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A. Introduction
A.1Setting the scene

We are writing this Insights Report at a vital moment in the
Cultural Plan process, just as the detailed engagement and
evidence gathering stage of this piece of work starts to
come to a close.

Before outlining the Insights Report in detail, it is important to
restate that our bid submission analysis identified the following
opening diagnosis of Cambridge’s cultural ecosystem in our
tender documentation:

"..the city’s relative stability, the quiet conservatism of the
University’s cultural influence, and lack of civic cultural
leadership have made Cambridge all too easy for major
cultural investors to overlook. Others have simply offered more
energy and compelling ideas.

As a result, Cambridge remains ‘less than the sum of its parts.’
As a creative coalition for cultural growth and innovation, it
has been overtaken by cities with greater urgency and
strategic ambition. This process must change that trajectory —
and the mindsets behind it’

Since being commissioned, we have sought to generate
detailed evidence on the character and trajectory of
Cambridge’s cultural and creative economy. With that aim in
mind, it is important to note what this report is, and isn't. This
Insights Report is not a draft Cultural Plan document. We are

not making recommendations, or offering up potential versions
of purpose and ambition statements, agreed concept
definitions, or suggested action plans. We will be working with
you on all these elements in the final stage of the process in
the new year, after you have had a chance to absorb the
findings of this Insights Report.

Rather the central aim of the report is to transparently share
with all the key stakeholders a full empirical account (both
quantitative and qualitative) of what we have found in our
analysis and engagement work so far.

Why do this at this stage? The facts and the evidence matter.
We cannot effectively co-create a Cultural Plan with key
partners unless it is rooted in a shared analysis of Cambridge’s
cultural reality, and that all the key stakeholders understand
that reality and are committed to act upon it.

Working to those ends, we have empirically validated two
truths that are uneasily co-existing in Cambridge’s cultural
ecosystem. The first inspiring truth, is that all the key
stakeholders are yearning for ‘the vision thing’ and believe that
the city’s existing assets can be better combined to achieve a
much greater impact than is currently being achieved. Your
request to us as your consultancy partner is to work with you to
create an ambitious ‘north star’ vision that is capable of pulling
everyone into strong strategic alignment such that you can all
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confidently commit to a Cultural Plan that demands new ways
of working and more open productive partnerships.

The other less palatable truth revealed by our work is that our
analysis at the tender stage - that the city does not have a
functional or effective coalition fostering cultural growth and
innovation - has proved to be emphatically true.

Indeed, a key centre of gravity in our stakeholder interviews is
that Cambridge is a city with an international research and
business innovation reputation that is still run like ‘a market
town,” beset by small ‘p’ politics, and a lack of civic cultural
ambition and action.

Our analysis shows that by acting and thinking differently, the
cultural potential of the city is extraordinary.



A2. Methodology

Since our appointment in late May 2025, we have undertaken a
number of primary and secondary research programmes,
looking at qualitative and quantitative data. Our mixed
methodology and multidisciplinary consultancy team has
generated both breadth and depth of insight into Cambridge'’s
cultural landscape. The result is a thorough situational analysis,
evaluating current performance, capacity, and capability
within the context of future needs and aspirations.

What have we done?

— Area familiarisation visiting principal places to gain an
understanding of Cambridge’s cultural experience for
residents and visitors e.g. Junction Arts, Museum of
Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum, Raspberry Pi,
Cambridge Room and the Grafton Centre, a walking
tour, Kings College Chapel, Whipple Museum,
Cambridge Contemporary Crafts, Cambridge University
Hospitals, Makespace and more.

— Consultations with 42 stakeholders (from over 28
organisations and groups) in the form of online and in-
person conversations.

— A dedicated programme of artist engagement and
consultation, engaging 29 artists to date (22 consulted
and 7 engaged for paid commissions). A further 2
workshops, 3 open advice sessions and 2 commissions
programmed to take place through November onwards.

— 3 x stakeholder workshops attended by ¢.70 people.

— A development workshop on cultural leadership and
governance for the Create Cambridge Management
Board.

— Review of existing available data sources, reports, plans,
strategies, evaluations, reviews and more.

— Online sentiment analysis.

— Primary research to digitally map cultural activity
across the borough.

— Secondary research to conduct a longitudinal analysis
of strategic funding into the Cambridge cultural sector.

The Addendum includes a list of organisations who responded
to the invitation to participate either via consultation or
workshop. A bibliography of documents and websites we have
researched is also included in the addendum.

The artist and freelance creative practitioner engagement
strand is ongoing, and will continue to inform and influence the
development of the Cultural Plan. A full report on this
engagement strand will be produced as a standalone
document once it is concluded, and will highlight in what ways
artist consultation directly informed the Plan.



A3. Key insights — executive summary

The Executive Summary of key data insights that follows below,

is focused on Sections B.1 — B.6.

We have not attempted to provide an executive summary of
Section B.7. (The Cultural Place Wheel™) as it is a highly visual
segment of our analysis, which does not lend itself to short
paragraph summation. We suggest you read that separately.

We have also not provided a summary of Section C — entitled
‘The New Brief and Next Steps’ - as it is succinctly written, and
more importantly that section presents the suggested key
foundations of the next stage of our collective work together,
and we therefore recommend that you read Section C in full
before we come together again as a group in January 2026.

In providing an Executive Summary of key data insights
(Sections B.1 - B.6), we have split our initial presentation of the
data below into three ‘reporting’ sections:
1. Our analysis of existing primary and secondary data.
2. Our analysis of wider stakeholder interviews and
workshop sessions.
3. And our analysis of the outputs from the standalone
artist engagement strand led by Metal.

There are of course overlaps in the points and observations
made by the artists in the Metal facilitated strand, and those
made by wider stakeholders in their interviews and in the
workshop sessions, and we summarise those overlaps in this
Executive Summary.

But we thought it important in reporting these headline data
insights to make those ‘source distinctions’ clear in this
summary presentation of the evidence.

A3.1 ANALYSIS OF EXISTING PRIMARY & SECONDARY DATA

— The volume of Cambridge’s cultural activity is both
exciting, expansive and difficult to navigate.

— Cambridge receives a comparatively high amount of
funding from Arts Council England (67.2% of county total
funding from Arts Council England).

— Funding from the Arts Council is decreasing, and the
same organisations are being funded on a repeat basis.

— Diversifying the pool of successful applications to ACE
should be a priority to develop the cultural ecology.

— Cambridge’s population is highly engaged in cultural
activity, with all indicators being significantly above
both the regional and national averages - some
extraordinarily so. This will mean Cambridge is classed
as ‘low cultural need’ amongst strategic cultural
development bodies and funders, and is therefore
disadvantaged when it comes to accessing some
strategic and transformational funds for culture.

— There is little to no correlation between funders we
analysed - meaning that strategic funders are not
working collaboratively to leverage funding. A more
goal focused conversation to coordinate public funder
action, alongside other strategic funders (such as the



County Council, Combined Authority, and others) will
benefit both the funders and the recipients.

The creative economy is thriving, but the cultural
economy is lagging behind.

Statistically the cultural and creative industries appear
to be thriving in Cambridge - though this does not
reflect the experiences ‘on the ground’ as reflected in
the challenges and frustrations expressed by the
consultation and workshop participants. This can be
attributed to the statistics combining the cultural and
creative industries, whereas the consultation
participants largely came from the cultural sector. The
success of the creative industries is masking the
challenges in the cultural industries.

Online presence is fragmented and reflects the lack of
shared infrastructure. This prevents the compilation of
aggregated data which could be used as evidence of
cultural impact.

Development is required for ‘what’s on’ listings to ensure
that they are compelling, structured, connected,
optimised, bookable, and easy to administer/publish
Digital maturity is low and must be improved to future-
proof organisations. Data shows that organisations are
not keeping pace with consumer expectations and
behaviour. Improvements in areas such as online
presence, digital marketing, e-commerce, and online
booking systems would greatly increase accessibility,
audience engagement, and revenue potential.

A digital engagement plan with shared infrastructure
and a joined-up, best-practice approach for the whole
cultural [ tourism offer would be very useful.

— Developing these digital capabilities will be a key driver

of growth and modernisation for the cultural sector, for
both visitor and resident markets. This will only become
increasingly needed, and urgent, as Cambridge’s
population and catchment area grows.

Currently the majority of cultural events target adult
audiences, with only 6% of targeting children and
babies, and 5% targeting teenagers. As Cambridge
grows and attracts new families to live there, this could
be a target focus for cultural programming in the city.

A3.2 ANALYSIS OF STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS & WORKSHOP
SESSIONS — DOMINANT THEMES

— Identity & visibility: Cambridge’s global reputation

masks a more complex local reality. Participants
described a city that's “known for the brain, not the
heart.” The cultural offer is diverse but hidden, scattered
and siloed - and lacking a shared narrative.

There is tension between Cambridge as a global brand
and as a lived city. The story is dominated by the
university — “if the university tells the story, everyone
else is a footnote.” The need emerged for a more civic,
collective identity that celebrates local creativity and
the “everyday” culture beyond college walls.

Inclusion, access & inequality: Concerns about
inequality and exclusion appear in aimost every
conversation. Participants stressed that cultural success
must be measured not only by artistic quality but by



reach and representation - including in governance
models and decision-making.

Many communities do not see themselves in the city’s
cultural offer. Accessibility is still treated as an add-on,
not a baseline expectation. Cost, geography, and
confidence were recurring barriers.

Youth & education: Young people are both the future
audience and the missing voice. Opportunities are
centralised, while schools cut back on arts education,

and the Local Cultural Education Partnership has closed.

Participants called for youth-led decision-making,
mentorship linking schools and creative organisations,
and investment in spaces where young people can
make and lead cultural activity. The proposed new
iteration of the LCEP programme holds merit as a pilot
scheme, and will go some way to addressing this issue.

Innovation & creative sectors: Cambridge’s reputation
for innovation creates opportunities to link culture,
science, and technology more closely. Participants
described a shared ambition for creative
experimentation but expressed concern about uneven
support across the region.

Cambridge as an engineered creative ecosystem:
Connectivity between organisations emerged as a
recurring priority. Respondents see potential in building
a coherent and sustainable cultural ecosystem, but
there are concerns about how that is engineered,
governed and where the power lies.

— Funding & sustainability: Aimost all contributors

mentioned funding pressures. Limited and competitive
funding systems risk undermining cooperation, and a
lack of shared ambition and strategic leveraging of
funds has further inhibited this.

Spaces & infrastructure: Physical space emerged as a
defining pressure point. “Space is the biggest barrier.”
Studios are lost to development; affordable rehearsal
and exhibition spaces are rare. City-centre venues are
booked by major institutions, leaving little access for
independent groups. The outcome is that Cambridge
has very limited affordable, usable places to make and
share work.

Planning & place-making: Culture was described as an
afterthought in local development. “We plan for
buildings, not for belonging.” Section 106 funding
mechanisms feel disconnected from cultural &
community needs, and there is frustration with recent
public art commissioning which is perceived as a
wasted opportunity to invest in cultural infrastructure,
and address the pressing need for creative spaces.

“How do we get culture to the table of investment
planning?” was a common question. Participants
argued for embedding culture in planning from the
outset, not retrofitting it later: culture must be treated as
essential infrastructure, not decoration.

Skills & careers: Cambridge’s creative ecology trains
people well — and then loses them. “We train people to
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leave.” There's a shortage of early, mid-career and
leadership opportunities, and freelancers are isolated
without collective representation or shared space. This
issue is compounded by a lack of ‘churn’ or staff
turnover within cultural organisations, with individuals
staying in their roles for many years This creates a very
static cultural landscape Mentoring, peer learning, and
more structured professional support were identified as
essential to build long-term capacity.

Partnerships & collaboration: Cambridge has plenty of
partnerships, but they tend to form around familiar
faces. “Who convenes the conveners?” Participants felt
collaboration was siloed, lacking neutral spaces or
shared goals. “It’s easy to collaborate within your tribe
— harder across boundaries.”

While goodwill exists, the city lacks what one participant
called “collaboration infrastructure.” There is limited
capacity and few incentives for collaboration across
sectors. Many joint projects dissolve when funding ends.
Participants wanted a broker or civic platform that can
connect sectors — culture, tech, academia, community
— for long-term alignment rather than ad hoc, project-
based cooperation.

Lack of shared ambition & cultural leadership: There is
a vacuum of visible cultural leadership at civic level,
especially given Cambridge’s national and international
profile. Whilst Cambridge as a whole has been growing
exponentially, and is a global leader in innovation, the
cultural sector has failed to keep pace — even with

nearby towns and cities. An absence of shared strategy,
vision and leadership has damaged Cambridge’s ability
to develop a cultural sector of the size, scale, impact or
ambition one might expect of a city of Cambridge’s
international standing. Relatedly, there is limited
dedicated capacity to drive cross-sector work forward,
with over-reliance on people who already hold full-time
roles elsewhere.

A collective action problem: Many contributors
questioned whether Cambridge sometimes relies too
heavily on its reputation for excellence, rather than
pursuing new, risk-taking approaches. Consultations
highlighted a general desire for collaboration, but little
impetus or incentive to make this happen. Those that
benefit from the status quo are reluctant to disrupt it,
and whilst Cambridge has strong individual institutions
there are too few spaces where leaders are incentivised
to think and act for “Greater Cambridge” as a whole.

Closed-door power cultures: Stakeholders frequently
described Cambridge as a place where influence is
exercised through informal, opaque, and often exclusive
networks. Many spoke of decisions happening “behind
closed doors,” with power concentrated in small circles
that are difficult for organisations — particularly
independents, smaller charities, and newer entrants -
to access or understand. This lack of transparency fuels
mistrust, reinforces siloed behaviours, and makes it
challenging to mobilise collective action or progress
shared priorities.



A3.3 ANALYSIS OF THE OUTPUTS FROM THE ARTIST
ENGAGEMENT STRAND — DOMINANT THEMES

Artists talked about the city’s strengths and potential, how
Cambridge already has so much going for it, and how exciting
it could be if those different parts connected more. There was a
real sense of pride in what the city achieves, but also a feeling
that things aren’'t quite joined up yet. Artists identified
longstanding structural issues and a strong desire to reshape
the city’s creative ecology, through fairness, visibility and
collaboration. Some key insights below:

— Diversity: Commitment to inclusion and representation.
Celebrating and embracing diversity in Cambridge was
highlighted, especially international students seeking
connection, and the barriers they face accessing
spaces to connect with like-minded creatives,
highlighting an opportunity for a more inclusive creative
community.

— Collaboration & leadership: There was a strong call for
more collaboration and less hierarchy, or to break down
traditional hierarchical structures [ ways of working. To
move away from competition for small pots of funding
and towards shared, long-term, and meaningful ways
of working.

Connection across sectors was important, with
practical ideas about activating unused high-street
spaces for creative use.

— Education & knowledge exchange: The artists involved

emphasised the potential to cross collaborate with
academics, and science and utilising the knowledge
and assets that Cambridge has or is known for. They
shared excitement over the potential of building bridges
between these sectors [ disciplines and how to involve
them as partners, audience and or collaborators.

Risk & experimentation: Importance of embracing
failure and creative risk-taking.

They noted how experimentation and “research and
development” are deeply valued within science — and
questioned what it would mean if creative processes
were understood and supported in the same way.

They also used the analogy of Cambridge being known
as 'high achieving’ and of excellence in science and
research and wondered what might happen if the city
also celebrated experimentation, risk-taking, and even
failure, as essential parts of innovation in both art and
science.

Education & young people: Strong support for young
people and artist development; stronger links between
artists, organisations, and infrastructure and how they
can work together.

Artists spoke about the importance of nurturing the next
generation of creatives, recognising that the children
and young people in Cambridge today are the artists,
innovators, and thinkers of tomorrow. They raised
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concerns about the challenges facing arts education
nationally, from limited curriculum to reduced access in
schools, and felt that Cambridge could be a leader in
reimagining creative education.

Creating conversation spaces: Desire for more joint
working, ongoing networking and collaboration
opportunities. Alongside shared spaces for open
dialogue which is non-hierarchical.

Funding & resources: Interest in rethinking how
development and infrastructure funds are distributed —
exploring models such as paying artists to live and
create within communities. This is alongside affordable
fit-for-purpose creative spaces.

Leadership & agency: Artists want greater influence
and recognition as leaders; they want to have their
voice as part of strategic and city decision making.
Participants called for greater recognition of what
artists already bring to the city, their ideas, networks,
and lived experiences as vital assets in shaping
Cambridge’s cultural future.

Access to space & transparency: Access to space
came up repeatedly. Artists and freelancers
emphasised the lack of accessible, affordable creative
space and the absence of clear pathways into funding
and accessing venues. Artists shared there was a sense
that access exists, but with no knowledge about “how to
get in” held by a few rather than shared openly.

Valuing creative knowledge: Many felt creative
knowledge is often undervalued compared to
academic or research-based expertise. Artists also
called for genuine collaboration rooted in shared
purpose, not just ‘book and research knowledge,’ but
recognition of ‘creative knowledge’ as equally valuable.

Financial precarity: Participants spoke about the
expectation to contribute to the city’s cultural life, often
for low pay or unpaid time, with Cambridge described
as a “financially ruinous place for creatives.” Many felt
that the true picture of what it takes to survive as an
artist in Cambridge is often hidden and needs to be
surfaced.

Improved working conditions and ways of working for
freelancers &artists: Participants highlighted the
importance of greater recognition and fair, industry-
standard pay rates, as well as more structured support
for freelancers who contribute to leadership or
decision-making forums.

A3.4 HIGH-LEVEL OVERVIEW OF KEY QUALITATIVE INSIGHTS

Across the three strands (stokeholder consultations, artist /
freelancer engagement, and stakeholder workshops), the
same core issues surface again and again:

Fragmented leadership and no shared cultural
ambition.

Inequality, exclusion, and unbalanced power dynamics;
Space scarcity and infrastructure challenges.

Weak collaboration structures and siloed working;
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— Funding imbalance, precarity, and unstrategic
investment.

— A desire for Cambridge to better connect creativity,
innovation, and civic identity.

— A desire for openness, connection, and collective
identity.

Together, these core issues paint a clear picture: Cambridge is
asset rich but lacks the structures, culture, and connective
tissue to turn potential into a coherent, inclusive creative
ecosystem.

Across all of the qualitative work strands, participants
expressed a clear appetite for a cultural ecosystem that is
more connected, transparent, and capable of acting with
shared purpose.

While Cambridge has no shortage of creative energy or
visionary thinking, stakeholders highlighted that progress is
consistently hindered by fragmented leadership, opaque
power structures, and an execution gap that leaves promising
ideas stuck in circular conversation.

They described a need for cultural infrastructure that
intentionally knits the city’s many assets together — bridging
the divides between institutions, communities, independent
creatives, students, tourists, and the innovation economy.
Stakeholders want a strategy that links creativity and
innovation across disciplines; strengthens participation and
representation; and establishes governance models that are
open, accountable, and capable of turning ambition into
delivery.

They emphasised that Cambridge’s cultural future depends
not only on artistic excellence, but on the ability to build
equitable relationships, share power, and create the civic
connective tissue that enables collaboration to happen by
design rather than by chance.

A3.5 OUR REVIEW OF THE LOCAL & REGIONAL POLICY
LANDSCAPE

We analysed policies and plans across the local area and the
wider region, drawing on published strategies, spatial
frameworks, economic development plans, and inviting
conversations with civic, cultural and regional stakeholders.

Key insights from the research and consultation include:

— The new Local Growth Plan will shortly define regional
“opportunity zones”, shaping investment and sector
development, including tourism and heritage.

— The region is establishing a Local Visitor Economy
Partnership (LVEP) with a new Destination Management
Plan (DMP) currently in procurement.

o The LVEP will be chaired at mayoral level and
involve senior figures across transport, heritage,
business and education.

— The Combined Authority is participating in the Culture
Commons [ DCMS devolution pilot, exploring new
models for cultural investment and strategic oversight.

— The Mayor’s priorities emphasise “healthier, wealthier,
happier” outcomes, prioritising visible regional impact,
particularly through heritage, tourism and community
access.
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Crucially, regional policy leaders emphasised that Cambridge
cannot achieve the level of cultural impact or system change it
seeks without operating at the scale of the wider region, where
the powers around economic development, innovation, sector
growth, and the visitor economy now reside.

This has significant implications for the Cultural Plan. The
challenge around “connective tissue” is not only relational
within Cambridge’s cultural ecosystem but structural, reflecting
a civic ecology not yet engineered for regional alignment and
partnership from a culture perspective.

A3.6 IMPLICATIONS FOR THIS PLAN

Taken together, the published evidence and consultation
insights show that:

1. Cambridge lacks a regionally connected cultural
strategy, despite regional systems increasingly
determining success conditions.

2. Though green shoots are now appearing, Culture
remains fragmented across innovation, growth, spatial,
skills and visitor-economy policies, with no structural
mechanism for unifying these.

3. The Combined Authority’s LVEP and DMP will shape
regional identity and visitor engagement, and must be
aligned with this Plan.

4. This Plan must therefore establish:

o culture and creativity as system-level
contributors, and a governance model capable
of engaging effectively with regional partners
and decision-making structures.
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B. Research & consultation

This section evidences the deep and thorough research and
consultation processes undertaken by the consultancy team to
date. This work is ongoing and iterative; nevertheless, we have
provided a detailed evidence base upon which we will continue
to develop our insights and recommendations.

Bl. Mapping & data analysis

Headlines

— The volume of Cambridge’s cultural activity is both
exciting, expansive, and difficult to navigate.

— Online presence is fragmented and reflects the lack of
shared infrastructure. This prevents aggregation of data
which could be used as evidence of cultural impact.

— Digital maturity is low and must be improved to future-
proof organisations.

— Cambridge receives a comparatively high amount of
funding from Arts Council England.

— Funding from the Arts Council is decreasing, and the
same organisations are being funded on a repeat basis.

— Funding is not being strategically leveraged.

— The creative economy is thriving, but the cultural
economy is lagging behind.
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B1.1 PRIMARY RESEARCH
Context & methodology

Cambridge is rich in reports and data. Significant data and
analysis of Cambridge’s cultural infrastructure, cultural and
creative workforce, and audiences already exists. Although not
in the public domain, the consultancy team has received
privileged access to the draft Greater Cambridge Cultural

Infrastructure Strategy, as well as existing reports and datasets.

We focused our mapping and data analysis on areas with little
or outdated existing work.

We have undertaken primary research to map 4,504 cultural
assets across Cambridge. This dataset combines information
from the following sources:
— Organisations and individuals funded by Arts Council
England (2018—present).
— Organisations funded by the National Lottery Heritage
Fund (2018-present).
— Cultural organisations funded by Cambridge City
Council.
— Events listed on the websites of Visit Cambridge,
Cambridge Live, CB Travel Guide, University of
Cambridge ‘what’s on’ pages (2018-present).”?

' These data sources were chosen as they were the listings sources which most
frequently appeared when searching for ‘what’s on in Cambridge’ or ‘things to

do in Cambridge’. We made the decision to draw these parameters, since this

data set already represented circal0 times the amount of data we would

It is important to note that this data set contains circa 10
times the amount of data that we would normally analyse in
a place, and does not contain all the ‘what’s on’ sources
available in Cambridge.

This implies:

— The volume of Cambridge’s activity and event provision
is both exciting and difficult to navigate.

— There are multiple places to find out what's going on,
but very little connectivity between channels.

— The offer is fragmented, effort is replicated, and there is
no single source of truth.

— Audiences struggle to know where to look to find what is
of interest to them.

— Venues and organisers are missing out on business /
visitors.

— Data cannot be aggregated [ consolidated in order to
evidence the combined impact of cultural activity in the
city.

normally map and analyse in a project of this type and size and represented a
significant resource investment from our team.

2Event count by data source: Cambridge Live 147; CB Travel Guide 420;
University of Cambridge 3,794; Visit Cambridge 143.
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Events by type, audience, seasonality

What kind of events has Cambridge hosted since 2018?

Talks & Lectures
Music

Tours

Visual Art Exhibitions
Families

Arts/Crafts

Literature

Museum or Cultural Venue
Theatre

Food & Drink

Film

Community

Sports & Leisure
Festivals

QOutdoor Experience
Dance

Heritage

Charity

500

1000

1500

2000
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What kind of talks and lectures can the public attend?

Politics & Society
Science & Technology
History

Nature & Gardens
Philosophy & Religion
Visual Art Exhibitions
Literature
Academic/Educational
Museum or Cultural Venue
Music

Sports & Leisure
Theatre

Charity

Film

Arts/Crafts

Dance

200

400

600
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Talks and lectures comprise almost 40% of all events, again
indicating the dominance of academia and learning as a
cultural activity / pastime in Cambridge. Music represents 20%
of provision, reflecting the volume of choral performances and
concerts given by University colleges and societies, alongside a
more contemporary offer from the likes of the Junction and
Corn Exchange.

What kind of activities were on offer for families in Cambridge?

Arts/Crafts I

Nature & Gardens |

Museum or Cultural Venue |

Music I

Science & Technology I

Theatre I

History :

Outdoor Experience !
Tours

Sports & Leisure l

Academic/Educational I

Visual Art Exhibitions I

Charity I

Film I

Food & Drink I

Politics & Society :

0 20

Given the dominance of talks and lectures, it is unsurprising to
see that the majority of events target an adult audience. Only
6% of events target children and babies, and 5% target
teenagers. As Cambridge grows and attracts new families to
live there, this could be a target focus for cultural
programming in the city.

40 60 80
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As a thriving tourism destination, Cambridge might expect to
see a surge in events taking place in the summer months with
activity targeted at visitors. However, due to the dominance of
the Uni