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Getting inside the creative voucher: The Platform 7 experience 
 
Andy Pratt and John McKeirnan 
 
0. Introduction 
 
As with the others in this collection this chapter explores the experience of using a creative 
voucher.  However, here we take a different perspective by reflecting on the process rather 
than outcomes. In this chapter we view the voucher - and the policy of vouchers - as part of 
a wider process that may, or may not, engender knowledge exchange; which in turn may, 
or may not, be incorporated into a final product or process. Connectivity and time are 
necessary, but not sufficient, to explain knowledge exchange. The argument, as illustrated 
by the chapter, is that the other processes (intended and unintended) that surround (or 
constitute) the voucher need to be  included in what we might call the ‘voucher experience’. 
This experience is where and when a relationship, knowledge and understanding are 
created; the situational dimension may in turn constitute which knowledge is coded useful 
by participants. This situated and contextual work is not peripheral or of secondary 
importance: it is central. Accordingly, we want to stress that people as well as cultural 
products were involved in this voucher, and it is the human interaction that we stress rather 
than products, or disembodied and decontextualised knowledge.  
 
The protagonists in this voucher are John, who acts as a producer for Platform 7 through 
which artists are recruited to work on specific time limited projects. John curates artists and 
the public  in art installations/events. Andy is an academic who studies the social and 
economic processes of the cultural economy; he is particularly interested in how culture in 
made (what is commonly called ‘creativity’ or ‘innovation’). The challenge at the outset is to 
identify what the voucher could ‘do’ for each person and their practice. As we will see, the 
project produced some reflection for John and his development of practice, as well as the 
potential of universities to be part of that process. For Andy it developed an understanding 
art practice and the challenges of evaluation, or understanding of knowledge. Andy and 
John decided that it would be of benefit to communicate some aspects of the experience in 
written form: John might be able to use it to communicate to others his ‘process’;  Andy 
would hope to illustrate what ‘knowledge exchange’ looks like in practice. As we’ll see, this 
may seem unremarkable outcome, but when viewed in the context of the way in which we 
conceive of knowledge, and its ‘diffusion’, let along how this is instrumentalist in policy and 
organisational forms, it offers a potentially disruptive moment that we may learn from.  
 
We also suggest that one could read and write the other chapters in this book in many other 
ways too; not simply through a more formal lens of evaluation and outputs. So what of this 
disruptive moment thus produced here, and in other chapters? On its own this means 
nothing, it is exceptional. However, the insight of other ways of looking, and valuing, is the 
potential here. Given that the bigger objective of Creative Works London was to engage the 
humanities and the cultural economy this gives one insight into ways that both the 
humanities and art practice, can ‘speak back’ to the normative and objectifying methods of 
evaluation: illustrate that the methods can obscure more that they reveal. It may also 
encourage us to examine the (assume fixed) objects of other types of innovation and 
knowledge transfer which might turn out not to be as fixed and impermeable as they have 
been characterised (Pratt 2015, Virani and Pratt 2016, Pratt in press). 
 
The chapter is broken down into three sections. First, we get to know P7 and what it does. 
This is Andy describing back to John what he does, and what a single project, the case study 
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of the Silent Cacophony (SC) event, sought to achieve. This task was difficult to write in 
particular as John’s practice has evolved, and continues to evolve, it is difficult to avoid 
writing a career history as well. However, we resisted this for presentational reasons: it does 
show that the artificial selection of a time-scale changes our understanding of practice. 
Second, the main body of the chapter concerns the experience of the SC event of the artist 
participants. We took a conscious decision not to look at the ‘audience impact’ as the focus 
for John was to develop his artistic practice. This does not mean that the affective experience 
of the audience was irrelevant, simply that it was bracketed out so that we could view the 
practice of knowledge and understanding generated in the event. Finally, we pull together 
the treads and insights in a conclusion. The methods that we used were interviews and 
participant observation, Andy was helped by Aysegul Kesimoglu and Kate Mattocks in this 
exercise. The approach more generally was in the spirit of Participatory Action Research 
(PAR)(McIntyre 2008). Andy was keen that the methods should match the processes and 
the ethic and moral positions that were being studied, and that challenge the privileging of 
knowledge and research. PAR approaches seek to transcend the boundary of researcher 
and researched, creating a partnership and a flow and process. Knowledge and ‘findings’ 
are shared and re-interpreted as a continuous process. Hence, this chapter is, in its linear 
and ‘objective’ form, is a misrepresentation of the process; however, the reader is 
forewarned. 
 
1.a. What is Platform 7? 
 
Platform-7  activity is driven by a core concept and set of ideas, then artists are encouraged 
to ‘run with’ the ideas, to test their imaginations and those of the audiences. As we’ll see 
one of the challenges is to capture the learning and reflection of those in and working on the 
project itself, and to select and capitalise particular aspects of it. In part because they are 
emergent, and in part that their impact or insight is not always immediately apparent. P7 
often presents itself as something that hopes not to exist; not in a sense of willed 
redundancy, but in the sense that it privileges the performance and audience experience 
and removes the barriers to interaction and questioning: it seeks transparency, and aspires 
not ‘get in the way of’ the art. 
 
One of the challenging things about P7 practice is that it is (analytically) a mingling of 
performance art practices and advertising practices. Which is another way of saying it is 
about communication. This is not an art that seeks to ironise advertising, or reproduce 
advertising as art; rather it can be seen as ‘reverse advertising’. Advertising usually works 
through the development of a mono-dimensional and idealised image of the product, which 
the consumer is led/sold to desire and buy. The tactic is to close down, focus and to 
segment. The emotional engagement is shallow and passing, but generated to produce 
desire for the purchase. 
 
Platform-7’s practice is opposite; it is not reductive, but instead exploratory and expansive, 
one that is resistant to the stamp of a single meaning. It is rooted in an emotional 
engagement that is brought to the project by the audience; and thus rather than being 
divided and segmented as audiences they are united by their diversity of their own 
responses to the practice.  
 
One very strong element of P7’s practice is the triggering of memories and emotions, and 
community, and thus the production of ready empathy for others that have not been 
previously met, but have a shared experience. It is this production of connection that is 
critical, and very powerful. Another dimension of P7’s practice is material culture, or things; 
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memories and experiences are associated with objects and places, often banal, that we can 
all recognise in our lives and hence they are powerful conductors of memory and emotion1.  
 
What emerged from our discussion and interrogation of John and P7 is that the challenge 
faced is to consider how these insights and practices, and the information produced, can be 
used (beyond the event): put simply is there a market/demand for it, if so where? The 
strongest element is the approach/ methodology; and the articulation of emotions and 
experiences though an experience ‘unlocking’ them. This produces a far more ‘authentic’ 
range of perspectives and insights about things and places. The exploratory art practice is 
critical in opening up these different perspectives (although not limiting of them: an invitation 
to think and feel). This is after all what advertising seeks to do, but arguably, has pursued it 
in a ‘lazy’ way by telling consumers what to think. 
 
It is for this reason that one area that Platform-7’s work might be seen as useful is in the 
generation of alternative visions, for planning, redevelopment, for new uses; for political or 
ethical campaigning (again, which often uses the old advertising model, rather than the 
‘reverse’ model implied here). We reflect upon these challenges later in this report after the 
SC study. 
 
1.b.The event: Silent Cacophony 
 
Silent Cacophony (SC) offers an opportunity to reflect upon the 2-minutes silence practiced 
in the UK as a mark of remembrance of the end of the First World War, and latterly the dead 
of all armed conflict. The normative commemoration is linked to the symbolic red poppy, and 
formal state events of memorial at 11am on 11 November. The 2-minutes silence is a pause 
for reflection. This moment has become institutionalised over time, and also with distance 
from the events and death of protagonists it has become less universally practiced. There 
is much debate about the symbols, the red poppy and its adoption by the state and linking 
with national triumphalism, and the formal, state -dominated nature of the event; such is the 
nature of invented traditions and culture: they are mutable and change. These issues will 
become increasingly salient in the coming year (2014) with the year of reflection on the 
centenary anniversary of the outbreak of WW1. 
 
SC represents a novel intervention onto sensitive political and cultural territory. On one hand 
it offers an informal, civil society, based response to the 2-minutes of silence. On the other, 
it offers a reflection on the process of reflecting, a particular theme of P7s work. The videos 
of P7s 2012 events (No Man’s Land) are stark in their contraposition of the (apparent) public 
non-observance of the silence, and the (contradictory) silent vigil observed by the artists on 
the normally vibrant busker spots on the London Underground system. Another layer of 
meaning was that the stations proximate to locations bombed during WW2. Finally, there is 
the word play on silent and cacophony, which resonates with inner turmoil and terror of war. 
 
P7s 2013 event SC took this theme further and explored a variety of other sites in London, 
again subject to bombing, for a reflection. Artists were given a free rein as to how they 
structured their intervention: but a critical element of it was that it was time and space 
specific. Artistically, this chimes with the trend to temporary site-specific work and its 
essential impermanence and reconfiguration of audience as participant. So, SC has high art 

                                                 
1 In the tights project, the tights as an intimate owned/donated object that can serve as hooks for stories. Later the 
artwork of the ‘tights ball’ (constructed out of the donated tights) is a powerful symbol of waste, and our connection 
with that; but it is also a striking art object solid and large compared to the light and ephemeral tights: one that can be 
placed in, and moved around, public spaces and used to provoke more yet more debate. Likewise the making of 
clothes out of (donated) tights is a potent re-use/re-imagination demonstration. 
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concepts; as well as engagement with political and social practices; as well as not just being 
site specific but engaging in those specificities. 
 
As Platform 7 reported at the end of the event, “Silent Cacophony was a hugely successful 
project and everyone was really pleased with the outcome.  We ended up with 31 London 
events, 4 around England and 4 internationally, and approximately 135 actively participated 
in making the event on the day. The gallery is being built now on the P7 website with a 
number of events showing plus the blog is around five pages long and continuing to grow.” 
 
As suggested above part of the temporary site-specific movement in art has been to seek 
to transcend the audience-artist dialectic, to question the mono-directional and unitary-
meaning in art. Some artists see their role as provocateurs, in the sense that they seek to 
generate a 'different way of seeing' or understanding. Others simply want to have a more 
engaged or democratic dialogue.  
 
As noted above, to an extent the audience was in part fortuitous and part planned (social 
media had communicated locations, events took place in the public realm and thus was 
open to chance encounter). From the perspective of our study we were interested in what 
sort of challenge this presented to artists, as well as P7, and how it was resolved. 
 
Moreover, as noted below, the challenge of doing something in the public realm requires 
engagement with public and private agencies that govern such spaces: this was a logistical 
barrier. Finally, the viability was not dependant on a 'paying' audience; in this sense the 
paymasters were grant giving, or donations (monetary of time). This involved some finance 
for artistic participation, for organisational time and publicity. Of course, behind all of this is 
the role of grant application and raising finance without which the event would not happen. 
Capping it all, there needed to be a vision, initiator, and management of the whole process. 
 
Accordingly, what we highlight, and what we explored, was the 'hidden iceberg' of activity 
that sustains any cultural performance. In this sense we take our lead from academic work 
on cultural production systems that have sought to examine and understand the process of 
cultural production above and beyond either the artefact or performance, and in so doing 
explore the range of value and values produced. 
 
2. Listening to the participants 
 
Although the description of P7 and the SC event were generated through extended 
discussions and reading material, and witnessing events they inevitably take on an 
objectifying and distancing element. In this section we hear the voices of those that took part 
in the production of the SC event. Our interviews with artists generated a wide range of 
responses; we found that the majority of comments could be grouped around three main 
themes: place and time-based activities, curation, and artistic practice. 
 
a. Artistic practices 
 
In a simple sense participation in SC is like a small commission for an artist. Of course, 
employing an artist is generally different to employing a plumber; for the most part the artist 
is expected to produce the unexpected, to be creative. What is different about commissioned 
work, from 'freely occurring' work is that some form of direction or limitation is imposed 
externally. The task of the artist is to interpret, and re-articulate, his or her own ideas and 
experience to 'speak to' a new context. Artists told us of their appreciation of P7’s curatorial 
role and methods. 
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The comments of some of the artists interviewed captured this: 
 
“the projects tend to be very thought-provoking and open-ended, and  that this allows 
considerable freedom to develop in alignment with my own experience and practice” 
 
 
“ the difference between P7s project and others is the excitement of being challenged, and 
being able to sink my teeth into something.” 
 
 
“ it had the effect of drawing things out of people that they wouldn’t necessarily talk about “ 
 
This explains why SC presents challenges and opportunities beyond simply being hired 
(however, for some artists, especially in early career, this was the most important). Artists 
actively sought out, or relished in the opportunity to engage with the SC project for a number 
of reasons associated with boundaries. Primarily they were given a concept and asked to 
consider how it might be applied in a fixed time, and at an appropriate place. The creative 
challenge was to interpret the brief, so that it worked in the time and place. In this sense 
artists were given a lot of choice, which was unusual, and a welcome challenge: in short it 
was a spur to creativity, they were being 'pushed' outside of a comfort zone. Experienced 
artists liked this in particular. 
 
One artist commented,  
 
“ this project has the potential to take you to new grounds (a different new level) with my 
[practice] as well. Therefore, there is a strong personal motivation for development.” 
 
The particular challenge and risk that SC presented was the public and 'boundless' nature 
of the intervention: anything could happen, and anybody could react; this is unique challenge 
of performance art. For some artists this was really challenging, or indeed frightening. 
 
However, it was clear from the majority of responses that SC added a new layer of import 
for participants, namely the fact that others were engaged in related activities at the same 
time, and the same purpose. Other performances were not seen by most, but the idea of a 
collective action, and the notion of a 'community' doing this was powerful for artists. It is 
something that many said they seldom gained from their practice, which generally was a 
lonely and isolated activity (see below). 
 
b. Place/Time-based 
 
As noted above, there is an artistic tradition of time based arts, time-space, and temporary 
site-specific work. This project, in once sense was a perfect set up. The timing of 
Remembrance Day is quite particular, and well known by public and performers. The context 
was known but open to re-interpretation; and the 'stage', the place, was the source of 
narrative and intervention. But, moreover, as it was taking place in that specific space there 
was further resonance, revealing the often forgotten palimpsest of pasts in place. This 
concentration generated for some a very intense reaction or resonance. Such interventions, 
for some, were powerfully affecting and affective. Both members of audience and performers 
reported to be more deeply touched than they expected; for those with a family connection, 
or direct of experience of war this was doubly so.  
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It is perhaps a surprise that such a qualitatively different affect is produced. In part, this can 
be surprise; in a formal theatre setting one is prepared and insulated from the spill over into 
'reality' by the fourth wall. In situated performances people may be taken unawares; and 
performers surprised by the resonance of their actions in a particular context at a special 
time. The opportunity for new and very affective communication rooted in time and site-
specific practices are clearly an interesting one for all forms of communication and public 
discourse.  
 
Many of the artists who participated were,  
 
“impressed by the scale of the event”,  
 
this was expressed in part as, 
 
“being part of something bigger…that they are all becoming a part of one thing”.   
 
Others mentioned that,  
 
“you often deal one to one with one institution or theatre. So it’s quite intriguing that there is 
a whole network.” 
 
For some this impacted directly on their own practice,  
 
“knowing that you are part of a bigger intervention / a collection makes it feel different…as 
an artist on the day you draw a lot of courage from that… the collectivistic process makes 
you feel that you can be (if you want to be) more adventurous or more ambitious on the day 
of the event…I take courage from others who are involved in this with me”. 
 
Artists were interested in how so many artists had the same ‘prompt’ from P7, but reacted 
to it is so many diverse ways,  
 
“they had the same words, but they will make something individual out of it.” 
 
Moreover, the actual practice of community was important in challenging the isolation often 
felt by artists,  
 
“a ‘wash-up’ event and via these events or other collective processes artists from different 
disciplines find new collaborative projects to work on together”,  
 
and,  
 
“…they will not be able to assess their collective impact until they all meet each other”. 
 
Finally, artists appreciated the logistical preparation and permissions that P7 had 
established; many not really appreciating, until that time, what was involved. As one artist 
noted;  
 
“…my eyes have been opened with respect to the amount of bureaucracy and coordination 
involved”;  
 
and, another, saying,  
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“you don’t usually get an opportunity to perform in a public space”. 
 
c. Curatorial 
 
What was striking from observing the event, and speaking to participants, is the role of 
curating: functionally speaking, this is what P7 does. Clearly, the immediately engagement 
and interaction is with the performers. However, the set up, the brief, and the social co-
ordination, as well as the logistical and communications support lies with P7, and on the 
shoulders of John its’ principal. There is a challenging issue, one common to many micro 
creative enterprises, can the founder be ‘separated’ from the company. In other words is the 
principal the greatest asset, or can the organisation/ company be ‘spun off’.  
 
John, or any person, taking on a producer/direct role is critical. This is a common role found 
in the creative industries, the person who must create the brief, convince others of its value, 
select and encourage participation from the right persons, manage them, as well as make 
sure that it happens within a logistical and legal framework: moreover, to more or less 
become invisible for the performance. 
 
P7 is an efficient and effective machine to produce such events, and John is clearly adept 
at managing it. Like every successful person on such a role it requires a unique quality with 
personal relationship management, and some charisma and reputation. John's style is very 
much toward an open agenda to stretch artists by giving them autonomy. He works on 
setting the parameters. Participants, from their point or view sometimes saw this as chaotic 
and unfocused; but most appreciated the freedom and rose to the challenge, realising that 
John was creating an opportunity. This in itself is a much-discussed topic in the literature, 
and in practice, of how to 'manage creativity’: its a delicate balance and its interactive (not 
all artists are the same), between too much, and too little, control. 
 
One artist commented, 
 
“sometimes it’s about one ego, which can be very controlling. In comparison, P7 is not like 
that. It’s not run by one ego. It’s very different.” 
 
The way in which John uses his skills as an enabler is particularly valued,  
 
“he gives you some stimulus to go away and use. It’s a creative producer type of role.“;  
 
for others it is,  
 
“the way John works in that as an artist I feel very supported, yet free to carry out your own 
artistic practice in the way I want.”;  
 
finally that his practice works, 
 
“in terms of giving courage and making me believe in the process.” 
 
The whole set of events was held together by the powerful central concept, and webpage, 
and its success in articulating a variety of artistic responses. As noted above, the collective 
power of the network of artists was felt to be important. The webpages were critical in this 
respect ‘representing’ the network to its participants; something they only saw in material 
form at the final post-event party. Nevertheless there appeared to develop a sort of viral 
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element to knowledge about SC and word of mouth was very important in recruiting artists 
initially. 
 
The fact that John made the network transparent, that people know what others were doing, 
and created a social event was registered as significant by most participants, and a spur to 
wanting to work with P7 again, and/or with others engaged in SC. 
 
In this sense P7, through SC and in common with other P7 projects, created a temporary 
hub that enabled a significant amount of knowledge exchange of practice and experience; 
networks that are commonly weak amongst artists working alone, or even competing for 
funds. This raises an interesting question, again common to all such organisations, that of 
sustainability. Put simply how to carry the knowledge over from one temporary project to 
another, and to avoid starting from point zero every time. Arguably P7 have resolved this 
problem in their practice through and number of strategies: first, P7 has an extensive online 
archive of all of its previous activities; this is an unusual and valuable resource; second, the 
use of web presence and social media, and conventional media in John’s practice; third, 
John’s personality and personal networks. These three packages of resources are as 
important to P7 success as the activities that they promote and curate, again, often this work 
is more or less invisible when set against the ‘performance’ and ‘affect’ that characterises 
P7 work. It is an asset that it would be easy to undervalue. 
 
 
3. Reflections and conclusions 
 
This creative voucher, and the reflections on it are complex and multilayered. We indicated 
at the beginning that the imposition of a linear narrative would do some violence to the 
narrative. Accordingly, in this concluding section we offer two conclusions one that reflects 
on the SC experience and P7; the second reflects on the process of interaction and 
knowledge exchange that the creative voucher represents. 
 
Conclusion 1 
 
SC was a very ambitious project, large scale, and needed complex logistical support and 
planning, and had little room for error in delivery. In this sense, it was a typical project based 
event. P7 clearly have the capacity to deliver such activities, whilst at the same time enabling 
artists to produce challenging work, and focusing a project on a very sensitive and important 
subject. The study that we have done, that focused not on the audience, but on the 
producers, offered a variety of insights. An obvious one concerns the work, and the 
challenges, that underpin such an enterprise and the particular skills needed to manage 
them. 
 
The unorthodox perspective, to look at process, was in part dictated by P7 practice, namely 
that SC explored the boundaries of production and consumption, or audience and performer. 
The objective seemed to be one of producing affective reactions and a stimulus to reflection 
and insight. This action was amplified by the unexpected nature of performance for the 
public, by the site and time specific resonances of the work. This allowed us to consider 
‘impact’ in a wider sense. Interestingly for the performers/artists there was much evidence 
of their practice being challenged, which might be expected as normal in artistic 
management; however, a further element was the collective nature of the action, which was 
a 'virtual' connectivity (a choreography), which impacted on, and stimulated artists greatly. 
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Finally, this project explored examples of the boundaries of art and politics, the formal and 
informal, the state and civil society. It offered  challenges to normative interaction; also, it 
offered some potential lessons to the economic sphere where such relationship - producer 
/ consumer - are in flux. 
 
Clearly, this process is important if looked at more widely and also across projects if P7 is 
to maintain its dynamic. It also has to address the challenge of over reliance on short term 
and risky resource to fund projects (publicly funded commissions). P7 has developed 
considerable expertise in managing this, one might want to examine the trade off of time 
and effort and this sort of funding; and, related, the ways in which such sequential and short 
projects require investment in overarching organisational resources. Aside from the problem 
of scaling up activities, the balance of short projects and long-term organisation is the most 
common problem that micro-enterprises face. Many do not even achieve it, but others such 
as P7 find it increasingly hard to resource. The challenges described here are common, and 
especially acute in creative businesses organised on a project format. Clearly at present, 
the reliance on short term funding offers few alternative options. At the margins a proportion 
of the longer-term costs will need to be ‘folded back’ into each project. 
 
It offers innovative artistic practice that is escaping from institutional norms, commodification 
and pre-interpretation. It offers in civil society realms new modalities of interaction that 
challenge normative politics, or individualised responses: a more collective response. It 
offers something very close to the cutting edge of business practice as well: the nexus of 
pro-sumption. So, we can track this modality of practice across the social, cultural and 
economic realms. Hence, we can gain insight into practices and processes that extend 
beyond the scope of this event. 
 
The P7 idea then is not to be didactic, but to generate reflection, and learning. For example, 
can SC change the way we think about remembrance? Can it offer insights into 
communication between 'producers and consumers'? In what ways does 'art' and 'artists' 
have a role? These are bigger questions but they are suggested by this work. 
 
In the broader sense it is clear that SC/P7 are pioneering a model of a more interpretative 
and open discussion of topics; this is a means of carrying out a public debate, it is also a 
means for artists to reflect on practice. For artists, SC offered an unlooked for, but clearly 
needed, sense of community and common purpose. The role of such ‘hubs’ be they 
temporary or fixed, real or virtual seems to serve an important function in an otherwise 
fragmented art practice world.  
 
This chapter has stressed that there is much more to look at in ‘impact’ terms that ‘bums on 
seats’. As has been indicated much of what results as cultural performance is hidden and 
unnoticed; but it is a vital resource. We highlighted the logistical and social media knowledge 
that is necessary to sustain such activities.  We have seen in the case of P7, it is not just 
supporting, but can be the animating source of artistic activity. Moreover, we have pointed 
to the fact that impacts can be interactive and across networks of producers and consumers. 
In a sense activities such as P7 are testing new territories here. 
 
There are a number issues that arise as a consequence of the affective impact of P7 and 
similar organisation’s work; that is to create a resource and support facility for people who 
are distressed by what the reflection on difficult topics can raise. This is a social problem, 
but its point of event is at performance, or following it. Artists and funders might wish for 
profound impact, but sometimes it can be painful; this has to be recognised. Generally, as 
noted above, impact and outcomes are generally conceived of in instrumental ways in terms 



 

  Page 10 of 13 

of attendance, or receipts. P7 achieves this type of result, but far more important is the depth 
of ‘affect’. The question is how to assess or value such ‘impact’: in a technical or symbolic 
sense to get this issue on the ‘balance sheet’. In one sense what this report has sought to 
do is to highlight this particular ‘added value’ that P7 activities deliver for artists, their practice 
and their careers, as well as for the public. In short, we have tried to make visible what might 
otherwise be peripheral or invisible. 
 
This then leads us to a bigger question of funding regimes (for the arts). As we have noted 
not only are these short term, complex and time consuming to win, and because they are 
competitive they are risky in terms of long term prospects, as well as requiring and increasing 
diversion of resources into obtaining commissions and grants. As pressures have been put 
on arts funders they have increasingly required a narrow impact result, one that mimics a 
variant of the business world. 
 
Ironically, the private sector is increasingly coming to value the sorts of non-quantifiable 
impacts that arts practitioners are so good at delivering, moreover, many private 
practitioners across the economy look to the creative sector to provide the vital affective 
connection that will attract and retain their customers. Thus, it would seem that having 
identified the contribution of P7, one might conceive of it being successful in engaging 
private sector clients where funding could be greater, and contracts not so difficult to obtain. 
Clearly, it will require further research to target a particular niche that P7s skill-set could 
match. However, it is one direction worth considering. 
 
This brings us to the remaining question: is what P7 does sustainable as a business model 
that is economically viable? On one hand, we can see that money is raised, and events 
happen. This happens in a sequential manner. It has some sustainability. Does it have a 
long life? This question is in part related to the boarder funding environment and structure 
of ‘art donor agencies’. Accordingly, there are clearly potential challenges due to the risks 
of funding availability, and the reliance on one individual. This is not an uncommon problem 
to face for small enterprises; it marks a potential threshold to graduation to a different scale 
and/or scope of operation: this is a scenario that might be reviewed at this point. On funding 
the picture is two sided. On one hand P7 are experienced grant writers, and have success 
on the whole. However,  on the other hand, the constraints of getting funding undermine and 
constrain the artistic vision; plus the overheads of grant writing are getting larger. The 
challenge, that P7 are clearly up to, is to continue to keep ahead of the funding environment. 
A potential difficulty is if the energy that has to be expended in getting funding erodes that 
of practice. 
 
On the other hand, it is one option to not apply for public/quasi- public funding and self -fund 
activities. One way to explore this option would be to find part of P7 that can be sold as a 
service. One extreme would be to become a logistics/event organiser for hire. A more 
interesting direction might perhaps be to sell the ‘P7 method’: many consultancies USP as 
their ‘method’. If the method could be codified and explored as applicable to revenue 
generating areas, this could be an option. An ideal case scenario might be that P7 could sell 
some of its knowledge that would create a bulwark against the short term funding 
environment. However, as noted above, it is unclear precisely which knowledge, and in what 
form, would be tradable in the case of P7 to achieve this. 
 
What Platform-7 offer are new dimensions of experiences and stories, a way to 
communicate things that may have been lost, or never before experienced. The power is 
usually through the articulation of an affective linkage with things and/or places. This is – 
crucially – not an imposed story, the sort of common practice of advertising or branding. On 
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the contrary, this is a connection that hails from the object/place/people. The result is not a 
unitary ‘brand consciousness’ but an emotional attachment that works for people in different 
ways. It is powerful because it draws on a personal memory or feeling and articulates that 
to the event. We might contrast this with ‘expressed demand’ of economics and product 
supply. Significantly, the emotional connection that P7 specialise in is precisely what might 
be regarded as the ‘holy grail’ of current marketing and advertising. Accordingly, it is 
important to note that evaluation that might be appropriate to product sales may not be 
appropriate to the depth of engagement; they may be measured or understood as two 
separate discourses. This challenge lies at the heart of evaluating the ‘impact’ or character 
of transactions between human beings. 
 
Conclusion 2 
 
This chapter has focused on the inter-subjective production of meaning, one that is situated 
and embedded in practice. It highlights how the processes are subtle and complex, and are 
inadequately reduced to a market or quasi-market exchange relation (that is implied in both 
the voucher notion, and the use of the exchange model of (atomistic) knowledge. This 
chapter illustrates a different conception, a relational view of knowledge, one that is made 
in negotiation and translation, in situ. We took this hermeneutic debate a logical step further 
as we sought to explore our ‘meta’ understanding of this process, that which is the stuff of 
academic reflection. As the Research Lead of the Place work knowledge strand of Creative 
works London that awarded the voucher that John participated, and used the findings as 
part of the evolution, I wanted both an inside as well as outside perspective as a participant 
as well as practitioner; subject and object of the research. This involved, putting myself as 
well as John into the research. As noted above, it was not immediately apparent what 
knowledge was relevant, or important in our interactions: they developed in an iterative and 
heuristic manner. This evolutionary approach was facilitated by using the PAR methodology 
which is focused on collaborative learning. 
 
The project that the voucher was supported by, and this chapter which reflects on it, seek to 
probe  the ‘voucher experience’ and to question the normative expectations of the creative 
voucher: as the ‘magic key’, that will unlock the flow of knowledge between a university 
academic and a creative practitioner, and thereby, it is hypothesised, generate an improved 
cultural product. We sought to engage with the nature of artistic practice, participatory public 
art, which challenges many of our received assumptions about objectification and 
interaction, let alone measurement and evaluation, knowledge and understanding of various 
individuals and communities. We can point to a mutual learning from a confrontation and 
renegotiation of what is meant by ‘evaluation’ and ‘impact’. This is where John is situated as 
an artist exploring how his methods can change views and perspectives2. For Andy, and 
what this chapter raises in particular, is the apprehension and method of participatory public 
art, and what knowledge and affects it generates (Bishop 2012). Very clearly, this sort of 
practice breaks all of the conventional boundaries of scientific study: objectivity, separation 
from society, reproducibility, and this stresses the importance of adopting a sympathetic 
methodology. 
 
Quite appropriately, we wanted to engage with the various ways in which meaning and 
knowledge were being produced. We sought to resist the linear, atomistic output focused 
‘evaluation’ straightjacket. This strategy is an integral characteristic of the humanities 
method: the mutual understanding and reflection on meanings and values. Thus, the 

                                                 
2 A characteristic of John’s practice has been to curate events that explore and trouble such easy 
categories. 
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objectivity of science that is often applied to the policy experiment of vouchers (of which 
creative vouchers are a part), can be helpfully and usefully questioned here. This does not 
mean that outputs and evaluation are not relevant or that one sort of knowledge is a priori 
better than another. It simply acknowledges that meaning is not fixed and constantly 
renegotiated. This essay highlights the learning and knowledge generation is an internal  an 
ongoing process of creativity. Art is about a practice of continual questioning and 
experimentation and juxtapositioning; and an exploration of meanings.  
 
One message from the project is that we need to design processes and evaluation in an 
appropriate manner; one that is consistent with the nature of ‘the object’ and knowledge 
produced around it: both affects and effects. Normative ‘evaluations’ in effect create a 
truncated and superficial appreciation of the process. In the example of P7, the process is 
integral to the outcome. This is what we mean by the title of ‘getting inside’ the voucher (not 
just inside the process, but inside the meaning making). Inside, first, the voucher experience, 
whose ‘wrapper’ looked superficially the same, but - as we see in the book, all different; 
second, a sense of reflecting upon the very nature of knowledge exchange, and what it 
means in this particular case. A point which, we want to stress, cannot be simply assumed 
a priori, and has to be engaged with through practice, dialogue and reflection. 
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