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CHAIRMAN'S INTRODUCTION

I was pleased to receive the invitation from the Gulbenkian
Foundation to chair the Advisory Committee of the Arts Initiative
and Money project. The idea for the project arose when the present
government was proclaiming its determination to limit public
expenditure and indeed to reduce it in real terms. The arts, which
are almost totally dependent on local and national govermment for
their maintenance and development, were not to be exempt although
the arts world had been promised that there would be "no candle end

cuts”.

The then Minister for the Arts, the Rt Hon Norman St John Stevas,
MP, felt that the way for the arts to make up for its potential loss
of real sustaining itcome was to encourage sponsorship and patronage
from the commercial world. To an extent this has been achieved,
though three years on it seems more likely that private funding of
the arts will only account for a small percentage of the total

costs.

I felt there was a need to encourage the smaller arts organisations
to take initiatives to help themselves. These are the grass roots
organisations which are vital for the health of the arts: without
them this country would lose what reputation it has for the arts.
However, by their very size and the work they do, they are not the
organisations with the necessary glamour to attract the commercial
sponsor and patron. Much of their work is radical, 'avant-garde'
and, therefore, would prove unattractive to the commercial spomnsor.
I pass no judgement on potential commercial sponsors and I recognise
their quite proper motives, which do not include funding radical
arts for minority audiences. However, without these small radical
arts organisations continuously creating work, no progress in the

arts would be made.
Three years after the start of the AIM project it must be said that

there was no evidence of any unwillingness on the part of any of

the individual artists or arts organisations that approached AIM,
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to seek funds from new sources, be they public or private. What
came across most clearly was their inability to raise fresh income
from new sources simply through lack of knowledge or experience.

The AIM Coumittee, through the research projects it initiated, hoped
to discover new, more efficient ways of doing things, so that the
arts could continue to flourish despite a reduction in funding or,
if that were not possible, to increase income from sources other
than the public purse. In many instances, of course, it was hoped

that there would be a combination of these things.

There was an uneasy feeling that there were many organisations and
individuals who did not respond to the creation of AIM, simply
because they were unaware of its existence. It would be an
interesting exercise in the future to comsider how a project of this
sort should be publicised. More often than not we found ourselves
simply being asked to make up the shortfall in the real income and

support from the existing public funding agencies.

The Committee is much indebted to Ian Lancaster, then Assistant
Director for the Arts at the Gulbenkian Foundation. It was his
brainchild and he maintained his enthusiasm for the project
throughout. Most of the hard work was performed by Elizabeth
Richie, Project Co~ordinator. She found herself doing considerably
more than had originally been envisaged and this she did with
enthusiasm and energy which communicated itself to others. I am
most grateful to my colleagues for their willingness to contribute
to the work of the Committee and to pursue various projects, and,
above all, for their attendance at meetings which became very
demanding of their time. It was, for me, a privilege to be their

Chairman.

John Last
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AIM PROJECT: OBJECTS - BACKGROUND - STRUCTURE - MODUS OPERANDI

The Arts Initiative and Money (AIM) project aimed to help artists
and small artistic ventures to make better use of their existing
financial and management resources, to exploit their opportunities
more effectively, and to understand better the various sources from
which help might be drawm. To achieve these objectives, the AIM
project Committee worked in two ways. Firstly, it assessed grant
applications and passed its recommendations to the Gulbenkian
Foundation (discussed in Chapter 2). Secondly, it initiated projects

and research (discussed in Chapter 3).

The Gulbenkian Foundation was led to set up the AIM project by
problems which are familiar, but which need repeating. After 1946,
the year in which the Arts Council of Great Britain was created,
there was, for a time, steady growth in the public subsidy for the
arts, nationally and locally. The appetite and the expectations of
creators, performers and audiences increased. At the same time, it
was confirmed (for example in the Goodman report on the Festival
Hall) that the arts could seldom be self-financing. There were
periodic exercises to improve public and private subsidy for the
arts, and the Gulbenkian Foundation's participation in these
exercise; was significant. The major repo%ts it initiated, from
Lord Bridges' committee and from Lord Redcliffe-Maud (1959 and
1976), underlined the need for a diversity of sources and methods of
funding for the arts, for sensitivity and responsiveness to
different sectional and regiomal needs, and for information,
training and active support to be provided for artists and arts
managers in the funding and organisation of their activities. By
the late 1970s the options had been amply studied and provision had
been made in most parts of the country to support most forms of

artistic activity and experience.

By the time the AIM project was taking shape in 1979, the arts

community was more-than—usually shocked and disturbed. A reflective



Gulbenkian Foundation memo lists the elements of a new crisis:
"inflation was savage; in May 1979 the VAT rate was nearly doubled,
at the same time, the Govermment's grant to the Arts Council of
Great Britain was reduced (even after it had been announced in
Parliament) and was insufficient to match the known needs at the
time; and local authorities were being forced to cut expenditure, so

that support for the arts would be further jeopardised”.

For these reasons, during the autumn of 1979, the Foundation held a
series of consultations, which concluded with the view that there
was "an urgent need for a fundamental appraisal of the use of money
in the arts in general, the sources of it and how it is distributed,
coupled with a programme to improve the understanding of these
issues amongst patrons and sponsors”. It was argued by those
consulted that the Foundation, because of its independence, was well
placed to take an initiative in this area, particularly because its
"primary arts commitment in the UK in recent years had been to
community arts, experimental arts and individual artists, which were
the areas most likely to be irreparably damaged by the...economic

situation”.

The Foundation's response to the-crisis was influenced by the
experience of American ventures -~ the Arts and Business Council, the
Affiliated Artists and the Business Committee for the Arts. The
Foundation observed that no similar range of organisations existed
in the UK to encourage cooperation between the commercial and
artistic communities. The AIM project Committee was set up by the
Foundation in 1980, therefore, to be a paradigm of what was
possible, bringing together individuals from the arts and business
worlds. The Committee was to concern itself with initiatives and
practical projects, and to make recommendations to the Foundation on

particular grant applications.

It was then (and remains) unusual for the Foundation to appoint a
Committee to assist not only in its policy-making but also in grant-
making; but the AIM Committee was created as a constructive response

to a critical situation. It was not the only body to respond, of



course, nor did it operate in isolation. If its creation was to be
justified, it would have to complement what others were doing or do
things they were not doing. These others included the Arts Council
of Great Britain, the Regional Arts Associations, the British Film
Institute, the British Council, the Crafts Council, the Association
for Business Sponsorship of the Arts, national and local government
and many others, including other grant-making trusts. Therefore,
the AIM Committee would need to ensure that it was recommending
grants of a kind unavailable elsewhere, used for projects which were
innovative, replicable by others, and capable eventually of showing
returns much larger than the initial investment. The Committee was
expected to take its own initiatives as well as to respond to
applications, while educating and encouraging individuals im the
arts world to be creative, entrepreneurial and inventive in the

projects they proposed to support.

The AIM Committee declared its interests as follows:

innovative self-help projects or schemes to generate
money, either through earned income, patronage/sponsorship,
support in kind or other funds. Schemes must be related to the

artistic policy or work of the applicant;

~ improvement of the managerial, promotional and financial

arrangements of organisations and artists;

~ experimental projects to increase productivity or maximise
use of existing resources particularly with regard to

production, management and promotion;

- use of regional or local resources (such as equipment,
- skills, services, facilities etc) on a collaborative or co-
operative basis to benefit local artists or arts

organisations;

- research into or training for volunteer services and co-

operation from firms and individuals, especially of



professional skills and experience in the field of technology,
legal advice, public relations, accountancy and statistical

expertise;

~ projects or schemes undertaken by 'umbrella' arts organisations
which might improve the management and promotion of their

members and other relevant arts organisations or artists.

There was nothing original or esoteric in the ways the AIM Committee
worked. There were 15 meetings of the main Committee, and countless
sub—committee meetings. Elizabeth Richie, the Co-ordinator, was
responsible for preliminary investigation of grant application
candidates and direct relations with them. It is impossible to put
a figure to the total number of candidates because frequently the
contact was through unlogged telephone calls. Some candidates were
eliminated without previous reference to the Committee, but the
Committee inspected lists of these rejections periodically.
Occasionally the chairman was consulted before such a rejection, and
sometimes such a case was discussed further by the Committee; but
usually the failed candidate quite evidently did not meet the AIM

Committee's criteria.

It was a significant fact that the AIM Committee, with only a part-
time officer to handle its affairs, dealt with a volume of business
which would have taken up the full time of an efficient officer.
This is not a tribute to heroism but the statement of a situation
which materially influenced the Committee's achievement. With
hindsight, a larger secretariat was necessary. The author of this
report was a member of the AIM Committee and a number of its sub—
committees; as well as being involved in consultations before it was
formed. Although this report embraces the experience and comments
of other AIM Committee members, of Gulbenkian's officers, and of
several grant recipients, it reflects the author's personal

judgements and views.
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AIM COMMITTEE RESPONSES TO GRANT APPLICANTS

The list below gives an idea of the number, scale and character of
the AIM Committee's recommended grants. The AIM Committee's own
initiatives are listed on page 24.

Arts Council of Northern Ireland £4,000 A part-time sponsorship
organiser

Arts Admin £4.,300 Towards running costs
for 1982

Barrie Briscoe, artist £2,251 Publishing mural art
designs

Battersea Arts Centre £5,400 Co-ordination of
volunteers at an arts
centre

Brighton Borough Council £2,000 Research into provision
for the arts in a town

Committee for Arts and Business £ 970 Business counselling for

Counselling £3,420 arts organisations

Coracle Press £3,250 Consultative book-
workshops

Council of Regional Arts £4,000 Three regional con-

Associations ) ferences on raising

larger audiences for
small-scale touring

companies
Coventry Community Relations £2,500 Feasibility study for an
Council ethnic minority craft
workshop
Dance Umbrella Ltd £3,840 Central London Box

Office for the
1981 Dance Umbrella

Festival

Dance Umbrella Ltd £3,900 Series of video tapes
featuring British
choreographers

Free Form Arts Trust £3,925 Marketing community arts

envirommental work

Greater London Arts Association £1,780 Subscription series for
a small-scale dance and
mime season



Guild of Lakeland Craftsmen
Half Moon Theatre - on behalf of
a consortium of venues

Hull Artists Association

Joint Stock Productions Ltd

Justin Case, mime artist

Kidsline

Lumiere and Son Theatre Company
Mrs Worthington's Daughters
Theatre Company

Peter Noble, artist

Tim Souster, composer

The Wells Centre Ltd

Wildcat Stage Productions

£4,100

£4,325

£ 700

£2,500

£4,235

£2,500

£3,000

£ 500

£ 990

£4,254

£3,800

£4,000

Marketing craftwork in
Cumbria

Fringe Theatre Box
Office in London

To promote the work of a
group of visual artists

An Asian speaking PRO to
promote a new play for
Asian and English
audiences

A mime film Forgotten
Phrases

Arts and leisure
information service for
children

Marketing a fringe
theatre touring group

'Live' advertising for
fringe theatre group

Moving Heads art
exhibition on London
Underground

Self-publishing
contemporary music
scores

Mobile Box Office
serving rural areas

An album of a theatre
group's music and songs

See appendix for more details of these projects



An inspection of the reports written by those who had received
Gulbenkian Foundation grants reveals only one which, with hindsight,
was irrelevant to the Committee's objectives: nevertheless, it was a
deserving application from an excellent organisation. Almost all
projects given grants were replicable, and in some way innovative;
most were self-help exercises which could strengthen prospects of
survival or development, with the emphases on finance, marketing and
management. It is difficult to see why the majority of these
projects could not have received support elsewhere; some had tried
and failed to find funds. Grants directly to individual artists and
groups were few; most went to ventures which in turn helped numbers

of individuals and groups.

The grants given have been grouped as follows: 1. Individual artists
2. Groups of artists 3. Groups of groups and research 4. Counsel

and training.
1. Individual artists

Peter Noble, a professional painter, was the instigator of an
interesting and quite well-publicised exercise which he had
energetically promoted before he applied to the AIM Committee.
During October 1981, as a fréquenter of 01d Street underground
station, he noticed that often there were empty advertising frames
on the escalator. He had previously sketched imaginary riders of
escalators looking at his drawings in these frames. He felt his
daydream should now become reality. Protesting against an alleged
divorce of art from everyday life and acknowledging advertisements
as 'a modern art form', Peter Noble formulated his ambition. He
would take 25 of his portrait heads, drawn to the size of the
advertising panels, and exhibit them on an escalator. Thus he would
bring live art to the public while providing a market-place for his
works. He reported: "The exhibition would seem to fulfil so many
roles from the altruistic to the personal, that it was too good an
idea not to transform into reality". He started investigations. He
found that the costs for this kind of advertising were modest -

bought in five space units, with units distributed between two or






