Cultural Capital: maximising public value across the cultural and broadcasting sectors

Summing up – Jude Kelly, Artistic Director, South Bank Centre


A good idea is always interesting and the most important thing.  We had a good idea this morning.  Antony [Gormley] said, "When there's a camera in the football, then the mobile phone will be the place you want to watch the match on."  I thought that was interesting because it's a way of seeing.  Putting a camera as they have done on a parent’s forehead helps you understand the relationship between child and parent, transforming our understanding about how they communicate. If you give the camera to the football, it will have an urge to communicate what has happened to it.  To see the match from the football's point of view will open up a different set of languages for us and if the football feels that being confined to the mobile phone as its platform, isn't visible and if it has an eloquence and passion about what it wants to communicate, it will force its way onto new platforms and the eloquence of the football, and the issues that the football wishes to raise, will become something which educate us and change the ecology of football watching forever.


You can't pre-judge what either the aesthetic or the content will be when you hand the platform to somebody else, and the issue of ownership of platform is central to the issue of why we have created taxation in order to subsidise the imagination.  It's to do with the fact that we believe, or at least we have written it down, that everybody is entitled to their imagination and therefore they are entitled to frame it and platform it. Ownership of a platform needs to become something which is permeable quickly, not eventually.  


Antony talked about goading the status quo and I wanted to relate this to the potato. When I took over as the Artistic Director of the West Yorkshire Playhouse there was a huge issue, you might think it was about new writing, but actually it was about the chip.  Not the microchip, the actual chip, the potato chip, because in running our restaurant, not as franchisers but as part of our culture, part of who we were and what we said welcome, hospitality, congregationality, as opposed to simply content in rooms which you paid for, then the issue of the potato seemed to me to be very central because the theory was, if you were in Yorkshire you want chips with everything, as Arnold Wesker would say, and if other people's perception of you as a chip eater, your own self perception – did you only want the chip? Or could the range of potatoes be of interest to you?  The way that you could conjure up curiosity about appetite was a metaphor for me about many things, since the restaurant was the first port of call for many in what I was trying to create as a multi-platform shared space.  So changing the ecology of the appreciation of the potato to many, many things that are never chips, actually meant that in 1992 I won the Best Potato award, one of the very few awards I've won, but I value it because in a way, we are in charge of cultural spaces because part of what we are doing is trying to conjure up appetite and also allow appetites that aren't ours to be there for us. 

Most people inhabiting the cultural space, whether they define themselves as an artist or a creative producer or whatever they define themselves, are often there because they have been on the outside looking into a space thinking, "I could change that space".  So the big issue is that, like the potato, how much osmosis are we going to allow?  Do we allow the water to come in quickly, or do we wait until we are busting and we explode?  This is a key issue which we have to understand; we are no longer an outsider if we have a powerful construct and are we doing as much as we can for the people outside?  Are we sharing our platforms?  Do we want to share our platforms?  And it's not just about the form, it's also about this issue of partnerships.  

I understood music first, and architecture first actually, by watching gargoyles being filmed on television with music.  I would never have been able to see the gargoyle up close because I would never have had that big a ladder or permission to go up it.  And I identified with the gargoyle, - with footballs, gargoyles and potatoes, you can the sort of physicality of my own self image, but the issue of time and space and architecture being something which both music and sculpture inhabited was something I understood from the camera.  So the relationship between education and aesthetic and the ethics that propels people to want to speak of humanity in all its many, many ways is really the thing that we are talking about. Are we urging ourselves to collaborate because we think we have the responsibility for the way future generations may be allowed to see the world?  I think that's what we are here for.  

I think it's irrelevant to talk about where you wished the boundaries of rosary beads to begin or end, we share a nation and the conversation that happened on Saturday in public at political level about British identity was coming from an enormous swelling of investigation around identity and the platform for expressing identity, that's been going on in our artistic circles for at least 15 years.  Now in France, where some of the greatest artistic investigations into self-identity have happened, unfortunately it didn't percolate through quickly enough for the political establishments to understand actually how these voices were needing to be heard and how the  platforms weren't available for them to be heard on and in.  They were never given the camera.  The result was the recent French riots.  

Now, interestingly, we are at a point in time in the UK where we have offered, via the wonderful film that I think won us the [London 2012 Olympic] bid, we have offered an idea that we are going to host the world and we have humbly suggested that we might be able to do it because we have the world here already.  But I think we have to understand that we don't know how to do it, but that we are only making the offer. That film was a non verbal language that spoke about the fact that many other people dream of a space where they can be witnessed and that the people who have the space, who hold the space seem to want those people to come into that space.  So I would suggest that collaboration is far beyond the issue of whether the BFI are going to talk to the South Bank, or whether the South Bank is going to talk to the National. This is the playground area that we are all in and I'm one of them, but the bigger story is that we are ephemeral but the journey we are trying to create for our children and the children of all nations, is one of being able to have visibility, especially when you have none.  You know that the nature of osmosis is that you will make yourself visible if nobody gives you a platform and the French have learnt that to their cost recently and the world has leant it to their cost in much more cataclysmic ways.  

I was on ITC [Independent Television Commission] for a while and I had some anxieties about the personality of the regulator as a kind of form, because one was urged as regulator not to be too creative but to be 'passively aggressive’.  In those times of doing that, we talked about the possibility of fringe spectrum.  Is it possible to set up a slice of a spectrum where we say,  "This will be for the equivalent of the fringe"?  Why is that so difficult?  And then you say, "Well, who are the mediators?" People fly towards quality.  They fly to the content they want.  

When we are talking about multi-platforming and places to do it in, the issue is of bricks and mortar being neglected as people start looking at the places for their content. You will never take away congregationality as a need in the human.  It's absolutely specific to us as social beings and interestingly, we want to go to places with other people so we can sit in total isolation and silence together and then come out and have a great big noise.  Those are interesting things that we do together.  So I think it is up to public spaces and publicly funded spaces to think very deeply in as much as Top Shop have about what is the form of convivial congregationality.

The other thing I wanted to talk about, was another point that Anthony made which is that you can't ask one art form to morph into a 'not very good' other one for the purpose of your own publicity. The issue of hierarchy of art forms becomes a major one when we talk about literacy.  We spent a long time trying to get media literacy into the framework of education and we have also spent God knows how many years trying to remember that film exists, when they talk about the arts.  It's still not solved.  But when you think about literacy of film as a moving image, there is a much bigger story to tell, which is whether people understand the history of film and television. 

So many of our children now are educated by the moving image.  You can either look on that as being a big problem, or you can say, "Marvellous, as far as we know, only 7% of communication happens via language anyway, so if 93% is happening in all kinds of other ways, then that's a very good starting point."  So instead of demonising with children for not taking literacy and numeracy as the first evidence of academic achievement, let's try together to corral our forces to say that visual literacy and non-verbal understanding in a world that is trying to be more global, is actually a brilliant place for challenging current perceptions, stopping young people feeling that they are failing an unsharing world.  It's a shared platform of the world that we are looking for, and I say this because part of the reason for the Olympics mattering to me, was that when Pierre de Coubertin was dreaming up the Olympics over a hundred years ago, he didn't do it because he was a sportsman.  He was an educator.  He was a teacher and he looked at French youths who were rioting at the time and this is what is so ironic, and said they have to believe that older people care about young people.  So he created this ideological movement based around the idea of sport, education and culture as a metaphor for a platform on which humans could be witnessed in excellence.  Although it has become sports sponsorship and television rights in certain cases, it doesn't have to be.  It's the first and only world movement where everybody can be witnessed.  So if it's a movement, it's for moving and therefore you can make it better by deepening the issues around education and deepening the issues around culture.  But not if you are squabbling with each other, as all the sports institutions are at the moment, not if you are in a turf war, which the DCMS is in with the Arts Council.  This doesn't help young people feel that adults have got beyond the playground mentality.

Passion travels, and it's got to be the right passion.  Outsiders will come in, make sure that you've invited them first, and I think finally the idea of multiplying our investment is also about trying to strengthen.


There's a wonderful group of Finnish film makers, conceptual artists and filmmakers who talk about non-verbal stories and are as specific as they can be about the fact that platforms have their own aesthetic and that has to be respected, but they do want to communicate narrative, and they are interested in how they can share space with others to do that.  I would like to agree with what Heather said, which was that we are used to going to conferences and coming away again.  I did just that two days with lots and lots of people, 200 theatre makers. 'Worried and Disgruntled' was the title.  It was a two-day open workshop where many people came and spent time swapping ideas, it was a breaking down of iconoclastic positions into new ideas and it was a recognition that those people were part of the same community, whatever platform they were working on. 


We should take Heather's suggestion and spend two days in an open workshop looking at all the different kinds of ideas, aesthetic, ethical, content, platform, allow the eco system of makers to really be represented there.  People would swap information and it wouldn't be done in the construct that we've already got, the framework of a conference, the framework of a bureaucracy.  If it was more like the process of making work, and less like the process of delivering it to an accountable finishing point, then I think as was said in this section here, heat would be generated.


So there are some practical suggestions that have come out of today but I think the biggest one is that you can't limit talking to a morning, and if you really want to share space then maybe a different way is the next way forward, because the appetite is there and if we could multi-platform the potato, we can surely multi-platform content. 
