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Summary

This thesis examines how European Transnational Networks operate in the Cultural
and Creative sector. The emergence of European Transnational Networks (TNs) in different
policy sectors reflects a paradigmatic shift in the governance landscape that has been more
inclined to tackle complex global issues and wicked problems since 2000s. In the context of
the increasingly interconnected character of European governance, transnational networks are
one variable in the governing process as well as part of the wider Europeanization process.
The academic and grey literature outlines the benefits and challenges of TNs: on the one hand
how these enhance participation in policy-making processes by involving new actors such as
civil society organisations, municipalities and regions, and on the other, how the risk of
endangering democratic legitimation has imposed the reinforcement of a closed elite cycle in
the decision processes.

When examining European Cultural Policy and its soft mechanisms, transnational networks
(TNs) play a fundamental, hybrid role within the governance arrangement. These networks
are on the one hand a top-down coordinative tool, and on the other, a bottom-up civil society
initiative. This dynamic hinders the scientific interpretation of these instruments. In fact,
despite the empirical diffusion of the phenomena, both a systematic body of academic work
and an analytical framework for examining how TNs operate and their impacts are still lacking.
Even if multilevel governance architecture has increasingly dominated the cultural sector since
the 90s — both on the global (UNESCO) and European scales (Council of Europe, European
Commission, European Parliament) — EU heritage policy, politics and the implementation of
these initiatives remain unexplored in the academic and grey literature. Furthermore, European

TN in the cultural sector also remain under-examined research objects.

This void suggests that there are methodological and operational deficiencies. The underlying
purpose for undertaking this research is to tackle these knowledge gaps, in order to provide
theoretical clarification as well as operational tools for better understanding European Cultural
Governance mechanisms. The central aims here are to shed light on network functions as an
outgrowth of the EU governance arrangement thus placing the emphasis on how civil society
organisations operate at the supernational level as a driver of participative governance in the
EU system.

Based on these premises, by adopting the most current debate on ‘Europeanization’ as the
theoretical backbone, referring to literature on policy networks, and by taking a theoretical
constructivist approach, the primary contribution achieved by this thesis consists in the
outlining of an analytical framework for examining TN processes and their impacts at the
sector and member levels. Based on the available grey literature and policy documents,
fieldwork and interviews, a set of dimensions and indicators is proposed for analysing the 28
networks funded by Creative Europe. This kind of typological understanding has informed
the selection of the five case studies, which will allow us to examine the influence of
transnational networks at the member level in five different local contexts.



Secondly, due to the fundamental characteristics of cultural policies — non-binding and
ideational at the EU level, and very fragmented and informal structured at the national, sub-
national and lower levels — identifying how these tools operate in the cultural sector is thought
to be a challenge, since neither harmonisation nor policy convergence, as they occur in other
policy areas, can be expected to function in this field. An overarching research question thus
arises: what are cultural networks for, if not for harmonising policies? Our analysis reveals that
they pursue the creation of a European cultural space both in structural and cognitive terms

through discourse and ideational interaction.

In conclusion, this knowledge will surely help us to gain a clearer insight into the regulative
and discursive scope of Huropean Cultural Governance and its mechanisms, and more
broadly, will contribute to the study of soft policy tools and their effectiveness.
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Introduction

This thesis addresses EU cultural policy coordination tools, especially transnational
networks (I'Ns), instruments that have arisen in different policy sectors since the
2000s, as a means of diffusing and harmonising policy across Europe. These reflect a
paradigmatic shift in the EU governance landscape that is more inclined towards
tackling global issues and wicked problems while enlarging participation in the policy-
making process. In the increasingly interconnected context that characterises
European governance, transnational networks are one variable in the governing
process (Kern and Bulkelet 2009) and part of the wider Europeanization process. At
the empirical level, since the 2000s networks have progressively developed in policy
sectors where the EU does not have any formal competence, such as culture, in order
to ‘facilitate coordination’ (Radaelli 2000); this has thus triggered a kind of horizontal
Europeanization process. In this respect, the EU operates as a platform for policy
transfer and benchmarking, while these arrangements allow civil society organisations
rather than governmental actors to operate at the supranational level, functioning as
drivers for a participative democracy at the European level Examining these
mechanisms implies looking at new modes of governance, their processes and
outcomes while contributing to a deeper knowledge of the working methods of non-
binding policies and their effects.

Despite their empirical proliferation, however, the configuration of these newly
emerged network governance and the positions that actors cover in these
arrangements have received very little academic attention, and certainly none in the
cultural sector. As a response to this analytical gap, this work mobilises three strands
of literature: horizontal Europeanization, discourse and cultural governance, while
connecting the concepts of European governance to those of the cultural policy and
sector. In more details and guided by these analytical frames, this thesis systematises
the grey literature available on the topic, and enriches it with empirical knowledge
gained through the fieldwork for the three following purposes: a) analysing network
structure and functions, b) unveiling internal network logics, and c) capturing their role
within the European cultural governance.

This work is embedded in Europeanization studies (Ebetlein and Kerwer 2004,
Radaelli and Pasquier 2006, 2007; Radaelli 2008, 2012; Boerzel 2010) since it uncovers
the increased Buropeanization process that the cultural sector underwent through
transnational networking over the past thirty years. More concretely, it mainly draws
upon a constructivist approach to Europeanization (Bruno, Jacquot & Madin 2000;



Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004, 2010, 2011) that conceptualises actors as a fundamental
unit of analysis while emphasising individual actions (see micro-foundation of personal
motivations) as an engine of transformations within the EU political system.

Such an approach allows for a more comprehensive understanding of coordinative
mechanisms as a form of social interaction manifested at the micro-level, beyond
bottom-up and top-down dynamics. Individuals, civic society, not-for-profit
organisations, public bodies, municipalities or regions that take part in these network
governance arrangements, gain direct access to knowledge and information and
perform an active role in the formation and implementation of global and European
public policy. In this constellation, Europeanization processes shape the structural and
cognitive development of the cultural sector, while at the same time formal and
informal cultural practices are made available through upscaling dynamics at the
European scale. Generally speaking, the experiments with governance arrangement are
understood as a response to the limit of both top-down national and supranational
steering mechanisms as well as free market forces and bottom-up interactions (Castells
in Bouteligier 2013, 13) — positioning these as the relevant bodies responsible for the
formation and implementation of global public policy (ibid.) in diverse sectors.

Therefore, studying these mechanisms reveals that they are fundamental to advancing
our understanding of the current policy system and its dynamism. In pursuing this aim,
three main branches of literature are the focus of this analytical framework: first
Europeanization studies more inclined to consider new modes of governance
(Ebetlein and Kerwer 2004; Radaelli and Pasquier 2006, 2007; Radaelli 2008; Boerzel
2010, Dossi 2012); second cultural governance as elaborated by Schmitt (2009, 2011);
and third, discursive institutionalism (Schmidt 2002, 2006, 2008, 2010; Schmidt and
Radaelli 2004). The combination of these approaches aims to advance our understating
of the linkages of policies and practices occurring between the local and European
levels. The operationalisation of these concepts helps to uncover how these
mechanisms, specifically transnational networks, empirically operate in the cultural and
creative sector. Further, assessing the network’s role in such an arrangement is of
fundamental importance for better understanding the functioning of soft modes of
governance and their effects more in general. To achieve the latter aim, a better
compression of network structure, function and typologies is required — and this is
where our research begins. Chapter 1 introduces the European Cultural policy and the
development of transnational networks in the cultural sector, and points out the
challenging position that networks cover in the EU governance arrangement; Chapter
2 outlines the main analytical lineages of the work: Europeanization, cultural
governance and discursive institutionalism; their operationalisation and
methodological endeavours are elaborated on in Chapter 3.



Then, based on the literature of Transnational Networks of Municipalities and Cities
(TMCNs), network structure, function and typologies are conceptualised more in
detail in Chapter 4, where indicators are proposed as a way of breaking down the
concept of 'network' with its specific attributes. The effects of network membership
at the local level is elaborated in Chapter 5. The exploration of five study-cases across
Europe and beyond (Italy, Finland, Belgium and Serbia) resulted in the following
observations: transnational network membership often leads to horizontal
Europeanization patterns, such as learning, socialisation processes, redefinitions of
policy paradigms and ideas (Radaelli 2012), as well as ideational convergence (Schmidt
2002, 2004) — also in the cultural sector.

Contribution to the Literature

The emergence of governance networks contributes to the shifting role of cultural
practitioners and institutions as active contributors and innovators in European
cultural governance and policy formation as briefly described above. This work aims
to capture such a shift by mobilising and connecting diverse branches of literature, as
an outgrowth of practitioner reflections, positioning itself at the intersection between
cultural policy and FEuropeanization studies. This examination makes major
contributions to the existing literature on several levels: first, by offering a new
understanding of the European Cultural governance and its mechanism, this work
strives to advance the branch of European Cultural Policy studies that focuses mostly
on the policy process; second, by proposing a parallel between Transnational
Networks of Municipalities and Cities — TMCNs and the TN in the cultural sector —
brings a new perspective to studies on transnational networks and their effectiveness;
third, by shedding light on the mechanisms of an underexamined sector, such as

culture, the results of this study contribute to other soft policy research agendas.

Dissertation Structure

This study is composed of two macro-sections, the first Conceptualising Enropean Cultural
Governance (Chapters 1, 2, 3), and the second Assessing European Cultural Governance
(Chapters 4 and 5) and the conclusion (Chapter 6). After a short introduction that
illustrates the emergence of transnational networks in the cultural sector, followed by
the phase of institutionalisation in the European Cultural Policy (2007-2020),
theoretical concepts of Europeanization, Cultural Governance Discourse are
presented as they will be operationalised throughout the work — Conceptualising Enropean
Cultural Governance. The first chapter illustrates the research questions and introduces
the theoretical framework that will be examined more deeply in Chapters 2 and 3 along
with the associated methodological implications. The dissertation covers connected



areas of inquiry about cultural policy and European governance with this first section
providing a means of piecing together the theoretical as well as empirical and
methodological puzzles.

In the second section — _Assessing European Cultural Governance — literature on
Transnational Municipal City Networks is employed as a guideline for discussing
network dimensions and attributes and eventually proposes a typology appropriate to
the 28 Creative Europe Networks. The concepts examined are operationalised by
generating measures and definitions for potentially categorising the Creative Europe
Networks and their impact at the member level. In this section two different units of
analysis are addressed: the network and member levels. Chapter 4 provides an
overview of diverse network attributes as they have emerged from the in-depth analysis
of the 28 Creative Europe Networks (funded in the timeframe 2017-2021); Chapter 5
examines the member organisations' perspective in more depth by analysing five
cultural organisations that are members of different transnational networks located in
diverse countries (Finland, Italy, Belgium and Serbia). In Chapter 6, the results of the
inquiries on network and membership level are discussed in order to reach conclusions
for theory as well as policy; furthermore, a new self-assessment tool is proposed as a
further research direction.



Chapter 1
Cultural Policy and the European
Union

We are doing what the Eurgpean Commission cannot do, we are making the European Cultural
Space’ (interview)

1.1 Introduction

This first Chapter provides an overview of the development of the European Cultural
Policy, its main mechanisms and the responsible bodies for policy formulation and
implementation. Consequently, it offers a summary of the evolution of transnational
networks in the cultural sector as an outgrowth of the European Cultural Governance.
Finally, for the purpose of better situating the theoretical position of the current work,
this chapter illustrates the main branches of literature devoted to the study of the
European Cultural policy, and outlines the research design, research questions and
expected aims of the work.

1.2 Cultural Policy and the European Union

European Cultural Policy (ECP) has evolved since the 1980s as a set of implicit, mostly
symbolic, policies that are focused on cultural heritage protection and promotion of
cultural cooperation. These thus have the implicit objective (see Ahearne 2009) of
propagating a European sense of belonging. Recognised as a European Union
responsibility in the Maastricht Treaty, culture began to be treated as a policy object
only after the EU increased its role in domains without formal competencies in the
late 1990s. Two main events contributed to institutionalising cultural policy under the
competence of the European Institutions: the Lisbon Treaty and the Enlargement
Strategy. The Lisbon Treaty authorised the European Commission to intervene in
sectors without a clear mandate so that soft and new governance arrangements arose
as a way to bypass national resistance. Through the Enlargement Strategy of the
European Union, the narrative of collective cultural identity has been employed as a
means of facilitating inclusion; thus, cultural policy played a strategic role in social
integration, education and well-being, aiming at building a more multilayer European
sense of belonging. As these events advanced to legitimise the complementary role of
the EU in the cultural sector, thus maintaining the principle of subsidiarity,



coordinative mechanisms such as the OMC (Open Method of Coordination),
Structured Dialogue and Transnational Networks arose within the EU policy
arrangement. However, policy coordination tools are not simply a matter of
administrative decision-making, rather they are political choices (LLascoumes and Le
Gales 2007) that involve, with varied degrees of participation, EU administrative
agencies, national and subnational actors, as well as civil society platforms, external
experts and non-governmental organisations (NGOs).

With the Lisbon Treaty, a way of experimenting with new modes of governance not
based on law and hierarchy (Radaelli 2008) opened up, with mutual learning foreseen
as a precondition for the functioning of these settings. Based on the principle of
subsidiarity, the ECP developed on these coordinates based on the principle of
subsidiarity, with the involvement of external stakeholders revealed as being
fundamental in ensuring coordination and policy diffusion across diverse levels. In this
kind of context, new modes of governance (Radaelli 2000), such as networks, structural
dialogue, Voice of Culture and Open Method of Coordination (OMC) arose, thus
triggering an active engagement of para-institutional and grassroots actors in the
policymaking process (see Fig. 1 for an overview of EU Cultural Policy Architecture).
The coordination instruments employed were intended to involve civil society and
non-governmental organisations in the diverse phases of the policy cycle from
conceptualisation to implementation, as well as to stimulate horizontal and vertical
learning processes (through soft tools such as peer pressure, benchmarking, common

guidelines etc...).

EU Complementarity in the Cultural and Creative Sector

EC

Administrative DG-EAC DG-EAC
Bodies EACEA
Implementing Expert Groups NGO

Actors Member States Cultural Institutions Cultural Institutions

... STRUCTURED.DJALOGUE. _______
Transnational

Policy Instruments OMC  Voice
of Culture Networks
Outputs Identification of Policies,

Diffusion of Best Practice,
Communication of Emerging
Narratives and Benchmarking,
Influence on Agenda Setting

Pilot Projects

Experimentation,
Innovative Practices,
Innovative Governance,
Emerging Narratives

Figure 1 EU Cultural Policy Architecture. Source: Author



These diverse mechanisms are steered by the Directorate General of Culture and
Education (DG EAC) — one of the main bodies — with the Executive Agency of
Audio-visual, Education, and Culture (EACEA) responsible for cultural matters. The
DG EAC — with specific Units, namely Creative Europe and Cultural Policy — is in
charge of activating and steering the above mentioned soft tools: networks, structural
dialogue and Open Method of Coordination (OMC). Moreover, the DG EAC is in
charge of designing and steering diverse initiatives with the aim of disseminating EU
public symbols and labels for identity-creating strategies (Thatcher 2019). With this
objective, in addition to the better-known initiatives, such as the European Capitals of
Culture (since 1985) and European heritage Labels (since 20006), Years have been
dedicated to specific themes as a means of raising awareness among the general public
on policy issues, such as Intercultural Dialogue (2008), Creativity and Innovation
(2009) and the European Year of Cultural Heritage (2018). These initiatives were
aimed at bringing those topics to the public attention by utilising both branding and
funding schemes. The EACEA is the administrative body that manages cultural
funding schemes (Culture 2000, Creative Europe 2014-2021, New Creative Europe
2022- 2027); it provides EU funds to grassroots organisations for the purpose of
sustaining cross-border cultural cooperation and support projects in line with the
policy priorities.

Some studies have pointed out the way that culture has been made instrumental to the
integration purpose (Hansen 2000; Shore 2000 in Jacobsson 2004), by using common
symbols such as an EU flag, an EU anthem and a common currency, with the role
played by EU cultural policy initiatives being a means of ‘producing images,
representations, narratives, cultural meanings’ (Lihdesmiki et al. 2020). The EU-
steered and financed cultural initiatives are focused on the idea of Europe as a political
identity and community, and operate as a means of consolidating the EU politics of
belonging. This kind of argument will be examined throughout this chapter.

1.2.1 Discourse in the European Cultural Policy

The literature (Lahdesmiki 2014, 2017) explains how EU supported cultural initiatives,
public symbols and labelling strategies at first performed as a top-down efforts aimed
at propagating a shared sense of belonging based on transnational memory. The
concept of European Cultural Heritage as ‘an efficient and consensual way of
materialising a common European memory’ (EP 1974b in Calligaro 2015, 335) was
first introduced by the European Parliament in 1974. Later, the European Commission
implemented a heritage preservation funding scheme and designated the Acropolis for
the launch of the European Capital of Culture (ECOC) in 1985, thus exploiting the



representative and symbolical dimensions of these initiatives. Then in 1999, the
European Heritage Days were instituted and the European Heritage Label was
inaugurated in 2007 in order ‘to strengthen the support of Europeans for a common
European identity and to promote a sense of belonging in a common cultural space’
(European Heritage Committee 2007), as a means of reaching out to the public sphere.
Critical heritage literature delineates how the political use of heritage often relied on
the construction of a narrative for which heritage values were identified by a specific
community based on a common past, where ‘heritage is attached to places, objects,
and intangible phenomena through narrativization’ (Lahdesmaki 2014 in 2017, 9).
Hence, the creation of a transnational past has been commonly employed as a
narrativisation strategy in nation-building devices (Calligaro 2015, 340), and has also
been employed with the EU heritage values, conceptually rooted within the ongoing
European cultural integration process (Littoz-Monnet 2012; Calligaro and Foret 2012
in Calligaro 2015). In fact, the literature reports on how 'the official discourses and
initiatives attempt at (re-)enacting a common European past in the citizens' present’
(Calligaro 2015); yet it highlights how such a strategy also contradicts the fundamental
concept at the base of the European project conceived by its founding fathers — as a
forward-looking narrative for Europe. A future-oriented integration process, in other
words ‘a de-historicized [one] — which unfolds in a time without memory’ and ‘a de-
territorialized Community —a space without territory’ (Abéles 1996, 56 in Calligaro
2015, 333). It has indeed been argued that the concept of European Cultural Heritage
relies on a construction of a shared past through narrativisation, thus also setting up
the conceptual basis for a forward-looking project. This concept has been articulated
in more detail in the Council of Europe’s heritage policy documents as a driver for a
common cultural identity based upon a shared history, with EU cultural initiatives
acting as leverage for an ‘imagined’ forward-looking ‘community’ (Anderson 1983): a
cultural and political community as the basis for European Cultural Identity (Sassatelli
2002; Shore 2000, 2001, 20006).

Above all, the idea of European Cultural Heritage operates as an umbrella concept, as
a carrier of wider European values such as peace, freedom, democracy, solidarity, and
justice, which aim ‘to foster unity and a feeling of belonging to Europe and the EU
through recognition’ (Lihdesmaki et al. 2019, 138). This is a politically-charged idea
that is difficult to identify in specific forms, but which is traceable in ‘certain social,
cultural and political patterns’ (Delanty 2018, 214) that arose from entangled exchanges
and interactions. The latter do not reside within any ‘supra-national order (...) [not]
the mosaic of cultural traditions and their narratives and memories’ (Delanty 2018,
212), but rather in an ongoing negotiation that occurs within the governance
mechanisms at play. In this type of cognitive device, ‘the idea of Europe operates as a



reference culture against which collective identities, as well as national communities,
define themselves’ (ibidem, 213); this also structures ‘the symbolic narratives and
imaginaries that make up identities and cultural traditions’ (ibid.). Therefore, European
Cultural Heritage is primarily conceived as an assemblage of ‘ideas, principles, modes
of cognition, thoughts’ (ibid.) built through multilevel negotiation of EU policy and
cultural actors, and then implemented and re-interpreted — from below’, by grassroots
actofs.

The ideas and discourse of European Cultural Heritage, which underpins this policy,
have been primarily discussed in critical terms within the literature (Calligaro 2015;
Lihdesmaki 2014, 2017). In the current work, we argue that EU cultural policy
discourse has been discursively negotiated within the institutional governance
arrangement and implemented through the coordinative mechanisms, as well as the
EU supported cultural projects and initiatives. Hence, to better understand the
European Cultural Policy, an in-depth analysis of the governance mechanisms at play
is also required, beyond the critical interpretation of the heritage discourse, as generally
found in the available literature to date.

In terms of content, three main discursive shifts can be observed in more detail in the
development of EU Cultural Policy (ECP) Discourse; these can be associated with the
different phases of the Europeanization process, ‘in which European integration has
broadened from economic to political and cultural spheres’ (Lahdesmaki et al. 2019,
138). At first, in the late 1980s when the EU was consolidating around a project of
enhanced political integration (Delanty 2018, 208) and national societies were
undergoing a process of Europeanization (ibid.), cultural heritage was considered an
engine for the formation of a collective European transnational identity (Thiel and Friedman
2012). Then, due to the political sensitivity of the latter concept and the consolidated
national political legacy on cultural matters, cu/tural diversity gained ground as a
discursive strategy in EU Cultural Policy Discourse. Cultural diversity served to
legitimise the creation of a common cultural space aimed at strengthening European
integration processes while safeguarding national differences and thus fully
representing the EU paradigms of ‘mobility and pluralism’. This discursive strategy has
been at the core of the EU Heritage Policy Discourse ever since (see Smith 2009), as
was clearly conveyed by the motto ‘United in Diversity’. Consequently, the linkage
between culture and Europeanization processes has become more evident with the so-
called Eastern enlargement in 2004 and 2007, whereby a common cultural heritage was
emphasised in the policy documents as a factor that makes ‘post-socialist candidate
countries culturally similar to (...) the EU” (Lihdesmiki et al. 2019, 137). Hence, a
community, people-centred approach to heritage with increased civil society involvement
has been fostered through the Faro Convention (2005) — whereby the ‘meanings, uses



and values’ that people attach to cultural heritage create a cultural and political
community of belonging. With this shift heritage rights have extended into cultural
rights, with access, participation and democratic values becoming central to the debate.
In this kind of framework, the underlying goal behind institutional cultural heritage
(CH), and lately cultural and creation sector (CCS) discourse was ‘to create citizens'
sense of belonging (...) and make their attitudes toward European integration positive’
(Lahdesmaiki et al. 2019, 131).

Acknowledging these discoursive shifts, this work argues that EU Cultural Policy
discourse which evolved from heritage protection to cultural products and community of practices
has been devised through the discursive interactions of actors in the institutional
setting and subsequently implemented through multilevel governance arrangements.
However, it is precisely for this reason that this kind of discourse remains, for the most
part, thoroughly instrumental in denying ambiguity in favour of the acritical
dissemination of the idea of a common European Heritage (ILdhdesmiki et al. 2019).
Most importantly, acknowledging that ECP discourse and governance arrangement
are intertwined sheds light on how structured dialogue with civil society, stronger
public engagement and deeper coordination between policy and heritage actors across
levels were also the unifying ideas behind the ECP development. This realisation
further allows us to advance the European Cultural Policy (ECP) research agenda by
exploring how ideas of belonging are discursively constructed at the EU and
transnational levels — and yet are also appropriate at the local level. Moreover, by
analysing how new learning-based modes of governance contribute to the propagation
of EU ideas across levels, and how these operate as drivers that cause the cognitive
frames to be more aligned with EU references advances the research agenda. This
perspective, as will be further explained in this chapter, differs from most of the
available ECP literature that has traditionally addressed ECP predominantly in
symbolic terms by examining the use of the past as a cultural, political and economic
resource in EU heritage-making (Ashworth, Graham and Tunbridge 2007; Sassatelli
2008; Delanty 2009; Calligaro 2013, 2015, Kaiser 2015); this literature has similarly
explored EU heritage uses and values (Eckersley, Whitehead and Bozoglu 2018;
Eckersley 2019), and analysed the politics of effect resulting from the EU Heritage
policy discourse (Lahdesmiki 2014, 2016, 2017), thus often neglecting the governance
implications behind it.

This study instead employs a discursive institutionalism analytical frame (Schmidt
2002, 2003 2018; Radaelli and Schmidt 2004; Lombardo and Forest 2013) to identify
the formation of the EU Cultural Discourse in the ECP governance arrangements that
have paved the way for an ongoing, mostly discursive interaction between policy,
external stakeholders and heritage actors intended as a means of shaping the European



dimension of cultural heritage (Lahdesmaki 2016) as well as the cultural sector (Tatcher
2018), in ideational, cognitive and structural terms. From this perspective, by
propagating a European sense of belonging through governance arrangements, the
outgrowth of cultural initiatives consists of shifting ideational and cognitive constructs
into more aligned EU frames; therefore, this strategy also operates as a leverage in
facilitating the implementation of other EU policies (Barbehoen 2016) across Europe
and beyond (Vos 2017).

1.2.2 New Modes of Governance and Transnational Networks

Cultural policy is a non-binding policy sector, whereby soft mechanisms and
new modes of governance arose as a result of the fact that ordinary supranational legal
regulation had not garnered the acceptance of member states (Jacobsson 2004, 3).
Hence, the engagement of a wider plethora of actors has been experimented with
throughout the entire policy cycle, from ideation to implementation. Analysing new
soft modes of governance leads to the questioning of their functionality as instruments
of the Europeanization process (Bruno et al. 20006), even if ‘there is no pressure to
conform to EU policy models’ (Radaelli 2001, 124); in this case, cognitive and
normative inputs are considered as being fundamental to the triggering of ‘framing
mechanisms’ (Radaelli 2001 in Bruno et al. 20006). Indeed, these modes of governance
are non-coercive processes based on voluntary agreement of intent, whereas the
cognitive dimension covers a fundamental role in stimulating and maintaining the
horizontal mechanism of Europeanization (Radaelli 2001), whose effects contribute to
integration processes. Within this framework, Europeanization is no longer studied in
terms of national policy convergence or divergence, but rather in terms of device and
content produced within these horizontal processes.

Notably, the propagation of soft policy instruments depends on the maturity of the
EU international governance system (Jacobsson 2004), the degree of exclusivity of
national competence on specific policy areas and each policy sector’s regulations. Soft
instruments were first acknowledged and promulgated by the Lisbon Treaty, and
subsequently been increasingly implemented through the EU institutional framework
over the years — on the one hand as ‘evidence of a democratic-participatory turn in the
European Union’ (Cram 2011, 637), and on the other, as a process undermining
democracy in the EU on long term (ibid.). Such mechanisms have been employed
predominantly in fields where the EU lacks the legitimacy to intervene (Cram 2011,
649), therefore undermining regularly elected representation while playing a
fundamental role in engaging civil society in the European integration process. In this
regard, by transforming civil society organisations into political ‘communities’, the



European Commission performed the role of a ‘purposeful opportunist’ (Cram 1993,
1997, 2011) and ‘policy entrepreneur’ (Cram 2011) that aimed to legitimise EU actions
in policy sectors, which would otherwise remain outside of EU competence.

Since the Commission and the Council redefined the Lisbon strategy (Commission
2005a, Council 2005) based on a ‘new cycle of governance’, the mechanisms
progressively developed within the EU system are as follows: the Open Method of
Coordination (OMC), Transnational Networks, Structured Dialogue and various other
steering tools. These tools are not neutral devices, but rather political choices, a sort
of ‘instrumentation’ of Europeanization (Lascoumes 2003 in Bruno et al. 2006), where
‘learning’, ‘socialization’, and ‘adaptation’ processes among the actors involved — being
those national institutional agencies (ministries), sub-national entities, and para-
institutional / non-governmental organisations — are triggered.

Depending on the policy sectors, the aims of these tools consist of harmonising rules
and measures and achieving policy convergence, by aggregating a variegate plethora of
actors, — that is, by setting common EU objectives that member states are expected to
reach (see compliance). Through these means, such processes would contribute to
facilitating Europeanization via learning in a subtle and complementary way. These
instruments, also labelled social mechanisms due to their underpinning function,
trigger ‘knowledge and meaning making’ combined with and legitimised through social
peer pressure. Their main objective remains the creation of a common vocabulary
(namely a common knowledge base) and cognitive frameworks for describing the policy
and wicked problems that lie at the basis of political strategies (Jacobsson 2004, 360).
In this framework, ‘the production of European knowledge’ and its dissemination ‘can
be used to legitimize European solutions’ (ibidem, 361) in a comprehensive manner.

In more general terms, these coordinative soft mechanisms arose as complements to
hard laws within new experimental modes of governance, as a means of employing
knowledge production processes as the engine advancing the Europeanization process
(Radaelli 2008) through soft means. Whether or not these learning-based modes of
governance trigger change in terms of their normative and cognitive components
beyond the merely symbolic aspect, has been investigated in the relevant literature
(Bruno et al. 2006; Radaelli 2008). How the combination of diverse soft instruments
devise ‘a system of governance with the potential to transform national and local
practices’ (Jacobsson 2004, 1), while complementing regulations by hard law is
discussed in the academic literature. Thus, whether, and to what degree, these
instruments produce effects at the national, sub-national and lower levels remains open
to investigation. Indeed, since these soft systems mostly ‘relate to language use and
knowledge making’ (Jacobsson 2004), it is a challenge to trace the outcomes of



instruments beyond their ‘subtle impacts of socialization processes, ideational
convergence, learning, and re-definitions of policy paradigms and ideas’ (Radaelli and
Pasquier 2007, 38).

Soft policy coordination was developed at first in employment and social policies, then
in the information society and enterprise policy, and most recently in education and
research. Given that ‘the EU cultural heritage sector is one where unique instrument
design does not exist’ (Zito and Eckersley, 2018, 2), and that often policy tools have
been adopted in non-specific ways from other sectors (see contamination, Capano and
Lippi 2017, 283-284), soft instruments, such as OMC and transnational networks have
also been translated and experimented with in the cultural sphere. The academic
literature examines the OMC as a coordination mechanism (Borras and Jacobsson
2004; Radaelli 2008), whose function has been better clarified in the cultural sector
(Mattock 2017, 2018), while the interdependency between the European Union and
its networks have been widely conceptualised in studies focused on diverse policy
sectors (Boerzel 1997; Caparaso 1996; Héritier 1999; Kohler-Koch 1999; Boerzel and
Heard-Laureote 2009) — except in the case of culture.

The multi-level functionality of the EU has been progressively developed in a network
governance structure by which the Union’s role shifted from being an authoritative
decision-maker to a steering agency involving complex interactive processes, including
societal actors representing diverse interests. Networks are then defined ‘as
institutionalized modes of coordination through which collectively binding decisions
are adopted and implemented’ (Mayntz 1993; Scharpf 1997 in Boerzel and Heard-
Laureate 2009, 137). On the one hand, these structures operate as a tool for improving
the quality of governance by addressing complex global issues and wicked problems,
and on the other, as mechanisms for highlighting the democratic deficits of the
governing structure.

The shift of the EU's multi-level and interinstitutional functioning gradually made
networks into endogenous elements in the governing structure, as was stressed in the
White Paper on Governance released in 2001 by the European Commission. In this
document, five main features have been attributed to networks: 1) being highly flexzble
and therefore allowing complex issues to be tackled 2) providing acess to the
policymaking process by enhancing the comprehensive problem identification upon
which policies will be then designed 3) providing resources such as information,
empirical knowledge, and expertise that the public actor cannot access 4) contributing
to consensus building 5) allowing for socialisation to be employed as a process for
depoliticising issues (Boerzel and Heard-Laureote 2009, 141, 142). Consequently, the
network paradigm offers a framework that is particularly relevant when examining



sectors ‘in which a given policy cannot be explained by centrally concerted policy
action’ (Boerzel and Heard-Laureote 2009, 137), but rather by a plethora of aggregated
resources and interests. Networks become an endogenous governing structure in
policy sectors, in which implementation is not formally regulated, but rather based on
the voluntary compliance of external actors. In these processes, acknowledging actor
inputs is a useful way of making policy outputs more widely accepted, or even of
allowing the proposed policy solutions to be perceived as being co-produced — as a
sort of shared ownership — by the plethora of involved actors, as a former network
‘coordinator stated:

‘The model of co-producing, co-creating, co-showing [sic] in whatever way it is,
whether it's a visual art, exhibition, or choir goes hand in hand with the making of the
European Cultural Space, that goes hand in hand with the European Commission, the
European Union, and its policies.” (A. D. interview)

Studies outline the benefits and challenges of transnational networks (TNs): on the
one hand by enhancing participation in policy-making processes — involving new
actors such as civil society organisations, municipalities and regions —and on the other,
by risking the endangerment of democratic legitimation by reinforcing the elite, closed
nature of the decision-making processes (Bulkeley et al. 2003; Khan 2013). Due to the
fundamental characteristics of cultural policies — non-binding and ideational at the EU
level, and very fragmented and informally structured at the national, sub-national and
lower levels — identifying how these tools operate in the cultural sector is thought to
be a challenge, since neither harmonisation nor policy convergence, as they occur in
other policy areas, can be expected to function in this field. In the cultural sector, on
the one hand networks initiated as informal gathering of cultural professionals in the
late 1980s; on the other these instruments can be also be understood from a top-down
perspective to disseminate EU discourse, ideas and values across different levels
(Littoz-Monet 2012; Mattocks 2018). The latter position acknowledges that EU
cultural heritage initiatives play a fundamental role in fostering ideas of European
heritage (Lahdesmiki 20106) as a means of establishing a common cultural identity and
sense of European belongingness (see Thiel and Friedman 2012).

The current work strives to clarify these different interpretations and tackles the
theoretical gap on how soft instruments, specifically transnational networks, operate
in the cultural sector. It also attempts to shed light on how these mechanisms operate
and what their objectives are, by considering that the ECP has seldom been based on
reaching common EU objectives, but rather on discursively addressed ideational
aspects. By looking at the twofold dimension of knowledge production that occurs
simultaneously from the top and the bottom by combining hierarchical learning and
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bottom-up/ social learning (see Radaelli 2008), the research herein proposes a novel
concept of disconrse and ideational convergence, which is more appropriate for describing
overall TN objectives. Such an argument will be developed in the work.

Consequently, based on the literature that considers coordinative mechanisms and
networks in other policy sectors, taken together with empirical knowledge from
tieldwork, we hypothesise, as the starting point of our reflection, that transnational
networks function: firstly as tools that complement the Europeanization processes of
national cultural policies (bypassing the national administrative level) and thus
facilitating EU intervention in cultural matters by overcoming national resistances;
secondly, as a means of structuring the European dimension (see ‘European Added
Value’) of the cultural sector both in structural and ideational terms; thirdly, to
stimulate the creation of a ‘European transnational cultural community’ by facilitating
policy implementation at the local level, while legitimising EU action in a domain in
which it does not have formal competence. Indeed, networks have been employed as
tools that enable the European Commission to intervene in the cultural sector, as one
network's former secretary general clearly alludes to:

‘(...) this idea of subsidiarity at a certain point (...) as things progressed in terms of defining
the policy, the Commission said, we are not going to fund creation because according to
subsidiarity, that is a task of the Member States. So what we can do is fund everything else:
the networking, the translation, the mobility, all of the new keywords that you see in
the new documents (...), anything that they could define that wasn't going to be something
that the member states had to claim that was their competence only.” (M. V. Interview)

In new modes of governance arrangement, the engagement of actors ranging from
institutional to non-governmental civil society organisations is a key aspect for
ensuring the correct functioning of the coordinative mechanisms and the desired
impact. Through processual dynamics such as ‘mutual identification, loyalty shifts,
actor socialization and internalization of norms, learning processes’, ‘epistemic
communities’ (Haas 1992), ‘common cognitive frames’ (Jacobsson 2004, 1), the aim is
to trigger changes at the national, sub-national, and lower levels by pursuing discourse
and ideational convergence. Whether or not, and to what degree the changes foreseen occur
needs to be further scrutinised. In shott, the research herein will reveal whether or not
transnational cooperation and cross-country activities shape and, at the same time, are
devised by discourse and ideational convergence/divergence or negotiation. Or better
it will unfold the devices and content produced within these horizontal processes.
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1.3 Transnational Networks in the Cultural Sector in the

(2007-2020)

1¢ was before the network scheme, we [the networks] fought, we fought like bell.” (interview)

The emergence of TNs in the cultural sector can be considered in two ways: on the
one hand as a top-down effort in line with the EU outgrowth in a network governance
structure, and on the other, as bottom-up civil society-initiated experiences. Positioned
between coordinative tools steered by the DG EAC and grant-funded projects
managed by the EACEA, transnational networks occupy a hybrid position: on the one
hand, these structures are considered to be a coordination mechanism like the
Structured Dialogue between the European institutions and the Civil Society, and on
the other, as bottom-up Iinitiatives established by grassroots cultural actors, and
therefore implemented through EU funding scheme. As a result of their hybrid
organisational arrangement, scientifically interpreting these tools has been challenging;
therefore, a solid analytical framework for analysing how TNs operate and their effects
is still lacking,

These structures are characterised by their controversial origins: at first
developed informally by cultural professionals for exchanging practices and
strengthening international collaboration in the late 1980s, they have subsequently
been embedded within the EU framework, and been increasingly institutionalised in
EU programmes and funding schemes since 2004. The evolution of this phenomenon
illustrates a complex dynamic: from a top-down perspective, the European
Commission acted like a ‘purposeful opportunist’ (Cram 1993, 1997, 2011) in policy
sectors without formal competencies by creating an ad hoc transnational ‘community’
through network structures and other programmes with the aim of legitimising the
Union's actions. By contrast, from a bottom-up approach, networks operated as
informal meeting opportunities among cultural professionals with the aim of
centralising sector interests for representative and advocacy purposes in relation to the
European institutions.

Hence, acknowledging the complexity of network origins allows us to see that
these structures occupy a hybrid position, structurally and conceptually, between the
EU policy system and the cultural operators, which hinders the emergence of an
analytical framework suitable for examining how transnational networks function
among these diverse levels.

Despite the diversity of various network origins, in the following paragraphs a
common trend of long-lasting network development is recognised: in the 1980s
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independent cultural professionals first gathered informally, but later increasingly
formalised these gatherings through the establishment of representative bodies — such
as the Board of Directors and the Presidency — and an executive one — the Executive
Office — to take part into the EU political system. This transitional process from
informal meetings to the establishment of non-profit international organisations with
an official membership fee and a structured secretariat, generally based in Brussels, is
described as follows on the website of IETM, one of the historical networks dedicated

to the performing arts:

TETM was created in 1981 at an informal gathering of performing arts professionals at
the Polverigi Festival in Italy. It was a time when international collaboration was to a large
extent performed by and through governmental and intergovernmental institutions. As the
first European cultural network, it was founded by professionals and for professionals to
create a space of exchange to reinforce and strengthen international collaboration in the
thriving independent performing arts sector in Europe.” IETM)!

TETM developed, organizing ‘meetings’ twice a year with debates and performance
programmes, but without a formal association, structure or status. In 1989 it became a
not-for-profit international organization under Belgian law with a Secretariat and
membership fees.” IETM)?

Other networks that were more orientated towards advocacy purposes from the time
of their establishment, have been set up in accordance with the Maastricht Treaty,
which extended EU competencies in soft policy areas such as culture, to support
participation in the political arena. One example of this is NEMO, the European
Network of Museum Organisations, which was established in 1992 with the primary
purpose of advocating for the museum sector at the European and intergovernmental
levels, as a NEMO Board of Directors member reports:

“The network was established as the most long-established network in 1992; this was one of
the consequences of the Maastricht Treaty which extended the competencies of the
EU in new areas such as culture. So, in 1992 the Representatives of the Museum
Association and some of the large and important Museum Associations in Europe came
together and gave birth to NEMO. (...) NEMO was at the very beginning a network of
National Museum Associations, even though not every country has this structure. (...) In
the beginning, the network was supported by the Museum Association that brought it to
life, it relies on a bigger association.” (M.S. interview)

! www.ietm.otg/en/about (accessed 05/2022)

2 Ibidem.
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Emerging in the late 1990s from these two diverse scenarios, whether more informally
or in direct pursuit of institutional advocacy objectives, in the 2000s cultural networks
initiated negotiations with the DG EAC (at that time labeled DG X — Information,
Communication, Culture and Audiovisual Media) for the purpose of dedicating a
specific funding scheme to support the network’s development within the framework
of the cultural programme (at that time Kaleidoscope 1996-1999). This moment has
been identified as a starting point in the institutionalisation of networks within the EU
framework, followed by different phases. As explained by the practitioners, EU grants
for networks began rather informally, responding to a budget line — the so-called ‘a./ine’
— dedicated to tasks that the European Commission did not have the internal
resources, competencies and mandate to accomplish. Precisely for this reason, the DG
began to finance organisations without strict requirements for addressing specific
policy priorities, such as requiring that these grants would be employed for the
operational and running costs of network organisations. This process is explained as
follows by a former network Secretary General:

‘let me start once again with the pre-history: in those years of fighting with the DG (EAC),
we [the networks| said we are doing our job. We read all the policy papers at that time,
which were very few. And we said we are doing what you are supposed to be doing. (...)
The first time that the networks were funded as networks, it was kind of a hidden thing.
It was a certain line in the EU budget called the A. line in the budget. A line was budgetary
lines, which could be given to organisations that did the work that the Commission should
do but could not, because it did not have the resources or competencies. So, these were
running costs. These were operational grants. This was the Kaleidoscope program, but
because there was a limit of funding only for three years, some of us [networks|, very few,
for example, Culture Action Europe (in the old name: European Forum for the Arts and
Heritage) and IETM applied to this A4./ne for the running cost. We wanted this; we did not
want them [DG EAC] to tell us what we should program. We wanted them to support us
[the networks] to exist. We could program ourselves...” (M. V. interview)

After this initial phase of institutionalisation, a second phase corresponding to the first
Strategic Plan for Culture, the ‘Agenda for Culture 2007°, and more specifically to the
‘Work Plan for Culture 2007-2013’, whose priorities — improving the conditions for the
mobility of artists; promoting access to culture; developing data on the sector; maximising the potential
of cultural and creative industries and promoting and implementing the UNESCO Convention on
the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions —was in line with network
development. In this context, network funding was specifically referred to for the first
time as ‘operating grants for cultural bodies of European interest’. Under this label,
the European Commission called for ‘bodies working for cultural co-operation by
providing representation at European Union’s level, collecting or disseminating
information for facilitating trans-European cultural co-operation, networking at the

14



European level (...) and acting as ambassadors for European culture’ (2011 annual
work program on grants and contracts for the Culture program’, European
Commission, 2011). In this call, some of the main network functions have been
outlined: a) providing representation in the European Union b) collecting or
disseminating information c¢) facilitating trans-European cultural cooperation d)
networking at the European level. Under the Agenda for Culture 2007, three categories
of beneficiaries were identified as being eligible to receive these grants: 1)
‘Ambassador’ 2) ‘Advocacy Network’ 3) ‘Platform’. The first refers to organisations,
which ‘through their influence in the cultural field at European level, have clear
aptitude to perform as European cultural ‘representatives’ and, as such, can fulfil their
role of European Cultural Ambassadors’ (Ibid.). The second addresses ‘advocacy
networks entrusted by the associated members of the network, which ensure a
significant representation of specific category of cultural operators or the cultural fields
at Buropean level’ (ivi). The third indicates a civic society platform engaging in a
structural dialogue with the European Commission in the framework of the European
Agenda for Culture. These three categories highlight the need on one hand to have a
stronger representation of the cultural sector at the EU level, and on the other, to
establish ‘representative’ ambassadors of European Culture, ultimately engaging civil
society actors in the policymaking process. Based on the Culture Programme’s policy
priorities and targeted beneficiaries, a structural funding scheme for networks was
officially inserted in the Cultural Programme Framework 2007-2013, whose priorities
have been reconfirmed as follows: ‘promote transnational mobility, encourage cross-
national circulation of works, enhance intercultural dialogue’ (see Fig. 1 EU Cultural
Policy Architecture). In this framework, the grant for ‘Ambassadors’, ‘Advocacy
network’ and ‘Platform’ has been proposed as a two to three year ‘operating grant’
aimed at officially sustaining the operational costs of network structures. With the
acknowledgment of networks in the ‘Work Plan for Culture 2007-2013’, their function
was further clarified as being ‘Ambassadors’ of European Culture for the purpose of
enhancing the level of representation in the policy-making process while opening up
space for civil society organisations and independent actors to advocate for the field.
From an institutional perspective, there was a need to aggregate a political voice from
the cultural sector, to represent a plethora of stakeholders and civil society
organisations, to gather grass-roots recommendations, to construct an epistemic
community around specific policy issues, and most importantly, to build up a sort of
‘Observatoire’ of the cultural field at the European level. To this end, the European
Commission indeed performed as a “policy entrepreneur’ (Cram 2011) by transforming
civil society organisations into political ‘communities’ and a representative critical
mass. As a former network coordinator who currently works at the EACEA states:
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“There was the will to have a set of networks on different topics and sectors to resemble
the stakeholders, the civic society, to have grassroots recommendations, and to have a kind
of a little Observatoire in cach sector as well as to have a structuring effect by giving
them operational grants, strengthen the capacity to do capacity building, to apply for
European projects, to enable a dialogue among their membership, because for them [the
European Commission] it was very important to have a representative critical mass and

not having everyone knocking at their door for their interest.” (D. J. interview)

The structuring effect of the cultural sector’s political voice, the strengthening of actor
capacity to engage in dialogue with the European Institutions, and the empowerment
of cultural professionals by giving them positions in the international political setting,
can all be conceived as an outgrowth of the formal establishment of transnational
networks. This was in line with capacity-building and EU cultural policy priorities, as
well as with the wider ‘democratic-participatory turn in the European Union’ (Cram
2011, 637). However, the European Institution’s top-down efforts at designing and
tinancially sustaining a po/itical voice from the field can be also regarded as a conflictual
position, in light of their financing the structuring of the plethora of advocates through
grant programmes, as the former network coordinator points out:

T think that the Commission knew that both [structuring the sector and the voice of the
sector] would happen, even if structuring the sector and paying them to be a good advocate
is a bit weird, it is like a conflict of interest; but it is something that [is] natural if you don’t
want all the sectors knocking at your door, you have to structure their voices. This is what
happen|ed], and then there were some networks louder than others, but they can co-exist
as different structures, I see no problem having smaller and bigger, louder and less loud
networks co-existing. (...) It is a strength and a privilege to have different sectors
represented (...) and the Commission needed [a] real connoisseur of the ground’ (D. J.
interview)

With the new Creative Europe Programme 2014-2020, policy priorities shifted towards
‘creativity’ and ‘innovation’ paradigms, so that ‘promoting transnational mobility,
encourage cross-national circulation of works’ was conveyed through more
entrepreneurial language, which also reverberated in the funding scheme (see scheme
Network Funding) and as a result in network activities.
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Policy Architecture

Culture (2007-2013) Creative Europe (2014-2019)

+ Promote Transnational Mobility « Promote the Capacity of the Cultural and

of People Working in the Cultural Sector Audiovisual Sector to operate on a Transnational
Scale

« Encourage the Transnational Circulation of works
and Products from Arts and culture « Increase the Transnational Circulation of Works
and Workers and get in touch with new audiences
+ Enhance Intercultural Dialog
« Enhance Cross-border Cooperation to Stimulate
Innovation

- Encourage the Emergence of New Business
Models and Audience Development

« Reinforce the Financial Capacity of Cocerned
Sectors and Actors

Figure 2 EU Cultural Policy Architecture. Source: Author

With this shift, Creative Europe funding grants increasingly targeted project-based
activities with more defined deliverable outputs, and therefore structural funds for
networks (covering operational and running costs of the network’s organisation and
Secretariat — office, staff, etc.) were instead transformed into project funds with
defined deliverable outcomes, hence sustaining the primary network activities. With
the changing of policy frameworks from the Culture Programme 2007-2013 to the
Creative Burope Programme 2014-2020, networks had to modify their strategies,
priorities and business models accordingly. Under the Creative Europe Programme,
28 Cultural networks received grants and were classified according to the sector
represented, namely: music (8), cultural heritage and museums (4), theatre — dance —
circus (5), architecture and design (2), multidisciplinary (9) (EC, 2017). Thereby,
networks evolved according to the EU policy priorities: Culture Programme 2007-
2013 funding was primarily employed as a means of formally establishing network
structures (office setup, membership, staff). The Creative Europe Programme 2014-
2020 was intended to develop network activities further. In the beginning, networks
operationalised the process of setting up as the basis for cross-country collaboration,
subsequently enhancing the capacity of cultural operators to operate on a transnational
scale, and ultimately contributing to the creation of new audiences and business models
that addressed innovation paradigms, as articulated in the policy priorities in the
diagram below.
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Network Funding Scheme

Culture Programme 2007-2013 Creative Europe 2014-2020

2007 - 2010: 2010: 2014 - 2017: 2017 - 2021:

Partnership agreement 3 annual operaling grant Creative Europe support to Creative Europe support to
years) FPA European Networks / Selected European Networks / Selected
23 Advocacy Networks - 2011 - 2013: Projects Projects

1.854.129,92 Euro / yearly multi annual partnership 22 European Networks 28 European Networks

8 Ambassadors agreement 5 European Platforms

2.306.609,79 Euro / yearly
6 Festivals
670.014,31 Euro / yearly

25 Multi-Annual Network
2 multi annual platforms

15 European Platforms
7.378.237,20 euro / yearly

5.654.134,04 euro / yearly

Operating Grant Project Funding

Figure 3 Network Funding Scheme. Source: Author

The Network Paradigm: Between Frictionless Mobility and Cultural Diversity

As emphasised above, the emergence of transnational networks bears witness to the
paradigmatic shift of the EU institutions into a more complex network governance
system, but also proves the strength of grassroots movements in aggregating interests
from the field. With new forms of policy-making, novel institutional structures and
processes arose at different scales, creating diverse possibilities of action in an
increasingly complex political environment, where it had become challenging to locate
defined centres of power (Jensen and Richardson 2004, 24). In respect to this kind of
emerging organisational and multilevel configuration, the EU has been regarded as a
‘network state’ characterised by a form of shared authority (Castells 1998, 332), with
networks supplementing the traditional bureaucracies (Castells in ibid.). Moreover, in
contexts with non-binding policies — where rules have been replaced with frames of
reference, information, good practices and recommendations — a voluntary,
cooperative, and horizontal model of coordination (Giannakourou 1996 in ibid.) took
over in place of a centralised power structure. In these settings, a decentralised space
for decision-making, commonly known as multilevel governance, has been regarded
in the literature as an outgrowth of the ‘explosion of politics’ (Pedersen 1994 in
ibidem), which located politics outside of representative institutional settings in a more
complex and fragmented environment. Within such an institutional fragmentation,
European networks are constructed and legitimised within European policy discourse
in response to the demand for frictionless mobility embedded in the economic and
political discourse of European integration. Networks have indeed become
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fundamental tools in building up the new spatiality of Europe, and have been
employed as a key asset in the making of the European Space (Jensen and Richardson
2004). Additionally, they also address EU cultural policy discourse that aims to create
‘a space of flow’ (Castells 1999, 2000) (...) increasingly organised around cultural flows
that enable a ‘simultaneity of social practices without geographical contiguity’
(Sassatelli 2010 in Lahdesmaki et al. 2021, 185). These are aimed to create a European
identity ‘shaped by transnational experiences that also involved personal mobility and
various forms of cross-border interactions’ (Lahdesmiki et al. 2021, 185). Notably,
networks on the one hand conceptually operationalise the mobility demands
embedded in the political discourse of European integration, while on the other,
contribute to the creation of a European cultural identity that employs transnational
mobility and thus safeguards cultural diversity. Most importantly here, we can argue that
networks have been increasingly employed as policy paradigms that contribute to the
construction of European Space both structurally and symbolically.

Cultural Networks: Challenging the Definition of Top-down and Bottom-up Dynamzics

Studies on governance and policy networks outline these structures from an
institutional perspective as tools intended to harmonise and propagate policy across
Europe (Bulkeley et al. 2003; Kern and Bulkeley 2009; Andonova et al. 2009; Giest
and Howlett 2013). On the other hand, EU policy discourse describes these as a
fundamental asset for shaping Good Governance arrangements, a concept of a ‘deeper
normative and political content’” (Boerzel et al. 2008, 7) characterised by the following
five principles: openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness and the coherence
of the political system. The foundations of this kind of concept lie in the Eurgpean
Governance White Paper (2000); since then it has been developed to improve the internal
needs and quality of international organisations (ibid., 20).

When referring to networks in the cultural sector, we thus must acknowledge the lack
of academic attention given to the subject, as well as the poor quality of EU policy
discourse concerning this matter. Examining these deficiencies is the starting point of
this current work. As will be further elaborated in the methodological chapter (Chapter
3), a fundamental aim of this thesis consists of providing the first systematisation of
all available sources of this topic, drawing upon grey literature (EU policy and
communication documents, EU agendas, programmes), internal network documents,
interviews and personal notes from the fieldwork. Based on these references and
supported by academic literature on transnational networks in other policy sectors, this
study hypothesises network definitions, profiles and attributes — initially in this chapter,
with further elaboration throughout this work.
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This current section concludes by shedding light on the challenges encountered by the
literature, policy-makers and practitioners in defining transnational networks in the
cultural sector, where it may be observed that the definition most often employed in
the grey literature is ‘international cultural networking’. This label recognises
‘networking’ as the main network function, at the same time highlighting the bottom-
up legacy of these structures. In brief, if the network is the structure ‘that complements
or challenges public authorities’ (CAE 2016, 22), then ‘networking’ is the activity that
‘crosses or transcends the particular level of governance’ (ibid.) and aims to support

cultural sector professionals and advance their concerns.

The label ‘Cultural Networking” remained the one most often used among
practitioners, being employed by the networks themselves, as mentioned in the paper
“The value of International Cultural Networks’ (2016) released by the Malta Group of
Cultural Networks, an aggregated group of eighteen TNs. In this Manifesto the
bottom-up legacy of the initiatives and their objective to ‘promote and facilitate all
forms of international collaboration and improve the access to arts and culture’ (Malta
Group of Cultural Networks 20106) is stated, as is their intention to ‘test new ideas and
to pilot new projects, to help the cultural sector to take a risk and meet new challenges’
(ibid.) as outlined in the mission statement of one of the long-lasting networks —
Culture Action Europe:

‘as a place precisely where practitioners from diverse backgrounds and disciplines can step
outside this formal environment, to relate differently, re-imagine, reinvent, innovate and
thus be catalysts of transformation’ (CAE 2016, 28).

The challenge of defining themselves and of recognising network functions is thus also
reported by practitioners and network advocates as shown below, where networks are
referred to also as ‘umwelcome mediators’ or by the joke ‘Networking means NO'T-working*

‘How many of you remember that a certain high-level person in the Culture DG used to
go around to conferences telling his favourite joke, ‘Networking means NOT working;
indeed we were seen by several national governments as unwelcome mediators asking
for funding that should go to artists. And trying to convince them that we were useful,
they were asking us “‘What do you do for ‘our’ artists?” We also had the extra work of
somehow ‘proving’ the outcomes of networking even though we kept telling everyone

this was impossible due to the nature of our ‘emerging structures and dynamic natures’

(DeVlieng 20106)

To conclude, in acknowledging how challenging it is to understand networks,
practitioners focused predominately on their networking functions, while underplaying
their role as ‘policy networks’ or ‘transnational networks’ embedded within EU
governance. As a result, the transnationalisation of the cultural sector was
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acknowledged as the main task, while the political dialogue with the European
Institutions was mostly left out of the discussion.

The issue of definition is relevant since it provides the starting point for our analytical
reflections. In short, the definition of ‘Cultural Networking’, as further validated in the
grey literature (CAE 2016), emphasises the informal legacy of these experiences, but
sets aside the potential of these structures as new political actors. Moreover, this
emphasis hinders the dialogue with literature and the available theoretical frameworks
on TNs in other policy sectors that predominantly focus on networks as tools of the
EU governing body. The current work questions this definition by striving to create
an analytical framework that acknowledges networks in their multilevel dimensions,
both as tools of a new mode of governance within the EU architecture and as an
aggregation of resources and interests from the sector. This theoretical operation
would facilitate the acquisition of more thorough knowledge on how networks operate
comprehensively in a multilevel governance system, thus getting around the bias of
looking at this phenomenon only from an institutional perspective — since this
approach would only reinforce the ‘limits of such top-down cultural engineering in a
transnational polity” (Kaiser 2015, 364). This would highlight the misunderstanding of
local-level implementation, as well as go beyond the narrow bottom-up approach. To
achieve this analytical aim, the academic literature on transnational networks in other
policy sectors, most notably Transnational networks among municipalities and cities
(TMCNs) in Climate Governance (Bulkeley et al. 2003; Kern and Bulkeley 2009;
Andonova et al. 2009; Giest and Howlett 2013; Hakelberg, 2014; Busch 2015; Acuto
and Rayner 2016; Busch, Bendlin, Fenton 2018), policy networks (Marsh and Rhodes
1992, 1994; Thatcher 1998; Stone 2004) and network governance will be mobilised as
explained in detail in Chapter 4. The combination of the available academic literature,
grey literature on networks in the cultural sector and the data acquired during the
tieldwork is utilised here to shed light on an underexamined field.

1.4 Situating the Research Questions

This section guides our gaze in the research process, by situating the research questions
within the available literature, outlining the research design and thesis’s overall aims,
and finally by identifying paths for further research agenda. The reasons for
undertaking this study can be delimited to two interconnected areas of inquiry: of the
EU governance and cultural policy, mirrored in empirical and theoretical quests. As
reported in the previous paragraphs, examining European Cultural Governance, its
processes and outcomes, and more specifically, analysing the role that the European
(Creative Europe) funded networks cover in the governance arrangement and the

- 21



cultural sector requires the utilisation of diverse disciplinary and methodological
approaches. Choosing an underexamined research object in the literature presents an
exciting empty terrain to occupy, but also a thorough conceptual challenge to be
resolved within the limited timeframe of a PhD course. With this in mind, the current
investigation strives to provide an initial analytical approach to the subject that could
serve as the first stepping stone for future work and research agendas.

In sum, the overall research objective here is to unravel the processes occurring on the
one hand between Transnational Networks and the European Commission, and on
the other, between TNs and their members in local contexts. The basic goal at the
beginning of this research was to question the role of transnational networks in the
cultural and creative sector. In order to tackle this query, research sub-questions have
been elaborated upon, and literature that enquires about similar concerns in other
policy sectors consulted. For example, the basis of the conceptualisation of
transnational networks of municipalities — TMCNs — lies in the systematisation of
available data that provides, as a result, an overview of the diverse network profiles
corresponding to various modalities that influence local climate governance (Busch
2015). This observation which opens up relevant research paths for transnational
networks in general, began by questioning ‘what potential influence do TMCNs have
(...) when it comes to responses to climate change in urban areas?” (Busch 2015, 214).
Further sub-questions such as 'what kind of functions do TMCNs provide to
municipalities, and how can these be categorized with respect to climate change
governance?’ (ibid.) are aimed at identifying potential network impacts in more detail.

In the current study, moving from a field where there has been no systematic
investigation, we begin by enquiring about al) how transnational networks operate, and
secondly, we continue by questioning a2) what are their effects. This kind of broad
research question serves as an introduction to the topic while aiming to provide a first
overview of the network’s profiles and functions.

Thus, adopting a local level membership perspective, we then question b) what
transnational network membership impacts are on the local level. Correspondingly we clarifying
here that ‘impact’ is conceived as a wodification of cultural governance that can be traced back
to any aspect of the transnational network membership (elaboration on Busch et al. 2018).
Through this second research question, we focus more specifically on the impacts a
transnational network has on its member organisations — in our case primarily cultural

organisations.

These two main research questions help us in setting up the basis for the
conceptualisation of networks by tackling complementary perspectives on the
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phenomena (the network and their members) and contribute to building a framework
for analysing the symbolic, cognitive and structural components of transnational
networking in building the European dimension of the cultural and creative sector.
Acknowledging both the EU policy discourse and the interrelated social practices (in
this case transnational networks) that arose from within policy ideas allows us to
contribute to our goal: to better understand network functions as an outgrowth of the
EU governance arrangement, thus placing the emphasis on how civil society
organisations operate at the supernational level as a driver of participative governance
in the EU system. In more general terms, since this thesis aims to attain clearer
knowledge on how the aggregation of cultural professionals works transnationally, as
well as on the linkages between European policy-making and local level
implementation, ‘the process of interaction among individuals’ and micro-level details
provide the starting point of the analysis (Creswell 2002, 9) of a multilevel system. For
this reason, qualitative sociological constructivism is chosen as the approach and
strong emphasis has been given to empirical data gathered through intense fieldwork
and semi-structured interviews with key actors, as will be explained in detail in the
methodological chapter (see Chapter 3). The chosen perspective remains less
developed in the Europeanization debate (Paul 2012 in Barbehoen 2016, 161) in favour
of an ontological position that considers ‘the EU as an objective reality which
constitutes either adaptational pressures or windows of opportunities for domestic
politics’ (ibid.), even when discourse becomes a constituent element in the
construction of a multilevel system (Schmidt 2000, Schmidt and Radaelli 2004 in ibid.).
In the current work, instead, qualitative sociological constructivism has been
considered as an appropriate means of capturing microlevel actor interaction and is
employed as a means of unfolding how multilevel relations discursively devise orders
for acting upon ‘the EU’, and conversely, how the ‘Buropean dimension’ of heritage-
making and cultural exchange is built through governance mechanisms and
transnational influence. Moreover, as will be explained in theoretical chapter (see
Chapter 2), due to the centrality of discourse in the European Cultural Policy, the
current work emphasises the discursive aspect of the multi-level governance
arrangement by examining how the European Union has used its cultural program,
specifically TNs, to promote ideational and discursive changes at the mid and local
levels. Such inquiries also guided the methodological design of this work, which relies
on qualitative methods that employ an exploratory approach.
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RQ I: How do transnational
networks operate and what
are their effects?

Target actors

The European
Institutions

RQ II: What are transnational
Eiiroiesn Caituial networks membership impacts
P 28 Creative Europe on the local level?

Governance TRANSNATIONAL NETWORKS
Arragement

TN membership

Research Objects - 5 cases

member
surrounding
context

Research Object - 28 TNs

Figure 4 Research Conceptual Framework. Source: Author

The academic literature outlines research designs as ‘plans and the procedures
for research that span the decisions from the broad assumptions to detailed collection
and analysis’ (Creswell 2008, 3 in Maggetti et al. 2013), whereby three types of design
are available: qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods. Moreover, the choice
between conceptual analysis and measurement is conditioned by the maturity of the
research field. Given that a) our research object is ‘immature due to a conspicuous lack
of theory and previous research, b) ‘a notion that the available theory may be
inaccurate’, ¢) ‘a need exists to explore and describe the phenomena and to develop
theory’, and that d) ‘the nature of the phenomenon may not be suited’ only to
quantitative measures (Creswell 2002, 82), qualitative research tools are chosen as the
most appropriate. Further, the design of the research has been built to allow movement
backward and forwards from the conceptual analysis of the networks (see section
Conceptualising TNs) to set up possible measurements (see section Assessing TNs)

and vice versa.

Moreover, Europeanization studies have offered diverse research designs
emphasising either a top-down or a bottom-up perspective. The conceptual premise
of this work lies in the assumption that ‘the EU impact is not unidirectional (...)
instead an attempt is made to consider alternative modalities through which Europe is
often used by domestic actors and institutions (Radaelli 2004)” (Dossi 2012, 109),
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therefore resulting into a bottom-up sensitivity. Furthermore, the scope of this study
does not consist in determining causal linkages among levels but rather in building a
narrative, based on a sound analytical construct, in order to examine the processes and
outcomes of policy coordination (see Mattock 2018).

All these elements lead to a flexible research design composed of two macro
sections: conceptualising TNs and assessing TNs, which allow us to move easily
between the conceptual analysis and assessment of the research field. In this context,
the development of the chapters has been guided by the two main research questions:
al) how do transnational networks operate, a2) what are their effects b) what transnational network
membership impacts are on the local level. These are aimed at shedding light both on top-
down as well as bottom-up dimensions of the phenomena. By adopting a qualitative
sociological constructivism approach where in attempting to identify the multilevel
dynamic the focus has primarily been given to actor social interaction, the first research
question of how transnational networks operate and what their effects are nevertheless
emphasises a top-down stand (see Chapter 4); in contrast, the second question of
membership impacts on the local level mostly employs a bottom-up technique (Radaelli and
Pasquier 2007 in Dossi 2012) for the analysis of five selected study cases (see Chapter
5). In short, the research design strives to capture the features of the phenomena under
examination, which by their very nature encompass top-down and bottom-up forces
simultaneously (see fig. 5).

European Institutions

Top-down New Modes of Governance

EU Cultural Policy priorities

External Policy Outcomes

Transnational networks Internal Outcomes

External Sectorial Outcomes

Informal Networking Activities

Bottom up Civil society initiated gatherings

Cultural Sector

Figure 5 Transnational Network Positioning. Source: Author
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Furthermore, based on a qualitative constructivist perspective and given the lack of
academic literature on the topic, participant observation has been considered a key
asset for the research design. Intense fieldwork in the EU policy-making environment
facilitated the gathering of information, knowledge and contacts, which would have
been otherwise inaccessible; indeed, such a positionality permits the tracing of informal
practices as well as the gathering of an overview of the key actors involved in the
process. This advantage allows for the reconstruction of transnational networking by
taking into account different actors' voices. Ethnographic tools have been employed
here with the aim of thoroughly capturing microlevel interactions within the policy
process, and as a means of addressing the deficit of academic literature on the topic.
Because the qualitative researcher employing an exploratory approach often ‘studies
things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of or interpret phenomena in
terms of the meanings people bring to them’ (Denzin and Lincoln 2018,10), the
current work triangulates empirical knowledge gathered in the EU cultural policy
environment with an extensive review of the available academic and grey literature on
the topic (reports, communication, dissemination materials, internal documents).

Finally, the methodological and theoretical puzzle presented here dialogue with the
theoretical approach delineated in Ethnography of Europeanization (Lihdesmiki et al.
2020, 2021; Turunen et al. 2020), where the co-construction of Europeanization is
described as a multilayer transnational cultural phenomenon built up both in collective
and individual processes, which must be traced back and analysed across different
times and spaces (Ldhdesmaki et al. 2021, 35). Thus it entails a combination of intense
tieldwork with short visits to multiple localities. Based on this approach, and as a
means of capturing the multilevel — simultaneously transnational and local —
dimensions of the phenomenon being studied (see Fig. 5), I constructed the
methodological context by combining intense fieldwork within a Transnational
Network executive office based in Brussels with briefly timed visits (when possible at
all due to COVID restrictions) to various member organisations based in different
localities across Europe. At a later date, I enriched the empirical knowledge thus
gathered with semi-structured interviews with key actors, as will be explained in detail
in the methodological chapter (see Chapter 3). In conclusion, this research seeks to
advance the methodological inquiry on European Transnational Networks, given that
additional qualitative research is needed to critically ‘deepen the still unsatisfactory and
rather perfunctory understanding of networks’ (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 139). Based
on microlevel interactions, this approach allows one to identify vertical and horizontal
influences, thus positioning the work as a novel approach within the overall research

agenda.
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1.4.1 Thesis Outline

As previously mentioned, the work is built around two macro sections: the
tirst, ‘Contextualising TNs in European Governance’ (Chapters 1, 2, 3), is dedicated
to shedding light on the concepts of European Cultural Governance mechanisms and
extensively EU-funded Transnational Networks; it is composed of literature review,
research questions and theoretical framework. Drawing primarily upon literature on
Europeanization, Governance and Discourse, network dimensions and attributes are
outlined to guide our gaze in the research field. The second section, ‘Assessing TNs in
European Governance’ (Chapters 4, 5, 6), attempts to operationalise these concepts
by generating measures and definitions in order to potentially categorise the 28
Creative Europe Networks and their impact at the membership level. Based on an in-
depth literature review of the Transnational Network of Municipalities and Cities
(TMCNs), this section explicitly addresses two different units of analysis: the network
and membership levels. More precisely, Chapter 4 provides an updated literature
review on TMCNs, from which the primary network dimensions, function and profiles
have been extrapolated; in addition, a new set of indicators is proposed for examining
TN in the Cultural Sector; finally, an up-to-date classification and typology has been
drawn up. Chapter 5 discusses TN membership impacts on the local level in diverse
cultural sectors: cultural heritage, the dance sector and creative hubs; five case studies
(located in Belgium, Finland, Serbia and Italy) have been selected for analysis. In terms
of the analysis, if the first part of the work acknowledges networks as a top-down
effort within the EU institutional framework, in the second the perspective is reversed:
starting from the local membership, a bottom-up approach to Europeanization is
explored. The conclusion sheds light on how interlinkages between EU governance
architecture and the 28 transnational networks contribute to shaping European
Cultural Governance. Chapter 6 provides the framework for discussing the findings
of Chapters 4 and 5 by re-contextualising them within a wider analytical framework of
Europeanisation, Cultural Governance and Discourse. Moreover, while theoretical
and operational implications of this work are outlined, a TN self-assessment model —
a tool for reflective monitoring — is proposed here as an outgrowth of this research.

Preliminary results of the model tested on one Creative Europe network are discussed.

1.4.2 Overall Aims of the Study

This dissertation attempts to create an analytical framework that would allow
the acknowledgment of networks in their multilevel dimension, meaning as tools of a
new mode of governance within the EU architecture as well as an aggregate of
resources and interests from the cultural sector. Such an approach has theoretical as
well as operational implications. Moreover, given the strong ideational aspect of
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European Cultural Policy and the role that discourse plays in this field, transnational
networks are also examined as an interactive discursive process among policy and
heritage actors, thus shedding light on the coordinative — znterinstitutional — and
communicative — fowards the public sphere— dimensions of discourse. This analysis strives
to advance the European Cultural Policy (ECP) research agenda by also exploring how
policy ideas supported by governance mechanisms are discursively constructed
transnationally and yet locally appropriated, by enquiring as to what extent local actors
shift their practices when embracing EU frameworks. Therefore, the approach
employed in the current research aims to shed light both on policy design features of
networks and local contextual factors, taking into account both discursive strategies
and governance arrangement at play. This is because providing these two dimensions
renders it feasible to explain how a network — with specific features — exerts more
influence in some contexts than in others. This inquiry provides answers at the
operational level as well as to the macro research question of how transnational networks
operate and what are their effects.

Moreover, this work takes two main controversial aspects into account in order to
unpack operational network functions and objectives in the cultural sector. The first
pertains to the identification of the overall network objective, for which harmonisation
and/or policy convergence have been identified as the main aspects in the literature;
however, due to the fundamental characteristics of cultural policies — non-binding and
ideational at the EU level, and very fragmented and structurally informal at the national
and sub-national level — it is thus a challenge to identify what the main objectives of
TN in the cultural sector are, since neither harmonisation nor policy convergence can
be expected to work in this field. As research finding, the concept of discourse and
tdeational convergence has been here proposed.

The second controversial aspect is the emphasis on the roles that cultural actors and
civil society organisations have played via transnational networks in the political arena
at the supranational level. Indeed, these instruments have been employed on the one
hand to bypass national resistance, and on the other to artificially create a cultural and
political community as a means of transferring EU ideas on the ground, and
conversely, of upscaling concerns from the sector. By addressing these diverse aspects,
this research also contributes to the more general studies on soft policy impacts; it
does so, by shedding light on transnational network outcomes beyond ‘socialization
processes, ideational convergence, learning’ (Radaelli and Pasquier 2007, 38); this
occurs at three different levels: EU policy, cultural sector, and membership.

1.5 Opening New Perspectives for Cultural Policy Studies

- 28



Cultural policyis a recent field of academic inquiry merging different
disciplinary strands such as cultural studies, the arts, cultural management, and public
policy. The academic literature has privileged the national and the fine-grained local
level with in-depth case studies of cultural institutions or places (Schuster 2002); only
recently has the role of sub-national and transnational levels of government, well
illustrated by newly created executive agencies and arm’s length organisations, received
growing attention in academic debate (Pratt 2009, 2012, Throsby 2010). New
organisational forms, decentralisation and fragmentation of control occurred in the
Cultural and Creative Sector in Western European Countries, while new modes of
cultural governance replace state culture in Southeast Europe. Both shifts pointed to
the emerging role of civil society organisations as a relevant agent of implementation
at both the transnational and local levels. The reconfiguration of the Cultural and
Creative Sector as a multidimensional and multilevel field, triggered on the one hand
by national deregulation and on the other by Europeanization processes, has thus been
very rarely examined in the literature.

These changes in the cultural governance arrangements opened up the research agenda
to further disciplinary contributions from fields such as cultural geography, urban and
regional studies, as well as cultural economics and policy, which provided theoretical
lenses and methodologies for analysing this evolving sector. Within such a pluralistic
perspective, two main emerging strands can be identified in the literature: firstly, a
cultural studies approach to cultural policy that focuses on the politics of cultural policy,
thus leaving aside the study of the policy as a process devised with actors embedded in
specific institutional dynamics (Mc Guigan, O’Brien 2014 in Mattock 2018). The
second, less developed, analyses and unfolds the policy processes as such with the
contribution of public policy theories.

In regard to studies on European Cultural Policy, both approaches have been
tentatively developed. Based on critical heritage studies, one branch of literature strived
to determine what the European dimension of heritage would entail in terms of
narratives and symbolic values starting with the question: ‘could such an idea [of Enrgpean
Cultural Heritage] even exis? (Turnbridge 1994; Delanty 2009)? Then, what kind of
European dimension would be generated in terms of a politics of belonging was
further probed. From this perspective, culture has been conceived as a catalyst for the
integration process, and the EU’s increased interest in the matter has been viewed as
a form of ‘third wave’ of the European integration process (Karlsson 2010; Jarausch
2010 in Lahdesmiaki 2016). In this view, cultural heritage operates as a baseline for
identity creation and has been employed as a driver of integration processes, as a means
of propagating a European sense of belonging, and of countering the crisis
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encountered by European Institutions and the lack of political identification (Calligaro
2013, 2015; Eckersley et al. (eds.) 2019).

In this context, European Cultural Policy has been viewed in the frame of the broader
political process of European Construction (Shore 2000), with EU cultural
programmes and initiatives acting as a vehicle for disseminating EU ideas within the
public sphere, thus contributing to the creation of an imagined cultural and political
European commmunity (Anderson 1983).

This branch of literature primarily investigates the politics of cultural policy while the EU
cultural policy and means of implementing such initiatives generally remain
underexamined (Lihdesmiki et al. 2020). Since this work is intended to contribute to
the second branch of literature that unfolds the policy-making processes as such with the
contribution of public policy theories, an in-depth literature review on the
Europeanisation of Cultural Policies has been conducted with the aim of providing an
extensive overview of available contributions on European Cultural Policy to then
better position our argument. Using the keywords ‘Europeanisation’, ‘Cultural Policy’
and ‘European Cultural Policy’, the results have been categorised into four clusters
according to the topics and publication dates. From this search, it is evident that
European Cultural Policy remains an underexamined research subject in the academic
literature from public policy as well as from cultural studies, arts management and
interdisciplinary research agendas. Using a two-step review-process, the available
literature on the European Cultural Policy has been classified under these four
thematic clusters:

1) Impacts of European Cultural Policy on cities. Main topic: impacts of the European City
of Culture (ECoC) (9) (Garcia 2007, Jones and Wilks-Heeg 2007, Sassatelli 2009, O’Callaghan 2011,
Zili¢-Fiser and Erjavec 2015, Ponzini 2015, Ponzini & Jones 2016, Kinsella, NicGhabhann and
Ryan 2017, Fage-Butler 2018)

2) Influence of European Cultural Policy Discourse (‘cultural diversity, ‘multiculturalism’,
‘interculturalism’) on Regional and National Cultural Policies and Practices — the cases are rately
analysed from a comparative perspective — (7) (Saukkonen and Pyykkonen 2008, Piotrowski (2009),
O'Brien and Miles 2010, Grabow 2013, Madej and Madej 2016, Garcia, Teixeira Lopes, Duatte
Matrtinho, Neves, Gomes and Borges 2016, Pavlovsky 2018)

3) Process of Design, Agenda Setting, Decisional Process; Modes of intervention of European
Cultural Policy (9) (Staiger 2009, Dewey 2010, Littoz-Monnet 2012, Potschka, Fuchs and
Kroélikowski 2013, Dimitrova and Steunenberg 2016, Mattocks 2017, Patel and Calligaro 2017,
Diamaso 2018, Rius-Ulldemolins, Pizzi and Arostegui 2019)

4) Spillover of European / National Cultural Policy on other national policy sectors such as
audiovisual, language, defence, agriculture and migration (6) (Salgado 2018, Wilkinson 2010, Tardy
2018)
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Other — not relevant (50)

A more detailed review of the three clusters more pertinent to the current research is
provided below. This picture allows us to better understand how the scholarly analysis
of the ECP developed with time. The first strand (1993-2010) focuses on one of the
most renowned EU cultural initiatives, the European Capitals of Culture; the second
(2001-2009) dedicates attention to the instrumental use of EU cultural policy
discourse, by analysing the use of the terms  ‘culture’, ‘cultural diversity’,
‘multiculturalism’, and ‘participation’ in EU, national or local policies; and the third
(2012-2019) examines diverse European Cultural Policy initiatives and mechanisms as

policy-making process with a clear contribution to public policy literature.

1) The works published in the period 1993-2010 focus on the European Cities of
Culture, one of the first EU initiatives in the cultural sector employed by the European
Commission beginning in 1985. Authors such as Bianchini (1993), Bianchini and
Parkinson (1993), Garcia (2004), Mooney (2004), Sassatelli (2006, 2006, 2008), and
Palonen (2010) analysed these initiatives as forms of urban regeneration through
culture; therefore, urban transformations are conceived as impacts of EU cultural
initiatives — ECOCs.

2) The works published in the period 2001- 2009 analysed the European Cultural
Policy discourse in terms of ‘cultural identity’ and/or ‘cultural diversity’ from an
anthropological/cultural studies perspective. This phase cotresponds to the
institutionalisation of European Cultural Policy as an explicit policy sector within the
EU framework (2004), further consolidated through the launch of the 10-year strategic
plan for Culture (European Agenda for Culture 2007). The works of Shore and Man
(1993), Bennett (2001), Banus (2002), Meinhof and Triandafyllidou (20006), Tsaliki
(2007), Saukkonen and Pyykkonen (2008), and Lachdesmacki (2012, 2016), all
dedicated major attention to the instrumental use of EU cultural policy discourse, and
the utilisation of the terms ‘culture’, ‘cultural diversity’, ‘multiculturalism’ and
‘participation’ in diverse national or local policies.

3) The works published in the period 2012-2019 present a collection of different
articles that examine the European Cultural Policy policy-making process. The work
of Littoz-Monnet (2004, 2007, 2012, 2015), Patel (2012), Bruell (2013), Calligaro (2011,
2013, 2014), Dimitrova and Steunenberg (2012, 2014, 2016), Mattocks (2017, 2018),
Patel and Calligaro (2017), Vos (2017) and Tatcher (2019), all address different aspects
of the design, agenda-setting, decisional process, modes of governance and
implementation of European Cultural Policy. The influence of public policy literature
and methodologies is noticeable in these works, and even though the references remain
fragmented, the common denominator consists of an in-depth inquiry into cultural
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policy as a soft mechanism. The work of Littoz-Monnet (2007, 2012, 2015) analyses
the EU Cultural policy agenda context, emphasising how the shift toward a more
predominant economic paradigm has been fundamental on the one hand to the
legitimation of the existence of the Director-General Education and Culture, and on
the other, to the integration of this minor policy sector within wider EC cross-cutting
innovation policies. Dimitrova and Steunenberg (2013, 2014, 2016) examine the
implementation of a cultural heritage policy (specifically the Directive 93/7/EEC of
the Council — 1993 on movable goods) in Bulgaria, and then subsequently in France,
the UK, the Netherlands and Lithuania, underlining how difficult it is to achieve policy
convergence in this sector. In her PhD dissertation and articles, Mattocks (2017, 2018)
investigates the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) process and outcomes
achieved through the participant observation method, by questioning the effectiveness
of policy learning. Patel and Calligaro (2017) look at the working modalities of the
Council of Europe and the European Commission on culture beginning in the 1970s,
emphasising the reasons for the increasing role of the EC rather than the CoE in this
matter. Vos (2017) investigates European integration through soft conditionality, by
specifically analysing the role played by culture in the enlargement of the EU in
Southeast Europe. Based on cultural diplomacy and the instrumentalism debate,
following a comparative perspective, Kizlari and Fouseki (2018) analyse the agenda-
setting of Cultural Institutes in six European countries: the UK, Germany, France,
Spain, Sweden and Greece. In Thatcher’s analysis (2019), cultural heritage policy is
identified as being two-fold: encompassing both the cultural as well economic nature
of cultural goods, as contributions to the creation of the EU identity politics.

For the research objective, analytical perspective and methodological stance this study
adopted positions in line with the scientific contributions of the cluster 3 that aim to
analyse European Cultural Policy mechanisms as policy-making processes.
Furthermore, what emerged from the analysis is that there is no academic literature on
European TNs in the cultural sector to date. The sources available on Transnational
Cultural Networks are mostly grey literature as here reported: a comprehensive
overview of 50 International Cultural Networks operating on a global scale IFACCA
2016); a comparison between two Global Cultural Networks through the paradigm of
Good Governance (Steinkamp, Master Thesis 2013); the volume ‘Networks — the
Evolving Aspects of Culture in the 21st Century’ (B. Cvjeticanin, ed, 2011, Culturelink
in partnership with the Council of Europe and UNESCO); the book chapter
‘Buropean Cultural Networks, Social Communication and the Construction Process
of the European Community’ (Littoz-Monnet in McMahon, ed, 2013). Moreover,
various studies and reports commissioned by several EU-funded networks are
available. To name a few, Cultural Action Europe (previously named EFAH)
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commissioned the volume ‘Working Groups: Network Solutions for Cultural
Cooperation in Europe’ (1996), written by Judith Staines, followed by the updated
version: the Reader, ‘Cultural Networking in Europe’ (2016), written by Ivor Davies.
IETM released ‘How networking works’ (2000), commissioned by the Fitzcarraldo
Foundation and the Arts Council of Finland, as well as the discussion paper on
‘Evaluation Criteria for Cultural Networks in Europe” (DeVlieg 2001). The publication
‘Rewiring the Network (For the twenties), Resetting the agenda for IETM” (2021) has
been developed in partnership with an external consultancy agency based in Brussels:
IDEA. In addition, recent publications on emerging issues released by ENCC and
Trans Europe Halles networks are: ‘Local Networks: (a guide to) reimagining the work
of Cultural Organizations’ (ENCC 2021), and a series of publications on urban
commons and arts as commons, as outcomes of the Cultural and Creative Spaces,
Policy Project (TEH, 2020, 2021).

Furthermore, archival materials on the topic have been consulted in the online and on-
site European Commission library; the most relevant sources being the following
publications: ‘Networking Culture — the role of European cultural network’ by
Grudrun Pehn (1999); ‘Evaluating IETM 2001 — 2005: Notes on evaluating networks
and C.A.S.’s” (Complex Adaptive Systems); ‘Evaluation Criteria for Cultural Networks
in Burope’ (2001); a discussion paper initiated by Mary Ann DeVlieg (IETM, EFAH,
Fonds Roberto Cimetta) in collaboration with Eleonora Belfiore (University of
Warwick), Christina Sleszynska (EU NET Art), Frédérique Chabaud (EFAH);
‘Foundations and Networks International Workshop’ (2007) by Fitzcarraldo, Forum
Cultural Mondial, IETM; ‘Network Solutions for Cultural Cooperation in Europe’
(1996), a document drafted by Judith Staines for The European Forum for the Arts
and Heritage.

In light of the absence of this topic within academic debate, the current work relied
mostly on the grey literature cited on transnational cultural networking, and data
acquired during the fieldwork. This material has been formulated analytically
throughout conceptual frameworks that have developed in the literature on TNs in
other policy sectors.

In conclusion, the available academic studies have mostly examined, thus far, the uses
of the past as cultural, political, and economic resource in EU heritage-making
(Ashworth, Graham, and Tunbridge 2007; Sassatelli 2008; Delanty 2009; Calligaro
2013, 2015; Kaiser 2015), by exploring the uses and values of EU heritage (Eckersley,
Whitehead and Bozoglu 2018, Eckersley 2019), and by analysing the politics of effect
resulting from EU Cultural policy discourse (Lihdesmaki 2014, 2016, 2017). These
authors have thus analysed the construction of the idea of European Cultural Heritage
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by questioning what this has entailed, primarily in symbolic terms. Thus, they do not
explore, or only briefly illustrate the governance mechanisms (Littoz-Monet 2012;
Mattocks 2017, 2018) and policy instruments (Eckersley and Zito 2018) employed to
pursue these ideational aims. By acknowledging that culture and cultural heritage
‘extends beyond the level of symbolic representations to include normative as well as
cognitive components’ (Delanty 2018, 10), would instead require a more detailed
analysis of European Cultural Policy that takes into consideration also the governance
mechanisms, the underpinning ideas and their implications. A more comprehensive
study of the ECP would therefore necessitate taking into account both the policy-
making process (see literature cluster 3) as well as the impacts of these procedures on
the ground (see literature cluster 2). Wrapping up, this current research is based upon
and is intended to contribute to the branch of literature that explores cultural policy as
a soft mechanism, and a policy-making process; wherein the impacts of the latter,
though difficult to identify, should be illustrated as an essential part of the study. With
this purpose, public policy discipline must be turned to, as will be explained later in
this study.

1.6 Conclusion

As detailed in this chapter, the thesis here sheds light on transnational networks
in the cultural sector as a means to unfold on new modes of governance and
coordinative mechanisms in a soft policy sector. The underlying research questions
identify the role that Transnational Networks play in the Cultural and Creative sector
and at the EU policy level, revealing what their objectives and functions are, detecting
how they operate and outlining who participates in these coordination processes. As
mentioned, addressing these enquires has theoretical as well as empirical implications.

Due to the lack of academic literature on the topic, academic sources from
complementary disciplines and the empirical knowledge acquired through fieldwork
and semi-structured interviews have been fundamental to this research. Literature on
Europeanisation, Cultural Governance and Discourse has been utilised, thus shaping
a pluralistic approach that allowed us to establish an analytical framework for better
understanding network functions as an outgrowth of the EU governance arrangement.
At the same time, this also helps to emphasise how civil society organisations operate
at the supernational level as drivers of participative governance in the EU system.

In sum, by acknowledging the research problem of transnational networks that occupy
a hybrid position within the EU governance system, it can be further argued that these
structures in the cultural sector on the one hand operationalise the demands on zobility
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embedded in the political discourse of European integration, and on the other,
contribute to the creation of a Eurgpean cultural identity, by employing transnational
mobility and thus maintaining cultural diversity.

The main research outcomes consist of designing an analytical framework capable of
tracing network influences on diverse levels and shedding light on their overall
functions. To address the first aspect, this thesis reveals how the policy design features
of networks can be combined with the diverse contextual local factors (see Chapter 5).
By providing these two dimensions, it becomes feasible to explain how a network
profile exerts more influence in some contexts than others. In respect to network
operational functionalities, the literature has identified harmonisation and/or policy
convergence as the primary network asset in diverse policy sectors. However, due to
the fundamental characteristics of cultural policies — non-binding and ideational at the
EU level, and very fragmented and structurally informal at the national and sub-
national level — it is thus challenging to identify how these tools operate in the cultural
sector since neither harmonisation nor policy convergence can be expected to function
in this field. As an outgrowth of this research, the concept of discourse and ideational
convergence has been developed because more appropriate.

Ultimately, conceiving transnational networks as soft mechanisms in a coordinative
policy opens up a wider set of questions, such as whether and to what degree these
tools trigger changes in actor behaviours, and in what way these changes can be
depicted beyond ‘socialization processes, ideational convergence, learning’ (Radaelli
and Pasquier 2007, 38) also in the CCS; the latter inquiry contributes more generally
to the soft mechanisms and soft policy impact research agenda.

In conclusion, this thesis also indirectly addresses the Europeanisation debate by
looking at the cultural and structural dimensions of the construction of European
cultural space through transnational networking. Rather than analysing the reception
of top-down EU narratives and their impacts on European citizens within different
EU initiatives and settings, we instead scrutinise how citizens’ attachment or non-
attachment to Europe is manifested from below by taking into consideration their
participation and agency, as well as the co-construction of Europe through various
discourses and narratives — what ‘usage’ (Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004) actors do for
Europe. These acts and manifestations are viewed as part of Europeanisation
processes, which we explore as new forms of social organisation that produce a
distinctive discursive field (Sassatelli 2010, 68). Namely, transnational networks
contribute to the creation of a discursive (Schmidt 2002, 2004) and cultural (Delanty
and Rumford 2005) form of Europeanisation, that operates as a driver of
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transformations across wider social and cultural realms, often outside of institutional
settings.
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Chapter 2
Theoretical Framework:
An Analytical Approach

(... ) Facilitated coordination can work and produce impact or it may not work at all — this is a
question that empirical research is looking at (Borras and Jacobsson 2004) (....). Under these
circnmstances, the notion of impacts does not denote adaptation to vertical pressure, but more subtle
impacts of socialisation processes, ideational convergence, learning and re-definitions of policy paradigms
and ideas.” (Radaelli and Pasquier 2007, 38)

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the theoretical approach that has been
adopted as a means of analysing European transnational networks in the cultural
sector, of investigating how these mechanisms function — the TN process — and of
highlighting their outcomes at the EU policy and member levels. The lack of a robust
theoretical basis for examining these tools has been the primary challenge in this work.

In order to close this analytical gap, two main strands within the relevant literature
have been consulted: the social constructivist approach to Europeanisation (Bruno,
Jacquot and Madin 20006; Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004, 2010, 2011), with an emphasis
on discourse (Schmidt 2002, 2003 2018, Radaelli and Schmidt 2004; Lombardo and
Forest 2013), and Cultural Governance (Schmitt 2009, 2011). These approaches
operate as a means of constructing an analytical framework appropriate to the
conceptualisation of TNs in their multilevel dimension, conceived both as tools of a
new model of governance in the EU architecture and as an aggregate of resources and
interests coming from the cultural sector.

The first strand moves away from structural determination and focuses more on the
role of actors, allowing for a more comprehensive understanding of coordinative
mechanisms as a form of social interaction manifested at the microlevel. Additionally,
applying the Discursive Institutionalism (DI) analytical lens as a means of analysing
the phenomena allows us to shed light on how actor interaction discursively devises
orders for acting upon ‘the EU’, and conversely on how the Ewropean dimension of
heritage-making and cultural practices is constructed through governance mechanisms
and transnational influence. By acknowledging the pluralism of theoretical
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perspectives in studies of policy-making processes that primarily differentiate between
rationalist and constructivist explanations, the current work assumes a
constructivist/interpretivist position; this view considers reality as being socially
constructed through permanent interaction, and the policy process as being embedded
in certain social, political, and economic contexts (Saurugger 2013 in Mattock 2017,
87). This perspective calls for the analysis of the wider context and of a broader set of
influences, in order to better focus on the political phenomenon under scrutiny, by
countering the establishment of linear causality between interests and outcomes.

The second approach of cultural governance was developed (Schmitt 2009, 2011) for the
purpose of gaining a better understanding of the global-local process that takes place
among heritage and cultural practices within the international institutional discourse,
by applying governance attributes to ideas, actors and social structures/institutions
performing in the cultural sector.

The chapter begins by briefly introducing these complementary analytical dimensions,
then brings together the perspectives discussed, and finally outlines their
operationalisation through the study of transnational networks in the cultural sector.

2.2 An Actor-centred Approach

The sociological perspective on Europeanization was first developed in line
with the constructivist turn in international relations and European studies (Checkel
2005 in Woll and Jacquot 2010), which evolved through an emphasis on individual
actions (see micro-foundation of personal motivations) and their role in the
transformations of the EU political system. Within this framework, the term ‘usage’
(as per Woll and Jacquot 2003, 2004) has been developed as a conceptual lens for
cognitive and strategic dynamics in the study of European transformations (Woll and
Jacquot 2010), thus making the political and civil society actors the protagonists of
change within the political arrangement.

The development of networks within EU governance as well as the interdependency
between the European Commission and EU supported transnational networks, can be
analysed through diverse theoretical lenses, for example as the well-theorised new
institutionalism approach (March and Olsen 1984, 2006). The latter considers the
emergence and development of networks to be endogenous changes within EU
institutional settings, by ‘referring to the agency of actors in both creating change but
also maintaining stability through repetitive behaviours’ (Hay 2002 in Mattock 2017,
89). The current research, though, takes another stance, by moving away from an in-
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depth analysis of EU institutional settings, in favour of conceiving the European
Union as a wider fz/d of newly created social arrangements (Favell, 2006, 127 in Jacquot
and Woll 2010, 113) where the agency of individual actors is a driver of change.

Following the latter approach, EU influence is not derived only from ‘EU norms per
s¢’, but more from ‘informal interactions involving transnational mutual learning’
(Malandrino 2020, 547), such that the relationship with the EU is looked at as
‘practices and political interactions occurring back and forth between the European
and the national, local, sectoral or institutional level” (Jacquot and Woll 2003, 4), which
create ‘a context of reciprocal influence’ (ibid.), rather than a unidirectional
adaptational pressure on institutional structures.

Adopting the sociological constructivist perspective allows us to emphasise the
essential role of individual actors — these being political, heritage and civil society — in
triggering dynamics of change and transformations, by examining actor capacity to
interpret Buropean institutions, their instruments and influence. This kind of approach
moves away from structural determination and causal linkages as developed in most
of the public policy scholarship, and includes the informal politics and the cognitive
dimension of the EU multi-level policy-making (Jacquot and Woll 2010) in the analysis
of the policy process, which is examined as a social interaction occurring at the micro-

level.

Within this framework, the European Union stimulates changes by providing
resources, references and policy frames, which actors at diverse levels incrementally
learn how to use strategically (Jacquot and Woll 2010). In this setting, the political
actors are not examined as a mere mediating factor (Radaelli 2001; Featherstone and
Radaelli 2003; Jacquot and Woll 2004; Bruno et al. 2007 in Jacquot and Woll 2010)
that would (or would not) allow an institutional, discursive, political change to occur,
but are instead considered to be the initiators of these transformations through the
strategic deployment of the resources at their disposal (see ‘usage” Jacquot and Woll
2003, 2010). The term ‘usage’has been developed as an analytical tool to envisage these
dynamics, by enquiring as to ‘how do they [the actors] appropriate the tools and
resources offered by European integration to reach their [own] goals’ (Jacquot and
Woll, 2010, 118); this method thus opens the question of ‘who can (or cannot) make
what types of usage of Europe and why?’ (ibid.). This type of framing identifies
political actions as a focal point of the analysis, thus shedding light on actor roles in
the transformation, and it is particularly suitable for examining a) non-constraining
procedures, b) movement of actors between diverse policy levels and ¢) networks and
coalitions (ibid.).

- 40



For these reasons, the current work has adopted this analytical tool as appropriate
means of examining TNs in the cultural sector, by examining how actors make wse of
these tools, and which type of usage they are employing.

Here it is acknowledged that most of the available literature on Transnational
Networks investigates network activities, functions (Bush 2015) and their impacts
primarily at the supernational level, and more rarely at the level of potential local
influence (Bush 2015, Busch et al. 2018). By using the chosen analytical tool, it
becomes possible to instead examine the interaction of micro-foundations within
networks, thus opening up the ‘black box' of internal network processes (Malandrino
2020), which allows their multi-level impacts to more clearly identified. This approach
is well suited for network studies, since the basic definition of the network as ‘a set of
relatively stable relationships (...) of actors, who share common interests about a
policy and who exchange resources to pursue these shared interests’ (Borzel 1998, 253-
254 in ibid.), highlights the fact that actor relationships and their interdependency are
fundamental factors in network dynamics. Malandrino (2020) examines the micro-
foundations perspective in order to analsze the influence that social and labour policy
TNs exert on national policies through the mechanism of cooperation building on
mutual learning and policy entrepreneur dynamics. She adopts the ‘political actor’ as a
lens through which to conduct network analysis, thus opening up a relevant research
path on the topic to be further investigated — a method to which this work aims to

contribute.

Most importantly, ‘rather than looking for the often impalpable influence of the EU
as a top-down force’, the multi-level usages of Europe (Jacquot and Woll 2008) allow
us to query whether and how the European Union and its tools have been employed
by actors at diverse levels to help them to either stop or advance their purposes
(Jacquot, 2008 in Woll and Jacquot 2010, 119). Appropriation, re-appropriation, engagement,
and the disengagement of European integration are all tools offering lenses through for
analysing: firstly how cultural actors made use of grants, cognitive resources and
discursive frames offered by the European Commission, specifically DG EAC, in the
establishment of TNs for the sector (see Chapter 4); and secondly how locally-based
member organisations have made use of transnational networks for their purpose on
a local level (Chapter 5). This stance is well suited to the study of politics, policy and
polity processes within the cultural sector, where the actors are mostly independent,
structurally fragmented and rarely embedded in macro-level institutional structures.
The bottom-up approach rooted within this perspective allows us to open up the box
of the political micro-foundations of transnational dynamics, offering an appropriate
reading of transnational networking in the cultural and creative sector.
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2.3 Governance

This work refers to the case when the Europeanization debate is more inclined
to consider new modes of governance (Eberlein and Kerwer 2004; Radaelli and
Pasquier 2006, 2007, Radaelli 2008; Boerzel 2010) as horizontal mechanisms
encompassing formal and informal channels that act and react from and to Europe
(see Encounter with Europe, Dossi 2012). Within the increasingly large network of
European governance, transnational networks are one variant of the governing process
(Kern and Bulkelet 2009) as well as part of the wider Europeanization process, in
relation to the cultural sector as well. Basing the analysis on the Europeanization
academic debate is a way of appropriately framing TNs within the EU governance
structure, as well as of disclosing the process of creating a European dimension of
heritage-making (Lihdesmiki 2016, 2020) and cultural sector infrastructure (Tatcher
2018).

Within the highly diverse range of studies and interpretations of FEuropeanization
(Boerzel and Risse, 2006; Featherstone and Radaelli, 2003; Olsson, 2003), one can,
however, differentiate them according to the object ‘“which is supposed to go through
the process of adaptation’ (ibid.). The latter refers to the political struggle — politics
(Marks and Steenberg 2004), the political institutions — po/ity (Anderson 2002) or the
transformation of the public po/icies (Knill and Lehmkuhl 2002 in ibid.) — and how that
object has been transformed. The attempt to clarify how ‘Europeanization’ occurs led
to the development of a general model: the misfit theory (Boerzel and Risse 2000;
Caporaso 2001) in which divergence or convergence towards the EU was at the core of the
analysis. In this model, structural elements and institutional pressure received the most
attention, while ‘national actors’ were held to be intermediary variables responsible for
carrying or halting the transformation. The literature discusses two main logics of
change: the ‘logic of consequentialism’ (Sharpf 1997; March and Olsen 1989, 1998)
and the ‘logic of appropriateness’ (March and Olsen 1998). The latter, based on
sociological institutionalism (Di Maggio and Powell 1991; Checkel 2001), considers
the degree of change to be dependent upon the endogenous preferences of
entrepreneurs, which is primarily acquired through social learning processes (Checkel
1999). In this latter approach (March and Olson 1998, Boerzel and Risse 2000, 2002,
Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004), the political actor is viewed as someone who can choose
and learn outside of institutional pressure, and considered to be a possible initiator of
a transformative process. This perspective emphasises the essential role of individuals
and their cognitive need to interpret European institutions and the pressures exerted
by them as drivers of the dynamics of change. This stance is more appropriately
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employed when examining ‘networked governance’ (Dossi 2012) within bottom-

up/horizontal Europeanization frames.

In this evolving branch of studies, Europeanization is therefore conceived as a
‘procedural device useful to explain changes and changing dynamics at various levels
of government and policy making’ (Dossi 2012, 49); the continuity or change of the
institutional settings in response to dynamics of European integration is the main focus
of the analysis. However, with the emergence of new forms of governance, change is
referred to as a possible outcome of a rather complex process of influences
(Exadaktylos and Radaelli, 2012), which is triggered within the learning-based model
of governance (Radaelli 2008). In experimenting with these arrangements, which are
not based on law and hierarchy, other modes, such as socialisation and learning are
seen to be driving outcomes of Europeanization processes (Radaelli 2008).

The current work acknowledges the challenge involved in establishing the link between
learning modes of governance and different types of outcomes; it refers to TNs in the
EU governance arrangement as an example of these modes and aims to investigate
ways of examining their impacts on diverse levels — the EU policy, member and sector

levels.

In this regard, the entire thesis strives to provide examples of how to operationalise
the Europeanization debate in order to trace changes and conceive of transnational
networking as a catalyst for these transformations. By adopting a bottom-up
perspective on the phenomena, we examine not only the areas that have been
influenced by European policymaking — what —, but also the means — how — domestic
and local actors have made use of the EU and its instruments to reach their own
purposes. Based on the Europeanisation debate, the logic of change — appropriateness —
is selected for an analytical reason to be suitable for the policy issue under analysis.
Moreover, with respect to the primary features of the examined policy area, #he logic of
appropriateness seems the most appropriate method to study this phenomena, since it
‘entails persuasion, creation of new identities, and collective understandings attached
to the action of the EU in the localities’ (Dossi 2012, 163). At the same time, the degree
to which domestic and local actors respond to new norms depends on the presence of
‘norms entrepreneurs’ as well as on a political culture that is inclined to build consensus
(Borzel and Risse, 2000: 2). Following this logic, the main mechanisms occurring here
are the framing of domestic beliefs and expectations (Schon and Rein, 1994),
deliberation (Elster, 1998), patterns of communication, benchmarking, policy learning,
promotion of new policy paradigms and new tools of governance as agreed within the
EU policy arena (Borzel and Risse 2000 in Dossi 2012, 164).
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More specifically, in order to investigate the dynamics of change that occur in the
network membership (as examined in detail in Chapter 5), we rely on Dossi’s
framework (2012), which refers to three main levels of change: structure, organisation
and cognition. We have adapted these categories to our research object as follows:

o Discourse
e Structure
e  Organisation

More precisely, ‘structure concerns the institutional and policy environment
characterizing the contexts before their involvement in the EU-steered program’
(Dossi 2012, 164); ‘organization pertains to the measures adopted for the management’
(ibid.), in our case, meaning the cultural organization’ organisational competencies put
at disposal for their network” membership and participation of networking activities;
discourse is related to the ‘cognition about the perception of the role of the EU and
the specific inputs promoted” (Dossi 2012, 164) in a specific contextual cultural
ecosystem.

To conclude, this approach offers a way of examining the influence of transnational
networks on their membership, thus allowing us ‘to qualify the process of
Europeanization’ (Dossi 2012, 164) at the local level within membership-based
organisations. Moreover, analysing in detail the transformations in discourse, structure,
organisation, and eventually cultural policy that occurred at the local level reveals how
we can outline the contextual factors that would trigger or limit these changes from
occurring. Indeed, the logic of change in connection with the EU action at the local
level — as part of the Europeanization process —is here considered to be context-based
(Dossi 2012, 171); therefore, in order to unveil the degree of change that arose from a
tield of reciprocal influences, it is necessary to carefully examine the local contextual
features, as well as the specific policy area (ibid.), as this current work proposes.

2.4 Discourse

Cultural policy promotes a type of cultural Europeanization (Sassatelli 2010,
Lihdesmiki et al. 2021) through policies and programmes that contain ideas and
discourse, which are then transmitted across levels through actions and projects. Due
to its strong ideational power, within this study of the EU cultural policy, emphasis
should thus be given to the creation and dissemination of discourse across various
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levels; in fact, the importance of dealing with discourse and ideas is particularly relevant
for a coordinative and non-binding policy sector, which is primarily devised through
discursive interaction. In this regard, the discursive power of ideas generated and
propagated within the international institutional settings (Schmitt 2015, 1006) takes on
central importance for policy analysis and policy change.

Discursive institutionalism (DI) (Schmidt 2002, 2006, 2008, 2010; Schmidt and
Radaelli 2004) draws upon recent sociological and discursive turns in the study of the
domestic impact of Europe (Lombardo and Forest 2013); this approach provides an
analytic framework that values both ‘the substantive content of ideas and the
interactive processes of discourse in an institutional context’ (Schmidt 2010, 1). That
is, discourse is conceived as a process through which ideas such as policies,
programmes and philosophies are conveyed through actor interactions. The latter is
coordinative when it occurs among policy actors (see policy coordination) and
communicative when directed towards the public sphere (see political communication). In
the EU sui generis multilevel system, both coordinative — occurring among policy actors
— as well communicative discourse — open towards the public sphere — are
simultaneously at play, ensuring an interactive process of discussion between
policymakers and citizens. This kind of dynamic maintains a balance between stability
and change within the institution, thus ensuring its legitimacy.

In other words, discourse in DI is ‘not just the representation or embodiment of ideas
— as in discourse analysis (Foucault 2000, Bourdieu 1990, Laclau and Mouffe 1985,
Wodak 2009), but also the interactive processes of coordination by and through which
ideas are generated in the policy sphere by discursive policy communities and
entrepreneurs (Haas 1992; Hajer 1993; Sabatier 1993)” (Schmidt 2018). This approach
focuses on the institutional context to explain the dynamics of change, thus finally
overcoming the structure-agency divide. In the study of European integration,
emphasis is then given to the role played by actor ideas and discourse as an engine of
this process (Schmidt 2018).

This approach is presented here as a valuable way to examine how the European Union
has used its culture and heritage programme and tools as drivers of ideational and
discursive changes at the intermediate and local levels. This framework allows us to
unpack how the EU governance arrangement, especially network architecture, has
contributed to the creation of the EU ‘Institutional Heritage Discourse’ (see Smith
2009) and its dissemination across levels. This analysis differs from the available
literature that has analysed cultural policy through discursive methodologies
(Lahdesmiki 2014, 2016, 2017), or revealed the process of meaning-making behind
EU Institutional Heritage Discourse and its dissonance implications (Smith 20006,
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2009: Harrison 2013) within the field of cultural policy research (Kisic 2013). This
difference is due to the fact that in Discutsive Institutionalism, discourse is considered
as the key mediating factor contributing to the explanation of the impacts of
Europeanization on the diverse levels. The discussion on discourse as an interactive
process in an institutional context (Schmidt 2002, 2004, 2010), is partially reframed
here in a constructivist matter, in order to shed light on how actor interactions
discursively devise orders for acting upon ‘the EU’, and conversely how the Exrgpean
dimension of heritage-making and cultural practices is constructed through governance

mechanisms and transnational influence.

Discourse is defined ‘in terms of its content, as a set of policy ideas and values, and in
terms of its usage, as a process of interaction focused on policy formulation and
communication’ (see Schmidt 2000a, 2000b; Schmidt 2002b in Schmidt and Radaelli
2004). In the current research project, the interactive process occurs in the
transnational networking dimension, whereas institutional learning, discourse and
policy change are intertwined at diverse levels, thus triggering the reframing of actors’
beliefs and cognitive settings. The outcome of such interactions, as part of the wider
Europeanization process, is explained as ‘cultural change, new identity formation,
policy change, administrative innovation and even modernization’ (Radaelli 2000)
triggered by EU instruments.

A realistic ontological position is generally adopted within the Europeanization debate,
where the EU is considered to be ‘an objective reality which constitutes either
adaptational pressures or windows of opportunities for domestic politics” (Paul 2012,
cited in Barbehoen 2016, 161). This ontological premise also remains valid when
discourse becomes a constituent element in the building of a multilevel system
(Schmidt 2000; Schmidt and Radaelli 2004), and is considered to be the explanatory
element affecting processes and outcomes.

By contrast, a constructivist approach to Europeanization would ‘start from the
question [of] how the EU is discursively established in different contexts and how
these constructions take effect on the way actors perceive and act upon the EU’
(Barbehon 2016, 162); in this view, discourse is therefore considered as a means of
multilevel interaction. Within the latter approach, European-ness is understood as a
social construction and the role of policy actors and discourse (Schmidt 2002, 2003 in
Lombardo and Forest 2013) is revealed in the way that it was constructed.

This work adopts a constructivist position, therefore allowing us to look at the creation
of EU Cultural Policy discourse and its dissemination as an ongoing socially
constructed discursive interaction. This stance enables the investigation into how
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policy and cultural actors discursively construct the administrative system that governs
heritage and culture in a supranational environment and, conversely, underlines how
processes and practices of (non)belonging are also shaped by the institutional EU
Heritage and Cultural Discourse. Moreover, this is a way of disentangling cultural
heritage protection as being an explicit policy objective and the diffusion of a sense of
European cultural belonging as being an implicit one. Hence, the analysis of the TN
discourse across space and time explains ‘the dynamics of change by lending insight
into how actors in different institutional contexts with new ideas may overcome
entrenched interests, institutional obstacles, and cultural impediments to change’
(Schmidt and Radaelli 2004). Further, applying Discursive Institutionalism to our
analysis allows us to better understand how EU Cultural Policy Discourse is devised
within an institutional setting, how it travels across levels, and how it becomes a
constituent element that triggers transformative changes in the framing of local
heritage sites and cultural practices as ‘Buropean’. This approach is thus appropriate
for examining TN actors interactive process and their outcomes at the intermediate
(see Chapter 4) as well as at the local member level (see Chapter 5).

In Chapter 4 this discursive interaction is elaborated in more detail under the indicator
Thematic Focus’ (see section 4.5.13); in Chapter 5 the discursive dimensions of change
triggered by transnational networking are explored in greater depth through five case
studies: Subotica Synagogue, nominated as an ‘Endangered Site’ in the Europa Nostra
Programme; Lavanderia a Vapore (IT) — European Dancehouse member; and the
three European Creative Hub member organisations: Nova Iska, Novi Sad — Serbia;
La Valleé, Brussels — Belgium; Kaapeli, Helsinki — Finland. The five examined cultural
organizations cover diverse size and institutional levels, but in all cases, the discourse
and ideas are often strongly interlinked with their network of membership. Further,
the cases offer relevant samples of mainstreaming of experimental practices from the
bottom level upwards into institutional discourse, legitimisation of cultural practices
as an adaptive tool enabling the transformation of local concerns, appropriation of
ideas and discourse, and, eventually, the emergence of ‘magic concepts’ (Pollitt and
Hupe 2011) at EU or network level. The analytical position thus illustrated facilitates
the analysis of both the content of the discourse and the interaction from which it
emerges, allowing us to better explain policy change at the local level. An important
reason for applying this approach to the case studies analysed is that ‘it does not
separate artificially EU activity as “policy” and domestic choices as “implementation™
(Radaelli and Schmidt 2004, 191), and offers an ‘actor-sensitive analysis’. Furthermore,
the innovative quality of this exercise lies in the examination of change at the micro-
level of institutional and not institutional-cultural (and only not-political) structures,
thus opening up new research paths to be further developed.
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In conclusion, applying Discursive Institutionalism to our analysis — more evidently in
Chapter 5 —, allows us to better understand how EU Cultural Policy Discourse is
devised through actor interactions in an institutional setting as well as through
movement across levels, and how it becomes a constituent element that triggers
transformative changes in local sites and practices. In the cases examined, the analysis
of multi-scalar governance is investigated as a discursive system that needs to be better
understood in terms of who said what to whom, where, when, how and why; and to
shed light on how local actors reinterpret discourse and narratives at the macro,

intermediate and local levels.

2.5 Cultural Governance

As illustrated in the previous sections, the proposed analytical framework has
been constructed from diverse analytical perspectives that were developed in scholarly
public policy debates on Europeanization (Bruno, Jacquot and Madin 20006; Jacquot
and Woll, 2003, 2004, 2010, 2011), with an emphasis on discourse (Schmidt 2002,
2003, 2018; Radaelli and Schmidt 2004; Lombardo and Forest 2013). The proposed
approach and its application in cultural policy research present an entirely new
direction in the research agenda. The purpose of this section is to clearly illustrate the
latter by positioning it within the available literature on ECP and in relation to the
concept of Cultural Governance (Schmitt 2005, 2009, 2011).

The concept of scale was introduced in cultural heritage (Graham, Ashworth and
Tunbridge 2000) and cultural policy studies beginning in early 2000, and a new research
agenda was developed on the global cultural governance mechanism and its politics.
From this perspective, heritage and culture have been considered outside of nation-
building project formation but are thought to have been shaped within a networked
wortld: heritage-making and cultural activities were thus expanded into a multi-scalar
process involving various stakeholders. Duxbury and Jeannotte (in Young and
Stevenson 2013) describe the theoretical and practical implications of the dynamics
between global cultural governance mechanisms and local cultural planning. If, on the
one hand, the bridges between the global and the local are devised and maintained
through transnational forums such as UNESCO, ICOMOS, the EU (CoE, EC),
transnational networks and platforms, on the other it has been shown how the
implementation of international paradigms strongly depends upon local cultural
politics. Transnational Institutions are considered to be proactive actors that reach out
to local agents through programmes and strategies; in turn, local cultural institutions
and associations take part in these actions by seeking ‘international designation’
(Duxbury and Jeannotte 2013), for the ‘symbolic value, and the distinction conveyed,
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as well as for the financial rewards’ (ibid., 360). Transnational networks operate within
these dynamics: on the one hand by influencing global cultural policies, on the other
by enhancing the capacity of local actors while elevating their voices to the global

arena.

Despite the increasing multi-scalar dimension of heritage and cultural making, the
academic literature has been reticent in its examination of these dynamics (Appadurai
2002; Askew 2002, 2003, Schmitt 2008, 2009; Duxbury and Jeannotte 2013; Willems
2014; James and Winter 2015; Wang 2017; Durrer, Miller, O’Brien 2017). Most of the
available sources focus on the horizontals comparison of national policies (De Boer
20006; Pickard 2002; Silva and Champagain 2013 in Velpaus 2015, 80), while vertical
comparison is rarely tackled and for the most remains discussed on an abstract level.
Hence, developing an appropriate framework for analysing the interactions between
global and local forces in the cultural sector still remains a challenge to be addressed.
The concept of Cultural Governance (Schmitt 2005, 2009, 2011) has been developed
in order to better understand these multi-level interactions and specifically to
categorise different modes of global-local governance in the context of UNESCO
World Heritage Sites.

If ‘governance is understood as an analytical concept describing political processes of
negotiation and steering’ (see also: Meckling 2004, 51 in Schmitt 2009, 22), then
Cultural Governance is not defined as being completely different from any other
sectorial field of governance, for it is conceived as ‘the reconstruction of politico-social
steering of institutions’ (ibid., 30). This approach emerges from the social science
literature tradition and highlights the social, political and economic influences on
cultural outcomes. Based on the one hand on the social science approach, as proposed
by Giddens's structuration theory (1984), and on the other on ideas, as conceptualised
in the neo-institutionalism tradition (Hall and Taylor 1996), Schmitt’s methodology
integrates a structuration-theory-based perspective into cultural studies research
(Kulturwissenschaften) tradition, as a means of examining cultural practices in a wider
socio-political context. ‘Ideas’ and ‘social structures/institutions’ are in dialogue with
the agency and its practices. On the most general level, ideas influence human agency
(Giddens 1984 in Schmitt 2011, 18), but actors also take up ideas, and appropriate and
change them, thus operating as ‘actualizers of discourse’ (Schmitt 2011, 18).

Schmitt used this framework to specifically analyse the mechanism of the generation
of concepts in international organisations, where the discursive power of ideas is
propagated by international institutions and organisations (Schmitt 2015, 106). In
order to categorise different modes of global-local governance of UNESCO World
Heritage Sites, Schmitt developed a model to operationalise these dynamics and
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constructed a matrix around two dimensions: UNESCO Discursive Influence
(discursive absence, disapproval and acceptance) and Institutional actor-driven
influence of UNESCO (absence of UNESCO as a corporative actor, institutional
cooperation, manifest conflict).

Conclusively, adopting a social science approach in order to examine the relationship
between social and economic structures as well as social and political action, and
further embracing a social constructivist paradigm for heritage and cultural studies,
allows us to analyse the sectoral dimension of governance within the dynamic that
occurs among social actors, mechanisms, conditions and the modes of regulating the
social-institutional product of culture (Schmitt 2008, 2009). Our research agenda goes
well with this perspective, and employing DI specifically on the European dimension
of cultural actions and heritage-making has also allowed us to more clearly trace the
influence of transnational networking embedded within the EU institutional system.

2.6 Analysing Transnational Networks between European
Governance and Local Changes

Our theoretical model is operationalised in Chapter 4 and 5 in order to analyse
in more detail how transnational networks operate and what influence they exert in a
multi-level governance. Drawing on a pluralistic approach (Bruno, Jacquot and Madin
2006; Jacquot and Woll, 2003, 2004, 2010, 2011; Lombardo and Forest 2013; Schmidt

2002, 2003, 2018; Radaelli and Schmidt 2004) allows us to act hand in hand with the
discursively constructed political implications of cultural governance structures.

First, adopting an actor-centred constructivist approach that moves away from
structural determination, allows us to capture the complexity of social interaction that
occurs at the micro-level. This offers an appropriate framework for examining how
European TNs influence the behaviour of cultural actors, in order to enquire as to
how actors discursively construct the administrative system that governs culture in a
supranational environment. More precisely, looking at how the European Union and
its tools have been employed by actors to support stalling or advancement of their
purposes (Jacquot 2008, Woll and Jacquot 2010) leads us to examine the EU
governance system as a multi-level usage of Europe. More precisely, through its tools
the European Union offers resources and constraints that actors can learn how to use
strategically.

In the current work, networks are conceived as EU policy instruments employed by
cultural professionals, depending on the meanings that actors attribute to the tools

- 50



(Domorenok 2019), and on the perception of the EU as an institutional, ideological
and organisational opportunity (Jacquot and Woll 2003). To the same extent,
‘resources and constraints are a necessary but not sufficient condition for strategic
behavior. They are the only contextual elements that usages are based on; actors
intentionally transform them into political practices to reach their goals’ (Woll and
Jacquot 2010, 116). However, and this is the part that requires careful examination, ‘as
strategic as usages may be initially, in the long run, it entails cognitive and/or normative
adaptation by actors and their political environment, which in turn affects their
subsequent behavior and positioning’ (ibid.).

This theoretical foundation is at the core of the whole dissertation but has been
operationalised in-depth in Chapters 4 and 5. Based on the available literature (Jacquot
and Woll 2003, 2004, 2008, 2010) three main types of usage in relation to the EU are
outlined in order to highlight how local members engage with the EU multilevel system
(see Domorenok 2019) through network structures: cognitive, strategic and
legitimising. The symbolic usage has been added, by drawing upon Domorenok’s work
(2019) and by acknowledging cultural policy characteristics.

e Symbolic — occasional interest, but limited involvement in networking
activities

e Strategic — the network is used to increase strategic opportunities, such as
partnerships, funding and resources

e Cognitive — the network is used to obtain new ideas and to acquire
knowledge and expertise, by employing new methods, guidelines and criteria

e Legitimising — the network is used to legitimise pre-existing practices and
discourse. The focus is mainly on visibility and political image.

In more general terms, the proposed research design strives to overcome the challenge
of identifying the impacts of new modes of governance by analytically framing changes
— what — and the modalities — how — through which these changes are reached. Instead,
it allows for examination of the directions of influences that arose within a ‘wider field
of newly created social arrangements’ (Favell 2006 in Jacquot and Woll 2010), by
relying on the actors’ availability to learn, and by taking into consideration the central
clements of the sectorial governance: actors, network institutional features, discourse
and ideas. Finally, this approach also make it possible to place the actors' cognitive
dimension and social interactions at the centre of the analysis.
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2.7 Conclusion

This chapter has outlined the theoretical approach constructed here in order
to examine the internal processes and outcomes of European transnational networks on
three different levels: that of EU policy, members and the cultural sector. The
shortcomings of a realist position in the Europeanisation debate, where the EU is
considered to be ‘an objective reality which constitutes either adaptational pressures
or windows of opportunities for domestic politics’ (Paul 2012, cited in Barbehoen
2016, 161) and where the influence — whether top-down or bottom-up — is rather
unidirectional, have been briefly illustrated above. By contrast, the current research
adopts a constructivist perspective that considers a policy context — whether the EU
governance system and/or the transnational networks — as being socially constructed
interactively and embedded in cultural, social and economic norms. This
epistemological position will also guide the methodological endeavour as explained in
Chapter 3. Moreover, acknowledging that the logic of change in connection with EU
actions at the local level — as part of the Europeanisation process — is considered to be
context-based (Dossi 2012, 171), any influence exerted should therefore be examined
by taking into account local contextual features as well as the specific policy area under

examination.

Furthermore, due to the strong ideational power of EU cultural policy, the emphasis
has been on discourse creation and dissemination across levels. The discussion of
discourse as an interactive process in an institutional context (Schmidt 2002, 2004,
2010), is partially reframed here in a constructivist matter, as a means of shedding light
on how actor interactions discursively devise orders for acting upon ‘the EU’, and
conversely, how the European dimension of culture and heritage-making is constructed
through governance mechanisms and transnational influence.

In conclusion, the discussion and operationalisation of the Europeanisation debate
aim to disclose a new research path applicable to the study of the cultural sector; but
this is by no means intended to be exhaustive. Further, the constructivist perspective
adopted makes it feasible in part to analytically overcome top-down/bottom-up
dynamics in studying transnational networks and their influences, by favouring a more
comprehensive understanding of interactions.
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Chapter 3
Research Design, Methods,
and Case Selection

3.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to illustrate the research methodology
underpinning this research project. This approach has been developed according to
relevant strands in the literature and the analytic frameworks discussed in Chapter 2.
The sections below explain the overall conceptual and methodological design, while
highlighting the challenges and limitations of the study. In order to analyse how TNs
operate in a multi-level cultural governance, it was necessary to gather in-depth
information on how these processes work empirically. However, considering the very
limited information publicly available in academic and grey literature, other
complementary tools such as desk research, in-dept fieldwork, participant observation
and interviews with key actors have been employed; these sources have been then
triangulated to validate the knowledge thus gathered.

The methodological design of the work adopts the social constructivist ontological
position illustrated in the previous chapter, and relies upon qualitative tools as the most
appropriate means of achieving the expected research objectives. The designed
methodological outline has then been placed in dialogue with the endeavour described
in Ethnography of Europeanization (Lahdesmaki et al. 2020, 2021, Turunen et al. 2020),
where the goal of examining ‘a multi-layer and transnational cultural phenomenon that
is constructed in both collective and individual processes at different levels’
(Lahdesmiki et al. 2021, 35) has been achieved by combining intense fieldwork with
short study visits in different localities across Europe. For the current research project,
intense fieldwork was conducted in the executive offices of a Creative Europe funded
transnational network (EDN) located in Brussels, as well as during study trips to six
different member organisations across Europe. This design has proven to be more
appropriate for attaining in-depth knowledge about how EU cultural policy and
transnational networks operate simultaneously on transnational and local levels. Most
importantly, given that TNs have not yet been the subject of any in-depth academic
study, this specific combination of research methodology and research objects means
that the current study represents an entirely new approach in the field.
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Conceptual Research Framework

As explained in the previous chapter, the thesis aims to better understand how
aggregated cultural professionals work transnationally, as well as the linkages between
European and local levels, as per Creswell, ‘the process of interaction among
individuals is the main focus of the analysis (Creswell 2002, 9). This emphasis is also
the result of the ontological stance adopted in this research: a
constructivist/interpretive perspective that acknowledges reality as a phenomenon
that is socially constructed through permanent interaction, with the policy process
being embedded in specific social, political and economic contexts.

For these reasons, qualitative sociological constructivism has been chosen as the
methodological position, in light of the fact that this kind of perspective remains
absent for the most part within the Europeanisation debate (Paul 2012 in Barbehoen
2016, 161), which instead favours an ontological position. Conversely, by adopting
qualitative sociological constructivism in this research project, we can more clearly
focus on actor interaction and cognitive dimensions outside of mere adaptational
pressures or the window of opportunities, as studied in Europeanisation research
agendas. These premises and theoretical positions have guided the methodological
design of this work.

3.2 Research Design and Qualitative Approach

The literature argues that research designs consist of the ‘plans and the
procedures for research that span the decisions from the broad assumptions to detailed
collection and analysis’ (Creswell 2008, 3 in Maggetti et al. 2013) where three types of
design are feasible: qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods. Qualitative research
tools have been chosen as being the most appropriate, given that: a) our research object
is ‘immature due to a conspicuous lack of theory and previous research’, b) ‘a notion
that the available theory may be inaccurate’, c) ‘a need exists to explore and describe
the phenomena and to develop theory’, and d) ‘the nature of the phenomenon may
not be suited’ to quantitative measures alone (Creswell 2002, 82). Following an
exploratory approach, the qualitative researcher often ‘studies things in their natural
settings, attempting to make sense of or interpret phenomena in terms of the meanings
people bring to them’ (Denzin and Lincoln 2018,10). Researcher positionality and their
engagement (zzmersion) in the research context thus affect knowledge production
(which is context-dependent), raising questions of wvalidity and construction, while
resulting in enhanced innovation.
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The current methodological research design takes inspiration from the Political
Ethnography strand of literature (Schatz 2003), along with ethnography applied to the
study of European heritage policy (Lihdesmaki et al. 2020, 2021; Turunen et al. 2020).
The former approach clarifies how ethnography often ‘expands’ or even ‘explodes’ the
boundaries of the political (Schatz 2003, 10), by capturing the dynamism of interlinked
influences far from the casual chains, thus questioning the path for knowledge
construction. On the other hand, the latter proposes a combination of ethnographic
methods in order to depict cultural Europeanisation processes (Lahdesmaki et al. 2020,
2021; Turunen et al. 2020) in practice. In other words, as a means of simultaneously
examining ‘a multi-layer and transnational cultural phenomenon that is constructed in
both collective and individual processes at different levels’ (Lihdesmiki et al. 2021,
35), where belonging functions as a discursive resource (ibid. 25). Adopting the latter
approach resulted in a combination of intense fieldwork (e.g. the period conducted in
the Executive Office of a TN) with short time visits (e.g. attending network activities
and conferences), in order to concurrently encompass the analysis of multiple
localities. This allows us to navigate through micro-, meso- and macro-level dynamics
following the actor's gaze and to conceive of a ‘politics of belonging to be formed by
a fluid interaction between manifold interpretations and circulation of ideas at different
levels’ (ibid. 25). Hence, it contributes to shedding light on how the co-construction
of cultural belonging empirically operates across time and space, while interacting with
policy agenda and EU cultural initiatives, ‘instead of analyzing the reception of top-
down EU narratives and their impacts on European citizens’ (ibid. 25). By contrast, it
supports scrutinising ‘how citizens’ attachment or non-attachment to Europe
manifests from below by analyzing their participation, agency, and co-construction of
Europe in various discourses and narratives’ (ibid. 25).

The current work is based on these methodological premises and merges empirical
knowledge gathered in the EU cultural policy working environment with an extensive
review of academic and grey literature on the topic (reports, communication, and
dissemination materials, internal documents). It also considers participant observation
as a key asset of the research design. Indeed, being deeply immersed in the policy
environment has facilitated the gathering of information, knowledge and contacts,
which would otherwise have been inaccessible. The tracing of informal practices and
the attainment of an overview of the key actors involved in the process have provided
valuable insights that have informed the coherent development of this research.
Ethnographic tools were first employed to balance and integrate the deficit of
academic literature on the topic, and then used to manifest the epistemological stance
adopted. However, it is worth to underline that these tools have been for the most
employed to gather a large amount of qualitative data, rather than to advance
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ethnographic studies of the EU (Shore and Abélés 2004). In sum, the construction of
the ‘European cultural space’ is analysed here as a socially interactive process, where
as many as possible of the voices within the EU transnational network governance
arrangement have been taken into consideration.

In recognition of the lack of ethnographic research on this subject and the benefits
that this approach could bring, and above all, by acknowledging the advantages that
an in-depth qualitative work could apport to the study of the micro-foundation of a
policy process, the combination of intense fieldwork in the executive offices of a
Creative Europe-funded Transnational Network (European Dancehouse Network),
based in Brussels, and short study visits have been employed.

In practical terms, during the period at the network’s executive offices, in addition to
tulfilling the daily duties of a network Administrative Office (management, policy,
communication, administration), I also attended several Network Seminars and
Meetings between the European Commission and the TNs funded by Creative
Europe. Furthermore, I also observed network activities in different member
organisations across Europe, such as: the EDN General Assembly at Dans Maker —
Amsterdam (2019); the EDN General Assembly and Conference at Kino Kiska —
Ljubljana (2019); the EDN General Assembly CND — Paris (2020); the EDN activity
for members and dance sector: Atelier at K3 — Hamburg; the EDN activities: political
action and partnership building at the Baltic Platform — Vilnius; and a visit and
interview at Lavanderia a Vapore — Turin. On these occasions, internal and external
communication and policy materials have been gathered. These observations have
been extremely valuable experiences for gaining relevant insight into how internal
network dynamics work, and also helped in attaining a deeper understanding of the
processes that occur in both Network executive offices and among their local
members.

As a complement to this background information, interviews with the following
selected target groups were conducted in a second phase of the research (during 2020-
2021): a) the 28 Executive Offices of Creative Europe supported networks (ca 50
interviews with the TN Boards of Directors, Executive Managers, and Policy Officers)
b) policymakers working at the European Commission (EACEA — Creative Europe
Unit); ¢) independent evaluators; and d) five network member organisations based in
diverse countries (Belgium, Italy, Finland and Serbia). These interviews were primarily
conducted online due to COVID restrictions, following a similar protocol for the
questions (see annex D.). The data gathered from the interviews has been reinterpreted
and complemented with the evidence that emerged from the observations.
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The empirical knowledge gathered from the fieldwork and through interviews has been
fundamental to addressing both research questions, and has been subsequently
articulated through ad hoc theoretical lenses in different ways in Chapters 4 and 5, thus
offering a twofold complementary perspective on the topic. In Chapter 4 the research
question of how transnational networks operate and what are their effects is addressed and
expanded by drawing upon a broad review of TMCN literature in order to highlight
the missing gaps and to advance our typological understanding of networks. The in-
depth knowledge of the transnational environment has been fundamental to the
framing of this analytical proposition. In order to integrate empirical and academic
knowledge, network executive office staff members were identified as the primary
actors to be interviewed, as was also the case in most TMCN literature (see Bansard et
al. 2016, Van Egmond 2016). Consequently, in order to tackle the underpinning
research question developed in Chapter 5: what are transnational network membership
impacts on the local level, making a series of study visits to member organisations located
across Europe was identified as a primary task. And to complement this information,
the intermediary figure operating between the member organisations and network was
determined to be the target interviewee (see Busch et al. 2018); furthermore, other
relevant actors, such as local politicians and cultural practitioners, were also
interviewed and internal and external communication materials as well as local press
and publications were carefully examined (see ANNEX F.) to better contextualise the

casces.

As a whole, given that the literature has reported that additional qualitative research is
needed in order to critically comprehend and ‘to deepen the still unsatisfactory and
rather perfunctory understanding of TMCNs’ (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 139), this
research seeks to advance the methodological inquiry on European Transnational
Networks. This is done by conducting the analysis at different scales using qualitative
tools, thus positioning this work as a genuinely new approach within the field. The
lack of literature on the subject has led to an inductive method of gathering empirical
data, generating knowledge and devising tools to further explore the research object.
However, we can indicate that ethnographic tools have been employed in our case for
most as a means of directly accessing a field of knowledge and of gathering
information, rather than a modality to express the knowledge acquired (see ‘theory of
description’ Nader 2011). And secondly, as appropriate devices for in-depth qualitative
works. This choice has been in line with the overall research objective of detecting the
mechanisms underpinning the policy-process, rather than merely unfolding the politics
of such processes. This stance differs from most of the available political ethnographic
studies and writings that predominantly emphasise the politics of policy translation
(Clarke et al. 2015).
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3.3 Selecting the Cases

As mentioned in the previous section, in order to address the question of %ow
do transnational nenvorks operate and what are their effects’, the 28 Creative Europe supported
networks (see Annex D. for the detailed list of networks) have been analysed. To
answer the question of what are transnational network membership impacts on the local level’,
five member organisations were selected as case studies. Both choices are operative in
the case study approach (Creswell 2007; Yin 2009) and are mirrored in the research
design.

More specifically, the selection of five local case studies was conducted with respect to
the following criteria: firstly, the meswork has been chosen following an updated
typological understanding based on the diverse network types (Representative —
Participative — Issue-based) and the sectors represented (Cultural Heritage, Performing
Arts and Creative Hubs). In fact, the selection of the networks has been conducted by
taking into consideration the fact that ‘the potential impact the networks have on their
members differs from network to network’ based on the differences in the networks’
profiles (Busch 2015, p. 227), as follows:

1. Representative network: Europa Nostra — Cultural Heritage
2. Participative network: EDN — Dance Sector
3. Issue-based network: Creative Hub — Artist Driven/mixed spaces

Secondly, the selection of the member organisations was based on geographical
location (Belgium, Finland, Italy and Serbia). Hence, based on the renewed network
typological understanding (Bush 2015, 2018; Haupt and Coppola 2018, Chapter 2) the
three selected networks fully represent the typological range: Europa Nostra as a highly
representative — znclusive mass network (Haupt and Coppola 2018); the European
Dancehouse Network as a clear illustration of the characteristics of a participative —
exclusive elite network (Haupt and Coppola 2018) and the European Creative Hubs
Network as a recently designed Zssue-based network, where the European Commission
played a relevant role in ‘influencing network formation” (Howlett 2019). In relation
to each of the selected networks, member organisations were then chosen to cover the
varied conditions within each of the geographical contexts (Italy, Belgium, Serbia and
Finland), while the case of the Subotica Synagogue in Serbia (an accession State) has
been identified as being representative of Union actions beyond its membership.
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Selected Cases:
1. Heritage
Europa Nostra — 7 ME — Subotica Synagogue (Serbia)
2. Performing Arts
The European Dance House Network; IETM — Lavanderia a Vapore, Torino (Italy)
3.The Creative Hubs — Artist driven space
3.1 The European Creative Hubs Network — Nova Iska, Novi Sad (Serbia)
3.2 The European Creative Hubs Network — La Valleé, Brussels (Belgium)

3.3 The Trans Europe Halles; European Creative Hubs Network — Kaapeli, Helsinki
(Finland)

Two cases: Subotica Synagogue, sample of Europa Nostra Programme and Nova
Iskra, founding member of the Creative Hubs Network are located in Serbia, a non-
EU State. This choice has been made to provide a first overview of Europeanization
process as internal (EU-wide) as well as external (EU other countries) dimension
(Boerzel and Risse 2012 in Radaelli 2018, 58) also in the CCS. However, this
perspective has been touched upon only preliminarily in this context, since the issues
at stake remain outside the main scope of the current research. Further
contextualization of local features, an in-depth study of the external dimension of the
European Cultural Policy Discourse, and a review of cultural diplomacy literature
would be needed to provide a more apt examination of the dynamics at place in non-
EU States.

3.4 Methods and Data Collection

With the recent turn in political science and the sociological approach that
moves from the macro to micro-level of analysis (Geddes 2003 in Schatz (Ed.), 2009),
qualitative research tools are considered to be valuable exploratory methods. In order
to be able to store and organise the information gathered through observation,
document analysis and interviews, the following conceptual frame has been adopted
(Schatz 2009); this frame considers the research object in three different dimensions:

technical, social and managerial/financial. These dimensions guided the selection and
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the organisation of the information, sources and methods identified to achieve the
expected knowledge outputs. The diagram below illustrates the methodological
procedure employed in this work:

METHODOLOGY
Technical Structure Social Structure Financial & Managerial
Structure
Sources Identification Identification Identification  stakeholders Operational Daily
of main EU of EU of Key actors  analysis management  Network
cultural policy  Programmes - and reporting ~ managerial
documents Network strand materials duties
(EACEA 39/2016)
Method  Critical Critical participant Interviews  participant participant
Dlscou_rse DISCOU‘I’SQ observation observationin  observation in
Analysis Analysis attending TNs EDN Executive  EDN Executive
events, seminars Office - Brussels Office - Brussels
Outputs  Detect emerging topics, issues Cluster interviews and personal notes
and consolidated narratives according to TNs dimensions literature

Figure 6 Methodology. Source: Author

3.4.1 Observation

Participant observation is a methodological device employed by political
ethnography that allows the analysis of interaction at the micro-level, by relying on
direct observation of phenomena. Based on ‘knowledge in action’ (Amin 2012)
gathered within a specific community or expanded field (Schatz et al. 2003), one may
inquire as to what kind of knowledge is generated within an observed field. The
proximity to data, the individual as the unit of analysis and zwmersion as the mode of
capturing social interaction shape a special sensitivity (Fenno, 1986, 5) that aids in the
examination of micro-political dynamics, as a means of forming hypotheses on
temporal causal connections and trace sequences of events. Ethnography assists in the
tracing mechanisms of interconnected events, by suggesting analytical reasoning, and
pinpointing behavioural outcomes. During the course of this work observations have
been gathered in three main contexts: first in the executive offices of a transnational
network located in Brussels; second during networking events with the European
Commission; and third during network events held by member organisations (for a
detailed list of the events attended see: annex C. Observations).
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3.4.2 Document Analysis

Document examination has primarily been conducted through discursive
historical analysis (DHA) and critical discourse analysis (CDA) tools (Wodak and
Reisigl 2001, Krzyzanowski 2010, 2015). DHA focuses on the dynamics of discourse
and its diffusion across time and space and CDA considers discourse as a socially
embedded practice (Fairclough 1995), as a way of analysing how discursive shifts are
intertwined throughout diverse levels of analysis. This approach facilitates the
capturing of the multi-level discursive interaction in European policy formation as well
as policy diffusion through transnational networks. Moreover, it offers a tool for
effectively capturing the conceptual underpinning behind the Discursive
Institutionalism analytical lens (Schmidt and Radaelli 2004). Using qualitative research
with a social constructivist approach (Creswell 2013), the researcher both collects
diverse types of data/texts from multiple contexts and undertakes their analysis by
defining interpretative frameworks and methodological choices. Operationally it
supports the identification of discursive strategies, discursive changes and
underpinning topoi, through coding and clustering issues in texts. In this work, the
texts examined were the transcribed interviews, official EU policy documents, as well
as internal and external network communication materials.

3.4.3 Semi-structured Interviews

Interviews are used to understand the ‘interpretations, experiences, and
spatialities of social life’ (Dowling, Lloyd, and Suchet-Pearson 2016, 2) and to reveal
the tacit knowledge circulating in environments that are difficult to penetrate. It has
been necessary to acknowledge different ontological positions in order to undertake
interviews and target the interviewees, given that our research object has been ‘to study
those who influence important decisions’ (Smith 2005, 645) rather than ‘research the
lives of those affected by these decisions’ (ibid.). Indeed, in recognition of the fact that
‘working in an elite field poses major difficulties which stem from the challenges of
researching up, [that] are quite different to those encountered in studying down’
(Desmond 2004, 262 in Smith 2006 644), the literature on ‘elite’ interviews has been
reviewed; the main challenges such as access, gatekeepers, the restricted time
availability of the desirable interviewees' target group and the disclosure of sensitive

information have also been considered.

In order to gather the most diverse points of view on networks to then triangulate the
background information, the following five main target groups of interviewees were
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identified and interviewed in the timeframe 2020-2021 (for the complete list of
interviews see Annex A.):

1) Network Secretariat (Secretary General, Network Coordinator or Network
Board Member) — of the Creative Europe Funded Network (Under Partnership
Agreement 2017-2021) (28)

2) Network Secretariat (Secretary General, Network Coordinator, or Network
Board Member) of Networks that received European grants in the past (with
the Programme Culture 2007 — 2013 or Creative Europe 2014-2017) (3)

3) Network Secretariat of networks that are funded under another call (such as
Creative Europe — large scale cooperation projects) (5)

4)Policymakers, policy entrepreneurs, former network coordinators and

independent evaluators (5)
5) Local TN Member Organisations (5)

All of the interviews followed a similar protocol composed of three sections (see
‘Interview Outlines’ Annex B.), have been conducted online, recorded with the

interviewee’s permission and subsequently transcribed.

3.4.4 Analysis of the Interviews

All of the interviews were conducted using an ad hoc semi-structured protocol
(for the questions see annex B.); the protocol has been slightly adjusted according to
the diverse target groups. All of the interviews (48) were recorded and transcribed, and
the materials gathered were subsequently analysed through discourse analysis cluster
formation (see DHA and CDA in 3.4.2) and then put in dialogue with the literature on
the topic.

For example, data collected from the interviews conducted with TN Executive Office
staff have been clustered according to the relevant network dimensions extrapolated
from the literature on TMCNSs as listed below. The information gathered was then
analytically elaborated upon in Chapter 4 as a means of enriching our understanding
of the transnational network features.

Nerwork Dimensions:

¢ Thematic focus
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* Spatial reach and organisation

* Governance

* Partnership

* Rules of access and engagement

* Typologies of members

* TN strategy

* Forms of support of the members
* Knowledge sharing mechanism

* Learning

The data collected from the interviews with member organisations were then
supplemented with secondary sources (such as local newspapers, cultural organisation
programmes and communication materials, network activities, communication
sources, etc..) and analytically articulated by drawing upon an evaluation research
framework (Melloni et al. 2018), which is built around the dimensions of context,
process and outcome. These three dimensions — context, mechanism, and ontcome (as
articulated and listed below)— have been selected as appropriate means for analysing
the transnational influence on membership at the local level. The information thus
elaborated is critically framed in Chapter 5.

Evaluation Framework:
Contextual features:

¢ Organisation

*  Local Actors

* Institutional and Policy context
Mechanisms (how):

* Engagement in TN activities

* Horizontal and Vertical Upscaling
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* Learning as a Social Mechanism
Outcomes:
* Changes in Structure and Organisation

¢ Changes in Discourse

3.5 Limitations and Challenges

This research aims to provide an initial overview of the underexamined
phenomenon, by setting up a basis for a new methodological approach for analysing
ECP tools and coordinative mechanisms in general; however, the type of findings and
their generalisation still remain limited to date, as do the methodological efforts.

Even if the choice to employ ethnographic tools to reach a satistying quality of
qualitative data of an understudied phenomenon was based on several reasons, and
these preferences have been revealed to be successful, several challenges have been
encountered during the course of the work.

To begin with, due to the lack of academic literature on this topic, gathering
information and knowledge from the field through participant observation has been
necessary and should be considered as an initial step to open this research line.

Second, while it is clear that understanding policy change and policy outcomes is
achieved in public policy literature mostly by establishing causation, the goal of the
current work has instead been to depict transnational networking processes in their
complexity and to identify possible ways — of how — to trace changes at the EU policy,
member and local levels; thus qualitative tools have been selected as the most
appropriate to reach this objective. By acknowledging the benefit of ethnographic
tools such as gaining fine-grained tacit knowledge, proximity to data and the individual
as the unit of analysis, however, the challenge of maximising the analytical leverage of
the ethnographic immersion has been met (Schatz 2003). Further, as stated in this
chapter, ethnographic tools have been employed in this research design primarily in
order to gain qualitative data from the field; however, neither the ethnographic writing
style nor the underpinning research questions of this branch of literature have been
employed in the current work. Qualitative data have been analysed by unpacking actor
‘interactions, as per the epistemological/ontological stance here adopted. This is the
reason why the voice/point of view of the researcher immersed in the field rarely
emerges in the final text of this dissertation.
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Third, despite the attempt to extensively cover the phenomenon by interviewing all
the 28 Creative Europe financially supported networks, five member organisations (5),
European Commission policy-makers (5), and external evaluators (5) to include as
many points of view as possible on this phenomenon, the quality of the information
gathered has provided material that is difficult to compare and generalise about.
Moreover, the in-depth observations (through fieldwork, and study visits) have been
conducted with only one (EDN) out of 28 Creative-Europe funded networks. Even if
this experience has presented new relevant interpretative frames on the phenomenon
examined, it does not allow for further generalisation of the results.

Fourth, the operationalisation of the theoretical apparatus proposed throughout this
work converged in the design of the self-assessment tool (Chapter 6), which has been
tested with the European Dancehouse Network. Again, further trials with other
networks should be conducted in order to validate this model.

Finally, while access to the field has also been relatively easy to obtain due to the
researchet’s previous professional experience, some types of official documents such
as the Operational and Financial Reports (Annual and Quadrennial) filled in by the 28
networks and supervised by the EACEA — which would have been a relevant
complement to the information — were off-limits to the public. In this regard, a further

qualitative assessment of these documents would enrich our research findings.

To sum up, the research initially attempted to shed light on network operational
functions in order to contribute to the study of coordinative mechanisms more widely;
however, the type of results obtained allows us — for now — to identify interpretative
directions in transnational network studies to be further explored, rather than to
present the results as being definitive and comparable to those of other sectors.

3.6 Conclusion

This chapter has discussed the research methodology by highlighting its
strengths and limitations. Due to the lack of academic knowledge on the matter,
gathering knowledge from the field through qualitative tools has proven to be of
fundamental importance. This stance also addresses a literature gap in the studies on
transnational networks where ‘additional qualitative research is needed to critically
check our findings and, more importantly, to deepen our still unsatisfactory and rather
perfunctory understanding of TMCNs’ (Haupt and Coppola 2018, 138). Moreover, for
studies that encompass an institutionalist perspective, in-depth knowledge of the
administrative system, rules and behaviours of the institution being examined is a
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relevant asset for research agenda advancement. These identified gaps and the need to
access information on the field under investigation have led to the use of three
complementary qualitative research methods: participant observation, interviews and
document analysis.

Furthermore, as a reflection of the constructivism epistemological position adopted,
for which the European dimension would be constructed through ‘ongoing processes
and narratives produced and governed by social actors at different levels and places’
(Lahdesmiki et al. 2021, 34), a ‘multifaceted and multi-sited ethnographic approach
[would be| needed to research’ (ibid.). Indeed, the process of conducting the current
research has been conceptually aligned with the Etbnography of Europeanisation as
theorised by Lihdesmiki (for more details see: Lahdesmiki et al. 2020a; Turunen et al.
2020); furthermore, given that the ‘EU’s politics (...) manifests simultaneously at
multiple sites and levels’, then methodologically this ‘requires immersion in multiple
locales and attention to interconnected processes of Europeanization’ (Lihdesmaki et
al. 2021, 34). This conceptual stance corresponds operationally to a combination of
intense fieldwork (during a working period in the European Dancehouse Network
Executive Office located in Brussels) with brief visits to member organisations across
Europe (such as attending network activities, events and conferences).

Finally, the ethnographic tools facilitated longitudinal observation and participation in
the field, which contributed to the identification of patterns of Europeanisation in the
cultural sector. Additionally, while studies on EU cultural policy are often focused
primarily on macro and middle level actors, this approach allowed for the integration
of independent cultural actors operating at the local level, as well as for capturing the
social interactions that occur across levels. In conclusion, in acknowledging that
‘assessing the actual work and power-dynamics of complex, not traditional
organisations as TMCN [TNs] is not a simple task and clearly requires qualitative if
not ethnographic research’ (Haupt and Coppola 2018, 137), the methodological design
of this work aimed to tackle the observed gaps in the literature, while positioning this
research as a novel approach within the field.
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Chapter 4
Transnational Networks
in the Cultural Sector

the network is dynamic. And 1 think this dynamism is very important. If you look at that theory, the
idea that it's a dynamic environment, 1 think that's extremely important. And by trying to institutionalise
or increasingly institutionalising the networks through the criteria that the funders need, this dynamism
is suffocated’. (interview)

4.1 Introduction

This chapter begins the section of the dissertation titled ‘assessing European
Cultural Governance’ dedicated to the systematisation of empirical data in suitable
analytical frames, combined with the operationalisation of the theoretical stance
elaborated in the previous chapters, in order to address the overarching research
question of: How do cultural networks operate and what are their effects?. For this reason, this
chapter consists primarily of a review of the available literature on Transnational
Networks in other policy sectors, most notably on the transnational networks of
municipalities and cities in the context of climate governance; the goal here is to extract
relevant knowledge and parameters from the literature that can then be employed for

the analysis of TNs in the cultural sector.

In fact, most of the available literature on Transnational networks (I'Ns) to date refers
to the networks of municipalities and cities (TMCNSs); the proliferation of TMCNs
clearly depicts the changing role of cities as relevant stakeholders in the political arena,
as well as the emergence of global issues such as sustainability and climate governance
(Acuto 2016; Kousky and Schneider 2003 in Long and Krause 2019, 3). In the context
of increased political engagement at the local level, cities acquired greater potential to
influence local climate governance (Bush 2015) and gain ground in international fora.
However, despite the diffusion of these experiences at the empirical level, in this
research field as well, an in-depth literature review reveals that still too little is known
about how TMCNs operate, or what their process and outcomes are and a conceptual
framework and sound methodology to assess their work is still lacking to date. In this
scenario, the article ‘Climate governance in transnational municipal networks:
advancing a potential agenda for analysis and typology’ (Haupt and Coppola 2019) is
considered here to be a watershed study that puts forward a new research agenda on
the topic. By highlighting the research gaps, the authors question how TMCNs
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operate, how they are governed, who sets the agenda, and consequently, how the
networks are assessed. Based on an in-depth literature review, the authors propose the
expansion of the existing network typology (built around membership size and
geographical coverage thus far) by developing ‘a set of new dimensions and indicators
aimed at more effectively characterizing and distinguishing the different organizations’
(Haupt and Coppola 2019, 124). This operation strives to better define and systemise
the existing TMCN, leading to an improved ‘understanding that is more multifaceted
than the current one and thus allows opening new chapters in the research of TMCNs’
(ibid.). By relying heavily on the work of Haupt and Coppola, and by reviewing the
available literature on TMCNSs in climate governance, this chapter thus contributes to
the construction of an analytical framework for TNs in the cultural sector, while
identifying possible network indicators to propose an initial typologisation of the
Creative Europe networks. To achieve these aims a threefold operation is proposed as
follows:

¢ An in-depth literature review of TMCN:s, identification of research gaps at the
theoretical and methodological levels;

e Review of the set of TMCN dimensions and indicators (Haupt and Coppola
2019), in comparison with the grey literature available on cultural networks
(IFFACA 2016; CAE 2016), and the Creative Europe Networks assessment
criteria (EACEA, Creative Europe, Network strand).

e DProposing a new set of indicators for the 28 EU-funded TNs (Creative
Europe) in the cultural sector. For each of the dimensions — structure,
development, legacy, function — a set of indicators is proposed and discussed
(section 5). By expanding on previous works, the added dimensions and
indicators contribute to draw a first possible typologization for TNs operating
in the cultural sector (section 5.5). These parameters were subsequently
operationalised in the design of the self-evaluation model (see Chapter 6).

4.2 Transnational Networks: Definition and Ambiguity

Transnational networks including municipalities and cities are not new
phenomena: they emerged at the end of the Cold War and increased rapidly during the
‘networking boom’ of the 1990s until the present, particularly in regard to climate and
environmental issues. The topic has received growing interest in the academic
literature since the 2000s, providing the most updated overview of transnational
networks in scholarly works to date. Two strands of literature discuss multilevel climate
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governance: the first concentrates on TMCNs impacts at a higher level of government:
national and EU (Bulkeley et al. 2003; Kern and Bulkeley 2009; Andonova et al. 2009;
Giest and Howlett 2013); the second investigates network outcomes on the urban level
(Hakelberg 2014; Busch 2015; Busch, Bendlin, Fenton 2018). Both strands call into
question the politics of intercity networking as inscribed in global governance and the
‘urban-ness’ created on the ground (Acuto and Rayner 2010).

The literature first outlines the TMCN features, by providing evidence of the non-
hierarchical, horizontal and polycentric forms of self-governance (Kern and Bulkeley
2009); it then highlights how these structures have been formalised (Bush 2015);
finally, the literature draws on network behaviour in institutional environments (Giest
and Howlett 2013) in order to identify their influence on EU policy (Andronova et al.
2009). Despite the variety in TMCN structures and the challenge in defining these
organizations, some basic characteristics can be outlined as follows: ‘a) to have
members from different countries; b) to have members that can acquire formal
membership; ¢) a network is more than a city partnership, hence TMCNs have more
than two members; d) the focus is on climate issues; €) the network has its staff and
physical address’ (Busch, 2015 in Busch et al. 2018, 222). The emphasis was then given
to the geographical coverage of the membership and the thematic focus. And even if
‘a satisfying comprehensive categorization of TMCNs that can be used as a starting
point to assess the networks’ impact has yet to be made’ (Bush 2015, 228), the literature
continues by outlining three theoretical frameworks appropriate for describing the
impacts of TMCNss. First, scientific works conceptualise TMCN impacts as follows:
1) knowledge dissemination, 2) implementation of the EU policies, 3) policy initiation,
4) lobbying (Bulkeley et al. 2003). Second, further scholars delineate three soft
governance tools that can be put in place within TMCN structures: 1) information
sharing, 2) capacity building, and 3) setting rules (Andonova et al. 2009). Third, other
authors define four main TMCN functions based on previous models: 1) horizontal
information exchange, 2) policy implementation, 3) rules and commitment and 4)
lobbying (Busch 2015 in Busch, Henner, Bendlinc and Fentond 2018, 223). These
functions are not mutually exclusive, for each network develops with varying intensity
according to its history and legacy. These identified functions serve the theoretical
discussions of TN in the cultural sector, as a means of better discerning their impacts
both on higher level as well as on the membership level.

The second strand of academic works instead focuses on policy implementation at the
urban level. This strand of scholarly studies deepens our understanding of the local
impacts of transnational membership, subsequently outlining the underpinning
patterns of successful climate policy implementation on the ground (Gordon 2013;
Busch et al. 2018). However, even if academic works on the subject proliferate, a more
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careful analysis of the topic would be required (Gordon 2013, 2016; Gordon and
Acuto 2015), since the lack of systematic data and missing analytical framework for
examining how global and regional TMCNs operate remains a challenge. This gap has
thus persisted as a result of the fuzziness of broader network definition, theory and
the lack of systematic approaches (Mandell 2014). Indeed the concept of ‘network’ has
been labeled, together with governance and accountability, as ‘magic’ (Pollitt and Hupe
2011), featuring as broad in scope, great in flexibility and with a positive ‘spin’ (ibid.);
thus, the abstractness and slipperiness of these concepts have often hindered a clear-
cut scientific understanding. In the analytical void thus described, the work of Haupt
and Coppola (2019) may be seen as a watershed: based on an in-depth literature review
on the topic, with the goal of extending the existing network topology, a new set of
indicators is proposed that are ‘aimed at more effectively characterizing and
distinguishing the different organizations’ (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 124).

If not for harmonising, then what? TINs in Cultural Governance

As elaborated in Chapter 1, transnational networks in the cultural sector have existed
as phenomena on both global and European scales since the late 1980s, but have been
very rarely examined. Initiated as informal gatherings of cultural professionals for
networking purposes, and having been more recently institutionalised around
governing structures, these have been financially supported within the EU cultural
policy framework since 2006. Several reasons underly the European Institutions’
support: the need to shape a transnational epistemic community that would provide
information for policymakers while gathering sector interests. These structures indeed
figure as one variant of European governance processes, and thoroughly describe a
new form of governing from the ‘middle’ (Roman in Acuto and Rayner 2016), where
top-down efforts and bottom-up approaches are merged to reframe Europeanization

processes.

Despite a 40-year legacy and the strong expertise developed in the professional field,
the lack of a systematic analysis has led to theoretical as well as operational
implications. By acknowledging the conceptual void within our research field, this
work largely relies on TMCN literature as a basis for our research agenda: for
identifying research questions, and setting up the methodological design. This
literature provides specifications and attributes on transnational network dynamics and
the network identifies dimensions that can guide our gaze along the research path.
However, before we attempt to deepen our understating of TMCN features, we need
to clarify two main divides that occur between TMCNs in climate governance and TNs
in Cultural Governance: the first have been regarded as tools for policy harmonisation
with climate action (adaptation and mitigation) implementation on the urban level,

=70



while TNs in the cultural sector have developed empirically for various other purposes.
This difference is also due to the main EU cultural policy features: subsidiary in
principle and soft in implementation mechanisms, and the configuration of the CCS,
composed mostly of independent actors and NGOs. Second, network membership
differs significantly: TMCNs membership is composed of public authorities: cities,
while members of transnational networks in the cultural sector are comprised of a wide
plethora of actors such institutional, para-institutional, independent cultural
organisations, not for profit / civil society otganisations, and individuals. Thus,
networks in the cultural sector occupy a rather complex and not univocal position in
the EU governance arrangement. Consequently, an overarching research question

arises: what are cultural nenworks for, if not for harmonising policies?
Identify Knowledge Gaps: An Overview of TMCNs and TINs in the Cultural Sector

The chart below provides an overview of TMCN literature available to date, by
outlining the core dimensions of Transnational Networks of Municipalities and Cities
in Climate Governance in comparison with the sources available on TNs in the cultural
sector. Literature gaps are identified and will be further elaborated on during the course
of this thesis. This overview allows us to better position our research subject and its
elaboration.
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TMCNSs in Climate Governance & TNs in Cultural Governance

TMCNs in Climate Governace

TNs in Cultural
Governance

Sources

Representativeness large, medium, small size cities cultural sectors: cultural heritage and
museum, music, performing arts,
architecture and design, multidisci-
plinary
Membership local authorities, city’s administrators cultural sector, professionals
Spatial Reach Global - Regional European
TN Features 1)members are autonomous, 2) formof | Kern and Bulkeley 2009, Busch literature gap
self-governance, 3) decisions are imple- | 2015, Haupt and Coppola 2019 Chapter 4
mented by the members, 4) maore than
two cities 5) formalization 8) formal sta-
tus and infrastructure 7) climate action

TN Function horizonthal flow of infomation Bulkeley et al.2003, Androva et al. literature gap
implementation of policies rules and 2009, Busch 2015 Chapter 4
committment lobbying

TN Objetives representing the interest of their Bennet and Howlett 1992 literature gap

members at the European level; Chapter 4, 6
facilitating the exchange of experience
and transnational learning amongq their
constituents
TN Typology regional scope and number of members | Busse 2008, Giest and Howlett literature gap
high-profile and in-depth exclusive elite | 2013, Gerritsten 2016, Haupt and Chapter 4,6
and inclusive mass Coppola 2019
Members Typology City Action - City Power Acuto 2017 literature gap
Impacts on higher advocacy and lobbying on national and | Oppowa 2015 literature gap

level of governance

EU level

Chapter 4, European Institutions
Services

Internal dynamics

internal governing capacity NAQ - Net-
work Adminitsrative Organization

Kern and Bulkeley 2009, Long and
Krause 2020

literature gap
Chapter 4, Governance

Local impacts

Mitigation & adaptation Davies 2005, Zeppel 2013, Hkelberg
2014, Bush 2015, Fuenfgel 2015,

Bush, Bendlin, Fenton 2018

Cornparative comparison on city members as well as | Betsill and Bulkeley 2004, 2006; 4 Euroepan TNs -
approach on TMNGC Toly 2008 Kern and Bulkeley 2009, | CAE 2016
PP Happaerts et al. 2010, Giestand | 2 Global TNs -
Howlett 2013 Steinkamp 2013
large n°® 170 Global city network Acuto and Rayner 2016 51 Global cultural network - IFACCA

networks - Database

2016

TN Effectiveness

longer membership & introduction of
an action plan on city level; regional in
depth network (Busse 2008); network
legitimacy results over process

Hakelberg 2011; Giest and Howlett
2013; literature gap (in Haupt and
Coppola 2019)

literature gap
Chapter 6

TN member

TNs and Unit of analysis
Municipalities Gustavsson et al. 2009; Bulkeley
and Schroeder 2011; Bulkeley and
Castan Broto 2012; Castan Broto
and Bulkeley 2013; Bulkeley and
Betsill 2013

Literature gap

Transnational
Network

TMCNSs in climate governace Betsill and Bulkeley 2004; Bulkeley
2005; Betsill and Bulkeley 2006; Toly
2008; Kern and Bulkeley 2009; Lee
and van de Meene 2012; Giest and
Howlett 2013; Acuto and Rayner

2016

Chapter 5 TNs at global level in
cultural sector
Steinkampf 2013

TN as governance
instruments

istitutional architetcure of networked
urban governance

Bulkeley et al. 2012a, Bansard et al.
20186; Acuto and Rayner 2016

Littoz-Monnet 2014
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4.3 Framework for TNs in the Cultural Sector

The purpose of the research is to set up the basis for analytically framing
networks in the EU cultural governance architecture, by acknowledging their hybrid
position — on the one hand as tools of a new mode of governance within the EU
architecture, and on the other, as increasingly formalised bottom-up initiatives. The
primary research challenge, however, is to draw up an analytical framework that would
encompass both top-down and bottom-up influences. In order to achieve this, the
work of Haupt and Coppola (2019) has been employed for its relevancy. Expanding
on Haupt and Coppola’s work, the current work proposes a new set of indicators that
is intended to give us a more comprehensive understanding of our network, by
encompassing four TN dimensions: structure, function, development and process.
Indicators are proposed as a way to break down the concept of network with specific
attributes.

4.4 The Set of Indicators

The novelty of Haupt and Coppola’s work consists primarily in the opening
up of the analytical process by proposing indicators that help to identify network
behaviours and their effectiveness. As an outgrowth of the TMCN literature and
shortcoming outlined in the research agenda, seven indicators have been proposed by
the authors. The indicators are described as follows (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 129):

1) Thematic focus: operationalisation of climate change — mitigation or adaptation — and its centrality
against other issues.

2) Spatial reach and organisation: operational scale (global, regional) and internal articulation as to

operate this scale.

3) Gowvernance: the presence of a major founding and funding institution and the existence of a
collective body taking decisions. Since ‘the institutional genesis of the TMCs is reflected in
their governance design’ (Haupt & Coppola 2019, 130), three genesis patterns are
outlined:

1. Bottom-up: initiated by cities
2. Top-down: initiated by supranational institutions

3. Established by a foundation.
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4) Partnership: existence and breadth of inter-TMCN collaborations and existence and breadth of
partnerships and kinds of partners involved.

5) Rules of engagement. commitments implied by the membership on behalf of the members and rules

and mechanisms presiding over membership access.

6) Form of supporting members: forms of funding and organisational support; forms of peer-to-peer
and networking practices and the ratio between the size of staff and member cities.

7) Typologies of member cities: incidence of certain types of cities as defined by the GAwC ranking.

Even if Haupt and Coppola’s article does not succeed in framing a new typology or in
exhaustively discussing TN effectiveness based on a combination of indicators, as
outlined in their research intentions, their findings have opened up possible new
agendas that could contribute to further research through a more defined typological
understating of networks. Their research contributions touch upon different aspects
that are briefly reported below since they serve as a guide for our work.

a) Regarding network typology: the distinction between high-profile and in-depth
networks (see Giest and Howlett 2013, p. 350) is overcome by exclusive elite networks
and inclusive mass networks (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 135).

In the effort to bypass the binary understanding that high profiles ‘often fail to
implement substantial policy’ and in-depth networks might reach higher impacts, the
authors instead suggest a distinction between ‘elite networks and inclusive mass
networks’. This newly proposed typology questions the consolidated binary
understating and assumes that an inclusive mass network is characterised by
heterogeneous membership and therefore might work easily ‘as a critical tool for public
policy implementation’ (ibidem, 130).

b) Regarding the partnership cultures of TMCNs and the collaborations among
networks, research on how networks formally and informally interact, and the nature
of their joint efforts and eventual impacts is under-addressed in the literature.
Questioning ‘how collaboration among different TMCNSs is produced and how such
collaborations impact members — cities and in particular cities that have multiple
memberships’ (ibid.,136) would open a relevant research agenda, which could also be
useful for identifying network impacts. Moreover, the multiple membership approach
(that many municipalities adopt) should be further studied in terms of impacts on local
climate action.

C) Regarding the assessment of governance models and agenda-setting:
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Internal governance mechanisms strongly differ among the diverse TNs and reflect a
very diverse degree of membership engagement in the decision-making processes.
Many TMCNSs are governed without their members being directly involved in electing
the executive and representative bodies. To better understand these internal dynamics,
further research using qualitative and ethnographic methods is recommended, since
little is known about their actual internal working methods and power dynamics.

d) Regarding engagement and membership:

The issue of representativeness (who is included and who is not in the membership)
is fundamental for TNs, and lies at the basis of network legitimacy. In the case of
TMCN s, the engagement of civil society organisations is reported as being infrequent.
Further research on this matter would serve to advance the distinction between
frontrunners and late adopters (McFarlane 2010, Robinson 2011 in Haupt and
Coppola 2019) in expanding membership variety.

Our work acknowledges these four gaps as a reason for proposing a new set of
dimensions and indicators, these issues will be further addressed in this chapter.

4.4.1 A holistic set of Indicators for the Cultural Sector

The literature previously discussed shows that policy networks, as well as
TMCNs, have been analysed by addressing two dimensions primarily: structure and
function (see Scheme TMCNs in Climate Governance and TNS in Cultural
Governance). In this section, we propose to add two further dimensions for TN
analysis: process and development (see Fig. 6 TN dimensions and indicators). This
operation has a twofold objective: to balance cognitive and structural dimensions
within network analysis, and to acknowledge the institutional framework (see EU
governance) in which they operate. Moreover, both added dimensions — process and
development — seek to depict the temporal and processual assets of the network
agency. Further, by delving into the microelement of network functioning, for each of
these four dimensions, a set of indicators will be developed with the purpose to capture
micro, meso-, and macro levels of interaction and to equilibrate the balance between
contextual factors and internal network elements. The proposed indicators expand on
those of Haupt and Coppola (2019), which were, however, represented entirely within
the structural and functional network dimensions. Further developing upon Haupt and
Coppola’s work better serves the objective of identifying how networks work
empirically, while also acknowledging the specificity of their functionality in the
cultural sector.
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TN Structural dimension

TN Development dimension TN Functional dimension

TN Processual dimension

Figure 7 TN Dimensions and Indicators. Source: Author

The chart below provides an overview of the different indicators, their description,
modalities for measurement and correspondence with the diverse dimensions. To
begin with, here it is shown how the proposed four dimensions expand upon Haupt

and Coppola’s seven indicators:

The structural dimension is composed of indicators: 2. Spatial organisation and reach, 3.
Governance, 4. Partnership, 5. Rules of engagement, 7. Typologies of member cities
(in Haupt and Coppola 2019).

The functional dimension_corresponds to indicator number 6. — form of member support
(Haupt and Coppola 2019) — but it has been articulated on three different levels: the
European, member and local levels.

The processual dimension seeks to capture interactive and dynamic processes such as
learning, innovation and framing (for comparison see 1. thematic focus — Haupt and
Coppola 2019).
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The development/genesis dimension provides evidence of the period in which networks
evolve and it is relevant for gaining a better understanding of network development,
since ‘the institutional genesis of the TNs is reflected in their governance design’
(Haupt and Coppola 2019, 130). Overall, the four proposed dimensions are intended
to offer a more comprehensive framework for revealing network internal dynamics
and for overcoming the fact that ‘networks are predominantly legitimized based on the
results they achieve, not the processes through which they are reached’” (Haupt and
Coppola 2019, 127). Consequently, the new set of indicators sheds light on internal
processes and serves the following analytical and operational purposes:

e Drawing a TN typology for the cultural sector

e Designing a TN self-assessment tool

4.4.2 A New Set of Indicators

The following section illustrates the twelve newly proposed indicators (see
scheme below), for which the conceptualisation has been developed by expanding on
Haupt and Coppola's work. Each indicator will be discussed in detail with references
from the academic literature combined with an in-depth review of available grey
literature on cultural networks, thus acknowledging both the perspectives of the
networks and the European Commission, notably EACEA — Creative Europe sources
— and the data gathered from the fieldwork and interviews.
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New set of Indicators

Dimension Indicator Definition Literature How to measure
Spatial operational scale (global, Location of Headquarter, Sec- Location of Executive Office; pres-
reach and regional); internal articulation as | retariat (Bush 2015) + network ence of dislocated local branches.

i i to operate this scale.’ (Haupt administrative organization (Long Brussels - elsewhere
organization | gcoppola2019) and Krause 2020).
1. Spatial reach and organization
(Haupt and Coppola 2019)
Governance presence of a major founding 3. Governance (Haupt & Coppola elected leadership (Boards of
w and funding institutions; exist- 2019); network administrative or- Directors and President) + other
o ence of a collective body taking | ganization (Long and Krause 2020) | representative bodies + strong
2 decisions.’(Haupt &Coppola secretariat = Strong governance /
5 2019) not elected leadership + informal
e § Secretariat = Weak Governance
o
= Membership Type of member; degree of het- | Busse 2008; Geist and Howlett N° of Members
@ erogeneity; size of membership | 2013; 5. rules of engagement & 7. Large Memebrship
typologies of member cities (Haupt | Medium membership
and Coppola 2019) Small Membership
Partnership existence and breadth of inter 4. Partnership Haupt & Coppola N* of Partenship
TMCN collaborations; existence | 2019; Long and Krausse 2020 Strong partnership
and breadth of partnerships and > 6 regular partners
kinds of partners involved. Weak partnership
‘(Haupt &Coppola 2019) < B regular partners
Overall TN EACEA 39/2016; EUNIC 2020 identifiable TN long-term (4-3
Objetives yeait)-opjacives
3 forms of funding and organisa- 6. form of support of member - N° and quality of capacity buildin
Member’s g 9 P ty g
Services tional support; forms of peer-to- | (Haupt & Coppola 2019) activities
z peer and networking practic- Strong
o] es.’(Haupt &Coppola 2019) Weak
-
% European Loblova 2018; 6. form of support of | N® and quality
S Institution member - (Haupt & Coppola 2019) | of advocacy action
TR ) Strong
Services Weak
Local Zeppel 2012; Hakelberg 2014; treaceable changes in local cultur-
Busch 2015; Busch, Bendlin, al practices, politics, policy
cont?x‘ Fenton 2018 Strong
Services Weak
Learning Radaelli and Dunlop 2013, 2014, Deep Learning
2017,2019 Thin Learning
Insiderness Maloney, Jordan, McLaughlin 1994 | N° of attended EC events, policy
in Pritorni 2021 consultation and other mechan-
sims (OMC, Voice of Culture)
Innovation the successful production, Dente and Coletti 2011 different dimensions of innova-
] assimilation and exploitation tion: a)TN agenda innovation, b)
7)) p g
w of novelty in the economic and process innovation, ¢) product
o social spheres’ (EC 1994) (activities) innovation and d) com-
g munication (internal and external)
o innovation
Openess N° of activities and resouces
offered to non members
Thematic Operationalization of EU cultural | see framing - ; 1. Thematic focus — | N° of TN terms quoted in EU
focus policy priorities (Haupt and Coppola 2019); media cultural policies and projects
coverage - Bindenzkrantz 2021 Strong Allignment
Weak Allignment
e Autonomy I % of EU funds in total TN budget
L
=
8 EU funds Timeframe of received EU I N* of years of EU funds
B | funding
w !
E Genesis initiated or lauched by " Bottom-up initiated
(a] Top down initiated
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4.4.3 Use and Limits

Most of the network research agenda has developed through strong
structuralist imprinting; this approach has also influenced evaluation studies on the
field ‘that examine the consequences of networks (as) typically consistent with the
structuralist agenda’ (Borgatti and Foster 2003), where the direction of causality was
rather clear: network structure causes specific outcomes — structure versus function. This
strand was followed by a second wave of literature that focused increasingly on agency.
Over time, by applying the three main approaches consolidated within network
research — structuralist, functionalist organisational and institutionalist — the causal
links have been put into question through the analysis of explanatory mechanisms, and
this shift was also reflected in the evaluation phase. Network analysis was developed
(Kilduff and Tsai 2003; Borgatti and Foster 2003) for the majority by exploring
linkages and social relationships (Keast and al. 2004). However, increasingly
acknowledging the empirical complexity called into question the linear relationship
between variables, leading to an understanding that the ‘combinations of variables ...
may have multiplier effects” (Koliba 2013, 99). Consequently, new ways of evaluating
and new approaches opened up for network assessment. In this still evolving branch
of studies, the set of new indicators was proposed as a way to break down the network
concept using specific attributes and analytical guidelines; on the potential of
indicators, an advisor working at EACEA has reported as follows:

‘T was very keen on this notion of the indicators because it's very good for planning and
the putting your own [networks] activities into perspective. You [as a network| know
what you can do and what you cannot, you know which is the target [of your activities],
how far you [as a network] can go with the work that you do, considering the means that
you have. Because what I see is that there is a complete lack of understanding about what
an indicator is and how to evaluate their job [networks]’. (A. R. interview)

The new set of indicators explained below is an attempt to provide a comprehensive
view on networks, by taking into consideration both the criteria and evaluation
methods employed by EACEA as well as the ones developed by the network
themselves. The analysis of the possible combinations of the diverse indicators is
discussed in Chapter 6, where a self-assessment model is proposed. In this chapter,
each indicator is discussed separately, and we need to highlight that, due to the highly
qualitative feature of the data gathered (mostly through interviews and participant
observation), challenges to a comparative treatment of the data have been
encountered, but our observations provide relevant material to advance and
empirically produce sound scientific propositions.
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4.5 Discussion of Different Indicators

In this section, each of the twelve newly proposed indicators is discussed in
detail: based on the literature, empirical examples of the 28 Creative Europe grant-
supported networks are examined in order to validate or refute the analytical

hypothesis laid in academic studies.

4.5.1 Spatial Reach and Organisation

This indicator is proposed in Haupt and Coppola’s work (2019) as follows:
‘spatial reach and organization’ are defined as the ‘operational scale (global, regional)’
in which a network acts and the ‘internal articulation as to operate this scale’ (Haupt
and Coppola 2019, 129). The spatial reach, Global or European, is often used as one
of the two axes, together with membership, around which network typologies are
constructed. ‘Organisation’ indicates, more precisely, ‘a formal infrastructure for such
an organization to be understood as a TMCN, namely, a Headquarters or Secretariat
and further offices’ (ibid.).

In this section we provide an overview of how the 28 Creative Europe Networks
spatially organise: 1) Opganisation is intended in terms of Executive Office/NAO
Network Administrative Office (Long and Krause 2019) location, 2) Spatial reach is
understood as a more comprehensive geographical reach in terms of membership and
dislocated offices branches.

As outlined by Bush (2015) and summarised by Haupt and Coppola (2019), networks
need to achieve a certain degree of ‘institutionalization and formalization’ and ‘a formal
status and infrastructure’ (staff, offices and headquarters) to operate as a network. The
establishment of headquarters is part of this formalisation process and their location
is often in line with network strategic development and legacy.

From the analysis of the 28 TN, two major tendencies regarding Headquarter location
can be identified: first, the establishment of a network Office (independent from the
membership), often located in Brussels due to the proximity to the European
Institutions, and second, an Office based in a member organisation for the purpose of
ensuring proximity to the membership and the Presidency. From our analysis it
emerges that most of the Cultural Network Headquarters are located in Brussels as
independent offices (see map at the end of this section). This location is chosen due
to its proximity to European Institutions and other transnational networks for
networking and advocacy purposes. TN Offices are aggregated in Brussels around two
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main areas of the city: next to the European Institutions (axis Arts-Loi — Louise), and
predominantly at Gallerie Ravenstein and at the Kaaitheater building. On a more
detailed level, Gallerie Ravenstein is located in a strategic position between the
European Institutions and Bozar, one of the main cultural organisations in the city,
and hosts the offices of CAE, EUNIC and ENCC. Kaaitheater, one of the main
theatre venues, is instead the seat of performing arts networks such as IETM, EFA
and Pearle, and is located at the junction between the city centre and the north. It is
often apparent that office locations bear witness of strategic choices behind network
development and legacy. For example when EFA (European Festival Association) was
founded in 1952, the office was based in Geneva in Switzerland, a neutral country
during the Cold War era. In 2004, the EFA Office was then moved to Ghent along
with the European Cultural Foundation, since the NGO was registered in Belgium and

began to receive FEuropean Grants (Culture Programme) in  2000.
In 2008, the EFA acted as the initiator of the European House of Culture (House of
Culture. EU), an overarching project intended to provide a physical working space for
cultural networks in Brussels, where collaborations and synergies among the networks
would converge in a more strongly integrated voice for the sector. This seat was
supposed to be located in Flagey, a Brussels-based arts and cultural venue. However,
this initiative has not been implemented as planned; and in 2014, the EFA Office
moved to KaaiTheater to benefit from the proximity to other performing arts TN, as

the Secretary general explains:

‘the [network] founding members represented the idea of uniting Europe in a way of
pushing forward the European integration process based on cultural and artistic values.
And so the idea to base ourselves [EFA] in Switzerland, together with European Cultural
Foundation, since we shate the founding fathers and Switzerland offers the occasion to
bring together festivals from both sides of the Iron Curtain. And so since 2002, (...)
Europe became more integrated with new members joining, in 2004 EFA moved its office
to Brussels, because this is what made sense politically and according to its ambition
and also financially, because at that point it was the first time that EFA diversified its
income and not only based its turnover on membership fees, but also on public
funding, which was not the case before. This allowed us also to organise extra activities
that were not just a General Assembly and a newsletter to members, (...) it would allow
us to develop a training program. [In Brussels the intention was to create the European
House of Culture with] the European allies, for kind of political advocacy work and so
forth, is a network itself with a mandate for its own, as a network and a responsibility as

other networks on a European level’. (K. D. interview)

While the majority of networks move their offices to Brussels for advocacy and
representation purposes, other networks decide to locate their headquarters in other
locations, as a choice often reflecting strategic, organisational, economic (national and
local funding allocation), and technical issues. The examples of Europa Nostra in The
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Hague, Circostrada in Paris, European Theatre Convention in Berlin, Trans Europe
Halles in Lund, Eurozine in Vienna, Europa Cantat in Bonn are illustrated below to
provide an overview of the reasons behind these choices.

Europa Nostra has its historical seat in The Hague, but in 2018 opened a new branch
office in Brussels to work specifically on EU policies and advocacy, as well as EU-
related activities — in short to diversify network actions, as the Head of Advocacy
explains:

‘There is one office in The Hague, which is the headquarters and one is in Brussels. So, of
course, what we do here in Brussels is very much linked with EU policy and EU
institutions’. (L. A. O. interview)

Europa Cantat has been based in Bonn since its establishment, also due to the
additional funds the network receives from the German Youth Ministry and the City
of Bonn. Eurozine is based in Vienna since it is co-financed by the Austrian
Government. Moreover, this geographical position cleatly reflects the network's goal
of operating as a cultural bridge to Eastern Europe, which the network Editor in Chief
illustrates in his answer to the question: why is the office based in 1V ienna?:

‘(..) because there is Central Europe consists of one country and one country only:
that is Austria and everything else is, you know, the historical domains and the West. But
informally speaking, this [the network| developed in the late 90s when these then yet
informal meetings were shaping into something more regular and something beyond a
group of professional friends which developed initially in the 80s. And this was in the
middle point for a network that is very much focused on Eastern Europe and had a
strong dedication to represent the eastern part of Europe. (...)” (R. K. P. interview)

Trans Burope Halles was founded at Les Halles Schaerbeek in Brussels, but later
moved its offices to Lund, Sweden in 2006. In so doing, new partnerships and funding
schemes with the city of Lund were established; the municipality of Lund supported
the expansion of the TEH Office by offering a more appropriate space and additional
funds. This location, though, causes the TEH to design activities more in line with
local expectations, as the network Secretary General reports:

‘the city of Lund has a big role in the business model of TEH for two reasons. Our
office is located there and they give us also great support every year. The network moved
to Lund in 2006. We have been gradually funding help, helping us with funding. Last year
when the office grew so much, we went from four people to 10, we needed to move our
office and we stayed in Lund, they help us to find a new office also with another cultural
partner, a museum. We got around eighty thousand euros per year from the city of Lund,
this is partially to finance this new office because it was too expensive for us. (...) They
like that the network is there’. (M. R. interview)
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Other cases, such as Circostrada and the European Theatre Convention, are based in
their member organisations. Circostrada - the Network of Circus and Street Art - at
Artecena — the Centre national des arts du cirque, de la rue et du theatre in Paris; this
choice has also administrative repercussions since the network is technically
considered a project of Artecena:

‘Since 2003 ARTCENA, Centre national des arts du cirque, de la rue et du theatre in Paris
coordinates [the] Circostrada Network. The network does not have an independent
legal structure, technically it is a project of ARTCENA. The Secretariat of the
Network is composed of three staff members, employed directly by ARTCENA and
coordinating the International Development Department’. (S. S. interview)

The ETC - European Theatre Convention - is based in the Deutsches Theater in
Berlin. The location is linked with network genesis and current strategic decision, since
Berlin is considered an optimal geographical position (between East and West), and a
city that effectively represents the theatre scene. Moreover, this choice was made in
order to maintain strong proximity between the network office and its members:

“This [office based in a member organisation: the Deutsches Theater in Betlin] was a
decision that we took consciously some years ago to position our network in the centre
of Europe strategically between the east and the west, the north and the south, and
also reaching it in terms of where our membership is based, as we have a lot of members
in Eastern and Southern and Eastern Europe. And yes, so it was a very geographical and
geopolitical strategic decision.” (H. W. interview)

The ETC Secretary General explains the very careful decision of not having based their
office in Brussels as follows:

“This was a very reflected decision. But I think also, given the fact that our core activity is
theatre and we are very much also Members Driven Network, a very artistic driven
network, we felt it was of advantage for the network to be close to where our members
are. And Berlin is also a very theatrical city and we are based right in the building of the
Deutsches Theater. So we get embedded in our members. And we rented [the office
space] so it is considered also a separate organisation but embedded there. Benefiting using

the synergies of our membership and also with the infrastructures’. (H. W. interview)

Finally, a minority of networks do not have any physical office space, for only their
legal basis is hosted by one of their member organisations, as the European Jazz
Network general manager clarifies:

‘We have a physical place in Pantin (Paris) where [the network] is hosted by one of our

members Banlieues Bleues. And we ate going there every 2 / 3 time per year. But
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everything is online. We started ten years ago to store documents on Google Drive or
Dropbox, etc. and then we started to use Zoom’. (G. T. interview)

In addition, as mentioned at the beginning of the section ‘spatial reach and
organisation’ is also defined as the ‘operational scale (global, regional)” in which a
network performs and therefore the ‘internal articulation as to operate this scale’
(Haupt and Coppola 2019). A recognised challenge within networks is how to operate
on a wide spatial scale, mostly European, with the attendant decentralising issues,
concerns and activities among diverse localities across their membership. Several
attempts have been employed to foster local anchoring with decentralised hubs
through local, regional and national branches. Different networks, such as CAE,
EUROPA NOSTRA, IETM, TEH, EUNIC and ADCE put in place diverse strategies
such as the following: country representatives (i.e. Country Representatives of
EUROPA NOSTRA), local clusters (i.e. EUNIC), National Union Membership (i.e.
ADCE_ national clubs), local, regional bottom-up initiated hubs (i.e. IETM Multi-
location Plenary session, and independent hubs) and regional hubs for specific TN
activities (TEH Nordic Hub — regional subnetwork of Trans Europe Halles for
advocacy and exchange with the Baltic Region).

For example, Europa Nostra has a long history of setting local branches across Europe
and beyond, wherein the decentralised governance is built on a voluntary basis in order
to address specific local needs, as a Europa Nostra national delegation representative
explicates:

‘Europa Nostra has been functioning through country representative organisations for
a long time, for example, Italia Nostra exists for decades. There are many different Europa
Nostra local branches. Europa Nostra in Serbia is one of the most recent ones, it was
founded in 2007’. (V. K. interview)

The EN national representative governance is built with professionals offering their

work on a voluntary basis, as the professional clarifies:

‘There is no funding from Europa Nostra to support the wotk of the local country
representations, which means that these country representations are run by ‘older’
professionals, who are retired and have time to support Europa Nostra activities’. (V. K.

interview)

The mission of FEuropa Nostra Serbia provides a clear example of how network
activities are supported, in the Balkan region, with the goal of addressing specific
regional needs, such as including civil society organisations in the heritage sector,
countering the tendency in Southeast Europe towards strong institutional structures
in the cultural field, as the expert explains:
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‘The idea was to have to support EN activities throughout the Balkans because there was
no other country representative in all of the former Yugoslavia and Albania. So the idea
was to support the scheme of the awards and endanger heritage, to offer training and help
the knowledge transfer between different practices, and professional practices across
Europe and Serbia, to advocate for this idea that cultural heritage is the right of every
citizen. And in the case of Serbia, where the heritage protection sector is very
institutionalised and very hierarchical, Europa Nostra Serbia has been one of the really
rare civil society organisations that professionally deal with heritage’. (V. K. interview)

Another decentralized strategy is proposed by the EUNIC which developed a well-
defined action plan of dispersing local clusters to enhance bottom-up approaches in
order to raise local network accountability. In order to intensify collaboration on the
ground, the Network Manager for EUNIC Cluster explains how the network
increasingly become a cluster network, in which he cluster develops a local strategy and

involves local parmers (interview):

‘EUNIC has started as network in 2006 with six members: Cultural Institutes at the
headquarters level. But this idea of collaboration on the ground has been something that
has been going since long, colleagues and branches and cultural institutions have been
cooperating on joint initiatives, and it has been always looking at the idea of a more
multilateral rather than bilateral sense [of collaboration]. (...) And of course, not all
EUNIC members have representations around the wotld. (...) So the idea is to use the
network as a cluster network, as a representation of other members that might not have
as many representations of the world. (...) Generally, what I see now is more of a bottom-
up process: basically, to bring colleagues together and facilitate this process of starting
a bottom-up activities. (...) So, the cluster essentially does not have a legal presence, it
is more of a formalised cooperation. But there is a process where the cluster develops
alocal strategy and involves local partners. So there are some sets to follow for the creation
of the Clustet’. (S. B. interview)

For ADCE, the purpose of decentralisation — creating national clubs — consists of
maintaining a balance between the European and local levels, as the Secretary General

states:

‘this is one of our strengths because thanks to our members, we have very good knowledge
about what is happening in every country. (...) But at the same time, they [the national
clubs| are very focused on a local level. So, for them somehow Europe is like a bit far
away from them because they act very locally because they have their members’. (M. S.
interview)

To conclude, decentralisation highlights more generally how membership engagement
is relevant to ensuring network legitimacy, as a network policy advisor reports:
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I think a good legitimacy indicator is also exactly this kind of decentralised hubs. If
they come alive by themselves, national or regional groups when the members start to
organise and do things together.” (E. P. interview)

To sum up, from the proposed overview two main tendencies of spatial reach and
organisations can be outlined: the first with independent offices (see NAO in Long
and Krauss 2019) based in Brussels, or with offices located in network member
organisations, often located outside of Brussels; the second an increase tendency to
spatial decentralization. Based on the literature reviewed on this aspect, it can be
argued that there is a correlation between network advocacy capacity and the spatial
locations of the individual headquarters — for which the networks located in Brussels
would have a stronger advocacy capacity and political agency and therefore a stronger
influence in political terms, due to the proximity to EU institutions and to the other
networks. However, some of the cases examined (see: NEMO, ETC — Berlin — and
TEH — Lund) call this binary assumption into question. In fact, both NEMO and ETC
(even though have their headquarters based in Berlin) rely on their consolidated
advocacy agency established over time, which allows them to maintain their office
locations outside of Brussels in response to other needs, such as national and local
funding schemes and membership representation. Moreover, the case of TEH shows
a more particular example in terms of the correspondence advocacy — the
headquarters’ location. In fact, the increased advocacy capacity of the network depends
on the alignment between the EU cultural policy priorities and the network’s
experimental discourse and practices, rather than on the office's geographical position.
For other cases, however, moving the network office to Brussels would still represent
an opportunity to learn from the EU cultural policy environment as well as from other
networks, and therefore increase the network’s political agency. This was the intention
of the EDN office when it moved from Barcelona to Brussels in 2019.

Another relevant aspect of spatial configuration is decentralisation as a strategy for
ensuring a balance between the European level and local grounding and securing
membership legitimacy. As explained, since decentralised hubs are often bottom-
up/member-initiated (i.e. IETM, EUNIC) or based on voluntary work (Europa
Nostra National Representatives), such decentralisation implicitly reveals the degree
of member engagement. Having mapped out the different strategies behind the choice
of headquarter locations, we can finally argue that ‘spatial reach and organisation’
significantly reflect the network's historical development and legacy, while
simultaneously indicating upcoming network strategies.
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4.5.2 Governance

This indicator is proposed as such in Haupt and Coppola’s work (2019),
wherein ‘governance’ is defined as ‘the presence of a major founding and funding
institution and the existence of a collective body taking decisions’ (Haupt and Coppola,
2019, 129). More generally, networks arose on the one hand as a means of widening
participation in policy-making, but on the other these structures have been also
intended as a way to endanger democratic legitimation in decision-making processes.
Indeed, the literature saw networks as ‘bottom-up governance structure’/‘self-
governance’ (Kern and Bulkelely 2009) amounting to a ‘closed elite’ circle in

policymaking processes.
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In the current work, governance is understood as the sum of mechanisms put in place
to ensure democracy and participation of the membership, which it is then reflected
in the degree of ownership and accountability of a network. Long and Krause (2019)
have updated this debate, by emphasising the role of the Network Administrative
Organisation — NAO — as a fundamental broker between members and strategies in
the governance structure. In fact, networks evolved from self-governance mechanisms
to a rather centralised hub of competence and knowledge — NAO — which thus calls
for membership accountability and representation. The NAO is defined as a
‘managerial body to which member actors delegate the organisational responsibilities
of facilitating the network-wide development of new approaches and strategies for
tackling complex policy problems. NAOs operate the organisational infrastructure and
broker relationships between actors within the network and external partners’ (Provan
and Milward 2001). Networks become increasingly formalised with the creation of a
central administrative organisation, where knowledge, information and competencies
— financial, political, administrative, and sectorial — are aggregated and tasks are
handled on a day-to-day basis. In this kind of centralisation, though, the issue of
membership participation has been challenged.

Based on the literature two main models of governance can be outlined: strong governance
can be understood as an elected, rotating leadership (Boards of Directors and
President), combined with the presence of other representative bodies (i.e.
Committees, Working Groups) and a strong Secretariat — NAO (number of staff
members — 4 to 15 — and professional competences). Weak governance can be regarded
as an unelected, non-rotating leadership, an informal Secretariat (number of staff
members 1 to 3), and an absence of representation mechanisms. In this sub-section,
diverse governance models of the 28 Creative Europe networks are discussed, thus
providing an overview ranging from strong to weak governance.

Strong governance is composed of an elected Board of Directors with a President and
an Executive body — NAO. The Board of Directors (ranging from 6 to 12
professionals from the sector, each representing a member organisation) is elected and
rotated as prescribed in the Association Legal Status (voting and election take place
during the General Assembly). The Executive Office — NAO — ranges from 1 to 13
staff, the positions included are generally the following: Secretary General (or Network
Manager), Policy Manager, Communications Manager, Events Manager, Project
Manager, Operations Manager and Administrator depending on the type of the
network strategy. Additionally, networks put in place further governance mechanisms,
such as Committees, Advisory Boards, Working Groups, etc, in order to engage their
members directly in specific issues without intermediary bodies.
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NETWORK STRUCTURE

Secretariat
Secretary General
Program Manager

Communication
Policy

Board of Directors
President
Secretary
Treasurer

Members Members Members Members Members

Figure 8 Network Structure. Source: Author

Based on our observations, it may be argued that historical networks with wider
membership (CAE, NEMO, EMC, AEC, ETC, EUROPA NOSTRA, ACE, EFA,
IETM, ENCACT) tend to have stronger governance. Therefore, a well-established
Secretariat with specific professional competences, a higher number of staff (6 to 13),
a legacy of know-how and management and formal and informal cross-collaboration
among other network’s Boards of Directors (see Board interlocks literature Mizruchi
1996 in Borgatti 2003). The latter is referred to as ‘an overarching informal meta-
network’” (Long and Krause 2019, 2) and it will be discussed in detail under the
indicator ‘partnership’.

The Association Européenne des Conservatoires, Académies de Musique et
Musikhochschulen — AEC - is a historical network funded in 1953 that gained a strong
political agency in 1999 as a result of the Bologna Reform; it is a very good example
of a Strong Governance network with a well-established NAO, steered Working
Groups and a well-defined partnership culture, as reported by the Secretary General:

e President and Vice President
e Council (composed of twelve members elected for three years)
e Executive Committee — Chief Executive Officer

e TN Executive Office (7 s
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e taff members)

e 8-10 Thematic Working Groups (composed of 4 to 8 members, selected through calls
launched by the NAO): Early Music, Digitisation, Artistic research, International

Relations

e The AEC Chief Executive Officer is a Board Member of the CAE — Culture Action
Europe.
The AEC President is a Board Member of the EMC — the European Music Council.

“The governance of the association is done by elected voluntary agency representatives of
eighty member institutions. They are mostly senior managers, directors, or former
directors of higher education institutions. And they are elected to a Council which consists
of twelve persons. Out of this council and the executive committee a president and vice
president are selected. These are decision-making bodies, and sometimes I compare the
structure a little bit with a national government. I would say the council is a parliament,
that this executive committee is the government, and all that out of that government, you
have a president. And, as Chief Executive Officer, I am also part of this executive
committee, but not as it was a right to vote. So to say that makes it independently
somehow that the office is doing the operational, day by day job, running projects,
managing members, doing advocacy that is more or less providing courses and training
and this kind of things that our daily business’. (S. G. interview)

Hence, wide membership, elected representative bodies, complementary governance
mechanisms, and well-structured NAOs feature a strong governance network, whereas
instead smaller membership, a more informal executive office, and recent EU grants
are the attributes of a weak governance network. Literature has argued that high-profile
networks, similar in features to strong governance networks infer a stronger level of
effectiveness (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 136). However, our observations point out
that the weak governance networks, due to their limited formalisation, often maintain
bottom-up or self-governance characteristics, which lead to setting up innovative
mechanisms to engage directly with their members beyond the representative bodies.

This is the case of AMATEO, the European Network for Active Participation in
Cultural Activities, which explicitly strives to maintain a degree of informality in its
governance structure and office through the following strategy: in addition to the three
staff members employed in the office, twenty people working in member organisations
are involved in daily network administration duties (finance, communications,
research, innovation, awards, sales). This approach attempts to create a governance
that is more evenly distributed, innovative and democratic, as the network coordinator

points out:

“The structure in itself is an experiment, as is because our network is interested in active
participation in culture. So it is about participatory and voluntary objectivity. So to some
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extent, out structure mirrors those values. When Amateo began twelve years ago, it was
created among a group of European agencies in different countries who wanted to
increase the support available from Europe for this kind [patticipatory approaches in
culture and art] of work’. (J. T. interview)

‘the project [the network] has me as a coordinator. And I have somebody who helps with
finance and somebody who helps with communications. The secretariat has changed.
There are five teams and each team develops a strand of our wotk. So the five
strands have been communications, research, innovation, awards and sales always
done this from day one, and research, communications, and courses, conferences. So each

team has a team leader and three members’

“Thus, I called this very distributed, as it is a very structured, distributed team of twenty
people, which has been an interesting challenge so far. So I am appointed to overview,
but the team of 20 are all most people who are working for our member organisations.
Also, the team leader as well, although sometimes one or two people are also freelancers
who sometimes work but are not able to solve all the jobs in that way. And this is both
the way to have a distributed structure and a democratic way. It is a way to share
learning and experience across the network. But also what happens is that we have to find
20 percent of the funding from other sources. [Experimentation in the budget] So if
someone from an organisation in Croatia is in one of our teams, we only pay 80 percent
of the time and the organisation gives 20 percent of the time. So this is how we do the co-
funding’. (J. T. intetview)

In other smaller and more experimental networks, such as EDN — European
Dancehouse Network — direct member engagement is constantly maintained in a vivid
and rather informal way: the members directly design the network's activities during
the General Assemblies or contribute to the drafting of strategic development through
Working Group participation, as the President reports:

‘(...) we have a weekly board meeting. Each board member has different specificity, meaning
that someone is more in link with the TN activities (Atelier), someone is linked with the office.

Someone is more linked with the administration’. (L. M. interview)

Eurozine — Network of European cultural Journals — instead strives to operate as a
decentralised structure as possible, by engaging contributing independent editors,
translators, reviewers, and authors in the network decisions. To this aim, three
different Boards of Directors were set as the Editor in Chief reported:

* Advisory Board (founding members of Eurozine)
* Editorial Board (current editor of partner journal) — curatorial content

* Board of Trustees (former member of Editorial Board) — governance and network strategy
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The Eurozine Editor in Chief explains their attempt to ‘try to be less centralised than
a membership organisation’ as follows:

‘They [the external collaborators] are involved in the governance (...), defining our [the
network] activities and managing our projects, and (...) their oversight over our work, too.
So we shape our projects together with them’.

‘We do not want this work [the network]| without them. This is focused very much on
representing them and connecting them to ourselves and each other. If you ask about the
difference between membership and partnership, I would say that we try to be less
centralised than a membership organisation, which would be we should all [the
members| be connected through a centre to some extent. (...) But the idea is that they [the
members, partners and external collaborators] should have a life connection with each
other and not just us’. (R. K. P. interview)

To sum up, even if the literature has outlined a possible correspondence between
strong governance and increased network effectiveness (Haupt and Coppola 2019,
135), our analysis puts forward further interpretative directions.

From our observations it emerges that strong governance networks have reached a
higher level of formalisation, and their governance mechanisms are based on member
representativeness, rather than direct participation. By contrast, weak governance
networks strive to maintain a certain degree of informality, which allows them to easily
engage TN members in TN activities and decision-making processes. Despite the
higher level of informality, these structures strive to maintain or reactivate bottom-up
and self-governance mechanisms in order to operate in a more decentralised manner.
Hence, it can be argued that even if the stronger governance model is structurally
composed of a highly representative body which often has the capacity to deliver more
formalised outcomes, weaker network governance reflects the initial feature of
‘bottom-up governance structure’ / ‘self-governance’ (Kern and Bulkelely 2009); and
these structure often provide the opportunity to trigger and experiment innovative
processes of membership representation and inclusion.

4.5.3 Membership

Membership has been widely discussed in the network literature and has been
often considered — together with ‘spatial reach’— as an axis for around which the
network typology can be constructed (Busse 2008; Giest and Howlett 2013; Gerristen
2016). Busse (2008) addressed the regional scope and number of members as a means
of identifying the main divide between high-profile and in-depth networks (Giest and
Howlett 2013), a divide that is primarily based on member interactions. High-profile
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networks ‘raise awareness for one issue, but often fail to implement substantial
policies’, while in-depth networks are defined by intense cooperation with less
publicity, but also limited scope’ (Giest and Howlett 2013, 350 in Haupt and Coppola
2019, 128). Haupt and Coppola (2019) attempt to discuss this binary understanding,
by proposing a more pertinent differentiation between exclusive elite and inclusive
mass networks. This latter typological divide is based entirely on the membership
attributes: the ‘rules of engagement’ rather than member density and/or interaction.
The difference consists of ‘exclusive networks as characterized by a competitive
application and selection process with a limited number of members permitted to join
the TMCN or by having a minimum population as a membership condition. By
contrast, (...) inclusive mass networks are open to all kinds of municipalities and there
are no specific or strict selection criteria. Consequently, they have a much higher
number of more heterogeneous members compared to exclusive networks’ (ibid.).
Thus, the difference between exclusive elite and inclusive mass networks is built
primarily around membership accessibility. Given that membership composition is
relevant to understanding how a network operates and what the expected outcomes
are, two indicators out of seven have been proposed in Haupt and Coppola’s work
(2019) for the analysis of TMCNSs as follows:

5) rules of engagement — commitments implied by the membership on behalf of the
members — rules and mechanisms presiding over membership access.

7) typologies of member cities — incidence of certain types of cities as defined by the
GAwC ranking. This indicator depicts TIN representativeness, and it can be further
sub-divided into homogeneous or diverse types of membership (Haupt and
Coppola 2019, 129).

Based on Haupt and Coppola’s findings, they argued that inclusive mass networks tend
to be associated with having a stronger influence on supra-national organisations — the
clearest case is represented by EU-related networks — that mobilise TMCNSs ‘as critical
tools for public policy implementation’ (ibid. 136). Our analysis questions this
assumption and strives to shed light on how membership accessibility, composition,
typology and engagement operate in the cultural sector. In this subsection, the two
following aspects related to the membership are investigated: a) the number of members
(small, medium, large size), and b) member #pologzes.

a) Membership dimension

A distinction between small, medium and large membership is proposed, based on the
data acquired of the 28 Creative Europe networks:
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Small size networks consist of networks with a membership ranging from 20 to 80
members: LIVE DMA: 20 national association of music venues in 16 countries +
associated members; ECSA: 61 National Association of Composers or Song Writers
/ Unions; EDN: 43 Dance Houses; ACE 43 Member Organisations representative
bodies; ETC: 40 publicly funded theatres in 25 countries with full membership, most
of them belonging either to the ministries, directly financed by public budgets at the
municipal or national level, and associate membership is open to any cultural
organisation with an interest in contemporary theatre creation; AMATEO: 51
members composed of representative associations (national, regional, local)
encouraging active participation in culture (i.e. Community Choreus, Youth Theatre
Groups, Heritage) — state funded NGO / in Eastern European Countries are
frequently national bodies that encourage active participation in culture; EMC — 74 of
which  European Networks, National Music Council (consultancy body) and
Specialised Organisation; EFA — Members — festivals Collective and Affiliated
Members (17); ENCC: 62 full members and associated members; EUROZINE: 76
partners (cultural journal) and 14 associated members.

Medium size networks consist of a membership ranging from 80 to 200 members: TEH:
129; CAE: 150 between national networks/associations, transnational networks, non-
based membership organisation, individuals; EJN: 160 composed of a) festivals —
different in size b) club — 100 — 300 seats c) national organisation — managed by the
central government, publicly funded foundations, arm-length organizations
(ecosystem); Europa Cantat: 60 national /sub-regional Choral (or Conductor)
organisations/institutions (umbrella organisation) in 29 countries — Not for Profit, 200
Representative of Choral, 200 individuals.

Large size networks consist of networks with a membership ranging from 200 to 4,000
members: AEC: 260 full members and associated members; IETM: over 450
organisations and freelance professionals; Europa Nostra: Member organization
(INGO) —4,000 (among which 12-15 National representation that voluntarily takes the
lead to act as Europa Nostra liaison), Associated Organisation (governmental,
university, cities, municipalities), Individual members — 1,000, Young members (under
30 years old).

This triad offers an initial overview of the 28 TNs membership sizes. However, this
summary is by no means exhaustive, since the membership makeup of each network
is very diverse, and a small-size network can be composed of a membership of
representative associations and unions, and therefore be highly representative of a
sectof.
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Based on our observations, several tendencies in regard of membership can be
identified: along with the growth of the membership, a shift from exclusivity to
inclusivity is evident, from homogenous to heterogeneous type of members. These
changes have enhanced sector representativeness and can also be considered as
responses to the requirements of the Creative Europe 2014-2021 funding scheme
priorities, leading to a greater inclusiveness of networks, as described by one network
Secretary General:

‘in the 1960s and 1970s, it [the membership] was very exclusive and they [the membership]
had to be very good and they had to be approved by their national association. But in the
1990s, we changed that to become inclusive. So, there it is just the office approving of
the membership. They [the members] all have to pay a membership fee, which is also a
solidarity system’. (S. G. interview).

b) Membership typologies

Along with increased diversity in terms of membership type, two main Membership
typologies can be identified in the cultural sector: the first is a sector-based network (i.e.
NEMO — museum organisation, ACE — architects), and the second is an issue-based
network (1.e. On the Move — on artist mobility). It is evident that the Creative Europe
funded networks are predominantly sector-based networks as reported in the official
funding documents (Music, Cultural Heritage and Museums, Theatre — Dance —
Circus, Architecture and Design, Multidisciplinary, EACEA 2017). Despite this
apparent main divide, most of the Creative Europe networks grew in terms of
membership — which often meant diversification in terms of typologies as well. In fact,
along with membership enlargement that reinforced sector representativeness, the
variety of the members expanded with the aim of portraying the different actors of the

cultural value chain as part of the ecosystem.

NEMO’s former President cleatly explains the transformation from a very exclusive
and institutionalised network of National Museum organisations into a more inclusive
structure which opens its access to various actors in the museum sector and value

chain:

NEMO was at the very beginning mostly a network of national museum organisations,
and national associations. And we know that not every country has a National Museum
Association, starting with Italy, which has maybe sectorial museum associations or
scientific museums, local authority museums, contemporary art museums, and so on. (...)
Or if in a country there is not a museum association, it can be a ministry or someone in
actually representing this strongly representing the sectors and then those network
members. And these are umbrella organisations. So organisations that represent more than

one museum, the local committees or other museum networks at the national level, for
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instance, or sectoral level, and then also individual museums. So that was also a big change
to include individual museums to be part of the network. I think I have always been
an advocate of these opening up to as many members as possible, I think is very right
to keep the differentiation between categories because that is important, also when it
comes to voting (...)". (F. B. interview)

However, in order to keep on increasing diversity among the various member types
within internal network dynamics, an internal system of fee and voting gradient was
subsequently established, as described on the NEMO website:

NEMO - Full members: Bodies responsible for museums at national and located in one
of the member countries of the Council of Europe. One full member per country is
permitted; Network members: Organizations representing more than 1 museum (e.g.
ICOM committees, museum umbrella foundations, other museum networks); Individual
organizations: Museums, interest groups, service organizations for museums; Museum-
related businesses Companies that primarily focus on delivering goods and services to the
museum sector. NEMO website?)

In regard to membership typologies, our analysis reveals that TNs, whose membership
was initially rather institutional (i.e. NEMO, ENCC) tend to increasingly include more
independent members, which leads to growth not only in terms of numbers but also
in terms of member typologies and institutional capacity. This has resulted in increased
sector representativeness which portrays the whole cultural ecosystem. This shift has
also been noted in relation to the enlargement of the ENCC — the European network
of Cultural Centres, where the membership has changed from exclusive to national
cultural centres to including independent cultural centres, as one of the Board of
Directors member explains:

‘(...) what is important to understand is that the ENCC changed a lot in 2014 because
before this time for 20 years, it was a network of national networks. So it was a kind of
exclusive society. Only the big sharks, we can say, were inside the network. (...) But it
was a moment that after that change, 1 was eligible to become a board member because
the network understood that the cultural sector changed so much, that we are having like
actors of a different scale. We do not have only the national bodies. We have very local or
independent cultural centres or individuals or a local small cultural centre or small
local networks. ENCC just realises that they [the network] could not do the dame for
another twenty years... (...) Do they make this change?” (P. M. interview)

In the increased diversification of the network membership, the EJN — European Jazz
Network —, as many others, divided its membership into three subcategories: 1)

o /join-us/membership html (accessed on 05/2022)
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festivals of different sizes 2) clubs with 100 — 300 seats 3) national organisations —
managed by the central government, publicly funded foundations, and arm’s-length

organisations, as the network general manager describes:

‘The members are mainly presenters or owners of festivals and clubs in Europe and then
also national organisations. It [the membership| is divided into three main parties,
festivals that are the big venues, big festivals (...), and also all venues that organise more
than one festival inside a theatre. And then we have the clubs that are small venues from
one to the maximum 300 seats. And then we have the national organisations. [Their work
operates as follows:] a musician is wanted by the central governments of each country,
and they help the emerging artists or the whole ecosystem of their country to work abroad.
So, these are the three main typologies’. (G. T. interview)

Further, within an increasingly differentiated membership, diverse interests within the
network have to be acknowledged and cautiously managed by the Executive Office, as

a network manager outlines:

‘From cultural institutions like opera houses, and orchestras to producers and production
companies, to distributors, to public and private broadcasters, to streaming platforms to
collect and to publish. We, in a way, have [tepresent] the whole industry, which makes
it on the one hand, very good and strong because we represent a whole industry. But on
the other hand, of course, we also have competitors in the network and we have a lot of
different interests in the network’. (IK. V. interview)

Indeed the complexity of different member expectations and aspirations have to be
taken into consideration and a trade-off between consensus and conflict has to be
ensured by the network administrative office, as a network Secretary General reports:

“This is a big network, so it is 150/160 members. Of course, it is not thousands of
members, but it is a complex network. You know, we have diverse types of members
from networks, organisations, and individuals. That means that the aspirations and the
expectations that this diverse are completely different. So, to manage this, to be able
to respond and aspirations and to communicate with them on diverse levels. Some of
them are expecting you to be involved in European projects. Some of them expected
expecting us to be advocating for a bigger interest. Some of them just want they just want
to know more about specific topics. To manage all these diverse aspirations and

expectations, you need a strong team’. (T B. interview)

To conclude, the tendency to incrementally widen membership in size and typology —
therefore shifting from an exclusive to inclusive network — has occurred in almost all the
28 Creative Europe granted networks. This process has been further promoted by

Creative Europe funding award criteria, which has rewarded the increase of
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membership both in terms of number and geographical coverage, as diverse networks’
Secretary General reports:

‘But since 2014, there was a boom in membership’. (P. M. interview) ‘I have always been
in favour of widening because, for me, a network is a network if it grows. Otherwise, it is
a small club’. (M. S. interview)

Summing up, the following tendencies have been noticed from our analysis and
hypotheses to be further tested have been laid out:

e Small networks might have stronger direct member engagement and
experimental governance arrangements (i.e. EDN, Amateo).

e Large networks are often featured by stronger sector representativeness and
need for local anchors/subnetwork/territorial reinforcement (i.e. IETM,
EUNIC).

e General tendency: growth in membership — enhanced heterogeneous typology
and representativeness — decrease in direct member engagement and exchange.

Whether or not inclusive networks are more effective (Haupt and Coppola 2019) is a
question that would need to be further discussed with other network complementary
elements. What emerged from our analysis is that some smaller and exv/usive networks
maintain, though, very strong representation due to the fact that their membership is
composed of Unions and institutional bodies (i.e. ECSA, and ACE), and are combined
with a strong Secretariat. These have therefore attained a high degree of effectiveness
both in terms of EU advocacy and local implementation. This result puts into question
the preliminary assumptions previously outlined in the literature. Thus, the divide
between ‘exclusive’ and ‘inclusive’ membership can be employed as rather a useful
means of illustrating a more general shift in network development also in the CCS,
than merely providing assumptions on TN effectiveness.

4.5.4 Partnership

This indicator is proposed in Haupt and Coppola’s work (2019), wherein
‘partnership’ is described as the ‘existence and breadth of inter-TMCN collaborations
and existence and breadth of partnership and kinds of partners involved’ (2019, 129).
In this section, two diverse forms of partnership are outlined: first, formal and informal
partnerships formed at the Executive Offices level (see partnership culture in Haupt and
Coppola 2019), and second, multiple memberships. Both contribute to the shaping of
an ‘overarching meta-network’, which explicitly acknowledges that ‘information and
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influence often extend beyond the bounds of individual networks’ (Long and Kausse
2020, 3).

From our interviews and the data acquired it may be observed that the more a network
is embedded within formal and informal partnerships and within other Creative
Europe-funded Networks and stakeholders, the stronger is its legitimacy within the
European policy community and the cultural sector. Based on the cases examined here,
three diverse forms of partnerships can be outlined: 1) with other Creative Europe
funded networks, 2) with other European networks not funded by Creative Europe
(such as Eurocities, On the Move), 3), with other relevant actors and stakeholders not
strictly related to the European cultural policy environment (such as UNESCO, private

foundations).

Formal and informal partnerships take shape as part of the ongoing exchange of
information and support, as well as through joint activities with convergent purposes
(i.e. policy upscaling, implementation or experimentation). Partnerships often
materialise in concrete outcomes such as policy papers, joint statements, network pilot
activities and EU cooperation projects. All of the partnerships are designed based on
exchange and shared resources, in order to tackle issues (knowledge) and to design
activities (outcomes). In short, establishing different kinds of partnership is a
fundamental part of network strategy, as one network policy advisor emphasises:

T guess it is also very much about the partnerships because you cannot reach everyone
but your members and partners. You can do way more so that the power of partnerships

has not to be underestimated.” (L.A.O. interview)

Below we propose an overview of the 28 Creative Europe granted networks based on
three typologies of partnerships, wherein the shared purpose (aims) and jointly
designed activities (outcomes) of the partnership are also outlined:

1) Partership with Creative Europe networks:

CAE - policy, advocacy purposes, and representation of the cultural sector. Activities:
joint statement, letters, communication campaign.

EMC - policy, advocacy purposes, and representation of the music sector (Music
Moves Europe since 2015).

Europa Nostra — heritage sector.

ENCACT - information exchange and updated overview of European Cultural policy
academic debate.
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Trans Europe Halles (TEH) — information on specific topics (active citizenship, reuse
of industrial buildings, bottom-up policy design, urban labs, etc...). Activities:
innovative projects (Cultural Space and Cities).

ENCC - information on a specific topic such as cultural activities in rural contexts.
Activities: the Working Group on Rural Cultural activities; joint manifesto ‘Beyond
the urban’ (ENCC, IETM, TEH).

2)  Partnership with Networks, not funded by Creative Europe:

On the Move — knowledge and information on specific issues, such as artist mobility.
Joint evaluation processes (with ETC).

Eurocities — policy, knowledge and information on specific issues, such as the
relationship between culture and cities. Activities: Cultural Heritage in Action.

Erinh — policy, knowledge, and information on specific issues, such as the relationship
between culture, cities and regions.

3)  Partnership with external actors:
CAE partnership with
The European Cultural Foundation — knowledge
Europa Nostra's partnership with:
a) Cultural Heritage sector actors:
UNESCO — information and dissemination
Climate Heritage Network — information and dissemination
Global Heritage Funds — information and resources
b) Outside the cultural sector:
The European Investment Bank (founder relation), Private Foundations — resources
NEMO, ENCC, ACE partnership with:

cities (i.e. ECOC, Rjeka 2020) and regions (i.e. Emilia Romagna) — knowledge
exchange and dissemination, experimental implementation activities
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Here a concrete example of how the diverse partnerships take shape is provided with
the European Theatre Convention (ETC):

Pearle — information, outcomes: joint campaign EYCH 2018; project ‘BEuropean
Theatre Academy’

Opera Europa — information, outcomes: joint campaign EYCH 2018
On the Move — knowledge in evaluation purposes

CAE — information, representativeness

ITI Worldwide — representativeness, collaboration

Voice of Culture — information on specific issues: gender, sustainability

Creative Europe Cooperation Project on ‘means for digital theatre creation’ — research
and outcomes

In terms of measurement, a S#rong Partnership can be defined when a network has more
than six regular partnerships, and a Weak Partnership when the ties are less than six. In
relation to the networks examined, Culture Action Europe (CAE) and the European
Music Council (EMC) are the two networks having a stronger partnership with the
other Creative Europe actors. Notably, even if Long and Krause (2020) refer to the
‘overarching informal meta-network considering only the multiple memberships’, the
meta-network can be employed as a valuable framework for depicting informal and
formal partnerships, which are also formed among Creative Europe networks.
Intertwined ties shape the expanded cultural policy epistemic community. The
partnerships at the network level are generally formed based on interdependency of
information, knowledge and skills (resources), by addressing shared purposes (aims),
and the outcomes are often manifested in joint activities. Further research would be
needed to reveal which actors partner with whom, and to visually map out these links.
This search would offer a detailed picture of the meta-network composition by
highlighting the overlapping knots, and the thickness (strong and weak) of ties among
actors. Further, to provide complementary information it would be necessary to map
the partnerships established at the member-level from below as well (see multiple
membership). A graphic visualisation of the data thus gathered would allow us to identify
graphically where knowledge, legitimacy and political agency lie within the complex
epistemic community of EU cultural policy environment.
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4.5.5 TN Objectives

TN objectives are proposed in this work as a general indicator, which can be
defined in terms of what a network aims to achieve within a defined timeframe: the
linkage that occurs between TN core purposes and expected outcomes. In operational
terms, setting up clear TN objectives allows for an effective strategic action framework
to be designed, and for activities to fulfil these objectives. By following a rather
conventional project design and evaluation approach, a causal chain between TN
mission and expected results can be outlined as follows:

TN values and mission -> TN objectives -> outcomes (indicators) -> results and impacts

Long-term and short-term network objectives can be defined as being the first
desirable changes produced over a long-time span through a wider societal frame — the
secondary expected results within a restricted area of interest. The literature offers an
overview of the long-term objectives of advocacy networks as follows:

e Influencing changes in institutional policies, practices, programmes, of

behaviour

e Developing the capacity of civil society organisations and individual citizens to

exercise pressure for change

e Restructuring society so that individuals and groups are involved in decisions
made by other social actors, but which affect them (Wilson — Grau 2007, 2)

Short-term objectives define the expected results within a restricted area of interest,
and the literature mostly provides an overview of the self-declared goals of TMCNs
related to climate change (Fuengfeld 2015):

e Energy Cities network — self-declared goal: ‘to support cities in energy

transition’.

e Climate Alliance — self-declared goal: ‘Reducing greenhouse gas emissions;
supporting indigenous rainforest peoples; conserving the tropical rain forests
and their biological diversity’. (Fuengfeld 2015, 68)
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Based on the data gathered from the cultural networks themselves, an overview of se/f-
declared network objectives is outlined below. This information provides relevant insight
on how the networks perceive their mission, and this information can be then
compared with the objectives expected from the stakeholders involved in the network

governance (i.e. funding bodies).
EMC — European Music Council

e ‘Activating the music sector

e  Strengthening the music sector

e  Connecting with and beyond the music sector’ (EMC interview)
EUROPA NOSTRA:

e Rewarding excellence and good practice

e Heritage at risk — Endangered heritage

e Policy and Advocacy

e Capacity Building in the sector

‘At the beginning, there were so much more rewarding practices and then the advocacy
and the capacity building came at a later stage also to hand, because at the end we are
doing capacity building for our members, but also in terms of advocacy, helping them to
develop their strategy’. (Europa Nostra Interview)

AEC - Architecture European Council:
e promoting a better understanding of architecture and its cultural value,
e promoting quality in the living environment,
e promoting higher levels of education, training, and practice

e ensuring the independence and integtity of the profession and promoting our profession
to the EU and the EU institutions (AEC interview)

‘Our main role is advocacy; (...) to represent the profession to the European institutions
and in particular to try to ensure that any legislation affecting architects was optimised; we
comment on legislation that is been developed by the European Commission’. (AEC

interview)
EUNIC

e at the member level, capacity building, knowledge sharing

e internal capacity building in terms of training and support in order to form joint activities
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e funding mechanism that supports projects on the ground (EUNIC interview)

LIVE DMA
e  Networking
e Empowering member capacity

e  Represent the members and their values with one voice (LIVE DMA interview)

Further, NEMO - the European Network of Museum Organisations - offers an
interesting example of how TN objectives are articulated in the network strategy with

related activities:

Advocacy:

e Dolitical internship

e  DPublication

e Policy recommendations
Cooperation:

e Projects among network members

e Funding Share

e Studies
e Survey
Training:

e NEMO learning exchange
e NEMO International training course
e NEMO Webinars

(M. S. interview)

Setting out long and shorter-term objectives aids in the outlining of network strategy
and the design of coherent activities plan, further it prepares the basis for an
internal/external monitoring and evaluation phase (for which the identification of ad
hoe Performance Indicators (KKPI) can be based on (EUNIC 2020). Thus, the challenge
of setting out clear objectives is related to network features themselves, which are
‘complexity, openness and dynamism’, given that networks operate within
unpredictable and overlayered policy environments (Wilson-Grau 2007).
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4.5.6 Member Services

As discussed in the literature (see Kern and Bulkeley 2009; Leutelt 2010;
Feldman 2012; Bulkeley 2013; Finfgeld 2015) and in reports (CAE 2016; IFACCA
2016), the ability to support members in their diversity is the network's primary
function, as one of the most renown network Secretary Generals clearly states:

‘In terms of our members, we must collect the needs and take care of them. This
dimension of taking care of the members was and is very important inside the network.
And again, we have different situations from the weakness to the strongest of the cultural
ecosystem: from individuals to big institutions and organisations. So individual contact
with the member is fundamental; another important thing is if we can connect them

among themselves and with other relevant external actors’. (I.B. interview)

This indicator is labelled as the form of support of members in Haupt and Coppola’s
work (2019) and is described as follows: ‘forms of funding and organisational support;
forms of peer-to-peer and networking practices and the ratio between the size of staff
and member cities’ (2019, 129). As per our research aims, the indicator has been further
articulated on three different levels: a) direct support of members, b) direct support of
European Institutions, and c) the local context. This section focuses on the direct
support of members and outlines the main related activities.

Grey literature on cultural networks lists the following activities in relation to this
function: Networking, Research and Knowledge sharing, Capacity Building, Advocacy,
and others IFACCA 2016). Based on the empirical data analysed, and compared with
the existent literature, five macro-categories of forms of support can been outlined: 1)
Networking, 2) Knowledge gathering and sharing, 3) Support, 4) Experimentation, and
5) Visibility and Advocacy. For each category, several activities are indicated below:

Networking:

Exchange of Mail

e Internal Newsletter

e Networking event

e Informal Member’s meeting
e General Assembly

e Connect members among each other and with external actors
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Knowledge gathering and sharing:
e  Working Groups on specific themes
e Conference / Panel / Forum
e Survey (ECSA, LIVE DMA, NEMO, EDN)
e Website as a resource platform

e Research Studies

Support:

e Staff Exchange (i.e. peer-to-peer training grant Europa Cantat, EDN, EUNIC,
EFA)

e Grants
e Supporting letters

e Connecting to project partners

Experimentation:

e Pilot project (TEH, EFA)

Raising Visibility and Advocacy:
e Awards (Europa Nostra, ECSA, EJN, ETC)
e Research Report (TEH)
e Drafting advocacy letters (CAE, IETM, NEMO, EMC, ECSA, ACE, EUNIC)

e Campaign (CAE)
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Further, what arose from empirical observation is that in order to better conceptualise network activities, these can
be strategically articulated around thematic clusters that address emerging policy issues (such as sustainability,
gender balance, etc..).

EJN — European Jazz Network - and Europa Cantat clearly depict this tendency, as their network manager and
Secretary general point out:

‘Activities are clustered through thematic lines:
Sustainability activities (research on shifting the paradigm on sustainability with Julie
Bicycle; preparatory action — i.e. how to organise a sustainable tour in Europe by train

instead of an airplane — the communication of this action was done through a blog;

drafting a manifesto)

Gender balance - diversity (Composition of the Board, Webinar, Conference, showcases
of the artist)

The economic impact of the creative sector in the Music industries and the pop music

(Research)
Ecosystem view - jazz and pop and industries music
Social Inclusion (‘we insist’ activities)

Awards: 1.e. adventurous programming (for the European venues), social inclusion, Zenit
(for European emerging bands, the network produces a tour among the EJN members)’.
(G. T. interview)

Europa Cantat Secretary general describes the network strategic axes as follows:
‘From 2021, we will follow six Strategic lines:

Network development (geographically, Facilitate cooperation among TN members, Stress

Inclusion);

Include UN development Goals (environmental awareness, stress inclusion);

Capacity building and training (webinar);

Identify strands and promote innovation and exchange of good practice;

Raise awareness of the benefits of collective singing for the physical and mental wellbeing;

Reach out to new audiences and other art forms (cross-sectorial cooperation)’. (S. G.

interview)
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To conclude, empirical analysis reveals that a network’s ability to support their
members remains a primary function as perceived by the networks themselves, and
that this duty is also strongly perceived by the networks themselves. This validates the
hypothesis put forth in the academic literature and reports. Further, in this respect, it
is worth noting that when addressing network success/effectiveness, their relevance
to their members is considered as a primary evaluation criterion. In terms of
measurement, the number of activities addressing members can be counted; more than
tifteen activities per year can be considered as Strong Member Service and less than
fifteen activities per year as Weak Member Service.

4.5.7 European Institution Services

In the previous section, if direct forms of support to members have been
addressed as an overall form of support, then the specific members’ service has been
deepened. With the current research, another indicator is proposed in order to address
the services that a network provides to the European Institutions. This section offers
an overview of the main activities — advocacy, visibility, experimentation, and
representation — that address the European Institutions. The data are extracted from
the empirical observations and communication materials, then this information is
reframed with the literature on advocacy that outlines the diverse mechanisms
employed in this action: vertical (Borzel 2002 in Kern 2018), embedded (Kern 2018),
and horizontal upscaling (Kern 2018).

Networks provide four main activities in reference to the European Institutions: 1)
Advocation and information, 2) Communication and visibility, 3) Experimentation,
and 4) Representation. These are empirically implemented through the following
actions:

Advocacy:
e DPolicy statement
e DPolicy communication

e Attending complimentary soft mechanisms: Voice of Culture, OMC, Expert
group

e Attending Conferences organised by the EC, EP, and other networks
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Communication and visibility:
o Prizes, Awards
e Campaign
e Conference
¢ Organising joint events and campaigns with MEPs (European Parliament)

e Release of Research reports

Experimentation:

e Co-designing a Policy project with the European Commission

Representation:

e Attending complimentary soft mechanism: Voice of Culture, OMC, Expert
Group

e Attending Conferences and Seminars organised by the EC, EP, and other
networks

Advocacy is the most examined action in the academic literature when referring to
transnational networks, wherein three types of mechanisms are outlined: vertical,
embedded and horizontal upscaling. These processes describe how ‘policy ideas’,
‘narratives’ and ‘practices’ (‘policy, programs and projects’ OECD 2005) are mobilised
along with diverse levels of governance: at the EU, national, local and member levels.
The concept of upscaling has primarily been developed in human geography (van
Doren et al. 2016; Van Winden and Van der Buse 2017); this adds precision to the
literature on policy mobility and good/bad practices transfer. It relies on three main
concepts: how policy and projects are expanded, diffused and transformed. Kern
(2014, 2018) analyses the multilevel governance system of climate action through city
networks, focusing mainly on diffusion and transformation. The author elaborates
further on mandatory standards from EU- upscaling, which move horizontally between
members and verfically between members and higher levels of government and
hierarchical — “which requires strong governments with the authority and power to
harmonize policies and set binding standards’ (Kern 2018, 134). The author also
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defines a new hybrid model: embedded upscaling, which combines the three typologies
and cleatly depicts the process occurring in the EU governance system.

Each of the following sections highlights an overview of formal and informal tools
employed in upscaling and clarifies the phase of the policy cycle tackled.

1. Vertical upscaling: advocacy toward the EU

Vertical upscaling employs formal and informal strategies aimed at influencing shifts
in ideas, narratives and policies at the EU level. These influences are initiated from a
lower level: individual policy entrepreneurs, aggregated/ intermediate actors (such as
coalitions and transnational networks), or the Member States. These strategies are
examined together with the research agenda on bottom-up Europeanization ‘that has
shown that leading countries influence EU decision-making and try to upload their
policies to the European level, so they become binding for all member states, including
the laggards’ (Borzel 2002 in Kern 2018, 134). In these processes the dynamic leader-
follower-laggard takes shape, with the leader often being the stronger advocacy actor
within multilevel governance. In vertical upscaling, lobbying and representative actions
are undertaken in order to deal with agenda setting and to influence the policy
formulation phase.

This section describes how TNs in the cultural sector employ vertical upscaling by
activating both formal and informal procedures. Defined as ‘the interdependent
relations between cities [members] and higher levels of government’ (Kern 2018, 129),
vertical upscaling is more appropriate for illustrating the mechanism that occurs in the
cultural sector rather than hierarchical upscaling, which would instead ‘lead to a
harmonization of policies at the national and/or EU level and set mandatory standards
for all municipalities [members]” (ibidem).

As  previously mentioned, vertical upscaling consistently corresponds to
lobbying/advocacy and representative actions at a higher level of government, as well
as upscaling of experimented practices and interests, which are all considered the
fundamental duties of the transnational agency. Therefore, the 28 Creative Europe
networks provide space for the relationship between the EU and members; thus, our
analysis demonstrates how networks strongly differ from one another in regard to
advocacy capacity and institutional communication; this divide depends primarily on
network genesis, development and legacy. Specific knowledge of the up-to-date
concerns within the cultural and creative sector (i.e. Copyright, Creative Sector,
Cultural Industries, Heritage Chain, Performing Arts etc.), professional experience in
the European Institution administrative working environment, skills in political
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communication and lobby, as well as personal contacts are the key aspects for the
development of internal network advocacy expertise.

It has been observed that the cultural transnational networks characterised by strong
internal advocacy capacity and a high level of sector representativeness (i.e. CAE,
IETM, NEMO), often perform as ‘leaders’ in the policy environment and represent
other networks’ interests as well. This first group utilises for most formal tools to
advocate, while other networks rather experiment with informal tactics.

Network leaders in vertical upscaling rely on their legacy to advocate for their sector
(i.e. Buropa Nostra, NEMO, Culture Action Europe — CAE, European Composers
and Songwriter Alliance — ECSA, Architecture Council Europe — ACE, European
Music Council — EMC) and the internal expertise is built over time with ad hoc staff
members in charge of lobby/advocacy actions (i.e. Policy Director, Manager or Officer
or Secretary-General). Since their establishment, the advocacy function has been
predominantly developed in networks characterised by strong sector representatives
(i.e. Culture Action Europe) and high institutional membership (i.e. ACE). Other cases
such as IETM for the Performing Arts are bottom-up informally initiated networks,
which grew incrementally in their advocacy capacity due to progressive learning
occurred in the EU cultural policy environment and among cultural networks. It can
be argued that network who engaged in vertical upscaling incrementally attained
stronger legitimacy in relation to both the European Institutions and the sectors
represented: Cultural Action Europe — the Cultural Sector ecosystem, IETM —
Performing Arts, European Music Council — the Music Sector, EUROPA NOSTRA
— Cultural Heritage, NEMO — the Museum Sector, ACE — Architectural Professions,
and ECSA — Composer and Songwriter Alliance. Their main functions consist of
gathering voices from the sector, including other smaller and more sectorial TN, thus
creating strategic consensus around policy issues (Koppenjan 2007), initiating policy
papers that address the EU Institutions and other influential stakeholders, organise
campaigns and activating policy projects jointly with the EU Institutions. They direct
lobbying activities not only towards key political actors of the EU cultural policy
(European Commission such as the Director General of Education And Culture, the
Executive Agency EACEA, and the European Parliament CULT COMMITTEE), but
they also reach a wider range of actors within the political system such as EC — DG
CONNECT (Copyright), DG COMM (Competition), DG EMPLOYMENT, DG
REGIO, the European Parliament — the IP & Copyright Committee, IMCO Internal
Market Committee, the Committee of Regions, etc. to name but a few. The
engagement of political actors beyond the cultural sector is a recurring strategy
employed as a means of legitimating and mainstreaming culture within the wider
political system; it aims at enhancing visibility, pushing beyond policy silos and drawing
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upon innovative cross-cutting collaborations. Networks such as Europa Nostra, IETM
and ENCC, among others, employed these strategies to mainstream culture in other
policy portfolios, while other networks such as ECSA and ACE were originally
developed as lobbying actors in other policy sectors, to advocate for copyrights and
architectural issues. The Architects’ Council of Europe — ACE -, for example, began
by addressing technical issues within architectural practice, by working directly with
institutional bodies such as DG GROWTH (EC) and INCO (EP), and only more
recently has included softer elements of the professions and content issues that are
more suitable to the culture policy environment (DG EAC), as the Secretary General
illustrates:

‘(...) because architecture is a regulated profession, it is not enough to simply encourage
professionals to move from one country to another. You have to secute professional
recognition of their qualifications because they need to register with a chamber or an
order. So there is always a kind of technical element. (...) And then in upscaling, there
are new types of things like building information, modelling and 3D design, artificial
intelligence, or all these things which again, are quite disruptive things to do with
technology. But then architects who of course, have already qualified, need to acquire
these skills after university as well (...)". (I. P. interview)

Due to the overlapping issues within architectural concerns, the network advocacy
strategy has been developed by tackling three diverse sectors: business services, the
construction sector and the cultural and creative sectors, as the ACE Secretary General
explained. In this way, the advocacy strategy addresses different Directorate Generals
on diverse matters: DG GROWTH (for Qualification directive, Service Directive,
Cross border movement, Public Procurement Directive); DG ENERGY, DG
ENVIRONMENT DG TRADE (for Free trade agreements — Cultural Exchange); EP
INCO, and ultimately DG EAC and EP CULT (for Devos Declaration), as reported
here:

‘Architecture is considered to be part of business services, but then, of course, its activity
relates very much to the construction sector as well. But then the third element is the
link with the cultural and creative sector, because, of course, there is the design aspect
of the profession as well as a technical one. So in a way, it means that our advocacy work
is quite broad because we need to face three different directions. And historically, 1
suppose we did focus more on business services and construction. And so, being part of
the culture and creative sector is just another opportunity to explore this additional
dimension. So, it allows us [the network] to expand our audience to have greater
visibility’. (I. P. interview)
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Through network involvement in the Creative Europe framework, ACE engaged with
broader cultural issues, overcame policy silos, mainstreamed concerns and built new
partnerships:

‘So the technical work never goes away. But this new involvement with Creative
Europe allows us to look at other areas, or even softer legislation, urban issues, the
whole agenda to do with cities [New Urban Agenda], and so on. This allows us to have a

much broader perspective’. (I. P. interview)

Similarly, the case of ECSA — European Composer & Songwriter Alliance — clearly
depicts vertical upscaling strategies involving political actors beyond the cultural
sector. As a way of historically representing composers and songwriters in the
European Institutions, since January 2019 the network has advocated for the best
possible provisions for music authors to be included in the Copyright Directive.
Specifically, it focuses on the implementation phase of the Copyright Directive,
therefore the lobbying activities have addressed diverse Director Generals such as DG
CONNECT, DG EAC, DG COMPETITION and DG EMPLOYMENT, as the
Secretary General reports:

‘During this process, the Alliance’s main objectives were to promote and safeguard the
“value gap” provisions on the use of copyright works by platforms (Article 17) as well as
to improve the Chapter on fair remuneration in exploitation contracts of authors and
performers. Those efforts were successful since those sets of provisions were
significantly improved (with the inclusion of a right of revocation advocated by ECSA)
in comparison with the initial European Commission’s Proposal. As a second step and
despite a very tense political climate, ECSA strongly pushed for the final adoption of the
Directive by both the European Patliament and the Council’. (Composer alliance Report
2019, 10)

Both of the cases described above are networks characterised by strong lobbying
activities that have employed primarily formal or direct advocacy strategies of vertical
upscaling; it is evident, however, that both of these structures have acquired advocacy
competences in a more diverse policy environment than in the cultural ones.
Significantly, formal or direct advocacy strategies offer a means of comprehending
administrative and parliamentary strategies, while the informal or indirectly mobilised
ones can be operationally implemented in different forms, such as awards, forums,
manifesto and agenda drafting, policy projects, communication campaigns etc.
Another innovative strategy for vertical upscale consists of drafting a sector’s policy
agenda, by aggregating member needs. This is the case of the EMC — European Music
Council — that drafted the ‘European Agenda for Music’ as a means of anticipating EU
policy priorities: ‘the European Agenda for Music aims to converge the European
music sector’s many voices to establish an ongoing dialogue between policymakers and
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music sector stakeholders’. (https://europeanagendaformusic.eu website, accessed
11/2020) A long process has been initiated in order to gather concerns from the sector
and to set sector priorities, thus shifting the network role from one giving feedback to
policy-formation that of an initiator, as the Secretary general highlights here:

It is a process that started in 2012, that is the European agenda for music.
We said that we should develop our agenda, because very often in the networks (...)
you run a bit after the agenda of the politicians, of the Commission, of the
Parliament. So there is something that is said, there is a decision or whatever, and then
you say, oh, well, this is not good for the sector. So, we have to lobby against it in a way;
we said this is of course an important way of operating and it will always remain the same.
But we also need to set our priorities. So we started the process of developing what
we call the European Agenda for Music. And there we went also beyond our
membership because also for historic reasons, there are few music networks, European
music networks that are members. But other music networks are not members. And we
try to bring them all together and to overcome this membership, not membership criteria’.
(R. J. interview)

Further, in order to upscale emerging issues from the sector, Trans Europe Halles
designed the policy project ‘Culture and Creative Space and Cities’ jointly with the
European Commission, by elaborating a charter to ascertain specific issues from the
sector such as ‘common in the arts’, ‘culture as the basis of societal transformation’,
‘democratized decision making’, ‘local legitimation of the EU’, ‘economic, social and
civic value around urban commons’. This process of scaling up concerns has been
devised by creating urban lab at the ground as TEH Secretary general describes:

‘CCSC has written the charter; and this charter serves on the policy recommendations:
culture as a common good, culture for everyone. Etc, etc. So I would hope that they have
major indicators or do research on a local level and then they do distil terms, for European
policy also. And culture is very interesting. And of course, at the local level, by working
on those labs [the project is composed of seven different city labs]|, they [the labs] also
might change the policies because maybe they will learn something we do not know yet’.
(M. R. interview)

The overall purpose of upscaling a concern, an idea, a term through the policy project
is clearly explained as follows:

‘we will try to change some policies at the EU level, integrate more of the
‘commons’ to make it easier to do project funding, et cetera. We have been starting
policy recommendations. We have started to draft them. We are not there yet, but it goes
in that direction.” (M. R. interview)
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Other informal complementary tools for advocating in the soft policy sector consist
in taking part to other network’s decisional bodies — the Board of Directors and
attending complimentary soft mechanisms managed by the European Commission,
such as the Voice of Culture, the EU Experts Group, OMC — Open Method of
Coordination, or the European Years dedicated to cultural subjects (i.e. European Year
of Creativity, European Year of Cultural Heritage, etc...). For example, the AEC
Presidency and Executive Director are Board Members in other networks, such as
CAE and EMC. The TN Executive Office and Board of Directors members of
NEMO, IETM, Europa Nostra, EFA, EJN, to name a few, often attend EU
complimentary soft mechanisms. They are invited based on their competence and
expertise, and they attend with the purpose of influencing changes in the European
Cultural Policy, as a network Secretary general elucidates:

‘So (...) the president has been invited a few times to make presentations to the OMC
group upon they call it high-quality architecture and built environment for everyone,
which is the kind of following on from the Davos declaration. And our president was in
Davos for that meeting with the cultural ministers, introducing the whole notion of
culture, which is, of course, a slightly Germanic thing at the outset. (...) But this one word
encapsulates a lot more than just architecture that the whole culture of building. (...) There
is also a cultural heritage expert group that our president has been invited to. But it all
started really with Davos in 2018, where the commission picked up on a lot because, of
course, the Swiss organised it and they invited beyond the E.U., there was UNESCO
there’. (I. P. interview)

2. Ewmbedded Upscaling

Embedded upscaling combines horizontal, vertical and hierarchical upscaling (Kern
2018, 129), and reflects polycentric networking — far from the dynamics of leader-
follower-laggard as endorsed by the multilevel governance structure (Hooghe and
Marks 2003). “This is in line with Elinor Ostrom’s argument that polycentric systems
with multiple governing authorities at different scales have advantages due to
mechanisms for learning, adaptation, and mutual monitoring’ (Ostrom 2010, 552 in
Kern 2018). Embedded upscaling ‘links a variety of governing authorities at different
scales, offers new options for experimentation and learning, not restricted to leaders,
and polycentric networking becomes embedded in existing governance system’ (Kern
2018, 1306). In the cultural sector, embedded upscaling occurs mostly in cases where
the network membership is institutional and is comprised of publicly funded cultural
institutions and national associations (i.e. National Museum Association — NEMO,
Composer national associations — ECSA), the Unions or the sector’s representative
associations (i.e. European Jazz Network, NEMO, Europa Nostra, European Music
Council, European Theatre Convention). This type of membership serves on the one
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hand as a strategy for incrementally increasing network representativeness, and on the
other as a means of ensuring a direct connection to various national cultural policies.
The latter aspect clearly illustrates the mechanism of embedded upscaling within
transnational polycentric structures. In that case, the role played by policy
entrepreneurs is a key element to consider when activating the informal
intergovernmental component. The institutional membership capacity has a direct
impact on advocacy strategies that address national, regional and local levels, since a
direct link with various national and local cultural policies is provided due to their
member’s own embeddedness. In these cases, network members are publicly funded
cultural institutions or arm-length government organisations; hence, they can directly
and internally influence national decision-making bodies. This influence primarily
addresses agenda setting, policy formulation and policy adoption phases, as the
network Secretary General points out:

‘Our membership is quite specific in the sense that our membership is publicly funded.
Most of them belong cither to the ministries, directly financed by public budgets at
municipality level or national. And that is patt of the culture and policy system and
embedded’. (H. W. interview)

Instead, for networks whose membership is less institutional and which for the most
part were initially formed by independent actors from the cultural sector (i.e. IETM,
Live DMA, European Network Cultural Centres, EJN) it could be a challenge to
achieve embedded upscaling.

3. Horizontal Upscaling

Horizontal upscaling is the ‘exchange of experiences, knowledge transfer, and learning
between and among members’ (Kern 2018); the literature on policy mobility and
transfer (good and bad practices) deepens our understanding of these practices
primarily by referring to the transfer of ideas and policies between places which
address the local level. In this framework, transnational networks are considered to be
exchange platforms, which function by enhancing participation in policy-making
processes and by triggering innovation in the sector, rather than by harmonising
policies (hierarchical upscaling). The policy cycle phase primarily affected by horizontal
upscaling is the implementation phase. In cultural networks, horizontal upscaling takes
shape as the exchange of information and practices and as a driver for experimentation;
notably, it is a mechanism that is employed by all of the 28 Creative Europe networks
to different degrees.
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4.5.8 Local Context Services

Literature on transnational networks rarely touches upon the effects that a
network has at the local level, due to the challenge of tracing effects on the ground
(Haupt and Coppola 2019; Long and Krause 2020). The academic and grey literature
has focused predominantly on TMCN impacts at the higher levels of government:
national and EU (Bulkeley et al. 2003; Kern and Bulkeley 2009), while very little
attention has been dedicated to measuring network impacts at the local member level.

In acknowledging this void in order to examine membership impacts in the cultural
sector, we rely on climate governance networks and the Europeanization literature. In
TMCNs the role of transnational network membership is to leverage the
implementation of specific strategies (climate mitigation) at the local (urban) level
(Davies 2005; Hakelberg 2014; Busch 2015; Busch, Bendlin, Fenton 2018). This level
of clarity makes it analytically feasible to establish control variables that allow changes
to occur. To this end, Hakelberg (2014) relies on scholarship on policy diffusion at the
local level, which highlights elements such as ‘proximity to the frontrunner,
coordinative decisions by superordinate government’, and ‘financial resources and cost
savings’ (2014, 117). These factors might ease or challenge local implementation of

climate actions.

However, the role of transnational networks in cultural sectors is not as clearly defined
and univocal as it is in other policy sectors, whose aim consists of, for the most,
facilitating policy diffusion and harmonisation; therefore, identifying their impacts at
member level become is also more challenging. This analysis is further elaborated in
Chapter 5 of the current work: the analytical hypotheses briefly presented below are
extracted from the case studies analysed in that chapter. In order to examine the
impacts of TNs at the local level, we relied on the Europeanization debate, which
broadly seeks to explain policy change and the interrelation of actors involved through
such a process. As a means of studying the EU's influence on domestic, regional and
urban structures, the literature outlines the causal mechanisms of change — or the
thereof — through two main logics: that of consequences and of appropriateness
(March and Olsen 1998, in Dossi 2012). ‘In attempting to qualify how the two logics
of Europeanization intertwine (...) and to assess why some factors prevail over others’
(Dossi 2012, 164) in diverse contexts, Dossi (2012) proposes a research design with
reference to three different levels (structure, organisation and cognition) to aid in
analysing the logics of change. We have adapted his framework to our research object
accordingly, by employing this scheme as a means of empirically reconstructing the
process of change as influenced by transnational networking on the ground, beyond
the scope of rigorous causality.
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e Discourse
e Structure
e Organisation

Discourse is conceived as the construction of the European dimension (see Cognition,
Dossi 2012; Barbehoén 20106) through cultural heritage narrative programmes and
projects, as well as through participation in EU transnational networks. That is, any
change in the perception, narrativization and discourse of a heritage site or a cultural
organisation more inclined towards the EU cultural policy, discourse, priorities and
narratives (see Barbehon 20106).

Structure is the creation of new structures, the establishment of new partnership
arrangements, which in the case of actor involvement, leads to stronger structural
interactions with other levels of government. Any new approaches that ‘are
represented by the strengthening of the institutional relationship between actors
belonging to different levels of government operating in the local area, which have

been able to attain — towards the EU level —a veritable synergy for pursuing a common
objective’ (Dossi 2012, 167).

Organisation: any changes in the management or staff organisational chart (such as the
creation of a specific position for managing European projects, coordination,
monitoring and steering committees, joint position in chatge of the EU/transnational
network) of the member organisation or new partnerships and alliances.

Local Cultural Policy: promotion of new policy paradigms through formal and informal
means (such as communication campaigns).

These categories (even if simplified from the logic of change at the basis of the
Europeanization debate) aim to shed light on transformations in cultural policy,
discourse, governance and practices, which have occurred due to the involvement of
a cultural organisation in transnational networks.

This analysis adopts a bottom-up perspective and strives to analyse the micro-
foundation of the examined policy instruments, while aiming to reveal how local actors
make use of transnational networking and what changes can be achieved. To conclude,
this examination supports the delineation of the network dimensions and contextual
factors needed to trigger or limit changes. On the micro-level, we can describe the
relevance of intermediary actors between member organisations and transnational
networks. The relationship with other network members, with the local cultural
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network and with supporting political agents is a fundamental factor for inducing any
changes at the local level (see Kern and Bulkeley 2009, 326). In order to investigate
this point further, the literature on policy entrepreneurship (Kingdon 1994; Battilana
2009; Mintrom and Norman 2009) should be further explored. Finally, local factors
(Hakelberg 2011) within the TN member’s surrounding contexts can be highlighted as
assets that would facilitate changes. For example, contextual elements such as ‘cultural
vibrancy’ (cultural venues and facilities and cultural participation and attractiveness)
and ‘enabling environment’ (human capital and education; openness, tolerance and
trust; local and international connection; quality of governance) as elaborated in the
Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor (European Commission 2018) could be of use

for developing this investigation further.

The three dimensions of change (Structure, Organisation and Discourse) are further
elaborated in Chapter 5; here we emphasise the fact that the conditions mentioned
above are deductive hypotheses that emerged from the five analysed studies cases
discussed in the following chapter. In conclusion, in terms of measurement, is the
proposal here is to measure whether (or not), and to what degree, changes occur on
the three diverse levels: structure, organisation , and discourse.

4.5.9 Learning

Learning is an internal network process (Happaerts 2008 in Happaerts et al.
2010) that occurs among members, whose outcomes are often materialised in best
practices. Political science, international relations and public policy literature has
dedicated particular attention to the concept of policy learning. On the most general
level, learning means the updating of beliefs related to lived or witnessed experience,
which can be intentional (Hall 1993) or organic (Heclo 1974 in Radaelli and Dunlop
2013). Heclo conceives of learning as a ‘social problem-solving mechanism under
conditions of uncertainty embedded in specific institutional architecture, in opposition
to power dynamics’ (Radaelli and Dunlop 2019). The intensity of this process ranges
between ‘deep’ and ‘thin’ (Schoen 1978, Dolowitz 2009); the first influences changes
in the actors preferences and beliefs, even up to the point of transforming their identity
(Checkel 2001 in Radaelli and Dunlop 2013). The second leaves actor strategies
unmodified. Literature on policy transfer (Dolowitz 1992), epistemic communities
(Haas 1992) and Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier 1987) has developed
learning as a key variable for policy change. Moreover, comparative politics looked at
learning as a means of unpacking cross-national policy adoption, and of depicting
un/convergence processes.
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A growing interest in policy learning has recently emerged (Zito and Schout 2009); in
this latter conceptual framework, learning is the update of policy beliefs: through ideas
underpinning policies, their performance or governance mechanisms in which they are
embedded. Indeed, learning is also considered a governance mechanism (Sabel and
Zeitlin 2010) in governance literature. Despite the wide literature on the topic, which
more recently systematised learning into categories (Dunlop and Radaelli 2013), and
developed a three-dimensional approach from individual to macro-dimensional
learning processes (Dunlop and Radaelli 2017), empirical analysis on how policy
communities learn, and which types of learning mechanisms are put in place, is still
lacking. Based on these reflections, we may question what types of learning occur in

Transnational networks in the cultural sector. Who learns what from whom?

Looking at transnational cultural networks from a learning perspective allows for the
mobilisation of diverse strands of literature by addressing different units of analysis.
Initially, networks can be regarded as cybernetic machines ensured through learning
mechanisms (Deutsch 1957 in Littoz-Monet 2014). Subsequently, based on the
Advocacy Coalition Framework literature (Sabatier 1987), learning may be understood
to occur as an interaction between different coalitions as facilitated by policy
instruments and institutional settings. Finally, learning can be approached as a main
social mechanism in the EU cultural governance. These different perspectives
encompass diverse units of analysis, ranging from micro to macro-level systems.
Radaelli and Dunlop (2017) discussed learning from individual interaction to the
aggregate level, using the Coleman bathtub framework, thus opening the research

agenda to the micro-foundation of learning,.

This sub-section inquires into the types of learning that occur between the European
Institutions and Creative Europe funded networks and among the diverse networks.
Therefore, learning is examined here as a social mechanism of EU cultural governance,
rather than as an internal network dimension (Happaerts 2008 in Happaerts et al.
2010).

The four categories of learning types proposed by Dunlop and Radaelli (2013) are
helpful in beginning the analysis. This learning typology is built around two dimensions
of policy learning, from which a four-dimensional space of explanatory typology arose:
reflective learning, epistemic learning, learning through bargaining and learning in the
shadow of hierarchy. This is explained ‘by how the knowledge is used by actors for
learning’ (2013, 603). When referring to the learning types that occur in the EU cultural
governance, two main typologies can be defined: reflective and epistemic learning. The
tirst is close to a ‘deep’ form of learning in which actors can change their preference;
it occurs when the problem of tractability is low, as well as the certification of actors;
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therefore ‘there is no pre-identified hierarchical role in terms of learning (Dunlop and
Radaelli 2013, 607). Thus, ‘learners are those decision-makers, policymakers, and
public organizations that hold the decision-making power at any moment in time.
Teachers are those actors that seek to influence the decision-making process’ (ibid.,
0600). In this sense, networks perform the role of teacher by producing and owning the
relevant knowledge that influences the policy process. The relevant task of creating
knowledge is reported by the networks themselves, as a Secretary General
demonstrates:

“T'o be able to create relevant knowledge is important for the European Commission,
to create this, we [the network] need to have good contact with our membership, and
not only, but also with those that are outside the membership but are interesting to look
at formal and informal partnership (...) The creation of relevant knowledge, I think is
one of the most interesting things for us to bring to the EC. Production of knowledge is
not only working within the network, but also working with other networks, also with
actors that are not members of CAE. This effort to try to coordinate all systems in one
voice is something that is very well welcomed by the Commissions and partnership’. (T.

B. interview)

Empirically, the knowledge exchange (reflexive learning) occurs in rather informal and
thus semi-structured means, such as through ongoing communication between
networks and the EACEA and DG EAC, as well as in invitations to meetings and
activities since ‘institutions do not set hierarchical rules for the production and
utilization of knowledge’ (ibid., 607). This ongoing process is acknowledged below
both from a Head of Sector working at EACEA as well as from a network Secretary
general. Hence, this knowledge creation and diffusion depends on a well-defined
governance architecture (Sabel and Zeitlin 2008) that supports a learning-based model

of governance:

‘So that was also through the initial talks and exchanges, various instruments have been
put in place by the Commission to accompany the more a better understanding of
the needs of the sector with the mapping that was just mentioned of the need to
internationalise our work’. (C. R. interview)

‘various meetings, exchanges, encounters, being invited to meetings, but also inviting
representatives from the Commission to our activities and engage in dialogue. I think
these experiences have been very enriching for us to understand the expectations’. (H. W.

interview)

Epistemic learning instead occurs when the problem tractability is low and the actor's
certification is high. Based on epistemic community literature (Haas 1992), the experts
are the ideal teacher type, who should be ‘socially certified” for learning exercises
(Dunlop 2009; Radaelli 1999). This type of learning takes place in more defined and
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structured settings, such as in steered expert groups, network consortiums addressing

specific policy issues, etc.

Based on the literature and empirical data, we can describe networks as being learning
organisations, and show how reflexive and epistemic learning occurs in
complementary, not exclusive, manners. It would be more challenging to concisely

measure how a network has learned over some time.

‘We were ‘learning organizations’, learning how to be European, to be international, to
be collaborative across the enormous range of cultural differences we identified, the East/
West and North/South divide being among them. Learning how to work together, to trust
one another enough to make a project together’. (Mary Ann DeVlieg: presentation to
Cultural Networks meeting, Brussels 2016 in CAE, ‘Cultural Networking in Europe’
2016.)

In conclusion, the 28 Creative Europe granted networks can be understood as
‘structured interlocutors’ (CAE 2016, 51) in an ongoing dialogue with the European
Institutions, but we have to consider that the degree of usiderness (Maloney, Jordan,
McLaughlin 1994 in Pritorni 2020, 48) of networks within the EU policy environment
varies. As do their learning conditions, since learning occurs when access to the EU
policy environment is make available and maintained over time. Empirical observation
provided some further information on learning processes which can be identified as
follows: what (content, topic, tools, modalities of work) is learned, who the actors
involved are, what the means (how and with what mechanisms) employed are and

where (arena) learning processes occur.

What is learned between the European Commission (EC) and networks (TN) can be
identified as follows:

e Narratives — actors: EC — TN

e Policy priorities — actors: TN

¢ Development of concepts and implementation — acfors: TN
e Test models, formats — actors: EC

e Tools— actors: EC — TN

e Arguments - acfors: — TN — policy priorities; EC — challenges faced by the CCS
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With what means learning occurs:

Studies, Research, Forums (steered by TN)
Structured Expert Group (steered by DG EAC)
Stakeholder Committee (steered by DG EAC)

Round Table discussion (organised by DG EAC and EACEA — Creative
Europe)

Open Method of Coordination (steered by DG EAC)

Network Seminars (organised by DG EAC and EACEA — Creative Europe)

What is learned among the 28 Creative Europe networks (TN) can be identified as

follows:

Exchanging information
Mechanisms for advocating and campaigning (i.e. Communication Campaign)
Network activities (i.e. Awards, Staff exchanges)

Executive Office configuration (staff)

Significantly, emerging issues/atising policy ptiorities within cultural policy can be also

considered as learning outcomes of knowledge exchange that have occurred between

the European Commission and transnational networks. The follow is here presented

as an example of this process:

EU Green Deal — Sustainability in internationalisation (touring and mobility)
in the performing arts IETM, EDN, Circostrada, ETC, Performing Europe)

Communing and Urban challenges (Trans Europe Halles, Cultural Creative
Space, and Cities)

Sectorial attention to Music (Music Moves Europe, Ewuropean Agenda for Music)

EU Recovery and Resilience Facility for culture; full inclusion of culture in
the 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda and the European Green Deal;
ensuring that funding for culture is mainstreamed into other relevant EU
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programmes and actions: Horizon Europe, Erasmus+, Digital Europe,
European Skills Agenda, Cohesion and Regional Development Funds, as well
as Burope’s external action (CAE, #CulturalDea/EU)

4510 Innovation

Networks are conceived as platforms for knowledge production and for the
dissemination and sharing of information (Andonova et al. 2009; Kern and Bulkeley
2009; Leutelt 2010; Feldman 2012; Bouteligier 2013; Zeppel 2013; James and Verrest
2015; Fenton and Busch 2016; Mejia-Dugand et al. 2016; Busch et al. 2018; Nagorny-
Koring 2018), where knowledge exchange has been often conceived as an engine for
innovation. Recent literature has also questioned whether networks increase the level

of innovation in the EU governance system.

However, as for learning, the challenge to empirically measuring innovation remains
an issue. In order to close this gap, we rely on four innovation dimensions — agenda
innovation, process innovation, product innovation and innovative communication as
proposed by Dente and Busetti (2013) for measuring Governance in Urban
Innovation. Translating these dimensions into our field of analysis would mean putting
‘agenda innovation’ that refers to the issues at the core of the network project (3-4
years), as well as ‘process innovation’, meaning the modes of coping with old problems
and of relating to internal network dynamics (i.e. governance sub-mechanism, working
groups etc.). ‘Product innovation’ as the newly designed network activities, and
‘communication innovation” or ‘symbolic innovation’ would correspond to the ability
to improve internal and external network communication through diverse strategies
and campaigns.

In terms of measurement, each network can score a diverse level of innovation
depending on the different dimensions. Below we mention some examples for each
category and then probe deeper into a case that clearly portrays a cross-dimensional
approach to innovation.

e AGENDA INNOVATION: framing EC policy agenda (i.e. TEH, Cultural
Creative Space and Cities; EUNIC, European Space for Culture)

e PROCESS INNOVATION: develop new practices, test upcoming paradigms
and renew internal network dynamics, such as TN governance and
membership engagement mechanisms (i.e. Amateo, Europa Cantat, EFA)
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e PRODUCT INNOVATION: implementing new solutions in TN activities:
peer-learning, staff exchange, Academy (i.e. EFA, EJN), policy and advocacy
(.e. EMC, Agenda for Music) Membet’s good practices (i.e. Europa nostra
Awards, Amateo Awards, etc...)

e SYMBOLIC INNOVATION: design campaigns and prizes (i.e. Europa
nostra Awards, Amateo Awards, etc.)

The policy project Cultural Creative Space and Cities (2018-2021), co-coordinated by
the Trans Europe Halles network together with the European Commission, offers a
relevant example that addresses all of the innovation dimensions horizontally. This
project was set up following the Charter of Principles, in which the main objectives
and issues, such as urban commons, culture as a common good, bottom-up processes
(Agenda Innovation) have been delineated. Following on this, this project foresees
seven Urban Labs (process) taking place in Finland, Romania, Slovakia, Spain and
Sweden. These experiences would serve as a concrete elaboration of the above-
mentioned concepts within the urban dimension. As a complementary part of this
phase — and due to COVID 19 pandemic — forum and practice exchanges also took
place online. Finally, as process outcomes, several publications, policy analyses and
recommendations have been released (TEH, ‘Policy analysis, policy recommendation’,
‘Common. Between dreams and reality’, 2020, 2021) and an online toolkit disseminated
(https:/ /www.spacesandcities-toolkit.com). The symbolic dimension has been less
developed in the whole process. To conclude, the innovation framework (Dente and
Coletti 2013) would allow for the operationalisation of the innovation concept, and
facilitate analytical directions in terms of measurement when applied to the network in
the cultural sector.

4.5.11 Membership interaction

Interaction between interdependent parties can be considered the central issue
of network theory. As outlined by Koppenjan (2007) interaction is activated by
consensus and conflict dynamics, and two different levels of interaction can be
defined: institutional and processual. As an indicator, the processual level — the one
occurring among members — is taken into consideration.

In network-network dynamics, a trade-off between consensus and conflict has to be
maintained to ensure participation, information sharing and innovative practices — in
opposition to stagnation. The balance of these two dimensions lies at the basis for
good network governance, and this equilibrium should be steered and maintained by
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the network management (NAO) (Koppenjan 2007); this updates the dominant view
of network governance as a form of conflict reduction and consensus-building.

Further, member interaction has been the core mechanism in informal structures; then
with the institutionalization of networks structures complementary mechanisms — such
as governance structure, rotation and focus groups — have been incrementally
introduced and steered by the Executive Office in order to enhance and maintain
member interaction.

4512 Thematic Focus

‘Thematic focus’ is the network’s thematic scope. In the TMCN research
agenda it has been defined as ‘the operationalization of climate change — mitigation or
adaptation — and its centrality against other issues’ (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 129).
Historically, most TMCNs focus on mitigation (Fuenfgeld 2015), and only later on
adaptation and resilience, or a mix of both. Haupt and Coppola (2019) outline five
main variations of thematic scope present in TMCNSs at the current time: 1) climate
change mitigation, 2) climate change mitigation and adaptation, 3) sustainable
development 4) Resilience 5) Local Government Affairs.

Detecting the network thematic focus is a means of highlighting long-term network
objectives, of measuring the degree of alighment with the actual EU policy discourse
and of shedding light on framing and upscaling strategies. In this section these aspects
will be unpacked in order to initially provide an overview of the main thematic scope
of TNs in the cultural sector, and then to propose a classification in four possible
categoties: broad | defined sectorial thematic scope and broad | defined EU cultural policy-related
thematic scope. Finally, this classification is then reframed with framing and upscaling
literature. To begin with, unlike TMCNs, whose focus can be easily summed up in five
main themes being most TMCNs  Zssue-based nenworks, Creative Europe predominantly
tunds sectorial-based networks, meaning that the networks’ thematic scope can be more
of a challenge to identify.

Network categorisation as proposed in the institutional framework (EACEA, Network
2014-2017) is built around sectors: 1) music, 2) cultural heritage and museums, 3)
theatre — dance — circus, 4) architecture and design, 5) multidisciplinarity. Moving
forward from this division, four more analytically appropriated categories are here
proposed: sectorial and EU policy-related issues ranging from broad to well defined.
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Before starting to deepen in the matter, some general considerations may be derived
from our observations: first, it is thus relevant to note that most TNs identify a
thematic focus for a specified time frame (3-4 years), which corresponds with the EU
funding period. Second, due to the COVID 19 emergency, the majority of network
included topics such as sector adaptability, working conditions and digitalisation in
CCS within their thematic scope.

a) Broad sectorial thematic scope:

AEC
e To embrace higher music education across Europe
e To merge art and education and research

e To provide wider access to culture and societal needs

EUROPA CANTAT
e Collective singing
e Intercultural exchange — promoting tolerance

e LExchange chorus repertoire — European choral repertoire

EMC
e Activating the music sector
e Strengthening the music sector

e Connecting with and beyond the music sector

CAE
e Working conditions in the CCS

e Treedom of artistic expression
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e Artistic research and transdisciplinary

+ sub-topics:
e Digitisation
e Non-urban areas and cultures

e Sustainability

b) Defined sectorial thematic scope:

LIVE DMA

‘Give visibility to small music venues, which we identify to be the most fragile but
variegate’. (A. G. interview)

CIRCOSTRADA

‘Recognition and legitimacy of circus and street arts. Raising the visibility of street arts and
circus and making sure that circus and street art are on the agenda of national and
European policy-makers, (...) since there is not in every country a dedicated policymaker
for these fields, and most of the time, there are not studies around this because they all
merge into performing arts’. (S.S. interview)

EUROZINE

‘Political and intellectual representation of cultural journals across Europe. The main aim
of the network is to support the genre of cultural journals and to support those who
represent the genre. And this comes with a very specific set of values that we hold our
very own within Eurozine (freedom of speech, diversity, representativity)’. (R. K. P.

interview)
¢)  Broad EU Cultural Policy-related thematic scope:
EJN

‘Social Inclusion, Gender Balance, Sustainability, National Organisation, Artistic exchange

platform’. (G.T. interview)

d) Defined EU Cultural Policy-related thematic scope:
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ECSA

Copyright directive* (from January 2019)

ECSA’s core mission is to defend and promote the rights of composers and songwriters
to improve their social and economic conditions, as well as their artistic freedom.
(Composer alliance Report 2019)

*‘the Alliance’s main objectives were to promote and safeguard the “value gap” provisions
on the use of copyright works by platforms (Article 17) as well as to improve the Chapter

on fair remuneration in exploitation contracts of authors and performers’.
TRANSEUROPEHALLES:

‘We have been at the forefront of repurposing abandoned buildings for arts, culture, and
activism since 1983’. (TEH website?)

The thematic focus arose through different network mechanisms such as member
consultation, working groups, conferences or complementary EU policy mechanisms
such as Voices of Culture. Culture Action Europe explains how topics such as working
conditions in the Cultural and Creative Sector, freedom of artistic expression and artistic research /
transdisciplinary approaches have been gathered from consultations to be successively
included in their network strategy. Other issues such as digitisation and culture in the non-
urban area instead emerged in the network annual conference ‘Behind the Obvious’, as
the Secretary General points out:

‘in 2018 we approved a new strategy 2018 — 2021, in this strategy we decided together
with the members to raise some topics, besides being attentive to what is happening in
the Commission: the urgencies and the workplan (the Agenda for Culture). But the three
main topics that were discussed and approved for 2018-2021 were: the first one is the
working conditions in CCS, the second one was the freedom of artistic expression,
and the third one was Artistic research and transdisciplinary approaches. We said the
main topics that we have been watching in the last few years. But apart from this, we have
another instrument which is the ‘Beyond the obvious’ Conference. And in the last year,
we have raised the topic of digitisation and in the second year we raise the topic of non-
urban areas and culture; these two topics, not only because of this conference but of
course, is that this conference, as always, a legacy in the network and the discussions of
the networks. And of course, the sustainability and the Sustainable Development Goals
because we are working with very interesting networks Culture 2030 Campaign. (...) The
topics were there, but they were not structured in the strategic plan, and at some point,
I took them to add a few of them, they are relevant. And for the next period, we make

4 https://teh.net/about-us/ accessed 11/2020
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a consultation among our members in June 2020. And the main topics were again
sustainability, the working conditions, culture and well-being for an inclusive society that
has to do with sustainability’. (T. B. interview)

The European Network of Cultural Centres' thematic focus on culture in non-urban areas
gained visibility by being articulated in complementary EU policy mechanisms such as
the Voices of Culture, in order to aggregate a plethora of actors as a means of
mainstreaming the issue across EU cultural policy and beyond. The discussion of this
topic has culminated in the manifesto ‘Beyond the urban’ (2020), jointly released by
several networks together: ENCC, CAE, IETM, TEH.

‘The rural areas are depopulating. On the one hand. And we have been recently
elaborating on this topic under the Voices of Culture. So, as ENCC was there and I
happened to be a co-author of the report. In the one chapter on the deep population. So
exactly. We were we are facing some contradictory, contradictory schemes. One scheme
is that the people are moving from the rural areas trying to find their chances, their
aspirations in the city. The other movement is that the people are just going out from the
cities and trying to find peace in the rural areas and be more independent. To have a larger

space, more opportunities’. (M. P. interview)

Trans Burope Halle’s culture as common good thematic focus arose instead from the
experience of seven urban labs as part of a policy project named ‘Cultural Creative
Spaces and Cities’ (see publications ‘Cultural Creative Spaces and Cities charter of
principles, and ‘Common. Between Dreams and Reality’, 2020, Trans Europe Halles).
The objective is to integrate a unifying approach to EU policy, and therefore to
articulate it in implemented projects, as the Secretary General explains:

‘Cultural Creative Space and Cities has written the chatter; and this charter serves on the
policy recommendations: culture as a common good, culture for everyone. Etc, etc.
So I would hope that they have major indicators or do research on a local level and then
they do distil terms. OK, for European policy also. And culture is very interesting. And
of course, at the local level, by working on those labs [the project is composed of 7
different cities labs, they also might change the policies because maybe they will learn
something we don't know yet.’

‘we will try to change some policies at the EU level, integrate more of the ‘commons’
to make it easier to do project funding, et cetera. We have been starting policy
recommendations. We have started to draft them. We are not there yet, but it goes in that
ditection. But if it will work out, we don't know yet’. (M. R. interview)

In conclusion, here we propose to cluster the thematic scope of a network as a
broad/ defined and sectorial/ issue-based. From this first overview, it can be noticed that
networks characterised by the broad sectorial thematic scope are often well-established
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networks that are representative of the well-structured cultural sectors (such as music
or museum sector, BEuropean Music Council and NEMO) or long-lasting networks
with the duty of representing the whole cultural sector (such as Culture Action
Europe). These networks have the political capacity to upscale topics from the sector
to level of the European cultural policy objectives, while networks characterised by a
more defined sectorial thematic scope generally relate to networks that rather represent niche
cultural sectors (such as LIVE DMA — small music venues, CIRCOSTRADA — circus,
EUROZINE - cultural journal). Finally, networks with broad EU cultural policy issues
often perform as ‘laggards’ in EU cultural policy, while networks with defined EU
cultural policy issues perform as initiators of themes/issues to be included in the EU
cultural policy (see Trans Europe Halles for building re-use and communingy ENCC for
culture in non-urban areas, ECSA for Copyright Directive). The proposed categories thus are
not mutually exclusive, but rather operate as indications of the further understanding
of a network as advocacy agent.

4513  Autonomy

The main purpose behind EU funding for European transnational networks is
‘to promote BEurope’s cultural diversity and strengthen the competitiveness of the
European cultural and creative sectors, to promote smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth as well as support the values of the European Union” (EACEA, 2017, 6). The
Creative Burope grant invested 38 million euros in supporting network activities
between 2014 and 2020, with 23 networks supported in the period 2014-2017 and 28
in 2017-2020. As an EACEA’ Head of Sector explains, the main reason that the
European Commission financially supported the networks is to achieve the structuring
effect in the cultural sector:

“This structuring effect is what we [the European Commission] have always been looking
for. (...) it is really important to voice these political messages. So, it is important that the
networks are moving toward the European Parliament, and link to the European
Commission. But it is also important that they are working for the sectors and that they
have a capacity-building structuring effect’. (C. R. interview)

Thus, the EU grant covers a maximum of 80% of the co-financing of the network
budget. Initially intended to sustain the structuring of the network’s Office and staff,
later with advent of the Creative Europe programme the fund was primarily dedicated
to the support of network activities. As the Head of Sector clarifies, the European
Commission covers a rather initiator’s role in promoting the development of networks

structures:
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‘Since we [the European Commission] will never be able to give them the money
[funding] they [networks] need to have a very big impact and effect. What we can do, is
help them to join the dots. And it is the key role of a network. What is a network from
an etymological point of view? joining the dots.” (C.R. interview)

Indeed, the configuration of the network budget clearly indicates the overall strategy
and objectives in terms of actions and targeted actors. Whether or not national,
regional and member funds are employed as co-financing sources, the percentage of
EU funds in the total budget highlights dependency on the EU and therefore the
expected outcomes in terms of relevance to the EU cultural policy priorities, as a
network Secretary General elucidates:

T think the key difference is that with Creative Europe, we can propose the activities we
want to do. And then, usually, they are accepted. And so it is somehow being more
directed by us. With the research projects, we tend to respond to invitations from
consortia, very often universities, and research institutions that ate forming latge consortia
to develop research activities. So, there we were responding to the initiatives of others and
we have less opportunity to direct the work. It is a little more responsive, I would say
Creative Europe. I mean, we devised the programme ourselves. It was designed to
respond to some of the strategic objectives, e.g., culture. The ones relating to upskilling
and transnational mobility, internationalising cultural assets, this kind of thing, but
additionally, of course, it helped us reinforce our network and through that, to involve
member organisations more in the development of policy positions and activities’. (I. P.
interview)

The interdependency between the receipt of EU funds and the response to policy
priorities is pointed out by several network managers, Secretary Generals and board

members:

‘And after it failed to be down because with the Creative Europe program, the approach
was at the beginning much more on the economic impact than on the arts and cultural
sector, both cultural and creative industries, which is quite interesting. But at the same
time the EU agenda for cultural mobility was (...) more relegated at the end of the priority’
(8. G. interview)

In this regard, it is relevant to notice how network advocacy actions change when the
structure does not receive an EU grant; on the one hand, it can lead to more autonomy
in terms of advocacy, but on the other, the network might lose legitimacy in the EU
policy environment, as noted:

‘And then since 2017 we [the network] have been receiving [EU] funding and again and it

was a very interesting experience for us, first of all, because we had to survive three
difficult years, because of course once you get funding, you start increasing your staff,
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building your structures, and suddenly you fall back on the level that you ca not
maintain without the EU funding. But what was especially interesting for me, if you
talk about advocacy work and involvement in EU policies, is that the EU did not talk
to us for three years, because they had this funny feeling that they had to talk only to the
funded networks and we have been talking a lot with them in that time and said, look,
even if we are not getting any funding, we are still reaching a big part of the cultural sector
in Europe’. (S. G. interview)

‘There are a lot of very good European networks that are not even applying for
funding, but are still playing an instrumental role in their sector, in culture’. (M. S.

interview)

4514 Genesis

The debate on network genesis is articulated with the ‘governance’ indicator in
Haupt and Coppola’s work since it is argued that ‘the institutional genesis of the TMCs
is reflected in [network] governance design’ (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 130), and that
governing bodies reflect the diverse network histories. “Three main genesis patterns
can be distinguished: there are networks that were initiated by members, others that
were initiated by supranational institutions and yet others that were established by a
foundation’ (Haupt and Coppola 2019, 130). The first group commonly has main
deliberative bodies elected by the members, the second ‘advisory governing bodies
consisting of unelected members, many of them being non-municipal stakeholders’
(ibidem). Even if this divide is not so clearly defined in cultural TN governance
arrangements, it is thus possible to reveal how network genesis influences their
functions and activities also in the cultural sector. Two main categories are presented
below: networks initiated by members (bottom-up initiated organisations) and the ones
established by institutional consortiums (fgp-down | horizontal).

Member-initiated networks have been set up by actors within specific professional
categories for representation directed at the EU institutions, as a network Secretary
general reports:

‘Before 1990, there was an informal network, but then in 1992 at the establishment of the
European Single Market, we felt it would be important to establish a physical presence
in Brussels to represent the architects. All the other professions did the same: the
engineers, the doctors, the nurses and so on. So, it was decided to formalise the structure
in 1990, initially with a very small staff, one ot two people. But since then, it has been able
to expand it a little bit, and in particular through working on EU-funded projects and
through developing our Creative Europe Programme’. (I. P. interview)
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Other networks are initiated through a combination of member organisations and an
institutional consortium; this kind of partnership often shows the development of
specific network functions such as upscaling of experimental sectorial practices in the
EU cultural policy discourse, as a network Chair unfolds:

‘we started almost ten years ago when we established the term creative hub. So we were
cultural institutions from across Europe and we were exploring a new form of function...
(...). The term merges the creativity of the cultural sector. So, it is kind of different in
priorities that inform the function. So, it brings together the cultural way of living and the
artistic way of creating with the applied sector and the arts and crafts. So, it is a marriage
of two words. And so, in those conferences, (...) some people from the European
Commission attended and they did not know anything about the creative hubs. But they
found the topic interesting. So, they created a specific EU call, which was called
European Hubs Network. So, this was an EU-funded Creative Europe project with
the final aim to explore the possibility of creating a network. So, we were a small
consortium which was led by the British Council and another five organisations, one of
which was Bios, which is my organisation here in Greece’. (V. C. interview).

4.6 Discussion of Findings

In this chapter network basic characteristics, profiles and functions have been outlined
based on the available TMCN literature, before moving on to developing the twelve
newly conceived indicators. The proposal of these indicators has been understood as
a means of unpacking the network concept, as a guide to analysing network functions
and objectives and as a baseline for delineating an initial typological understanding of
the 28 Creative Europe funded networks.

Based on TMCN literature, the basic network features have been outlined as follows:
‘a) to have members from different countries; b) members that can acquire formal
membership; ¢) a network is more than a city partnership, hence TMCNs have more
than two members; d) a TMCN focusses on climate issues; €) the network has its staff
and physical address’ (Busch, 2015 in Busch et al. 2018, 222). Consequently, three
theoretical frameworks have been delineated in the literature in order to describe the
impacts of TMCNs. The first strives to conceptualise TMCN impacts through four
main functions: 1) knowledge dissemination, 2) implementation of EU policies, 3)
policy initiation, 4) lobbying (Bulkeley et al. 2003). The second delineates the soft
governance tools that TMCNs put into place: 1) information sharing, 2) capacity
building, 3) setting rules (Andonova et al. 2009). The third defines four main functions
and gathers the above together as follows: 1) horizontal information exchange, 2)
policy implementation, 3) rules and commitment and 4) lobbying (Busch 2015 in
Busch, Henner, Bendlinc and Fenton 2018, 223). These functions are not mutually

134



exclusive, rather, each network develops its own profile with varying intensity
according to its history and legacy. To sum up, these frameworks elaborate on network
main functions and outline four main network profiles. Further, this enhanced
typological understanding serves to facilitate a theoretical discussion of Transnational
network impacts at the membership level (as will be elaborated in Chapter 5).

Based on empirical investigation, employing an inductive approach leads us to utilise
these frames as defining concepts for guiding our research design and for improving
our understanding of such underexamined phenomena.

Based on Busch’s work (2015, 2018), we can disclose that the network structure can
be defined also in the CCS as having the following characteristics: ‘a) have to have
members from different countries; b) members can acquire formal membership; ¢) a
network is more than a cultural partnership, hence networks have more than two
members; d) a TN can be sector-based (such as IETM, NEMO, EDN, ETC) or issues-
based (i.e. On the Move, Creative Hub Network); e) the network has its staff and
physical address’.

Moreover, we have adapted Bush's (2015) identification of the network's main
functions 1) Network as a platform (learning process between members), 2) Network
as consultants (provide services to members), 3) Network as commitment brokers
(relying on the voluntary commitment of members) and 4) Advocate (lobbying
activities) —according to the cultural policy sector dynamics, and come up with the

following categories:

TMCNs Function Literature TNs in CCS
Bulkeley et al. 2003 Andonova et al. 2009 Busch 2015

1. Horizonthal flow knowledge dissemination information sharing platform for members Platform

of information

2. Implementation implementation of EU capacity building and imple-  consultancy Service Provider

of policies policies mentation

3. Rules and policy initiation rule setting commitment broakering Model Tester

commitment

4. Lobbying lobbying advocacy and lobbying Sector/Issue
Representative

Figure 9 TNs Functions in the CCS. Source: Author.
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A platform for members (see a platform, Busch 2015)

Service Provider (as a consultant, Busch 2015)

e EBxperimentation (Zest models)

Sector or issue-based representation and Advocacy (see an adpocate, Busch
2015)

In this way, network functions are identified by relying predominantly on Busch's work
(2015, Busch et al. 2018), as well as by acknowledging a shift from policy-related
functions to knowledge and practice-related ones. Indeed, instead of ‘commitment brokers’ (see
Bush 2015), a function more suitable for policies with harmonisation goals, here the
‘experimenting’ and ‘testing model’ is proposed as the most appropriate alternative.
This proposal is based on interviews, observations and analysis of the networks’
internal materials. This has resulted in an initial attempt at typologizing different
network profiles, which on the one hand is offered as a response to the shortcomings
of network typological understanding as acknowledged in the literature, and on the
other, as the basis for a new set of indicators that can further contribute. Further, in
this case the four categories are not mutually exclusive and in fact establish the basis
for an understanding that needs to be further elaborated. However, based on this initial
reflection and in acknowledgement of the combination of the newly proposed
indicators, the following typologisation can be outlined:

o Representative Networks (see ‘high-profile network’ in Busse 2008, Giest and
Howlett 2013, Gerritsen 2016, ‘inclusive mass network’ in Haupt and Coppola
2019) characterised by wide membership, advocacy at the EU level, a long-
lasting legacy, strong NAO, wide spatial organisation and membership

o Darticipative Networks (see ‘in-depth network’ in Busse 2008, Giest and Howlett
2013, Gerritsen 2016, ‘exclusive elite network’ Haupt and Coppola 2019)
characterised by deep learning, flexible governance, strong membership
interaction, smaller membership

o Issue-based Networks (see ‘thematic focus’ indicator Haupt and Coppola 2019,
characterised by broad/defined issue based thematic focus)

o Sector-based Networks (see ‘thematic focus’ indicator Haupt and Coppola 2019,
characterised by broad/defined sectorial focus)
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This typologisation results from acknowledging the shortcoming of TMCN typologies
(Busse 2008, Giest and Howlett 2013, Gerritsen 2016, Haupt and Coppola 2019), and
from testing diverse combinations of the indicators discussed in the chapter. This
divide will also serve as the basis for the selection of case studies in the Chapter 5 and
will contribute to more generally to the formulation of the first existing typology of
transnational networks that operate in the cultural and creative sector.

4.7 Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to differentiate among the existing networks
in order to provide an initial overview of an understudied research object both as
individual organisations as well as the whole EU governance system. And secondly, it
was to show how this categorisation would contribute to better-defining network
impacts, as will be further elaborated in the following chapter. In recognition of the
fact that the current network typology provided in TMCN literature is built around
regional scope and membership numbers (Busse 2008; Giest and Howlett 2013; and
Gerritsen 20106), Haupt and Coppola’s work (2019) suggests that it can be extended by
adding several indicators whose identification was inspired by the academic literature,
available network sources and empirical data — with the goal of expanding the existing
network typology. Taking cues from their work, the current research process has been
conducted as a means of identifying the first existing typology of transnational
networks in the cultural sector. The indicators proposed by Haupt and Coppola’s work
(2019) have been validated and expanded by drawing upon the available TN grey
literature on Cultural Networking, as well as through the empirical data gathered
during the fieldwork. Each of them has been explained according to the literature and
examples from the observation of the 28 Creative Europe-funded networks that are
included here in order to validate the analytical propositions outlined in the literature
or, on the other hand, to open further interpretative directions. Indeed, our empirical
analysis highlights the fact that the network’s ability to support their members remains
a primary function, and that this duty is also strongly perceived by the networks
themselves. This further validates the hypothesis put forth in the academic literature
and reports. In other cases, our observations refute the analytical proposals outlined
in the literature, for example in regard to the interdependency between network
membership size and advocacy capacity, or the thematic focus of networks and their
impacts on EU policy, to name but a few instances.

In conclusion, the indicators discussed in detail in the chapter serve on the one hand
as a means of enhancing a typological understanding of transnational networks in the
cultural sector, and on the other, these will be employed by operationalising indicators
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as the basis for designing a self-assessment model, as presented in Chapter 6. These
two objectives, both theoretical and operational, are conceived as being
complementary, given the challenge of understanding the functional behaviour of
transnational networks.

Finally, this process began with the intention of identifying different network profiles
as a means also of better understand network impacts, as also experienced practitioners
of the field pointed out:

‘(...) is it an advocacy network? Yes. Is it a contemporary performing arts network? Yes.
Is it a network about women? I think there would be so many overlaps that one could do
it, [and report visually. So, to do it lineatly, I do not think it would be useful because also,
once again, you are cutting off the network's ability to do something else by placing it into
a box. This is what you are. This is what you do (...)” (M. V. interview)
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Chapter 5
Local Impacts
of Transnational Networks

5.1 Introduction

After having enhanced our typological understating of TNs operating in the
cultural sector, this chapter aims to unfold the impacts of transnational networking at
the member level, by tackling the research question of what transnational network
membership impacts are on the local level. In order to structure this enquiry in an explorative
manner, two further sub-questions are extracted from the available TMCN literature:
a) which aspects of the cultural organisations are influenced by TN membership and
b) how do these impacts occur (see Busch et al. 2018, 222).

To contribute to the debate, the approach adopted here is a social constructivist
perspective, which when combined with the acknowledgment of a governance
approach to Europeanisation (Dossi 2012), allows us to understand networks as EU
policy instruments employed by local cultural actors for specific purposes:
institutional, ideological and organisational opportunities (see Jacquot and Woll 2003).
Both analytical streams have been previously elaborated in the theoretical and
methodological chapters 2 and 3, which resulted in the construction of an analytical
framework that will be employed for the examination of the five-case study in this
chapter. This framework’s theoretical backbone and analytical construction will be
further introduced in the research strategy below and operationalised in the discussion
of the cases in order to empirically reconstruct the process of change influenced by
transnational networking; in short, in order to reveal network local impacts. The
selection of cases has already been explained in detail in the methodological chapter 3
of this study; the summary of the choices made was intended as means of depicting
the heterogeneity (in terms of size, location and institutional level) of the membership
present in the cultural and creative sector.

Even though an up-to-date analysis of membership impacts is lacking in the literature,
aside from the new categorsations on TMCN impacts proposed by Busch et al. (2018),
some observations can be made based on the available scholarly sources: firstly, the
literature has generally privileged network Executive Office’ perspective, rather than
those of the membership (Bansard et al., 2016; e.g. Van Egmond, 2011 in Busch et al.
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2018); secondly, the examined case studies in the literature focus predominantly on the
analysis of ‘high performing’ / ‘frontrunner’ members, not looking into other types of
membership; thirdly, neither a large-scale quantitative database nor an in-depth study
case analysis has been provided in relation membership impacts. By acknowledging
these shortcomings, the privileged point of view offered here is from below, more
specifically that of the ‘intermediary figures’ — who are professionals working in the
member organisation who are often responsible for their internationalisation process.
Therefore, emphasising a bottom-up perspective allows us to analyse the role of the
network as a tool for internal member transformation (change).

The preliminary results of this chapter are by no means to be considered exhaustive or
the basis for generalisations, but rather serve as preliminary findings that could help to
open up a new research agenda, by proposing a more detailed analytical research
strategy to better understand transnational network impacts. Further, these results can
contribute to horizontal Europeanisation patterns, soft policy and ideational
convergence research agenda.

Research Strategy

As explained in the theoretical chapter 2 of this work, the governance approach to
Europeanisation (Dossi 2012) is adopted in this context as a sensitising concept for
looking at TNs, not as mere EU top-down policy instruments, but rather as a way of
acknowledging their role ‘in a context of reciprocal influence’ (Jacquot and Woll 2003,
4). This recognises that influence is thought to not only derive from the EU norms per
se, ‘but also [from] more informal interactions involving transnational mutual learning’
(Malandrino 2020, 547). Further, the sociological perspective allows one to emphasise
the essential role that individual actions play in triggering the dynamics of change and
also underlines the fact that the actors need to interpret European institutions, their
instruments and their influence in order to act in a specific political setting. This means
that the political actors are no longer considered to be mediating factors that allow or
stop an institutional, discursive or political change from occurring at diverse levels. On
the contrary, here they are understood as the initiators (see ‘usage’ Jacquot and Woll,
2003, 2010) of transformations, while at the same time they are also transformed in

such a process.

In this kind of bottom-up oriented definition, the relationship with the EU is viewed as
‘practices and political interactions occurring back and forth between the European
and the national, local, sectoral or institutional level’ (Jacquot and Woll 2003, p.4),
which create ‘reciprocal influence’ (ibid.), rather than vertical adaptational pressures on
institutional structures. In this framework, the domestic/local level encounters Europe
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through ‘socialization processes, ideational convergence, learning and re-definitions of
policy paradigms and ideas’ (Radaelli and Pasquier, 2007: 38 in Dossi 2012, 51). Thus,
rather than considering the unidirectional ‘influence of the EU” on the local level, ‘the
multi-level usage of Europe’ (Jacquot and Woll 2010) offers a more appropriate
analytical framework for examining the multi-dynamic context of influences in which
transnational networks are embedded. This approach is also more suitable means of
observing the new modes of governance and their procedures, in which the actors’
room for maneuver occupies a central position.

Indeed, cognitive theory is a better means of comprehending actor roles for which ‘any
social actions require an understanding of the environment, in this case, the political
context (Christiansen, et al. 1999; Surel 2000 in Jacquot and Woll, 2003, 3) in which
they operate. This means that actors acquire cognitive devices in order to discern
‘how...they appropriate the tools and resources offered by European integration to
reach their goals’ (Jacquot and Woll, 2010, p. 118). The social constructivist perspective
is therefore appropriate for membership analysis for the three following reasons: to
analyse ‘(1) the dynamics of informal and non-constraining procedures; (2) the
movement of actors between the different policy levels; and (3) the importance of
networks and coalitions which form among actors with fundamentally different goals’
(ibid.), which facilitate analysis at the micro-level dynamic of learning and political
change in transnational membership. Furthermore, it has been observed that
‘scholarship has underexplored the effectiveness of these instruments so far, as the
dominant focus on institutional variables and the macro policy perspective (Radaelli et
al. 2012) has limited our understanding of how to target actors perform the process of
policy implementation and why and to what extent they exploit opportunities offered
by the EU political arena’ (Domorenok 2019, 295).

In short, acknowledging these shortcomings for the purpose of examining
membership impacts (Busch et al. 2018) from below, the twofold nature of transnational
membership has to be considered: on the one hand the commitment of local members
to transnational networking, and on the other, how ‘steered coordination” impacts are
present within networks.

The analytical framework for examining the European local dynamic is constructed
accordingly: firstly, as a means of shedding light on how local members engage at the
EU level, we rely on the theoretical insights derived from the ‘multi-level usage of
Europe’ (Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004, 2010); secondly, in order to capture the effects
of transnational networking at the local level, we rely upon the ‘dimensions of change’
(the logic of change, see Dossi 2012) as discussed in the Europeanisation debate.
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In the first instance, we refer to networks as EU policy instruments used by local actors
for specific purposes, in order to then consider the meanings that these actors attribute
to such instruments (Domorenok 2019). And in consequence, we examine the
perception of the EU as an institutional, ideological and organisational opportunity
(Jacquot and Woll 2003) through these tools. Based on the available literature (Jacquot
and Woll 2003, 2004) three main types of EU usage (and its instruments) are outlined:
cognitive, strategic and legitimising. These can be employed as a means of highlighting
how local member organisations engage with the EU multilevel system (see
Domorenok 2019 on ‘symbolic usage’) through networks, thus emphasising the
strengths and weaknesses of these policy coordination tools:

e Symbolic — there is occasional interest, but limited involvement in
networking activities.

e Strategic — the network is used to increase strategic opportunities, such as
partnerships, funding, and resources.

e Cognitive — the network is used to obtain new ideas, acquire knowledge and
expertise, and new methods, guidelines and criteria are employed.

e Legitimising — the network is used to legitimise pre-existing practices and
discourse. The focus is mainly on visibility and political image.

Secondly, in order to examine the impacts of TNs at the local level, we rely on the
Europeanisation debate that broadly seeks to explain policy change and the
interrelation of actors involved in this process. Within the new form of governance,
whose networks are part of this, we look at transformations occurring at the local level
that follow member involvement within EU-led instruments. Since we are adopting a
bottom-up perspective on this phenomenon, we examine not only the areas influenced
by policymaking but also the use that domestic actors make of the EU (see above). To
study EU influence on domestic, regional and urban structures, the literature outlines
the causal mechanisms of change — or lack thereof — through the two main logics of
consequences and appropriateness (March and Olsen 1998 in Dossi 2012). Based on
Dossi (2012), whose research design proposes three different levels of reference
(structure, organisation and cognition) as a means of analysing the logic of change, we
adapt his framework according to our research object. We employ this scheme in order
to empirically reconstruct the process of change influenced by the transnational
network, beyond the scope of rigorous causality:

e Discourse
e Structure

e Organisation
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Here, Discourse refers to the construction of the European dimension (see ‘Cognition’
Dossi 2012, Barbehon 2016) through cultural heritage narrative programs and projects
as well as participation in EU transnational networks. That is, ‘how “the EU” is
discursively constructed’ in different localities and how, eventually, ‘these discourses
constitute a contingent .space for negotiating how to react upon supranational
impulses’ (Barbehon 2016, 162).

Structure: meaning the creation of new structures, the establishment of new partnership
arrangements, and the involvement of actors, all of which lead to a stronger structural
interaction with another level of government. In short, any novel partnerships that ‘are
represented by the strengthening of the institutional relationship between actors
belonging to different levels of government operating in the local area, which have
been able to attain — towards the EU level —a veritable synergy for pursuing a common

objective’ (Dossi 2012, 167).

Organisation: any changes in the management or staff organisational chart (such as the
creation of a specific position for managing European projects, coordination,
monitoring and steering committees, joint position in charge of the EU / transnational
network) of the member organisation or new partnerships and alliances.

Local Cultural Policy: refers to the promotion of new policy paradigms through formal
and informal means (such as communication campaigns).

These categories of change (simplified from the /ogies of change at the basis of the
Europeanisation debate) aim to shed light on the transformations in cultural policy,
discourse, organisation and structure, as triggered by cultural organizations’
transnational membership. By adopting a bottom-up perspective and striving to unfold
the micro-foundation of the policy instruments examined, this analysis endeavours to
reveal how local actors make use of transnational networking as well as what changes
can be achieved through such uses. To conclude, this twofold examination of the how
and what informs the delineation of the interlinkage between network dimensions and

contextual factors that are needed as conditions trigger or limit changes.

5.2 Cases

By acknowledging that ‘the potential impact the networks have on their
members differs from netwotrk to network’ based on the differences in network
profiles (Busch 2015, p. 227), the selection of networks was made by taking into
consideration their possible typologisation. Moreover, the choice of the selected
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members is a reflection of membership heterogeneity (in terms of size, location and
the institutional level), which expands on previous literature that viewed membership
as being composed of ‘internally homogenous actors’ (Busch et al. 2018, 228).
Concretely, in accordance with the updated typological understanding proposed in the
concluding paragraph of Chapter 4, one network per type was selected among
representative, participative, issue-based and sector-based.

Transnational Network Typology

TMCNs TNs in CCS Case Selection

High-profile (Busse 2008, Giest and Howlett Representative network Europa Nostra

2013); inclusive mass network (Haupt and Cop-

pola 2019)

In-depth (Busse 2008, Giest and Howlett 2013); Partecipative network European Dancehouse Network (EDN)
exclusive elite network (Haupt and Coppola 2019)

thematic scope (Fuengenfeld 2015) Sector-based network EDN

thematic scope (Fuengenfeld 2015) Issue-based network Creative Hubs Network

Selected Cases:

1. Heritage - representative TN

Europa Nostra — 7 ME — Subotica Synagogue (Serbia)

2. Performing Arts - participative TN

European Dance House Network; IETM — Lavanderia a Vapore, Torino (Italy)
3. Creative Hubs — Artist driven space - issue-based TN

3.1 European Creative Hubs Network — Nova Iska, Belgrade (Serbia)

3.2 European Creative Hubs Network — La Valleé, Brussels (Belgium)

3.3 Trans Europe Halles; European Creative Hubs Network — Kaapeli, Helsinki (Finland)

Two cases: Subotica Synagogue, sample of Europa Nostra Programme and Nova
Iskra, founding member of the Creative Hubs Network are located in Serbia, a non-
EU State. This choice has been made to provide a first overview of Europeanization
process as internal (EU-wide) as well as external (EU other countries) dimension
(Boerzel and Risse 2012 in Radaelli 2018, 58) also in the CCS. However, this
perspective has been touched upon only preliminarily in this context, since the issues
at stake remain outside the main scope of the current research. Further
contextualization of local features, an in-depth study of the external dimension of the
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European Cultural Policy Discourse, and a review of cultural diplomacy literature
would be needed to provide a more apt examination of the dynamics at place in non-
EU States.

Analysis of data

Drawing upon evaluative research, which discusses the interaction between policy
design features and contextual local factors, combining together an analytical grid with
qualitative data, the three dimensions of context, process/mechanism and outcome
(Melloni et al. 2018) are considered in the analysis of transnational influence on
membership at the local level. The discussion of the cases will be articulated according
to the three aforementioned dimensions, articulated further as follows:

Contextual features:

. Organisation

. Local Actors

. Institutional and Policy contexts
Mechanisms (how):

. Engagement in TN activities

. Horizontal and vertical upscaling
. Learning as a social mechanism
Outeomes:

. Changes in Structure and Organisation
. Changes in Discourse

The observable outcomes are based on the triangulation of a diverse range of data
sources: interviews among a broad range of actors (member, intermediary and network
actors, as well as local politicians), empirical observations and material sources (internal
and external networks communication documents, reports and the press). The outline
— contextual feature, mechanism (bow) and outcomes — has also been used first as a
baseline for organising the materials gathered from the fieldwork and second to
structure the discussion of our findings; such an analytical grid contributes to
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identifying how a type of network can influence certain outcomes (or not) in specific
local contexts.

5.2.1 Subotica Synagogue (Serbia) - Europa Nostra Network
The Context

In 2013, Europa Nostra Network conceived the 7 Most Endangered
Programme (7ME) for the purpose of raising the visibility of endangered sites across
Europe and beyond. The concept behind it was to create a framework similar to the
UNESCO Heritage Endangered List but on a European scale. The Programme is one
of the main network activities (co-funded through the Creative Europe grant and the
European Investment Bank), set up to ‘mobilize public and private partners on local,
national and European levels to find a viable future for those sites’ (7 ME 2018, 1).
Therefore, it acts as a ‘catalyst for joint action’ (ibid.), rather than a funding scheme.
The main criteria for nomination as ‘endangered sites’ are ‘the uniqueness and value
of the site and the pressing nature of the danger’ (EN, EIBI, Creative Europe 2018,
12). The nomination process is initiated by the Network Local Branches (National
Delegation), which propose a site located in their own country; the completed
participation dossier is then evaluated by Europa Nostra Headquarters with the
support of external experts. Even if the programme is funded with the Creative Europe
grant (and co-financed by the European Investment Bank Institute), EU involvement
in this activity is nevertheless limited; there is even a sort of disclaimer in the decisions
taken, which are solely the responsibility of the network, as an expert involved in the
program explains:

{(...) there is quite a disclaimer when it comes to the program. It is much more the
cooperation between the European Investment Bank Institute (EIBI) and Europe Nostra
(EN) that is playing a big policy and diplomatic role throughout Europe through that
program’. (V. K. interview)

Then, once the site is nominated, international experts visit the site ‘under physical
and/or political threats’ and are invited to deliver a Technical Report with
recommendations. This document serves as a catalyst for attracting potential local,
national, and international donors for the implementation of the plan to restore the
site. How this process functions is described by a founding partner as follows:

‘That does not mean you have the funding because this is an NGO and the EIB

Institute is helping us with technical and not with money, but it puts your project on
a much better base to convince people who would be willing to give them money,

146



whether it is your national or your regional authorities, whether that is EU funds,
whether that is foundations or rich people. I mean, it depends on the investors. It
improves the probability that is being done’. (G. G. interview)

The 7ME Internal Evaluation (EN, EIBI, Creative Europe 2018, 12) provides a state
of the art of all the twenty-two nominated sites (subdivided into four categories: project
successfully finished; good progress; slow progress; poor progress’) and outlines three main reasons
to be labelled as endangered: ‘meglect, planning danger and adpocacy project’. In this overview,
Subotica Synagogue is framed as ‘one building site’, that is ‘neglected’, and in relevant
‘need for funding’; it is considered to be one of the most successful cases.

Institutional framework

The Synagogue of Subotica (Serbia) was nominated as an ‘endangered site’ as part of
the programme in 2014, due to the lack of funds and the urgent need for structural
repairs. The application was completed by the Europa Nostra National Delegation
located in Serbia and endorsed by the Municipality of Subotica, the owner of the
building. The document cites the outstanding value of the site as a ‘superb example of
Hungarian Art Nouveau in Subotica' (Dossier TME Project Fact Sheet). Previously
owned by the local Jewish Community, and recently given to the Municipality for the
purpose of maintaining ‘one of Subotica’s most outstanding heritage sites’ (ibid.), the
governance of the site is rather complex, due to historical and political circumstances.
A wide net of international, national and local stakeholders has been involved during
the whole application and implementation procedure, but two main actors held
influential positions throughout the process: Europa Nostra Serbia (with the support
of Europa Nostra Headquarters and the European Investment Bank Institute) and the
Hungarian Government. The first is the local contact point with Europa Nostra
Headquarters, therefore it facilitates international political support and raises
awareness of the site. “I'he Hungarian Government, by contrast, was the key donor because the
Hungarians see this [the Synagogue] as their heritage’ (interview). Thus there ‘is an agreement
for the use of the synagogue to be given to the Hungarian National Council of
Vojvodina, as the Hungarian Government is the key donor for the interior restoration
of the synagogue’ (ibid.). In this context, the international level conveyed through the
transnational network plays a diplomatic role and exerts political leverage on the
dynamics among local actors. The diverse international, national, and local
stakeholders as well as their roles, are noted below:
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International Level:

e  BEuropa Nostra Serbia: coordination + expertise + visibility

e  FEuropean Investment Bank (partner in 7 Most Endangered Programme): funding +
expertise + visibility

e  Headley Trust: funding

e  World Monuments Fund (with the Jewish Heritage Grant Program): funding + visibility

e Institute Forster — Budapest

e  Hungarian Government / Hungarian National Council: funding + managing the
Synagogue
e National Council of the Hungarian Ethnic Minority

National Level:

e The Ministry of Religions of the Republic of Serbia: funding
e The Ministry of Culture and Media of the Republic of Serbia: funding
e  The Republic of Serbia Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments — Belgrade

Local level:

e  Municipality of Subotica — the Synagogue is publicly owned by the Municipality
e Organisation “SOS Synagogue” Foundation for restoration and revitalisation of the
synagogue in Subotica: administrative and legal responsibility

e Intermunicipal Institute for the Protection of Cultural Monuments Subotica

Nomzination Process

The nomination brings the heritage site under an international spotlight because of its
poor state of preservation and raises awareness of its structural condition in order to
leverage pressures on local politicians to attract further funding. Subsequent to the
Subotica nomination, the Europa Nostra Headquarters, in collaboration with the
National Delegation, organised a study visit at the site with international experts, in
order to release a Technical Report (technical restoration and budget), which included
recommendations on how to better position the site to suit potential donors. The
immediate consequences of a 7ME nomination in the words of an international expert
is reported as follows:

‘What it gives is, first, high visibility and beyond the local and even the national level,
which means if so far your project is simply being neglected because nobody cares, that
changes normally because suddenly everybody is looking at it. I mean, the programme
in the meantime is more or less known.” (G.G. interview)
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During the implementation phase, the Europa Nostra Serbia National Delegation
organised regular meetings with local stakeholders and provided training courses
(heritage management, political expertise) for local actors, since ‘little can be achieved
to conserve this magnificent building for the long term before the Municipality adapts
proper professional management standards’ (7 ME Dossier). These meetings have
been considered as a soft means of enhancing local capacity and awareness of the site:

‘Little can be achieved to conserve this magnificent building for the long term before the
Municipality adapts proper professional standards of management and priorities for this
project.

After the EN /EIBI mission, EN Serbia supported by The Headley Trust has acted as a
catalyst initiating a series of meetings of stakeholders and local and international
experts to first overcome distrust and skepticism, second to make a proper assessment
of the restoration needs, then to train people in the required restoration works and lastly
how to manage such a valuable heritage site as the Subotica Synagogue.” (Dossier 7TME
Project Fact Sheet)

In this phase the resources provided by Europa Nostra Serbia National delegation
were the following:

e Jocal presence

e knowledge of the context, key actors and political situation

The resources provided by Europa Nostra Headquarters were the following:

e Expertise (management, structural engineering)

e Symbolic power

e Advocacy capacity at the international level

e Institutional contacts

e Wider stakeholder network

e 10,000 euro fund (through the Creative Europe grant)
e International political support

e Media coverage

e Raising awareness at the European level

e DPolitical support at the national and local levels
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Discourse

The use of EU Heritage Discourse as applied to the Subotica Synagogue sheds light
on the ideational and performative power of heritage discourse and its political
implications in the non-EU-member States. It makes it possible to question how the
EU is discursively constructed at the local level, and thus examine the roles that cultural
governance arrangements, intermediaries, and European transnational networks play
in shifting ideas and heritage discourse locally. From our analysis, it can be observed
that discourse shifts are often constructed upon the legacy of previously implemented
EU initiatives and programmes that addressed the same site. Subotica Synagogue was
indeed first nominated as an ‘endangered’ site in 2014 as part of the 7 Most
Endangered Programme and in 2018 was labelled a ‘symbol of European
multiculturalism’ within the framework of the European Year of Cultural Heritage.
The action coordinated by Europa Nostra aimed to draw international attention to
European heritage sites under physical and political threat; the legacy of this nomination
has been employed to set up the basis for initially conceiving of Subotica Synagogue
as part of European Heritage. Consequently, on the occasion of the European Year of
Cultural Heritage 2018, it was relatively easy to label the monument as a symbol of
‘multiculturalism’ and ‘European cultural belonging’ within communication and
dissemination materials (i.e., videos and postcards) produced by the Delegation of the
European Union in Serbia and the EU Info Point. In this case, the Europa Nostra
nomination was presented as a significant momentum when the framing of the
Subotica Synagogue was shifted to become part of European heritage — a message that
was further disseminated internationally during EYCH 2018.

The Seven Most Endangered Programme is indeed renowned for playing a significant
role in transforming both ideas and discourses, and therefore implicitly a means of
leveraging common cognitive and ideational framing. Even if nominated sites
represent a shared European heritage, labelling them as ‘endangered’ also suggests
negative perceptions of the managed site; however, the programme has been
successful in turning these criticalities into increased international recognition of the
nominated sites, which would consequently trigger transnational support. Further, in
the case of a nomination of a site located in a non-EU state, such as Serbia, a complex
debate concerning the instrumental use of EU heritage discourse and what it entails in
terms of politics of belonging arises — since ideational and cognitive constructions are
shifted across levels through labelling strategies. In fact, Subotica Synagogue, first
included as Eurgpean heritage sites through 7ME nomination, became a symbol of
European multiculturalism on the occasion of the European Year of Cultural Heritage
2018. This image has been propagated through communication and dissemination
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materials (video Subotica Synagogue—European and World Cultural Heritage Site (EU
Serbia)  https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=C3arRjG1ZWY and a postcard)
produced by the Delegation of the European Union in Serbia and the EU Info Point,

as part of the Stakeholder Committee. In the video, Subotica Synagogue is described
as ‘a gem of Central European Cultural Heritage’ and as being of ‘great symbolic and educational
value as a witness of multiculturalism’. On the postcard, the Synagogue is categorised under
the label ‘European heritage’. This narrative does not unlock any space for dissonance
discourse on the heritage site, nor does it unpack the layers of diverse and complex
belonging represented by the site, which was ‘ealised by a Hungarian architect (...), nsed by
the Jewish minority [and] witnessed the history of Holocaust’ (interview). On the contrary, it
reinforces the acritical aspect (see AHD Smith 2009) of EU multiculturalism and
depicts Subotica as an example of successful bilateral cooperation between Serbia and
Hungary, thanks to European Union support, as a heritage expert points out:

‘EYCH had the goal of spreading the message of common European heritage that is not
dissonant and that is not contested. (...) So, if you look at all the programmes that have
been done throughout the European Year of Cultural Heritage, all of them were directed
towards fostering pride and celebrating this EU diversity and heritage as a basis for
identity. So, the whole year was not used at all to talk about sensitive issues and to talk
about what European heritage is like today with all migrations and multiculturalism that
is happening, between the new Member States. (...) The Subotica Synagogue was a very
good example of promoting this idea that with European support and cooperation,
in this case, bilateral cooperation between Serbian and Hungaty, you can achieve great
things.” (V. K. Interview)

Through the nomination as an ‘Endangered Site’, the ideational frame for a more
complex understanding of intercultural dialogue and multiculturalism was denied, and
local stakeholders prioritised a discourse focused on a simpler facet: Subotica as a peatl
of the Art Nouveau, in effect denying any sensitive political issues or dissonant heritage
(Ashworth and Tunbridge 1996), as an expert further clarifies:

‘(...) It [Subotica Synagogue] tells a European story that is discomforting on many
levels in a city that still struggles with its multiculturalism. And I think the potential
for synagogues to be used for creating an understanding of certain historical periods and
struggles and what it means to different stakeholders is being avoided. Because once you
put it for tourists to admire, you cancel this educational opportunity and complexity within
that. (...) “This potential has not been used to the dominant discourse, is that the
Synagogue is [an] art nouveau peatl of Subotica and this is why you come to visit it’. (V.
K. Interview)

In conclusion, the usage of the Subotica Synagogue image within the EU framework
shows how the political complexity and the sensitivity of the issues at stake were
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compressed into a consensual idea of European heritage, in which the Synagogue is
instead depicted as ‘a gem of Central European Cultural Heritage’ and as being of ‘great
symbolic and educational value as a witness of multiculturalism’. This case clearly demonstrates
how practices and narratives of non-belonging were reshaped and often neglected
within EU Institutional Heritage Discourse in favour of an unexamined idea of
belonging. The nomination of Subotica Synagogue (Serbia) as an ‘Endangered Site’ in
the 7ME Programme in 2014 and the subsequent usage of the site image as a symbol
of ‘European heritage’ during the European Year of Cultural Heritage in 2018, indeed
unlocks a complex debate on the instrumental use of EU heritage discourse applied to
sites located in non-Member States, as well as on the politics of belonging thus entailed.

This analysis for the purpose of our study examines how the EU is discursively
constructed locally and what role transnational networks play in shifting ideas and
discourse. Consequently, it can be underlined how these ideational constructions build
up legacy and create spaces for implementing other EU policies incrementally
(Barbehoen 2016) in non-Member States, such as Serbia. Notably, EU cultural policy
actions in non-EU member states are often employed as a means of facilitating the EU
enlargement process (Vos 2017). To sum up, the 7 Most Endangered Programme
plays a relevant role in shifting ideas and discourse: the nominated sites are firstly
representatives of a shared European heritage, and secondly characterized as ‘endangered’.
Even if being labelled as ‘endangered’ can lead to dishonourable perceptions of local
and national authorities, nevertheless, the programme aims to turn such shame into
increased international recognition of the site, thus triggering transnational support for
the nominated site, as a part of a wider European Cultural Heritage.
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Figure 10 Subotica Postcard. Source: Delegation of the European Union in Serbia
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Changes — Outcomes of the 7 Most Endangered Programme

Subotica Synagogue is known as a successful case of the 7 ME Programme (EN, 2018,
12), whose nomination opens up a complex debate on labelling strategies as a means
of triggering ideational constructions that prepare spaces for implementing other EU
policies incrementally aligning them with EU discourse. Our analysis has revealed the
following main outcomes/changes deriving from the site nomination:

e Temporal change of governance arrangement of the site

e Achievement of comprehensive cooperation among experts

e Enhancement of possibilities for attracting further national and international
funds

e Increased implementation of other European projects (i.e., the Under the
Loop Project)

e Change in the site’s discourse and perception

e Design of an EU cognitive frame that facilitates the ground for further EU
actions (Under the Loop Project 2015; EYCH 2018; application to Europa
Nostra Awards 2019)

e Enhanced international recognition of the site
e Increased international political awareness around the site’s value

e Enhanced capacity in building heritage management practices

Strong changes in discourse, partial and temporal changes in the organisation and
non-existent changes in the structure can be identified as outcomes triggered by
Subotica Synagogue’s nomination. The specific conditions that facilitated these
achievements can be outlined as follow: first, a strong tie between the Europa Nostra
National Delegation (Serbia) and Europa Nostra Headquarters, since it has been
noticed that the programme works particularly well ‘when Europa Nostra and the EIB-
I have a strong partner in the locality of the site’. This strong tie is the result of the
high expertise present in the Europa Nostra National Delegation and the consolidated
connection with international stakeholders; moreover, this link was also due to the
geographical position that Serbia occupies within EU political debate, which is relevant
to Europa Nostra's diplomatic purpose. This is because networks are also required to
design actions beyond the Member States in order to implement EU cultural policy as
a means of enhancing its ‘international dimension’ (EC, 2018). Moreover, since ‘the
nominator and the owner of the site are important stakeholders, and their involvement
helps to ensure progress’ (EN 2018, ivi), the case of Subotica clearly demonstrates this
condition since the application dossier was completed by the Europa Nostra Serbia
Delegation and endorsed by the Municipality of Subotica, the owner of the building.

154



Challenges

Europa Nostra Serbia reported that due to political circumstances, it has been difficult
to ensure the implementation of a shared management plan for multilevel site
stakeholders (as foreseen in the Technical Report) over the long term, in addition to
international leverages, as the expert reports:

it is very important to us that the plan and the future management of the synagogue
would include a much broader group of actors. But in the end, the city created a
contract with the Hungarian National Council. (...) The synagogue is being used much
less than it could for different educational purposes, especially so for talking about
intercultural dialogue and multiculturalism means to look into the Holocaust memory. So
all those different aspects that are not just tourists coming and seeing a heritage site’. (V.
K. interview)

Specifically, the Serbian National Delegation was only in charge of proposing
guidelines and steering soft tools such as workshops, peer exchange and stakeholder
forums in order to endorse the proposed suggestions. However, they were not in the
position to compel anyone to implement any management plan on a local level, as the
expert clarifies:

(...) We just did not have the authority to push forward with the particular
management plan for the synagogue. We did offer advice and guidelines from the
workshops. So, there was a suggestion being made in which directions the synagogue
could be run and including the stakeholdet's forum that would be a consultative body to
run the synagogue. So, there were mechanisms that were suggested from our side, but
that was not used at all’. (V. K. interview)

Legacy of the action

As previously mentioned, discursive shifts are often constructed on the legacy of
previously implemented EU initiatives and programmes that address the same sites,
since ‘the Europeanization of the cognition and perception, largely depends on past
policy solutions adopted over the same field” (Dossi 2012, 172). It is observable how
Subotica Synagogue's nomination as an ‘endangered site’ in 2014 set up the basis for

conceiving Subotica Synagogue as part of European Heritage for further EU actions.

Indeed, on the occasion of the European Year of Cultural Heritage 2018, the usage of
the Subotica Synagogue image within the EU framework shows how the political
complexity and the sensitivity of the issues at stake were compressed into a consensual
idea of European heritage, in which the Synagogue is depicted as ‘@ gem of Central
European Cultural Heritage’ and as a great symbolic and educational value as a ‘witness of
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EU  multiculturalism’. 'This kind of shared understanding had been previously
constructed in the 7ME nomination. This case makes it evident how practices and
narratives of non-belonging have often been reshaped within the EU Institutional
Heritage Discourse in favour of an unexamined idea of belonging also due to the
governance arrangement from which emerge.

Identify the How

The successful case of Subotica consists mainly of significant and enduring changes in
the dimension of discourse and perception of the site. The 7ME nomination as
‘endangered’ in 2014 led to the perception of the Synagogue as ‘a gew of Central European
Cultural Heritage’ and as a ‘great symbolic and educational valne as a witness of EU
multiculturalisn’ on the occasion of the European Year of Cultural Heritage 2018 and
beyond. In short, Subotica Synagogue became a symbol of European heritage in the
international spotlight. Thus, in terms of the governance arrangement (structure and
organisation), the results achieved were less evident and not ensured in the long run.
In addition to international efforts put in place to engage a wide range of stakeholders
in the management of the site, due to local political circumstances, it was difficult to
ensure a shared management plan in the long term. To achieve this goal, an ongoing
engagement of local stakeholders would have been necessary during the whole process,
but in this case, international leverage was not sufficient to ensure the legacy of the
transnational action.

Network design features and local contextual factors are definitively outlined here as
the conditions that facilitated the achievement of the aforementioned results. The
labelling of Subotica Synagogue cleatly represents the purpose behind the increasingly
promoted EU cultural initiatives within non-EU States; the construction of the
‘Buropean dimension’ of cultural heritage entailed a new politics of belonging. Beyond
merely supporting culture and the arts, in most cases these actions serve as
complementary soft mechanisms for creating conditions that would eventually
facilitate the EU enlargement process (Vos 2017), by contributing to the creation of
spaces for incrementally implementing other EU policies (Barbehoen 2016) in
countries under conditionality. Through transnational network arrangements,
European cultural programmes have increasingly addressed these countries with the
intention of shifting locally-orientated cognitive frames, discourse and heritage
narratives by increasing the emphasis on the European dimension.

The use of EU Heritage Discourse as applied to Subotica Synagogue sheds light on

the ideational and performative power of heritage discourse and its political
implications. It makes it possible to unpack how the EU is discursively constructed at
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the local level, and thus also examine the roles that cultural governance arrangements,
intermediaries and European transnational networks play in shifting ideas and heritage
discourse locally. These changes were achieved under the following conditions: firstly,
the 7 Most Endangered’ is a widely known international Programme designed by
Europa Nostra Network, a widely recognised TN, which offers financial resources,
transnational political support, and visibility convergence in order to achieve program
objectives. Secondly, the Europa Nostra Network put in place since long a
decentralisation strategy which means that it is composed of diverse National
Delegations across Europe and beyond. These national branches have a local team
based on a voluntary commitment for the purpose of upscale local concerns, in
connection with the headquarters offices in Brussels and The Hague. This spatial
arrangement plays a fundamental role in the success of these activities: in fact, the
program works particularly well ‘when Europa Nostra and the EIB-I have a strong
partner in the locality of the site’. Moreover, in this specific case ‘the nominator and the
owner of the site are important stakeholders and their involvement helps to ensure
progress’. Further, the role of the ‘intermediary figure’ (see ‘policy entreprenenr’) between
the National Delegation and the network Headquarters is relevant in terms of
nomination reference as well as implementation credibility. Thirdly, the geographical
position of Subotica (Serbia) was considered strategic for EU cultural actions and
therefore the network as a response to the international dimension of EU cultural
actions. In sum, 7ME seems to perform as a preparatory action for the shift of
interpretative frames that would allow for further implementation of other EU
programmes, as a means of increasingly legitimising the adaptations to Exrgpe (see the
use of the Subotica image for the European Year of Cultural Heritage 2018), and more
generally to facilitate the incremental use of ‘soft conditionality mechanisms’ (Vos
2019) in this area.

Usage

In conclusion, employing ‘the multilevel usage of Europe’ (Woll and Jacquot 2010)
framework for the analysis of how a transnational network operates in a local context
allows us to shed light on how local actors ‘may engage with the polycentric system of
shared commitment and opportunities’ (Domorenok 2019, 298). From our analysis, it
can be deduced that the Europa Nostra Serbia delegation employed the 7 Most
Endangered Programme (Europa Nostra network) predominantly for the following
purposes:
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e Symbolic — there is occasional interest, but limited involvement in
networking activities.

e Strategic — the network is used to increase strategic opportunities, such as
partnerships, funding, and resources.

e Legitimising - the network is used to legitimise pre-existing practices and
discourse. The focus is mainly on visibility and political image.

Conversely, Europa Nostra with the 7ME used the image of Subotica mostly for
symbolic and strategic purposes, and more generally to legitimise the actions of
transnational intermediaries in an accession State, like Serbia. At the same time, the
Europa Nostra Serbia National Delegation employed the Europa Nostra network for
symbolic and strategic purposes, thus raising international awareness of an otherwise
unknown heritage site, ultimately as a means of legitimising their practice on the

ground.

5.2.2 Lavanderia a Vapore — Turin (ltaly) European Dance House
Network

The Context

In 2015 Piemonte dal Vivo, the regional branch for the performing arts sector
was appointed under a ten-years contract to manage the Regional Centre for
Contemporary Dance based in Collegno, in the suburban Turin area. The centre is
located in a former psychiatric hospital, restored in 2008; it had been under the
direction of a private local dance company up until 2005. Supported jointly by local
Bank Foundations (Compagnia San Paolo and the CRT), the Piedmont Regional
Government has been appointed to manage the centre and to steer the project by
enlarging its aims and perspectives, including international reach. The latter aspect has
been achieved through membership in a transnational network dedicated to the dance
sector: the European Dancehouse Networks (EDN). The purpose of the membership
is explained as follows by an intermediary figure working at LAV:

‘At the beginning, the plan was to root LAV in three different levels: the regional level
because we are living in a specific region, the second was to establish or empower a relationship
at the national level with other networks and colleagues (...). The third level was to bring
LAV to the international level. This was the initial objective of the Region in 2015; and now,
five years after, all these three levels are quite strong, even if, the international level is

something that we could improve a little more’ (V. T. interview)
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The Mentbership Process

Lavanderia a Vapore began to approach the network immediately after Piemonte dal
Vivo, the sectorial branch of Piedmont Region, was put in charge of the management
of the Centre in 2016 and became acquainted with the European Dancehouse
Network via some Italian members, namely the Opera Estate Festival in Bassano del
Grappa. In this kind of small-scale participative network, such as EDN, the
membership access is primarily built around reciprocal trust, mutual connection and
long-lasting professional relationships. The formal membership application has been
a time-consuming procedure in terms of networking since each potential member
needs to be supported by three reference letters from other network members; this
procedure is indicative of somewhat restricted network accessibility. The completed
application was then submitted in 2018, and subsequently evaluated by the network’s
Board of Directors and voted on in the General Assembly by all members. The
restricted accessibility to the network is described as follows by the applicant:

‘What is a little bit tricky at the beginning with EDN is that you need to prove that you
can be part of the network. It could be perceived as a kind of small group. (...) But at
the same time, I think with this procedure, the other partners can understand who you are
and what you can bring to the network more than what you can take from the network’.
(V. T. interview)

Finally, LAV joined the network in 2018. Their purpose was to learn practices from
more established Dance Houses across Burope: ‘we wanted to learn and to steal something’
(interview); their membership served as a way of providing the newly formed LAV
management team with further experience in the dance sector, and more generally, it
was also a way of increasing the centre's international reach.

Following EDN sectorial membership, LAV put in place a multi-membership strategy
in order to consolidate its international dimension further. The Centre attended IETM
(International Network for Contemporary Performing Arts) initiatives and meetings,
which provided them with specific information and the most up-to-date practices in
the performing arts sector. Further, they also applied to the ENCC (European
Network for Cultural Centres) with the aim of shifting the image of a centre that had
been purely dedicated to dance towards a more polyfunctional cultural space with a
more defined social reach, as stated in this interview:
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It is two waterway two-way roads, of course, we can learn something, and give
something. In this context especially it would be useful since we want to change this
petspective between the project and the house.

So how this [LAV] could be a resource place also for another kind of cultural activities
and not only dance, which is what we are supposed to do from the ministry.” (V. T.

interview)
Discourse

In a small-scale participative network, like EDN, membership interaction is a key
element for the proper functioning of information flow and the achievement of
external outcomes. Indeed, this network type employs learning processes as a driver
of horizontal sharing of information, discourse and practices (see horizontal npscaling),
where the engagement of members, their positioning within the network dynamics (as
a ‘late’ or ‘frontrunner’) and their informal reciprocal ties are fundamental in discursive
interaction and appropriation. This dynamic is clearly elucidated by the intermediary

as follows:

‘It depends if the network is, which I do not think it is, a place where you can find a lot
of information, then IETM can be a network. But if we think network as a place or a
commonplace of growing exchange, sharing knowledge, sharing, fear, problems,
issues, and solution, then EDN is a network’ (V. T. interview)

This horizontal configuration differs from other more representative networks (such
as for example IETM) which on the one hand operate more vertically as service
providers for the members, and on the other as an influential advocacy body oriented
towards the European institutions. The difference between these diverse ways of

functioning is summarised by a practitioner as follows:

So, this is IETM, because if you have a specific topic or you want to learn about
something very, very specific, then it's more effective if you find the perfect workshop
seminar; while EDN is more like really a network because it's got like knots and lines
that might connect people.” (V.T. interview)

Given that LAV may be considered a ‘late runner’ in network dynamics, due to their
recently attained membership status, such a position resulted in weak membership
impacts. The observable changes consist mostly of LAV becoming incrementally
familiarised with EU cultural policy narratives, appropriating EDN discourse
developed among members in order to better frame experimental practices on the
ground, contextualising performances with wider EU cultural policy priorities such as
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‘audience engagement towards citizens’ or ‘dance for young’. And lastly, legitimising
the Centre’s international reach among local politicians, as explained here:

‘(...) with the local municipalities of Collegno many times we tried to explain that we are
an International Dance House, meaning the people that are coming here are not only
people from Collegno nor from Piemonte, but people that are coming from an
international level. And this means that [the]LAV and the City of Collegno can be
known on a wider scale.” (V.T. interview)

However, when referring specifically to the advocacy capacity that a transnational
membership can offer to its members, the cultural operator spoke of potential benefit,
rather than the actual effect on their organisation:

I think this is the way the members feel they are important for the network because each
of us at a different level can move the discussion forward, especially if you have a big
established partner (...), a huge institution, but also when you have small partners, that
are working at different levels, and they are moving also the discussion towards
advocacy and policy in a very different level’. (V. T. interview)

Such a feeble perception of opportunity in this dimension can be also due to the recent
focus on advocacy as inserted in the EDN strategic actions, when the Executive Office
was moved from a member organisation located in Barcelona to Brussels in 2018 and
a new office staff engaged. Only recently have the network and its members begun to
realise their potential ability to advocate for the dance sector both on the European
and local levels.

Change — EDIN Membership Outcomes:

EDN membership has driven the LAV internationalisation process. Lavanderia a
Vapore applied for EDN membership to learn about the European Dance House’s
practices and discourse, and to build new connections and partnerships across Europe,
in order to better position the Centre locally, nationally and internationally, as this
intermediary figure points out:

‘So you need to have outside recognition to make your partners and stakeholders
realise that what you are doing is relevant and got some meaning. So this was the
political level. And there is another level, a second level, which is thinking outside the box.
So sometimes you need to speak with someone who is not following your political view.
And if you talk with someone who doesn't have your experience, because he or she lives
in another country, they could give you a better key or a different point of view to discuss

a topic and look at the issue from another point of view’. (V. T. interview)
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The analysis revealed the following outcomes/changes of EDN membership:

e Overview of practices and narratives across Europe and beyond

e FEnhanced national and international recognition

e Internationalisation of the cultural institution

e Internationalisation of artists

e FEnhanced cross-country cooperation project

e Recognition of a transnational community of belonging

e Enhanced support by local politicians

e Changes in narratives and practices

e Changes in the perception of the LAV towards an international and
polyvalent cultural institution

e Enhanced horizontal recognition among sector professionals

To sum up, such a recent membership resulted in major changes observable mostly in
narrative and perception, while only weak changes occurred in discourse (meaning
shifts in cognitive frames and ensured in the long run), and thus far shifts in the
organisation and the structure changes were absent. The recent acquired EDN
membership and the new advocacy strategy lately inserted in the EDN strategic action
can be identified as specific conditions that have hindered major changes to occur.

Challenges

Participative networks, such as the EDN, are primarily built around reciprocal trust,
mutual connections, and long-lasting professional relationships among the members.
Within these dynamics, the positioning of the member within the network (as a
‘frontrunner’ or ‘late runner’) plays a fundamental role both in network and
membership effectiveness. In this configuration, new members encounter difficulties
in building up their positioning within network dynamics more evidently than in other
network types. Indeed, being in the position of a ‘late runner’ poses challenges in terms
of upscaling and downscaling dynamics.

Identifying the How

Changes in discourse, structure, and organisation are only partially observable to date;
major shifts occurred mostly in the image of the cultural organisation, and its self-and
local perception as a choreographic centre with an increased international social
outreach. Moreover, its multiple memberships (EDN, IETM, ENCC) provide
evidence of the focus on internationalisation that the LAV has introduced in its

162



development strategy, yet their concrete effects are still in an initial phase and are thus
only observable on a limited basis. This weakness is a reflection of a recently acquired
membership and the feeble international recognition of the intermediary figure and
the LAV management team. Being a new member with only partially recognised
international and transnational ties has a direct consequence on the weak impacts
observable to date. LAV has employed the network as a ‘perception of opportunities’
(see Galanti, Capano 2020) in order to enhance its international dimension: ‘we #ried to
explain that we are an International Dance House, meaning the people that are coming here are not
only people from Collegno nor Piemonte, but people that are coming from an international level’
(interview); hence the network was mostly used as an international platform that

offered ‘learning’ opportunities.
The Usage of The Network:

Despite the weak changes observable in the discourse, organisation and structure, LAV
has nevertheless used the network for the following purposes:

e Strategic — the network is used to increase strategic opportunities, such as
partnerships, funding, and resources.

e Cognitive — the network is used to obtain new ideas, acquire knowledge and
expertise, with new methods, guidelines, and criteria employed.

e Legitimising — the network is used to legitimise pre-existing practices and
discourse. The focus is mainly on visibility and political image.

The LAV exploited membership for the symbolic purpose of enhancing the
international dimension and reach, and for realising their strategic and cognitive goals
of enlarging partnerships and acquiring new expertise, and finally, for legitimising

experimented local practices within a wider international framework.

5.2.3 Nova Iskra — Belgrade (Serbia) — European Creative Hub
Network

The Context

European cultural programmes and actions have increasingly been
implemented in non-EU Member States as complementary soft tools for creating
conditions that would eventually facilitate the EU enlargement process (Vos 2017).
This contributes to the creation of spaces for incrementally enacting other EU policies
(Barbehoen 2016), beyond merely supporting culture and the arts. It can be argued
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that these actions operate by shifting the locally bounded framework, discourse,
narratives and heritage meaning-making to a European dimension. In this context, the
Creative Europe program provided funds to grass-roots cultural projects implemented
in Serbia because the European Commission included Serbia as an eligible country in
the programme as a means of reinforcing cultural cooperation with south-eastern
countries and of facilitating the EU enlargement process through accession States (Vos
2017). As a complementary action to the country's eligibility, the Serbian Ministry of
Culture put forward a strategy for co-financing European projects and enhancing the
international mobility of Serbian cultural professionals. In these contexts, EU-funded
cultural projects operate as a ‘soft’ complement to ‘hard conditionality’, leveraging
efforts from local and national actors to ensure complementary actions, as a local
cultural operator explains:

‘“They [the Ministry of Culture| do a lot of good work. For example, the fact that we are
in the Creative Europe program, we have a Creative Europe Desk. People are agile
and co-workers and show results. And then also that there are the funds for financing.
It doesn't cover a complete co-financing, but something that helps even if it's like three to
five percent of your budget’. (R. B. interview)

The Institutional Framework

Nova Iskra was initially a project led by an NGO founded in Belgrade in 2000. Then
in 2011, the association set up the first coworking space with a focus on design and
creative industries. ‘A coworking space in a hub, because from the very start, the
intention was to also organise programs, capacity-building activities, networking
activities and so on. Besides offering these services and infrastructural support, like
providing workspace, tools and network, we opened our first space in 2012’(interview).
With this aim, a hybrid structure with overlapping status was created: ‘we work both
as the L.L.C. company and as an NGO, so we use both these statutes, we also have
the status of business technology incubator with our Ministry of Education, so we are
eligible for their biannual funding for this type of organisation’ (interview). Indeed,
legally, three different trademarks are separately registered: Nova Iskra Workspace,
Nova Iskra Programme and Nova Iskra Studio (consulting agencies). In this
configuration, the association regularly rents a building from a private owner, without
the support of city funding; this serves the experimental new business model, as the
Director of Nova Iskra points out:

‘the place is around 700 square meters total. It is in an apartment building, and it has a
kind of roof garden and a terrace. When we started it was half the size, we get two
extensions. We took up the apartments that were next to it and connected them because

it's all the same owners. The other two [spaces] are completely commercial leases. We are

164



renting the space from the owners. So, there is not any particular involvement of the city

or state’. (R. B. interview)

In general terms, Nova Iskra's strategy consists of merging the co-working sector,
education and capacity-building by providing creative services to private companies.
The activities are articulated around different topics from the fields of the arts, design,
entrepreneurship, creative business, technology, creative commons and urban
commons, as reported here:

‘Over the years, we have established three main directions of working: one is the
coworking sector; another one is education and capacity building, which includes
almost everything we are doing with the network and our other projects and a lot of
educational programs we ate deliveting even outside the projects. And then the third, let's
say the dealer is also a client who works on the creatives with companies, working as a
sort of custom tailor-made all-around design agency without the permanent staff, so we
(...) involve different creatives and young professionals into commercial projects.” (R. B.

interview)
The Menbership Process

In 2016 Nova Iskra was a partner in a European project, called Creative Hubs. In 2018,
due to the increased international visibility of Nova Iskra’s experimented practices, the
association became one of the founding members of the newly created European
Creative Hubs Network and part of the institutional consortium composed of Bios
(Greece), the British Council and the DG EAC — European Commission, which jointly
established the European Creative Hubs Network, as illustrated here:

‘Since 2016, our first EU project was the European Creative Hubs Network project, led
by the British Council from 2016 to 2019; but then while this project was still going on, I
think our activity within the project got some visibility because we were organising also

conferences and that’. (R. B. interview)

Over the years Nova Iskra built up strong international credibility, and its work
become widely recognised for its innovative practices among diverse elements: their
hybrid legal status, business model, strategies developed around thematic axes of co-
working, education and capacity building, and activities. Due to their expertise, Nova
Iskra has been increasingly invited to various high-level and institutional conferences
and events organised by the European Commission and the British Council. These
occasions provided the opportunity for Nova Iskra to upscale topics, narratives, and
practices into the EU cultural policy, as well as to disseminate these emerging concerns

across Europe:
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‘We were over the years part of numerous workshops, conferences, expert groups,
and so on from Brussels to Belgrade and in between. We are very often invited by
international organisations like [the] British Council, the European Commission, different
consultants from Brussels and different projects, and so on. We also developed a
relationship with the Creative Europe desk in Serbia... (R. B. interview)

Change — European Creative Hubs Menibership Outcomes:

Nova Iskra, a grassroots organisation based in Belgrade (Serbia) was a founding
partner of the institutional consortium that initiated the Creative Hubs Network in
2018. The network has had specific features since its genesis and has been
characterised by institutional embeddedness from its establishment. Our analysis
revealed the following changes as a follow-up to their transnational membership:

e Strengthened international partnerships

e Better positioning on the international scene

e Enhanced local recognition

e Increased organisation skills

e Change in the organisation: the establishment of an international department
within Nova Iskra

e Bypassing national and local cultural policy

e Upscaled innovative practices and business models that experiment on the
ground

e Upscaled new narratives: Cross-fertilisation; Creative and Digital
Workspace; Bridging Culture and the non-profit & Creative Industries
sector (entrepreneurial)

e Direct contact with European Institutions

e Enhanced international contacts

In sum, major changes were identified within the organisation, where an international
department was built into Nova Iskra, and in the structure, meaning the institutional
and political surrounding context which the international level leverages on. Moreover,
as a consequence of the previously identified changes, the transnational dimension and
international credibility of the member organisation allowed them to bypass national
political discourse and agenda. In this case, the discourse has instead been upscaled
from narratives and practices experimented in Nova Iskra up to EU cultural policy via
transnational membership, as well as attendance at international conferences, seminars
and initiatives.
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Challenges and Benefits

Due to the challenging local and national political circumstances, the support of an
international network has been fundamental for sustaining innovative practices
developed locally by bypassing the national mainstream political system, in a context
like that in Serbia. Transnational membership allowed Nova Iskra to bypass national
cultural policy priorities, thus permitting it to upscale experimental cultural practices
and narratives directly at the international/EU level. This kind of positionality entails
complexity in terms of dependency by remaining a trustworthy and independent actor
from the perspective of the international community. Nova Iskra thus had to maintain
its autonomy from national politics, also by renouncing national funds, as the member’

intermediary fioure points out:
ry rigure p

‘we have to be cateful with our involvement because we don't want to let put into question
our credibility because what is very important for us is this completely independent, self-
sustainable role. So we do not have structural funding, long term funding from the

state, not even from any commercial sector’ (R. B. interview)

But conversely, we can notice that the constant need for international leverage to
legitimise locally implemented actions creates a sort of a strong dependency on the
European level through transnational networks, funding schemes and labelling
strategies. Conclusively, these dynamics spotlight an ‘increasing governing through
soft conditionality’ as steered by the European Institutions in accession states (Vos
2017).

Identifying the How

Nova Iskra has become an increasingly recognised international actor due to its
innovative experimental practices at the intersection between culture, creative and
service sectors along with their discourse and narratives developed on topics such as
‘Cross-fertilization, Creative and Digital Workspace, Bridging Culture no profit & Creative
Industries sector (entreprenenrial)’ (interview). Moreover, given that Serbia played a strategic
position in the EU cultural policy framework for further enhancing the policy’s
international dimension, the association has been incrementally involved in
transnational cooperation and European projects. These numerous international
collaborations allowed Nova Iskra to grow professionally, increase its international
visibility, rely on a growing network of transnational partnerships and finally, to
develop direct connections with Furopean Institution representatives. With this
increasing transnational political support, Nova Iskra has been elevated to a position
where it can develop experimental practices on the ground and upscale its discourse,
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thus bypassing local and national mainstream cultural policies. Building upon the
legacy of its participation in various European projects, connections and networks,
Nova Iskra was one of the founding members of the institutional Consortium (with
Bios, Greece, the British Council, and DG EAC) of the European Creative Hubs
Network from its establishment in 2018. The direct engagement of DG EAC from the
network’s genesis has been unique, since the European Commission played a
facilitating role in network formation due to its interest in the Creative Hub’s practices
and discourse developed by grassroots independent organisations. The emerging
discourse of creative hubs has been conceived as an opportunity by the European
Commission as a means of legitimising the mainstreaming of specific concerns in EU
policy. This configuration surely facilitated the diffusion of bottom-up discourse
transnationally as well as in the European institutional context. In conclusion, this case
clearly depicts how local experimented practices are upscaled in the European context
for legitimisation purposes through transnational networks, and at the same time how
the European institution's appropriate discourse and terminology are tested on the
ground.

The Usage of The Network:

Nova Iskra uses the Creative Hubs Network for the following purposes:

e Strategic — the network is used to increase strategic opportunities, such as
partnerships, funding and resources

e Legitimising — the network is used to legitimise pre-existing practices and
discourse. The focus is mainly on visibility and political image.

The Creative Hubs Network employed Nova Iskra's practices for the following
purposes:

e Cognitive — the members are used to obtain new ideas, acquire knowledge,
expertise, and new methods; guidelines, and criteria are employed.

e Symbolic — occasional interest, but limited involvement in networking
activities

In this case, the European Commission may also be regarded as an actor that employed
the Creative Hubs Network, and consequently Nova Iskra, for legitimising and
cognitive purposes.
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5.2.4 La Vallée - Molenbeek, Brussels (Belgium) - European
Creative Hubs Network

The Context and Institutional Framework

Formerly an industrial laundry company situated in Molenbeek, Brussels, the
building was renovated to become a multifunctional co-working space in 2014. La
Valleé is coordinated and managed by Smart as a shareholder (the Managing Director
of La Valleé is an employee of Smart) together with an office with four staff members.
Smart is a non-profit organisation founded in Belgium in 1998 to administratively
support the professional paths of creative and cultural workers. The goal of La Valleé
is instead ‘7o create macroeconomy with a lot of competencies, all the people sharing a common point
which is artistic creation, but some have the business, others an artistic or social vision. But they are
all professionals’ (interview). There are three main types of users of the space: individuals,
activities managed by Smart, NGOs and Commercial companies. La Valleé’s business
model is structured as follows: the association does not receive public funding and
pays regular rent to a private owner, sharing the cost of the renovation of the space.
Thus, La Valle€’s income is based on the rent of the residences, offices, spaces and
events (such as Kaapeli).

Membership Process

In 2018 the Creative Hubs Network grant project was awarded by the British Council
as a leading partner of an institutional Consortium. On that occasion, it was agreed
among the founding members and with the European Commission that the first and
last conferences of the project would have been hosted at L.a Valleé. In that context,
La Valleé and the previously illustrated case of Nova Iskra were the founding
members.

Disconrse

The term ‘Creative Hub’ has been newly defined among network members as a
concept that merges ‘business, social and artistic vision together’ (interview). It differs from
the similar concepts of ‘workspace’, in that it provides services, allows for sharing
competencies among members as well as can be conceived as a #hird Space’ wherein ‘we
are meeting between the life, the real-life and the work’ (interview). Further, it is conceived as
a transformative tool employed to convert a culture-value-based cultural and creative
sector into an economic-value-driven field. La Valleé, as well as Nova Iskra and
Kaapeli all actively contribute to the creation of such terminology, and the Creative
Hubs Network have been employed to diffuse this discourse across levels. This
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configuration, consisting of the European Commission with the DG EAC, as one of
the founding members of the consortium, facilitated the diffusion and the
mainstreaming of the discourse in the institutional and para-institutional settings. This
has culminated in the increased use of the term creative hubs as a ‘magic concept’ (see
Pollitt and Hupe 2011) within EU cultural policy discourse and agenda since 2018. The
key arguments that the European Commission — along with DG EAC — employs to
legitimise and mainstream Creative Hub discourse and practices in institutional settings

are as follows:

o ‘Industrial space #ransformed into a creative space for young entrepreneurs and
creators’. (EC speech)

e ‘The transformation of a place where former generations worked into a
forward-looking creative concept is a perfect illustration of the motto of the
European Year of Cultural Heritage, which was: “where the past meets the
Sfuture”. (EC Speech)

e ‘Challenges for cultural and creative industries, about their added value in
building stronger, #ore inclusive societies’. (EC speech)

e ‘Fostering cultural diversity and innovation and increasing quality jobs in our
cities and rural areas’. (EC speech)

o ‘Innovation ecosystems in which artists and their projects can develop and
succeed’. (EC speech, European Commission, DG EAC, V. H. Speech
title: ‘Bringing cultural and creative ecosystems to the next level’)

Memtbership Outcomes of the European Creative Europe Hubs Network:

Our analysis revealed the following outcomes/changes of membership in the Creative
Europe Hubs Network:

e Direct connection with DG EAC, and more generally with the European
Institutions

e High international visibility of the site (Visit of President Macron in 2018,
EU level Conference in 2018 and 2020)

e Changes in the image of the site and the neighbourhood (Molenbeek,
Brussels)

e Changes in the surrounding area perception

In sum, changes have been observable in the image/perception of the site, and
partially, but incrementally, in the structure — meaning the surrounding
neighbourhood of Molenbeek.
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Challenges

Creative Hubs has received significant attention in EU cultural policy discourse since
2018, because the concept offered a clear argument in favour of a transformation from
being culture-value-based to creative-economic, value-driven activities in the CCS, in
alignment with Creative Europe policy paradigms. However, additional difficulties in
the legitimisation of such discourse and practices have been encountered by local and
national authorities, as the manager of the space reported:

“The reality from the European Union, which is the European Commission, is not the same,
that the reality from the local government, it is not the same thing. The European
Commission understood cleatly the role of Creative Hubs / Third Place, but the local
authority did not recognise this practice.” (P. P. interview)

In fact, the term positioned between cultural space and the drivers for economic and
innovation relaunch, hence its legitimisation required efforts at the institutional level
to move beyond policy silos, as clarified here:

‘It is a mix between a Workspace and Creative Hub. And also for the minister, we are not
recognised as a cultural space. And we did some requests for subsidies. (...) The French
government realised that the “Third place’, the ‘creative hub’ is really into economic
development, and politics, and they say that the places have to be a motor in the launch and
the relaunch of the Economy, not in Belgium’. (P. P. interview)

Identify the How

Since 2018 the ‘Creative Hub’ has become a sort of ‘magic concept’ (Pollitt and Hupe
2011) within EU cultural policies discourse and agenda, since the term merges business,
social and artistic vision together’ (interview) and is conceived as a transformative tool from
culture-value-based to economic-value-driven activities in the Cultural and Creative
Sector. La Valleé, as well as Nova Iskra and Kaapeli, have actively contributed to the
creation of this discourse, which was subsequently appropriated and further
disseminated by the European Commission (DG EAC). This case clearly illustrates
how the mainstreaming of experimental grassroots discourse and practices operate
through transnational networking dynamics. Moreover, the location of La Valleé in
Molenbeek (Brussels) plays a key strategic role in enhancing the visibility of the
organisation at the local, international and network levels. Its location in Brussels, close
to the European Institutions, and more specifically in Molenbeek which is a highly
multicultural neighbourhood in the process of image change, contributed to the
decision to host two high-level network Conferences with Representatives of the
European Institutions (DG EAC, DG REGIO, DG CONNECT, EACEA, and
representatives of Voices of Culture’ and OMC). In 2018, the Launch of the Creative
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Hubs Network took place at L.a Valleé as did the Conference ‘Flipping the Odd’, jointly
organised by the project consortium of FLIP in 2020. Furthermore, President
Macron’s visit in 2018 strengthened the connection with the Institutes of Cultural
Representation in Brussels. These initiatives provide evidence of a very strong
relationship between La Valleé and the international institutional contexts and its
positioning as a ‘front runner’ in network configuration. Hence, this contributes to the
triggering of the direct process of the vertical/ embedded upscaling of the discourse, as the
wotds of an opening speech by a European Commission official in the conference

demonstrated:

‘the transformation of a place where former generations worked into a forward-looking
creative concept is a perfect illustration of the motto of the European Year of Cultural
Heritage, which was: “where the past meets the future’”. (EC Speech held at the
Conference ‘Flipping the Odd’)

The Usage of The Network:

La Valleé used the Creative Hubs network for the following purposes:

e Strategic — the network is used to increase strategic opportunities, such as
partnerships, funding and resources

e Legitimising — the network is used to legitimise pre-existing practices and
discourse. The focus is mainly on visibility and political image.

Creative Hub Network employed ILa Valleé for the following purpose:

e Cognitive — the member is used to obtain new ideas, acquire knowledge and
expertise, and new methods; guidelines and criteria are employed.

e Symbolic — occasional interest, but limited involvement in networking
activities.

5.2.5 Kaapeli — Helsinki (Finland) — European Creative Hubs
Network & Trans Europe Halles
The Context

‘Kiinteist6 Oy Kaapelitalo (‘Kaapeli’ for short) is a limited company that
operates two large cultural centres based in former factory buildings in Helsinki,
Finland. Providing space for over 300 tenants, mostly arts and cultural organisations,
Kaapeli has primarily acted as a landlord. However, by recognising its growing role in
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Helsinki’s cultural landscape, and due to its having an occupancy rate of over 99%, the
organisation is looking for additional ways to grow its business by exploring the
potential for direct relationships with visitors to its centres and by enlarging the service
portfolio it provides to its tenants. It is moving beyond merely renting out spaces and
hosting events to become a hub for audience engagement with the history of the
building, which provides services for cultural organisations’ (Creative Lenses, Kaapeli,
2018).

The Institutional Framework and The Site

In the late 1990s, Helsinki went through an invasive development phase: ‘there was a
huge gap of free creative spaces in the city. Spaces were not affordable, not suitable
for artists, artists to work’ (interview). Kaanapali was an old factory space, owned at
that time by Nokia, which decided to rent the building. ‘So almost immediately a group
of people came in, they formed an association called ProKaapeli to fight against the
city officials and the politicians will to change the building's status or destroy it (...);
and they [the politicians| decided that the vision that artists brought was very much a
strong ambition for the city, so they started to support the idea of bringing this building
to the use of the cultural work’ (interview). Following these actions, questions were
raised as to the economic sustainability of the cultural use of the space. Thus, the City
Council established a real estate company called Keep Historical Kaapeli, independent
of the city administration, which would take over the building in order to renovate it
and rent it to creatives. ‘Immediately all spaces have been rented out’ (interview). In
2008, Keep Historical Kaapeli bought a new centre, an enormous area, two hectares
of outdoor space, nine buildings and two gasometers. And then in 2020, they bought
a third building in the northern part of the Helsinki city centre, called Kabukiman. And
this is also 17,000 square meters. ‘We [Kaapeli | are running over one hundred
thousand square meters of creative space in Helsinki, and we are reaching 7 be one of
the biggest in the whole field in whole Eunrgpe’ (interview).

‘Kaapeli owns the buildings but it pays rent of about one million euros a year to the city
for the land on which the buildings are located. Kaapeli receives no public subsidies for
its activities. It renovates its buildings and runs its activities with the income it generates
by tenting space mostly for artists, arts and cultural organisations, and creative industry

businesses’. (R. H. interview)

Currently, Kaapeli is a for-profit company. However, ‘its owner, the City of Helsinki,
has decided not to require dividends from the company, because it believes that it
benefits more from the cultural offering that comes out of Kaapeli, and the company
can reinvest its surplus in its premises and activities. This arrangement offers Kaapeli
long-term stability’. This practice created a relevant model of a shared partnership
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managing a large portion of urban space with cultural purposes. ‘The organisation is
governed by a board of trustees. Key partnerships are with the City of Helsinki, its
owner, and its tenants who rent space from it.” (Creative Lenses 2018, 10) It has 18
Staff members and over 300 tenants.

Membership Process

Kaapeli can be regarded as a significant example of a multiple membership strategy:
since the late 90s it has been part of TransEuropeHalles, as a means of exchanging
practices and concerns with similar artist-driven spaces across Europe, before it
became a representative case for Creative Hubs Network, as Kaapeli intermediary
figure explains:

Tm not completely sure in which year we started joining the network
[TransEuropeHalles]. But it has been almost from the beginning of our own company
running this place. I think it might have been something from 1992 to 1994, something in
between there’. (R.H. interview)

Over the yeats, Kaapeli went from playing a ‘listener/obsetvet’ role in network
dynamics to being increasingly positioned as a ‘front runner’ with the stronger
engagement of the ‘intermediary figure’, who subsequently became a Board Member,
as he himself reports:

‘And one key thing is that I have been involved with the TransEuropeHalles and other
networks for the last seven, eight years at first just kind of like visiting the meetings and
then getting to know tastings. But for the last three years, for example, I have been on the
board of TransEuropeHalles, so going once deeper there and just joining the meetings
and then meeting people. We have also been deeply involved in a lot of projects and we
have been initiating some ourselves. And the Nordic Hub [school of advocacy] is
something that I can't say that I was alone setting that up, but I was heavily involved in it
and getting it running and initiating it.” (R. H. interview)

Increased membership engagement and multiple memberships went hand in hand with
a change in the Kaapeli organisation and the creation of a new staff position such as
‘Marketing and Development Manager’, dedicated specifically to enhancing the local
and European networking capacity of Kaapeli. Likewise, the international perception
of Kaapeli as an ‘innovator’ of mixed-use space in the cultural and creative sector, as
‘one of the biggest in the whole field in whole Europe’ (interview) clearly positions the
ofrganisation as an innovator / strong player within transnational network
memberships:

“You have to understand what ate your resources. We are a really strong player. But

alone we are nothing, yet a network makes the distribution. We are just one global centre.
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So [from] the EU point of view, we can have discussions there and have a chat with the
decision-makers, but only because we have the distribution channel of the network.” (R.

H. interview)
Discourse

Kaapeli is highly recognised internationally as an example of good practices of a culturally
oriented organisation with mixed-use and governance structure; in this context the
organisation on the one hand upscales experimented practices at the local level in the
transnational arena, on the other appropriates EU policy discourse in order to further
legitimise local practices. This is a two-way flow of information — simultaneously
upscaling and downscaling, as the cultural professional in charge of the Marketing and

Development of the organisation explains:

(...) ‘In general, what you get from the top level is something that you can play with
on the local level. But that's why we need the school of advocacy, because the people
that you have to advocate towards, do they have very specific needs that they want to
figure out; and you can't sell one thing in one way to everyone. So this is kind of like that's
why we need the local distribution level in a sense because they are there to understand
who makes the decisions, in what way, what is more, prioritised, and what is on. So if you
want to have a bigger effect from the policy level to the local thing, you also need to
inject the information back from the local level to the top side so it can be just one-way
street’. (R. H. interview)

Change — Multiple International Menmibership Ontcomes:

Kaapeli is an internationally recognised case of civil-society-initiated and mix-use
creative space in Europe, identified as best practice within the double membership of the
European Creative Hubs Network and Trans Europe Halles. The analysis revealed the
following outcomes of the Creative Europe Hubs membership:

e Stronger partnerships at the municipal level (City of Helsinki)
e Enhanced advocacy at the international/EU level

e Change in the organisation through the creation of the specific staff position
of ‘Marketing and Development Manager’ dedicated to enlarging the local
and European networking of the organisation.

e Benchmarking practices

e Information sharing

e Acquired knowledge and understanding of global issues
e Upscaled experimented practices

e Diffusion of experimented practices

175



e Enhancement of International partnerships

In sum, major changes have been identified in the organisation, where an
international department with an ad boc staff position has been created, and in the
structure, meaning the surrounding institutional and political contexts, where new
alliances and partnerships at the city and national levels have been formed in support
of Kaapeli. The discourse on ‘creative hubs and creative spaces’ has been upscaled to
transnational and European dimensions.

Identifying The How

Due to their long-standing membership in Trans Europe Halles, Kaapeli has gained
strong expertise in international networking and advocacy at diverse levels. This
enhanced capacity has been also influenced by an administrative change in the
organisation with the creation of a new staff position: ‘Marketing and Development
Manager’ specifically dedicated to enlarging the local and European networking
capacity. This position permits the ‘intermediary figure’ to dedicate resources and time
to enhancing international reach and to developing ad hoc competencies for
professionally managing the equilibrium between the upscaling and downscaling of
practices and discourse. Gaining an increasing awareness of the organisation’s
positionality within network dynamics means that: you have to understand what are your
resonrces, we are a very strong player’ (interview), thus unlocking the exchange of resources
between the network and the member. Due to their position as an innovator and front-
runner within two transnational networks, changes have been achieved and

membership effectiveness is obvious on the ground.

The Usage of The Network:

Kaapeli used the networks mainly for legitimising purposes:

e Legitimising — the network is used to legitimise pre-existing practices and
discourse. The focus is mainly on visibility and political image.

The Creative Hubs Network and Trans Europe Halles employed Kaapeli for the
following purposes:

e Cognitive — the member is used to obtain new ideas, acquire knowledge,
expertise and new methods; guidelines and criteria are employed.

e Strategic — the network is used to increase strategic opportunities, such as
partnerships, funding and resources.
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e Symbolic

Creative Hubs Network and Trans Europe Halles use Kaapeli as an example of
relevant good practice on the European scale.

5.3 Discussion of Findings

In this section, the findings that arose from the five case studies are discussed
with those outlined in the available literature (Busch et al. 2018). Here follows some
preliminary information before further elaboration on the findings. To begin with, first
the selection of networks has been conducted by taking into consideration ‘the
potential impact the networks have on their members differs from network to
network’ based on differences among network profiles (Busch 2015, p. 227). This
assumption influenced the choice of the networks and the members selected and
examined in this chapter. Having an up-date typological understanding of TNs in the
cultural sector (as developed in Chapter 4) has been the basis for the analysis of their
impacts, given that how changes occur at the member level depends on the
combination of network type and local contextual factors.

Second, when referring to TMCNs impacts at the member level, the literature outlines
the main processes that influence local climate governance through network
membership (Busch et al 2018) as follows: (1) Enabling inter-mobilisation (2)
Formulating emission reduction goals (3) Institutionalising Climate Trajectories (4)
Enabling direct exchange and (5) Offering project support. These results will be
discussed in detail with our findings in this following section.

Third, it was observed that network membership reveals political processes in member
organisations (or cities), meaning that transnational membership triggers an internal
change in the member organisation. This is more relevant than member-to-member
interaction or the relationship between network staff and members (Busch et al 2018).
This result has also been examined as a possible TN impact in the cultural sector. The
three dimensions of changes analysed — Discourse, Organisation and Structure (Dossi
2012) — can be considered complementary elements in this discussion.

Finally, since understanding the types of impacts that a specific network brings is not
generally addressed in the literature (Busch et al. 2018, 225), the proposed research
design strives to overcome this gap by examining how four different network profiles
operate in diverse geographical local contexts, by taking into consideration the
institutional embeddedness of the member organisations.
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In order to uncover the changes that transnational influence triggers at the local level,
the analytical framework has been constructed by drawing on the bottom-up
Europeanisation debate: on the one hand in order to better understand what the
dynamics of ‘changes’ leveraged by EU influence and its instruments are, and on the
other to shed light on Ao local cultural actors make use of this influence. To conclude,
in reference to the Europeanisation debate, for which the EU influx triggers the
‘transformation of ‘domestic discourse, identities, political structures and public
policies” (Radaelli 2001, 108 in Barbehén 2016, 161), we have adjusted these
dimensions according to our object of analysis and have distinguished three main levels
(see Dossi 2012) on which impacts of transnational network membership can be
outlined:

U Discourse
. Structure
. Organisation

Among all the five cases analysed here, transnational membership has influenced
degrees of change on these diverse levels — Discourse, Organisation, and Structure —
with various intensities. And conversely, local cultural actors have employed networks
for diverse purposes — symbolic, cognitive, strategic and legitimising. The close
relationship between these two axes emphasises how transnational influence operates
and extends to transnational network impacts as well as EU cultural policy impact

research agendas.

Here the results of the five different cases are outlined. The case of Subotica
Synagogue (Serbia) shows that a representative network, such as Europa Nostra,
leverages a significant change in discourse, a partial and temporal change in the
organisation and a change in the structure, but this is not durable. The specific
conditions that led to these achievements can be outlined as follows: first, a strong tie
between the Europa Nostra National Delegation (Serbia) and Europa Nostra
Headquarters, because it was noticed that the 7ME Programme works particularly well
‘when Europa Nostra and the EIB-I have a strong partner in the locality of the site’.
In fact, ‘the nominator and the owner of the site are important stakeholders and their
involvement helps to ensure progress’(EN, EIBI, Creative Europe 2018, 12). The case
of Subotica clearly demonstrates this situation. This type of tie between Europa Nostra
National Delegation Serbia and Europa Nostra Headquarters, and consequently with
EIBI, is indeed very strong and is built through long-lasting partnership and personal
contacts. This tie is also ensured due to the high expertise gathered in Europa Nostra
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National Delegation Serbia, the international recognition of the ‘intermediary figure’,
and more generally, the strategic geopolitical position that Serbia occupies in EU
political debate. In this case, the network is used by the local actors — the Europa
Nostra Serbia Delegation — as a ‘foo/ for leveraging local changes’ since the international
level contributes to influencing local changes in perception, discourse, and partially in
the governance of the site, while the Europa Nostra network exploits the Subotica
Synagogue case to further legitimise its diplomatic actions in accession countries.

The case of Lavanderia a Vapore (Turin, Italy) shows that in participative, small-scale
informal networks, the type of tie between TN Headquarters and local members —
often built over time through professional and personal connection — as well as the
international recognition of the ‘intermediary figure’ are key aspects to consider when
analysing membership impacts. This case also makes evident how the years of
membership influence the positionality of the member as ‘front’ or ‘late runner’ within
the network dynamics, and therefore determine membership effectiveness. Lavanderia
a Vapore only joined the EDN network (whose accessibility is rather restricted, see
the exclusive network in Chapter 4) in 2018, and relatively recent membership has
positioned the LAV as a ‘late runner’ in network dynamics. These are some of the
reasons that hindered to achieve changes in the discourse, structure and organization.
In fact, currently, only shifts in the perception of place into an international
dancehouse can be observable, rather than changes in discourse, organization and

structure.

Members that perform as ‘late runners’ are more inclined to follow other members’
practices and narratives, in order to learn from other members how to ‘import’
practices into their organisations, and, more generally, how to create and reinforce
transnational contacts as well as legitimate their local operation internationally. To use
Woll and Jacquot’s concepts, in this case, the network has been used for strategic,
cognitive, and legitimising purposes, by operationally employing the network as a
platform’ Busch 2015) and nformation provider’ (Andronova et al. 2009) where the top-
down influence is stronger, than network support in terms of influencing local
changes. Furthermore, late runners often opt for multiple network memberships (in
the case of Lavanderia a Vapore — EDN, IETM, ENCC) to further reinforce the
organisation's international dimension.

The case of the European Creative Hubs Network shows three diverse dynamics
occurring in different local contexts: Nova Iskra - Belgrade (Serbia), La Vallée —
Molenbeek, Brussels (Belgium), and Kaapeli - Helsinki (Finland). All three local
members can be considered as network initiators: Nova Iskra is an initiating
governance partner (with Bios-Athens, the British Council Consortium, and the DG
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EAC-European Commission); La Vallée and Kaapeli are both internationally known
for their ‘best practices’ and are considered as ‘front runners’ in the network dynamics
— with La Vallée recognised as a new experimental practice and Kaapeli as a long-
lasting one.

As a result, all three of these members play a dominant role in network dynamics,
ensuring an ongoing reciprocal influence between the TN and members through
upscaling and downscaling. In this dynamic, the members use the network
predominantly for legitimisation purposes and to diffuse their experimental practices
(in this case the Creative Hubs) across different levels, while the network makes use
of their members mostly in symbolic terms, as ‘innovators’ where practices, ideas and

narratives are experimented with.

In all three cases, the network performs the function of ‘@dvocacy and lobbying’ (Busch
2015) and ‘Experimented Governance Arrangement’ (the latter term was conceptualised in
Chapter 4 and will be discussed in Chapter 6 herein). Namely, the specific governance
of the European Creative Hubs Network highlights a very strong, deep and direct tie
with the Director-General for Culture and Education, as well as other institutional
stakeholders since the network was established as institutionally embedded in 2018.
This configuration shows the strong interest that European Institutions have in the
practices and narratives developed in the Creative Hubs Network, as well as how they
facilitate the diffusion of discourse across levels through embedded upscaling.
Transformative changes in discourse, structure and organization occur in the three
examined Creative Hubs Network” members. Thus, these changes had already begun
by experimenting practices on the ground, hence network belonging served rather to
legitimize these trials further and in certain cases, to upscale these changes. In sum, the
Creative Hubs use their members for symbolic purposes, while member organisations
have employed the network mostly for legitimising purposes.

Lastly, the issue of multiple memberships is addressed through the cases of the LAV
(a member of EDN, IETM, ENCC) and Kaapeli (a member of Trans Europe Halles
and the Creative Hubs Network). Multiple memberships enhance the international
dimension of a cultural organisation by contributing the multifaced image of the latter.
However, depending on member positioning, multiple memberships can be used in
very different ways: in the case of the LAV by building preliminary international
contacts and diversifying the image of the cultural centre both with artistic (EDN) as
well as social (ENCC) purposes (see downscaling); in the case of Kaapeli as a best
practice to be further legitimised through different transnational networks and
European policy discourse (see #pscaling).
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In all five cases, the positionality, competence and international recognition of the
intermediary figure have played a fundamental role in situating the member within
network dynamics and in determining the diverse ways in which the network can be
used (a. tool for leveraging local changes, b. platform c. consultancy, d. experimenting
governance arrangement e. advocacy and lobbying). The actions employed by the
intermediary figure can be further observed through the conceptual lens of policy
entrepreneur literature (Capano, Galanti 2020); this perspective would need to be
further explored to better unpack the micro-dynamics at play by using the following
patterns outlined in the literature: a. framing problems and ideas, b. developing
solutions, c. building coalitions, d. seeking opportunity and attention (ibid.). Further

research is needed to validate these hypotheses.

In conclusion, based on the cases analysed here, this study suggests that within cultural
transnational networks changes often and more easily occur at the level of discourse
(La Valleé, Subotica, LAV, Kaapeli, Nova Iskra), while shifts in organisation (Kaapeli,
Nova Iskra) and structure (Subotica, Kaapeli, La Valleé¢) have been more rarely
achieved and maintained over time. It can be argued that this result stems from the
high level of informality of the membership in the cultural sector. Further, the cases
wherein most of transformative changes have been reached are the Creative Hubs
network members. Hence, further analysis on the Experimental Governance
arrangement, of which the network is representative, could provide us with more
insight on this effective matching. Moreover, even if ‘the implementation of policy at
the local level” has been outlined as one of the main TMCN outcomes in the literature
(Busch, Henner, Bendlinc, and Fentond 2018, 223), from our analysis it has emerged
that as an immediate impact in the examined field this objective has been only rarely
partially achieved (Kaapeli, Subotica). This unexpected result is due to several
conditions specifically related to the cultural sector: the high level of informality of the
transnational membership, which is mostly composed of NGOs not directly linked
with public administrative bodies, therefore, often having a low capacity in policy
related tasks. In this regard, what is of particular relevance in our findings is that all
five cases analysed report a change in the discourse, but to different degrees. This is
the result of the strong ideational power of EU cultural policy, which thus empirically
validates our analytical hypothesis of disconrse and ideational interaction, as being a more
appropriate concept for describing the overall objectives of TNs in the cultural sector.

Lastly, the analysis has also shown that the diversity in network profiles influence the
diversity in the outcomes achieved. The analytical framework employed here has
striven to overcome the impasse of conceiving TNs merely as a ‘platform for members’
where information and practices are exchanged. Instead, it aims to unlock membership
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impacts as the result of the combination of a network-specific profile (with diverse
functions) with ad hoclocal contextual conditions.

Ldentifying Changes

This section is dedicated to outlining the impacts on members’ organisations by
shedding light on the main processes influenced by transnational membership.
Literature on TMCNs questioned what aspects of local climate governance are influenced by
membership in TMCNs (Bush et al. 2018, 225); their results showed that TMCNs have
an impact on the content of local climate through different means. The coding of their
research answers has resulted in five main factors that can be stated as the most
relevant: 1) enabling internal mobilisation, 2) formulating emission gas reduction goals,
3) institutionalising climate trajectories, 4) enabling a direct exchange, 5) offering
project supports (ibid.). These five categories have been compared with our empirical
findings, providing an initial scientific overview of the observable impacts induced by
transnational membership that can be detected within cultural and creative sectors

across Europe.

The analysis of the five cases studies has revealed that network membership impacts

leveraged by transnational networking are as follows:

e  Capacity-building for members (all)

e Tool of Political Leverage (see Andonova et al. 2009) (all)

e  Enabling mobilisation in Governance Heritage Management and Political
Stakeholders of the site ( Subotica Synagogue)

e Enabling change of Ideas and Discourse (Subotica Synagogue)

e  Enabling change in perception of the heritage site / cteative practice (Subotica
Synagogue, Kaapeli)

e Providing cultural and artistic content (Lavanderia a Vapore)

e  Providing national and international media attention (La Valleé, Kaapeli, Subotica
Synagogue)

e Connecting internationally (all)

e  Upscaling of experimented practice and discourse (Nova Iskra, Kaapeli)

e Adopting new practices (in terms of organisation, curatorial, etc.) developed by other
TN members (Lavanderia a Vapore)

e  Offering peer-learning opportunities (Lavanderia a Vapore, Kaapeli)

e  Exchanging cultural and artistic practices with convergent political aims (Kaapeli, La
Valleé¢, Nova Iskra)

e Institutionalising experimented practices (Kaapeli, La Valleé¢, Nova Iskra)

e Iegitimisaion of local practices (Nova Iskra, Kaapeli, La Valle¢)

e Internationalisation of the site/practice (all, Lavandetia a Vapore)
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e  Offering international and national political support (Subotica Synagogue, Kaapeli, La
Valleé, Nova Iskra)

e  Bypassing national policy and politics (Subotica Synagogue, Kaapeli, La Valleé¢, Nova
Iskra)

e  Enabling cross-countries collaborations (Lavanderia a Vapore, Kaapeli, La Valleé,

Nova Iskra)

e  Enabling access to funds and involvement in EU projects (Kaapeli, La Valleé, Nova
Iskra, Subotica Synagogue)

From this first overview, which arises from a triangulation of data (interviews,
observation, and material sources — both from the networks as well as official policy
documents), the findings on the main network membership impacts can be
clustered into five main categories. These categories are based on Busch et al. (2018);
such a first classification that can be of use for further conceptualisation:

1) Enabling Changes (mobilisation in Governance, Organisational Arrangement and Discoutse)

2) Enabling Direct Exchange (information, practices, artistic content, peer-learning
opportunities)

3) Providing Support (national and international political support and media attention, access to

funds, and cultural policy updates)
4) Bypassing national policy and politics
5) Legitimising, institutionalising and upscaling experimentations

The first category, Enabling Changes, corresponds to enabling internal mobilisation (Bush et
al. 2018, 225), and it is considered the most important factor of TMCN membership.
In our research design, this category also aggregated the three main dimensions of
change (Discourse, Organisation, and Structure, see Dossi 2012) that have been
analyzed in this work. The remaining four are mostly extracted from our empirical
analysis and are partially inspired by the research results of Bush et al. (2018). Overall,
the five categories are conceptualised to specifically frame the impacts that
transnational networks have on the cultural and creative sector, and thus can be
considered as a significative result of the current research. Finally, the resources
employed by the examined TNs to achieve the mentioned impacts, can be summarised
as follows:

e  tools for overcoming national policy and politics

e  benchmarking and overview of issues on a global scale

183



e technical expertise (heritage management, technical issues, etc..)

e wider net of stakeholders

e symbolic power

e belonging to a transnational community

e alignment with EU cultural policy

e advocacy at the international level (raising awareness on specific issues)
e  designing new narratives

e tools for storytelling

e legitimisation of new practices

e being part of the EU project and funds
The resources offered by the members are as follows:

e  Expertise

e Knowledge of the local context
e Local presence and anchoring
e Advocacy at the local level

e Experimentation

e Innovative practice

5.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, a theoretical framework for examining what changes might
occur and Aow these can be achieved in transnational membership has been outlined,
based on the bottom-up Europeanisation debate (Woll and Jacquot 2003, 2004, 2010;
Radaelli 2008; Dossi 2012). Distinguishing between diverse network scenarios and the
differences among local member organisations allows us to gain insights into the
strengths and weaknesses of these policy coordination tools (Domorenok 2019, 298).
To begin with, a general observation arising from the cases analysed here underlies the
link between member engagement in network dynamics and activities with network
effectiveness (the more a member engages in network activities, the stronger network
impacts are at the member/local level). The level of engagement, the length of the
membership, as well as the role played by the intermediary figure (see ‘policy
entreprenenr’), are fundamental elements that enable (o7 70/) changes at the member level.
Even if most of the literature still utilises the difference between ‘pioneers and laggards’
(Kern and Bulkeley 2009; Hakelberg 2011, 2014; Busch et al. 2018) as a valid frame
for evaluating TN impacts, the current research has pointed out that both ‘pioneers’
and ‘laggards’ take advantage of networks, albeit in different ways. Instead of using the
differentiation between ‘pioneers’ and ‘laggards’, we instead propose a further
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conceptualisation of member positionality: newcomers, long-term members, and members
located in sensitive political circumstances. These offer a more appropriate means of reflecting
upon transnational influence impacts within the ‘usage’ framework as proposed here
or potentially in future research. More specifically, newcomers often make use of
networks to internationalise their organisation, enable cross-countries collaborations,
learn from other members and to update themselves on the latest cultural policy news.
Long-term members utilise networks to institutionalise and upscale experimented
practices, to enable mobilisation within their member organisation and to raise
visibility on specific issues. Members located in sensitive political circumstances employ
networks to bypass national policy and politics, to import and legitimise experimental
cultural and artistic practices, to receive international political support and media
attention and to enable their participation in further EU projects. These diverse types
of members make different use — symbolic, strategic, legitimising and cognitive — of the
networks.

Our analysis thus far has unlocked conceptual methods for studying how the
combination of a specific network type under particular contextual conditions would
(or wonld no?) influence changes in three main dimensions: discourse, structure and
organisation. To further test this analytical approach, we would then need to rely
more consistently upon exploratory evaluations that apply the social mechanism
approach in order to outline the possible patterns (see Europeanization patterns,
Radaelli 2012, Bulmer and Radaelli 2012) that underpin policy outcomes (see
mechanisms Melloni et al. 2016), where the ‘constellation of entities and activities that
are organised such that they regularly bring about a particular type of outcome’
(Hedstrém, 2008, 321 in Capano et al. 2019, 4). This stance would need to be utilised
as an analytical device in order to better detect the processes that occur between a
transnational network influence (input) and membership outcomes on the ground
(output). Further research on this aspect would highlight the diverse institutional levels
involved in the EU cultural governance, and more generally, allow us to analytically
depict how the changes that have been eventually reached could be maintained,
sustainably ensured and more broadly legitimised. In conclusion, we can definitively
state that the empirical findings reported here can be understood as preliminary results
that can be further discussed in the wider theoretical framework of horisontal
Europeanisation patterns, ideational and convergence.
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Chapter 6
TNs in EU Cultural Governance

(...) Let me start once again with the prebistory, (...) in those years of really fighting becanse we [the
networks| were fighting with the DG [EAC], (...) we said we are doing yonr [DG EAC] job: we
read all of the policy papers at that time, which were very few. And we [the networks] said, we are
doing what yon [DG EAC] are supposed to be doing: we are making the European cultural
space. And so we were asking them to fund us, and originally the first time the networks were funded
as networks, it was very much a hidden thing. [The] DG had to create ifs own action plan with its
indicators, its targets they had to meet. And the way they met their targets was throngh funding us [the
networks| to do what they DG EAC] wanted to do to meet their target. So when_you say that [the
networks are| evaluated from the top down, of course, it is. They [DG EAC] pay us to get the results

that they need to put in their action plan, right in their own evaluation’ (interview)

6.1 Introduction

This thesis has investigated how coordinative mechanisms operate in the
European Union, analysing how European transnational networks operate in the
cultural and creative sectors. Guided by the analytical framework of bottom-up
Europeanization, socio-constructivist approach, and policy networks, the work has
resulted in new findings on both the process and outcomes of Creative Europe funded
networks. The starting point is the acknowledgment of network positionality in EU
cultural governance as a research problem, since these structures occupy a hybrid
position between the EU policy system and the cultural operators. This study
intentionally moves toward an analytical framework that is appropriate for examining
how transnational networks function between diverse levels beyond top-down and
bottom-up dynamics. Further, by highlighting the lack of scientific debate on the topic,
this thesis systematises the grey literature, policy documents, and data gathered with
the fieldwork on TN in the cultural sector in order to clarify network definition and

purpose.

Starting from the two main research questions underpinning this thesis, while
keeping transnational networks as the central focus of the work, this study proposes
an analytical lens for examining how networks operate in EU cultural governance; this
work sheds light on what networks are for, if not for harmonising policy and, more generally,
strives to generate further insight into coordinative policy mechanisms and their
impacts. This chapter brings together the analytical framework proposed with the
contributions generated from an examinination of how networks are structured and
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function (Chapter 4) and further considers how these tools trigger impacts on the local
level (Chapter 5). These empirical findings are then discussed with results that arose
from the TMCN literature. In addition, the theoretical endeavor of the research
process has been operationalised with the design of a self-assessment model of which
the preliminary outcomes are discussed below. The self-assessment model should be
understood as a concrete research outgrowth as well as a seed for further exploration:
a tool for practitioners and an analytical advancement. Finally, by emphasizing some
of the key arguments of the thesis, major research implications are illustrated as
relevant for theory, policy, and practice. These consist of 1) analytical suggestions for
the theory that arose by merging constructive Europeanization with cultural policy
studies, 2) indications for theory and practices concerning learning across transnational
networks of diverse policy sectors (TMCNs in Climate Governance and TNs in
Cultural Governance), 3) connotations for methodological approaches that are
appropriate for examining local impacts of transnational networks, and finally, 4)
implications for the evaluation of the EU cultural policy programs and initiatives.
From these aspects, further research directions will be indicated as outgrowth of this
investigation.

Main findings

The thesis proposes an analytical framework appropriate for examining transnational
networks in the EU system, which is also a means of shedding light on how these
structures operate on three main levels: EU policy, the cultural sector, and the network
members at the local level. Moving from the two main research questions of a) how
transnational networks operate and what are their effects, and b) what are the transnational network
membership impacts on the local level, allows two different units of analysis to be addressed:
the network and the member-level. By disentangling diverse network functions and
examining the different units of analysis separately, the main objective was to shed
light both on the policy design features of networks (chapter 4) and on the contextual
local factors (chapter 5). This was done in order to explain how a network — with
specific features — exerts influence in some contexts more than others. The findings
that arose from these two empirical chapters contribute to the overarching question

underpinning this thesis: what is a network for, if not for harmonising policy?

To answer this question, the work takes two main controversial aspects into
consideration; the first pertains to the identification of the overall network objective,
for which harmonisation and /or policy convergence have been identified as the main
aspects in public policy literature. However, here we argue that due to the fundamental
characteristics of cultural policies — non-binding and ideational at the EU level, and
very fragmented and structurally informal at the national and sub-national level —
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neither harmonisation nor policy convergence can be expected to function in this field.
As a research finding, the concept of discourse and ideational convergence, subsequently
turther elaborated into discursive and #deational ongoing interaction is here proposed. The
second controversial aspect emphasised is the roles that cultural actors and civil society
organisations have played via transnational networks in the political arena at the
supranational level. Indeed, networks have been employed on the one hand to bypass
national resistance, and on the other to artificially create a cultural and political
community as a means of transferring EU ideas on the ground, and conversely, of
upscaling concerns from the sector. In this regard, literature from other sectors come
to aid with the concept of ewbedded upscaling (Kern 2018), which goes beyond the
vertical upscaling of local experiment in favor of the construction of polycentric
governance embedded in European multilevel system.

In the macro section Contextualising ITINs in EU Cultural Governance (Chapter 1, 2, 3) the
research topic has been introduced in more detail, the research questions outlined, and
the literature on Europeanization, Cultural Governance and Discourse has been
mobilised as a means of studying this phenomenon. Further, the position of the
transnational network in the EU Cultural Governance has been shown to be a hybrid:
on the one hand, the network operates as an outgrowth of the EU administrative
system, like any other coordinative mechanisms, and on the other as experiences
initiated from the bottom-up. This position resulted in the challenge of defining
networks as well as scientifically interpreting these tools. The constructivist approach
has been chosen as an epistemological stance, therefore indicating the methodological
tools utilised to capture micro-level interactions (as explained in Chapter 3).

The following macro section Assessing TNs in EU Cultural Governance (Chapters 4, 5)
operationalises the analytical frames illustrated in the previous part of the dissertation.
In particular, chapter 4 provides an updated literature review of TMCNs in climate
governance; dimensions are extrapolated and translated to cultural multilevel
governance. This chapter proposes a new set comprised of four dimensions and twelve
indicators, which serves first to depict network behavior in the longer run, and second,
to draw a typology valid for TNs in the cultural sector. Based on TMCN indicators
that are primarily based on the structural and functional dimensions of networks — as
proposed by Haupt and Coppola (2018) — we have added processual and temporal
dimensions to provide a more comprehensive understating of the development and
legacy of TNs. From this proposal, we draw four diverse types of networks (based on
their structure, function, development, and processes), and outline how these influence
different outcomes. In Chapter 5 we outline a framework for examining TN
membership impacts on the local level, drawing upon Europeanization literature that
defines what is transformed by European influence — be that policy, politics, or polity
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— and how such influence operates on lower levels. To examine the European
dynamic/influence at the local level, two branches of literature have been mobilised.
Firstly, in order to shed light on how local members engage with the EU level, we rely
on the theoretical insights of ‘multi-level usage of Europe’ (Jacquot and Woll 2003,
2004, 2010); and secondly, to capture the effects of transnational networking at the
local level, we rely upon the ‘dimensions of change’ (on the logic of change, see Dossi
2012).

In the first instance, we refer to networks as EU policy instruments used by local actors
for specific purposes and then consider the meanings and usages that these actors
attribute to such instruments (Domorenok 2019). Based on the available literature
(Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004), three main types of usage of the EU (and its
instruments) are outlined: cognitive, strategic and legitimising; these can be employed
to highlight how local member organisations engage with the EU multilevel system
(see Domorenok 2019 for ‘symbolic usage’) through networks, thus emphasising the
strengths and weaknesses of these policy coordination tools. Secondly, in order to
examine the impacts of TNs at the local level, we rely on the Europeanization debate
that broadly seeks to explain policy change and the interrelation of actors involved in
such a process. Within the new form of governance, we look at transformations
occurring at the local level that result from member involvement within EU-led
instruments. Since we are adopting a bottom-up perspective on the phenomena, we
examine not only the areas influenced by the policymaking but also the use that
domestic actors make of the EU (see above). In order to study the EU's influence on
domestic, regional and urban structures, the academic literature outlines the causal
mechanisms of change, or the lack of these, through the two main logics of
consequences and appropriateness (March and Olsen 1998, in Dossi 2012). Based on
Dossi (2012), whose research design proposes three different levels (Structure,
Organisation and Cognition) to analyse the logic of change, we adapt his framework
according to our research object, by employing this kind of analytical grid in order to
empirically reconstruct the process of change triggered by the transnational network,
beyond the scope of rigorous causality. After having identified the dimensions of
change, we then proceed to trace backward the contextual conditions and the
modalities that allowed such changes to occur. We can then partially rely upon
exploratory evaluations that apply the social mechanism approach to identify possible
patterns underpinning similar outcomes (see mechanisms: Melloni et al. 2016). Such
an approach enables us to depict the kind of local conditions that facilitate interactions
between transnational networks and their members, which would easily lead to impacts
at the local (sector) level. The preliminary findings of Chapters 4 and 5 are then
discussed in more detail in this chapter, in dialogue with the findings that arose from
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TMCN literature. Further, some analytical hypotheis outlined in Chapter 4 are
operationalised in the design of the TN Self-Assessment model discussed in this
chapter, wherein the concept of network effectiveness is reviewed and updated
accordingly. The model has to be considered as a relevant research outcome, but also
as a seed for further research. To sum up, the analytically built up approach, which
acknowledges top-down and bottom-up forces simultaneously, can be considered a
novel stance in the research agenda; and it also allows us to look at the interaction
between the European Commission, the 28 Creative Europe grated networks, and
their local members, as a means of dissecting the European Cultural Governance
arrangement, together with its regulative, normative, cognitive and imaginary
dimensions.

6.2 What are Networks for?

To answer the overarching question of, what are networks for, if not for harmonising
poliey?, this work endorses a functional approach to networks and suggests the first
sample of typologisation for TNs in the cultural sector. As it has been done throughout
the work, we begin with summarise what has been discussed in TMCN literature on
the topic, acknowledging that also the literature on TMCNs struggles to conceptualise
transnational network function and profile; thus, scholars have identified three main
‘functional categories’ as follows (Andonova et al. 2009):

1) information-sharing (mutual learning among members, Leutelt 2010)
2) capacity building and implementation
3) rule setting

These three activities are considered to be soft governance instruments that ‘influence
European climate governance’ (Busch et al. 2018, 223), which have been analysed by
‘considering how networks steer members towards particular public purposes’
(Andonova et al. 2009; 63 in Busch 2015, 222). The shortcoming of this approach is
that it considers members to be passive agents within network dynamics. In order to
overcome this bias, Busch (2015) identified the actual activities undertaken by TMCNSs,
and further elaborated on the network functions:
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1. Network as a platform (learning process between members)

2. Network as consultants (provide services to members)

3. Network as commitment brokers (relying on the voluntary commitment of members)
4. Advocate (lobbying activities)

This distinction is particularly relevant when considering that ‘the potential impact the
networks have on their members differs from network to network’ based on the
differences in network profiles (Busch 2015, 227) — which are not mutually exclusive.
Indeed, networks ‘have complex activity portfolios and thus can adopt several of these
functions at the same time’ (Busch 2015, 223). Hence, since a sound categorisation of
TNs would serve as a starting point for assessing network impacts more
comprehensively, the elaboration of indicators proposed in Chapter 4 serves as the
basis for a better understanding of the functions of transnational networks in EU
cultural governance. By providing an in-depth literature review on TMCN:ss, integrated
with grey literature on TN in the cultural sector IFFACA 2016, CAE 2016, EACEA
2016), as well as empirical observation, this study has proposed an overview of TN
structures, functions and typologies. In order to tackle the first introductory research
question of bow transnational networks operate what are their effects in more detail, the
network indicators proposed by Haupt and Coppola (2019) have been expanded as a
valuable tool for elaborating on a typological understanding of TN in the cultural and
creative sector. This is done in order to delineate functional categories more
appropriate for the field under scrutiny.

Based on Busch's (2015) elaboration, and acknowledging the empirical activities of
networks in the cultural sector, a new set of indicators has been proposed, as a way to
break down the concept of a network with diverse attributes, to draw a network
typology based on a functional approach. What emerged from our analysis is that
cultural networks can be highlighted as a shift from policy-related activities, as
predominantly operating in TMCNs, to knowledge and practice-related functions,
featuring the structures performing in the cultural sector. Notably, networks operating
as commitment brokers require ‘their members to commit to certain goals about climate
change policies’ (Busch 2015, 224), and therefore demand ‘some degree of
formalisation of the goals in the form of a resolution or declaration’ (ibid.); this aspect
cannot be found in coordinative policies, where the reach of EU common policy
objectives and policy convergence are not intended as primarily aim.
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By acknowledging the challenge and scientific gap in clearly identifying cultural
network profiles and functions, in light of the immaturity of EU cultural policy studies,
we have relied on the grey literature that outlines the primary common functionalities
as follows: ‘external and internal relationship building, advocacy, and campaign,
information services, member services and projects’ (CAE 2016, 45). Comparing these
categories with the ones proposed by Busch (2015) reveals possible correspondences
among cultural networks and those operating in other sectors. As previously
mentioned, however, this comparison brings to light a shift from policy-related
activities to knowledge and practice-related functions, when dealing with transnational
networks operating in the CCS. Hence, functionalities such as commitment brokers
present in TMCNSs fall out of the picture when drawing a functional typology for TNs
in the CCS:

1. Network as a platform (Busch 2015) — ‘external and internal relationship building’
(CAE 2010)

2. Network as consultants (Busch 2015) — %uformation services, member services’ (CAE
2010)

3. Network as commitment brokers (Busch 2015)

4. Advocate (Busch 2015) - ‘advocacy and campaign’ (CAE 2016)

Based on this analytical debate and the empirical data gathered from the fieldwork, as
well as the triangulation of these sources with interview materials, the following
categories are proposed as being more suitable for framing cultural network activities
in this case:

1) Representation and Advocacy — actions: bypassing national cultural policy,
representing the cultural sector in the political arena, disseminating policy priorities

2) Platform for Members — actions: Networking — horizontal exchange — Best practices
— Excellence Awards

3) Capacity Building Services — actions: Structuring the sector — Workshops,
Conferences, Peer-learning activities

4) Experimental Governance Arrangement — actions: Test models — upscale and
downscale discourse and practices

In brief, the network as a platform (Busch 2015) corresponds to the Platform for
Members; the network as consultant (Busch 2015) corresponds to Capacity Building
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Services; the network as advocate (Busch 2015) corresponds to Sector or Issue-based
Representation and Adyocacy; and finally, the nenwork as commitment brokers (Busch 2015) has
been replaced with Experimental Governance Arrangement, wherein model testing
and experimentation can be conceived as primary functional activities and embedded
upscaling (Kern 2018) as a mode of operating. The latter must be understood as a
research finding that arose from our exploration. In addition to this first functional
approach of network typology, built around the available scientific literature, further
elements shall be thus considered when looking at networks: the sector and sub-sector
represented and the geographical allocation interconnected with the availability of
knowledge and resources. The new set of indicators discussed in this work supports
the advancement of this direction.

Moving further in the debate on the network’ overall objectives within the EU
governance, the twofold dimensions of knowledge production in network dynamics
have to be carefully considered. Given that knowledge production occurs in cultural
networks simultaneously at the top and the bottom and therefore combines hierarchical
learning and bottom-up /social learning (see Radaelli 2008), the research proposes a novel
concept of Discourse and Ideational interaction (instead of convergence) (see
Schmidt 2002, 2004, see social interaction in Radaelli and Dunlop, 2017), which is more
appropriate for describing overall network functions, rather than harmonisation and
compliance, as outlined in the policy network literature (Jacobsson 2004). Indeed,
networks have been defined in institutional documents as ‘representative bodies and
connectors’, as ‘crucial instruments to achieve ambitious objectives” (EACEA 2017),
wherein the promotion of ‘Europe’s cultural diversity and strengthening the
competitiveness of the cultural and creative sector, to promote smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth as well as support the values of the European Union’ (ibid.) is still at
stake. Yet, the appropriation, re-appropriation, engagement and dis-engagement (Woll and
Jacquot 2004) of cultural actors towards these objectives is here emphasized as the
core mechanism that has to be constantly fuelled.

6.2.1 Local Changes in Transnational Networking

In order to tackle our second research question of what transnational network
membership impacts are on the local level, we have acknowledged that the literature on
TMCNs and policy network also focuses predominantly on the impacts that
transnational networks have on the policy cycle (agenda setting, implementation,
dissemination) such that the influence on EU policy remains the predominant
objective, while the influence on member levels has received very little academic
attention to date (Davies, 2005; Hakelberg, 2014; Zeppel, 2012; Busch, 2015, 2018).
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Even within the most advanced research on TMCNs in climate governance, there is
no systematic investigation of network impacts and local responses. As a first attempt
at tackling this knowledge gap, Busch et al. (2018) have collected data through an
online survey conducted in diverse network member cities; the results have been
clustered into categories outlining the main network membership impacts as

follows:

1) Enabling internal mobilisation (of member cities)
2) Formulating emission reduction goals

3) Institutionalising Climate Trajectories

4) Enabling direct exchange

5) Offering project support

The results show that two out of five impacts may be regarded as the ntegration of local
climate policies into local institutions (2, 3), with the rest touching upon #nternal changes
among the members (1, 4, 5). This analysis demonstrated that network membership
influences changes in local policy and reveals political processes in member cities -
internal changes in member organisations - as more relevant impact than member-to-
member interaction. Based on this study, it has also been emphasised that ‘the act of
joining and of being a member is perceived as more important than the services which
are actively provided by the networks' staff and infrastructure’ (Busch et al. 2018, 229).
In this regard, the difference between laggards and frontrunners in network dynamics
(see Kern and Bulkeley 2009) appears to blur and the horisontal exchange among
members is considered less relevant than it was in previous literature on policy transfer
(Kern 2000; Karch 2007; Marsden and Stead 2011; McCann and Ward 2012 in Kern
2013). Instead, the role of the intermediary figure between the member and the
network has been highlighted as a benefit coming with membership. Despite these
relevant findings, the research and methodological design (Busch et al 2018) used to
reach these results remain vague and do not offer a solid analytical base for further
academic contribution in this direction. Moreover, another research shortcoming
consists of the inductive approach to data analysis, which leads to the impossibility of
differentiating ‘which TMCN brings about what kind of impact’ (Busch et al 2018,
225). The current research strives to overcome some of the TMCN literature’s
shortcomings: beginning by acknowledging the relevant research findings (Busch et al.
2018), this study is intended to advance the research agenda by building an analytical
framework through which to look at what transformations are triggered by
transnational networks at the membership level, and bow these changes are achieved.
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With this purpose in mind, the research design is based on the bottom-up
Europeanization debate, constructing an analytical framework that reveals what the
dimension of change is — Structure, Organisation and Discourse (see Dossi 2012 in
Chapter 5), and how (see Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004, 2010 in Chapter 5) soft
mechanisms influence changes. This approach provides a replicable model to be tested
in further research, while aiming to more clearly identify the impacts of soft
mechanisms beyond ‘subtle impacts of socialisation processes, ideational convergence,
learning and re-definitions of policy paradigms and ideas’ (Radaelli and Pasquier 2007,
38).

By applying our framework, it is possible to observe from the cases analysed that
cultural transnational network leverage transformative changes often and more readily
on the level of Discourse (La Valleé, Subotica, LAV, Nova Iskra, Kaapeli), while
changes in Organisation (Kaapeli, Nova Iskra) and Structure (Subotica, Kaapeli, La
Valleé) have been more rarely achieved and perpetuated over time. It can be argued
that this result stems from the high level of informality of the membership in the
cultural sector, which is too often weakly institutionally and politically embedded at
the local level; this condition hinders the spillover effects of EU cultural funding in
the member’ surrounding context. These preliminary results, when further developed,
would contribute new insights into horizontal Europeanization patterns (Bulmer and
Radaelli 2012) as well as bring a new understanding of policy implications. Moreover,
even if ‘the implementation of policy at the local level” has been outlined as one of the
main TMCN outcomes in the literature (Busch, Henner, Bendlinc and Fentond 2018,
223), from our analysis it has emerged that this objective in the examined field has not
been achieved as an immediate impact. This unexpected result is due to several
conditions specifically related to the cultural sector: the high level of informality of the
transnational membership, which is mostly composed of NGOs not directly linked
with public administrative bodies nor with policy-related duties. In this regard, what is
of particular relevance in our findings is that all five cases analysed instead reveal
changes in the discourse, to varying degrees. This is the result of the strong ideational
power of EU cultural policy, and empirically validates our analytical hypothesis of
discourse and ideational comvergence — versus interaction — as being a more appropriate
concept for describing the overall objectives of TNs in the cultural sector. Thus, this
divide highlights a relevant difference occurring between changes that occur at the
policy level and changes that occur in the discourse (see zdeational convergence, Radaelli
and Pasquier 2007). Our analysis outlines that changes at the level of the policy are
hardly achieved rather than the ones in the discourse in the CCS membership.
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Further, based on TMCN literature findings on network membership impacts
(Busch et al. 2018), our results have been clustered (based on keywords from
interviews and texts) as follows:

1) Enabling Changes — change in member Organisation, Structure and Discourse

2) Enabling Direct Exchange — providing mentbers with information, practices, artistic content

and peer-learning opportunities

3) Providing Support — national and international political support and media attention, access
to funds and cultural policy updates

4) Bypassing national policy and politics — policies that are more rarely directly integrated within

member organisations, due to the non-institutional character of mentbers

5) Legitimising, institutionalising and upscaling experiments

Such clustering provides a concrete preliminary empirical answer to the overarching
question of what networks are for, if not for harmonising policy? and it offers a concrete
response to better explain how horizontal Europeanization patterns (Bulmer and
Radaelli 2012), discursive institutionalism, and ideational convergence might work in
the CCS. What emerged from this comparison of results highlights shortcomings in
the literature, while outlining a new research agenda. In the first instance, literature on
TMCNs (Bulkeley et al. 2003; Busch 2015; Oppowa 2015) has often argued that EU
advocacy and lobbying are considered to be major benefits of network membership.
However, recent studies (Busch et al. 2018) contradict the latter claim by highlighting
changes in member and local polity as relevant network advantages. Our analysis of
five member organisations supports the latter research agenda by endorsing the
purpose of cultural networks as structures that provide member support in their local
contexts to leverage transformative changes (see 1. Enabling Changes — change in member
Organisation, Structure and Discourse and 3. Providing Support — national and international
political support and media attention, access to funds and cultural policy updates). Second, recent
literature (Busch et al .2018) has outlined the relevant role of the intermediary figure
as a fundamental factor in generating local impacts. Our analysis validates this
argument and advances it by emphasising that changes in the membership are easily
achieved when the intermediary figure is elected and subsequently becomes a member
of the Board of Directors. Thus, further research on this aspect would be needed in
order to more effectively examine the role of this figure through the analytical lens of
policy entrepreneur (Aldrich and Zimmer 1986, 3; cf. also Frisch-Aviram et al., 2019;
Svensson 2019 in Malandrino 2020). This is because the patterns of entrepreneurship
actions (Galanti, Capano 2020) such as framing a problem, developing solutions,
building a support coalition, seeking opportunities and attention, are all valuable lenses

196



for reading intermediary behaviour and analysing micro-foundations within network
dynamics in more in-depth. Third, more generally, networks become relevant actors
of change when /arning occurs among the diverse levels (the EU, TNs and members)
and good governance (Steinkamp 2013) is applied to the network structure. Finally, it
has been possible to identify a general set of resources that Transnational Networks
provide to their members, as reported below. This result must be considered as a
contribution to the advancement of network practice:

e Benchmarking of practices

e Opverview of challenges and policy issues on a global scale
e Technical expertise (heritage management, technical issues, etc.)
e Network of stakeholders

e DPolitical support

e Symbolic references

e Belonging to a transnational community

e Knowledge of the EU cultural policy

e Knowledge of the EU funding scheme

e Taking part in EU projects

e Advocacy at the international, national and local levels

e Diffusion of new narratives

e Tools for storytelling

e Tools for overcoming national policy and politics

e Jegitimation of new practices

Further, the network resources have been aggregated below according to the network’
profile as follows:

1) Representation and Advocacy — resources: Advocacy at the international, national,
and local level; Knowledge of the EU cultural policy; Knowledge of the EU funding
scheme; strategies and tools for overcoming national policy and politics; legitimation
of new practice; Overview of challenges and policy issues on a global scale; Belonging

to a transnational community.
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2) Platform for Members — resources: Taking part in the EU projects; Network of
stakeholders; Benchmarking of practices; Overview of challenges and policy issues on
a global scale.

3) Capacity Building Services — resources: Technical expertise (heritage management,
technical issues, etc..); Political support; Symbolic references; Overview of challenges
and policy issues on a global scale.

4) Experimental Governance Arrangement— resources: Network of stakeholders;
Belonging to a transnational community; Legitimation of new practices; Diffusion of
new narratives; Tools for Storytelling.

6.3 Operationalising Results:
A Self-assessment Model

This section proposes a further operationalisation of the new set of indicators,
envisioning how the analytical findings of this work can concretely contribute to
tackling empirical and knowledge gaps in the evaluation phase of networks. In
acknowledgment of the challenges that both practitioners and academics encounter in
assessing transnational networks both in analytical as well as empirical terms, we
propose a self-assessment model, as a research outgrowth and seed for further
research.

Throughout this work, we have understood transnational networks to be characterised
by diverse profiles, high ‘complexity, openness and dynamism’, in an unpredictable
environment (Wilson-Grau 2007), where diverse independent variables — political,
social, cultural, technological and ecological — intervene. In the case of European TN,
both the complexity of the EU environment as well as the diversity in the membership
have to be taken into consideration. This complexity, openness and dynamism not
only make TN profiles and functions difficult to identify, but also TN outcomes highly
unpredictable (Wilson-Grau 2007, 3), and consequently difficult to assess.

Moreover, conventional evaluation methods are insufficient for capturing interaction
— which is the TN core element — such that all too often the sponsorship perspective
is overlooked. Instead, as the literature has pointed out, TN effectiveness should be
acknowledged both in the processual (interaction) as well as the outcome (impact)
dimensions. This research strives to contribute to the further development of this
approach.
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Furthermore, by acknowledging the challenge of conventional evaluation methods for
TN, the dominance of donor perspectives in the available evaluation instruments, and
the linear causality (TN values — TN objectives — outcomes — results and impacts) as a
baseline in the existing tools, as a means of overcoming this impasse, we propose a
participative self-assessment method, based on the current research theoretical
findings. Self-assessment methods offer tools for better understanding the
‘complexity, openness and dynamism’ of network dynamics, as well as for balancing
the diverse perspectives involved in network development, engaging as many
stakeholders as possible in the evaluation phase, and enhancing learning about the
network’s strengths and weaknesses. Major benefits of self-assessment procedures are
outlined as per Wilson-Grau (Wilson-Grau 2007, 10):

* Identity achievements more quickly and more comprehensively

* Enhance learning about success and failure, more than just as a means of serving as a

mechanism for operational or budgetary control

* Collectively appraise progress towards the political purpose and the development of the
advocacy network itself

* Serve as a mechanism for accountability to internal and external stakeholders

* Preserve the historical memory of the common processes that gave birth to and sustain the

advocacy network

* Do justice to the core qualities of democracy and participation while strengthening internal

processes
* Forge broad commitment to a renewed common strategy
* Mobilise maximum resources, especially those of its members for future efforts

In fact, the benefits of participatory evaluation (Huxham and Vangen, 1996;
Montgomery, 2004; Sydow, 2004 in Keast et al. 2004) consist in promoting self-
evaluation and enhancing self-determination and self-perception, while assisting in the
creation of more well designed policy and programs. These tools generate a new shared
understanding among the diverse stakeholders involved, and leverage learning between
policy-makers and practitioners. This approach is particularly suitable for analysing
network dynamics, because reflective learning has been identified as the main
mechanism occurring between the Furopean Networks and the European
Commission. Self-assessment processes can be conceived as tools for incremental
learning, where the involvement of diverse stakeholders in the evaluation process
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allows us to include the voices of the actors involved, thus providing evidence of the
constitutive interaction between internal demands (Leadership, NAO and members),
as well as external pressures (donors, other TNs, stakeholders and members) that

comprise network dynamics.

Moreover, ‘the current emphasis on short-term outcomes (i.e., completion of
tasks/activities) would need to give way to an additional emphasis on long-term
outcomes (i.e., the processes involved in building relationships)’ (Keast and Mandell
2004, 591). The importance of enhancing self-perception in the evaluation phase and
the potential of self-evaluation tools is also outlined by the Network Call Coordinator
working at EACEA:

‘What I would be trying to do is to make them [the networks] think about the best way
to evaluate themselves because we do not think that it is up to us [EACEA] to do that;
because I think that this evaluation is that they [the networks] start doing it themselves
because they are better placed to see what their activities are for’ (....) it will become the
trend because we need more and more projects to give some info regarding their impact
and, of course, the impact assessment. And they [the networks| need to establish some

indicators to assess its impact.” (A. R. interview)

In brief, the use of more conventional evaluation tools carries two main risks: first,
conceiving of the TN only as a project result with short-term impacts; second,
considering predefined criteria that neglect the main TN characteristics, such as
openness, flexibility, and innovative approaches — which are indeed essential qualities
needed to cope with a complex policy environment. Finally, a balance among the
diverse viewpoints of the actors involved in network dynamics is very difficult to
achieve. Even such a gap is recognized in the field, yet, ‘cultural policy actors so far
have not found a way to develop some kind of network self-evaluation methods’ (Svob
Doki¢ 2011, 27 in Steinkamp 2018).

Design of the TN Self-assessment Model: 1earning and Self-reflective Monitoring

In order to design the Self-assessment model, we begin by referring to literature that
analyses how advocacy networks function by expanding the definition of the outcome
as ‘observable behavioural, institutional and societal changes’ (OECD-DAC) into
‘internal and external outcomes’ (Wilson-Grau 2007). This divide is appropriate for
network operational functionalities and clarifies outcomes on diverse levels: the EU
policy and the sector/membership levels. From this perspective, changes in EU policy,
the cultural sector, the membership and the local context can be viewed as ‘external
political’ and ‘sectorial outcomes’; to this we would add an emphasis on the often
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neglected changes in internal network dynamics, which can be conceived of as the
‘internal organic outcomes’.

Based on these premises, we developed a three-fold outcome approach as a better way
of illustrating the diversity of outcomes that a network might achieve:

EU Creative Europe funded transnational network expected outcomes:
e Changes in EU cultural policy (advocacy) — external political outcome
e Changes in TN members and the sector (structuring effect) — external sectorial outcome

e Changes in TN behavior (structure and function/networking) — internal organic outcome

OUTCOME:
Internal organic outcomes

TN Structural dimension

TN Development dimension TN Functional dimension

TN Processual dimension

learning and socialization
processes

Figure 11 TN Dimensions and Outcomes. Source: Author

Building upon this, the TN self-assessment model proposed below is based on the
new set of indicators elaborated in Chapter 4. To summarise, by expanding on the
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available scholarly sources that outline network function and structure as fundamental
dimensions of TNs, we have added two further dimensions — process, and
development — in order to better identify the longitudinal development of these
structures and their internal dynamics. Then, expanding on Haupt and Coppola's
(2018) indicators, further variables have been conceptualised for the purpose of better
depicting TN behaviours in their processual dimension over time. The result aims to
balance internal process and external outcomes, as well as different scalar network
outcomes on the policy, cultural sector and local member levels, while also shedding
light on the three-level outcomes anticipated as previously discussed — the external
sectorial outcome, the external political outcome and the internal structural outcome.

This model is constructed with the twelve indicators presented in this work in order
to provide a general overview of TN behaviour as a means of offering a more precise
picture of network impacts, as well as to detect linkages among variables that would
facilitate the attainment of certain outcomes (internal and external). Furthermore, this
model strives to tackle the donors' inattention to the assessment of transnational
networks (donor perspectives focus predominantly on TN activities), as well as to offer
a self-reflective tool for the networks themselves. The usefulness of indicators both
for donors as well as for network coordinators is outlined as follows by the Head of
Sector at the EACEA:

‘T was very keen on this notion of the indicators because I think it is very good for
planning the building [of] your own [networks] activities into perspective. You
know what you can do what you can, you know which is the target, you know how far
you can go with the work that you do, considering the means that you have. Because what
I see is that (...) there is a complete lack of understanding about what an indicator is and
how to evaluate their [the networks] job.” (C. R. interview)

To summarise, the Polar Model presented below operationalises the analytical
framework elaborated in Chapter 4 and offers a graphic visualisation of TN behaviour
as a means of highlighting linkages between dimensions, indicators and outcomes. This
analysis allows us to picture which of the four dimensions prevails in network
behaviour over time, by highlighting its strengths and weaknesses.
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Figure 12 Self-Assessment Model. Source: Author

Results of the Self-Assessment Model

In conclusion, to provide an example of how such a model could work operationally,
the results of the model tested on a network funded by Creative Europe - the
European Dancehouse Network (EDN) — are briefly discussed below (see Fig. 12).
This diagram (Fig. 12) is based on the results of a survey composed of 23 questions
(see annex D) which operationalise the twelve indicators. The survey was directed at
three diverse network levels: the Executive Office (two staff members), the Presidency
and/or the Board of Directors (one), and the members (three randomly selected
network member organisations).

It is important to state that the one discussed here was merely an implementation test,
of an evaluation participative process that would otherwise foresee three steps (a. self-
assessment, b. workshop and discussion of results, c. thematic self-assessment).
Further, the number of respondents is too low to make any solid statements or
statistical analyses. The EDN survey was designed as an experiment aimed at
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determining how the design of the questions, the type of responses, and the overall
functioning of the model would function when applied to a real case study.

In the case of multiple respondents at different levels — Executive Office and Network
Members — the results were aggregated to show the arithmetic mean between the
different survey responses. Below are some observations based on the results of the
experimental survey, which were useful for consolidating the hypotheses advanced in
this dissertation.

Spatial Reach
and Organization

Autonomy

Governance+ NAO

History & Legacy Membeship typology

and size
Innovation From new
Partnerships
Learning Advocacy
at the EU level
Membership Interaction Member’s

Local Impacts Services B Board of Directors
Executive Office

Members

Figure 13 Self-Assessment Model Results. Source: Author, Mereghetti

As can be observed in the above diagram, the results of the survey show some positive
convergences between indicators such as History and Legacy and Member Services, as well as
some negative convergences such as Spatial Reach, Advocacy and Local Impacts of network
behaviour. Overall, the history and legacy have been perceived in the same way by the
three different levels: the members, the Executive Office and the Board of Directors
—as fundamental features in network development, with a strong emphasis on member
services as the network's main function. By contrast, advocacy at the EU level has been

perceived as being poorly developed.

204



This is a particularly interesting insight that requires further research, as it appears to
contradict the network’s mission. In the survey section dedicated to the ‘Stated
network’ objectives’, Advocacy has been clearly identified as one of the main specific
objectives of the network by all respondents.

Membership interaction has been considered a core mechanism that ensures the
network's processual dynamics and progress, while learning between the TNs and the
European Institutions and among Creative Europe networks has been perceived as
being less relevant by the membership and the Executive Office. However, the Board
of Directors pointed out that for them the learning process is highly relevant.
Innovation, in terms of content, activities, governance and business models have been
perceived by all three levels as being weakly developed. Governance mechanisms (in
terms of flexibility, formality and interaction intensity) are considered to be relevant
for network effectiveness by the Board of Directors, as well as by the Executive Office
and ultimately the members themselves. The structuring effect beyond the
membership level is rather weak and facilitated primarily via the formation of new
partnerships. It has been more challenging to understand the perceptions of the three
levels involved (Board, Executive Office, and Members) regarding the spillover effects
of transnational membership on local member contexts.

Overall, the dimension perceived to be the strongest by all three levels is network
development, where the consistency of the thematic mission and the network
objectives are identified as being robust. This in turn has resulted in consolidating
network legacies, thus maintaining network autonomy. Additionally, emphasis is given
to diverse aspects concerning the membership: growth in size and typology,
interactions, and finally, services provided.

In conclusion, here are some considerations for disentangling the responses from
diverse levels. The Board of Directors has perceived the structural (Governance,
Membership, and Partnership) and processual dimensions (Learning, Membership
interaction, Innovation) as being the most developed thus far. Additionally, a strong
emphasis has been placed on history and legacy, as well as network autonomy. The
Executive Office has identified the functional dimension as the dominant one, with an
emphasis on Member Services as the primary network function. The Members have
indicated membership that interaction and network legacy are significant. Moreover,
the local impacts have been perceived as being applicable.

Finally, how these results generally place the theoretical hypothesis elaborated in the
academic literature in a different light is discussed in the following sections.
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Further implementation of the self-assessment nodel

The self-assessment model implementation is foreseen as a participative evaluation
process that includes a three-steps assessment phases as follows:

a. Self-assessment
b. Workshop
c. Thematic Focus Self-assessment

The first self-assessment provides an overview of the general ‘health’ of the network,
followed by a workshop, wherein the three levels of respondents (Board of Directors,
network executive office and members) are invited to participate to discuss the results
of the model. In that occasion, complementary tools for self-evaluation will be also
provided and thematic lines relevant for the network will be addressed. Finally, after a
previously defined timespan, another short survey will be distributed with the purpose
to assess how the network has implemented specific thematic priorities (being these
of the network or of the European Cultural Policy, i.e. cross-sectorial policy priorities).

Conclusively, the model offers a flexible tool, thus solidly theoretically grounded, that
can be employed in different stages of the evaluation process (pre, interim and post)
and be adapted to the diverse needs of the stakeholders involved.

6.4 Research Implications

As illustrated in this chapter, TMCN literature has functioned as a baseline for
both the theoretical argumentation and analytical hypothesis that underpins this work,
as a means of shedding light on TN process and their impacts on the cultural and
creative sector. This working process not only figures as a novel approach in the
cultural policy’ research agenda but has also been employed explicitly as a means of
generating new knowledge in an under-examined field.

Proceeding from the challenging question of What are cultural networks for, if not for
harmonisation?, this current work opens up the path for a journey that merges together
diverse disciplines and mobilises different concepts such as transnational networking,
policy learning and bottom-up Europeanization to produce new insights and unlock
intriguing paths for further research. The cultural sector has often been regarded as an
informal practice that is structurally fragmented, pootly institutionalised and a
challenge to analyse, which therefore makes cultural policy seem ‘minor’ in comparison
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with other sectors, or even too ‘immature’ of an area for scholarly examination. For
this reason, the analytical contribution of this work consists in mobilising theoretical
perspectives that would reveal new possibilities for looking at this field from other
angles, which are more defined, further structured, and analytically tested.

Yet often these analytical attempts — part of this research journey — have failed because
the theoretical lenses adopted in public policy literature are primarily created to address
macro institutional structures and well-established policy sectors, which differ from
cultural policy characteristics.

In striving to find the most appropriate lens for examining EU cultural governance
and its features, I encountered scholarly efforts that ‘consider policies in a broad sense,
including formal and informal aspects, discourses, meanings as well as programs and
initiatives” (Radaelli 2018, 59). These also reframe the Europeanization debate in terms
of micro-level interaction (Malandrino 2020), shift the social sur l'institutionnel en faisant
‘du local un nouvean d'analyse de integration eenropéene’ (Pasquier 2004, 6, Radaelli and
Pasquier 2000), examine the political agents as strategic actors of European
transformations, emphasise the micro-foundation of personal motivation (Woll and
Jacquot 2003, 2004, 2010), and finally, acknowledge the role of noninstitutional actors
in the policy-process, pointing to discourse negotiation and appropriation as primary
political strategies (Schmidt 2002, 2004). And eventually, Europeanization processes
have been examined as discursive interactions through interpretive perspectives (Paul
2012, Lombardo and Forest 2012, Barbehon 2016).

Having completed this empirical and theoretical journey, one question still remains
unanswered: What would have been the most appropriate way to look at a policy sector considered
to be ‘minor’, fragile, and understudied? This admittedly open question is intended as the
main legacy of this study. However, yet another issue remains unanswered, that is,
whether the analytical frames thus employed have been valuable for generating valid
insights on EU cultural policy processes and outcomes, and whether the empirical
experience has reached a stage of sharable knowledge. By purposely leaving these
questions open for future exploration, the research implications for theory, policy and
practice are outlined below. These consist of 1) analytical suggestions for the theory
that arose by merging constructive Europeanization with cultural policy studies, 2)
observations for theory and practices concerning learning across transnational
networks of diverse policy sectors (TMCNs in Climate Governance and TN in Cultural
Governance), 3) connotations for methodological advancement apt to examine local
impacts of transnational networks, and finally, 4) implications for the evaluation of EU
cultural policy programs and initiatives. In sum, this journey has been an analytical
effort aimed at finding the most suitable angle for examining EU cultural policy soft
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mechanisms and their impacts. Indeed, this attempt also represents an ongoing

personal journey.

6.4.1 Contribution to the Study of EU Cultural Policy

The approach employed in the current research has partially relied on, and
strives to contribute to, the branch of literature that examines European Cultural
Policy as a policy-making process by addressing different aspects of policy design,
agenda-setting, decision processes, modes of governance and implementation (Littoz-
Monnet 2004, 2007, 2012, 2015; Patel 2012; Bruell 2013; Calligaro 2011, 2013, 2014;
Dimitrova and Steunenberg 2012, 2014, 2016; Mattocks 2017; Patel and Calligaro
2017; Vos 2017; Tatcher 2019). The influence of public policy literature and its
methodologies has helped in achieving the overall aim of the work, which was to
analyse the policy process of a coordinative mechanism as well as its impacts at the
local level. In order to understand the multi-level dimension of EU cultural
governance, this work analyses how transnational networks work in this arrangement,
and sheds light on how the policy design features (of networks) and contextual local
factors are intertwined. This makes it feasible to explain how a network — with specific
features — exerts more influence in some contexts than others. Therefote, our research
design has aimed at contributing more broadly to the underdeveloped branch of
literature that examines cultural policy as policy coordination and soft mechanisms
(Mattocks 2017, 2018, Vos 2017, 2019). In fact, the perspective adopted in this
research differs from most of the available European Cultural policy studies, that it
has generally gone deeper into the narratives of the concept of European identity and
the politics of heritage making (Ashworth, Graham and Tunbridge 2007, Sassatelli
2008, Delanty 2009, Lihdesmiki 2014, 2016, 2017). Most notably, the analytical
framework developed for examining the attributes of a network and the impacts of
transnational networking at the local level is built around concepts that arose within
the academic Europeanization debate. In short, we have studied the level of change
triggered by EU influence — #he what — and the mechanism that have been put in place
to realise this change — #he how. This conceptual matrix offers an analytical lens for
focussing on a process that would otherwise remain fuzzy, primarily when addressing
the subtle impacts of a coordinative policy, such as culture. Utilizing the analytical
lenses elaborated in the Europeanization debate to view cultural policy offers a means
of generating new insights and of contributing to the research agenda on the new
modes of governance and their impacts in a new manner. This endavour also attempts
to go more into detail on the ‘subtle impacts of socialisation processes’ beyond
‘ideational convergence, learning and re-definitions of policy paradigms and ideas’
(Radaelli and Pasquier 20006, 10), which would otherwise remain unexplored. Indeed,
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thus far empirical research on this latter aspect is lacking in the majority of the policy
sectors, leaving this analytical project untested and theoretical articulation in an
underdeveloped state. In the current research design, we strived to unfold more in
detail what ideational convergence, learning, and re-definitions of policy paradigms and ideas would
entail concretely in terms of actor behaviour and impacts on diverse levels — EU policy,
the cultural sector and the surrounding member context. This effort contributes to the
identification of how core mechanisms of Europeanization work and makes tracing
these processes easier on an empirical level (Moumoutzis and Zartaloudis 2016 in
Radaelli 2018, 68). To sum up, our work has strived to advance methodological and
theoretical endeavours in order to examine a new mode of governance and its impacts
on an underexamined sector, by unlocking new approaches for the study of EU
cultural policy, and by mobilising key concepts that arose from the cognitive
Europeanization scientific debate such as policy learning, ideas and discourse. Further,
the ideational dimension, recognised as fundamental for the field under analysis has,
however, only been partially explored within the current research design (see discourse
in Chapters 2 and 5) and thus resulted in the newly minted concept of deational and
discursive interaction (see Schmidt 2002, 2003 2018). Acknowledging that EU cultural
discourse and governance arrangement are intertwined allows us to shed light on how
structured dialogue with civil society takes shape, as well as how it allows us to advance
the European Cultural Policy (ECP) research agenda by exploring how ideas of
belonging are discursively constructed at the EU and transnational level — and yet also
locally appropriate. Further references to the discursive institutionalism perspective
would have been valuable for exploring more in-depth this perspective, which would
have also allowed us to elaborate more on the discursive construction of a European
Cultural Space through networking infrastructure and the linking of cultural and
heritage practices disseminated across Europe within a common cognitive framework.
This provides an opening for further research that would also contribute to and
complement the branch of critical heritage studies that has dealt with the European
Cultural Policy thus far (Ashworth, Graham and Tunbridge 2007, Sassatelli 2008,
Delanty 2009, Liahdesmiki 2014, 2016, 2017). Indeed, the discourse underpinning
European Cultural policy has been primarily discussed in critical terms within the
available literature thus far (Calligaro 2015, Lihdesmaki 2014, 2017); by contrast, in
this study we argue that EU cultural policy discourse has been discursively negotiated
within the institutional governance arrangement and implemented through the
coordinative mechanisms, as well as through EU funded cultural projects and
initiatives. This stance allows us to formulate novel hypotheses that remain to be
further examined. Based on the assumption that the EU Cultural Policy Discourse has
been devised through the discursive interactions of actors in the institutional setting
and subsequently implemented through multilevel governance arrangements, it is
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arguable that such a discourse remains, for the most part, thoroughly instrumental in
that it denies ambiguity in favour of the acritical dissemination of the idea of European
belonging across levels. This risk has been more clearly observable when examining
the implementation of EU cultural initiatives in non-EU states, such as Serbia.
However, the use of institutional heritage and cultural discourse in non-EU states has
not been dealt with as central issue here; to analyze the employment of cultural
initiatives in non-EU state would have required a more specific focus on the external
dimension of EU cultural policy discourse, an in-depth review of cultural diplomacy
literature, as well as in-depth fieldwork to provide a more sound contextualization of
the case. This gap urges us to develop concrete steps for further research.

In conclusion, our approach and findings have been thoroughly parsed analytically in
order to contribute to the study of the ‘strategic and cognitive effects triggered by
modification of the opportunity structures’ (Radaelli and Pasquier 20006, 12) in which
cultural actors are embedded. To this end, the introduction of the concept of usage
(Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004, 2010, Domorenok 2019) for the study of cultural policy
has been fundamental, and again, it offers an opening for further research. More
generally, linking together the most up-to-date debate on Europeanization with studies
on cultural policy sheds new light on the European dimension of the cultural and
creative sector through transnational networking in a new manner, while offering
research paths to be further explored in terms of content, methodology and approach.

6.4.2 Contribution to the Study of Transnational Networks

An additional research goal was to contribute to the literature on European
transnational networks by exploring the phenomena in an understudied policy sector,
such as culture, thus adding new insights gained from the fieldwork and empirical case
studies. Major shortcomings within the TMCN literature have been outlined both in
the analytical and methodological dimensions; these have laid the foundation for the
current research questions and approach. The main research contribution here consists
of analysing transnational networks as structures on the one hand embedded in the
EU institutional governance arrangement, and on the other as aggregated bottom-up
actors, interests and resources. The building up of an approach that allows us to picture
the phenomenon beyond top-down/bottom-up dynamics was revealed as being
innovative, and it was a response to the research problem of the hybrid position of the

transnational network in the EU governance arrangement.

Further, TMCN literature outlines major challenges in ensuring an appropriate method
for the analysis of such a complex matter, as well as the lack of analytical and empirical
tools as a means of assessing how networks operate. By acknowledging the fallacy
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within literature which argues that ‘assess [ing] the actual work and power-dynamics
of complex, not traditional organisations [such] as TMCN [TNs] is not a simple task
and requires qualitative if not ethnographic research’ (Haupt and Coppola 2018, 137),
the methodological design of this work provides a basis for tackling this gap. Namely,
tools for ethnographic inquiry have been employed for accessing and gathering data
from the field under scrutiny.

Regarding the challenges in the evaluation phase, the self-assessment model proposed
as a research outcome has been built upon the available literature and has served as a
means of testing some key theoretical hypotheses outlined in academic studies. Even
if these findings would need further research to become solid, sharable and
comparable to other policy sectors, the main results attained by testing the self-
assessment model may be summarised as follows: firstly, the overall perceived network
objective is to provide services to the network members, which validates the
hypothesis outlined in the academic and grey literature IFACCA 2016, CAE 2016);
secondly, even if the acknowledgment of endogenous transformation in network
member organisations (mostly in terms of capacity building and networking) is
increasingly recognised as a network outcome emanating from both the executive
office and the members themselves, nevertheless, the role of networks as drivers of
change beyond horizontal networking activities remains a challenging factor to
comprehend (the latter result is in line with assumptions inferred in the literature
(Busch et al 2018)). Thirdly, the improvement in terms of capacity building of the
cultural sector at large beyond the network membership — structuring effect — is weakly
perceived and therefore poorly operationalised by the network itself and its members;
this might also be linked with the weak perception from members of network as a
political leverage. This assumption contrasts with the donot’s perspectives and
interests, in this case, those of the European Commission. Finally, the main perceived
network objective is exchange and learning, followed by visibility and advocacy, and
only lastly internationalisation. On the one hand, this result validates the grey literature
on Cultural networks (for which the main network objective is exchange and learning),
and on the other highlights misunderstandings from the beneficiaries' perspective, for
which network objectives would contribute to the internationalisation and
strengthening (also in terms of innovation) of the cultural and creative sector.

Lastly, by referring to the most updated typological network understanding of
exclusive elite and inclusive mass networks (Haupt and Coppola 2019), our analysis
reveals that small participative networks, corresponding to exclusive elite (ibid.), often
set up effective and innovative mechanisms for member interaction, exchange,
learning processes and engagement; these are generally characterised by high
consistency in the thematic mission and objectives over time. Thus, their effectiveness

211



in terms of EU policy and the legitimacy of European Institutions tends to remain
underdeveloped through time. Representative networks, which correspond to
inclusive mass networks (ibid.), are characterised by an increasingly heterogenous
growing membership, which often leads to a progressively structured network
advocacy capacity; this observation validates research findings that linked inclusive
mass networks with ‘the strong influence of supranational organisations’ (Haupt and
Coppola 2019, 136). However, their capacity ‘as critical tools for public policy
implementation’ continue to not be evident in representative cultural networks, which
differ from other sectors in this respect.

6.4.3 Policy Implications

Overall, the research results point to the fact that networks contribute to
building the European dimension of the cultural and creative sector both structurally
and cognitively, while highlighting the strengths and challenges of these tools from
both theoretical and policy perspectives. More concretely, the structuring effect of the
cultural sector is recognised as the network's overall objective from the donot’s
perspective, as noted by the Head of Sector at EACEA:

“This structuring effect we have always been looking for is not there. I think we didn't
meet fully this objective. With some networks, yes, but with others not. (...) because we

have asked them [the networks] to implement projects so the activities were focused on

>

the project, and they [the networks] forgot to have a larger scope or larger objectives.
(...) It is really important to voice all these political messages, towards the European
Parliament, that link the European Commission and the other political bodies. But it is
also important that they [the networks] are working for the sectors and that they have
a capacity-building structuring effect’. (C. R. interview)

However, this wider scope is only partially understood to be of primary importance by
practitioners and the academic literature; at this more restricted scale members support
is revealed to be the main purpose of the network. In response to this, our research
strives to clarify the diverse objectives and impacts that a network is supposed to
achieve. By recognising that ‘the potential impact the networks have on their members
differs from network to network’ based on the differences in the networks’ profiles
(Busch 2015, p. 227), this work has outlined four different network profiles — a
typology — and identified three different levels of impact: towards EU policy, towards
the cultural sector, and towards the member level and surrounding context. In doing
so, our approach took into account both donor and beneficiary perspectives in the
theoretical framing as well as in the assessment phase. This analytical operation is
intended to acknowledge the need for balancing between the networks’ larger scope
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and short-term activities, members and donor interests and perspectives, advocacy
aims and membership support.

Finally, the proposed self-assessment model offers a practical tool both for network
organisations and policymakers to achieve a necessary balance between sector and
donor perspectives in the evaluation phase as well, in order to increase the understating
of the network’s strengths and weaknesses, and more generally, to contribute to the
policy development through the generation of deep insights on the topic. This model
is intended to offer a highly targeted approach to the cultural practitioners/EU
beneficiaries striving to go beyond best practices and ‘fast policy’ (Peck 2005)
perspectives; it, therefore, this offers a concrete response to the need for specificity in
terms of policy when dealing with the CCS. In this regard, further contextualisation
both in terms of sector and sub-sector specificity (cultural heritage and museums,
performing art, music, architecture and design, as well as multidisciplinarity (EACEA
2017) and local contexts, would contribute to further tackling the interceding risk of
generic policy when dealing with CCI (Pratt 2009, 10) and CCS. Further, this approach
offers an empirical resolution to the interpretative obstacle of understanding networks
beyond top-down and bottom-up dynamics. The design and the foreseen use of the
polar model reflect the epistemological stance adopted in this work. In conclusion, this
model also provides a tool that would comprehensively test the achievement of wider
EU policy objectives, while simultaneously enhancing the awareness of the
beneficiaries’ positionality, as relevant interlocutors in the EU governance
arrangement.

Possibilities for further reflection:

e The use of a more participative assessment process (self-assessment, working
groups, round table, workshop) that takes into consideration both founder (the
European Commission) and beneficiary (TNs) perspectives.

e The use of an assessment tool that can be easily applied to other EU-granted
networks, or more generally, to EU-granted cultural initiatives, that would
therefore produce comparable results across dimensions and indicators.

e Based on the self-assessment model here proposed, develop a self-assessment
tool for thematic evaluation (thematic priotities of EU cultural policy and/ot
the sector/sub-sectors; i.e. sustainability, gender balance).

e Provide an overview of the networks’ multi-membership.
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e DProvide an overview of the networks’ services and thematic focuses.

e Endorse a functional approach to network profiles, whose expected impacts
are then differentiated.

e Differentiate the diverse outcomes: external sectorial outcome, external policy
outcome and internal — structural, functional, development and processual -

outcome.

e Turther contextualise sector and sub-sector specificity (cultural heritage and
museums, performing art, music, architecture and design, as well as
multidisciplinarity) and local contextual factors.

e Emphasize the spillover impacts of EU  funded  cultural
organisations/initiatives in their surrounding contexts (see the indicator ‘Local
impacts’ and the dimension of change ‘Structure’)

6.5 Directions for Further Research

This research has been exploratory, providing theoretical and operational preliminary
findings that would need to be further tested in order to render them conceptually
robust. In general terms, a new approach to the study of TNs in the cultural sector has
been proposed, setting up the basis for opening up a new research direction and
further applications. The innovative aspect of the work lies in the topic analysed, the
use of literary sources — literature from other policy sectors combined with grey
literature, and the theoretical and methodological framework proposed. In terms of
content, three aspects previously unexamined in the literature have been described:
tirstly, European Cultural Governance (Chapters 1 and 06); secondly, transnational
networks in the cultural sector (Chapter 4); and thirdly, local impacts on TN
membership (Chapter 5). The diverse, but intertwined, units of analysis (transnational
network — membership — network governance) would need to be further explored on
an individual bases throughout the course of their interactions. Based on our
preliminary findings, we propose the following directions for further exploration: first,
we have reviewed network typology literature and outlined four network dimensions;
in addition, we have proposed twelve indicators that can be employed to analyse how
TNs operate in the cultural sector. However, their operationalisation as applied to each
individual Creative Europe network would need to be researched further. This would
provide relevant comparable results (across dimensions and indicators) of the
behaviours of the 28 networks. Further, the proposed typology would need to be
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further extended by taking into greater consideration certain aspects of networks, such
as geographic location relative to the availability of knowledge and resources, as well
as the sector and sub-sector represented. Moreover, the concept of meta-networks
(Long and Krauss 2019) needs to be further developed and can serves as a means of
potentially generating graphic representations of how the Creative Europe networks
overlap in terms of thematic focus and services offered to the sector.

Second, in order to identify membership outcomes occurring at the local level, we
delineated four main types of usage that the local membership can make of European
networks; these usages are identified as symbolic, cognitive, strategic and legitimising,
and are all built upon the sociological consideration of strategic action in the study of
European transformation (Jacquot and Woll 2003, 2004, 2010, Domorenok 2019). In
addition, we have identified three categories of change (Dossi 2012) — Discourse,
Structure and Organisation — where impacts of transnational membership can be
visibly traced. However, further research would need to be conducted on other local
cases to explore the approach here proposed more in depth, to then focus specifically
on identifying the underlying mechanisms affecting how local impacts are reached.
Adding more case studies (located in diverse contexts and active in different cultural
sectors) would allow for additional information to support the identification of
horisontal Europeanization patterns also in the CCS. This advancement would
contribute on the one hand to the branch of literature on cognitive Europeanization
and soft policy, on the other to TMCN literature that emphasises local membership
impacts, thus facilitating additional generalisation in conclusion.

Third, as an outgrowth of this study, a self-assessment model for TN effectiveness is
proposed in this chapter in section ‘Assessing Transnational Network: A self-
Assessment Model’; this model has been preliminarily tested on the transnational
network where intense fieldwork was previously conducted — the European
Dancehouse Network — and the results have been previously disseminated (for the
Survey see annex D and for the results see Figure 12 of the current work). Further
application of the model to the other Creative Europe granted networks would be
needed in order to consolidate the proposed self-evaluation method, which would
allow comparable results among EU funded networks to be gathered. Further, this
approach relies on and aims to advance evaluative research on EU policies (Melloni et
al. 2016) that combines an analytical grid — policy features, contextual features and
policy outcomes — with qualitative data, thus privileging a bottom-up dimension.

Finally, this research has opened a path for learning from diverse policy sectors, in
particular between transnational networks of municipalities and cities and
transnational networks of the cultural and creative sector; this approach not only
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allows us to shed light on differences and commonalities, but also permits us to move
beyond policy silos.

In conclusion, more studies that merge diverse disciplinary perspectives would be
required in order to better understand how EU network governance operates in the
cultural sector and, more generally, to shed light on soft policy instrument outcomes,
beyond the ‘subtle impacts of socialisation processes, ideational convergence, learning
and re-definitions of policy paradigms and ideas’ (Radaelli and Pasquier 2007, 38) in
the cultural sector as well. Finally, acknowledging the main features of European
Cultural Policy (ECP), such as the principle of subsidiarity, ideational, and
implementation through new modes of governance, would require a more in-depth
examination of both the intertwined governance mechanisms and discursive strategies
in order to detect the normative, cognitive and symbolic elements of policy-making.
Further studies of the interlinkages between the governance arrangements and the EU
cultural policy discourse through the lens of discursive institutionalism would enrich
our understanding of how the European Cultural Space is created in structural,
cognitive and imaginative terms. Indeed, networks have become fundamental tools in
building up the new ideational spatiality of Europe, and have been employed as a key
asset in the making of European Space (Jensen and Richardson 2004) both through
infrastructural resources and ideas. This latter aspect has also been clearly
acknowledged by the networks themselves, as a former network Secretary-General

states when answering the question: ‘What are networks for?

‘Well, let me start once again with the prehistory, in those years (...) we [the networks]
were fighting (...) because we [the networks] said we are doing your [European
Commission| job: we read all of the policy papers at that time, which were very few at that
time. (...) And we said, we ate doing what you're supposed to be doing: we are making
the European cultural space...And so, we were asking them [the European
Commission]| to fund us [the networks|” (A. D. interview)

Most importantly, the research process here began by questioning whether a European
Cultural and Creative Sector could even exist and if Transnational Networks would
have contributed to the formation of the European dimension by fostering
transformative changes in the cultural governance. Our empirical findings validate this
hypothesis by demonstrating that the instruments examined herein both structurally
and cognitively promote the EU added values in various ways, and thus contribute
more generally to the creation of the European Cultural Space through ideational and
discursive interaction which occurs via appropriation, re-appropriation, engagement
and dis-engagement (see usage in Jacquot and Woll 2004) of the actors involved. This
process differs, thus, from the unidirectional implementation of a designed vision of
Europe in favor of a local-level discursive construction of Europe (see Barbehoen
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2016). And not least, Transnational Networks’ membership raise questions on the
European spatiality in terms of polycentricity and territorial embeddedness, enhancing
the emergence of a post-national symbolic European space (Hein 2000) with its own
politics. In conclusion, by acknowledging the hybrid positionality that transnational
networks cover in the EU governance system, two directions can be further explored,
with more emphasis on the discursive dimension. On the one hand how these
structures, merging together communicative and coordinative discourse (Schmidt
2008, 2010), operationalise the demands on mobility embedded in the political
discourse of European integration to contribute to the creation of a symbolic
European cultural identity. And on the other, how they encourage the ‘making’, meant
here as ‘the production of meanings generated by social interactions on policy agendas,
decisions, and implementation processes’ (Radaelli 2018, 59) also in the cultural sector.
After all, ‘implementation is policy making by other means’ (Radaelli 2018, 67) wherein
learning is key element; as well are the networks. To conclude, by acknowledging such
a complex form of ‘governing from the middle’ (Roman in Acuto and Rayner 2010)
where top-down and bottom-up dynamics merge, this work has strived to capture how
such process occurs also in the cultural and creative sector, and consequently allowing
to reframe the Europeanization debate.
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ANNEX A.
Conducted and Transcribed Interviews

D
2)
3)
4)
5
0)

7

8)
9)

10)

11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)

19)
20)

21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
2020
29)
30)
31)
2021
32)
33)

P. V. — attaché Culturelle - Ville Chatleroi — 10 April 2020

M. S. — Secretary-General- On the Move - Network — 10% April 2020

M. R. — Secretary General - Trans Europe Halles - Network — 15t April 2020

V. C. - Chair — European Creative Hub Network - Network — 27% April 2020

M. L. — Cultural Advisor — UCGL Network - Network — 29t April 2020

D. J. — former network Coordinator — Project Officer EACEA — European Commission
— 29t April 2020

C. K. — attaché Ministry of Austria - manager of Interreg Project on Creative Industries -
4th May 2020

P. M. - Boatd of Directors- European Network Cultural Centre - 28 May 2020

M. S. — Board Member NEMO — European Network of Museum Association - Network
— 14t May 2020

R. B. - Director Nova Iskra — founding member of Creative Hub Network — - Network -
14t May 2020

P. M. - Board Member of European Network Cultural Centre — - Network -28% May 2020
M. A. Creative Hub Chatleroi — TN member — 9% June 2020

L.G. - Creative Wallonia — 17t June 2020

A.F. - Les Bois du Cazier — member of ERIN Network — TN member -19% June 2020
F. B. - Founder of NEMO - Network — 26t June 2020

G. R. - EU UNESCO cooperation — Almaty Office — 30%  June 2020

V. K. — EuropaNostra Serbia - Subotica Synagogue — 6 ® July 2020

L. M. — Attachée Service public de Wallonie Economie, Emploi, Recherche, Direction de
la Politique Economique - Creative Wallonia — 7th September 2020

G. G. — European Investment Bank — EuropaNostra — 24 July 2020

V. T. — Lavanderia a Vapore — member of European Dancehouse Network — TN
member— 22nd September 2020

R. H. — Kaapeli — member of TransEuropeHalles — TN member — 15% October 2020

S. S. — Sectetary General- Circostrada - Network — 13rd November 2020

A. G. — Network Coordinator — LIVE DMA - Network — 16% November 2020

R. J. — Secretary General — European Music Council - Network — 23rd November 2020
L. A. O. — EU Policy Cootdinator — Europa Nostra — Network- 27t November 2020

G. T. — General Manager European Jazz Network — Network - 04t December 2020

S. G. — Secretary General- Europa Cantat- Network — 7% December 2020

H. W. — Secretary General — European Theatre Convention — Network- 14t December

H. D. W. — Secretaty General - REMA — Network- 18% December 2020
R. K. P. Editor in Chef- Eurozine — Network — 28% December 2020
K. D. - Secretary General — European Festival Association — EFA - Network- 12 January

P. P. - Managing Director - La Vallee — TN Member — 19t January 2021
M. M. - Secretaty General- ECSA- Network- 15t January 2021
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34)

35)
36)
37)
38)
39)
40)
41)
42)

43)
44)
45)
2021
46)

S. G. - Secretary General-Association European Conservatoire — AEC — Network- 18t
January 2021

J. M. - Executive Officer — ERHIN — Network — 22nd January 2021

I. P. - Secretary General - ACE- Network- 26t January 2021

T. B. - Sectetary General - CAE- Network — 15 February 2021

E. P. — Head of Policy and Research- IETM Network — 19t February 2021

L. M. -President — EDN-  Network- 23trd February 2021

K. V.- Secretary General -IMZ -Network — 10% March 2021

M. S. - Secretary General - ADCE — Network- 15t March 2021

C. R. — Programme Network Coordinator — EACEA — European Commission — 26t
March 2021

A. R. — Network Coordinator —- EACEA- European Commission — 26 March 2021

S. B. — Network Manager for EUNIC Cluster - EUNIC- Network — 29t March 2021

M. V. — former IETM Secretary General —independent evaluator — Network — 16% June

M. F. — President of On the Move — independent evaluator — Network - 21st June 2021

Questionnaire - Written version:

47)
48)

I. L. — Project Officer Culture - ERRIN — European Network of Region - Network
M. M. — Cultural Attaché Villadolid - Manager of CREART Network - Network
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ANNEX B.
Interviews QOutline

Consent Form
TITLE OF STUDY: Transnational Networks between European Governance and Local
Changes in the Cultural and Creative Sector

Researcher: Carlotta Scioldo

This study is being undertaken as a part of doctoral degree at the Department of Urban and
Regional Development at the Polytechnic and University of Turin (2018-2021); visiting scholar at
UCL London, Department of Political Science, Public Policy.

What is the purpose of this study?

The purpose of this study is to better understand modes of governance undertaken in the European
cultural policy aiming at:

unfolding the role of transnational networks in the EU policy making;

e shedding light on coordination and new forms of cultural governance in the EU;

e highlighting the role of the policy community in triggering change on EU policies as well
as in initiating practices in the cultural and artistic sector;

e  contributing to the debate on ‘internationalization of the cultural sector’ from a public

policy perspective
Why have I been invited?
As an active actors of the EU cultural policy environment
Will be my taking part in the research be kept confidential?
e  Yes. Only the researcher/interviewer will have access to the data.
e Data will under no circumstances be given to any other interviewees, associations or
institutions.
e Registration of the interview will be kept until transcription.

What will happen to the results of the research study?

Data gathered from the interviews will be critically analyzed and elaborated in the final
PhD thesis, and eventually, published in related scientific articles.
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Semi Structured Interview Transnational Networks
Introduction

e What is your role in the network?
e What was the initial objective for the establishment of the network?
e Can you please briefly describe the network membership?

Main Questions

e In which period did the network receive EU grants? Have you noticed changes after
receiving Creative Europe funding? In what specifically?
e  What is the current focus of the network?

a) advocacy (local, national, international) b) exchange of practices across countries c)
tackle local sector challenges

d) support member’s activities ) organize activities f) other...

e Can you please describe the current network main objective? Is this related with raising
attention to a specific topic? Which one?

e How do you mobilize knowledge within the network (i.e. focus groups; sub-networks,
etc..)? How is knowledge stored and disseminated?

e Can you please describe a practice initiated by the network that has been further
developed by other networks or institutions?

e Can you please describe a change occurted on local cultural practices or policies, for
which network support has been fundamental?

e Can you please describe a topic that gained attention at EU policy level that has been
advocated by the network?

e  What is the best practice of your network?

e How often did the network participate in policy consultation in the petiod 2007-2020?
For which topic specifically?

e What do you think about having culture in other policy portfolios (i.e. Cohesion,
Education, etc...)? Is this of interest in your network agenda?

e Was your network engaged in the European Year of Cultural Heritage 2018? How? Are
you contributing to the legacy of the year?

Final Question
e s there anyone else you would suggest me to talk to?
e Do you collaborate with other European Networks? If yes, with whom and for which

activities?

e  What will be the future of networks?
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Semi Structured Interview Policy Makers and Evaluators
Network scheme development

e Could you please briefly describe the main phases of development of the Network
scheme?

e  What was the initial objective to support the establishment of transnational Networks in
cultural sector?

e What are the main differences between previous funding scheme (Culture 2000) and
Creative Europe?

Network Strand

e  What have been the main challenges of Creative Europe Network Strand?
e  What are upcoming developments?
e  What are the main tendencies on TN development that you noticed over the years?

e What have you learnt from TN over the years?
Network Assessment

e TN assessments is currently based on the award criteria applied also to funded projects
(COOP1, COOP2). What are the main challenges of this approach?

e What has been difficult to depict?

e  Would a Transnational Network Classification be useful?

e From previous reports, there are classifications based on the sector represented and on
TN main action and activities. Which approach would be more comprehensive?

e Would a TN self assessment be useful?

Conclusion

e  What is the future of TIN?
¢ How did the TN role change during the COVID19 Pandemic?
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ANNEX C.
FIELDWORK - Collaboration with
the Transnational Network EDN

One year of collaboration with the Executive Office of a Creative Europe funded network: EDN,
included the following duties and tasks:

o transfer EDN Headquarter from a memberhouse in Barcellona to an independent office
in Brussels
o coordinate office tasks and strategy

o

co-design an advocacy strategy for the network

o

co-design network development strategy according to members’s interests and dance
sector needs

design collaboration with other European Networks

coordinate the Network General Assemblies

draft annual EC reports

O O O O

overview smooth communication among the Members

Participant Observation in the following international events:

1) Participation Network Seminar (20 June 2019, Museum of European History - Brussels)
Framework of the European Cultural Policy: updates on the Programme 2021-2027
Organizers: DG EAC Cultural Policy Unit + EACEA, Creative Europe Unit

Key actors: European Commission (EACEA), representatives DG EAC + Creative Europe
networks, platforms

Discussed Topics:

e Legacy of EYCH 2018
e Individual artist mobility
e  Sectorial strand Music

e Regions, Cities and Culture
2) Organization and coordination of Network General Assembly at CND (Patis) — June 2020

3) Participation Creative Europe Kick off Meeting (21-22 October 2019 — Hotel de la Poste - Tour
and Taxis - Brussels)

Organizers: EACEA - Creative Europe Unit, DG EAC Creative Europe Unit
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Key actors: EC (EACEA), representatives DG EAC + Creative Europe networks, platforms,
projects

Participation to workshop on current program priorities:

e  Capacity building

e Transnational mobility

e Audience development

e Intercultural dialogue and social integration of refugees

e Legacy of the European Year of Cultural Heritage

(attendance to the EC working table: ‘Circulation of artworks in the performing arts sector
: challenges and perspectives’ - Key actors: IETM, EDN, EACEA, EC, + Creative Europe
Project, i.e. The Place London — EDN interest: to introduce a minimum wage for artist
fee in the pilot project)

4) Presentation of the European Cultural Policy from the perspective of EDN. In the framework
of Funder 35 (19 Italian Bank Foundations), the event of ‘internationalization’ is organized by
Liv.in.g, Cristina Loglio as advisor. (13rd of November — EU Delegation of Lombardia Region -
Brussels) Roberta Negtiolli (Culture, Tourism and territorial Cooperation), Leonardo Lorusso
Organizers: Liv.in.g (Funder 35, Fondazione Cariplo)

Key actors: Representative of DG EAC, Region Delegation, Italian Bank foundation (Fondazione
Cariplo), Creative Europe Network (performing arts)

5) Organization and coordination of EDN General Assembly at Kino Siska (Lubljana) —
November 2020 Main discussed Topics:

e  Open the network to members from Balkan region (i.e. Lokomotiva, Station, Derrida) —
politics and artistic practices, advocacy

e Consequences and strategies of opening the operational Office in Brussels

e  Discussion on membership identity: Dancehouse ot dance ecosystem and infrastructure

e  Updates on Policy news - main topics: Circulation of Art Work + fair practice and

minimum wage, new Balkan Call

6) Political action: Preparation of EDN Panel (5% — 6% of April 2020) European dancehouse
Network and European Commission — ‘Explore dance: A structured voice from the sector’

7) Participation on online Webinar "Beyond the Urban - Contemporary arts and culture in non-
urban areas as keys to a sustainable and cohesive Europe" Curated by Culture Action Europe,
IETM international network for contemporary performing arts, European Network of Cultural
Centres and Trans Europe Halles (16" March 2020)
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ANNEX D.
Self-Assessment Model Survey

Network Survey

The network survey is part of a self-assessment cycle designed for Creative Europe funded

transnational networks operating in the cultural and creative sector.

The Questions have been arranged with the purpose of highlight network strengths and
weaknesses and to map out the structural, functional and processual network’s dimensions. The
aggregated results will be graphically visualized to display network behavior over medium and long
term.

What is the purpose of this survey?

The purpose of this study is to better understand how transnational networks operate in the cultural
sector aiming at:

e unfolding the role of transnational networks in the EU policy making
e shedding light on network’ impacts on their members, and more generally, on the cultural

sector
Will be my taking part in the survey be kept confidential?

¢ Yes. Only the researchers will have access to the data.
e Data will under no circumstances be given to any other interviewees, associations or
institutions.

What will happen to the results of the survey?

This survey is being undertaken as a part of Scioldo’s doctoral degree at the Department of Urban
and Regional Development at the Polytechnic and University of Turin (2018-2022). Data gathered
will be analyzed and elaborated in EDN Self-Assessment Report as well as published in scientific
articles (Scioldo and Mereghetti) and in the final PhD thesis.

Disclaimer:

By participating in the survey, you consent to the transfer of the information for internal research purposes only and
will not be publicly associated with your acconnt. However, we may share the results with the public in anonymized
or aggregated forms.

1. Indicate what you think the three main objectives of the network are
2. How easy is it to gain access to the network?
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10.
11.

12.
13.

14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.

In your opinion, what is the degree of variety — in terms of members’ size, institutional
level and geographical location - of the network membership?
How fast does the network develop in spatial coverage?
What is the level of formality of the network Office, in your perception?
To your knowledge, how flexible is the network governance — i.e. rotation of Presidency
and Boards of Directors and transparency of information?
A. What is the level of partnerships with other networks and institutional actors?
b. In what dimensions such partnerships improved (over the past 4 years)? (max 3
answers
None
Number
Joint activites
Exchange of information
Joining the network, what do you think was the level of influence on the EU cultural
policy?
What is the level of influence on the EU cultural policy today?
To what degree does advocacy action increase the reach of your organization?
Due to the membership, have you noticed any changes in your Organization? (max 3

answers)

None
Organigramme
Capacity building
Programme

Networking

Have you observed improvements in the sector locally, beyond your membership?
How much have you learned (procedures, topics/ issues, methods) from the European
Commission?

How much have you integrated these competences in your working methods?

To what extent have novelties in content, activities, governance and business models
been experimented in the network?

What do you think is the level of innovation in the network?

How often do you upscale concerns from the sector?

From your experience, how intense is the interaction among members?

To what degree does the network form partnerships?

In your opinion, how complementary is the network to other EU policies (or regional,
national and international initiatives)?

In your opinion, how much does the EU grant shape the structure of the network, in
terms of organizations and thematic priorities? (

Considering the origin of the network, what is the level of consistency in the thematic
mission and objectives?

What do you think is the dimension to focus on in the near future?

Improve the Network Office
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Consolidate and enlarge the Membership
Design activities
Testing new models

Upscale/Mainstream new topics
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ANNEX E

Creative Europe granted Networks 2014 - 2017

Eacea, Creative Europe 2014 — 2017

SYNOPTIC TABLE
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NEMO NETWORK OF MUSEUMS ORGANISATIONS
ERIH EUROPEAN ROUTE OF INDUSTRIAL HERITAGE
EV
EDN EUROPEAN DANCEHOUSE NETWORK
NETA NEW EUROPEAN THEATRE ACTION
EFA EUROPEAN FESTIVALS ASSOCIATION
AEC ASSOCIATION EURDPEENNE DES
CONSERVATOIRES, ACADEMIES DE MUSIQUE
ET MUSIKHOCHSCHULEN
BEDA THE BUREAL OF EURDPEAN DESIGN
ASSOCIATIONS
EUNIC EU NATIONAL INSTITUTES FOR CULTURE
EIN EUROPE JAZZ NETWORK
EMC EUROPEAN MUSIC COUNCIL
ENCATC EUROPEAN NETWORK OF CULTURAL
ADMINISTRATION TRAINING CENTRES
IETM INFORMAL EUROPEAN THEATRE MEETING
ADCE ART DIRECTORS CLUB OF EUROPE
CIRCOSTRADA | CIRCOSTRADA
ENCC EUROPEES NETWERK CULTURELE CENTRA
VZW
UTE UNION DES THEATRES DE L'EUROPE
EUROPA NOSTRA | EURDPA NOSTRA
ECSA EUROPEAN COMPOSER & SONGWRITER
ALLIANCE
REMA RESEAU EURDPEEN DE MUSIQUE ANCIENNE
CAE CULTURE ACTION EUROPE
BJCEM ASSOCIATION POUR LA BIENNALE DE
JEUNES CREATEURS DE LEUROPE ET DE LA
MEDITERRANEE AISB
IMI SECRETARIAT DE JEUNESSES MUSICALES
INTERNATIONAL
PEJA PEPINIERES EURCPEENNES POUR JEUNES
ARTISTES

CREATIVE EUROPE - NETWORKS
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CREATIVE EUROPE PROGRAMME AND INFOGRAPHICS

NETWORKS

MUSIC

AEC - ASSOCIATION EUROPEENNE DES CONSERVATOIRES, ACADEMIES DE MUSIQUE ET MUSIKHOCHSCHULEN
EJN - EUROPE JAZZ NETWORK

ECA-EC - EUROPEAN CHORAL ASSOCIATION - EUROPA CANTAT

ECSA - EUROPEAN COMPOSER AND SONGWRITER ALLIANCE

REMA - RESEAU EUROPEEN DE MUSIQUE ANCIENNE

EMC - EUROPEAN MUSIC COUNCIL

IMI - JEUNESSES MUSICALES INTERNATIONAL

Live DMA - EUROPEAN NETWORK FOR MUSIC VENUES AND FESTIVALS

CULTURAL HERITAGE AND MUSEUMS

Europa Nostra - EUROPA NOSTRA

ERIH - EUROPEAN ROUTE OF INDUSTRIAL HERITAGE

FRH - FUTURE FOR RELIGIOUS HERITAGE

NEMO - NETWORK OF EUROPEAN MUSEUMS ORGANISATIONS

THEATRE - DANCE - CIRCUS

EDN - EUROPEAN DANCEHOUSE NETWORK

CIRCOSTRADA - EUROPEAN NETWORK FOR CIRCUS ARTS AND STREET ARTS
ETC - EUROPEAN THEATRE CONVENTION

FEST - FEDERATION FOR EUROPEAN STORYTELLING

[ETM - INTERNATIONAL NETWORK FOR CONTEMPORARY PERFORMING ARTS

ARCHITECTURE AND DESIGN
ACE - ARCHITECTS' COUNCIL OF EUROPE

ADCE - ART DIRECTORS CLUB OF EUROPE

MULTIDISCIPLINARY

AMATEO - EUROPEAN NETWORK FOR ACTIVE PARTICIPATION IN CULTURAL ACTIVITIES
CAE - CULTURE ACTION EUROPE

EFA - EUROPEAN FESTIVALS ASSOCIATIONS

EUNIC - EU NATIONAL INSTITUTES FOR CULTURE

ENCC - EUROPEAN NETWORK OF CULTURAL CENTRES

ENCATC - EUROPEAN NETWORK OF CULTURAL MANAGEMENT AND POLICY

Eurozine - NETWORK OF EUROPEAN CULTURAL JOURNALS

IMZ - INTERNATIONAL MUSIC AND MEDIA CENTRE

TEH - TRANS EUROPE HALLES

EUROPEAN COMMISSION, EACEA AND CREATIVE EUROPE DESKS
i
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ANNEX F.
Additional Sources Cases Studies

Subotica Synagogue (Serbia) - Europa Nostra Network

interviews V. K. Europa Nostra Serbia; G.C. European Investment Bank Institute

Official documents: Nomination Form 2013 (EN, EIBI); 7 Most Endangered 2014 Project Fact Sheet (EN, EIBI);
The 7 Most Endangered 2014 Report (EN, EIBI); Heritage Under Loop Final Report 2017 (EN Serbia); European
Heritage Awards 2020 Entry Form (EN); CAPACITY BUILDING DAYS ON THE OCCASION OF THE 5TH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE 7 MOST ENDANGERED PROGRAMME REPORT (EN, EIBI, Creative Europe
2018); 7 ME A CIVIL SOCIETY CAMPAIGN TO SAVE EUROPE’S ENDANGERED HERITAGE (EN,
EIBI 2018).

Literature: Aladzi¢ V., CHANCE FOR REVIVAL — SYNAGOGUE IN SUBOTICA, Archives for Technical
Sciences 2017, 16(1), 35-44; Aladzi¢ V., The Synagogue in Subotica, a Heritage Jewel restored

Lntertextual marerials: video ‘Subotica Synagogue — European and World Cultural Heritage Site’ (EU Serbia)
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C3arRjG1ZWY), Delegation of European Union in Serbia and EU info

point; postcard: EYCH 2018, Delegation of European Union in Serbia and EU info point.

La Vallée - Molenbeek, Brussels (Belgium) - European Creative Hub Network

Interview P.P. Managing Director La Valle¢
Visit at La Vallée creative hub, Molenbeek, Brussels (June 2020)

Official documents: European Commission, DG EAC, V. H. Speech Title: Bringing cultural and creative
ecosystems to the next level at Event: "Financing, Innovation, Entrepreneurship and wider Ecosystem support for
Cultural and Creative Industries "FLIPping the Odds", Date and Location: 29 Januaty 2020, Brussels (La Vallée
creative hub, Molenbeck); Creative Flip and European Union, CCS ECOSYSTEMS, FLIPPING THE ODDS
Financing, Innovation, Entrepreneurship and wider Ecosystem support for Cultural and Creative Sectors (2020);
European Commission, DG EAC, B. S., PPP slide, The European Creative Hub Network and the EU (2019).

Kaapeli - Helsinki (Finland) — European Creative Hub Network
& Trans Europe Halles

Interviews R.H. Marketing and Development Manager at Kaapeli

Literature: P. Lehtovuori and K. Havik, Alternative Approaches to Planning Creative Spaces: Amsterdam and
Helsinki, Cap. 14 in L. Kong and J. O’Connor (eds.), Creative Economies, Creative Cities: 207 Asian-European
Perspectives, GeoJournal Library 98, © Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2009.

M. Krive, The idea of space, Pro Kaapeli movement and the Cable Factory in Helsinki, Yhdyskuntasuunnittelu
(2010), vol.48:3.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C3arRjG1ZWY

Official Documents: CCSC Charter of Principle (TEH 2020); CCSC, M.F. De Tullio (Eds.), The commons as
ecosystems for culture; CCSC, Common Sense: Let’s create a bottom-up European Democracy; Creative lenses

Catalyst Programme, Case Study, Kaapeli.

Intertextual materials: video Kaapeli Catalyst Video for Creative Lenses: https://creativelenses.cu/page/catalysts-

kaapeli/
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