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abstract 
This paper gives an overview of the research project conducted by Kultura 
Nova Foundation that explores ‘coming into vision’ governance models 
in public culture in Croatia. Dominant (centralized, administrative and 
bureaucracy) governance models in public culture are examined from a 
critical perspective and in relation to emerging approaches in cultural gov-
ernance that entail contemporary (re)interpretations and practical appli-
cations of democratic cultural policy promise – cultural democracy, access 
to culture, participation and inclusion. The paper explores the gap between 
cultural democracy promise and public culture realities, and assesses how 
participatory agenda could contribute towards overcoming of this gap. The 
paper aims to give an overview of our contemporary context of cultural 
policies and cultural development both marked by shifting dynamics of the 
liberal democratic system. Further, it outlines the imperatives of participa-
tion in culture and brings a critique to the participatory agenda in cultural 
policy within the scope of neoliberal instrumentalisation of the participa-
tion term.
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Introduction

A growing volume of work in cultural policy research examines critically and 
addresses the issue of democratic deficits in cultural policy. Yet, the converg-
ing relationship between cultural realm, cultural policy and democracy is 
charted through streamlines of diverse concepts that attempt to endorse or 
strengthen democratic quality of cultural policy. As a result, recent and cur-
rent discourses on cultural policy research and practice are laden with cat-
egories of social inclusion, cultural participation, audience development, af-
firmation of cultural diversity, etc. At the same time, there is little evidence on 
how culture and cultural policy substantiated with these concepts, contribute 
to the reshaping of the realities of our bankrupt democratic system (Hedges 
2015). While culture deals with concepts that entail abstract meanings and 
nominal political correctness, the democratic baseline of cultural policy is 
still malfunctioning. Namely, social inclusion and cultural participation in 
culture and cultural policy entail greater vigilance about adjusting program-
ming to profiling audience, a type of socially engineered arts marketing. At 
the same time, it is difficult to point to any institution in the cultural field that 
can be accurately described as inclusive and participative in the democratic 
sense. Much emphasis is placed on citizen engagement, but mostly in their 
capacity of a consumer or a by-producer, i.e. a provider of socially justified ar-
guments for public subsidies, while there is a chronic occlusion in democratic 
empowerment of citizens and civic representation in the actual division of 
powers. 

This paper concentrates on the novel fusions and demands for power redistri-
bution in cultural field and cultural policy that emerge from the civil society 
sector in culture. The changes in the direction of new democratic agenda 
and engagement in and from cultural sector drew attention from the policy-
maker levels, most notably, as presented in this case, the Kultura Nova Foun-
dation. Hence, the trends and tendencies that are descripted here belong to 
the Croatian national context, but bear relevance and resonate with the wider 
movement for more democratic cultural policy on European and interna-
tional scale. The narrative on Kultura Nova’s work in analysing, questioning 
and re-adjusting the concept of cultural democracy weaves through the ini-
tiatives for participatory governance in culture, both from the perspectives of 
the research work and the actual practices. 
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Do it Together. Practices and Tendencies  
of Participatory Governance in Culture in the Republic of Croatia

Kultura Nova Foundation is a public body with the role in the Croatian cul-
tural system to strengthen civil society organisations for work in contem-
porary arts and culture and to participate in building their organisational 
and programme capacities. The idea of pursuing the topic of participatory 
governance as a means of democratic enforcement in cultural policy and gov-
ernance came out of Foundation’s continuous efforts in monitoring and jux-
taposing organisational needs of the civil society in contemporary arts and 
culture with the opportunities and deficits in cultural policy provision. This 
led the Foundation towards following and investigating adequate, possible 
and available responses applicable in various contexts and adaptable to local 
circumstances through its development programmes. Through the process 
of providing support to civil society organisations, what became noticeable 
were advocacy platforms created to develop socio-cultural centres based on 
the participatory governance model and public-civil partnership. The Foun-
dation recognised the relevance and the innovative aspects of policy change 
that these initiatives were aiming for and has since invested efforts to provide 
additional support besides financial one. In that line, Kultura Nova devel-
oped a research project on participatory governance in culture with the aim 
of strengthening the links and interconnections between civil society sector, 
public sector and local community thus fostering participatory designs in 
cultural policy and governance as a possible approach for more democratic 
and sustainable development of cultural sector.

Launched in 2016 with the support from the UNESCO International Fund 
for Cultural Diversity, the research explored new and emerging models of 
cultural governance through a mosaic of interweaving and interrelated proc-
esses, practices and theoretical views including decentralisation, local cultural 
planning and development, participatory governance in culture and cultural 
policy change in Croatia. The emergence of new models of cultural institu-
tions that directly tackle the challenges and failures of democratic traits in 
the contemporary cultural system entails the creation of new relations and 
networks based on open, participatory, effective and coherent processes and 
brings to the fore the issue of cultural resources, most specifically that of spa-
tial infrastructure. This type of development highlights the role of localities, 
or the local spaces and levels as the nucleus of an array of innovative, experi-
mental as well as the leading concepts of cultural development.
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By looking into relevant stakeholders (public authorities and bodies, civil soci-
ety organisations & NGOs, creative industries and local community representa-
tives), the project specifically focused on investigating their active involvement 
in planning, decision-making, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of 
policies and programming of innovative institutions. In order to propose mod-
els that could most adequately address the needs of innovative institutional ar-
rangements, the project explored the changes in the socio-political context and 
cultural and social role of innovative institutions. This implied examination 
of the policy design and the possibilities it offers in enabling and developing 
participatory governance models for new formats of cultural institutions. Fur-
thermore, it includes mapping of the corresponding examples and best prac-
tices of participatory governance of innovative cultural institutions in Croatia 
and across Europe. Croatian examples refer to the socio-cultural centres set 
up by non-profit and non-governmental associations that reuse existing public 
spatial infrastructure owned by local authorities by helping them to gradually 
adapt to new functions and accommodate new users. 

Methodologically, the research was built around converging approaches from 
various academic disciplines, the main being cultural studies, sociology and 
political sciences. In effect, the methodology relied on a pluralist approach 
and combined policy frame analysis with content analysis (laws and legisla-
tion acts in culture, policy records and publications, speeches, media cover-
age, etc.), as well as semi-structured interviews with relevant stakeholders 
and actors in order to obtain first-hand information from individuals such as 
officials and civil servants in government bodies (local authorities), coordi-
nators and leaders of civil society coalitions, leaders and members of the new 
and emerging socio-cultural centres. Members of local communities around 
social-cultural centres fulfilled the questionnaire. Though the research has 
been conducted for a large part as the analysis of the cultural policy docu-
ments, actual research strategy has been oriented more towards realities, situ-
ations, group and individuals that have shaped and/or are inciting cultural 
policy changes on local and national levels with an overview of international 
experiences.

The research was conducted in seven locations, Croatian cities of Čakovec, 
Dubrovnik, Karlovac, Pula, Rijeka, Split, and Zagreb. Each local setting and 
examples of participatory governance in-the-making practices was investigat-
ed as a single case study unit and has contributed to a more in-depth under-
standing and affirmation of micro-localities, i.e. neighbourhoods, communi-
ties, districts, municipalities as key elements of cultural policy formation. 
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As stated by Vidović, Žuvela and Mišković, these seven locations were se-
lected because they represent “seven different practices which the Founda-
tion recognized in the Croatian context as publicly most visible but as being 
on different development levels, and therefore they may serve as the examples 
of different developmental stages, levels and models of participatory govern-
ance of cultural resources” (Vidović, Žuvela and Mišković 2018: 72). Each 
example is unique, but what connects them all is that they are “bottom-up 
initiatives, hence initiated by civil society organizations in order to com-
monly use abandoned and / or insufficiently used public resources and to 
govern them in a participatory way, sharing responsibility and advocating or 
nourishing the partnerships with the local authorities” (Vidović, Žuvela and 
Mišković 2018: 73).

What has been encountered through the research, both in theory and prac-
tice, is that participation is often undertaken by the public authorities ritu-
alistically and can be more manipulative than genuinely concerned with the 
empowering of those that need to participate. The emerging models of new 
cultural institutions based on participative design of governance are faced 
with power struggles (Katunarić 2004), encompassing contestation around 
the basic meaning and understandings to lack of trust and respect that hin-
ders the attempts to establish new forms of partnerships and participative 
modes of governing. The lack of mutual trust is most evident on the level of 
relations between local public authorities and the civil society actors, which 
is a serious obstacle in attempts to share responsibility. In addition, there is a 
general confusion and disagreement, even a lack of awareness, on what arts 
and culture are and/or can be in the context of local cultural development, 
especially in terms of sustainability3. 

Overall, the process of research opened numerous questions and issues in the 
area of merging participative governance practices and the relevance of nur-
turing democratic practices in cultural policy formation, decision-making 
and implementation. Introducing proper principles, rules and mechanisms of 
participation, representation and accountability, i.e. what David Held (2006: 
261) called “appeals of democracy” has been confronted with the embedded 

3 These questions have a higher level of urgency in several locations where cultural resources are 
over-exploited by the tourism and real-estate development industry (i.e. Split and Dubrovnik). 
In these locations, there are similar situations to those of 1980s and 1990s Europe’s cities in 
sense of shift towards neo-conservatism and neo-liberalism and all the controversial implica-
tions that arose from that shift in form of economic inequalities, gentrification, urban degen-
eration and use of cultural resources as attractive ornaments and/or economic assets (Žuvela 
2018).
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conviction in the power of the political hierarchical, hegemonic rules and 
qualification of diverse positions and roles, especially in decision and policy 
makers. Aside from the decision and policy makers that are conditioned by 
the political agenda, the level of self-awareness of civil responsibilities and 
possibilities in the sense of public power can be assessed as defeating. This is 
not only implicated to the fiat of cultural policy’s civilizing and democratizing 
mandate that produces perpetual tensions between hierarchical and horizon-
tal approaches in its structuring, but to the deficiencies of civic power and 
civilizing aspects of cultural construction in examined Croatian contexts. 

The research results have been published in Croatian and English version of 
a collection of papers under the title Do it Together. Practices and Tenden-
cies of Participatory Governance in Culture in the Republic of Croatia. The 
outcomes of the project are set to open a wide debate and deliberation proc-
ess with the aim to produce concrete and coherent contribution to required 
changes in Croatian cultural policy, especially in the register of its decen-
tralisation and participatory approaches to cultural governance. Structural 
or functional decentralisation of cultural policy is inevitably interlinked with 
the issues in power relations between the state and culture, the devolution 
of authority and, ultimately, democratization of the cultural system. The re-
lationship between the government and the culture requires understanding 
of the formation of the system of policy domain, encompassing socio-po-
litical relations and practices that form the policy rationale and put policy 
framework into action. Croatian context is quite complex in this respect. The 
transformations that have happened during the past 27 years in the politi-
cal and social domain have had discerning effect on the cultural field and 
are intensely interrelated with the development of arts and culture on local, 
regional and national levels. The most obvious grades of transformation have 
been transition from the federal socialist system into independent state of lib-
eral democracy, and the accession to European Union. Culture has since had 
numerous roles in the national framework; from being a ubiquitous synonym 
for identity, an identity marker and differentiator utilised for national aggran-
disement to culture as an arena of political controversy, and culture as one 
of the main apparatuses for international communication and positioning. 
Vidović and Žuvela underline that “if we take a look from the perspective of 
cultural policy paradigms, as defined by Bonet and Négrier (2018), in Croatia 
the traditional-conventional approach to the elaboration and application of 
cultural policy is still used, in the sense that cultural policy is implemented 
in compliance with the paradigm of democratization of culture. This implies 
making available access to cultural goods and services for as many people 
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as possible, which cannot be realized without support from public sources. 
Democratization of the cultural system in Croatia is characterized by strictly 
divided roles of cultural producers and cultural consumers, similar to a clear 
political and/or expert conditioning of decision makers” (Vidović and Žuvela 
2018: 47-48).

Current role of cultural policy and the meanings of culture in the public poli-
cies and public domain should be re-thought and re-assessed according to 
the current and coming orientation of the overall cultural development with 
regard to trends and shifts in European and global contexts. The emphasis 
on cultural sustainability and amplification of democracy in cultural poli-
cy, affirmation of cultural diversities and respect of cultural rights is a task 
that poses the greatest challenge before standing cultural policy condition in 
Croatia and its task in nurturing democratic values in society.

Participatory Governance in Culture, Cultural Policy Paradigms  
and Cultural Democracy 2.0

The topics of democracy in cultural policy and participatory governance in 
culture have a several decades worth of theoretical and practical implications 
in the domain of public policies. Nonetheless, it is still somewhat a blurred 
area and under researched terrain of culture and cultural policy. This is due 
to several levels of overlapped readings and meanings of participation in cul-
ture, democracy in cultural policy, i.e. cultural democracy and their conso-
nance with the progression of cultural policy paradigms. Interlinking cul-
tural policy paradigms with participatory governance requires explanatory 
note that “cultural policy is seen and defined as the outcome of state-driven 
process” (Paquette and Redaelli 2015: 77). In other words, as Katunarić states, 
cultural policy is “an instrument of overall state policy in culture” by which 
the state seeks to “ensure the hegemony of a certain type of political power 
in the cultural field.” (Katunarić 1997: 10). Understanding hegemony not as 
monolithic, but as a fluctuating balance of diverse interests by various groups, 
Katunarić suggests that cultural policy can offer alternatives as overlapping 
and conflicting guidelines (Katunarić 1997). 

Within this state-driven processes, there are several readings on the progres-
sion of cultural policy rationales or paradigms. For example, Katunarić has 
divided developmental stages into the categories of idealistic stage (which is 
monocultural with the predominance of the high culture criteria); material-
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istic or professional stage (encompassing cultural democracy, welfarism and 
ethnification of cultural identity); marketization stage (prevalence of the neo-
liberal hegemony); and nationalistic stage (entails fostering of national unity 
through spectacularization) (Katunarić 1997; 2007). These categories do not 
have strict perimeters, i.e. they overlap and are in many aspects similar to 
the qualifications of cultural policy paradigms that Bonet and Négrier divide 
into four lines: cultural excellence, cultural democratization, cultural democ-
racy and creative economy (Bonet and Négrier 2018). All of these categories 
have specific visions of audiences and participation logic. 

The first paradigm of excellence held the role of audience subordinate to the 
decision-making of the endogamous group of professionals that excludes 
those who do not share the dominant hierarchy of values. The second para-
digm of cultural democratisation has the purpose to “facilitate access to the 
broadest number of people to high-quality cultural goods and services that, 
without government support, would not be supplied by the market” (Bonet 
and Négrier 2018: 66), which is consonant with the above listed idealistic 
stage proposed by Katunarić. The paradigm of cultural democracy that es-
sentially aims to bring the most established genre to a wide audience has 
been labelled as elitist and has been counteracted by alternative paradigm of 
cultural democracy. 

The objective of “cultural democracy is to provide for a more participatory 
(or populist) approach in the definition and the provision of cultural oppor-
tunities” (Mulcahy, 2007). Following this line “cultural democracy postulates 
the possibility of each social group obtaining recognition of its own cultural 
practices (considered illegitimate under models of cultural excellence and 
cultural democratization and/or unprofitable by the economic system) and 
gaining support for them” (Pyykkonen, Simanainen and Sokka 2009 in Bonet 
and Négrier 2018: 66). Significant changes arose in the cultural policies’ struc-
tures and provision because of the high culture criteria dismantlement. This 
opened a space for discourse on the issues of access to culture, participation, 
multiculturalism, cultural rights, values of local/communal culture, etc. All 
of them represent issues that are still part of the cultural policies’ main preoc-
cupations (Žuvela 2017; Pyykkonen, Simanainen and Sokka 2009). The turn 
towards the needs, aspirations and empowerment of the (local) citizens, lo-
calisation of cultural policy and rising importance of civil society in cultural 
policy formation highlight the paradigm of cultural democracy as having the 
crucial potentials for solving the democratic maladies of inequality in cul-
tural policy representation and power dispersion. 
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Throughout time, many variants and manifestations of cultural democracy 
have developed on the level of rhetoric of international cultural policies 
agendas, such as the preservation of cultural diversity, promotion of cultural 
rights, multiculturalism, intercultural dialogue, quest on fighting cultural 
appropriation, protection of diversity of artistic expressions, etc. However, 
the issues of power devolution and boosting participation as a method of 
citizens’ democratic empowerment remain problematic and unattended de-
spite cultural democracy being revived through the rise of cultural commons 
approach with the emphasis on the empowerment of citizens as active sub-
jects and stakeholders in public policies that rely on open and participatory 
decision-making. Such an approach to practising participation in culture 
stretches much further than the conventional understanding of participation 
as complementary quality to cultural and artistic production, or as a demand 
that should justify the public subsidy of the supply side. “Demand-supply” 
logic and cycle has its rooting in the market doctrine and paradigm of cul-
tural economy in which the justification for state support for culture must 
be validated by number and profiles of audience. In the creative economy 
paradigm the role of audience is linked to “their role as consumers or users 
who make business financially viable, whether directly or indirectly” (Bonet 
and Négrier 2018: 67). 

Insofar, participation is an all pervasive term in culture as it signifies one 
of the priorities of cultural policies agenda in Europe and worldwide. For 
example, the New European Agenda for Culture adopted by the European 
Commission on 22nd May 2018 underlines promoting cultural participation 
as the first line of priority, with the introductory explanation that “culture is 
the most important factor in creating a sense of community”4. However, 36% 
of European citizens “currently do not participate in cultural activities, so 
increasing cultural participation would bring Europeans closer together”5. 

This line of priority suggests that the official stance on participation in cul-
ture from the side of the European Commission is (still) more concerned 
with quantifiable levels of access and participation in cultural activities rather 
than with new claims for full democratic access to governing and managing 
cultural resources and democratic upgrades of cultural policy. This opens a 
question whether cultural policy and cultural field can sustain the changes in 

4 Quote and information obtained online at https://ec.europa.eu/culture/news/new-european-
agenda-culture_en (03 June 2018). 

5 Quote and information obtained online at https://ec.europa.eu/culture/news/new-european-
agenda-culture_en (03 June 2018).
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the direction of participatory governance predictions of new cultural policy 
paradigm that will re-define original notions of cultural democracy. What 
would participatory cultural democracy or cultural democracy 2.0 galvanized 
by participatory governance practice entail from both positive and negative 
sides in the post-welfare state cultural policy development?

In their recent article on cultural policy and cultural democracy, Hadley and 
Belfiore quote publication by Kings College in London Towards cultural de-
mocracy: Promoting cultural capabilities for everyone (Wilson et al. 2017), 
which proposes “if not wholly original, approach to understanding cultural 
democracy as the condition of cultural capability for all” (Hadley and Belf-
iore 2018: 219). The authors raise the question “if, and how, cultural policy 
scholars, arts managers and practitioners should find ways to act upon both 
the historical base and the potential futures of cultural democracy” (Hadley 
and Belfiore 2018: 221). In order to discover a contemporary meaning of cul-
tural democracy, there is a need for “theoretical development of a renewed 
concept of cultural democracy that acknowledges and addresses the social, 
cultural and economic changes that have taken place since its first formula-
tion in the 1970s” (Hadley and Belfiore 2018: 221-222). Contemporary no-
tions of cultural democracy are shifting from the orientation on the contested 
value criteria of the arts towards the public valorisation, responsibility and 
accountability on the use and development of the cultural resources. Crucial 
component of the new cultural democracy equation is the communicative 
relation between the nominal ‘owners’ of public cultural resources, i.e. public 
authorities, and the actual ‘ownership’, i.e. the communities that have, indi-
rectly (through taxes) or directly (through cultural engagement, participa-
tion or support) sustained cultural sector along with the public resources al-
located for culture (finances, institutional structures, spaces of culture, etc.). 
Approaches to cultural democracy that unveil the imbalance of power rela-
tions within the cultural policy, governance and sector organisation surpass 
the ordinarily self-evident arguments to why cultural democracy should be 
supported. Imbedding the principles of participation and methods of partici-
patory governance in culture questions the politically-given rights of political 
authorities, with ever narrowing democratic support, to claim how arts and 
culture should be structured, governed, regulated, programmed, etc. Involv-
ing the community, and the wider circle of non-political stakeholders, not 
only contributes to the democratic well-being of cultural policy provision, 
but also to its sustainability in the sense of consistency that should not be hol-
lowed out with breaks in the changes of political and ideological rules.
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Cultural Democracy Dilemmas and Participation Liabilities

On the most obvious level of interpretation, cultural democracy is one of the 
“natural” correlational points between cultural policy and participatory gov-
ernance. The aim of the so-called participatory turn in national policies has 
been to ameliorate growing democratic deficits and enhance citizens’ par-
ticipation in political decision-making. These transformation processes have 
also had their effect on cultural life and cultural policy, but remain rather 
invisible and under the radar of the mainstream policy action. Still, as al-
ready mentioned, postulates of cultural democracy nominally assume prior-
ity in the discourse on cultural development, but the reality of development 
imperatives in culture shifts the actual tendencies in policy changes in the 
direction of instrumentalisation and commodification. In a sense, cultural 
development and changes in cultural policy are like parallel constructs built 
on opposite perspectives and value systems of cultural democracy and crea-
tive economy paradigms. Consequently, arts and cultural practices have been 
strenuously positioned between the “need” to demonstrate that they generate 
a benefit over and above the aesthetic in order to provide evidence and justifi-
cation in obtaining shrinking public support and funding, and the imperative 
to show their “marketable” value in order to secure income and investments 
from the private sector (Gray 2012).

The neo-liberal approach to understanding and practising cultural democ-
racy in the sense that the vertical nature of cultural policy and cultural 
programmes are flattened with the aim of making the cultural and artistic 
creation that much more appealing and attractive to the wider masses has 
subdued the crucial problems in the issues of top-down, centre – periph-
ery relations in cultural policy. Diluting the critical and inspirational edge of 
cultural and artistic creation with the presumption that “the cultural needs 
of all society’s members were alike” (Landstead 1990: 17) has been blurring 
the lines between participation, instrumentalisation and populism. In other 
words, while the cultural and artistic production is increasingly becoming 
regulated with the dominant “free-market” logic, the abolishment of the elit-
ist and hierarchical approaches to the process of cultural and artistic pro-
duction, dissemination and consumption is not matched with the changes in 
the cultural policy structures that still function in restricted, hierarchical and 
centralised manner. This is where the paradox of the cultural policy develop-
ment happens – in order to increase levels of accessibility, i.e. consumption, 
accessibility becomes dependant on financial capacity while the levels of ac-
countability are decreasing. 



O
N

 P
A

RT
IC

IP
AT

O
RY

 G
O

VE
RN

A
N

CE
 IN

 C
U

LT
U

RE
 A

N
D

  
RE

SU
RG

EN
CE

 O
F 

CU
LT

U
RA

L 
D

EM
O

CR
AC

Y

1�2

Here, we touch upon some fundamental changes in the field of culture and its 
connection to the social context. “Cultural development inherently includes 
developmental tendencies that are based on the qualifications of excellence 
and competition, particularly on the level of creative expression and produc-
tion. It is difficult to connect these qualifications with principles, rules and 
mechanisms of participation, which are inevitable elements of cultural democ-
racy, while avoiding at the same time loosing or compromising the meaning 
of the cultural content of cultural policy or politics of culture” (Žuvela 2017: 
13). In that sense, questions arise as to what degree democratic elements are 
maintained in cultural development and how much participation and cultural 
democracy legitimize cultural development, which, due to the imperative of 
creative economy and digital technology, finds the means for its expansion in 
entertainment, pure consumerism and creative instrumentalism (Ahponen 
2009). In other words, opening cultural policy towards participation as an 
acting principle does not imply an ‘anything goes’ and ‘everything is culture’ 
discourse because, in that way, the field of culture and cultural policies will 
lose their essence, sense and basic rationality (Pyykkönen, Simanainen and 
Sokka 2009). 

Maintaining the field of culture as the key element of the social state and 
promoting greater democratization through cultural democracy, access to 
culture, cultural rights, etc. simultaneously with maintaining autonomy in 
the sense of critical, engaged, hermetical, diversified and inspirational cul-
tural practices, are demanding challenges for advocating and implementing 
participatory governance in cultural policy. Maybe the greatest challenge for 
participatory governance in culture is how to introduce inclusion and deliber-
ation tendencies in cultural decision-making processes and, at the same time, 
avoid populism or reproduction of antidemocratic tendencies. Furthermore, 
this opens up the issue of clarity and dynamics of action directed at creating 
cultural participatory practices in a society increasingly sliding towards sharp 
divisions and inequalities. How should the frameworks for participation in 
such a context be set? How should we introduce participation as decision 
making principle and avoid contamination by the original power relations? 
Which and what kind of elements of participation should be secured for free 
and purposeful inclusion of the excluded? 

Therefore, in the context of participatory governance, cultural policy is faced 
with significant reformative challenges. In this respect, it is important to 
become aware of the fact that only the participatory principle in the devel-
opment of cultural policy and cultural governance implies the highest level 
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of participation based on the idea of de-etatization and decentralization of 
power structures, i.e. on establishing higher democratized models based on 
sharing responsibility and common decision making. In terms of Foucault’s 
revised concept of state power, cultural policy seeks reformulation of the 
“governor-governed relationships, one that does not make the relation de-
pendent upon administrative machines, juridical institutions, or other ap-
paratuses that usually get grouped under the rubric of State” (Bratich, Packer 
and McCarthy 2003: 4). In terms of Fung’s and Wright’s (2003) writings on 
empowered participatory governance, transformation of traditional ways of 
governance should colonize the State, or should exceed, now to turn to Frank 
Fischer, the institutional voids, or institutional cracks of the traditional state 
where the practices of participatory governance breed “new forms of social 
and political association” (Fischer 2006: 20). 

New approaches to cultural democracy go beyond the idea of taking part, 
being a fundament for democratic justification of cultural policy and ques-
tions the existing power patterns in the (public) cultural field. The distribu-
tion of power pertains not only to the decision-making process, but also to 
the modes and ways of governing, activating and managing public cultural 
resources, and opening a public space for the on-going negotiation on the 
purpose, aims and means of governing public cultural resources. The main 
axes of these discussions are question on public interest in culture, and the 
ways cultural policy can accommodate shifting focuses and transformations 
of cultural needs in society and the role of citizens and communities in the 
rightful ownership of public cultural resources. 

Conclusion

The emergence of new participatory designs in culture require changes in 
the cultural policy structure that recalibrate key policy paradigms, such as 
cultural democracy, especially in circumstances where government support 
gives way for more utilitarian, instrumental value, with the emphasis on the 
most commonly economic impact and diminishment of the public value of 
the arts and culture. As an answer to such trends, we encounter interesting 
examples and initiatives of resilience towards strict political hierarchies in 
culture on the one side, and the commodifying logic of the culture realm 
on the other. Among many self-organized initiatives appearing all over the 
world with the aim to react to the weakening democratic character of cultural 
policy, we detect emerging models of cultural governance that demonstrate 
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the vital necessity of challenging ossified policy rationales and provisions 
as well as institutional structures and representational legitimacy. They also 
raise the critical question about the role and position of civil society organiza-
tions that uptake the responsibility of public mandate in planning, managing 
and programming communal cultural resources. More specifically, examples 
detected in Croatia illustrate cases of citizen engagement in arts and culture 
that redefine the conventional notion of cultural participation and deepen 
the democratic principles in cultural field through reinterpretations of pub-
lic culture. Approaches to cultural democracy that unveil the imbalance of 
power relations within the cultural policy, governance and sector organisa-
tion surpass the ordinarily self-evident arguments to why cultural democracy 
should be supported. Imbedding the principles of participation and methods 
of participatory governance in culture questions the politically-given rights of 
political authorities, with ever narrowing democratic support, to claim how 
arts and culture should be structured, governed, regulated, programmed, etc. 
Involving the community and sharing of the power with the wider circle of 
non-political stakeholders does not only contribute to the democratic well-
being of cultural policy provision, but also to its sustainability in the sense 
of consistency that should not be hollowed out with breaks in the changes of 
political and ideological rules. 
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O SUDIONIČKOM UPRAVLJANJU U KULTURI  
I PREPORODU KULTURNE DEMOKRACIJE

apstrakt
Ovaj rad proističe iz nalaza istraživačkog projekta kojeg je provela Zakla-
da Kultura nova na temu postojećih i novonastajućih modela i praksi su-
dioničkog upravljanja u kulturi u Hrvatskoj. U tom smislu, u radu se kri-
tički analiziraju dominantni, centralizirani i (hiper)birokratizirani modeli 
upravljanja u supostavljenom korelacijskom odnosu s novonastajućim pri-
stupima u upravljanju u kulturi koji uključuju suvremene reinterpretacije u 
značenjima i primjenama kulturne politike i njenih demokratskih obećanja 
sažetih u ključnim razvojnim paradigmama i konceptima poput kulturne 
demokracije, pristupa kulturi, sudjelovanja u kulturi i uključivosti kultur-
ne politike. Jaz između obećanja demokratičnosti kulturne politike (napose 
kulturne demokracije), retorike razvojnih diskursa te stvarnosti u kojoj kul-
turni sektor opstaje, središnje je mjesto analitičkog interesa u ovom radu u 
kojem se razmatraju mogućnosti za nadilaženje ovog jaza kroz uvođenje 
sudioničkih principa u kulturnu politiku. Konačno, rad nastoji dati pregled 
suvremenog konteksta kulturnih politika i kulturnog razvoja koje definiraju 
kompleksne promjene u sistemu liberalne demokracije te ocrtati značenja 
sudjelovanja u upravljanju u kulturi uz kritički osvrt na sudioničku agendu 
u svjetlu neoliberalne instrumentalizacije tog termina i koncepta. 

Ključne reči
kulturna politika, demokracija, kulturna demokracija, sudjelovanje, uprav-
ljanje




