Report on Focus 89 conference - Breaking Down Barriers – organised  by EUNIC in Brussels on 28th October 2009 in partnership with the Council of Europe, the European Economic and Social Committee, and Culture Action Europe. 

10 Key Recommendations to EUNIC members
1) The transformational power of culture can put society back on the right track; cultural activity and cultural relations can provide us with the moral re-set we need, and change the mindset after the financial crisis. 

2) The European cultural institutes, in partnership with government and non- governmental organisations, and cultural players, need to help Europe to re-invent itself.  We need to discover the emotional dream of Europe, articulate it for ourselves, and then to the world.  
3) We should push for cultural policies which open culture up to more people and devolve both responsibility and funding. There need to be equal opportunities for access to culture; this is one of the defining characteristics of a democracy, it’s what we fought for, and need to keep hold of. 

4) Although each country sees Europe differently and is at a different stage in its development, there is plenty of common ground and we should focus on that. The work of the EUNIC network of cultural institutes needs to go well beyond the promotion of national cultures although we need to be realistic; part of their role will always be to do that. 

5) The cultural institutes have a key role to play in driving the intellectual debate among decision makers, and making the case for growing culture and cultural relations between countries, cities and societies. 

6) A multi- stakeholder approach (government, civil society, business, cultural institutes) is essential for progress. EUNIC members should be bridging organisations which bring stakeholders together, facilitate collaborative working, make intelligent connections, and support multilateral capacity building projects. 
7) We must move beyond the narrow European paradigm to global developments, and learn from them. We must build strong cultural links between Europe, its neighbours, and international partners.

8) EUNIC needs to build alliances with NGOs and civil society organisations in the non-cultural sector in order to mainstream culture more effectively.  

9) We need to get policy makers in our national governments much more engaged with culture and cultural relations; we need to encourage Foreign Ministries, Ministries for Development and Ministries of Culture to work together, following the European Commission’s lead. 

10) We need to achieve much greater visibility and media coverage for our work. It is worthy, but often goes unnoticed. 
Summary of sessions 

Introductory session 
Kathrin Merkle, on behalf of the Council of Europe, underlined the role that culture has played in European integration, in the spread of democracy, human rights, the rule of law and in breaking down barriers between East and West. But have East and West really come closer together as a result, she asked. What has been gained and lost, seen from the cultural perspective? What does progress mean? 
The Culture Watch Europe Cracow conference of June 2009, and the research leading up to it, had explored these questions, but  had offered up no easy answers. What is clear, though, is that if the East simply imitates Western approaches, there will be limited advancement. Legislation and improvement of visa policies will help to break down barriers, but there needs to be much more work on the people to people side. There needs to be more North to South and West to East movement, greater reciprocity.  We need to build more multi-stakeholder alliances across the 47 states of the wider Europe. Responsibility, transparency, research and monitoring are  key words as well. The recommendations from the Cracow conference are work in progress and now it’s certainly time to move from analysis to policy and action. 
Mario Sepi, on behalf of EESC, said that intercultural dialogue will be             increasingly important for successful European integration. However, some nations and cultures seem to want to make a fortress out of Europe. Impediments and obstacles are being put up, there are cultural and administrative barriers, new walls, and xenophobia is on the rise. Cultural events and projects bring people together to express themselves and share ideas, they foster better intercultural understanding. The cultural institutes have an important role to play in facilitating links between East and West. 
Ilona Kish, on behalf of Culture Action Europe, emphasised that the world is now interdependent;   we are faced with global challenges which we need to address together. European enlargement in itself is not an achievement. We need to build solidarity, develop a common approach among member states, and think about the role of the EU vis-à-vis its neighbourhood partners. 
In his keynote address, Vladimir Sucha of the European Commission talked about his personal experience of being part of the resistance movement in Slovakia. By their very nature, he said, oppressive regimes tend to create opposition. Voluntary movements and cultural groups, particularly theatre troupes, had provided sustained resistance in the East which eventually wore down the ruling party. Communism was broken by the strength of individuals and civil society, which is the backbone of every country. 
However, after 1989 mistakes were made. The role of the people in transforming society was underestimated, and it was thought that all the required changes would now happen spontaneously without further effort. As a result during the 1990s education and culture were neglected and their importance downgraded. The focus on party politics and the economy made us forget about important cultural and societal elements. 
As for Western organisations providing support, the only organisation propping up civil society in post-Communist countries was the Open Society Institute. The Western cultural institutes were almost invisible, other than language courses and national cultural promotion. 
From a present- day perspective, EU enlargement represents progress, certainly, but it is by no means job done. There are still non- democratic regimes out there, just beyond Europe’s borders.  And within the EU, although education and research were part of the Lisbon strategy of 2000, culture, incredibly, was not there. It took until 2007 to get this right, to bring culture centre stage in our European policy.  Culture understood not only as the arts, but as a set of values and morals, a way of living. 
Roman Berger’s “crisis of culture” is still with us. We are living through a crisis of culture and ethics.  We all know about the environmental crisis which we need to address.  But there is a parallel societal crisis. We need to preserve what is positive, and develop a creative social ecology, in which people from different backgrounds and beliefs can co- habit in the same space. We don’t want to do this for profit, because it makes money, but for the benefit of society. Just to be clear, ecology doesn’t necessarily mean there will always be harmony, but it does require a dynamic equilibrium. The key to achieving this is in individual human beings, the same individuals who fought against communist regimes.  
On behalf of EUNIC, Finn Andersen asked why Europeans have lost confidence in the EU and its leaders. Turnout is low in elections, strong nationalistic tendencies are emerging. Intellectuals feel lost. 
Although Sucha may have thought that the contribution of Western cultural institutes was insignificant post- 1989, they had in fact been very active, with the Danish government alone, for example, investing significant sums to support and build local capacity in the newly-free Baltic  states. 
Where Sucha was right was that the impetus was not maintained, and opportunities were lost as interest shifted beyond Europe to global interests and a focus on major international players such as China and India. 
It is now time to refocus on Europe, our own back yard, and recognise that we are confronted with challenges which require urgent attention. These are fundamentally cultural challenges: 
· 9/11 control surveillance culture 
· Demonization of Islam

· Major riots in inner cities

· Freedom/responsibility of speech

· Collapse of the market economy

· Climate change. 
These challenges cannot be solved by individual states alone; they require us to work together. From the perspective of cultural institutes,  this has started to happen much more since the formation of EUNIC. 
The bilateral model of cooperation is now balanced by a more multilateral approach, with an increasing number longer term projects balancing traditional one-off arts events which promote national culture. There has been an increased focus on addressing societal issues, building bridges and promoting intercultural dialogue. 
The EUNIC partnership now comprises over 50 clusters around the world, through which our cultural institutes demonstrate that the whole of Europe is greater than the sum of the parts. However, there is still a long way to go; clearer strategic direction is required, and there needs to be better coordination among the clusters.  The current priorities for EUNIC are multilingualism, intercultural dialogue, and climate change.  The geographical priorities outside the EU are the Eastern Partnership, the Euro –Mediterranean region, and the BRICS. 
Session 1 – Cultural Policy since 1989
Peter Inkei underlined the dangers of generalization when talking about Central and Eastern Europe. It does, after all, comprise 24-25 countries. We need to bear in mind that there are great differences between these countries; there were 20 years ago, and there still are today. 
Nonetheless, we can without doubt identify common features deriving from their Communist heritage, and there is also a shared economic hardship in the Eastern half of Europe compared to the Western core. Eastern countries are less urbanised, less industrialised and less well educated. The question we need to answer is what needs to be done about this and who is going to do it.  
Dragan Klaic found little real cause for celebration 20 years on. Cultural systems have been liberated from censorship, true, but there has been little decentralisation and devolution of power. There is little reformist appetite and cultural structures from 1990 are still there. Public authorities have neglected cultural institutes and told them to make their own money. Governance issues have been neglected. Cronyism is rife, with old institutional recipients still getting the money.
There is no monitoring and evaluation. Even when there are new laws they are not reflected in the way that budgets are allocated. Laws cannot, after all,  re-arrange reality. 
In the Cracow conference there was an over-emphasis on the so-called creative industries and heritage, which is simply another word for cultural tourism.  

European cultural funds have been used a lot for national promotion and now each Eastern European country has created their own mirror-image national culture institute, little realising that this is not the way to go.  
On the positive side there have been mergers of internationally focused NGOs, Soros has been active, and governments have been persuaded to give money to small independent organisations which have worked effectively in cultural cooperation. 
Klaic warned us not to underestimate the seriousness of the economic crisis for cultural institutions, particularly in post-Communist countries. The public authorities have adopted budgetary cuts which will hit hard in 2010 and 2011. There may well be a prolonged period of high unemployment. So far there has been no coherent response from either the EU or EUNIC.  Only Soros has come up with an emergency fund for the mitigation of the social consequences of the recession. And very few applications have been received from cultural organisations to take part in the Soros programmes. 
Very few new partnerships have been formed. There is not much new thinking. Culture seems still to be interpreted as meaning yet another festival, yet another co- production. There are not many signals that the recession can induce new energy and ideas. Culture has been perceived in economic terms until now, and it is important that we reframe the debate, and emphasise the shared public value of culture. 
The worrying feature of the crisis is that it is also feeding xenophobic and nationalistic forces. The cultural sector must provide a coordinated response. 

Vesna Copic echoed Klaic’s views and was deeply concerned that the transformational power of culture, which enables us to reflect and to be critical, has been lost. Culture had a strong role under communism, but it hasn’t really re-found its path since then.  A flourishing cultural sector is vital for a strong democracy, but the cultural sector is currently passive. And it is not helped by the audit society we are living in, where there is a lack of trust between government and peoples. There is little room for innovation and creativity in such a society, where everyone feels they are being checked up on, and have to hit output targets. 

All actors and artists have become public servants, which is not conducive to creativity. There are no progressive policies for culture. Responsibility has been delegated, but without money!  Privatisation is really commercialisation and it doesn’t help quality. The cultural sector in its turn doesn’t help itself by behaving like a victim. 
Political tolerance, which is positive, has led to political indifference, which is not. Culture needs a new democratic mandate, and culture needs to connect to society again. 
And we need to monitor what is happening, collect cultural statistics and conduct applied cultural policy research. In this way we can demystify culture, provide greater transparency about what is going on.  On a political level, only conservatives deal with culture, not liberal democratic parties, and this is a very worrying sign.
Marina Davydova added an interesting if equally bleak perspective from post-Soviet Russia. There is nothing in Russia that could be identified as a coherent national cultural policy, she said, let alone a progressive one. While attempts at the necessary decentralisation of culture have been made, and interesting privately-funded projects have been started in Perm and Krasnoyarsk, the truth is that the most talented and creative people move to Moscow and St Petersburg from the regions as soon as they can, which  is a disaster in such a huge country where communications are so bad. 

Ironically the market economy has made it more difficult to travel today than it ever was in Soviet times. Costs are prohibitive. Decentralisation should be a priority but no one does anything concrete about it. 

In Russia, freedom has not had the hoped-for positive results because no-one has taken responsibility for making them happen. There was so much pressure in the 80s and early 90s for things to change, and now we have decided that we don’t need to do anything. Wild capitalism is rife and people are not really interested in culture. 

Russian culture is subsidised by the state and depends on it financially. The Soviet authorities used to be interested in real culture, but not any more. They censor the mass media and the movies, of course, but not the theatre. This means that theatre directors have a lot of freedom for social comment, but funnily enough now they have the freedom they don’t appear to want to use it. Is this indifference on their part, fear of the censor, or simply that there would be no market for theatre which explored social themes?  After all, society itself is passive. And there is really no such thing as civil society any more, in contrast to Soviet times, when everyone would meet at the theatre to find out what was going on and express their opposition. There is political indifference now. The authorities are cynical and society is passive. This may be true not only of Russia but of our whole age.  Davydova shared Copic’s observation that only conservative political forces are interested in culture. In Russia that means the Communist party and the Orthodox church. 
Session 2:
Cultural expression and artistic creation
Julia Schoch said that the role of the artist has changed significantly since the fall of communism. Artists no longer serve the state’s interest on the one hand, or undermine the system on the other.  They certainly no longer have a watching or observational brief. Rather she sees their role as waking up lazy, conformist souls from a deep sleep. If she wants to go out demonstrating, she does so as a citizen, not as an author. Once upon a time, scandals were generated by artists, but nowadays this role tends to be played by the press. 
Debates about society shouldn’t take place in literature, and besides, what is there to fight against now? Grass and Bohl  supported left wing parties after the war, and were politically engaged. But in the 21st century the artist no longer has a representative function as a guardian of society.
Anda Rothenburg  said that to talk about 1989 as the pivotal moment is not historically accurate. The Eastern bloc wasn’t homogeneous and the experience was different in different countries. In Poland for example1989 was neither the end nor the start. The real changes took place in 1980 when the whole of society took the side of Solidarity. Before then, the so called Socialist Realism school had little influence. Real Art was taking place underground, and society knew how to self-organize in political and cultural life. 
As far as exchanges between Eastern bloc countries went, there were some trips to listen to jazz concerts and so on, but not really much cross-border cultural contact. 
Nowadays politicians see it as a privilege to travel with artists, which is an interesting turnaround. Artists are still against the system. However to really get noticed they need to create the odd scandal. 
Magda Carneci agreed and said that artists nowadays find it difficult to make themselves heard above the noise of the media and the stock exchange.  Before 1989, any small non-conformist artistic gesture was regarded as anti-system, and dangerous. Artists were subversive! Nowadays, in a context of total liberty of expression, artists have had to find unorthodox  means to make their voices heard , and have to be extremely provocative, at times obscene, to express their discontent and get their works taken for a moral and civic statement or for a politically engaged attitude. Traditional art is becoming less relevant. 
Romania always admired Poland, because they could do things Romania couldn’t, and even now there is difference in the quantity and quality of alternative art. German writers had a great influence on Romania, especially Hertha Muller. After 1989 artists became stars until the end of the 90s, when intellectuals lost their position. They still have little power to influence, unless they can create scandals, but then the question is to what extent should state and cultural institutes support such endeavours? 
Session 3:
The role of civil society and networks

Ilona Kish introduced the session by reflecting that the cultural sector had been referred to repeatedly as passive and marginalised. Was this true and if so where are the motors for a vibrant cultural civil society? 
Silvia Teesalu emphasised that the biggest challenge to society have been the huge changes, economic, environmental, and systemic. The early years and reconstruction had been very hard, but immensely positive, as Estonia opened up to the West and for the first time foreign languages were heard on the street. Foreign organisations first came as visitors then became partners.  We have come a long way in 20 years. 
Civil society is quite active on a political level. There is a dissatisfaction with mainstream political parties. Many thousands are doing civic duties at a local level such as cleaning the roads. However, cultural civil society is not quite so active. 
In the new century EU- initiated regional programs, such as the Northern Dimension, have enhanced cultural cooperation between the old EU countries and the new Member States. Since 2004 bilateral programmes have given way to multilateral connections, but it’s also quite evident that bilateral co-operation will not be phased out completely. 
Katja Praznik talked about the network of 47 cultural NGOs she runs in Slovenia, which has existed since the early 1990s. Their role is to improve working conditions for cultural workers, and to influence cultural policy. They also have a watchdog role, tracking legislation, and developing formal communication channels to express concern to the public authorities. However, NGOs in Slovenia don’t yet have a legislative framework. Katja emphasised the critical role played by OSI in encouraging civil society and supporting alternative art. 

Stephan Roman, referring back to the rather gloomy picture painted in the morning, said how important it is to be positive and recognise the progress made since 1989 in the field of cultural relations. Polish and Romanian artists now perform in London and vice versa. This would have been unthinkable 20 years ago. Civil society is at different stages of development in different countries, but thankfully it is alive and well in all of them, albeit going at different speeds. 
We need to recognise that the new generation of young people have different views and communication tools from those who were young in 1989; they use new technologies. They go ahead and get on with their creative lives, without needing to be endorsed by the state. This is apparent across the region, from youth groups talking about new ideas in the Balkans, to the kinds of networks supported by Culture Action Europe. The picture is unrecognizable from that 20 years ago. Half of the participants at today’s conference wouldn’t have been able to attend pre-1989.
But we must not be complacent. There are new challenges and new threats emerging in Europe. Xenophobia is on the rise, and the parties of the Far Right are attracting large numbers of votes. There is a fragmentation of communities, and a breakdown of the cultural consensus.  
The cultural sector and cultural institutes have to help society address these issues. Governments alone can’t do this. Cultural civil society has to become relevant and facilitate the kind of dialogue which will develop greater trust and understanding, it has to represent Europe’s values and aspirations.
Roman also underlined the need to extend our capacity to act beyond EU borders. We need to become more curious. We can flourish within our own hot house,  but we must bring in our European neighbours, who in some cases now have less exposure than before to what is going on in the West. We need to reach out to the Southern Mediterranean on the one had and the Western Balkans and South Caucasus countries on the other. 
Kathrin Merkle emphasised the importance of bringing individuals and institutions, government and civil society together. The Council of Europe had focused on developing cross-cutting networks such as CIRCLE as of …., which is concerned with cultural policy and includes researchers from many disciplines, scholars, documentalists, cultural practitioners and policy-makers. The CoE’s cultural policy reviews have always included civil society input. 

The Conference of the INGOs has been influential in promoting civil society participation, and the introduction of participatory status in 2003 has enabled it to become more influential in the policies and work programme of the Council of Europe, and to reinforce co-operation between the Council of Europe and the various associations in Member States. It meets 4 times a year with thematic groupings, including culture and education. Their latest product is a Code of Good Practice for civil participation in the decision making process. This can be used as an assessment tool across Europe, and carries significant weight, having been supported  by Ministries of 47 states. 

A new initiative from CoE is Culture Watch Europe, which has been devised to pinpoint developments, difficulties, and good practices so that cultural governance and policy making can be enhanced Europe-wide, from a human rights perspective. The key words in this mission are: transparency, access and participation, respect for identity and diversity, intercultural dialogue and cultural rights. 

  
Actions will include generating and reviewing policy standards in areas of concern to governments and society as well as  providing data, information, knowledge, comparative and trend analyses, expertise, advice, and case studies. Civil society concerns will be channelled to governments. And there will be access to online information through joint access to the Council of Europe’s electronic information tools.
The cultural institutes need to engage more deeply with this agenda. Recommendations from the Council of Europe’s cultural policy research should  be taken on board by alliances of governments and civil society, facilitated by the cultural institutes. 
In the round-up Ilona Kish recognised that cultural networks are nothing like as active as environmental and humanitarian groups; we need to learn from them, decide what it is we stand for, agree what is at stake, and organise ourselves better so that we are taken seriously by the policy makers and can make  difference. 
Panel 4: The impact of socio-economic changes on culture since 1989
Berthold Molden has conducted research into people’s perception of their lives before and after 1989, and challenged some commonly held misconceptions. 

For example, 1989 was not quite the sea- change in Eastern Europe we all imagine. Life for many citizens pre-89 meant peace and boredom, but could not exactly be classified as a crisis.  So life post-89 is not necessarily a big improvement.  Another common misapprehension is that Western Europe in some way saved the East from Communism. This too is not really the case. 
Referring back to the question of the role of the artist,  Molden doubted that an artist can really separate herself from her art and be only a citizen?
He said that there is plenty of evidence that political art is still very much alive and kicking, and not only in literature. You just need to look at the biennale in Istanbul and all the Soros- supported arts projects that criticize the establishment to see that the artist still has a vital role to play in providing opposition, albeit through different forms. 
Ulla Kimmig drew attention to the way that the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 suddenly opened up to the global audience a richness of cultures that had been hidden away for so many years under Communist rule. What was revealed was a diverse range of creative thought, inspired by differences, rather than united by the commonality of Communism
Now, twenty years on, the whole nature of art has changed.   Society is coming to terms with the digital age. Cultural products are perceived differently and are created by different groups of people. And the difference is not just in the form. It’s about the nature of artistic product and the audience. Now films can be made with a mobile phone and put on You-Tube where they are seen by millions of people.  Is the formal, recognised cultural sector really responding to this reality? 
Mario Sepi identified the main problem with Europe as being that it has no heart or mission yet. It has of course helped to bring people together, to break down barriers, but now it needs to work out a new model based on solidarity; a spirit of Europe, Pascal’s  “esprit de finesse” is what is needed. Europe doesn’t yet appeal to the heart. 
Over the last 20 years we have seen very big changes, a commitment to a set of values and an economic vision, and the Eastern part of Europe has agreed with this view. However, the social model of Europe, which protected people,  has now suffered almost irreparable damage. The markets were too free, and there now needs to be a correction. Values will inevitably have to change for three reasons: 
· Globalization

· Scarcity of natural resources and climate change 

· The economic crisis 
Intellectuals and the cultural players need to play a role here to help define Europe’s mission.  The mission used to be peace, what is it now ?  The cultural institutes together with civil society should help Europe to articulate what it means to be European, to capture the European soul and give us an esprit de finesse. 
This will help us to create a genuine European public opinion; the recent elections were fought on national grounds. We are in need of a European demos. Civil society needs to be mobilised if we are to avoid a return to crisis.
Case Study – Kosice 
Zora Jaurova talked engagingly about her role as Director of Kosice 2013 European Capital of Culture. This project highlights clearly the social and economic issues of Eastern countries. 
She underlined how creative city-making needs to be adapted to the specific conditions in the region. The differences between West and East should not be forgotten; Eastern cities are remote. No one has ever heard of Kosice. 
And the remoteness is not only physical but mental too. Lets not forget too that these countries are now positioned on the edge of the EU, which through  Schengen is creating a new Iron Curtain which affects cultural cooperation dramatically. 
Kosice, like many Eastern cities, has struggled with its identity through the many changes it has experienced over the last century. It enjoys cultural diversity, is home to different national minorities and religious communities who have been living together for a long time. So the issue here is not migration like in Western European cities, but simply indigenous people trying to get along with each other.

The post Soviet and post industrial context is an opportunity for transformation. 

But it’s not easy in a post – boom Europe. We can’t go for a quick-fix economic transformation based on hard infrastructure. That’s not going to work. From now on we will need to give greater attention to the soft areas – education and culture. These are going to be critical for sustainable growth, transformation and long term development of cities.  

Advanced social urbanism is still quite an alien concept but we have recognised that the key to success in cities is to generate and attract the creative talent
The vision in Kosice is “A city which is used by its people”

In Communist times public spaces were misused for ideological purposes and there was surveillance. People couldn’t be themselves outside, and real life used to take place indoors. The challenge now is to re-appropriate public space and redefine them for the people. We want the city actually to be created and used by citizens. We want the city to act as an interface to help build intercultural understanding and address the lack of communication between people.
The strategy in Kosice, which is relevant across the region, contains four pillars. 
1) Cultural infrastructure inherited from communism needs to be adapted to the 21st century and we need to attract creative people. Military establishments will become cultural centres, business incubators, arts schools. Culture will assume a more prominent public place.  You won’t be able to miss it as you walk down the street, just as you couldn’t miss the military presence before

2) People will change from being passive vessels into active cultural players. Communities will participate much more in cultural activities.  Old industrial power plants in the suburbs of cities will be transformed  into community centres where people can meet and have contact with one another informally 
3) Kosice and other cities in border regions will act as mediators between East and West over the Schengen border, and Western Europe can learn from the way they deal with diversity and Roma issues

4) Sustainable development and respect for the environment, neglected for so long in the East, will be critical. 
In doing this project, Zora emphasised that she is trying to implement something that is way ahead of any cultural policy. She believes that only through a concrete project such as this will policy ever change. She faces an uphill battle as money is tight. She needs our support. This project has the potential to be a pioneer project which has an influence across the continent.
Round-up session and conclusions 
Reflecting on the day’s discussions, Peter Inkei observed that he has seen countries becoming more defensive and looking after their self-interest, which is only natural but will not lead to positive change. National hats sometimes need to be left at the door, we need to work together. This is why EUNIC is such a good idea. 
A multi- stakeholder approach (government, civil society, business, cultural institutes) is essential for progress. Alliances need to be built. More solidarity and equality is needed, we need to step back from the rampant capitalism of the 90s and the noughties. 
We need to use the transformational power of culture to put society back on the right track; culture activity and cultural relations can provide us with the moral re-set we need, change the mindset after the crisis. 

Cultural policies which open culture up to more people and devolve both responsibility and money will facilitate this. There need to be equal opportunities for access to culture; this is one of the defining characteristics of a democracy, it’s what we fought for, and need to keep hold of. 
Just to clarify any confusion about culture and politics, Inkei underlined that politicizing culture doesn’t mean injecting politics into culture. It means ensuring that all politicians understand the value of culture and act on this understanding.
The fact that Kosice, the most socially progressive project, won the European City of Culture is a positive sign that there are decision makers out there who understand the arguments. 
Ilona Kish reiterated a question that had been asked earlier: are we part of the zeitgeist or are we on margins? There is huge amounts of activity and noise which may be socially relevant and politically engaged but does it have the appropriate visibility? She also asked whether culture really is, as hoped, generating new values?

What’s for sure is that there needs to be a further democratisation of the arts, along the lines of Expressive Lives, and there needs to be greater public participation. A reorientation of cultural policies will be required to achieve the desired civic participation. 
Kish encouraged us to look beyond the narrow European paradigm to global developments, and learn from them. So far EU policies have not led to significant societal progress or well-being; the failure of the Lisbon strategy is a case in point.
On the role of EUNIC, she expressed the view that it should not compete  for limited EC funds with civil society organisations and  NGOs, but could be most effective in leveraging relationships with national governments, albeit at arms length. EUNIC members should be bridging organisations which bring stakeholders together, facilitate collaborative working, make intelligent connections, and support multilateral capacity building projects. 
Civil society and Culture Action Europe need to co-operate with EUNIC to take forward the European cultural agenda.  

They also need to build alliances with NGOs in the non-cultural sector in order to mainstream culture more effectively.  More active work needs to be done in Central and Eastern Europe and more organisations need to plug themselves into networks such as Culture Action Europe. CAE needs to reach out more too within and beyond the cultural sector. 
Steve Green  reiterated Peter Inkei’s point that one size does not fit all, and that each country sees Europe differently and is at a different stage in its development. Consensus will be difficult and not possible across the board. We should not be too purist about this, though. There is plenty of common ground and we should focus on that. The work of the cultural institutes needs to  go well beyond the promotion of national cultures although we need to be realistic; part of its role will always be to do that. 
. 
There have been deep cultural changes in Europe, and there will continue to be. We need to accept that. Giving everyone access to culture is a good start.
Schoolteachers and artists won’t solve the world’s problems, but it is important 
that they are engaged in challenging the forces of anti-progression and the discourse of the right through culture, even though it will never provide a complete solution. 
In terms of positive action, we need to get policy makers in our national governments much more engaged with culture and cultural relations; we need to see Foreign Ministries, Ministries for Development and Minstries of Culture working together, following the EC’s example. 
The cultural institutes have a key role to play in driving the intellectual debate among decision makers, and making the case for growing culture and cultural relations between countries, cities and societies. 
We need to persuade politicians that culture is important, that cultural activities create changes in behaviour, that culture may be a way to tackle climate change for example, which is a profoundly cultural problem.

We need to make more progressive politicians focus on culture as well as conservative forces.
Concrete projects and case studies such as Kosice can help win this argument.
The cultural institutes, in partnership with government and non governmental organisations, and cultural players, need to help Europe to re-invent itself. 30% of our citizens don’t even remember the cold war, and for young people it’s an irrelevance. We need to discover the emotional dream of Europe, and articulate it for ourselves, and then to the world.  
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