multi-use spaces helped facilitate this. But for otherstivare concerns that the centralisaton
merger of services was further reducing local provigicareas that were already under resourced.
The Culture House® particular, historically run by volunteers, felt under thrédainy saw the
absorptiorof their roleby the municipalities who were creating new structures, witfegsional
management and some cases professional arts programmes. The local smafiere houses,
Institut for X and Gellerup all felt th&as soonasthe municipality start investing a big place, then
they lose funding for the small places because the bigptaean that they’re visible” (Public
participant, RECcORP

But significantly centralised spaces were gaidttract less diverse audiences and did not allow local
peopleto define the cultural offer for themselyeghich is at odds both with Aarhus 2017’s aspiration

to rethink culture and the aims to reduce inequalities. Oraryilarcknowledged that although they
had increased their overall numbers since they hadatieatt services and moved from their old
building onan estateo a glossy new onia the hearbf the shopping area

“we usedto have the young immigrants corimeto hang out, thegdon’t come anymore,
it is just students doing their homewarkparents with kids on a shoppibgeak”
(Library staff, Democracy Baton).

There was a widely-held perception that Aarhus 2017 had bewanmsuch about protecting the
existing infrastructure, arftthe big institutions making the case for why they shddéhvestedn
[rather than] any dialogue about whether funding shbeletdistributedo different typesof
organisations” (Culture House voluntegrAs one person said

“when | cameto [this area] there was both a movie cinema and a theaitleall kindsof
differentthings...all of a sudden | realised there was 7000 people living here tman 50%
under 18 [and the cinema and theatre have gondhareds only one youth centre. The
balances totally off” (Project manager, Gellerup Film Project)

Part of the problem was seen, by some interviewees, to becthtbat placing participation at the
heart of Aarhus 2017 was driven more by the ECoC agenda tharational agenda in Denmark and
as such it was uncertain whether this approach would be ineithfaeyond 2017Each municipality
had put money into Aarhus 2017 to make it a regional initiaingeas a result politicians were active
in ensuring that there was a return on their investment, yoddlere was also some evidence of
municipalities making more money available through particigatadgeting in response to their
experiences with Rethink the Village. There was some supportimtaimnehe regional networks that
had been developed through many of the initiatives. This vesstegorovide a mechanism to shar
learning and build capacity at a local level and betweeti snganisations.

But is still too early to conclude anything about the longer-tenpact of Aarhus 2017 on the
regional development of the Central Denmark Region. Howeéisrpossible to look at the political
level and see how being part of Aarhus 2017 has changed the colauof in regional development.
A first indication that the role of culture has changed pnlgical level can be found in a survey
distributed to all municipal politicians in the region by rethinkIMPACTS 2017 in December 2017. Of
those who responded 43% of the politicians said that Aarhus 2017 has strengtheneolehaf

culture in their own municipality and 57% stated that Aarhus P@%7%trengthened the cultural
collaboration between the municipalities in the region. This ise with the metro region way of
thinking, one that is clearly strong among the politiciarthéregion. But the survey also indicate
some scepticism towards the idea that the whole region will bémafi Aarhus 2017. Asked in a
multiple-choice question which areas will benefit from Aarhus Y% answered Aarhus Cjty4%
the other larger cities, and only 35% smaller cities and 2&%utral areas in the region. This clearly



indicates that there is a political understanding of the urbie tension and a feeling that tissnot
be addressed enough within the ECoC framework.

In supplementary interviews in four municipalities outsidehiarparticipatory processes, defined as
citizen engagement and public ownership and not as audience deveiapdtural institutions,
were mentioned as important to ensure a better regioraideaBut it was also recognized that this
was prioritised more from the neo-liberal aspect of engiogecitizens to taken on responsibilities,
previously of the state, because of lack of public funding

Conclusion

This research has examined the claims of ECoC as a vidricgional development in cultural,
social and economic terms, through an empirical study ofatbe af Aarhus. Its concern is not to
measure the impact in any of these areas, but to understanaythleatvthese concepts are articulated
by a range of different actors in the process. By so doirgsitthallenged the notion that these
multiple aims are complementary and rather suggests thaauthey times in conflict with one
another; the needs of the cultural sector for examplenastbeing at odds with the needs of
community actors. This supports the claims from existing théatyresearch needs to take a closer
look at whose voices are heard in development processes. The @fdahpne has given the chance
for new agents to be included and for established instigutimdevelop their approach towards a
more participatory one. But despite the ambitions for botlomagand cultural development laid out
in the Aarhus 2017 bitl is clear from the interviews that many of the agendasuated both by
ECoC and Aarhus were either at odds with or not followeoligh by delivery agents.

Participation, in particular, was not high on the politegénda prior to Aarhus 2017 and its meaning
shifted throughout the processes in response to both persormeFaundation and local self-
definition within projectsSo, while the decentralised structure of Aarhus 2017 prodedalyst to
allow experimental projects to happen and there is some evidedegelopment in the thinking both
about culture and the region, this bespoke approach mayaale@Himiting effect on the strategic
development potential for the whole region.

However new region wide collaborations developed as parthiua2017, have given both visibility
and support to smaller regional institutions and have the tdtencreate the critical mass, or
agglomeration effect talked of in the creative citiesditiere, at a more local level, with local
infrastructure. But for this momentum to be maintainedaing investment is required, rather than
reliance on voluntary actors to meet the needs of their coities)s But there is a lack of evidence of
thinking, at a political level, about redistribution of investingcross the region with municipalities
stating that they aimed to recoup their investment raliagr tedress inequalities. Furthermore, while
the evidence clearly suggests that culture has the greatestiglotvhen it is delivered locally, rather
than centralised, there are concerns that the ECoC aguédlyeprovide a vehicle to enhance the
growth of the city of Aarhus, at the expense of the redteofegion.

While this paper does not suggest thatltural initiative can affect what are global changes in
depopulating of rural areas or growth of citiésspite ECoC’s claims for its development potential,
neither should the centralisation of culture through capiftulture reinforce these trendstom the
enthusiasm different agents have shown in their individual psojeerhaps Aarhu)17’s greatest
contribution is in raising expectations in the region. Thelehgé is how to realise them post 2017.
At the end of 2017 all municipalities in the region agreed anértied collaboration in the years
after the ECoC, which could be seen as a first stepsiore that culture will be a central element in
regional development also in the years to come. But the agpto this is still being negotiated and
the inherent dilemmas still needs to be addressed.
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