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6. Abstract

This paper explores the influence of cultural policy on the entrepreneurial orientation of performing arts companies in New Zealand. What conditions – economic and political - foster an environment ripe for entrepreneurship? Does the State in New Zealand provide a supportive milieu conducive to innovation, risk taking and experimentation in the creative/cultural industries? 

It has been common in cultural policy analysis to discuss whether the State is weak or strong and what the implications for cultural affairs may be - whether the State's role is marginal, moderate, or crucial (Bakke 2001).  For cultural policy analysis, Cummings and Katz's (1989) typology, where governments play the role of either patron, marketing manipulator, regulator or impresario, is useful. Mulcahy (1998) refers to patterns of public support for the arts with reference to (a) governmental structures, (b) funding policies, and (c) cultural politics. Volkerling (2002) argues the need for the development of new policy paradigms exploring cultural holism.

Mechanisms of support are examined through various governmental funding and policy agencies, but with particular emphasis on Queen Elizabeth 11 Arts Council of New Zealand (now known as Creative New Zealand).

The influence of cultural policy is reflected in recent changing policy discourses, where a move away from ‘culture’ to the ‘creative industries’ has been a notable trend (Cunningham 2002). Only quite recently has there been an increased focus on encouraging and fostering entrepreneurship in the arts generally, on a governmental level from Creative New Zealand.

The outcome of the paper will be to ascertain the impact of these policy changes, and the manner by which economic and political forces have influenced the attitude performing arts companies have taken towards entrepreneurship  - whether managers have become more entrepreneurial, work more readily with risk and cope positively and an increasingly competitive arts funding milieu. 
The influence of cultural policy on the entrepreneurial orientation of performing arts companies in New Zealand.

Introduction
This paper explores the influence of cultural policy on the entrepreneurial orientation of performing arts companies in New Zealand. It ascertains the manner by which economic and political forces and conditions have affected the attitude performing arts companies have taken towards entrepreneurship - whether managers and marketers have become more entrepreneurial, work more readily with risk and cope positively and creatively with an increasingly competitive arts funding milieu. 

It is argued that the success or failure of these creative enterprises, and their potential for growth and profitability are partly the result of the entrepreneurial orientation of their managers.

In the arts, entrepreneurial activity can be defined as that which encourages creative, imaginative and innovative thinking. In addition, it promotes confidence, initiative, responsibility, informed risk-taking and perseverance - key qualities of an entrepreneurial spirit. Within this framework, arts entrepreneurs are those individuals who create business opportunities.
Specifically, the paper focuses on the way the entrepreneurial orientation of performing arts companies is affected by cultural policy. For example, does the State in New Zealand provide a supportive economic setting condusive to innovation, risk taking and experimentation in the performing arts?

Performing arts companies can be seen serving three essential functions for New Zealand society: 1) they provide individuals with a source of entertainment, enrichment and fulfillment; 2) they are a means by which New Zealand culture is preserved and transmitted across time and geographic boundaries; and 3) they provide a variety of instrumental benefits such as economic activity, a national identity, and diversity and pluralism at both the local and national levels (McCarthy, Brooks et al. 2001).

Of the three functions the third factor – economic activity - is the key to the survival of performing arts companies (Baumol and Bowen 1966).  Performing arts companies in New Zealand have often struggled to survive within conditions of increased competition for funding (Werner 2003).  The paper therefore concentrates on cultural economics as a central thread. 

Many authors, such as Porter (1998a, 1998b, 1998c) have drawn attention to the importance of systemic environment and local milieus in fostering or hindering processes in organizations. Understanding the systems of inputs, interconnections, and linkages that go into producing a product is only the first step: “What is needed is to take into account the system through which products are produced and through which they are processed, distributed, and ultimately consumed” (Power 2002, p 10). 

In the arts, this ‘system’ can be observed by the way the cultural sector is funded. The various cultural policy stances on funding and support taken by Government and its agencies has been highly instrumental to the way performing arts companies operate successfully financially (Radbourne 1998, Rentschler 1998). Hence the influence of cultural policy and the role of the State in arts funding in New Zealand is another central theme. 

Mechanisms of support are examined through various governmental funding and policy agencies, but with particular emphasis on Creative New Zealand. The preponderant form of support for the arts in New Zealand is an appropriation by the government to a public cultural agency (national or regional) or directly to an arts organization (orchestras, opera companies or dance companies). The latter are often governmental institutions (for example, The New Zealand Symphony Orchestra). All are subject to cultural policy, although as far as the artistic side of their operations is concerned, these institutions are autonomous.

The last section includes a discussion on recent changing policy discourses, where a move away from ‘culture’ to the ‘creative industries’ has been a notable trend (Cunningham 2002). Only quite recently has there been an increased focus from a governmental level  on encouraging and fostering entrepreneurship in the arts.

Cultural economics, cultural policy and the role of the State
The arts play an important role in determining the quality of our lives. Tastes in music, drama, painting or literature may differ, but a world without arts would be a much less enjoyable one. But the arts also have an economic value, indicate Johnson and Thomas: “In the process of providing entertainment the arts sector generates significant business activity. It is also a recipient of substantial public funds. For these reasons it is not surprising that the arts have attracted attention from economists” (Johnson and Thomas 2001, p 412).

In terms of the New Zealand performing arts, organizations such as opera, orchestras and dance companies are both cultural institutions as well as enterprises. They simultaneously belong to the field of arts as well as the field of economics. As such they are exposed to artistic (that is, non – economic) and economic forces that mutually influence each other.

Given this duality, some definitions are necessary for the economic process, and how cultural economics operates. Economics per se can be defined as either the study of the principles governing the allocation of scarce means among competing ends, or the study of human activities in satisfying wants (Hillman-Chartrand 1990). Economics is usually divided into microeconomics and macroeconomics. Hillman-Chartrand defines the two as “the former (being) the study of the economic behavior of consumers and the firm, the market and the industry. The latter involves a study of functioning of the economy as a whole, with special emphasis on national wealth or income, employment and capital and how these can be manipulated to achieve national economic policy objectives” (Hillman-Chartrand 1990, p 3).

This economic framework can be applied to the arts or cultural activity. Cultural economics is “the application of economics into the production, distribution and consumption of all cultural goods and services” (Towse 2003, p 1).

Most studies in cultural economics have involved microeconomics, and have tended to concern the direct and indirect expenditure and employment generated by artistic enterprise – in particular the creation of cultural goods. As Towse indicates, “The common element between all cultural goods and services is that they contain a creative or artistic element. Cultural goods can be tangible, such as an artwork or a 

book, or intangible, like a musical performance” (Towse 2003, p2).

Like all other goods and services cultural production utilizes resources of land, labour and capital, particularly human ingenuity and creativity. Hence cultural economics is “concerned with cultural production and with cultural policy” (Towse 2003, p 7). 

Cultural production can be approached from different points of view. These are microeconomic price theory, welfare economics, macroeconomic growth theory, property rights economics, public choice and political economy (Towse 2003). 

As will be seen, the most influential economic determinants in New Zealand cultural policy have been welfare economics, political economy and institutional economics. The first can be observed in the way the performing arts are funded from the public purse. The second emerges from the choice of funding policy  - whether subsidies should be given by an arm’s length body or by the public authority is a good example. The third - institutional economics - can be seen by the complexity of the funding system itself.

All three economic determinants have been affected by political imperatives. The arts have never operated in isolation, and have always been political (Gray 2000). A nation's political structures and public policies reflect the historical experiences and the value systems that have characterized its societal development (Duelund 2001). 

So what is meant by policy? In its simplest form, ‘policy’ is “what governments do: the decisions they take, the money they spend, and the services they fund and/or provide” (Shaw 2001, p 145). Policy generally is often thought of as a process which includes identification of policy issues, consideration of a range of policy options, decisions about a course of action, policy design, implementation and finally evaluation. Policies help organisations establish principles of action – they reflect the values and priorities of a particular time and are subject to change. 

Cultural policies of governments usually outline both a political and ideological position and a strategy for what outcomes are to be achieved (Dixon-Ward and Atwell 1998). Such policy is normally constituted by those in positions of power and by interests among agents directly or indirectly engaged in the cultural field (Bourdieu 1993). In a real cultural democracy, public cultural policy should reflect the cognition, feelings, inspirations, and evaluations of its population (Duelund 2001). The ways in which societies view creative endeavors is reflected in how governments recognize and support creative work: “Cultural policy is therefore embodied in systematic, regulatory guides to action that are adopted by cultural organisations to achieve their goals” (Miller and Yudice 2002, p 1).

The formation of cultural policy has been always been the main mechanism whereby governments (whether of a capitalist or socialist political leaning) indicate their preferred economic stance towards the arts. The overall aims, the mode of support, the principle of organization, the cultural forms and the aesthetic values promoted reflect a consensus about quality of life that can be manifested in cultural policy (Duelund 2001). Cultural policy implementation can be seen as an expression of the State’s commitment to the production of culture, including the production of social relations and identities (Volkerling 1994). 

Hence the role of the State – specifically the State’s commitment to the production of culture and the reasons why governments support the arts - is of central concern. Cultural policy analysis can highlight whether the State is weak or strong, and what the implications for cultural affairs may be - whether the State's role is marginal, moderate, or crucial (Bakke 2001). 

It is clear from the literature, however, that while talk of  ‘The State’ is common, what a State is and does is elusive and highly contested. A State usually has the following characteristics: it has a territorially defined boundary, a monopoly on the means of coercion, it has the right to make laws, it includes a differentiated set of institutions and personnel, has some degree of legitimacy and has a role in maintaining cohesion in society (Goldfinch 2001).

For example, in New Zealand the Minister of Cultural Affairs and Heritage has the power to create legislation for the arts (such as the different Acts pertaining to the formation of Creative New Zealand ) and is advised on cultural matters by institutions such as the Ministry of Cultural Affairs and Heritage, or State Owned Enterprises such as Trade New Zealand.

Before discussing the State’s commitment to the production of culture in New Zealand, it is important to explore the reasons for why support is given to the arts in the first place. As Heliburn and Gray mention, “although history tells us that the arts have been subsidized by Medici princes, Austrian emperors, Russian Tsars, English parliaments and French republics, the question, ‘should the government support the arts?’ is eminently worthy of debate” (Heilbrun and Gray 1993, p 199).

While much of artistic activity has historically depended on royal patronage and merchants for survival, this role was gradually taken over by governments in the world’s wealthier economies (Baumol 2003). But why should products such as the services of opera or dance or orchestral performances be singled out for support, when the bulk of goods and services generated by the economy were left to their own devices to sink or swim in the marketplace?

The arguments for and against government subsidy of the arts have been presented for decades: “The most common argument for subvention is that the arts and cultural activity enrich a society and that all people deserve access and participation rights and benefits” (Radbourne 2001, p 490). 

A major rationale for the State to support culture in New Zealand was provided in 1988 by the then Department of Internal Affairs: “Governments support culture through policies that strengthen national identity, promote community well-being, secure and enhance cultural heritage, and support creative individuals and groups” (Thomson 1988, p 33). 
All arguments highlight the model of welfare economics and have at their core the notion of the “common good” as a way of constructing a solid foundation for public funding: “Elements such as equality of opportunity, the external benefits of education, the public-good properties of the product, the infant organization argument and investment for the future have all been used to justify public funding” (Baumol 2003, p 21 -22). 

The case for public support of the arts has also to be made against a social and political background in New Zealand where it has been assumed that the majority of goods and services should be provided under competitive market conditions.

Apart from welfare economics, another important influence on cultural policy has been an emphasis on political economy – that is, concerned with “broad questions of the choice of policy” (Towse 2003, p 11). Whether subsidies should be given by an arm’s length body or by the public authority is a good example. 

A framework of analysing the influence of political economy on New Zealand cultural policy is Cummings and Katz's (1989) typology. Here the State can play the role of:

· A patron, by giving direct funding; 

· Market manipulator, by providing subsidies; 

· Regulator, by steering actions; and 

· Impresario, or manager, by organizing performances. 

Cultural policies propagated in New Zealand include a mixture of these types. In terms of acting as a “patron State” many cultural organisations in New Zealand receive annual appropriations directly from the Budget, and the Ministry of Culture and Heritage assists government in its provision and management of cultural resources.  The State as “market manipulator” is also relevant, since regular funding allows performing arts companies keep ticket prices below the real costs as an incentive for attendance. 

The State as “regulator” is indicated in laws mandating Territorial Authorities such as Auckland or Manukau Cities (in south Auckland)to provide public libraries. The State's role in this regard is also seen by government regulations that channel a certain percentage of proceeds from the Lotteries Board to the cultural sector and by laws that prohibit owners (private and public) from demolishing or altering historic buildings.  

Finally the State as an ‘impresario” can be seen through the direct funding of organisations such as The Royal New Zealand Ballet and The New Zealand Symphony Orchestra, who regularly tour throughout the country. The tour programmes of these organisations, however are decided independently by their own professional artistic staff with the State keeping a “hands off” approach.

The second major cultural economics influence on cultural policy thinking has been institutional economics – the institutional arrangements which are the outcome of political and economic choices by a society (Towse 2003).  

Lorimer and Duxbury (1994) identify four models based on an institutional economic view that have been applied to cultural policy making in various countries in the world. These have also influenced New Zealand cultural policy:

Institutional economics models for cultural policy making

(adapted from De Santis (2002) citing Lorimer and Duxbury (1994))

	Community development model:

Has it roots in British idealism and the philosophy that information and self-knowledge contributes to a society’s ability to enhance its values. Cultural industries such as film, radio and TV are the media by which this information is shared and transmitted. Government supports and subsidises these media.

Model found in Canada.


	Cultural development model:

Aimed at making outstanding works of humanity accessible to the greatest number of citizens. Seeks to ensure that cultural goods, services, artefacts and heritage are available to a wide audience. Direct economic interventions through State planning and economic and social development are employed to ensure this goal. Model found in France.

	Public service model:

Reflects the values of a British-style public service and a class-based society. This is a more conservative model that arises from an antipathy to commerce in general and particularly to the marketplace as an arbiter of what goods and services should be available to society. The State provides opportunities for expression that would be otherwise not available in the market economy through publicly funded institutions, including museums, and orchestras, but also through publicly owned broadcasting services that allow for less commercial programming. Model found in Britain. 
	Market model:

The State mostly removed from cultural industries (film, publishing, broadcasting) except for some cultural production support for the arts (National Endowment for the Arts) and limited subsidy for broadcasting. Model found in the United States


These models provide a framework that outlines distinct philosophical approaches that the State can undertake – to either intervene or stay out of the cultural economy. It is apparent that various governments in both Australia and New Zealand have moved from a public service model to a market-driven model. 

Two examples from both Australia and New Zealand will suffice to explain how cultural policy has been determined by this move by governments concerned. In Australia during the 1990s government cultural policy priorities moved from funding the supply of the nation's arts products and the expansion of access for a wider audience base to follow a third, almost authoritarian dictate of "survive in a market economy" (Radbourne 1998). 

The same process occurred in New Zealand from 1984 to 1990 as a result of a move to a neo-liberal economic philosophy. With its emphasis on deregulation  - it has been said that deregulation was “the idée fixe of the market liberal cause” (Keane 1991, p 54) - this form of economic rationalism combined a belief in radical market liberalization and privatization, and the supposition that the private sector was more efficient in supplying most goods and services than the public sector (Volkerling 2002). As a result, State funding for the performing arts was held, and even decreased in the 1990s, and arts organizations were urged to attract sponsorship from private corporations and companies (Werner 2002).

Another way of looking at State subvention is to outline the two most common and dominant policy directions recently promoted by the New Zealand government. One is ‘cultural policy for economic development’ which is related to fostering the role of the creative industries. 

The various cultural policy stances on support taken by governments has been highly instrumental to the way performing arts companies operate successfully financially. Of fundamental concern to arts organisations therefore is the ability to manage and control access to governmental support.  The mechanisms of support and the way government agencies operate in New Zealand is therefore the theme of the next section.

Mechanisms of Funding Support in New Zealand
Most if not all arts organizations in New Zealand draw, with various degrees of success, from a limited pool of potential funding sources. Key questions therefore arise concerning the allocation and distribution of funding resources to the cultural sector in this country. The policies and criteria for funding become an important issue: who decides, who gets what, and how much? 

Funding in New Zealand comes from six main sources: central government, local government, charitable trusts, the private sector, private ‘patronage’ and the entrepreneurial efforts of artists and those engaged in the creative industries themselves. Funding per se should be therefore seen as being outside other financial sources such as box office returns and similar income streams.

In essence, funding means financial support. Corporate sponsorship falls outside the boundaries of this discussion, since the relationship between an arts organisation and sponsor differs from a funding relationship. While there are many charitable trusts offering private sector funding, the focus here is on the public sector in the context of cultural policy change. 

Hence this section concentrates on analyzing the funding provided by the governmental sector and how it currently relate to performing arts organizations. 

Within an international context, funding relationships highlight mainly two means of support – either indirect or direct (Frey and Pommerehne 1993). Indirect funding via tax relief to individuals and firms in return for contributions to non-profit-making institutions (which can include the arts) is common in the USA, but less so in New Zealand. Direct government financial aids include a fixed subsidy per person attending, or a public subsidy on total ticket revenue. In the majority of cases, governments grant a direct subsidy to established theatres, opera houses and orchestras. In comparison, new entrants like small arts companies have to divide the remaining part of public money for themselves, leaving very little for each. This is very much the situation in New Zealand (Werner 2003).

It is important to note that there are differences between the subsidized sector and what might be referred to as the commercial cultural sector. The former can be defined as those independent arts organizations that routinely derive a significant part of their revenues from the public purse. 

The commercial sector can be subdivided into two: one sector comprises of a range of organizations that share certain similarities with the subsidized sector but which operate primarily on commercial grounds – for instance commercial art galleries. The second are the creative industries (Feist 2001). Most performing arts organizations firmly place themselves in the subsidized sector, but are being encouraged by an increasingly competitive funding environment to move to operating more like the commercial sector and creative industries (Werner 2003).

Collectively, the relationship between funding agencies in New Zealand presents a confusing picture due to the number of different government departments involved. For example, some national arts organisations are funded directly from the Ministry for Culture and Heritage, (such as The Museum of New Zealand Te Papa, The New Zealand Symphony Orchestra and the Royal New Zealand Ballet) whilst others obtain grants through Creative New Zealand (such as the New Zealand Opera, the Auckland Philharmonia, or the Auckland Theatre Company). Other agencies like Trade and Enterprise NZ are responsible for promoting the creative industries, whilst the Ministry of Social Development, administers the PACE (Pathways to Arts and Cultural Employment) scheme. 

Of all the government departments involved, The Ministry for Culture and Heritage, established in 1991, is the one with primary responsibility for the cultural sector, providing policy advice on culture and heritage matters. Acting on behalf of ministers, staff develop contracts stipulating the cultural and heritage services that are to be provided in return for public funding. The unit monitors the performance of the organizations involved, reports regularly to ministers, and deals with a variety of associated issues as they arise (Ministry of Culture and Heritage 2004).

The Arts Council of New Zealand Toi Aotearoa (Creative New Zealand) is one of the statutory bodies funded through the Ministry. Creative New Zealand has a central role to play in arts funding and arts advocacy, indeed in cultural policy-making as a whole. It is therefore appropriate to explore the manner it distributes funds and the way funding policy has evolved, highly influenced by the changes in its administrative structure through time.

The role of Creative New Zealand


Creative New Zealand receives major funding from the New Zealand Lottery Grants Board and the Government through Vote, Arts, Culture and Heritage. In the 2004/2005 financial year, Creative New Zealand received $NZ18.5 million (excl. Government Services Tax) from the New Zealand Lottery Grants Board and $NZ14.9 million (excluding. Government Service Tax) from the Government through Vote Arts, Culture and Heritage. 

Creative New Zealand is governed by an Arts Council with its funding decision-making bodies being the Arts Board, Te Waka Toi (Maori Arts Board) and the Pacific Arts Committee. The Minister for Arts, Culture and Heritage appoints members of these bodies for terms of one to three years. Funding programmes are managed by these boards - there are two project funding rounds a year and one funding round for recurrently funded organisations. It offered grants for total of  $NZ12,908,260  to 38 professional arts organisations for their programmes of activity over the 2004-2005 calendar year.
Invariably in a limited budget some cultural activities are left out of the funding cycle. Usually arts organisations compete for each other in a complex contestable environment, which can exacerbate self-interest and competition between individual organisations and sectors. Traditional arts funding is consumption-based and can breed a culture of entitlement (with in-built dissatisfaction when funds available fail to meet expectations) and a culture of dependency.  

Even with consultation and peer assessment systems, arts funders such as Creative New Zealand can become judges and arbiters of quality with influence over content. As with sponsorship, this may also inhibit creative freedom and risk-taking. 

In order to prioritise its functions and to provide transparency for its stakeholders, Creative NZ is required by the government to produce a strategic plan every three years. According to the plan for 2004 – 2007, the organisation sees itself being influenced by the following:

· Commitment to excellence

· Respect for cultural integrity

· Putting into action principles and organizational values

· Research and evaluation for quality policy and decision-making

· Entrepreneurial thinking and practice 
(Creative NZ 2004)
The key words here are entrepreneurial thinking and practise, which marks a watershed in cultural policy compared to previous strategic plans.

Changes of government in 1997 in New Zealand and in the UK were a milestone in the development of new thinking in cultural policy. Social democratic Labour governments focused on 'Third way' economic strategies were elected in both countries. Their strategies were not state controlled, not free market, but promoted targeted support and intervention to facilitate growth and innovation. Cultural policy became a priority, with the shift away from primary production to knowledge-based industries, technology, and creativity (Procter 2003). The shift in policy discourse to the creative industries and an emphasis on entrepreneurship is therefore the next focus of this paper.

Changing policy discourses: the move to the creative industries in New Zealand
Do cultural organisations essentially provide commercial activities and should therefore be viewed as commodities or should they be dealt with outside the marketplace, like the education, health or justice systems? These questions have been a crucial for policy makers in New Zealand. The debate between notions of ‘cultural’ and ‘creative industries’ highlights a recent paradigm shift reflected in current policy discourse, which has moved from viewing the arts as “culture” to the arts as “cultural industries”.

Some definitions of the creative industries are useful. Towse provides the following: “Nowadays also called ‘creative industries’, cultural industries mass produce goods and services with sufficient artistic content to be considered creative and culturally significant. The essential features are industrial-scale production combined with cultural content. The cultural content mostly results from the employment of trained artists of one sort or another (creative artists, performers, craftspeople) in the production of goods in the cultural industries, but it may also arise from the social significance that attaches to the consumption of goods” (Towse 2003, p 170). 

Others define the term as being the type of “cultural activities” taking place. For instance, according to Throsby, cultural activities a) “involve some form of creativity in their production”, b) are “concerned with the generation and communication of symbolic meaning”, and c) “their output embodies, at least potentially, some form of intellectual property” (Thorsby 2001, p 4-5 and Throsby 2003, p 167).

New Zealand has been highly influenced by the United Kingdom and policy makers here have adopted the definition of creative industries provided by the Blair government Creative Industries Task Force: “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” (Creative Industries Task Force 2001, p 1). In the United Kingdom these include advertising, architecture, the art and antiques market, crafts, design, designer fashion, film and video, interactive leisure software, music, the performing arts, publishing, software and computer services, plus television and radio.

In New Zealand the term encompasses a slightly wider framework in that it includes those industries that generate copyright, patents, designs or trademarks. The government agency NZ Trade and Enterprise (2004) defines the creative industries as the following:

· Screen production

· Music (focusing on the recording industry and composers/creators of original musical material)

· Design (includes visual communication design as well as industrial and product design, set design, architectural design and designer fashion)

· Digital content (includes interactive games, animation, 3-D, virtual reality and electronic publishing)

· Publishing (books, magazines and newspapers)

· Visual arts

· Performing arts

It is clear that creativity does not simply reside in the arts, but it is a central input into all sectors where design forms the basis of competitive advantage (Flew 2002). 

The idea creative industries embraces commercial cultural goods and emphasizes the role of arts and culture in promoting innovation and thus economic growth. There are actually two slants to this concept. The first argues that the creative sector is a rapidly growing part of the economy.  The second version views creativity as vital to the economy more generally, (even outside the creative sector) and emphasizes the concept of the "creative worker” who are essential to the vitality of cities and regions and the economic health of the nation (Healy 2002). 
Florida (2002) suggests that creative industries concept breaches long-held boundaries between art and industry. While 'the arts' are stereotypically viewed as economic beneficiaries, 'industry' is thought of as concerned solely with the generation of products and services - rich in money but poor in social/intellectual value and meaning. The emergence of the creative industries recognises both the increasing economic value of the arts, and the increasing role symbolic or brand value plays in the market economy (Florida 2002).

This viewpoint has been borne out in current New Zealand governmental policy, whereby the creative industries are viewed by the Labour government as central to the growth in the economy as a whole. In February 2002 it released the Growth and Innovation Framework, Growing an Innovative New Zealand (2002), which emphasises the potential that creative industries had to move the country on to a higher growth plane. According to the report, the creative industries not only underpin the effective branding and marketing of all New Zealand goods and services, but also can, through areas such as design, have a major impact on industrial output. 

New Zealand Trade and Enterprise, the lead governmental agency for Growing an Innovative New Zealand  (or GIF as it has become to be known) subsequently commissioned a report from the New Zealand Institute of Economic Research (2002) on the economic contribution that the creative industries have had on the New Zealand economy. 
The report indicated that the creative sector has been the largest growth area in the economy over the past 10 years.  It accounted for 3.1 per cent of New Zealand’s Gross Domestic Product in 2001. Cultural spending within the domestic market is also significant – over $NZ 2.2 billion was spent in 2000 and this is estimated to reach $NZ 2.6 billion in 2010. 

In terms of the performing arts (defined in the report as live theatrical or musical presentations  - concerts, opera, ballet or drama as well as sound recording studios), the report indicated that total annual revenue generated was estimated at about $NZ160 million, including revenue generated by the New Zealand Symphony Orchestra and regional orchestras, ballet, opera, and live theatre (Creative New Zealand 2002).

Only quite recently has policy taken entrepreneurship into account. This can be seen by the shift in agencies like Creative New Zealand from targeting support purely as funding to a move towards advocacy as well as facilitation and advice (Creative New Zealand 2004).

This shift has been empowering for performing arts organisations, especially when combined with an entrepreneurial approach. 

The influence of cultural policy on entrepreneurship

Government agencies are well placed to support entrepreneurial initiatives in the creative sector, such as arts marketing agencies and shared resources (Procter 2003). However, this must be seen within an environment in New Zealand where there is constant competition for funding, where public subsidy is limited and the performing arts are expected to demonstrate a substantial degree of public approbation. 

Within the performing arts in New Zealand, small and medium-sized companies are the norm. Typically, they operate a lot like small and medium-sized businesses in other sectors of the economy. Unlike these businesses, however, they do not fall neatly into either the “for profit” or “not-for-profit” parts of the economy. Professional arts organisations develop their programmes of activity across the voluntary, non-commercial and commercial sectors. Operating from a “mixed” funding base, they rely on a variety of interlinked mechanisms for income, including public funding sponsorship, philanthropy and earned revenue (Creative New Zealand 2002).

Like in the USA, performing arts companies here are expected to maintain a diversified revenue stream. And these institutions are increasingly market driven in their need for supplementary funds and a source of justification (Mulcahy 1998).

It was not until May 2000 with the incoming Labour Government that the financial plight of many of New Zealand performing arts companies were acknowledged. Up to then the portfolio of arts organizations recurrently funded by Creative New Zealand had endured a long period of financial deterioration. In 2000 Creative New Zealand was allocated one-off funding of $NZ 20 million (incl. GST) as a portion of the Government’s Cultural Recovery Package. These funds were spread over three calendar and four financial years and were fully expended by December 2003.
Prior to the Cultural Recovery Package, Creative New Zealand was unable to increase funding levels to its recurrently funded organisations (i.e. professional arts organisations funded on an annual or three-year basis) and these organisations were struggling to keep their heads above water (Creative New Zealand 2003)
According to Helen Clark the Minister for Arts, Culture and Heritage there has been significantly more activity across the creative sector, with considerable economic spin-offs from the investments made, all contributing to economic growth (Office of the Prime Minister 2004).

There has also been an emphasis on self-efficiency and independence.  Arts managers are used to uncertainty and the continual balancing act between promoting established product and new and innovative programming (Crealey 2002). 

Here, entrepreneurial activity can be defined as that which encourages creative, imaginative and innovative thinking. A common theme in entrepreneurship is that it includes initiative taking, the organizing and reorganising of social and economic mechanisms to turn resources and situations to practical application, and the acceptance of risk or failure – that is, readiness to risk (Carr 2000). Calculated risk-taking involves the willingness to commit significant resources to opportunities that have a reasonable chance of costly failure, but also creative attempts to mitigate, leverage or share the various risks (Morris, Schindehutte et al. 2002). It is argued that performing arts managers have increasingly have had to espouse an entrepreneurial approach in response to the wider economic and political environment. 
However, harnessing a political agenda is risky for performing arts companies. Support through advice, facilitation, and actual funds for project initiatives could evaporate. Access to additional finance for the benefit of the sector might be aided by a dedicated source of venture capital to provide initial finance and re-invest net profits. Encouragement of support for innovation and experiment might be strengthened. 

Increasingly, the performing arts are viewed within Government as both an opportunity and a solution to achieving social and economic goals. Indeed, this shift is providing new arguments for providing public funding to the arts as the arts sector is recognised as economically important in its own right, a primary asset for local, regional and national development; and vital to the successful delivery of policies aimed at strengthening national identity (Creative NZ 2002).

As has been seen, here are many ways of implementing policy and constant conflicting forces. There are also changing discourses, from culture and arts to creative industries and enterprises. All of these changes in policy have had a direct affect on the entrepreneurial orientation of performing arts companies in New Zealand.
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