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GREAT EXPECTATIONS – the European Union and Cultural Policy:  fact or fiction?

Abstract:  The European Union has had limited legal ‘competence’ to act in culture since 1992. This paper examines the operational context and its complicated and countervailing tensions which make European policy formulation and delivery extremely difficult.  Underlying problems originate in a failure properly to define ‘culture’ or what clear and legitimate policy objectives might be, although ‘instrumental’ use of culture is common.  The EU’s institutional structures (Council, Commission and Parliament) are often at cross-purposes, while the politics of the member states can play a negative role.  The structure and internal political culture of the Commission ensure that the Department responsible for ‘culture’ remains marginal and ineffective.  A pragmatic attempt to institute an ‘Agenda for Culture’ in 2007 has had initial success, but given the definitional, legal, management and political problems, the claims now being made for major progress seem premature.
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Introduction 

The historian Gaetano Salvemini in his 1936 critique of the ideology of Italian Fascism observed that locating it was rather like looking in a darkened room for a black cat that wasn’t there.
  Identifying any coherent policy principles in the European Union (EU) with regard to culture can seem a similarly futile assignment.  In a recent paper arguing constructively for a ‘European cultural policy’, the Director of the independent European Cultural Foundation opens as follows: “European cultural policies are irksome. They are pronounced ‘boring, hopeless even’, by artists; treated as bagatelles by national cultural bureaucrats; ignored by the media.”  The author goes on to reproduce a gibe he deplores that ‘allowing the EU to engage in cultural policy would be equivalent to making the goat the gardener.’ (Wagner 2007).   Reading and listening to the demands of certain high profile professional operators in arts and heritage institutions in member states (who sometimes adopt a prima donna attitude), on the other hand, one might think that creating a coherent European cultural policy was a simple matter of joining up existing dots to complete the picture.  

The EU acquired formal legal ‘competence’ to act in cultural policy under the Treaty of Maastricht in February 1992. However as a trading block/regulator the European Community has had a longer history of direct involvement in TV, audio-visual and publishing policy as a legitimate sphere of economic action (e.g. under the MEDIA programme).
   José Manuel Barroso, President of the European Commission, in 2004 and subsequently
 has declared that the time has come to ‘mainstream’ culture into EU policy and suggested the formation of a cross-departmental Task Force to spearhead it.  In December 2007 the member states agreed to a 10-year EU ‘Agenda for Culture’, its first-ever ‘policy’ for culture, and agreeing to some specific priority areas for action between 2008-2010.  Nevertheless, confusion and incoherence persist about these issues at both European and national levels, matched by continuing disillusion in the professional arts/heritage sectors at the lack of concrete progress. 
How convincing are the claims now being made for ‘European cultural policy’?  The scepticism is widespread and tenacious despite continuing efforts to resolve the perceived problems.  There is a still a substantial gap between the EU rhetoric and claims for progress and the working reality in the ‘non-commercial’, private and third sector cultural spheres.  How did we reach a position in which the comprehension of the gulf between expectation, reality and possibility can be so perplexing?


The central  dilemma
The often inappropriate elision or interchangeable use of ‘arts/heritage’ and ‘culture’ is only one of the more obvious sources of confusion in a policy context which may range from trade and social inclusion to crude national identity propaganda .  With this in mind it is important to establish a clear distinction which is rarely observed in EU discourse.  The background is something like this:

Europe has a long tradition of ‘cultural’ reflection about itself.  Who are we?  What do we want to be?  These questions have often been posed in relation to ‘others’.  How do these ‘others’ see us?  From before Montesquieu to Edward Said and the present day, philosophers, historians, cultural anthropologists and artists have engaged in this discourse.   Artists (even if only because cultural differences have provided them with interesting source material) have particularly made use of ‘exotic’ themes and techniques – Orientalism, music alla turca, chinoiserie etc. – though often for mainly decorative purposes without any deep understanding of what is being used.  (Gordon and Adams, 2007, p.2)

After the end of the Second World War and subsequent decolonisation, this reflection has acquired more urgency.  It is now clearly set in the context of globalisation.  Artists, writers and intellectuals participate vigorously in this debate but we should note that this broad theme covers much more than ‘the arts and heritage’.  Philosophy, political science, intelligent journalism, history and sociology may be better qualified to engage and comment than the ‘cultural sector’.  If this really is a ‘cultural’ debate, then it refers to culture in the broadest sense of the term.  Important current questions would include ‘what unifies Europe?; ‘can any such unity be understood in ‘cultural’ terms?’; ‘is there anything approximating to a ‘European’ culture?; ‘what is an appropriate understanding of the dialectic between unity and diversity in Europe?’

In contrast the term ‘culture’ has come to be applied in a much more specific sense signifying the domain of the arts and the heritage, a particular activity in participatory society (amateur and professional), an object of public policy with its own intrinsic values.  Within Europe there is an ongoing parallel debate about this subject of more recent origins (encompassing different national, regional and local traditions).  Over the past thirty-five years it has been the Council of Europe that has developed and promoted a vocabulary of European (and broader) debate concerning cultural policy in its social and economic context as well as its national, regional and local implications.
  The European Union arrived modestly and much more recently into this policy quagmire following the Treaty of Maastricht.

Failure to observe this distinction is common.  The result is that all too often the ‘arts and heritage’ are erroneously treated as instruments of unity in terms of the more generic sense of ‘culture’.  When we speak of cultural dialogue, then it is usually ‘cultural’ in the broader sense of the word.  Whilst there is nothing inherently wrong with this, when placed in an institutional framework such as the EU it multiplies misunderstandings which do few favours to the specific domain of ‘culture’ as a specific sector.  What seems to be altogether missing is a more focused debate on this area – which nevertheless must not be narrow, defensive or isolated.  What is needed is a full relationship (as equal partner) with other important policy areas such as education, foreign policy and trade.  Current concentration on culture as an important economic sector and ‘soft power’ broker for Europe also implies that sufficient attention is paid to how it operates and the conditions which govern it at European level (see below).  
Possible origins of confusion
The confusion has at least five distinct sources, which often become intertwined:

(1) imprecise  wording in the Treaty’s (Culture) Article 151; 

(2) the legacy of political deals underlying Article 151’s original agreement;

(3) failure within the EU properly to define what is meant by ‘culture’ (and now ‘creativity’) in differing contexts;

(4) widespread ignorance about the respective authority and influence of the EU’s component parts (Council, Commission, Parliament and Court);

(5) inability and/or unwillingness of member states to distinguish between intrinsic and instrumental values of culture in their pursuit of other policies.

The labyrinthine political and administrative processes of the EU itself, of course, obscure possibilities for greater clarity or transparency emerging.  As with all government bureaucracies, the vertical ‘silo’ Directorate structure headed by competing Commissioners is an obstacle to effective horizontal policy cooperation.  The incremental structure of the EU is a by-product of the original founding states (Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and The Netherlands).  The Euro-sympathetic British historian Perry Anderson, admirer of European monetary union, has described the structure thus:

Constitutionally, the EU is a caricature of a democratic federation, since its Parliament lacks powers of initiative, contains no parties with any existence at European level, and lacks even a modicum of popular credibility...  the Commission - the EU’s unelected executive – alone can propose the laws on which the Council and (more notionally) the Parliament deliberate.  The violation of any constitutional separation of powers in this dual authority - a bureaucracy vested with a monopoly of legislative initiative – is flagrant. (Anderson, 2007. p.17)

Anderson opines that the continuation of the European Parliament is largely a ‘memento of federal hopes foregone’ while EU Agricultural and Regional subsidies, ‘legacies of a cameralist past’ continue to absorb most of the budget.  ‘The paradox is that when Europe was less united, it was in many ways more independent.’  (2007, p.37).  Nevertheless:

the integration of the East into the Union is the major achievement to which admirers of the new Europe can point.  Of course, as with the standard encomia of the record of the EU as a whole, there is a gap between ideology and reality in the claims made for it.... instead of enlargement becoming the common basis of a new framework, the framework was erected before enlargement (2007, p.13)

This last observation is significant in relation to culture (and to other ‘non-legislative’ aspects such as education where the EU writ does not run).  Dessislava Gavrilova, a cultural analyst and manager from Bulgaria has recently suggested that for the ‘triple transition’ countries, the process of integration into the EU can have a perverse effect on the quality of democratic governance and policy-making (Gavrilova 2007, p.75).  Her hypothesis is that:
in the context of EU accession negotiations in CEE countries, the priorities that are on the EU agenda become the domestic priorities as well. Domestically formulated policy priorities – be it by popular or expert consensus - do not matter any more, they are overshadowed by the totality of the EU-integration meta-agenda. As a result, key policy areas (like education for example) that fall outside the focus of EU-attention because of the very nature of the evolution of the Union, fall out of the attention of domestic governments as well, which gravely affects society as a whole, and the development of concrete policy areas and the country as a whole. 

Paradoxically, any collateral damage to domestic cultural policy as a consequence of adjusting to the demands of the acquis communautaire may drive up expectations of assistance and support from the EU in policy areas where it is not competent to give it. 
 
Legal basis

In the quest for clarity, the obvious point of departure is the EU’s legal basis for engaging in this policy area. The ‘Culture Article 151’ of the Treaty of Rome was originally agreed in February 1992.  This Article remains substantially unchanged since its adoption. 

This article came into force in 1993 to provide the general legal cover that had until then been missing.  Its formulation aimed to remove any threat of challenges from member states to the EU for straying onto unauthorised cultural territory - but in a significantly restrictive way.  The agreement itself actually had to reconcile two very different attitudes exhibited by individual member states.  A key part of the successful negotiations (conducted during Jacques Delors’ Presidency of the Commission) to secure agreement was the inclusion of: 

(a) a clause clearly spelling out that ‘cultural policy’ was designated as being contained within EU subsidiarity rules;
 

(b) a mandatory requirement for unanimous voting on proposals and budgets. This can become further complicated nationally by the need for certain governments to respect the location of responsibility for culture within their federal (or quasi-federal) constitutions – notably in Austria, Belgium, Germany and Spain.

A dispassionate early comment on the force of the Article was given in a publication of the European Forum for the Arts and Heritage (EFAH), the Brussels-based sector lobby organisation, soon after Maastricht as follows:

the article legitimises the community’s role in the cultural sphere for the first time and requires it to take the cultural dimension into account in its other operations.  The article essentially provides a back-up structure, unable to coerce or reform. (Scott and Freeman, 1994, p.11)

The Commission’s Europa website currently states:

It is from 1991 onwards that the Treaty establishing the European Union, through its article 128 (now article 151), gave culture a place of its own. This article defines the role of the EU in the cultural field and sets out four main objectives:

1. Contributing to the flowering of the cultures of the Member States, whilst respecting their national and regional diversity and at the same time bringing the common cultural heritage to the fore;

2. Encouraging contemporary cultural creation;

3. Taking the cultural dimension into account more in all Community policies;

4. Encouraging cooperation between the Member States and with third countries and international organisations.
While the article was under negotiation, most of the Mediterranean member states, with piecemeal moral support from further afield, displayed quite ambitious motives.  Acutely conscious of the growing financial burden of protecting their extended heritage, they saw an opportunity to supplement local and national budgets.  France, with a clear - perhaps unique - sense of its own cultural identity, characteristically argued for ‘Europe’ to have some serious cultural capacity (in which it might expect to exert its prominence).  At the same time, a group of predominantly northern European countries – Germany, in the throes of facing up to the economic and social costs of reunification, Denmark, The Netherlands and the UK - became convinced of the need to secure legal competence in order to limit, manage and control any programmes and budgets that might now be created, not least because they suspected they might end up paying the bills. 

The subsidiarity clause meant that the EU would be obliged to restrict any proposals and financial support to cultural cooperation between the member states, possibly with some supplementary actions; that is, specifically excluding any interventions, or EU-initiated reform or standardisation, affecting national, regional or local cultural policy systems.  Subsidiarity and federalism have both been much-abused concepts in political debate within Europe over the past 25 years, with the former often misconstrued, (ab)used by member state governments almost as a justification for reasserting nationalism and control.
  

The significance of the unanimous voting procedure was that if even only one of the member states objected to any particular proposal or budget, it could quite properly threaten or exercise its veto (as did happen in negotiations over rather small budgets).  Hopes for a change of rules to the less restrictive Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) system at some future date seemed dashed as a result of the French and Dutch referendums on the ‘European Constitution’ in 2005.  Anderson (2007, p.15) concludes that the ‘Constitution’ was rejected  ‘not because it was too federalist but because it seemed to be little more than an impenetrable scheme for the redistribution of oligarchic power, embodying everything most distrusted in the arrogant, opaque EU system.’ The movement to QMV under Article 151 was finally conceded as part of the Lisbon Treaty negotiations in late 2007.

Definition deficiency

My contention is that much of the wider disillusion about the gap between rhetoric and reality is an almost inevitable consequence of ‘category confusion’ arising from the continuing failure to be clear about the terms of debate/actions.  ‘Culture’, as authoritatively explained by Raymond Williams, is an immensely complex term.
   Many of the misunderstandings in wider discussion may be unintentional but go undiagnosed.  To add to the confusion, the Commission has recently also added the term ‘creativity’ to its lax lexicon as it attempts to engage positively with the Lisbon Strategy from 2000 onwards on the back of ‘culture’.  (The Lisbon process aims to shift EU expenditure progressively from the outmoded agricultural and industrial subsidy models to the modern economy and knowledge-based society investment patterns).  

Article 151 refers to ‘culture’ in a number of ways.  It includes specific mention of ‘safeguarding cultural heritage’, ‘non-commercial cultural exchanges’ and ‘artistic and literary creation’ which provide legitimacy for grant-based schemes in operation since Maastricht.  But at the same time it includes ‘the common cultural heritage’, ‘the culture and history of the European peoples’
 ‘the sphere of culture’ and ‘cultural aspects’.  These seem to hint at much more anthropological and sociological usages but the requirement to observe subsidiarity means that any actions are to be restricted to ‘incentive measures’ (clause 5).  Although Article 151 succeeded in resolving disputes in relation to intervention in ‘arts and heritage’ in a narrow Western European post-Second World War sense, it also appears to expand outwards into an extremely hazy penumbra of instrumentalism.  

In relation to EU structure and operation, I suggest that there are at least eight identifiably distinct contextual strands that have some (often concealed) bearing on this debate and which unhelpfully confuse or elide meanings, thus leading on to unclear actions.  We should note the following important relevant factors:

· Linguistic difficulties (23 official EU languages – with all the consequential leakages in meaning and understanding);

· Historical perceptions and limitations of positions;

· Cultural assumptions and differences;

· National political and policy tradition differences; 
· National legal systems’ variant approaches;
· Structural differences;
· Diverse public administration practices;
· Professional management traditions.
Since the mid-1980s the European Union’s Directorate General (DG) that carries responsibility for culture
 has struggled to ‘do something’ for culture as a sector – as it understands it for legal and administrative purposes.  At the same time other major EU policies have embraced important aspects of ‘cultural development’ – notably through the Regional Development and Social Funds – without particularly identifying any specific cultural purpose or objectives (and in no constructive dialogue with the DG for Culture). While the DG ostensibly charged with the responsibility has often exhibited good intentions, ‘culture’ (in the sense of arts and heritage) is a very restricted EU policy objective and the claims often made for ‘successes’ can seem to observers overblown and remote from reality and the record.  (Gordon 2007b, Fisher 2007 passim). When there has been some high profile external unifying threat or opportunity (e.g. WTO/GATT Rounds or the UNESCO Convention on protection and promotion of cultural expressions) there has been a measure of temporary focus and coherence.  Attempts to engage positively with the professional sector (very recently addressed through the creation of a consultative Forum) have proved more difficult.
  

The increasingly ambitious Department in recent years has begun to raise its sights beyond the traditional corral of small-scale grant-aid schemes.   This shift in attitude has encouraged the DG to try and make more of the growing awareness of the importance of ‘culture’ as an economic driver.  The DG’s website, for example, draws attention to: 
A recent study carried out for the European Commission revealed that the cultural and creative sectors were contributing substantially to European GDP, growth and employment.  It estimated that more than five million people worked in 2004 for the cultural sector, equivalent to 3.1% of the total employed population in the [then] 25 member states.  The cultural sector contributed around 2.6% to the EU GDP in 2003, with growth higher than that of the economy in general between 1993 and 2003.  It also appears that ... culture is an essential asset for Europe’s economy and competitiveness in a context of globalisation. 

(commenting on KEA European Affairs Report, 2006)

While this identification of ‘high ground’ is useful, the EU seems to have no consistent view on it and the DG’s scope for initiative is still hampered by constraints in Article 151.  Although the DG sees this as a key to future developments, other Commissioners – jealously protecting their own fiefdoms – may, and do, choose to differ.  The negative side-effects of certain EU Directives on working practices can be damaging within the cultural sector, yet it may be that one of the reasons for the above average data in the KEA Report could be the increasingly flexible working practice (employed/short-term contracts/freelance) within the professional sector – the very nature of which can be undermined by increasing regulation.  Furthermore, the EU’s analysts of its own competitiveness at macro-level do not appear to recognise the significance of what is claimed in the KEA Report.   The DG for Enterprise and Industry its definitive 112- page EU Industrial Structure 2007 explaining economic output fails to mention the words ‘creative’ or ‘copyright’ once (although ‘printing and publishing’ do achieve a high ranking in apparent isolation).

At the same time the arts and heritage where public money is involved are increasingly being charged with an instrumental role – which can seem like a catch-all for solving existing social problems. Whatever the claims sometimes made for their efficacy in this respect
 imaginary sticking plaster is unlikely to provide the cure, not least where the objectives are clearly social, economic or foreign policy-related, not ‘cultural’.
  At the time of Maastricht the Commission (under instruction from Culture Ministers) commissioned an independent survey of the EU’s total expenditure on ‘culture’, which concluded that only 7% came from the designated ‘Culture’ budgets.  The Structural Funds, whose approach is wholly ‘instrumental’, accounted for 83%  (Bates & Wacker 1993)
.

The Danish EU Presidency of 2005 failed in a rare attempt to establish and secure agreement on an improved working definition of ‘culture’.  The problem persists.  A Commission tender for a ‘Study on the Contribution of Culture to Creativity’ in 2007 issued through its Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA), is somewhat tentative but shows appropriate modesty in trying to navigate these muddy waters having introduced ‘creativity’ to the equation:

However, even if it has become a driving force of economic growth and, as such, a subject for study amongst economists.... creativity remains an elusive phenomenon.  It is indeed a very complex process of innovation, combining some or all of the following dimensions:  ideas, skills, technology, management, production processes as well as culture. (EACEA/2007/05 p.10)

What the Commission structures tells us
The EU Commission currently consists of 27 Commissioners, one per member state, under an appointed President. This number reveals that the structure is ‘political’ rather than designed for administrative competence or efficiency.  So far as the legality set out in Article 151 is concerned, there are two Commissioners whose designation relates directly to a ‘cultural’ role.  These are respectively Education, Training, Culture and Youth and Information Society and Media.

The website for the former, Commissioner Jan Figel (Slovakia), currently informs us that:

European-level actions on culture are indispensable for promoting our common values, a sense of European citizenship and to support an evolving European identity. Concretely, I will strive to bring about a better understanding of others' cultures and wider recognition of a common heritage, while fully respecting cultural diversity. 

while that for the latter, Viviane Reding (Luxembourg) states

This portfolio stretches from the underlying communications infrastructures to the content and services they deliver. It encompasses telecommunication networks, broadband internet access and satellite communications, new communications technologies such as ‘3G’ mobile communications and Internet telephony, and digital material as diverse as cinema releases and advanced eHealth services.
Given the inbuilt constraints of Article 151, it is obvious that the ‘Culture’ Commissioner’s task to make impact across the EU operation as a whole is the more challenging of the two. The Information Society role encourages claims such as “A Vital Economic Sector: ICT is the bedrock of the modern economy, a major source of innovation and an increasingly important sector. It is, in fact, an essential driver for making Europe more competitive.”  The Culture role’s limitations give rise to much less precise or persuasive rhetoric, as, for example,  
The EU is very active in the field of culture.  It encourages co-operation between Member States and complements their actions, while respecting their national and regional diversity. It acts on the basis of the ‘EU Treaty’.... Culture has important implications in the political, social and economic spheres. That is why it has been an EU competence since the Maastricht Treaty entered into force in 1993. 
The European Union now encompasses 27 diverse Member States and nearly half a billion citizens. That wide expanse represents a lot of cultural ground. The wealth of European culture and the rich fruits it produces – from film to music and books – is a great asset for Europe. Managing this cultural diversity, and the differences in identity and perception it can engender, is a major challenge for the Union in the coming years. 

This site provides an overview of the EU’s political agenda in the field of culture, the Union’s Culture programme and the European Capitals of Culture series, as well as EU activities in the area of intercultural dialogue:

Culture has been on the European policy agenda for nearly 15 years now. And as European cultural policy evolves and gears itself up to facing new challenges, a specific European Agenda for Culture should be developed. In fact, the Commission’s Communication on a European agenda for culture in a globalising world proposes the first-ever comprehensive European strategy for culture.
Article 151 in practice

Post-Maastricht the Commission – urged on by the Parliament - has operated grant programmes open to application and for ‘non-commercial exchanges’. Many regard these schemes as overcomplicated and overregulated (for reasons of fiscal accountability) with onerous application and payment procedures. Klaic (2007 p.23) in commenting on the early phases of these programmes refers to ‘minuscule budgets coupled with heavy-handed objectives and formal requirements.’ With the encouragement of the Commission each member state now sponsors a user-friendly ‘EU Culture Contact Point’ to assist application and to encourage high levels of involvement.  The annual budget for each of the next seven years is the modest sum of €57 million (36 countries qualifying).  Far from managing expectation, one could argue that the Commission is acting irresponsibly in its quest for elusive ‘European value-added’ and claiming ‘high visibility’.   Suffice it to say that any open grant scheme that encourages high levels of rejection and whose positive decisions are bound to be perceived as something of a geographical lottery will not be universally admired or loved.
The European Commission’s DG which is the primary ‘guardian’ of the article has avoided any serious address of Article 151.4 – ‘taking the cultural dimension into account more in all Community policies’ (third objective above) nor has it seriously engaged with the Council of Europe as an equal partner – which is heavily implied in the fourth objective.  Most of the effort has been devoted to other, one might say peripheral, aspects. Yet seventeen years on from when the original wording became clear, it is a matter of significant concern to the professional arts and heritage sectors in the member states that neither the Commission nor their own national (or regional) ministries seem capable of looking ahead and gauging the possible consequences of general EU Directives on their normal working practices.  

The obvious first port of call in monitoring forthcoming legislation should surely be the responsible Commission DG.  Its first detailed assessment (1996) of how the article was working acknowledged a ‘compulsory and systematic’ requirement for the cultural dimension to be taken into account in legislative texts and policy.  Subsequent resolutions from the Council of Ministers have stressed the need for coherent synergies between culture and other EU actions, but there is still no progress on this specific point. (Fisher 2007)  The consequence is that perfectly laudable general legislative objectives in areas such as employment protection can have a negative (and inappropriate) effect on the cultural sector which nobody has foreseen.  Examples would include the Directives on Direct Mail (targeted on junk mail, but having a costly effect on mailing list-based marketing systems in cultural organisations), Working Time (completely inappropriate for the performing arts) and Noise at Work.  Taking this latter as a typical example, consider the following recent comment by the chief executive of the UK’s Theatrical Management Association:

The Directive was developed without the slightest thought for the performing arts and without any apparent appreciation of the fact that there are people for whom noise is not an unwelcome by-product, because making noise is actually what they do.

A report commissioned by the European Parliament’s Committee on Culture (Fisher 2007) sets out the underlying problem in this way:

Treaty 151.4 is an obligation, not an option. What should have been a systematic internal task of scrutiny for potential cultural impacts has been neglected. This represents a failure to ensure co-ordination across Commission Directorates, as well as a failure of resolve. Despite the rhetoric at European level about the importance of culture and the strong evidence that the cultural and creative industries are contributing significantly to the Lisbon agenda, culture remains relatively low in the hierarchy of Commission concerns.

One must add that ‘policing’ Article 151.4 remains equally low on the DG’s list of priorities.  They created an opportunity when they could have addressed it during 2007 when proposing their new priorities but seem to have completely ignored it – in spite of the Parliament’s once more having drawn it to their attention (Gordon 2007b, p.12).  

Operational context issues
Within the EU’s complex political and operational context, it is instructive to try to reveal the position and roles of different stakeholders to illustrate typical attitudes towards EU ‘cultural policy’ over more than 20 years.  Any such schedule would include the following:

· Occasional individual charismatic politicians with some personal vision and mission (e.g. Melina Mercouri during the 1980s);

· EU Commissioners responsible for Culture – symbolic figureheads for culture and ‘one Europe’ (a vague concept).  Commissioners have often unwittingly conflated different meanings;

· the Commission’s responsible Department, comprising career civil servants with little or no first-hand experience in cultural administration or policy making;

· the Culture Council – comprising the Ministers for Culture of the 27 member states under the half-yearly chairmanship of the country holding the Presidency at any given time;

· the European Parliament whose Standing Committee on Culture has striven over the years to take a positive outlook on the arts/culture spanning the EU’s broader remit but whose efforts can easily be neutralised by the larger member states 

· the ‘consultative’ Committee of the Regions which can display real local understanding of the sector but has only very minor (if any) influence;

· the professional cultural sector and artists whose main objective is usually minor EU designated funding they might be able to gain for their own project purposes;

· member states which exhibit a positive interest in European cultural policy, even if this may have its roots in GATS, anti-USA or protectionist intent;

· member states which are more sceptical, not least because they are either net contributors to the EU budget or suspect they could end up without much advantage (e.g. Denmark , Germany, the Netherlands, the UK) 

· smaller (more specifically former socialist) member states which have an opportunistic approach to picking up any funding for culture, being prepared to work in shifting alliances with other states to try to achieve this;

· ‘stars’ of the professional arts/entertainment world who have occasionally intervened (e.g. Yehudi Menuhin) and who may be listened to uncritically by politicians who wish to bask in the reflected glory.
  
     (Gordon and Adams 2007, adapted)
The influence of those listed above can be positive or negative but one should note some key ‘dogs not barking’ which we might reasonably expect to find in any such inventory.  So far as the EU institutions are concerned, the main absentees are the Presidencies and member states’ Ministers of Culture who rarely take any constructive leadership role.  Commissioners for Culture from a relatively weak structural position have often tried hard and played a defensive part – but in a battle where the ‘opponents’ may not always be too clear on the terms of conflict is.  As a result of this and the constraints of Article 151 there seems to be great hesitancy on their part to propose any bold initiatives which might antagonise other Commissioners or any member state.

The European Agenda for Culture
In May 2007, the Commission proposed an ‘Agenda for Culture’ founded on three common sets of objectives: cultural diversity and intercultural dialogue; culture as a catalyst for creativity; and culture as a key component in international relations.  These important themes are extremely broad, extending far beyond any precise competence for actions permitted under Article 151.  They are generally covered by 151.4 which has a poor record of implementation.  The crucial question is therefore whether there are management and implementation systems in place to turn these ambitious aspirations into reality.  Given that President Barroso’s 2004 conviction about the need to ‘mainstream culture in EU policy’ still lacks any successful operational mechanisms or track record, scepticism persists.  The Europa website under the heading  ‘Mainstreaming culture in all relevant policies’ offers the following:

The EU Treaty (Article 151. 4) requires the Union to take culture into account in all its actions so as to foster intercultural respect and promote diversity. The Commission intends to ensure that the promotion of culture and cultural diversity is given due consideration when all regulatory and financial decisions or proposals are made.  

The added clause ‘so as to foster intercultural respect and promote diversity’ has probably been inserted in the light of (a) the adoption of  UNESCO’s Convention on the Protection and the Promotion on the Diversity of Cultural Expressions and (b) the EU’s promulgating a ‘European Year of Intercultural Dialogue’ for 2008.  The phrase appears to exonerate the DG from paying attention to the mandatory monitoring role under 151.4 which it has failed to carry out.
  The newly articulated international relations/‘soft power’ aspiration is described as follows:
Promotion of culture [is] a vital element in the Union's international relations. As a party to the UNESCO Convention, the EU is committed to developing a new and more active cultural role for Europe in international relations and to integrating the cultural dimension as a vital element in Europe’s dealings with partner countries and regions.
 

So far as the agreed culture programme is concerned, the website claims it to be ‘a serious cultural investment’: 
The EU’s Culture programme (2007-2013) has a budget of €400 million for projects and initiatives to celebrate Europe’s cultural diversity and enhance our shared cultural heritage through the development of cross-border co-operation between cultural operators and institutions. The three main objectives of the programme are to:
· promote cross-border mobility of those working in the cultural sector; 

· encourage the transnational circulation of cultural and artistic output; and 

· foster intercultural dialogue.
The claim for ‘serious investment’ has to be set alongside the ‘democratic’ reality.  The total population of the 27 EU member states is currently estimated at 495 million.  A crude per capita calculation on the allocated budget (disregarding the culture programme’s also being open to a further nine ‘third countries’) shows that the expenditure until 2013 is equivalent to 13.5 cents per citizen per year.  
The Commission’s Policy and Management Structure

Any assessment of likely effectiveness in delivering the broad objectives of the ‘Agenda for Culture’ should take account of evidence of the DG’s previous success in tackling cross-cutting agendas and the current ranking of the DG in the Commission pecking order.  Being optimistic on either count would require some suspension of disbelief.  The DG for Education and Culture consists of two units which ‘collaborate closely to promote culture in Europe.’

1. Culture policy and intercultural dialogue unit

2. Culture programme and actions unit

The first unit aims to give culture a more prominent role in the European Union. As part of this, it is charged with implementing the European agenda for culture, as approved by the Council in November 2007, with three main objectives:
· The promotion of cultural diversity and intercultural dialogue; 

· The promotion of culture as a catalyst for creativity, within the framework of the Lisbon strategy; and, 

· The promotion of culture as a vital part of the EU’s external relations. 

In order to achieve these aims, a system for more structured co-operation between the Member States, the other institutions of the EU and those active in the culture sector will be created, by means of the so-called ‘Open Method of Co-ordination’ (OMC). The unit is also responsible for the 2008 European Year of Intercultural Dialogue.  Resort to OMC is an attempt to get around the prohibition in Article 151.5.  It consists of securing agreement on common objectives on a voluntary national basis and exchanging best practice and relevant data in order to foster mutual learning.  Experience of it in other EU ‘non-legislative’ policy areas shows it to be a weak mechanism.  There is no way the EU can force any member state which does not wish to be involved to participate.
The main task of the second unit is to put the Culture Programme (2007-2013) into effect in co-operation with the (semi-arm’s length) EACEA, is described thus: 

This programme finances hundreds of projects promoting the transnational mobility of cultural actors, encouraging the transnational flow of art works and of cultural and artistic products, as well as encouraging intercultural dialogue. Through this programme, the unit also manages the “European Capitals of Culture” scheme and European prizes in the field of culture, notably for cultural heritage, contemporary architecture, literature and contemporary music. In addition, the unit liaises with the Cultural Contact Points charged with promoting the Culture Programme in the participating countries.

The Commission claims popularity and ‘visibility’ for these actions – which it may feel is necessary to convince the more sceptical member states of their value.  However, with the exception of the ‘Capitals of Culture’ (and perhaps the European Youth Orchestra) it is difficult to believe there is much recognition beyond the professional sector which would self-define as the client constituency.  The DG has conceded a need to be more user-friendly and build trust with the professional sector as well as engaging in more data collection in order to share and disseminate good practice.  With this in mind and to assist future policy development, two tenders (issued through EACEA) are currently investigating for the Commission:
·  the mobility of cultural workers in Europe

·  the contribution of culture to creativity.
One of the problems of the EU/Brussels ‘democratic deficit’ which exploded in the French and Dutch rejection of the ‘Constitution’ is the degree to which the EU institutions fail to comprehend their remoteness from the majority of the EU’s 495,000 citizens.  A publication for the British Think Tank Demos, Cultural Value and the Crisis of Legitimacy has analysed how (in the UK context) a Western ‘culture system’ is caught in a mismatch of value concerns.  This is accompanied by a bad-tempered conversation between professionals and politicians, while newspapers and the broadcast media play a destructive role between politics, culture and the paying public – which is all too often ignored (Holden, 2006).  Much the same seems true of Brussels where the EU institutions and the professional cultural sector lobbies may all be operating very remotely from the concerns of the everyday consumer.  In this context boasts about the ‘visibilty’ and ‘European value-added’ of minor schemes can seem illusory indeed.  

Evolving agendas
The Commission’s ‘Communication on Culture’ (2007) affirmed a central role for culture in the process of European integration and for the EU’s relations with third countries. It has been claimed that adoption follows ‘extensive consultation, a process involving decision-makers and all relevant stakeholders, including cultural bodies, citizens, civil society, academia, industry, policy-makers.’  It is doubtful whether the actual volume of feedback would register as a scientifically valid sample in a small survey – but let that pass.  

EFAH and the Rainbow Platform (a civil society platform for the 2008 Year of Intercultural Dialogue) in a concept paper begin to formulate questions to reflect on: 

• What role do artists and institutions have to play in this process and how can    we prepare them better?

• Is creativity really a form of social empowerment?

• Are creatively aware people also more socially aware? Is creativity necessarily socially equitable? 
 

• Does creating, or being an audience to creativity, somehow change how ready we are to understand?

• Are the arts just promoting a straightforward Western liberal social democratic view of humanity?

• How can we create and sustain political and social conditions that foster authentic intercultural engagement?

• What role do the arts have to play in this work, in collaboration with other civil society actors?

• How can we empower individuals creatively? Is dialogue enough? Or do we need active, creative participation?

These are relevant issues which cut across large tracts of EU and member state policies, but the issue in 2008 is how well equipped – with skills and clout – is the DG to take matters forward?  The definitional and legal competence issues are, as ever, still lurking. 
Wagner (2007) in making his case for an effective European Cultural Policy identifies nine political ‘areas of action’ which he thinks require ‘adequate financial means and instruments to realise democratically achieved objectives’. These are:

1. Integration and diversity.

2. Culture and economy   

3. European cultural heritage and contemporary creativity  

4. Cultural education for Europe, and languages

5. The public European arena

6. Ensuring Europe is more than the EU

7. Cultural EU foreign policy

8. Mechanisms for monitoring and research
9. Democratic cultural policy development

Declaring that “There will be no Europe without cohesion and a terrible one without diversity” Wagner emphasises that nation states are still very exposed to ideological pressures. Urged to provide populist answers to new complexities, their cultural politics often resort to identity issues, symbolic positioning and export strategies (cf. the recent preoccupations and strategies of the British Council, Goethe Institute, Alliance Française etc.).  Raunig (2007 p. 16) goes further in suggesting that the “state apparatuses are now merely parts of the capitalist machine.”  He argues that the 1968 generation with its liberal opposition to the authoritarian nation-state has unintentionally also paved the way for the destruction of the Welfare State, as well as betraying the principles of the 1970s the emancipatory cultural policy concepts turning culture into ‘a new paradigm of the spectacle, of creativity, and of productivity.’
Conclusion   

A pre-Maastricht Mercouri initiative (grandiloquently entitled Culture for the European Citizen of the Year 2000) asked art-form/topic-based working groups to come up with policy suggestions.  One of the main conclusions identified by Professor Fatouros, Chair of the exercise, was that the EU should invest more in opera production – this being a uniquely European invention!  Whatever the current state of argument on cultural policy within Europe, at least we seem to have moved on from policy as displacement activity.  But while President Barroso’s statements concerning ‘mainstreaming’ culture in EU policy generally signify an important shift in outlook, the absence of basic consensus on definitions, the unhelpful elision of intrinsic and instrumental values and the political and administrative morass will continue to drag well-intentioned initiatives into the mire.  

The EU is making increasing use of the term ‘culture’ without having any precise or even ‘working’ agreement on its definition and the wording of Article 151 itself enshrines ambiguity.  The member states appear to be relaxed about permitting this to continue – either because they do not notice or care, or else because the prevailing confusion suits their (undeclared) nationalist purposes.  ‘Think global, act local’ is a difficult concept for the EU, the more so where subsidiarity is involved.  As Fisher (2007, p.3) states:

Unless 151.4 is properly implemented and monitored, it is difficult to see how the Commission’s aspiration for culture to be mainstreamed in all relevant policies... can be realised.

From identification of opera (1989) to the Lisbon themes of creativity, diversity, and foreign relations (2007), the changing interpretations that can be detected in the emphases of funding schemes and the EU’s stated ‘cultural policy’ intentions predominantly reflect the intellectual illusions and policy fashions of the periods that have produced them and their immediately surrounding political circumstances.  This pragmatic and tactical approach fails to confront policy or strategy in a vital subject area which DGE&C itself is trying to promote as increasingly important to the economy and prosperity of the EU as a whole. 

__________
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Notes

�   Quoted in R.J.B. Bosworth (1998)


� for a useful discussion of  GATS and audio-visual policy issues, see Freedman (2003)


�  e.g. at the conferences A Soul for Europe (Berlin , November 2004) and Inclusive Europe, Horizon 2020 (Budapest,  November 2005)


� The CoE’s In From the Margins (1997) provides the most comprehensive discussion of these linked issues.


�  For further elucidation of how culture is directly affected, see also Varbanova (2007) and Mokre (2007).


� The principle of subsidiarity was first spelt out in an 1891 encyclical by Pope Leo XIII attempting to establish a basis for Roman Catholic social action, in the context of redefining powers being between the newly emerging industrial democracies/nation states alongside the rise of unrestrained capitalism.  In its contemporary application it is about territory and how democratically accountable systems should function.  The fundamental issue in subsidiarity is that nothing should be done by any higher level of authority (or agency) without the explicit agreement of those at the lower levels that it is appropriate for them to do so (for example on grounds of efficiency or effectiveness).  Subsidiarity is not about top-down concessions.  It is about creating models within which the regulation, exercise and allocation of competences in the public sphere is most appropriately and rationally disposed. 


� For a comprehensive discussion of decentralisation/subsidiarity trends see Heiskanen (2001)


�  Williams (1976) comments ‘Culture is one of the two or three most complicated words in the English language.  This is so partly because of its intricate historical development, in several European languages, but mainly because it has now come to be used for important concepts in several distinct intellectual disciplines and in several distinct and incompatible systems of thought.”


� The original version stated ‘people’.  The plural was a later amendment.


�  formerly DGX now DG Education and Culture


� The Europa website states that the Commission proposes to ‘engage in a structured dialogue with the sector in order to identify and better understand the full range of stakeholders involved in European cultural co-operation’ specifying various stakeholders in the field of culture – ‘professional organisations, cultural institutions, non-governmental organisations, European networks, foundations, etc.’ – will therefore be able to discuss issues among themselves and engage in dialogue with EU institutions and Member States to support the development of new policies. 


�  Pointed out by the Budapest Observatory on Cultural Policies in its December 2007 e-.Newsletter.


� Evaluation of this topic is notoriously difficult.  See Merli (2002); Belfiore (2002); Woods, Gordon et al. (2004)


�  Professionals within the cultural sector and creative industries are fully aware of the links and constant movement and exchange between the subsidised and the commercial worlds of creation and production.  Politicians and bureaucracies often appear to assume a very old-fashioned (industrial economy) and inappropriate distinction between what is ‘for profit’ and ‘not for profit’.  EFAH, founded in 1992, represents at least 5,000 cultural organisations throughout Europe.  The European Music Office, founded 1995 (with an Observatory instituted in 1998) claims to represent the interests of at least 600,000 professionals and 500,000 amateurs.


�  This study applied a standard broad definition of culture to a complete EU budget cycle (1989-1993) The remaining 10% was accounted for by research and ‘instrumental’ pilot projects with ‘culture’ being used as a means to an end in other EU policy areas.


�  Richard Pulford, quoted in an interview in Arts Industry, 18 April 2008 (www.artsindustry.co.uk)


� CoR has on occasion tried to stimulate constructive discussion on the definition(s) of ‘culture’ within the EU as a substantive issue – but effectively been sidelined (as ‘too difficult to deal with’)


�  The International Yehudi Menuhin Foundation is a continuing EU grant recipient.   Its website declares that one of its main interests is ‘to promote the values underpinning the European Union, and work towards an integrated Europe. Cultural exchanges and international cooperation have been pursued by the IYMF through different European projects, aiming to build bridges among cultures and countries in Europe, and to enhance the idea of a common European citizenship.’


�  The Commission’s selected priority actions agreed late 2007 once again make no mention of implementing Article 151.4: ‘the objectives of the European Agenda for Culture will be implemented through triennial work plans covering a limited number of priority areas, which the Council determines as suitable for the OMC framework in the corresponding time period. On the basis of those priority areas, the Commission will propose specific actions for the work plans that will be discussed, supplemented, updated and, where necessary, endorsed by the Council of Ministers.’ (Europa website)


�  for detailed discussion of this issue, see Van Weringh et al. (2006).


� John Carey in What Good Are the Arts  (p.140) records that Hitler has been shown to have had a deep and serious interest in music, art, and architecture while Bosworth (1998, see Note i above, chapter 7) notes a similar case for Mussolini.
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