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1. Introduction and Research Interest

Since the founding of the European Union (EU), ioaly based on an economic
framework of co-operatioha variety of initiatives and institutions has adha pursuing
and highlighting not only the common economic awtltipal objectives of the member
states but also a shared cultural perspective. odiese efforts came from institutions
independent from the EU such as the Council of pai@CoE). The CoE was one of the
first institutions that asked for “a more compretsiea and geographically extended
integration” and has advocated for cultural proggaand actions among its members ever
since? (Sassatelli 2009: 47) Eventually, the CoE’s effat emphasizing Europe’s culture,
built upon common values and a common culturaliticag established a discourse on
European identity and citizenship that was als&gaaup by the EU. Especially in the light
of the continuous enlargement of the EU and questiegarding its legitimacy, the idea of
a European identity gained importance; or as thagdtan political scientist Andras
Bozdki remarks: “leaders of Europe had the tendéo@ay attention to culture only when
a crisis or a major new stage of closer integratimied for solutions aiming to (re)connect
the people to the European project.” (Bozoki: 1) response to the diagnosed
Eurosclerosisin the 70s and 80s the European Community ingiitat published a
multiplicity of official declarations and resolutie that first formulated cultural policy
directions® But it was not until the Maastricht Treaty of 199@t culture was introduced
as an official policy field of the EU. Its Articl&28 then defined the first broader legal

framework for cultural measures in a further st@geh by EU institutions predominantly

The EU originates in the signing of the Treaty baEuropean Coal and Steel Commur(lBCSC) in 1951.

In 1957, the economic cooperation among the sixdmg members (Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, and Germany) was expanded withTteaty of Rome that established tReropean
Economic Community(EEC). For more information seehttp://europa.eu/about-eu/eu-history/1945-
1959/index_en.htnf03.11.2011)

“The Council of Europe must not be confounded witheo European Union institutions such as the
European Council and the Council of the EuropeaioturnThe Council of Europe, already founded in 1949
as an international organization by ten Europeamt@es has now come to include 47 member stat@ssc
the European continent and has mainly excelletsgiromotion on issues such as democracy, humatsrig
and the rule of law. For more information see:
http://www.coe.int/aboutCoel/index.asp?page=quisosmoes&l=en(05.09.2011) With regard to its cultural
expertise on a European level tharopean Cultural Conventiomrafted in 1954, is the earliest and most
relevant document of reference. See:
http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/Commun/QueVoulea¥.asp?NT=018&CL=ENG05.09.2011)

*This is for example thBeclaration on European Identiggreed on at the Copenhagen summit of the heads
of state and governments of the EU member couniniek973;the Solemn Declaration on the European
Union in 1983 or the Adonnino Report férPeople’s Europén 1985. For a detailed outline of the cultural
initiatives in that period see Sassatelli, M. (20(Becoming Europeans. Cultural Identity and Cultural
Policies.London: Palgrave Macmillan.
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by the European Commission. (Sarikakis 2007: 153ofding to Article 128 it is the
Community’s task to:

* ‘“encourage cultural cooperation between memberestand facilitating non-
commercial cultural exchanges

* improve the knowledge and dissemination of theuceltand history of the
European peoples

* conserve and safeguard cultural heritage of Europemificance

* promote artistic and literary creation

» foster cooperation with third countries and the petent international

organizations in the sphere of culture, in paractihe Council of Europe.”

The European Commission was then authorized tatsuswn cultural grant schemes, but
its competence until now is bounded by the primcipf subsidiarity, meaning that the
member states remain by far the principal actomstablishing specific legal frameworks
for cultural policy in the EU. And even though thsicle already called for cooperation
with third countries, the initiatives and program&re mostly directed to cultural
cooperation among the EU member states and therefamcentrated on a “European”

audience.

This geographical limitation has changed considgrdbring the last decade. Especially in
the light of a globalized cultural market, migrati@and its accompanying xenophobic
tendencies, cultural policy received a re-evalumtibhe new global circumstances were
broadly discussed in tHéonvention on the Protection and the Promotionhef Diversity

of Cultural Expressiorpublished by UNESCO in 2005The document has since then
served as a guideline for the EU when it comesbtmng the present societal and political
transformations and to taking up a global perspeatin culturé. In view of the reports

and the public discourse on the globalization dfuca also the EU brought the importance
of culture in its external relation to the fore. Agesult, its cultural policy was not only

adapted geographically but also conceptually.

“Article 167 of the Lisbon Treaty (ex Article 151 tife Treaty of Amsterdam and ex Article 128 of the
Treaty of Maastricht) now provides the legal bdsiscultural policy in the EU. See: Consolidatedsiens

of the Treaty on EU and the Treaty on the Functigrof the EU.Official Journal of the European Union
C115 Information and Notice§1, p. 123.
*Seehttp://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0014/001429/142pd§(22.07.2010)
®Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/culture/our-policy-developnemtl 741 _en.htr22.07.2010)




To begin with, it was felt that cultural policy ndonger should take place within the
geographic borders of the EU but should involveeased awareness of cultural relations
with non-European countries. This broader geogcabhocus was put forward in two

official documents of the EU:

The European Agenda for Culture in a Globalizing Wonds published by the European
Commission in May 2007. It was one of the first eiments that directly proposed culture
as a tool for EU’s external relations. Beyond tthat publication introduced a new form of
cultural cooperation among the EU and its membatest The European Commission
initiated theOpen Method of Coordinatio(OMC) also for its cultural policies with “the

goal to have an intergovernmental framework fotadjae, cooperation and feedback with
the civil society actors across Europe and to wwdhem in a structural manner in the
policy thinking, decisions and actions.” (Varbano2@08: 1) Hence, the Commission
acknowledged the value of participation and broagdagement of the civil society in

formulating and evaluating new policy directions.

Seven months later, in November 2008, the Courfcihe European Union published a
conclusion that again stresses the role of cultnré¢he EU’s external relations. The
Council’'s Conclusions on the Promotion of Cultural Diversayd Intercultural Dialogue
in the External Relations of the Union and its MemlStatesstrongly recommends:
“drawing up a European strategy for incorporatingure consistently and systematically
in the external relations of the Union and contiiiby to the complementarity of the

Union’s activities with those of its Member Statés.

The documents triggered a wide-ranging debate errdlevance of culture in the EU’s
external relations which is also described by aopean Commission officer:

So when you are looking at European culture in rexderelations we are
talking about something that is very, very new. éam, five years ago this
debate at least at a regional level, at any ENPjigan Neighborhood Policy]
level was nowhere or very little. It had been oh¢he things that would need
to be done. It was only after the adoption of themunicationEU Culture in

"Council of the European Union: Council Conclusionstioa promotion of cultural diversity and intercultdrdialogue

in the external relations of the Union and its memBtates.2905th Education, Youth and Culture Council
meeting, Brussels (2008, November 20) p.4.  Sedittp://ec.europa.eu/culture/our-policy-
development/doc/ICD_external_relations_en.doc(pdf07.2010)
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a Globalizing worldthat things really kicked off in terms of the deyahg of a

competence of the Union in this area. And the amichs of the Council on
that communication provided a slight opening fotivaty on culture in the

context of external relations. (Interview #7)

The debates on how to approach this new cultudatypbeld of the EU were not only led
on an official EU level but also included a diveysaf other stakeholders from the cultural
sector. Following the OMC model representativesational cultural ministries and civil
society institutions discussed the new internatidnaus of European cultural policy.
Alongside these debates concepts at the intersedtioculture and diplomacy were
introduced; altural diplomacy, intercultural dialoguandsoft powerbecame frequently

cited terms around the new cultural perspectivekerEU’s external relations.

Additionally, academic studies on the national poss of a potential European wide

foreign cultural policy illustrated the increasedaseness but also the necessity of EU
supported action in engaging with foreign pubfide cultural policy researchers Dodd et
al. have broken down the necessity of a wider Eemapcultural engagement to three main

aspectsvisibility, security,andeconomic developmeriDodd et al. 2006: 17ff.)

In the first place, foreign publics are more insteel in an overall European perspective, as
also the European politician Gijs de Vries poinis ¢t is not so much a British, Lithuanian
or Spanish experience they want to be presentésaitgeneral “curiosity” of Europe that
can only be authentically satisfied by common exkrcultural actions. (de Vries 2008:
17) Moreover, smaller countries often lack the fficial and structural resources for a
comprehensive cultural diplomacy affordable to likes of France and the UK, who can
also draw on the status of their languages as dirftancas. Therefore, smaller countries
are very eager for participation in common Europeation as it is exactly in these
activities they find their voice heard. Furthermaneerall financial cutbacks in national
cultural policies would make a more enhanced coatthn within the cultural framework
of the European Union desirable. Sharing costs thedadded value of a collective
European visibility are therefore one of the stesigarguments for a coordinated
European cultural diplomacy. A second point revslaeound increaseskcurity concerns

®Dodd et al. (2006)A Cultural Component as an integral part of the EBreign policyFisher,R. (2007)A
cultural dimension to the EU’s external policie®rfr policy statements to Practice and Potentizbth
Amsterdam: Boekmanstudies; Van Weringh, K. & Soimnn, E. (2004). Does Europe need a foreign
cultural policy? In Kulturpolitische Mitteilungen, 3.
http://www.kupoge.de/publikationen/sonstiges/beigidf (23.08.2011)
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linked to the global transformations and interdefsgties that were shortly touched upon
before. The support of an open dialogue betweel@daan countries and non-European
publics as part of a concerted European culturaidgo policy is assigned the potential of
reducing racial, religious and any other forms ehaphobia, “which might otherwise

provoke conflict.” (Dodd et al. 2005: 17) Lastlyut®pe’s vast cultural heritage and its
growing cultural industries are becoming increalsinmportant for the global European

cultural market. Coordinating and systematicalhgrsgthening this economic development

is seen as beneficial by most of the member stéesher 2007: 9)

However, in what way such a shared European clildipbomacy could be shaped has not
been agreed on. Ideas such &ieopean House for Culturer aEuropean Union Cultural
Institutein third countries have been expressed but havdewn realized yet. (Interview
#4; Schafer 2006: 70) So far, there are existimgpg@ams that build on these ideas of a
European diplomacy but are still very much basedational approache$he network of
European Union National Institutes for CultufigUNIC) established in 2006 as a common
initiative of EU member states can be cited asxample here. The individual European
national cultural institutes form regional clustdxsth in Europe and in third states and
work on a concerted European cultural perspecti8bared buildings of national cultural
institutes such as the joint premises of the Goktsigute and the French Cultural institute
in Ramallah are another realif}.However, as a representative of a national cultura
institute also involved with EUNIC indicates: “Itap still take another 50 years until
something like a real European House of Culturesaoast. Until then there might be still
a floor for German cultural programmers, one fa Bortuguese and so on.” (Interview
#21) But what, until then, is Europe’s responsa &hared cultural foreign policy and what
is the effort of the EU institutions and its memis¢ates to interact with non-European
publics? My research interest therefore ties irhulite debates outlined above and directs
to the question of how does or should the EU aslitiqal entity approach the task of a
common cultural diplomacy; coordinate the divertgygrs on an international level and
exchange with foreign audiences? And also, how wananalyze and characterize the

underlying structures and principles of this neforfacademically?

°For more information seéttp://www.eunic-online.eu(12.07.2011)
%See: Franco-German Cultural Center Ramalttdip://www.goethe.de/ins/ps/ram/deindex.Hthi.06.2011)
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1.1.Research Questions and Obijectives

One commonly held opinion of experts engaged indiseussion of culture in the EU’s
external relations is that the EU’s role shouldpbienarily that of a facilitator or initiator,
not an organizer of cultural action.” (Fisher 20@8) The EU should “create mechanisms
for civil society cooperation, dialogue, and exdpanpeople-to-people contacts)” that
involve a long term perspective and bring aboutuatanable partnership between

countries and their peoples. (de Vries 2008'34)

Following this academic tenor that the EU shoukktaver the role of a supplier rather
than an executor of cultural exchange, | assuntectiitural diplomacy as part of the EU’s
external relations policies can in certain geogiegtcontexts already be characterized as
a cultural policy model that embraces such an aterigth approach. European cultural
diplomacy is initiated within a regional settingdaim a second step transferred to external
cultural institutions. This concept of an arm’sdémstructure of cultural policy is strongly
linked to the structure of thBritish Councilas the UK’s cultural representation abroad.
Also Germany’s foreign cultural policy institutiothe Goethe Institutepoints in this
direction’® They are both to a large degree funded by the Stfiniof Foreign Affairs but
the actual cultural work is delegated to an indelpah external institution. The mediator
between the funding body and the operational bedgastly a board or an assembly that is
composed of experts and governmental represergatet may have a word in defining
the strategies and guidelines of the autonomodugutisn but the actual work lies outside
the government’s direct sphere of influence. (PiedeBaklien 2003: 304) Hence, in
these two examples governments serve as facilitatber than as executors of cultural

engagement abroad.

| argue that on a European level this arm’s leragihroach of facilitating mechanisms of
cultural exchange is being pursued by the EU thndhg initiation and support of regional
foundations such as th&sia-Europe Foundatignthe Anna Lindh Euro-Mediterranean

Foundation for the Dialogue between Cultuessl the prospectivEuropean Union-Latin

Hsee also Conference Reader CultureWatchEurope @mefe 2010 Culture and the Policies of Chadge:
Culture in International Relations.

125ee statutes of the Goethe-Institutétp://www.goethe.de/mmo/priv/1223959-STANDARD.p@ff. and
the British  Council http://www.britishcouncil.org/new/about-us/how-wesaun/folder how-we-are-
run/who-manages-u$12.05.2011)
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American Caribbean Foundatidii These Foundations, financially and administragivel
supported by bodies of the EU and the respectivelmee countries, operate as external
institutions with the aim to establishing cultuetchange networks and financing joint
cultural projects across the regions. | thus athaé the EU institutions involved in these

foundations act as a facilitators and not as exesuwlf cultural action.

By analyzing one of these institutions — #hena Lindh FoundatiofALF) — endorsing a
specific foreign cultural policy model | charactrias cultural diplomacy at arm’s lentjth

| want to take a closer look at the institutionettgp of these foundations and the structural
dynamics among the actors involved. The arm’s lepginciple “may be measured against
the actual degree of tension between institutiomalonomy and state dependence”
(Predelli & Baklien 2003: 315), which is also ofhest interest for this thesis.

Being aware that the Asia-Europe Foundation (ASHgady established in 1997 in
Singapore, was the first of these regional cultdoaindations, | nonetheless chose the
ALF, which is based in Alexandria (Egypt), as tlse study for scrutinizing this specific
foreign cultural policy modelThis is especially due to the fact that ASEF inagtion to
the ALF is not working within the unique structwka network of networks — which 1 will
discuss later on in detail — but also due to thesuatiative role the ALF played for the
European Union-Latin American Caribbean Foundafifld-LAC).*®

*The establishment of tHeuropean Union- Latin American CaribbedBU-LAC) Foundation was agreed
on at the lasEU-LAC Summitn Madrid on May 18, 2010.
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Datal/fpwessdata/en/er/114535.481.08.2011)

This also taken in consideration that a surveyrofslength institutions is put forward in reseapzpers
on EU foreign cultural policies. See: VarbanovaleR006: 1; Dodd et al. 2006: 18.

°As one interviewee (Interview #13) working at theFApointed out there have already been severa talk
and consultations with representatives of the ELGLsammit on the functioning of the ALF that migtat b
relevant for the final set-up of the future EU-LA@&.indation.
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Following these considerations following main reshajuestions can be raised:

. What was the rationale behind the inception of thLF and out of which

international context did the foundation evolve?

. What are the implications of the delegating oftwal agendas to an external

foundation?

. What is the trade-off both for the EU and for tfeindation when the EU
institutions act at arm’s length — as a supplier cofitural diplomacy and

intercultural dialogue and not as its executivetgnt

. What position do the member states involved withALF take in consideration of

a collective European cultural diplomacy?

My research interest derives from a twofold inte@sa personal, academic level but also
from current discussions on the installment of B External Action Service and its new

diplomatic arrangements.

The first motivation arises from my academic baokmd in political science and my
experiences in cultural policy research. While dssing cultural policy and cultural
diplomacy at university and at different workshogswas often confronted with
chronological listings of cultural initiatives inukbpe or descriptions of best-practice
examples of cultural diplomacy that sometimes ldcketheoretical perspective. If they
were theoretically grounded, they mostly relateddastructivist approaches to dualisms
such as culture/identity but did not necessarilead an institutional perspective. Even
though | highly acknowledge the value of constwisti approaches, | was especially
interested in the institutional set-up of thesdural policy initiatives, which should be at
the center of interest for this study.

Moreover an institutional investigation should asé®d light on the diversity of collectives
in European cultural policies and the “EU’s preqeaion with networks” (Sassatelli:
2009: 68) that might have contributed to the diffig to make cultural initiatives of the

8



European Union theoretically and structurally téateyi Yet, | think by analyzing the ALF
and its overall structure on the basis of an iastihalist theory of International Relations |
may handle the opaque cultural network structure.

Secondly, my analysis follows the recent changesEWis foreign policy with the
ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in December 2088d the provision to establish a
European External Action Service (EEAS) taking odver Common Foreign and Security
Policy (CFSP) and the diplomatic agendas of the Hwe genesis of the EEAS and the
operational shifts related to its establishmentaasfunctionally autonomous body”
(Missirolli 2010: 434) of the EU were also informdxy questions of its scope of
responsibilities — more precisely which role humaultural, and social affairs would play
beside the economic, political and security codjpanawvith third states. So far the Lisbon
Treaty remains rather vague about its future tadksv the cooperation among the EEAS
and its external partners but also the sharingespansibilities with other EU bodies —
especially with the involved Directorate Gener&@s§ of the European Commission (this
is mostlyDG External Relation@ndDG Enlargement and Neighborhood Po)iey will
look like still has to be decided. In any case tilamsformations may also affect the way
foreign relations are practiced given the intergoweental logic of the EEAS and the
community logic of the DGs in the European Comnoissi(Vanhoonacker & Reslow
2010: 8)

Basically during the first weeks of 2011, tB& External Relation§DG RELEX) in the
European Commission, until then responsible for ¢lverall agenda of the external
programs of the EU, was merged with the EEAS, he¢dgetheHigh Representativef the
Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policthis is Catherine Ashton. Now it is a unit in
the EEAS that is responsible for tBeuthern Neighborhood and the UtfBut still, the
EEAS is aborning and an EU officer of the EEAS obsg that:

the High Representative has indicated that it taile about three years to get
the whole structure going with the integration leé ICouncil, the Commission
and the member states, [and] until it becomes wdgr what the External
Action Service will do, how it will organize itseland how it will then
articulate and defend European interests. [...] (Untev #7)

%See draft organizational chart: http://www.eeas.europa.eu/background/docs/orgaoisan. pdf
(16.06.2011)
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So far there is no explicit reference to cultuedponsibilities of the EEAS in the Lisbon
Treaty and in also in the draft organizational thurthe EEAS’ there are no declared
positions for cultural diplomacy activities. (Sckaa2010: 5) This absence was recently
discussed by leading scholars in European culpohbty and theCommittee for Culture
and Educationof the European ParliamelitExperts accorded that it would be not so
much “about new massive structures or centraliza@dreal cultural policies.” (Wagner
2011: 169) Rather European cultural diplomacy dshoubuild upon existing
intergovernmental [cultural] activities within tlieamework of EU policy,” as also earlier
studies recommend. (See: Dodd et al. 2006: 16) [Eads back to my opening argument
that regional intergovernmental frameworks for ardpean wide cultural diplomacy
already exist and that these might need furthem@aation. Therefore, my analyses of the
ALF as a specific foreign policy model should atsve as a survey or an evaluation of
existing practices of cultural diplomacy in thehligpf the new diplomatic arrangements of
the EU.

Yhitp://eeas.europa.eu/background/docs/eeas pranieation_en.pdf09.06.2011)

187 debate was organized by the Chair of the Commift Culture and Education of the European
Parliament and co-organized BUNIC and A Soul for Europenitiative on “The Cultural Dimension of
Europe’s External Relations,” Brussels. (2010, June 23) See:
http://www.asoulforeurope.eu/spread/messei(g#105.2011)
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1.2. Theoretical and Methodological Framework

The founding of the ALF was embedded in a contisupalitical dialogue between the
member countries of the European Union and countoiethe northern and southern
Mediterranean Sea dating back to the 1970s. In 198%receding dialogue was merged
with a comprehensive bilateral and multilaterahfeavork of cooperation, termed as the
Barcelona Process and characterized as the Eurdpediterranean (EuroMed)
Partnership. At that time the Barcelona Processpeised the 15 member countries of the
European Union and twelve Mediterranean partnenirims: and focused on a diversity
of issues in the region. In 2008, the EuroMed Rastimp was relaunched as the Union for
the Mediterranean (UfM). The new political circuarstes increased the cooperation to
43° member countries and it experienced a reoriemtatith regard to the covered policy
fields.

The intergovernmental and transnational procesd$esegulation at work within the
EuroMed Partnership can be regarded as an inetialized policy cooperation and
coordination with the aim to deal with issues thequire solutions on an international
level. Similarly, establishing the ALF as a foundatenabling an open cultural dialogue
among societies from different countries was verycim influenced by the ongoing
academic discourse on the increase of culturedictsnin international relations since the
1990s which were later on emblematized by the teatiacks on 9/11. The genesis of the
ALF therefore can be seen as the consequenceanfrdicated policy among the countries
of the Mediterranean region and the engagemenhefEJ institutions aiming to forge
cultural understanding, tolerance and social calmeacross the region in an unsettled post
9/11 world order. Such processes of internationdtipal cooperation and negotiation can
be analyzed on the basis of an institutionalistory of International Relations. One of
these theories that deals with the preconditions aomtcomes of more or less
institutionalized processes of international coapen is regime theory. Regimes are
defined as “social institutions consisting of agr@einciples, norms, rules, procedures and

programs that govern the interactions of actospercific areas.” (Levy et al. 1995: 274)

¥In 1995 these were Austria, Belgium, Denmark, FidlaFrance, Germany, Greece, Ireland, lItaly,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, United Kingd@pain, Sweden and Algeria, Cyprus, Egypt, Israel,
Jordan, Lebanon, Malta, Morocco, Palestinian AuthoS8yria, Tunisia, Turkey.

2By 2008 the EU had 27 members and the UfM alsdiat#i Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
Mauritania, Monaco, Montenegro. See alsitp://eeas.europa.eu/EuroMed/index_en.{itih08.2011)
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Following this first preliminary definition and @sNorbert Ropers and Peter Schlotters
analysis of the CSCE procéssalongside regime theory | argue that the EuroMed
Partnership similarly forms a “system of negotiatiand cooperation that generates a
diversity of regimes varying in scope and qualifRopers & Schlotter 1989: 338)There
are studies which have applied regime theory tcEin®Med Partnership. However, these
are mostly concerned with regimes coordinating rirdgonal trade and environmental
issues (see for example Haas 1992 and 2002) anditiotultural agendas. Thus, | start
from the assumption that the ALF can also be ddfia® the nucleus of an issue-specific
regime that may now be termed as EheoMed cultural regimel am convinced that the
regime theoretical framework lends itself very welltracing the specific institutional set-
up of these regional cultural foundations sucthas&LF?

Having the above theoretical definition of reginaes the main research interest in mind,

further theoretical questions should be addressed:

. What were the reasons for the EuroMed culturainmegto emerge and what

processes were at work?

. Which actors were involved? What role did statd aon-state actors play during
the process of regime formation? What role didBkkinstitutions play? How have

these various roles evolved?

. Following the definition of regimes on which priples, norms and rules,

procedures and programs the actors involved agre@d

“The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eurquedecessor of th@rganization of Security and
Cooperation in Europe(OSCE), presents a similar (even though geografihicmore expanded)
intergovernmental framework as the EuroMed Parhigrand earlier initiatives such as tGenference on
Security and Cooperation in the MediterraneaRor more information seehttp://www.osce.org/
(22.09.2011)

*Original text: ,Wie wir gesehen haben, generierts d&/erhandlungssystem KSZE’ Regime
unterschiedlicher Reichweite und Qualitat.” Tratedisby the author of this thesis.

#Beyond that, regime theory has also proved to kéulis studies of international regulation of medind
communication policies.See for example: Rohn, W08). Regelung versus Nichtregelung internationaler
Kommunikationsbeziehungen. Das Beispiel der UNE8G@munikationspolitik. Wien: Verlag der
Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.

12



. Which conclusions can be drawn from the instindioset-up of the ALF with
regard to the initial assumption that the ALF reyergs cultural diplomacy at arm’s

length?

. To what extent does the intergovernmental basth@fEuroMed cultural regime

enable or restrain the efforts of the ALF?

The main interest of the thesis is therefore taattarize the genesis and the institutional
arrangement of the ALF within the interplay of gowaental and non-governmental actors
during its formation in 2005 until now alongsideethegime theoretical framework. The
raised questions already direct to the researclymesd to one of its forms to collect
sufficient data to answer my research questionsutaboe structure of EU’s cultural
relations in third-countries. Following a regimesdhetical background qualitative data
should be collected to trace the formation of th#ucal regime and in a further step its
consequences. Besides analyzing literature thds a@th the terms and concepts | have
shortly touched upon in my introduction also otlealitative data should be analyzed
such as:

Written Documents
» Official documents such as conclusions and comnatioics from EU institutions
as from the summits of the EuroMed ministerial nmggt that relate to cultural
agendas and to the establishment of the ALF
 Documents that discuss cultural policy / culturgdl@macy strategies and have
been put forward by non-state actors and cultudicy experts at diverse
conferences and symposia

Interviews

29 face-to-face interviews were conducted withehd#ferent target groups:
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* Experts attached to the foundation and its afébiabodies
* Experts involved with the EuroMed process

» European cultural policy experts

The interviewing phase lasted from November 201M#tarch 2011 and took place in
Vienna (Austria), Brussels (Belgium), as well asAlexandria and Cairo (Egypt). In
preparing the interviews | fell back on Behnke klsaguidelines on qualitative social
research and expert interviefésin interpreting and analyzing the qualitative dafa
interviews and the official documents as differ&durces of communication” (Mayring
2008: 11) | will follow Philipp Mayring’s methodogpcal procedures foDocument
analysis and Qualitative Content-analysfS. Both Behnke et al. and Mayringill be
discussed in detail in chapter 2. Beforehand | adéress and define the terms applied in
the thesis. In chapter 3, | will give a survey loé external policies of the European Union
with attention to its cultural dimension and thederranean regiorin the major part of
the thesis, in chapter 4, the particularity of daeise of the ALF should be endorsed by
analyzing the Euro-Mediterranean cultural regiméwhe theoretical and methodological

tools at hand.

#Behnke, J., Baur, N., & Behnke, N. (Eds.). (20@Mnpirische Methoden der Politikwissenschftien:
UTB.

®Mayring, Ph. (2000).Qualitative Content Analysis Forum Qualitative Social Research, 1 (2)
http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/faséte/viewArticle/1089/2383(22.07.2010); Mayring, Ph.
(2002): Einfihrung in die qualitative Sozialforschung@/einheim: Beltz; Mayring, Ph. (2003Qualitative
InhaltsanalyseWeinheim: Beltz.
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1.3. Definitions
Culture

Reiterating the significance of culture in the Epgan Union’s external relations asks for a

closer look at the term culture and its differezdadings.

The semantic field of the ambiguous teoulture is wide. Each scientific discipline
proposes a different concept of culture. Furtheanarhistorical and societal embedding
contributes to its diachronic character which makedifficult to ascribe the term an
unequivocal meaning. (Knapp 2005: 21).

Yet, the most common and insightful starting pdimt a definition of the term is its
etymological origin. The conjugation of the latironsl colere— colo/colui/cultus/reveals
the roots of the termColere — in the meaning of cultivating — referred to dmyman
interference with nature. (Knapp 2005: 21) Cultimguded everything artificial and was
seen as the result of human civilization.

Later on during the Age of Enlightenment, cultug only described the cultivation of
nature but also intellectual growth reflecting tiedation of man and nature, and of the
individual to society. Culture was then the expi@s®f this reflection but also involved
any form of human creativity. At the end of the™18entury the term developed the
meaning that prevails in common parlance until yod@ulture in a humanistic and
idealistic sense came to include tBeaux Artssuch as art, literature, music, and
architecture but also a refined sense of mannieosight, and aesthetics also expressed in
the French ternsavoir Vivre (Knapp 2005: 22f.; Klein 2003: 31)

This already shows that culture has always rangégden a wide definition — the totality
of human modes of life in delineation to naturend @ narrow understanding as high
culture and a distinguished taste reserved forpifindleged and intellectual classes of
society. While culture in its original sense wasdagtive and more or less neutral, the
term became normative and prescriptive, as exmtesséhe differentiation of high and
low, or popular culture. (Klein 2003: 31)

Only in the second half of the 20century a revision of the meaning took place.
Predominantly Anglo-American ethnologists and amplotogists have significantly
contributed to a more integrative and democratrsgective of culture. Culture should not

be perceived as high culture only but should beetstdod as the “whole way of life,
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material, spiritual and intellectual” (Raymond Wlhs as cited in Turner 1990: 43) and
involving all levels of society. This inclusive dafion was also emphasized by
international cultural organizations such as thé&e Gmd UNESCO. In 1982, UNESCO
published the Mexico Declaration, which becamefaremce document for an integrative
definition of culture and which is also the linchgfor this thesis, dealing with cultural

cooperation in international relations:

In its widest sense, culture may now be said totHze whole complex of
distinctive spiritual, material, intellectual andmetional features that
characterize a society or social group. It includesonly the arts and letters,
but also modes of life, the fundamental rights loé thuman being, value
systems, traditions and beliefs. (Mexico Declarati982: 1)

This definition also points to the innate valuettlsaascribed to culture. Culture and its
diverse expressions provide meaning and a sendelohging for a group of people.
(Wagner 2011: 25) Intellectual and cultural engageims seen as a meaningful force for
individual growth but also for the society as a Wehdhat this purely idealistic perception

of the term might also be misleading, especiallyhi& light of the instrumentalization of
culture in totalitarian regimes in the®@entury, has been exposed by intellectuals such as

Ernst Cassirer and Walter Benjamin and should baioreed here. (Fuchs 2007:12)

Yet, the positive image of culture in official EWauments prevails. Cultural engagement
— with culture being understood as a pluralistid amon-normative concept — is seen as an
important driving force for social development azwhesion, which is also expressed in

the Culture 2000funding program launched by the European Commission:

Culture has an important intrinsic value to all plean Europe, is an essential
element of European integration and contributethéoaffirmation and vitality
of the European model of society and to the Comtgisninfluence on the
international scene. Culture is both an economitofaand a factor in social
integration and citizenship; for that reason, i laa important role to play in
meeting the new challenges facing the Communitgh sas globalization, the
information society, social cohesion and the cozatf employment. (Culture
2000:1)
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Culture and Politics

As with the term culture, the termolitics can have a range of meanings. As a basic
concern of politics one can cite the generatiobintling decisions for society in order to
solve common problems. (Fuchs 2007: 23) A politisgbtem in that sense can be
characterized as the “social construction of déferapproaches to problems and solutions,
forwarded by different actors with different motvand in different positions of power
[...]” (Predelli & Baklien 2003: 303) Holding on tdhis first definition of the political
system, the interaction between culture and pelitan be approached through different

routes:

First, the most common reference between cultudetlaa political system is what Gabriel
Almond & Sidney Verba termed aslitical culture Political culture refers to a “particular
distribution of patterns of orientation toward pickl objects among the members of the
nation.” (Almond & Verba 1989: 13) The patternsooientation comprise eognitive,an
affective,and an evaluativedimension. The first refers to the knowledge o fhublic
about the political system, the second denotes thdividual feelings and perceptions,
while the third points to the actual position @tis take toward politics. (Almond & Verba
1989: 14) Political culture here serves as an evgttay variable in order to understand the
political system and its transformations. Nevekbs] one has to point out its reciprocal
dimension; political culture is not only an indedent variable that shapes the political
system but also a dependent one, meaning thatcpbldulture is likewise influenced by
diverse parameters. (Mokre 2011: 66)

Another insightful approach toward tracing the irgation of culture and politics is
provided by American sociologist Talcott Parsond his model on the social system. In
order to make a society function, Parson claimba# to be built up across four layers of

social interactionEconomy, Culture, Society, and Politics.
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Economy Culture
(Goods, Services) <«— (Norms, Knowledge)

Capital Meaning

t B t
v v

Society Politics
(Socialization) <> (Binding rules)
Solidarity Power

(Thomas Meyer as cited in Klein 2003: 56)

The schematic diagram illustrates the societal eldiipg of culture that has already been
mentioned before. Looking more closely at the axtéon between culture and politics one
can discuss theultural dimension of politicsAccording to the German political scientist
Isabel Schéafer, this may refer to the effect camecplitical decisions but also subtle
power constellations have on individuals and sagialips. At the same time one can trace
thepolitical dimension of culturelhis involves all the political connotations thattare in

its diverse artistic and creative expressions nawey and which it may shape in return.
The political dimension also addresses the sociibigad responsibility cultural actors may
assume in society. (Schafer 2006: 33) All thesecgsses that take place in the social
system also influence the way cultural policy iagticed.

Cultural Policy

Going back to the first definition of politics, diarly culture for different reasons can be
said to require a political framework of “bindingles.” Depending on the scope of public
responsibilities, and the multifarious intereststteé actors involved, cultural policy may
assume different shapes and patterns. This diwgrgagement of cultural policy may best
be illustrated with the common tripartition pblity, politics and policyCultural policy
can be defined as the governmental regulation ef dultural sector within specific
institutional and structural surroundings (polityg¢cording to specific intentions and
objectives (policy), and alongside political bargag processes among the different actors
involved (politics). (Fuchs 2007: 9) At each of $hethree levels, cultural policy may be
“enmeshed with national histories and politicalterd.” (Mulcahy 1998: 10) Furthermore,
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what actually is seen as part of cultural policwésy much determined by how the term
culture is employed. Cultural policies that rely @amarrow definition of culture as “high
culture” will mostly be concerned with funding poés for the arts and the maintenance of
cultural heritage. When adopting a more open canakgpulture that includes all different
fields of “human engagement” such as religion, adycation and sciences, sports and
leisure activities, but also architecture, urbaanping, and environmental protection,
cultural policy must provide a broader legal franekv (Nohlen 2010: 540; Schafer 2006:
34)

There are a variety of models to describe the miffe governmental approaches to
domestic and external cultural policy. The Americaitural policy expert Kevin Mulcahy
traced four models of cultural policy altogethdryich | would like to briefly discuss the
liberal patronageand the social-democratic modefsas | think both models serve as a

suitable point of reference for the cultural p@&iof the European Union.

The liberal patronage modetiescribes the arm’s length approach already pth fo the
introduction. The state or a public authority pa®s a certain amount of funding for
cultural activities but does not administrate thieds. Mostly it is an arts council as a quasi
autonomous institution that is in charge of theding and can decide on the structures and
the distribution of the grants (prizes, scholarshjroject funding). The institution is then
to some extent financially supported by the migistnt should not be forced to follow any
governmental directives in the working procedurestaffing. A similar structure can also

be found in the EU’s cultural foreign policy asdaut before.

Secondly, thesocial-democratic patronage modetiginally was introduced in the late
twentieth century in the Scandinavian countriesanjunction with a fully-fledged welfare
state. Cultural engagement in this context is vaeoch seen as a means for development
and social cohesion and should follow a democpticess of participation. Institutionally

speaking, cultural patronage in this model is siillated in governmental structures but

%For more information on theiberal and theSocial-Democratic Patronagand the other two models, the
Royal and thePrincely Patronagemodel, see: Mulcahy, K. (1998). Cultural PatronageComparative
PerspectiveJournal of Arts Management, Law & SocieB7 (4) 247-263. Another frequently applied
division of different cultural policy models is ptdrth in Hillman-Chartrand, H. & Claire McCaugheg,
(1989). The Arm’s-length Principle and the Arts: Arternational Perspective - Past, Present andré&uliul
M. Cumming and M. Schuster (EdsWWho's to pay for the Arts? The International Seafch Models of
SupportNew York: American Council for the Arts Books. Thdigtinguish among thEacilitator, Patron
the Engineerand theArchitect model.
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receives a broad educational and social agendaalandincludes a broad range of civil
society actors. (Mulcahy 2000: 139) The underlyammcept of the model of the strong
interrelation between culture and social develogmeralso summarized by a European

Commissioner’s employee:

So we are looking here at culture as a means t@leonent the other activities
that we are doing in the context of economic andiasodevelopment.
Particularly, looking at culture as a means to ssa@nd to touch upon areas
which otherwise may be difficult in certain courtzriwhich are dictatorial or
semi-dictatorial. We are looking at culture as aanseto open up discussions
on issues such as reconciliation, ethnic tolerasweh as touching the areas of
responsibility of the state to the citizens, cig@operation, even corruption
[...] Culture is notart for art's sakereally but it is a means to achieve wider,
principal goals which are promoting stability, gavence and participation.
(Interview #7)

Cultural identity

With regard to different cultural policy modelsailso seems relevant to take into account
the term cultural identity as cultural policies are “various ways concerned with

maintaining or establishing a distinctive cultudentity.” (Mulcahy1998: 247)

Thinking about our own identity always involvesanscious seizing of our self as human
beings with our individual history and moral coritefkKnapp 2006: 31) However, the
philosopher Charles Taylor remarks “the full defom of someone’s identity thus usually
not only involves his stand on moral and spiritoadtters but also some reference to a
defining community.” (Taylor 2006: 36) These commntiés can be constructed on
multiple grounds, such as social, national, locagjional, ethnical, religious or cultural.
However, by our reference to a specific communigydefine not only our self and provide
ourselves with a sense of belonging to a speciag but also differentiate “from other
collective identities.” (Mokre 2011: 67) This preseial dimension is highlighted when
using the term identification rather than the tedentity. Identities are not stable entities
but are rather subject to diverse ongoing procesgempp 2006: 31) Especially in the
light of global migration, mobility, and an incr@ag heterogeneous society this open
concept of identification is put forward by thedsign the Humanities and Social sciences.
In order to anchor and legitimize social collectvand identities people frequently recall

cultural associations that are part of our “collexttultural memory,’a term coined by the
20



historians Jan and Aleida Assmann. The collectivikucal memory as the “archive of
cultural traditions, the arsenal of symbolic forrttsg imaginary of myths and images, of
the great stories sagas and legends, scenes and constellationslitkabr can be
reactivated in the treasure stores of a people”evas since played an important role for
identity constructions. (Assmann, J. 2006: 8) Tame holds true for the EU who tends to
draw its memory from three different sources: ‘@Greco-Roman [empire], as the cradle of
European civilization and aesthetics, the Judaewstidn tradition as its normative

foundation, and the Enlightenment as the basisafbwnality and rights.” (Staiger 2009: 4)

Furthermore it is interesting to note that accaydim Mulcahy the liberal patronage model
was predominantly put in place in young countried eaegions with pluralistic societies
that may lack a long common history and identitulcahy 1998: 247f.) In order to
emphasize the uniqueness of the different cultares to legitimize a country’Raison
d’étre, an authentic cultural engagement detached fromrgowental interference should
be pursued. This is also an aspect that is reguli@tbated in the context of the EU. On the
one hand, the EU emphasizes the rich culturaldggivbf the individual member states but
on the other it is invoking a prospective commomdpean cultural space by supporting a
diversity of joint cultural projects. Cultural poli in the EU constantly oscillates between
the reiterated dialectic of unity in diversity, magy that the EU strives to buildcaltural
mosaicof the diversity of European cultures and seamhcbmmon grounds. (Theisen
2011: 487) At the same time the debates on a Earopentity revolve around questions
of the scope of the EU and its external demarmsagapressed, for instance, in the image
of the fortress of Europasolating itself and allowing only privileged pdepto enter.
Conversely, a more integrative approach can bedamthe wider geographical context of
the EU’s external relations. Especially in the EMediterranean region -cultural
associations are decisive elements in revitalizzngommon European-Mediterranean
history and identity. (Schafer 2006: 13)Consequently, one might rather speak of

numerous identities than a singular, exclusive pean identity.

’For a detailed study of these identification preessat work in the context of the Euro-Mediterranea
Partnership seeSchéfer, I. (2006). Vom Kulturkonflikt zum Kulturdialog. Die kulturellBimension der
Euro-Mediterranen PartnerschafBaden-Baden: Nomo£hapter II.But also: Steinbichler, St. (2009)he
Barcelona Process a result of postcolonial politi@issertation, University of Vienna.

21



This forging of cultural identities is also relateml the idea of a European citizenship as
Ute Staiger argues in here essayGaniture and citizenship in EU polié Citizenship is
not only based “on the normative claims for rightal liberties, but particularly on the
ground that it is intimately linked with culturaklonging and identity.” (Staiger 2009: 5)
In particular theCharter of Fundamental Rights of the European Urtloat has received
legal status with the Lisbon Treaty underlines ‘aues of freedom of expression, the
right to freedom of thought conscience and religamwell as of the arts and sciencé$,”
and illustrates the cultural basis of the EU comekyo its citizens and to foreign
audiences. (Sarikakis 2007: 17)

Culture and its External DimensienCulture ininternationalrelations

Culture has played an important role in internalamelations for centuries. First, culture
understood as different modes of life and menéaliias always influenced the way people
from different parts of the world encountered eattter. Beyond that international cultural
exchange — rather in its narrow sense — was datilgr practiced in loose public and
private initiatives sending scholars, artists andsionaries abroad in order to discover
foreign cultures and to introduce their culturathkground to foreign publics. And also
Bound et al. observe that “from the reciprocalgydt ancient rulers to modern-day Expos,
culture has been used as a way for leaders andrmsuto show who they are, assert their
power and build lasting relationships.” (Bound ket2807: 11) These initiatives paved the
way for what became a coordinated cultural diployfatter in the beginning of the 0
century and since then formed one of the threargilbf traditional state diplomacy (next
to the economic and political cooperation). (Gierdacht & Donfried 2010: 18)

However, during the last two decades state-driveltui@l policy was ousted by new
actors. Foremost, the global cultural market, tieeaasing interdependence of cultural and
arts associations but also the transnational ctarad art itself have undermined the

national monopole of cultural policy. (Schafer 20@&f.) In addition, the concurrent

#staiger, U. (2009). New agendas? Culture and aisizip in EU policy.International Journal of Cultural
Policy. 15 (1), 1-16.

Phttp://www.europarl.europa.eu/charter/pdf/text_eh({@12.07.2011)

*The terms that describe international cultural @afion and exchange might be coined differentdyeityn

cultural affairs, international cultural relatiorfereign cultural policy are among the frequentipmoyed

terms. (de Vries 2008: 14) But also terms suchoagmbdiplomacy or public diplomacy are used depegd
on their conceptualization. (Claret 2010: 1) Howewvaust of the terms overlap. The author of thissih
uses the term cultural diplomacy as it is the nsosamonly referred term by stakeholders and cultpoty

experts when discussing culture in the EU’s extamiations.
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processes of decentralization and internationaizgEuropeanization) processes led to a
shift to new levels of governance. (Sassatelli 2088stract) Therefore, cultural policy
today may not only be the output of governmentgul&ions but is rather shaped by a
“fragmented set of local, regional, national, anteinational actors.” (Gray & Hugoson
2004: 365-372) Especially, when looking at privateernational distribution of cultural
products in its traditional sense as the sale pfmusic, films, and books but also the
emerging cultural industri€s,it becomes clear that cultural exchange becomes @ad
more detached from state regulation and is a hegeanic factor with new powerful
actors.Questions have been thrown up on copyright andlectaal property issues, and
media concentration, which ask for increased tratisnal regulation. The exclusion of
culture in theGeneral Agreements on Trade and Servaegocated by UNESCO (Fuchs
2007: 74) but also th€onvention for the Protection and the Promotiorha&f Diversity of
Cultural Expressiorare prominent responds of global cooperation todé@ease of state

regulation of the cultural sector.
Culture inlnternationalRelations (IR)

Also the scientific discipline dealing with the fmhs of political interactions in
international relations did not remain unimpresigdhe global transformations during the
last 20 years. Especially, the unforeseen declinbeoSoviet Union led to new paradigms
in IR-research. Neo-realist assumptions assumiagdhanges in the domestic and global
political system can always be traced back to $ipgmbwer constellations and the material
superiority of a number of countries could not ppleed to the unexpected Soviet cause
and lost their validity. For many theorists it bewaclear that political transformations on a
domestic and global level “are not exclusively lshsa a material structure, but also on a
cultural one.” (Mokre 2011: 66) Hence, culture andtural identity have emerged as
“explaining factors of many processes and confli¢Glaret 2010: 1)

For this tendency Samuel Huntington’s notion of Cdash of Civilizatio® was

groundbreaking and once again received a new sitevith the terror attacks on 9/11.

#Cultural industries involves sectors such as newdimeadvertising, educational and leisure soft ware
fashion, clothing, film, graphic design, performiags and entertainments, photography, televisiadio
and internet broadcasting, video and other audiaVigroduction, writing and publishing which arerised
increasing economic relevance. (de Vries 2008: 14)

%The article was first published in 1993 in the intional journalForeign Affairs and in 1996 his
propositions were laid out in detail in the mongamaThe Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of \Worl
Order. New York: Simon & Schuster.
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Huntington’s assumptions of deep cultural cleavagesided a productive impetus for an
academic debate but he was also highly criticized ddapting an essentialized and
simplified binary system between the Muslim Easl #re putative non-Muslim West. In
the light of migration and global mobility but alseith regard to cultural-theoretical
discussions, undermining the idea of fixed entitsegh binary assumptions do not seem to
be maintainable. Scholars point out that cultuteerais part of a permanent process of
exchange and the lines among cultures are blurkiag. Fuchs therefore remarks that “the
mode of culture is interculturalism. One speaksreblization, hybrid cultures, interculture
and transcultural processes to term the non-stago;onstant merging and the openness of
the edges® (Fuchs 2007: 13) This processual character ofiilivas also emphasized in
later publications of UNESCO. In UNESCO®orld Culture Reportpublished in 2000
and dealing with questions on cultural diversitpnftict, and pluralism, it says that
cultures cannot be regarded as “fixed, boundedstaltized containers” but are rather
“transboundary creations.” (Lourdes 2000: 15) Quelttherefore is always fragmentary.
Nonetheless, “this constant becoming frequentlyided with the need of actually being
something: Individual identities that try to sta# themselves by the differentiation to
others.® (Theisen 2011: 488) This may also be linked toahservation of the Lebanese
philosopher and writer Amin Maalouf that after ttiecline of Communism a shift from
ideology to identity took place. (Maalouf 2010: 2dgntities were constructed on definite
cultural and predominantly religious grounds and te the cultural cleavages we are
facing up till now. In order to understand and ppr@ach these global cultural conflicts,
new political measures and academic concepts wé@luced. Also in the context of the
position of the EU in the global world order terswgh as aft power cultural diplomacy,

andIntercultural dialoguebecame the dictum during the last years.

*0riginal text: “Man kann sagen, dass der Modus Kieiurellen das Interkulturelle ist. Man sprichtrvo
Creolisierung und von hybriden Kulturen, von Intdtkr und von transkulturellen Prozessen, um dahitNi
Statische, das standige Mischen und die OffenlegiRéinder zu bezeichnen.” Translated by the awththre
thesis.

*Original text: “Dieses permanente Werden kollidiééufig mit dem Bediirfnis, etwas zu sein: mit
partikularen ldentitaten, die sich nicht zuletztratu Abgrenzung zu anderen zu stabilisieren versuthe
Translated by the author of the thesis.
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Soft power, Cultural Diplomacy, Intercultural digoe

Soft powera term coined by the American political scienfigseph S. Nye is described as
“the ability to influence the behavior of othersth@ outcomes one wants, not only through
coerce with threats or payments but also througtaciion and co-option.” (Snow &
Taylor 2009: 3) According to Nye soft power is lhs® resources and attractions such as
culture, political values and foreign policies. @&NY004: 11) These amesources and
attractionsthe EU regularly avail itself when recalling itargpean culture and values and
deploying them in its global self-assertion to otfaetors in the world® The EU’s
attraction is based on being a civilian power tlegresents values such as democracy, rule
of law, cultural and religious diversity, and freed of speech seen as crucial
preconditions to diminish global cultural conflidtgat are increasingly becoming security
concerns. (Wagner 2011: 161) Hard power — this ilgany power — in contrast is less
effective when solving the global cultural issueday. (Walter Laquer as cited in Bound et
al. 2007: 16)

One main instrument of soft power today is a ravisencept otultural diplomacy.n its
original sense cultural diplomacy as part of puldiplomacy was mostly related to
governmental communication strategies to engagé voreign publics in order to
subversively interfuse and influence a societydoe’s own nationalistic ends. Cultural
diplomacy was instrumentalized as a means to anfelowing the assumption that it is
“in cultural activities that a nation’s idea ofétéis best representetf’In that sense, the
term was negatively connoted and seen as a eupieteisn for Western cultural export
and propaganda frequently practiced during the Gblak in the defense of western
democracy and values against Communism. (GienowHe010: 3) This one-
dimensional perspective of cultural diplomacy asretyeforeign governmental cultural
intervention and representation was challenged thuethe increasing process of
internationalization discussed before. Culturalahpacy therefore should not only be the

domain of the national representatives providingehtist national image but must rather

%See for example: Mokre, M. & Batora, J. (2008, ®mepiter 25-27). Lecture at the ECPR (European
Consortium for Political Research) Fourth Pan-EeespConference on EU Politi¢Softening” the CFSP
Culture in the EUs External RelationsNye, J. (2004, May 3). Europe's soft power.The Globalist;
Rehn, O. (2008, May 1). Lecture at the Europeadi8suCentre, St Antony's College, University of Qi
Europés smart power in its region and the world.

%Cultural Diplomacy The Linchpin of Public Diplomac{September 2005Report of the Advisory
Committee on Cultural Diplomacy U.S. Department of State. p.l. see:
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/543d#(f%2.05.2011)
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evolve among different actors involved. Likewisessica Gienow-Hecht and Mark C.

Donfried point out in their recent study on culiutglomacy that:

the more distance there is between the agendzwfwal diplomacy program
and a political or economic agenda, the more likk&/program is to succeed.
Equally important, the more interactive the stroetaf the cultural diplomacy
program is, the more likely it is to be successf@ienow-Hecht & Donfried
2010: 4)

Predominantly civil society actors on grass roaeel guarantee a diverse and more
authentic cultural image. Similarly, cultural diplacy practiced by the European Union
relates to this broader concept. In the lectureesdialking without Bordersinitiated by
the British Council, politicians, intellectuals, canepresentatives of civil society assessed
the concept of cultural diplomacy in the EU. Thesesented a concept of cultural
diplomacy that detaches itself from the traditiostdte-controlled cultural diplomacy.
Cultural diplomacy should rather move away fromspreing the “genuine cultural image”
of one nation or one member state but rather coosia broader multilateral perspective
(Davidson 2009: 2). The “once dominant bilateral delo of cultural relations,
characterized by asymmetric, uni-directional flowss consequently given way to a
multilateral model, based on mutuality and partingrs which is also at the base of
regional foundations such as the ALF. (Paschalld39: 284)

Steve Green, scholar in international cultural @glisummarizes the characteristics of a
more open concept of cultural diplomacy and therekgoses also the weaknesses of
tradition state practiced cultural diplomacy.

Cultural Diplomacy should move:

« “from events to projects

» from bilateral to multilateral

» from presentation to cooperation
» from products to process

» from one-way to two-way

» from telling to listening
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» from self promotion to values promotion.” (Greerl@015)

Additionally, cultural diplomacy has to depart framarrow concept of culture as art and
cultural heritage “but [should] also integrate ealiom, science, sports, and youth policy,
as well as civil society dialogues on social, pcdit, and religious subjects.” (de Vries
2008: 3)

Intercultural Dialogue

The deeper agenda for cultural diplomacy can bieetinto the concept of intercultural
dialogue. One of the main tasks of a cultural dipdoy should be the support of people-to-
people contacts and the dialogue among differeatigg of people and their cultures.
UNESCO defines intercultural dialogue as “equitabbchange and dialogue among
civilizations, cultures and peoples, based on muinderstanding and respect as well as
the equal dignity of all cultures as the essenpidrequisite for constructing social
cohesion, reconciliation among peoples and peaangmations* Hence, intercultural
dialogue in comparison to a cultural dialogue stalitect to the open concept of seeing
culture not as a homogenized block but rather asp@m process of constant reciprocal

cultural engagement.

Even though intercultural dialogue may sometimesised interchangeably with cultural
diplomacy® | would like to limit the term cultural diplomacto the “initiation or
facilitation of such intercultural exchang&SMy interest therefore concentrates on how
the EU as a political entity facilitates these notdtural exchanges among multiple
societies. More precisely, this refers to my ihiggsumption of cultural diplomacy at
arm’s length in the Euro-Mediterranean region pcad by the ALF as a multilateral

foundation.

¥"http://www.unesco.org/en/dialogue/interculturalidéue/(06.05.2011)

#see for example the frequently quoted definitionvilton C. Cummings of cultural diplomacy “as the
exchange of ideas, information, art, lifestyleduea systems, traditions, beliefs and other aspe#ataltures
[...]" (Cummings 2003: 1)

*http://www.culturaldiplomacy.org/index.php?en_cuétidiplomacy(06.05.2011)
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2. Regime Theory

When discussing international relations, interdefesice can be defined as the dominant
characteristic of globalized politics today. (Feddbr 2008: 22) Issue areas regularly
transcend national borders, are closely intertwiaed generate a whole new set of
international actors. When thinking about secudtyenvironmental agendas it becomes
clear, that they cannot be dealt with only domadificbut need global approaches.
Secondly, “issue areas are not neatly separatedyy(et al. 1995: 284) developments in
one issue area often have substantial consequéarcethers which results in a decline of
predictability and national regulation. This shiftinternational politics can be summarized
by Rosenau’s and Czempiel's notiongdfvernance without governmeoit asmulti-level
governance(Rosenau & Czempiel 1992) International relatiaresnot only the domain of
states anymore, but are supplemented by a wholef segw actors on different political
levels. Coordinating the multiplicity of actors amablicy processes asks for a global
regulation. International institutions are forumbese these kinds of regulation take place.
Institutional theories such as regime theory thencancerned with the shapes these global

institutions may take.

Institutions

Dealing with literature on the characteristics mdtitutions, it becomes clear that also this
term is built on a plethora of theoretical assuoni On the one hand, an institution can
direct to a “public body with formally designatettustures and functions, intended to
regulate certain defined activities.” (Bealey 19966) This includes traditional notions of
institutions and their legal basis like governmeatsinternational organizations. In a
wider Social sciences perspective, institutions @oé necessarily characterized by its
formal rules and as material entities but are raseen as “collections of interrelated rules
and routines that define appropriate actions imseiof relations between roles and
situations.” (March & Olsen 1989: 22) Institutiomsthat sense are “social systems that
generate regulations of behavior and expectations They are then political in nature
when they serve for binding regulation of confletd the solving of collective issues and
if they imply certain norms of social actioff” (Nohlen 2010: 405) International

“Original text: ,Institutionen (I.) sind verhaltergjulierende und Erwartungssicherheit erzeugendialeoz
Regelsysteme. Politisch sind 1. dann, wenn sieveéebindlichen Konfliktregelung und Lésung kolleleiv
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institutions serve as presuppositions for or asedutcomes of internationabordination
andcooperation These are two frequently employed terms thattie “the processes to
order and adjust different goals, actions and &stst” (Feldbauer 2008: 19)

Within my thesis | use a definition that lies betmehese two poles of seeing institutions
as legal entities and a more encompassing pergpectiherewith, | argue that the
EuroMed cultural regime on the one hand is buitirup legal, material entity i.e. the ALF.
On the other hand, the regular political interatiovithin the EuroMed Partnership direct
to the definitions of both James G. March & Joha®Ren as well as Dieter Nohlen and

are also at the core of regime theory.

2.1.Regime Formation

There is a diversity of regime patterns and “regimeay vary with respect to the number
and type of actors involved as well as the type secmpe of issues covered or, in other
words, the problem structure.” (Levy et al. 199372 As a result, also the theoretical
approaches that classify regimes vary in scopecantplexity. Each of them “emphasizes
different explanatory variables, builds on differemeta-theoretical assumptions and states
different hypotheses concerning the questionsgifire formation and design.” (Feldbauer
2008: 20) Hence, working with regime theory asksafdimitation regarding its questions,

typologies and its stages of development. (LehmRGOBLL: 256)

My interest primarily focuses on the creation o thuro-Mediterranean cultural regime
and the development of the institutional set-uphef ALF. In order to analyze the genesis
of the Euro-Med cultural regime, | will fall backhdhe comprehensive analytic framework
and the classifications of regimes that are laitiio@a survey on regime theory by Levy et
al. in theEuropean Journal of International Relatioffsl will look more closely on some

of the main analytic categories that are commondgressed in the study of regime

formation and summarized by Levy et al. &ages of Regime Formation, Actors and

Probleme dienen und eigens dafiir geschaffene Eithaigs-und Verhaltensnormen sowie Vorkehrungen
zu deren Einhaltung beinhalten.” Translated byatiidor of the thesis.

“Levy, M.A,, Young, O.R. & Zirn,M. (1995). The Study International Regimes£uropean Journal of
International Relations, 12), 267-330.
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Actors’ Behavioy Processes of Regime Formatjdbriving Social Forces and Cross-
cutting Factors(Levy et al. 1995: 280-287)

2.1.1. Stages of Regime Formation

According to Levy et al., regime formation can loaced along three sequent phases:
Agenda Formationinstitutional Choiceand Operationalization(Levy et al. 1995: 282-
283)

* The phase oAgenda Formatiospans the discussion of an issue or the awareness
of a conflict at international conferences and fiosuand its placement on the
global political agendas. The reasons and the m®tior the treatment of a
specific issue can be quite diverse and may ddteording to the specific issue
areas. Basically, the agenda formation can be mpytiace by individual leader
states following their national priorities. Butaan also be the expression of the
common interests of non-state actors, activistepstemic communities or might
be the result of a crisis and a shock that triggjeesawareness of both state and

non-state actors.

» Institutional Choicemarks the phase from the articulation of a priorgyue to
concrete actions and agreements taken by the antaived in specific meetings

such as conferences, committees or establishedit®un

* Operationalizationthen includes the arrangement of the functional stnactural
settings to make the regime functioning. This inreslthe concrete formulation of
principles, norms, and rules. But this can alsooiwe the installment of an
institution in its material sense that is a fourmatan international agency or an
international organization responsible for the iempéntation of the procedures

and the administrative maintenance of the regime.

2.1.2. Actors and Actors’ Behavior

Diverse actors are involved in the formation precesregimes. Mostly these are state-

actors, but also different non-state actors areluad. Predominantly, in the beginning of

regime formation the influence of non-state suchpasgate sector agencies, NGOs, or

national but also transnational scientific commiesiimay not be underestimated. (Haufler
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2002: 95) This is especially the case in a timenwbemplex issue areas lead to a “[...]

transfer of wider areas of public policy from pl#t to external expertise” (Haas 1992: 8)

and when “representatives of non-state actors éeity serve as members of national

delegations.”(Levy et al. 1995: 280) Regimes arerdfore built upon a diversity of

“complex collective entities” with different motigeand elusive interests that ask for a

comprehensive analysis.

2.1.3. Processes of Regime Formation

Levy et al. subsume three different modes of redioneation. Regimes can either come

into existence by the process s#lf-generation, impositioor negotiation (Levy et al.
1995: 281-282)

Impositionstarts from the assumption that there is one singlseveral powerful
actors that impose(s) to others the principles,msorrules and procedures
involved in regime formation. This authoritariaarstipoint of the imposition by a
hegemonic state is attenuated by the idea thag ibfre one or more prominent
and influential actor/s that provide/s “institutadrarrangements looked upon as
public goods to privileged groups.” (Levy et al128

Negotiationrefers to a more or less equal bargaining proeessng the actors

involved in view of a common objective.

Self-generation or a spontaneous regimds then based on similar and
complementary interests and expectations among dtters involved. Its

formation is not necessarily the result of exteasiegotiation processes.

However, these three processes illustrate ideahtsins and in many cases of regime

formation one might find all three elements. (L&tal. 1955: 281)
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2.1.4. Driving Social Forces

Basically, the theoretical discussions and studesegime theory have generated three
major thoughts of independent variables in ordeexplain different stages of regime
formation, its maintenance and effects. All of theenter around the question of the

distribution ofpower, interest andknowledgeand their influence on regimes.

 Power based — Realistic Approaches

Realistic schools of thought regard the distributad power — these are mostly material
capabilities or the political influence of statetaas — as a relevant variable in
understanding the formation of regimes. (Haas 2A07Z) They argue “that content and
form [of a regime] are determined by the influenmfe possible asymmetrical power
positions.” (Felbauer 2008: 21)

* Interest based — Neoliberal Approaches

Neoliberalism looks closely at the (self-) intesesixpressed in the interactive decision-
making process at the base of regime formationol&ch with a neoliberal focus are
interested in the problem structures and interesstellations as determinants of success
or failure in efforts to solve collective problemBhey perceive “self-interest and the
possibilities of common gains as a main motivation cooperation among states.”
(Felbauer 2008: 21)

* Knowledge-based — Cognitivist Approaches

For cognitivists international regimes depend oe thstribution of knowledge in a
particular issue area. Especially in a time of gngwvcomplexities and uncertainties
“transnational groups of scientists and policy-ntakeecome carriers and transmitters of
ways of thinking about international problems aallisons.” (Levy et al. 1995: 284) With
regard to the likelihood of regime formation cogngts believe that “if the knowledge is

consensual with regard to the proposed solutionptiodability to building a regime is
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enhanced. If the knowledge about the Cause-Effegteddencies is not consensual the
probability of building a regime is rather loW”{Zangl 2006: 137)

The political scientist Peter M. Haas has providezbmprehensive theoretical framework
on the influence of these “networks of professienalith recognized expertise and
competence in a particular issue-area” which henddfas epistemic communities. (Haas
1992: 3) Though Haas also pleads for not totallymissing the other two variables
especially because “[...] the extent to which staavior reflects the preferences of these
networks remains strongly conditioned by the distiion of power internationally.” (Haas
1992: 7) Hencepne has to keep in mind that all three variableswgr, interest, and
knowledge interact in the production of internatibregimes.” (Hasenclever 1997: 211)
The formation of a regime cannot be explained lokilag at one aspect only and ignoring
other potential factors of influence. Rathkealso for analyzing the cultural regime in the
EuroMed Partnership processt is highly useful to combine these approachesaah of

them sheds light on different structural dynamics.

2.1.5. Cross-Cutting Factors

As cross-cutting factors Levy et al. detectedividual leadershipand context. Both
variables demand a thorough study of the stageggimes. Not only does it mean to
pinpoint the behavior of leading actors “at critiganctures” but it also asks for an
attentive overview of the societal and politicahtaxt throughout the process of formation.
(Levy et al. 1995: 285)

All of the five categories bear useful analytic cepts in order to understand and follow
the process of the creation of the EuroMed culttegime and in a further step its material
outcomes, i.e. the ALF. At the same time | think ttategories cannot be considered as
totally separated from each other, they rather laperTo be more precise, the driving
social forces might be similar as the actors inedhand their specific behavior or the
stages of formation might be usefully linked to tbeoss-cutting factors. So, when

analyzing the Euro-Mediterranean cultural regimelllmostly concentrate on the first two

“?Original text: ,Ist das Wissen iber die Ursachem vioestimmten Problemen und die Wirkungen
bestimmter Problemlésungsmdéglichkeiten konsenssalyird die Wahrscheinlichkeit, dass Bestrebung zur
Bildung eines internationalen Regimes Erfolg besdéin sein wird, grol3. Ist das Wissen Uber die Wigkt
Zusammenhange in einem Problemfeld der interndgonBolitik hingegen nicht konsensual, so wird dies
Wabhrscheinlichkeit als gering eingeschatzt.” Tratesl by the author of the thesis.
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variables:Stages of Regime FormatiandActors and Actors’ Behavia@nd recall some of

the other three categories if applicable.

2.2.Principles, Norms, Rules, Decision-Making Proceduasmd Programs

My study of the Euro-Mediterranean cultural regithat provides the framework for the
work of ALF also deploys the terms laid out by theost common definition of
international regimes by the American politicalestist Stephan D. Krasner, one of the

earliest leading scholars in regime theory. Herdefiregimes as:

a set of implicit or explicit principles, norms,les and decision-making
procedures around which actors’ expectations cgeveén a given area of
international relations. Principles are beliefsfaft, causation and rectitude.
Norms are standards of behavior defined in termsighits and obligations.

Rules are specific prescriptions or proscriptioos dction. Decision-making
procedures are prevailing practices for making snglementing collective

choice. (Krasner 1983: 157)

Likewise, Levy et al. define the different variablas “the principal regime components.”
(Levy et al. 1995: 275)

* In order toestablish a regime, the involved actors have teeagn specific basic
principles that legitimate and form the basis @itlenduring cooperation. Hence
principles can be defined as certain “goal orientations amdsal beliefs cast at

the level of general policy arenas [...]" (Levyakt1995: 273)

* Normsdirect to the general rights and obligations foe involved regime actors.
Furthermore, norms involve general expectationthefparticipating parties. For
Levy et al. norms remain frequently very vaguepofit is difficult to identify

them and to follow the compliance of the actoriued.

* In contrastrules according to Levy et al., are the most concreiesas they are
part of formal agreements and the working procexlofea regime. (Levy et al.
1995: 273)

» Decision-Making Procedureand Programsconcern the formal modes on how
binding decisions are taken as well as the respedontent of the individual

regime.
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The regime proponents shall be traced both thralggument analysis and through the
gualitative content analysis applied on the corellicterviews.

2.3.Regime Consequences and Effectiveness

Primarily my interest lies in looking at the ingtibnal set up of the ALF as an exemplary
cause of a regional cultural regime and whether care speak of cultural diplomacy at
arm’s length. However, | think to a certain exténtis also necessary to assess the

effectiveness and consequences of the respectivedbthe regime.

The effectiveness and consequences can be followedferent directions. First of all,
international regimes always emerge in respongeatbcular problem structures. Hence,
the effectiveness “has to do with the contributiorstitutions make to solve the problems
that motivate actors to create them.” (Levy et HI95: 291) Yet, there are several
challenges and presuppositions in this undertakliogbegin with, when looking at the
initial incitement for an international regime g important to distinguish [...] between
types of conflicts, such as conflicts about valwesich are the most difficult to solve, and
conflicts about absolutely assessed goods, whiehiedatively easy to solve.” (Levy et al.
1995: 284) Similarly, the more concrete problenes the easier it might be to detect the
effectiveness of regimes; so a concrete changeaibetregulations or environmental
protection might be easier to grasp compared toaage in perceptions and values which
is at the base of the EuroMed cultural regime. AbE was initiated as a response to the
increasing cultured conflicts and misperceptionghef people across the Mediterranean
basin. Whether these perceptions really changettionly quite difficult to assess but
might also be too precipitate as the ALF has onbrked in the field since five years.
Furthermore, the attempt to measure specific clanggerceptions is still an ongoing
process also within the ALF itself. This is illustied by theReport on Intercultural Trends
published by the ALF. Its first edition was pubkshin 2010 and until 2013 it should
provide a tool for measuring and comparing the gqgions and value systems across the
region. Therefore, my interest lays not necessanlthe actual effectiveness of the Euro-
Mediterranean cultural regime in terms of the reidmcof xenophobia, racism or even

international terrorism. Rather, | would like todi out, how the dynamics within the
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institutional set-up might affect the effectivenemsd consequences of the Euro-Med
cultural regime. | argue by looking not only at taetual decision-making and working
procedures but also its institutional embeddingn also draw conclusions regarding the
effectiveness of the EuroMed cultural regime. Thight also be linked to the idea judith-
dependengymeaning that the original (institutional) path takeery much influences the

present outcomes of the ALF.

Considering the order, | will start with my analysilongside the categories involved with
the formation of the regime. In the second placeill dwell on the principles, norms,

rules, decision-making procedures and programs fitiah the basis of the regime’s
maintenance. Beforehand, a more detailed survaheoinethodology, my research rests

upon, should round up my theoretical and methodcéddramework.
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3. Qualitative Social Research

3.1. Expert Interviews

Beside the pre-existing documents, expert intersidarm the basis of my research.
According to Behnke et al., research questionsimtgalith patterns of interaction very
well lend itself to qualitative research.” Furthem®, qualitative methods seem appropriate
when paying attention “to the appearance of certelvaracteristics, for example
interactions among different actors (individualsstates) in given conflict situations or
specific institutions [...]** (Behnke et al. 2006: 36) As this is also the igéeof regime
theory and of my study on the interactions withiia EuroMed cultural regime, the use of

a qualitative research method seemed adequate.

For the data collection | chose non-standardizgaegxinterviews that were based on a
rough guiding questionnaire. Its openly formulatpeestions and its modular structure

allowed the interviewees to answer in open direstiand the interviewer was able to

adopt to the specific interview situations quickiye. to rearrange the questions, to dismiss
guestions that had already been addressed or mseetts that had not necessarily been
thought of before. (Behnke et al. 2006: 234)

Following the scope of application of non-standzedi interviews, it seems relevant to

highlight that this kind of research is useful witlbe researcher is interested:

* in differentiated opinions, analyses and intergretes concerning a complex issue
 and / or wants to find out about a specific caseletail. (Behnke et al. 2006:
234f.)

Both aspects are relevant for my research. Firshg, ALF working on intercultural

dialogue as part of the EuroMed cultural regimeb@h embedded in a complex
institutional arrangement in the EuroMed region isualso dealing with complex issues
such as cultural misperceptions, xenophobia angioak intolerance. The opinions on the

institutional arrangements and the chances andaliimn of intercultural dialogue are of

*Original text: “...das Auftreten bestimmter Eigensitha, z.B. Verhaltensweisen bei Menschen in
Konfliktldsungssituationen...” Translated by the aurtbf the thesis.
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high interest in this thesis. Secondly, the analg$ithe EuroMed cultural regimewhich
has at its core the ALF should serve as a detailed study of a specifieidor cultural

policy model.

However, | am also aware of the disadvantages laadlifficulties related to qualitative

research; the timely and financial effort of contlug and evaluating the interviews; the
problem of representation due to only a small sangplinterrogated persons but also the
risk of the incomparableness of the interviews hseaof the different courses the
interviews might take. (Behnke et al. 2006: 235}, Yiee financial support of a scholarship
from the University of Vienna allowed travelingttoree different places. The possibility of
a research stay on site at the secretariat in Abirxa for more than four weeks not only
made it possible to interview more persons thareebtgul but also allowed to follow the

daily work of the foundation. The collected data 28 interviews therefore provide

sufficient information to make a valuable statem@mthe work and institutional set-up of
the ALF. And even though | spoke with three diffaréarget groups that were based on
open questionnaires, the interviews almost eveng tboiled down to the same topics and

categories, hence the comparableness is given.

As a non-standardized interview, | chose the expetérview that allowed for a
comprehensive insight in the topics discussed. Oasic condition was that all the
interviewees knew about the foundation. Each grexjperiences the work of the ALF
from different perspectives; either by working ditg in the foundation’s secretariat or in
one of the bodies of the ALF or as EU officials wdr@ aware of the policy processes at
work within the EMP / UfM. Thirdly, | talked to pgons who regularly follow the work of

the foundation and the overall cultural policy msses in the European Union.

3.2. Document Analysis

As already laid out in my introductory chapter, idesthe interviews | will intensively
work with written documents already on hand. Acaogdto Mayring, a qualitative
interpretation of documents is useful when working historical events and a
chronological overview. (Mayring 2002: 46) With e¥d to tracing the historical
establishment of the foundation, the document amalyill be conducted alongside two

thematic scopes:

38



e Culture in the European Union’s External Relations

A first survey includes the treatment of the exéémimension of cultural policies of the
European Union. Not only by looking at the officddcuments published by the European
Commission, by the European Parliament, the Eurog&zuncil and the Council of the

European Union but also by analyzing conferencersajmat are working on the topic.

* Genesis of the Euro-Mediterranean Cultural Regime

| will fall back on the conclusions of the Minisi@r Meetings of the Euro-Mediterranean
Partnership / Union for the Mediterranean thatedithe idea of establishing a foundation

for intercultural dialogue.

Selecting and analyzing the document will alwayscaeried out in reference to my
research questions. A critical assessment of tbaurees should then be at the basis for a
reliable interpretation. This includes an awarersdgbie type of the document at hand, its
origin and its external and internal charactersstihich can also be subsumed by form and

content, but also the proximity to the analyzedeobghould be given. (Mayring 2002: 48)

The analyzed documents give a first outline of¢heonology of the establishment of the
cultural regime and allow a first analysis of theFAalongside the categories discussed in
the previous chapters. However, the document aisady®uld be enhanced by an analysis
of the conducted expert interviews. They will bgexsally relevant for a survey of the
regime’s working procedures and effectiveness. Bdsc principles and propositions of
the Qualitative Content-Analysisill be summarized in the following sub-chapter.
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3.3. Qualitative Content Analysis

3.3.1. Basic Guidelines and Principles

Fitting the Material into a Model of Communication

First of all, the linguistic material collectedagvays incorporated in a complex process of
communication. That means it can be analyzed fergiiit ways. Interpreting the material
therefore asks for a clear conception on what ésearcher tries to extract out of the text.
When looking at the basic structure of a modelahmunication it becomes clear that it
always comprises: aource— acommunicatorand atextin a certainsituational context
with its recipientsand itstarget audience(Lagerberg as cited in Mayring 2008: 50) One
has to measure the relevance of each of these ecmn{sof communication. Regarding
my interviews | am mostly interested in thext and thecontentof the interviews. By
looking at the actual comments and opinions theriagated persons expressed about the
object of analysis — this is the ALF — | would like find out more about the institutional
arrangements and about the relevance of the ALFa aspecific European cultural

diplomacy model.

Systematic Analysis — Following Rules and Theak@uidelines

In a further step the selected part of the comnaiitioc must be analyzed according to
previously defined rules. This includes a cleasciised process of analysis and its
dissection into certain units and categories. Hewgiv is also relevant to keep in mind the
theoretical state of the art of the subject disedssvhich was also highly relevant when
formulating my research question. Within my studhe tdisclosed process of analysis
should be given by a detailed survey of culturdigyopractices of the European Union,

clear definitions of the terms employed and the ofea comprehensive theory of

International Relations. These propositions willkept in mind for all the decision taken

when analyzing the material and especially wheneliging the categories. (Mayring

2008: 52 -55)
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Developing a System of Categories

The categories will be developed in a deductivehatthat is according to a preliminary
theoretical framework and issue specific studfe¥he system of categories will be
discussed in more detail when the document analgstompleted. However, a typical
characteristic of qualitative social research sscitcular process — meaning the categories
can be adapted if necessary throughout the precesshould not be conclusively defined.
(Behnke et al. 2006: 33)

Reliability and Validity
Taking these methodological principles and guigeimto account secures the reliability
and the validity of the interpretation but alsoedis to the inter-subjective understanding

of the analysis.

3.3.2. Procedures of the Qualitative Content Analysis

Presenting and Defining the Material of Analysis

In order to increase the reliability and the validif the working process it is necessary to
present and define the material the researchenwitk with. In the case of this thesis the
material includes the 29 expert interviews thatexaynducted between November 2010 and
March 2011 at three different locations (Alexaniairo, Egypt; Vienna, Austria; Brussels,
Belgium) with the aforementioned three differemgéd groups of experts (European cultural
policy experts; persons directly involved with thestitutional set-up of the Foundation
including the members of the Board of Governors,Aldvisory Council, Head of Networks
and the network members; experts involved withEbheoMed Partnership and the Union for

the Mediterranean)

“Developing the categoriésductivelywould refer to a more open process, meaning theareher does not
work with a prior existing system of categories tuatuld extract them right out of the material whitien
would lead the researcher to formulate specific otlypses. (Mayring 2008: 75) One also speaks of
explorative research. (Behnke et al. 2006: 32)
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All of the interviewees were contacted by a firsta@l laying out my research interest and
inquiring about an interview appointment. The sgjoemt conducted interviews lasted
between 40 and 90 minutes and were then transfem@dvritten form by transcripts.

Once the research questions and the first systeratefjories have been developed the text
corpus of the transcripts can be more clearly @efiand also reduced. In the case of a
deductive method of interpretation Mayring suggestsdo this alongside atructured
analysis meaning the precast category system is appligtigdext; certain passages that
feature the respective categories are extracted spedtifically highlighted (either by
underlining or enumerating the text passages). (Mgy2008: 120) This was also the case
with my transcripts. Alongside regime theory | defi specific categories and sub-
categories and according to these categories xthedepus was reduced and put in order by

a structured content analysis.

Before turning to my actual analysis of the Euroeierranean cultural regime and
integrating the reduced interview material | wiNg an overview on the external policies of
the European Union. A further summary of the strrest of the external cultural initiatives
especially in the Mediterranean region should cagain highlight the specific institutional

arrangement of the ALF.
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4. Culture in the Foreign Policies of the Europeanddni

As mentioned in the introductory chapter “cultusesmever been at the core of European
integration.” (Bozoki : 1) It was and still is far®st built on economic and political
grounds. This is also due to the fact that botkifpr policy as well as cultural policy ever
since has been strongly linked to state sovereigdtyly in the 1970s competences in
foreign affairs increased and gradually internalocultural cooperation was integrated.
(Pollak 2006: 203; Schéafer 2006: 53) This showddllistrated by a short chronological

outline of the development of common external pedof the European community.

4.1. Advances of a Foreign Policy of the European Union

Initial attempts to coordinate the foreign policasthe Western European countries were
related to the military retrenchment of Germangm@World War 1l. Already in 1950 the
Pleven Planrendered by the French Prime Minister René Plesaggested a European
Defense Community (EDC) that should incorporate usiogean army and a European
ministry of defense. However, th@leven Plan was abandoned due to national
discrepancies and the disallowing of the Frenchddat Assembly in 1954 (Bindi 2010:
13f.) In the light of the difficulties with an EDte Treaty of Rome in 1957 dealt foremost
with the economic aspect of international cooperaand commercial exchange but did
not mention any deeper measures of a corresporidineggn policy. (Bindi 2010: 15)
Nevertheless, the following years were charactdriziey several advances to
institutionalize a common foreign policy. Already 1958 French President Charles de
Gaulle suggested regular meetings between thegfomeinisters of the former European
Economic Community (EEC). This resulted in the isgttup of the Foreign Affairs
Council and led to the first meeting of the heafistates and government in 1961 which
later on in 1974 became the European Council. (B20d0: 16) Further initiatives failed
and only in 1970 th®avignon-Reporivith the idea of a European Political Cooperation
(EPC) provided substantial progress in proposirgp & common foreign policy. The
Davignon-Report put forward “regular meetings amahg EEC foreign ministers,
eventual meetings of the head of state and goverhmegular consultations on matters of
foreign policy among member states [...].” (Bindi B0119) In 1987, the EPC was

integrated in the legal framework of the Europeam@unity alongside the first major
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reform of the European treatfswith the Single European AdSteinbichler 2009: 16)
The Maastricht Treaty in 1992 then brought the nfastreaching consolidation of the
foreign policy of EU which then was institutionad as the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) in the second pillar of Eneopean Union.

In the 1980s and the 1990s the actions for a comior@ign policy laid out in the official
treaties were enhanced by a diverse arrangemergpofts and association agreements
which extended the scope of action both geografiiaa well as contentwise. Alongside
this institutional consolidation of the EU’s foraigpolicy the activities on cultural
cooperation gained form. One of the earliest ihites of a proposed external cultural
dialogue of the EU can be found in the late 1980&khé Lomé IV Convention. Article 139
of the multilateral agreement among the 12 memtses of the European Community

and 69 countries from the African, Caribbean andflfa ACP) region proposes:

Co-operation should aim at promoting, in the indeseof dialogue, exchange
and mutual enrichment and, on the basis of equalibetter understanding and
greater solidarity between ACP governments and lpsam the one hand, and
between ACP and community governments and peopieth® other hand.
(Lomé Convention 1995: 77)

Other measures that go in that direction can bedon the articles 140 - 149 and include:
“the promotion of cultural identities and inter-ttull dialogue, safeguarding the cultural
heritage, the production and distribution of cutugoods, cultural events, and lastly,
information and communications.” (McMahon 2004: B3ince then the Community
launched a series of bilateral and multilaterabeisgion agreements that include a similar
cultural stipulation. The multilateral agreementgamized by geographical regions and
units (such as the Asian and the Mediterraneanong¢gwere mostly regulated by
intergovernmental negotiation processes among #mbar states involved. But also the
community support was given by a diversity of inmedd DGs of the European
Commission and the Council of the European Uninrl992, the Council also published a
Conclusion of the Future of European Cultural Cogpien which shows the increasing
awareness for the inclusion of cultural agendassirexternal policies. (McMahon 2004:
333) Though next to the political and economicakratps the cultural diplomacy

initiatives were only isolated cases and not base@ coherent framework, and also not

*These were the European Coal and Steel Commun@B(H, the European Atomic Energy Community
(Euratom), and the European Economic Community (EEC
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defined as such in the broader EU discourse. Aisthe late 1990s they were thrust aside
by an increasing focus on security and military teratin the EU’s foreign policy. The
Treaty of Amsterdam in 1997 not only introduced plosition of a High Representative for
the CFSP, which contributed significantly to thesibility of the CFSP, but also put
forward the merging of the Western European UfforAfter these institutional
arrangements and also as a response to the “kegtshof a globalized world today:
terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass desiong regional conflict; failed states; and
organized crime” (Bindi 2010: 37) tholitical and Security Committegas established in
2001, a comprehensieuropean Security Strategyas adopted in 2003, and in 2004 the
European Defense Agenamas established. (Pollak 2006: 204f.)

During the following years EU foreign policy wasryenuch shaped by the new cultural
conceptualizations that were discussed in the doitory chapter. Not only cultural

advocacy discussions led by non-public actors lmat the EU institutions emphasized the
EU’s standing as a soft and civilian power in waafthirs and thus lay the foundation for

what the political scientist Jozef Batora termshas

transition from a triple to EU’s quadruple foreigmlicy meaning that the
CFSP passed through a process of deepening [tstitlbuilding and
consolidation], widening [new geographical and tiotal arrangements of the
addressed regions and countries and the issuewsogkisig on] and hardening
[acquiring new security and military capabilitieahd now a softening of
foreign policy. (Batora 2011: 82f.)

How this transition of the EU’s foreign policy idsa expressed in the Mediterranean
policies should be illustrated by a short overvieiwcommon EU foreign policies and its

cultural dimension in the Mediterranean region.

“*The military alliance was already established i54.®ut until then was placed outside the framewadrk
the European Community. For more information $dg://www.weu.int/(22.09.2011)
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4.2, Cultural Cooperation in Euro-Mediterranean Policies

4.2.1. Global Mediterranean Policy — Euro-Arab DialogueNew Mediterranean

Policy

The southern Mediterranean countries such as thnara African countries and the
countries in the Middle East have always been ofioffty interest for European
countries.” (Bindi 2010: 32) Also Andreu Claret,r@nt director of the ALF, remarks:
“For many reasons, which are historical, politica;onomical and cultural, it [the
Mediterranean region] plays a central role in te#isg of the global agenda.” (Claret
2010: 2)

Especially countries such as France and Spaintathesir historical and colonial ties and
their geographical closeness, have always heldecladations with the southern
Mediterranean countries. These countries wereitBednes that negotiated sub-regional
trade cooperation agreements with North Africanntoes in the Maghreb region. Hence,
one could not speak of a coherent community adtidghe Mediterranean region but rather
of a patch-work of several association agreemehthe individual member states with
countries in the region. (Steinbichler 2009: 26)ydater this cooperation was enhanced
by bilateral agreements of the European Communiiyn \8everal other eastern and
southern Mediterranean countries. (Schéafer 2005 T88 diverse association agreements
were then harmonized by the Global MediterranealicyP¢éaunched as a common EU
policy in Paris in 1972. On the agenda was the comimterest to establish “a free-trade
area for industrial goods, an easing of custonriotisins for some agrarian products and a
closer cooperation in financial, technical, andiaoaffairs.” (Steinbichler 2009: 24) It was
therefore mostly based on economic and financiapemation; broader or even concrete

political or cultural issues were not discussedhéer 2006: 91)

Between 1973 and 1990 thieuro-Arab Dialogue (EAD)formed a comprehensive
multilateral dialogue between the countries of fkrab League and at that time nine
member countries of the EU. The dialogue markeifalsoth on a structural as well as on
a content level. First of all, the EAD stands fonew measure in collective diplomacy
between two groups of states. Secondly, it includetlonly high-level meetings of the

head of states and government and national civilasgs but also regular meetings of
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scientists, intellectuals discussing a multiplicity topics. Hence, representatives of
cultural organizations such as UNESCO, and ALESQ®alf League Educational,

Scientific, and Cultural Organization) and otheltunal actors triggered a first debate on
culture in the Euro-Mediterranean region. (Sch&f@06: 94) Though, the difficulties in

tackling the primary objectives (working on an gueble solution for the Palestinian-
Israeli conflict for all sides involved and to prde a forum of equal partners in order to
overcome the oll crisis) for establishing the EADafly also led to its demise. (Emara
2010: 197; Schafer 2006: 94) But the idea of a ihatdtal dialogue marked the

characteristic of subsequent programs in the red®chafer 2006: 95)

In the late 1980s several transformations, thatii@sted themselves inside but also
outside the EU, led to “the necessity to redefimditipal spaces, both at global and
regional levels.” (Comelli 2010: 387) To begin withese were predominantly the end of
the Cold War and new global constellations and lehgks related to the process of
globalization but also the emerging Islamic fundataksm in some Arab countries. The
intra-European changes relate to the south expansidhe 1980s and the increasing
institutionalization of a common foreign policy withe European Single Act in 1986.
(Steinbichler 2009: 16) Hitherto the foreign poliolthe EC/EU had primarily involved
economic considerations, now with these developsndrdy were informed by increased
social discrepancies and security concerns thaltegsin diverse sub-regional initiatives
such as theMediterranean Forumthe Conference on Security and Cooperation in the

Mediterranean and thes+5-dialogue.

Even though the Mediterranean Forum was rathernméd by national positions which
can be traced back to the establishment as acleatibnal initiative of Egypt, France, and
Italy it provided a platform “for governments araurthe Mediterranean basin to
brainstorm on the prospect of the Euromed coomeratiEmara 2010: 197) The pan-
Mediterranean Conference on Security and Cooperatithe Mediterranean was modeled
after the European equivalent of the intergovernaie@onference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe and was launched by Spainltahdin 1989. The three baskets
similarly included: “regional stability, economicoaperation and dialogue among
civilizations and human rights.” (Steinbichler 20(B) Slowly the cultural dimension
found its way into Mediterranean policies. Nevelgls, the initiative constantly faced

difficulties not only within the heterogeneity dfe multiplicity of participating countries
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but also due the internal European conflicts invgvthe “competitive positions among
France, Italy and Spain concerning a Mediterrareaicy.” (Steinbichler 2006: 29) The

same happened to the French initiative of $h&-dialogue?’ Even though its structure
was more informal and easier to coordinate dudst@maller geographic scope it failed
due to the unclear position regarding the politiedhtion with Libya, the discrepancies
regarding security issues and due to a lack oftipaliwill regarding the interregional

cooperation and common procedures of the counimedved. (Comelli 2010: 394)

Only with the Renewed Mediterranean Policy 1990 a more coherent European wide
framework was established. Besides of being anattiempt of a collective diplomacy in
the region its structural innovation was the adwoptf decentralized cooperation projects

that had already been part of the ACP Lomé Conoesti

Excursus: Decentralized Cooperation

Decentralized cooperation built upon the idea tt@aperation cannot only take place
among governmental representatives but its sugsesso very much determined by the
civil society and how they perceive the politicedrheworks set up in the Mediterranean
region. The decentralized MED-programs intended diocumvent governmental

interference and its bureaucratic inefficiencieoider to maintain closer relations to the
needs of the civil society in the region. Therefdhree structures of the grant scheme of
decentralized cooperation also allowed autonomoea land regional institutions to apply
for funding provided by the European Community ides to launch and finance their own
initiatives including a wide range of topics (eduma, environment, youth, and media).
(Schafer 2006: 97) Participating in the projectuieed a2+2 mode which means a project

proposal had to involve at least two partners fitbin South and two from the European
countries that would be working collaboratively aproject. Beside this precondition the
several funds were directed at diverse target grolggal and regional authorities, small
and medium sized businesses, NGOs, and educaiiwstdaltions. The MED-Programs

therefore also included perspectives that coulcadly be subsumed as a Euro-
Mediterranean cultural diplomacy, this is for exdendED Campugexchange programs

for universities and other higher education insiius), MED Urbs (twinning of cities and

“The participating countries were Portugal, SpairanEe, ltaly, Malta, and the Maghreb countries
Mauretania, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya.
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municipalities), andMED Media(training and exchange opportunities for profesais in
the media sector) (Schafer 2006: 98)

The European Commission conceptualized the progeardsn the beginning was also in
charge of the administration of the projects scheara their monitoring. Later, they were
supported by @&8ureau of Technical Assistanemd anAgency for Trans-Mediterranean

Networks But the funding of the numerous small-scale mtsjevas difficult to monitor. In

1995, a report by the European audit court anchbyBuropean Parliament that criticized
the opacity of the granting scheme led to the abaingd of the decentralized cooperation
scheme for a couple of years. (Schafer 2006: 1@&)-Dkespite these difficulties, the
multilateral scheme was incorporated in a revisedsion later on in the successive
Barcelona process and its cultural programs. Eafpecas decentralized cooperation
involved a diversity of stakeholders and enableel development of numerous issue-

specific capacity networks.

4.2.2. Barcelona Process — Euro-Mediterranean Partnership

The most far-reaching and ambitious attempt todaurooperation in the Mediterranean
basin came from the EU in 1995. (Comelli 2010: 38&holars detect three main reasons
for the new interest of the EU toward the South:bEgin with, a renewed engagement in
the South should rebalance the preferential econdraatment of the East after 1989.
Furthermore, the fear was prevalent that the irstngaeconomic and social instability of
North Africa would fuel Islamist ideas and causeaor exodus of economic migrants and
political refugees to Europe. Thirdly, it followdbe general global development toward
regionalization. (Derisbourg 1997: 9) Therefore, tbe ministerial conference that took
place from the 27 to the 28 of November 1995 the foreign ministers of the ferm5
member states of the EU and of twelve southern tdadnean countries, together with the
Vice-President of the European Commission at theoHediterranean Conference in
Barcelona adopted the Barcelona-Declaration. Thecdbana Process then became a
political framework with a more encompassing amjlterm perspective than in the case
of traditional sub-regional Mediterranean policyheTprocess was built upon the three
baskets of the Conference on Security and CooperatiEurope and aimed at:
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* improving the political and security dialogue tdheve a common area of peace
and stability based on respect for human rightsdamdocracy.

» establishing an economic and financial partnersimigh the gradual establishment
of a free-trade area to create a zone of sharexperity and to support economic
transition in the partner states.

* enhancing a social, cultural and human partnershipncourage understanding
between peoples and cultures and exchanges betivdesocieties. (Steinbichler
2009: 30ff.f?

Moreover, the trans-sectoral character of the tlwaskets led to a more comprehensive
perspective. Alongside the three thematic scopesBhrcelona Process comprised a
bilateral and a multilateral dimension of actiofi$e bilateral cooperation concerns
activities between the EMP and an individual copntm the base of association
agreements. The regionalist agenda directed to @mnprojects of multiple actors of the
EMP. (Schafer 2006: 117-118) Though in comparisorthe bilateral approach the
funding of multilateral programs was rather scaand made up only 10% of the overall
MEDA budgef®, the former funding envelope for the Mediterraneagion. (Schéfer
2006: 150)

The two complementary dimensions should generateide framework for political,
economic and social exchange between EU membersstatd partner countries in the
Mediterranean and highlight the idea of a Euro-Nerdanean Partnership reiterated in the
declaration of the Barcelona Process as in othguwieg conclusions. A partnership in the
Euro-Mediterranean region that “presupposes altestaare considered as sovereign
contractual parties and, in addition, each coualigins the right of veto independently of
the political weight.” (Steinbichler 2009: 37) Howves, the political scientist George Joffe
remarks, the Barcelona process still reflected ttagemony that Europe has established
over this region” (Joffe 1997:13) And also in viedvthe high principles of the Barcelona
Declaration one has to allude that they resemidéder a charter than a legally binding

document; up to now the agreements on the threketsasre based upon common

“®http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2005/julgid@ 124236.pdf(11.06.2011)

**The first financial instrument for the externalipis in the Mediterranean was MEDA. After the lelirof

the European Neighborhood Policy in 2004 MEDA wedaced by the European Neighborhood Partnership
Instrument in 2007.
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memorandum. Nevertheless, observers state thasitdhbe seen as an achievement that
the EMP assembled all parties involved with the diedEast conflict. (Schafer 2006: 150)

As a result, there remained very ambiguous feeliogsthe success of the pursued
objectives of the three baskets of the Barcelonagqss. Especially since the establishment
of the successor of Barcelona Process, the Uniorthi® Mediterranean in 2008, the

success has been put very much in question.

With regard to my thesis, | would like to take asdr look on the structures of the

EuroMed cultural programs in the third basket @& Barcelona Process.

As shortly touched upon with the mentioning of thero-Arab dialogue and the New
Mediterranean Policy there had been debates ourallssues and financial envelopes for
cultural initiatives even before the Barcelona Bssc But not until the official introduction
of a social, cultural and human perspective intthied basket of Barcelona a coherent
cultural program got on track. But still — everodlgh the first ministerial meeting that
took place after théarcelona Declarationwas actually a meeting of the ministers of
Culture of the EuroMed Partnership (together witle tEuropean Commissioner for
Culture) — the third basket did receive only sceobsideration in comparison to the
political and economic cooperation projects. (Seha2006: 248) Nonetheless, the
Barcelona Declarationopened up a diverse field of prospective actiod anltural
engagement and therewith brings the wide notiooutifire to minc® The first initiative,
the EuroMed Cultural Heritage Prograjthat was introduced in the Barcelona follow-up
conference of the ministers of culture from theh2@t the 23th of April 1996 in Bologna
initially focused on preservation projects and cayatrainings among actors working in
the cultural sector. Two years later, the seconétimg of Euro-Mediterranean Culture
Ministers was held in Rhodes (September 25-26) ButbMed Audiovisualfor joint

programs in the audiovisual and cinema sector a@sched. (Roca | Cortes 2009: 137)

Since then a diversity of projects in the third Kkeiswere developed within the regional
program schemes and all of them aimed “at the dpweént of human resources, the

transfer of know-how, training in culture-relatedlls, the establishment of joint systems

**The Barcelona Declaration included topics suchdagation, media, youth, and gender equality. Sse al
Barcelona Declaration Point INittp://eeas.europa.eu/EuroMed/docs/bd_en28lf11.2011)
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of information and communication, the use of neeht®logies, and the promotion of

sustainable economic development [...]"” (Roca | Gog@e09: 134}

So far all of the programs were conceptualized H®y European Commission, or more
precisely DG RELEX, sometimes also in cooperatiathwhe DG for Education and
Culture (DG EAC). DG EAC actually is the main actor formulating cultural agendas on
a domestic European level. Yet, DG EAC has no timmlvement with the budgetary
envelopes for the external cultural programs, thoitgregularly provides a thematic
framework for the cultural initiatives in third $&s and advises DG RELEX Hence, the
EU Cultural Agenda in a Globalizing Worlgrepared by DG EAC was also an important
stimulus for the DG RELEX and its further initia#s in the Mediterranean region. Also, in
2008 DG EAC launched théear of Intercultural Dialoguewhich was then also adopted
as theeuroMed Year of Intercultural Dialogua the same year.

With reference to the first cultural programs o t8MP it was DG RELEX that prepared
the guidelines and the framework for the culturabgpams. But as the European
Commission has only the right to initiative andetcecute EU policies and does not hold
any legislative power, it has to work closely tdgatwith the Council of the European
Union. The Council constituted by national ministand representatives according to their
respective agendas together with the EuropearaRwtit is the legislative body of the EU.
Though with regard to the CFSP, the Council stilds the exclusive legislative power
and thus concludes on international agreements pattner countries and institutions.
Therefore, in view of the cultural programs of tieroMed Partnership, the conceptual
and financial framework laid out by the Europeanm@ussion had to be prepared and
approved by the responsible EuroMed Committee. BHwwoMed Committee was
constituted by one representative of each of théofrer partner countrié$of the Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership and of the countrieshef EU that held the present and
subsequent EU-presidency, a representative of thhepgan Commission and the High
Representative of the CFSP. Other EU member casntinat were not part of the current

*IFor a full listing of the EuroMed Programs in thérd basket of the Barcelona process see: Rocate§o
I. (2009). From the Barcelona Process to the Union for the Kéethnean. Cultural Cooperation in the
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership from 1995 to 20@8diterranean Yearbook Dossier. Or Schéafer, I0@0
Vom Kulturkonflikt zum Kulturdialog. Die kulturell®imension der Euro-Mediterranen Partnerschaft
Baden: Nomos.
*2There is an also an interinstitutional unit in & EAC that is working on international cooperatimd
programs and serves as an intermediator among@seifyolved with cultural cooperation in third stsit
>3 In 1995 these were Algeria, Cyprus, Egypt, Israkrdan, Lebanon, Malta, Morocco, Palestinian
Authority, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey.
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EU-troika held an observatory status. The EuroMethfittee met regularly (about every
two months) to discuss diverse agendas relatedEM® process and monitored the
implementation of its programs. Beyond that thegpared the working plan for the
biennial ministerial conferences. (Schafer 2008)1h 2008, with the founding of the
UfM in 2008 the EuroMed Committee became the Se@iticials Meeting.

In a further step DG RELEX and DG Aid and Coopemat{now DG DEVC®’) in the
European Commission with the support of the delegatand technical assistance offices
on site then were working on the actual managemantthe projects and the
communication with participating cultural actorsSchafer 2006: 140) Thus, all the
program administrations within the framework of tE&MP followed roughly the
decentralized cooperation measures also adoptédeiRenewed Mediterranean Policy
and were financed and run by community funds astitutions which contributed to an
asymmetrical relationship between the EU and itglsrn Mediterranean partners. Also,
as the political scientist Isabel Schéfer pointsinuher comprehensive study on the first
EuroMed programs, the actual decisions on the Eerbfihancial agendas were taken
even before the official meetings of the EuroMedn@attee by theMed Committeén the
Council constituted only by EU representatives.hé@er 2006: 146) As a result, the lack
of co-determination regarding the programs shoves there has ever since been some
imbalance concerning the principle of a real pastinig in the region. Also the fact that the
chair of the EuroMed Committee was always heldhgydountry of the present Presidency
of the Council contributed to the general perceptibat the southern Mediterranean
countries were rather “policy takers than policykera with no ownership of the process
involved.” (Comelli 2010: 394) Hence, also the atdd programs so far were perceived as
“one-way-cooperation” (Schafer 2006: 247) meanhag &t European perspective on ethics
and values was transferred to the Mediterraneaoneand a more reciprocal character on
the basis of an open concept of cultural diplomaag rather dismissed. Therefore in view
of the idea of the partnership both on a governaldnit also on a civil society level and
the emerging discussion on a foundation for intiwcal dialogue, stakeholders agreed that
such a shared foundation can only work “on the tardof a new intergovernmental
instrument.” (Nicolaidis 2003: 92-93) The new instent then became the ALF which

was planned as an institution that should incorjeoti@e idea of a comprehensive partner-

*With the institutional rearrangements of the Lisbbreaty DG Europe Aid was merged with the DG
Development and Cooperation (DG DEVCO) which ispogsible for the monitoring of the funding
envelopes of the EU in third states. (Interview? #2
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and co-ownership already in its institutional spt-Before turning to the actual analysis of
this new model of cultural cooperation | want té&eea look at the latest institutional
developments in Euro-Mediterranean politics.

4.2.3. Union for the Mediterranean

At the Paris Summit for the Mediterraneam July 2008 French President Nicolas Sarkozy
put forward the idea to relaunch the Barcelona &®sas the Union for the Mediterranean.
The regional context then rose to 43 member statdsonce again emphasized the idea of
a Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and changed thectwtal arrangements of the
Barcelona process. To begin with, the Senior GificiMeeting (SOM) replaced the
EuroMed Committee and now assembled representatival of the 43 member states.
Moreover, it introduced a biannual rotating co-piescy of one EU and one Non-EU
representative and formalized the participatioa aépresentative of the Arab League (AL)
during the meetings. Also in spring 2010, a sea@dtan charge for the intergovernmental
cooperation was installed in BarceloRdnitially, the UfM was directed to the economic,
security and ecological challenges of the Meditezean and rather omitted the social and
human objectives of the Barcelona Process. Yeth@apresent Executive Director of the
ALF, remarks:

The permanence of the political problems of thaaregvith their stubborn

cultural dimension, recalled the importance of tkidrd basket’” of the

Barcelona process for the achievement of any kingotitical or economic

dialogue in the region. The Paris Declaration tfeeee underlined the
importance of promoting intercultural dialogue astdessed the role of the
ALF that was created for this purpose. (Claret 2@&)0

Since then, the Anna Lindh Euro-Mediterranean Fatiod for Dialogue between
Cultures covers the cultural dimension of the UfM.

http://www.EuroMedalex.org/about/our-mandate/urionthe-mediterranea(l1.06.2011)
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5. Genesis of a Euro-Mediterranean Cultural Regime

The idea of establishing a foundation that aimertable dialogue and exchange not only
among people working in the cultural sector bubsasrall levels of civil society had been
discussed since 1995. This was especially the aasde first two meetings of the
Ministers of Culture, shortly after the Barcelonanference in Bologna in 1996 and in
Rhodes two years later. (Nicolaidis 2003: 91) Hosveit took another three years that that
the topic was brought more prominently on the agemdthe light of the new global
context after 9/11.

The meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs April 2002 in Valencia was strongly
dominated by the events surrounding the terrorckstahat had taken place a couple of
months earlier and picked up again on the restiltekeotwo precedent conferences of the
Ministers of Culture. My analysis of the genesistlod ALF at the heart of the cultural
regime in the Euro-Mediterranean region therefamgolves the conclusions of the
EuroMed ministerial and mid-term conferences siNedencia in 2002. Since then, the
idea of a cultural foundation shared by all mengiates of the EMP gained concrete form.
But also further interim meetings of the EuroMeh@uittee are relevant for following the
genesis of the cultural regime and to identify #wtors involved. | begin my study by
tracing the stages of regime formation and in &heirstep | integrate other explaining

variables in the analysis of the formation of thedMed cultural regime.

5.1. Stages of Regime Formation

5.1.1. Agenda Formation

The circumstances around 9/11 made it evidentahdialogue of cultures had to be put
forward more ambitiously. This moment of an incegshawareness is also summarized by
a DG RELEX officer:

And then suddenly [we realized] this is not enougle, would really need a
structure that would be the central point of aaljale among cultures [...] We are
in a situation where everything that is said iseipteted as Islamophobia,
interpreted as racism — not only as a third courglgtion, it has become quite an
internal affair as well. Probably in the circumstes after 9/11, after the
Caricatures, and after the Pope’s declarations ohavhmed a strong and visual
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sign was needed. That was probably one of the nsasby they did create an
institution. (Interview #6)

The call for a visual sign also made it clear tihat present structural arrangements had to
be reconsidered in order to make the cultural dsimemnof the EMP more present.

Another interpretation of the mounting endorsenadrd cultural dialogue is provided by a
former member of the EuroMed Committee who setsribavations that eventually led to
the establishment of the ALF not only in the coht@x9/11 but also in the context of the
second Intifada in 2000:

With scores of deaths and injuries, the Barcelam&dss was in dire straits, so
people interested in keeping it alive were looking a field of action that
might be less affected by political and economioflect and might even help
bridge some gaps. (Interview #4)

Both circumstances once again recall the initisduagption that a regime frequently
emerges as a response to a state of uncertaintyingedurity. (Haas 1997: 14) The
intricate Middle East conflict, the terror attacks9/11 and fervid controversies around the
Mohammed cartoons in the Danish newspapgiands-Postenn September 2005, the
remarks by Pope Benedict XVI on Islam, given ireetdre one year later, manifested the
cultural and religious misperceptions that accaydio the French-Lebanese sociologist
Amin Maalouf contributed to the global insecuritydathe dissolving of a stable world
order that we are facing up to the present™a|l these upheavals not only triggered the
phase of agenda formation of the EuroMed cultiegime but have also accompanied and

legitimized the structures of the ALF ever sinsegstablishment.

Vth Euro-Mediterranean Conference of Foreign Mieist(Valencia- April 2002)

Already in the first paragraph in the Presidency&asions of the Ministerial meeting in
Valencia from the 22to the 2% of April, 2002 it is stated that the meeting:

took place against the background of the highestideof tension in the region
in recent times. Under these difficult circumstasdbe Ministers stressed the
need for an increased dialogue and the relevanceéhefprinciples and

**See also Maalouf, A. (2010pie Auflésung der Weltordnungefrankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp.
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objectives agreed in the Barcelona Declaration BB51 to make the
Mediterranean a region of peace and stability, lbgweent and common
prosperity, cooperation and understanding betwestaures and civilisations.
(Presidency Conclusions Valencia 2002: 1)

It was agreed that the instrument for the “intellat, cultural and civil society exchanges”
should become the EuroMed cultural foundation. gilency Conclusions Valencia 2002:
3) Furthermore, it was proposed that the foundastwould strive for an authentic
partnership, meaning that all partner countriesatinlevels across the region should
participate on an equal footing in the foundatiomsrk. This already points to a
significant difference to other EuroMed culturabgrams which do not build upon this
clear principle of co-ownership in their institutal set-up. The conference in Valencia
included a first action plan; however further stepacerning the content of this dialogue,
the structure, the functioning as well as the fomag of such a foundation were delegated
to future meetings of the EuroMed Committee. (Riescy Conclusions Valencia 2002:
14) The frequent meetings which were discussingotbepect cultural cooperation across

the region mark the beginning of the institutioration of a EuroMed cultural regime.

5.1.2. Institutional Choice

The institutional choice can be traced back tofthlew-up work of theValencia Action
Plan at several meetings of the EuroMed Commifteend the following ministerial
meetings that discussed the prospective structutbeoEuro-Mediterranean Foundation,
whether it should be “based on a federal patteith & strong central institution at the
heart of a network of cultural centres, or [...] aaindooser, almost confederal entity.”
(Gillespie 2004: 233)

EuroMed Mid-Term Euro-Mediterranean Conference (EreMay 2003)

At the Mid-Term Euro-Mediterranean Conference iret€rin 2003 (May 26 - 27) the

planned Eastern enlargement and tiesv framework of the European Neighborhood

*’Several meetings of the Euro-Mediterranean Comeitteeeting prepared the launch of the Euro-
Mediterranean Foundation. These are a meeting ipe@ltagen on November 202002; Euro-
Mediterranean Committee meeting in Brussels on wzelrd", 2003; meeting in Brussels on March"27
2003; Meeting in Athens on May"62003; Meeting in Brussels on July™ 2003; Meeting in Brussels
September on 2% 2003; Meeting in Rome on October22003; Meeting in Brussels: January'22004.
See Chronologies of the Mediterranean Yearbooks m fro 2003 to 2005:
http://www.iemed.org/anuari/2010/apresentacio.(#th07.2011)
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Policy (ENP) were discussed. The multilateral coappen among the Euro-Mediterranean
Partners should be enhanced by the ENP as an secrddlateral cooperation between the
European Union and its neighboring countries bathEast and the South.(Crete

Presidency Conclusions Crete 2003: 12)

In further paragraphs the ministers acknowledge ithgortance of the Mediterranean
region throughout history which recalls the invamatof a Euro-Mediterranean identity
addressed in other more constructivist orientedistu Also, they emphasize the strong
link between the dialogue between cultures andizations and peace-building. In the
annex, 23 points stress the foundation’s futurdsgadjectives and activities. In addition,
they suggest resuming the concept of decentralcoegperation (see Excursus chapter
4.2.1) in order “to mobilize regional and local laartities, as well as other relevant national
institutions.” (Presidency Conclusion Crete 2008} Eurthermore, they agree to take into

account the input of High Level Advisory Group.

The group of experts (alsBroupe des Saggsvas proposed by Romano Prodi — then
President of the Commission — and his political isaty department, th&ureau of
European Policy Advisersn the same year. (Schéafer 2006: 135) It was ceeghof 18
experts (scholars, scientists, activists) who wkyag research on/in the region and who
were assigned to prepare a comprehensive repdiegorerequisites for the foundation. In
several meetings, between spring 2003 and fall 20@& experts were discussing the
framework in which the dialogue of cultures shot#ke place and provided deeper
reflection for the structure and the work of theridation and other cultural initiatives in

the Euro-Mediterranean region.

Vith EuroMed Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Af&a{iNaples- December 2003)

The conclusions of Crete remained rather vaguebartion theoretical reflections on the
principles of intercultural dialogue that had attgedbeen put forward in earlier working
documents and conclusions. The actual institutipagbn of the Foundation began with

the Naples ministerial conference from tHé @ the & of December in the same year

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/tfmessData/en/er/75950.p@6.04.2011)
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where the findings of the High Level Advisory Growere presented and more structural

details were arranged:

Its organization at least in the initial stage astwork of networks with a light
administrative structure should allow a regularlaijae, notably between
cultural circles outside official diplomatic and ltwal forums. Partners
confirmed their support for the launching of theuRdation in ensuring on a
voluntary basis that it is granted financial resesr consistent with the
objective of its successful start-up. (Presidenopcusions Naples 2003: 13)

5.1.3. Operationalization

EuroMed Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs (@i — May 2004)

In the first half of 2004, the EuroMed Committesalissed formal requirements for the
creation of the foundation, including its locatitmudget and statutes. At the conference of
foreign ministers from the"5to the &' of May 2004 it was decided that the foundation
should be known ashe Anna Lindh Euro-Mediterranean Foundation fog tialogue of
Culturesin memoriam of the Swedish Socialist politician Anhindh who had been
assassinated in September 2003 and ever sincalfiadaded for a cultural dialogue in the
region. Beyond that, it was agreed that the ALFusthdhave its headquarters in the
Bibliotheca Alexandrina in tandem with the Swedishktitute in Alexandria. Within the
following six months the EuroMed Committee workedtbe statues of the foundation and
appointed the German Traugott Schéfthaler as thE'\first Director. The financing of
the foundation was still based on the voluntarytigal commitment of the member states
backed by the principle of partnership. On th& bt November 2004 the statutes were
approved and the first meeting of the 35 repres@pstaof the national networks of the
ALF took place. At the Ministerial conference inélhague from the 29to the 38" of
November 2004 the working program of the Foundatas agreed on and the EuroMed
Committee adopted further formal and technical etspaJltimately, on the 2Dof April
2005 the official inauguration of the foundationsnzlebrated with théarah el Bahr
Festivalin Alexandria. During that time the institutioradtion also in its legal sense took
place. The ALF was set up as an international fatiod under the private law of Egypt

which then also set the condition to receive fuiiiediterranean Yearbook 2005: 310) In
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the first half of the year 2006, the first prograstarted and in April the EuroMed
Committee met the first time as the Board of Goweesn(BoG) of the ALF. This then
marked the end of the operationalization stagb®Buro-Mediterranean cultural regime.

5.2. Actors and Actors’ Behavior

As already shortly touched upon before, the Eunap€ammission does not hold any
legislative power in the context of the Europeanddnsimilarly within the EMP and its
function in the EuroMed Committee it holds only @bservatory status with no right to
vote for any directives of the EMP. Directives dexided on an intergovernmental basis
by the individual national representatives in thentnittee. Nevertheless, the initiatives
and communications administrated and publishechbyBuropean Commission have ever
since stimulated reflection in the relevant sectorg brought forward community policies.
(Sassatelli 2008: 115). This was also the case thehEMP; its programs and agendas
were considerably determined by the initiativestioéd European Commission and its
affiliated DGs. Also with regard to the establismmhef the ALF the former President of
the European Commission, Romano Prodi, providengortant impetus for the creation
of a Euro-Mediterranean cultural foundation by kkshing the Groupe des Sages.
Moreover, the Commission acted as an importanttedeaithin the diverging national
interests of the EuroMed Partnership. In a furttiep it also took over an important role in
the implementation of the organizational set-upthef ALF and the maintenance of the
EuroMed cultural regime which will become clear whéooking at the working-
procedures of the ALF (See: Chapter 5.5.2) But sisl one interviewee remarks, the effort
of the European Commission was not more influentibhn, say, large and highly
interested member states such as France, Egyiptattd Spain.” (Interview #4) This also
illustrates that even though the idea of partnerssirecited like a mantra, there have
always been only a few countries that were verywaadn putting the third pillar of the
EMP to the fore. Therefore, the initiative of atauhl partnership emanated mostly much
from French, Italian and Spanish diplomats whesgaghern and eastern member states
basically had only limited interest to participatethe regional and bilateral programs.
(Schéafer 2006: 109; 142) In addition, numerous| @weciety organizations and research
institutions from the southern European Union mandmeintries were involved with the
advocacy work for a foundation working on interaudtl dialogue in the region. (Interview

#9) This stems largely from a long and active tradi of Mediterranean research and
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exchange in countries such as France and Spaia.tiiésHigh Level Advisory Group that
represented academics and scholars of researdtutiosts suggest the involvement of
epistemic communities. Nevertheless, in the foramastage member countriegspecially
the northern Mediterranean riparian states sudfrasce, Spain and Italy — were by far the
most prominent actors which also resulted in tlegdent denomination as a top-down
institution. Only when looking at the operationalibn stage and the actual working
process of the cultural regime the actors multgpbead now the ALF comprises a diverse

set of civil society actors.

5.3.Processes of Regime Formation

Recalling the three possible modes of regime faonat spontaneous/self-generated
imposed, and negotiated — one can speak of a aéggtregime. This is because all the
involved national representatives were very welagnwof the negotiated agenda; this can
be assumed when looking at the numerous meetingiseoEuroMed Committee before
establishing the ALF. But also the sensitive isstieulture would not necessarily allow
for an imposed regime especially in the northerricAh countries. This might also have
been the reason why the relevant rules agreed o as the funding were mostly a
“gentleman’s agreement” as an officer of the Euasp€ommission put it. (Interview#6)
As a result, there was no strong imposition invdlv€onversely, when perceiving
imposition as the provision of certain goods bydkahip actors such as France and Spain
one might see it as such. This also led to someasdokenism of the northern African
countries. A perspective that is exemplified by anment of an interviewed network
member of the ALF:

So at the moment for many countries being parhefALF does not cost a lot,
it looks quite nice — especially for a countryeliiEgypt [...] Thus by not
costing anything it means one does not have to tiieefoundation a great
thought. ‘Just let them work as long as they dameke any noise!’ | think this
is the way it goes very often. (Interview #21)

Furthermore, when looking at the processes of redgonmation it is also a question of
perspective; whether one looks at governmentatitres or the civil society. Basically,
the ALF emanated from an intergovernmental framé&wbat was offered to or /imposed
on civil society, which is also expressed by tharahterization of the ALF as being a top-

down institution. And also the head of one of th&anal networks explains:
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Normally the process of the origin of a foundatisna bottom-up process,
people are willing to do something together and et their resources, their
activities together to make something bigger. Heveas decided from the top
to the bottom. And it is always a very difficultqmess to involve the ground
level, the grass roots level, in a process decmedy authorities [...] The

Anna Lindh Foundation suffers from this origin ahis felt on all the levels of

the activities and it also explains why the netveoake so frail. If it would have
been a bottom-up process we had something to defegether to the

authorities [...] (Interview #10)

5.4.Driving Social Forces

When talking about the driving social forces itnist easy to follow only one explaining
variable in all the three phases of regime fornmatRealists concerned with the influence
of power might point out France, Spain, and Egypipalitically powerful actors. They
have always been highly economically and politicalivolved in the Mediterranean
region which becomes clear when looking at the mooeinitiatives in the Mediterranean
region in which these three countries were leadicigrs. (See also Chapter 4.) Though,
beside the material and political capabilities athe interest constellation played an
important role. The realities of huge immigrant coumities from the Mediterranean
region — in particular from the Maghreb region —renmanifest in the southern European
countries such as in France, Spain or Italy thaotler northern European countries have
contributed to a major interest in establishingpanation with a mandate like it has the
ALF. Beyond this, EU member countries after 9/1fy@émeral were very much alerted and
they agreed on the necessity of establishing adation for intercultural dialogue. This
also taken in consideration that for example Sweden necessarily as an important
economical and political player as other countiethe region and geographically rather
detached from the Mediterranean basin, was coraitlemvolved with the establishment
of the foundation. Just as well one might not dssnithe interests of southern
Mediterranean countries that have restrained tliertefto endow the work of the
foundation with clear norms and rules due to a latknterest to forge a democratic
intercultural dialogue on values such as freedorspafech and human rights. Moreover,
there are multifarious highly politicized nationaérspectives that not only impede the
efforts of the foundation but also the general psscof the EMP which becomes clear in

an interview statement:
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Thus [the ALF] can always only move as fast asstbeest ship in the convoy.
The fact that among the Union for the Mediterranema a number of

autocracies and even brutal dictatorships, as aglhne partner is occupying
another [...] add to the difficulties. (Interview #4)

As mentioned earlier, also epistemic communitied #me distribution of knowledge

played a major role. This becomes clear when riegalhe increased interest of culture in
the scientific discipline of International Relat®onScientists and professionals already
since the 1990s have expounded the problem steuctiunew cleavages of cultures and
identities. Hereby, they also influenced the overdgérnational context and atmosphere of
global politics after but even before 9/11. In cast, the establishment of a High Level
Advisory Group shows the very well intended invohent of external expertise for state

actors.

5.5.Regime Components

5.5.1. Principles and Norms

Partner- and Co-ownership

Both the conclusions of the EuroMed ministerial feoences as well as the interviewees
accentuated the importance of agual partnershipamong the involved EMP member
countries. Strongly linked to the substantial vatiigoartnership is the possibility ab-
ownershipfor the processot only on the governmental but also on the cutiety level.
Both dimensions are formally materialized with thessibility of co-determination for
governmental representatives in the Board of Gawerbut also the common actions of
civil society partners in the national and ovefalina Lindh Network. (See chapter 5.5.2)
Thus, the EuroMed cultural regime was built upoa ithea that the ALF is not a project
offered by the EU to the Arab countries but thas iperceived as a mutual project shaped
by all participating parties. Additionally, somegae that the partnership is not only
constructed on the recent political grounds laitlinihe previous chapter but also draws

from a historical feeling of belonging to a EuroMegjion. (Interview #23)
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Citizenship

On the civil society level the principle of co-owakip should evoke a sensecitizenship

People living across the region should be encodrdgeparticipate and to take over
responsibility for their own surrounding. This iBnsething not necessarily put forward in
the official documents but stressed by people waykn the field who point out that the

ALF is not a cultural foundation per se but:

The final goal is to create a sense of ownershipranthe civil society for the

political project [...] The project is to make theuories of Europe and the
Mediterranean countries share a common projecteims of economy, in

terms of politics and in terms of values and caltdrhe role of the Anna Lindh
Foundation is not a cultural role, the role of ffmundation is try to create a
sense of ownership and a sense of participatiah@fevel of the civil society.

We can organize a theatre festival, a workshop om@n empowerment, and
training session for journalists — different modaisl formats — but the final
goal is that you are part of this EuroMed proj&tthat we are trying to do is
create a EuroMed civil society which is necessanytifie conciliation and for

the success of the political project of the cowstr(Interview #23)

Very closely linked to these principles is the @uselief of the correlation between a
broad dialogue among the people living in the regiad development in terms of “social
cohesion, the consolidation of the rule of law afdbasic freedoms” (ALF statues 2004:

Article I1) but also in terms of economic growth.

Financial and Intellectual Independence

Complying with these principles of an open and égliglogue on the civil society level
would require the foundation to be independent oy with regard to its financial
resources but also its content. Timmsthen are expressed by persons directly involved
with the foundation’s work and also highly recommed in the report by the High level
Advisory Group in 2003. Though the norms were notally addressed or dealt with in
detail in the formal documents and conclusions tuatsolidate the Euro-Mediterranean
cultural regime such as the ALF statutes. Yettas often with norms they are the most
vague and less stipulated. That this led to a eoahstontesting of the work of the ALF

becomes clear when looking at the rules and praesdf the cultural regime.
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5.5.2. Rules and Procedures: the Organizational Structiuttee ALF

Looking at the rules and procedures of the EuroilMe@nean cultural regime asks for a
detailed analysis of the ALF and its organizaticstalicture.

In the first part, | will refer to the main actorthe rules and the decision-making
procedures for interaction, but also its norms bgking at the content (this is the
programming) and the budget of the ALF in orderfimd out about its level of
independence and autonomy as an arm'’s lengthutistit Hence, the categories applied to
the transcripts are mostly deductively drawn from magime theoretical perspective and
the theoretical background on cultural policy/dipkcy. Nevertheless, a further system of
categories was adopted inductively by going throtighinterviews alongside Mayring’s
structured analysis. Therefore, | will also intégraghemes such as mobility and civil
society outreach as they were frequently pointedamal debated in the interviews. In a
final step the effectiveness of the Euro-cultuegfime should be assessed by looking at the
institutional embedding of the foundation. | am ioed that the effectiveness is not only
influenced by its institutional set-up but is alery much determined by the complex
position the foundation takes within other multdat political arrangements.

Basically, the organizational structure of the megiincludes six actors: thBoard of
Governors this is the member statdsy institutions the Advisory Groupthe Network
membersand as the focal point of the Euro-Mediterranealtucal regime theSecretariat
headed by thresidentand theExecutive Directar

Board of Governors

The Board of Governors (BoG) of the ALF assembles same persons that are
representing the individual member states of thi®l Uf the SOM. Approximately every
two or three months a BoG-meeting takes place amgliah is part of the two-day SOM.
During the first day senior officials discuss gexteagendas related to the UfM/EMP. On
the second day they meet as the BoG of the ALFd#&swliss the work and the prospective
program of the foundation. In addition, represewést of DG RELEX (now a unit in the
EEAS) and of the Arab League (AL) take part at theeting. In the context of the

Neighborhood Policy of the EU in the South alscegutar involvement of the Cabinet
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Fule (Commissioner for Enlargement and Neighborh®olity) was formalized during the
last year. Representatives of the EU and the Ald laol observatory status which shows
that the BoG is purely an intergovernmental deaisiaking body. The Board is presently
chaired by Veronika Stabej from Slovenia; its dgpchair is Mohamed Mahjoub from
Tunisia which already shows the geographical b&ahat must be given in all bodies of
the ALF. Both are in charge for preparing the ageoflithe BoG and serve as the contact
point between the BoG and the ALF in Alexandria.

During the meeting the Executive Director of theFAfrepares an overview of the current
and prospective activities of the foundation, whichist be approved by the BoG. Also, the
BoG is deciding on the triennial and annual budgans. Further competences of the
Board include the appointment and the dismissakhef Executive Director and the
President as the approval of the members of theisAdy Council suggested by the
individual member states. As a result the BoG takes the role as the “main decision-
making body in the Foundation” (Interview #11) asdn charge for the monitoring and
the auditing of the foundation’s work. (ALF Statsitérticle IV, 2)

In the first BoG meetings the secretariat in Alekdm was mostly represented by the
executive director of the ALF. Only since the satogphase also the head of the
communications unit of the foundation participategularly at the meetings. This was
endorsed as some of the units in the secretarihteRpressed their regret about being
excluded from the high officials meeting and theklaof information that had been

communicated in the first phase. (Interview #4, E2en though that the statues of the
ALF had actually foreseen regular meetings amoegdifferent bodies. Now the present
director tries to open up discussions between @ Bnd the other bodies involved and
create a more transparent decision-making prodésts.there are still doubts about the
huge power of the BoG as the national entanglemieid members and the wide areas of
co-determination influence the daily work of theumdation. The influence follows

different directions: One the one hand, it regyladstrains the efforts of the foundation.
The board members represent and reiterate natpmstions and hence the work of the
ALF is frequently enmeshed and bounded by long-teonflicts, which was shortly

alluded before. This is also the case with theiginst Arab-Israeli conflict that poses:

the most important line of friction between the Anhindh Foundation in
Alexandria and the Board of Governors [...] would albu be either Israel
complaining about biased programs or events o&élsbashing’ or the Arab
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Group represented by Egypt fearful of too much ogueeh critical debate or too
much publicity. (Interview #4)

As a result, the working process often becomeslyigbliticized, which makes it difficult
to take bigger steps ahead. On the other side, nmesgrogated experts emphasize the
importance of the mid-position the ALF takes betw#ee BoG and its network members,
which also earned the foundation its denominatisrs@me kind of “Frankenstein: half
human, half monster, being intergovernmental iroriginal nature, but working for and
with civil society through a social network of netks deeply rooted in the 43 countries.”
(Claret 2010: 3) And the Executive Director addstth

it gives to all our activities an added value. Bans that all of the projects we
develop in the fields of Culture, Education, Migoas, Media, Interreligious

Dialogue or others are done on behalf of 43 coest@nd with the participation
of the civil society. (Claret 2010: 3)

And also another interviewee addresses the negegsiich an approach:

Even it might slow down the process it gives us Imowre credibility and
access to the society. Because working with covdiety in countries that are
quite restrictive- you cannot do anything if the country does notvedlyou to.
(Interview #14)

Therefore, the governmental proximity with the BalSo regularly allows the foundation
to ask for official support such as a letter fronManistry of Foreign Affairs that for
example facilitates the obtainment of a visa faioecinvolved in the programs of the
ALF. (Interview #26)

But one should not fall into the trap to blame sti®ng national entanglement of the ALF
only to the autocratic structures in the Arab cadestthat are not willing to support the

possible development of a critical civil society.fact, also on the

European side the fearethngerof giving a voice to moderate Islamists is
presumably the reason why certain governmentstausiast the end of the day
on placing a strict political control over the neluro-Mediterranean
Foundation for the Dialogue of Cultures [...] (Giltés 2003: 234-235)

Beyond this, many critiques also see the strongli@ment of the BoG basically in the

failure of setting clear rules for the working pedares of the ALF. This holds true
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especially for its funding structure. In the mieisal meetings they did not agree on any
sanctions in the case of a default in paying of s@ihthe member states. Consequently,
there is regularly the paradox situation that savheéhe member states do not at all
financially support the ALF but have a right to @@ the BoG and can considerably shape

its program and budget.

The President

The position of the President was introduced instheond phase of the ALF in 2008. The
idea of having a President for the ALF was very mredated to the lack of visibility of the
foundation and a conflict of competences in thetfghase that resulted from a double
leadership of two directors. Therefore, it was dedito establish the post of the Executive
Director and the President. (Interview #6, 12) Véasr the Executive Director is
responsible for the management of the foundatibe, President takes over mostly
representative functions. Furthermore, he/she ¢essover the Advisory Council and
supports the Executive Director. The Presidentelscsed by the BoG from a short list
prepared by the Euro-Mediterranean partners farm f three years (renewable once).
(ALF Statutes, Article 1X) The choice of the Premidlis a very political and symbolic one.
Also the decision of the current President, the ddoan André Azoulay, for many of the
interviewees was very symbolical. Azoulay, a Momtdew who immigrated to France in
the 1950s and now serves as advisor to the Kingakhomed of Morocco VI, ever since
has lived in different cultural contexts and he hasn very committed to the intercultural
and interreligious dialogue in the regidhAs such he: “[...] was suggested by consensus
by the Arab countries which was a positive sigalthe unity among the region. For an
institution working on intercultural dialogue thilecision was very relevant.” (Interview
#23) Another EU officer remarks that it was neaegd4o choose a well known public
figure in the region, that is “[...] committed on bhigue in the region, [has] respect
throughout the region, and somebody that can makécpl statements [...] Because at
the end of the day culture is a highly politicaus.” (Interview #6) Therefore, one of the
participants of the BoG observes that Azoulay wh@gtually not obliged to attend the

BoG meetings “normally participates very activehda- let me say politically.” (Interview

*Furthermore Azoulay also presides over the exeeutbommittee of th&oundation for the Three Cultures
and Three Religions the Mediterranearttp://www.tresculturas.org01.09.2011)
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#23) Other interviewees doubt the necessity of sutdpresentative post for the ALF as it

is frequently filled with long long-serving diplorsa (Interview #21, 8)

Executive Director

The Executive Director works on the multi-annuatipet, appoints and heads the staff,
prepares the meetings of the BoG and acts as g¢ja¢ depresentative of the Foundation.
Moreover, the director has to report frequentlytbe foundation’s budgetary lines and
activities both to the BoG but also to the othedibs involved. Hence, he has to “ensure
the stability of the structure of the Foundatiord ats compliance with the Foundation’s
objectives.” With regard to the norm of independeitas clearly stated that the Executive
Director “shall neither seek nor take instructidresm any government or from any other
body.” (ALF Statues 2004: Article X) The ExecutivBirector also takes over
responsibility for the programming of the ALF innsultation with the internal executive
committee. The executive committee is composedheffour Heads of Unit — this is
Administration & Finance, Program, Network, and Qoumications. In consultation with
the executive committee the Executive Director mrking on concepts for prospective
projects and the program schemes of the foundatisrihe foundation is always working
in triennial phases, the Executive Director is apfgal by the BoG also for a period of
three years and his term may be extended once.h&lsothe geographical balance should
be given, thus if the President is from a southdediterranean country the Executive
Director should be a northern Mediterranean citiaew the other way around. At the
moment the Executive Director is the Spaniard And@daret, who has for many years
worked as a journalist and as an academic in/onetien® In opposition to the President
of the foundation, the Executive Director is sedelcby a short list not prepared by the
member countries but by the European Commissioa.fifal selection is then taken after
a presentation of the candidates by a "board of twdive ambassadors” (Interview #23)
Nevertheless, in both cases national represensasire very much involved with the final
decision taken. This has led critical voices togtioe the selection procedures of the top
management of the foundation as specific propaatioepresentations must be taken into
consideration, national discrepancies may juggée fdundation’s political independence
and do not necessarily assure that the most cealdandidate may be able to pass the

system. (Interview #21)

http://www.euromedalex.org/about/headquarters/thrseprofile (1.9.2011)
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EU Institutions

Within the context of the EU institutions the ALRdhso far mostly interacted with the DG
RELEX in the European Commission which was very minwvolved with the actual set-
up and the maintenance of the foundation. Now whth implementation of the Lisbon
Treaty a unit in the EEAS is responsible for thenownication with the ALF. So far it is a
seamless transition; the persons in charge forAbE are still the same, only the
institutional set-up changed slightly as one offioé the European delegation in Cairo

summarizes:

Before [the Treaty of Lisbon] you had DG Aid and dperation, DG
Development, DG RELEX and Enlargement and now yauehDEVCO
[Development and Cooperation], the External Actiddervice and
Enlargement. But this is not peculiar for the Almis is typical for any kind
of [European] external intervention for which yoave different actors
involved. For DEVCO it is this framework because tbE money, the
External Action Service because it is in the frarodwof External Relations,
and Mr. Flle because he is the Commissioner oh#ighboring countries.
(Interview #27)

Basically, now the unit in the EEAS with the suppof the delegation to the European
Union in Cairo is responsible for the administratiand the monitoring of the bulk of
budget of the foundation that was legally conclutdgdan operational grant contract in
2005. The grant contract since then provides tohnieal and legal framework for the
cooperation between the EU and the ALF in Alexamddence, “it is a standard agreement
the delegations have with different foundations, Q$G or companies [...] which then
implement a specific project and program.” (Intewi#27) The operational grant contract
regulates that the ALF receives funding of the BUthe three main interventions of the
ALF: this is theAnna Lindh Reportthe Network Support Schenmand theAnna Lindh
Forum though they are not as such involved with thet@oinof the projects or with other
program schemes of the ALF. Only sometimes throdlge monitoring and the
management of the grant contract and their padi@p during the BoG meetings the EU
institutions can make slight modifications on theemll budget or the program schemes.
For example in case of an overlap with alreadyted)gsEEU measures in the region, which
was the case in 2010/2011 with the ALF’s intentiodaunch a mobility fund. (Interview
#15, 27) In sum, most of the interviewees remagk Huropean Commission has so far

refrained from intervening too much in the foundats agendas. It is rather supportive
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and an important neutral counterbalance to themnalipositions of the BoG. (Interviewee
#1, 4, 23, 26)

Secretariat

The Foundation’s Secretariat according to a hoshityg agreement is based in Alexandria,
Egypt and is responsible for the functioning of foendation and the communication
between the different bodies involved.

The ALF is housed in two different premises. Thenguistration unit is based in the
Bibliotheca Alexandrina and the operational sectiobased in the Swedish Institdte.
Within the different unit¥ there are regular meetings, an overall staff mgas scheduled
once a month or every two months. Though the dixign different buildings does impede
efficient coordination; basic tasks like settingnaeting and urgently signing a paper are
often very time-consuming. (Interview #11) Furtherm as an Egyptian network member
alluded, the accommodation in an institution sushitas the Bibliotheca Alexandrina,
which represents the close relation to the oldmegand the superiority of governmental
cultural initiatives, contributes negatively to tbeerall perception of the foundation. And
beyond that it not only hosts the foundation bgbaluns the national network. Therefore
the reluctant acceptance of the ALF in Alexandisoacan be traced back to a certain
extent to the strong relation of the foundationhwiite Bibliotheca as some kind of pseudo-
public actor. (Interview #21) A further challengepresents the environment of the host
country and the city itself. Many interrogated p&is agree that selecting Alexandria as
the headquarters of the foundation was a highlyb®izal decision, both due to its
historical significance as a cultural melting pstveell as for highlighting the shared Euro-
Mediterranean approach by establishing a foundatann a European but in a southern
Mediterranean country. Though for most of the erygés the location represents a daily
challenge: Travelling from and to Alexandria isestnous and costly. This is not only
difficult for the employees but also for the papants of meetings of the ALF that are

regularly dislocated to Cairo. (Interview #13, 18) Furthermore the working conditions

®lAnother cooperation programm, between the Anna hifdundation and the Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA), is the Cfalds Literature Program. Its administration umsit i
based in a third building in Alexandria.

®2The Executive Office as the Administration and Fizea Unit is housed in the Bibliotheca. In the Swhdi
Institute a  Programme Unit and a Network Coordorati Unit is  situated.
http://www.euromedalex.org/about/headquar{@é@07.2011)

71



such as the actual obtainment of a working permEgypt are often difficult. (Interview
#16, 27) This might be predominantly due to thetjal structures but also because of the
lack of clarity of the foundation’s status in Egygt being just an international foundation
and not an international organization that miglteree a more official status. (Interview
#26, 27) So an interviewee notes: “the structsingoit easy, they do a work that is not easy
and they are in a country which is not easy [...]"ielhsummarizes very well the
structural preconditions for the ALF in Alexandr{fnterview #6) Furthermore Alexandria
so far has lacked — this might change and alrebdgges since the events around the Arab
Spring and the overthrow of the Mubarak regime ba filth of February 2011 —
international perspective with few internationalgamizations or NGOs and was
characterized by an absence of political debatelsaawcultural life that regularly faced
censorship. (Interview #16, 25) On the other hand mterviewee working on the ALF
detects some sort of “cultural satiableness” in opgan countries. (Interview #1)
Therefore also others are convinced: “[for inteiual dialogue] here [in Alexandria] are
more opportunities than in a European city.” (Inkew#13)

The Advisory Council

The Advisory Council (AC) assembles scholars anuees from the Mediterranean region
and constitutes the affiliated think tank of theFALts members — nine from EU countries
and nine from Mediterranean partner countries —@mposed by member states and
appointed by the BoG at the beginning of each pHasethree years. Beside the
geographical balance also an equal representatiorembers from the private and public
sector and gender should be given. According tetheites the membership in the AC can
be extended up to a six year period. That this dvbel highly important was made clear by
a member of the council who explained: “workingsimch an intercultural environment
makes it difficult to establish something withirthaee year period. It takes some time to

know what someone really means, when he or shessaysthing.” (Interview #2)

The selection of the AC draws on persons workinghm member organizations of the
national ALF networks and of individuals doing eithresearch or working on cultural
programs in the Euro-Mediterranean region. Givennthultiplicity of partner organizations
of the ALF network the AC gathers experts from dbeebackgrounds. The AC meets
about two or three times per year to reflect alibatwork and to think about particular
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priorities for the activities of the ALF. PresideAtzoulay chairs the AC and also the
Executive Director provides an input for the meggirthat “give the dialogue both a
political and philosophical dimension.” (Intervie¥®2) But basically — as emphasized by a
member of the AC — “the meetings are charactertbedugh a very open process that

provides time for reflection.” (Interview #2)

Others involved with the foundation but not part toe AC note that it is hardly

communicated what actually is discussed in theietings and they are not really informed
about their outcomes and would rather recommenkingdor specific experts depending
on the respective working program. (Interview #A%go the missing transparency of the
rules for appointment gives reason for concernthiercouncil’s independence outlined in
the statutes of the ALF. (ALF Statutes, Article XII

Network of Networks

One of the main characteristics of the ALF is iteucture as a network of national
networks. The idea of an overall network structuaie existed since the beginning and was
also recommended by the Groupe des Sages. It becteae when talking about
intercultural dialogue one cannot work only fromeolocation rather “you need local
anchorages” as one interviewee points out. (Inken#6) Or as Gijs de Vries remarks: “in
today’s world, cultural cooperation is more crediland effective the more it uses the
quality and critical mass of cultural networks atikir numerous actors, promoting
mobility and interconnectedness.” (de Vries 2008)1

In order to find these anchorages it was usefuhaoness already existing network
structures that had been developed by other EurdMedrams across the region. In each
of the 43 member countries of the UfM institutioasd organizations working on the
promotion for intercultural dialogue and/or doingsearch on the Euro-Mediterranean
region have been invited to become part of the Aldfional networks which then
constitute the regional ALF network comprising ab8000 members. At the moment the
network members are mostly NGOs (53%), public iagtins (19%), and foundations
(13%). Private organizations, local and regiondharties, and individuals make up about
10% of the overall network. With regard to the amtmost of the members are involved
with Youth & Educatiorinitiatives, Arts & Cultural cooperatiomprojects, and>emocracy

& Community Developmeprograms. (Anna Lindh Review 2011: 13)
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Membership

There are no specific or strict preconditions faing a member of a national ALF
network. Any organization that is in its broademtse working within the cultural field can
participate. Also the membership is not linked my axpenses as there is no membership
fee to pay. Interested parties register by an erdipplication form and the respective Head
of the national network has to confirm. Therefdthe huge number of members does not
say a lot. You register and then you can be a mefobgour whole life, whether you are
active or not.” (Interview #15) Yet, as a Head aétNork amends and confirms: “The
members are very active but not necessarily imtdrmae of Anna Lindh.” (Interview #10)
Hence, there are indeed a lot of members but mathem do not show high commitment
to contribute actively in the national ALF networked to use them as a means for
exchange with others. In fact, they are more isteck in applying for the funds of the
ALF. (Interview #22)

The low commitment of some members has multifacetadons. In the beginning the lack
of interest was strongly linked to the initial miggfinancial resources to support and build
up the national networks. This changed mainly with establishment of the Strategic
Network Development Scheme which will be explaimedetail when discussing the Head
of Network. Secondly, the ALF networks often lagkion, as some of the interviewees
make clear. Members do not know or perceive thenmgeof the overall ALF network in
creating an overall EuroMed Partnership and belang(interview #10, 21, 22) In this
context participating in activities of the ALF atmlwork on joint projects with partners in
the Euro-Mediterranean region may also be very nratdted to the historical and socio-
political context of the respective member coustriEhere are countries that due to their
geographical closeness and historical involvemeatveha strong linkage to the
Mediterranean region. For example in France theme waell-established research
institutionsanddiverse grassroots organizations that have evee siorked on common
projects in the Mediterranean region. But alschim light of huge immigrant communities,
such as in Spain, France and Italy, these courdre2esnuch more involved with initiatives
embracing the idea of intercultural dialogue andunterbalancing the increasing
xenophobic tendencies in their countries. In catfrgaastern European countries “are still
in a very pilot stage” when it comes to researchhen Mediterranean and cross-cultural
dialogue initiatives. (Interview #6) For example l&da, a country with a quite

homogenous population and that rather faces enograthan a diverse migrant
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community, might not necessarily be that involvedhe concept of intercultural dialogue.
(Interview #6, 13) Beyond that, the interest ofngepart of the ALF is also very much
conditioned by previous experiences the network hesimade by cooperating with the
foundation which should be illustrated when discugshe installations of the Head of the

national networks and the procedures of the funding

Head of Network

Each national network is headed and coordinated fmcal point institution nameldead

of Network(HoN), which serves as a mediator between thedation’s secretariat and the
civil society member institutions. A HoN is respioe for the maintenance of the national
network by distributing information among the netivanembers, and by organizing
regular meetings and capacity trainings. But theNHdso supports network members
during the application process for the grants ef ALF and makes activities of the ALF
known by increasing the network and organizing camnprojects of the national
members. (Interview #1, 10) As the financial resesrof the ALF grants are limited and
always bounded by a budgetary capping the HoNtaks® to support the members to look
for alternative funds. Hence, the HoON assumes wangh a service and information role
for the national network members and is therefeensas one of the crucial benefits of the
ALF network to its members. (Interview #1, 12) THeN also decides on the Network
Internal Rules which include the network’s mand#ie, structure of the network, the rules
for appointment of the HoN and the rules of memiiprsSometimes there are different
membership preconditions; whether individuals oivgie companies can become
members or whether the national HoN is either appdiby the government or elected by
its members. (Interview #11)

The present 43 HoNs meet once a year with the dinhsupport of the Foundation and
discuss past and future activities of the ALF, ahaual working program and the strategic
triennial plan before it is presented to the BoGdpproval. (Interview #10) Through the
annual meetings as well as ongoing consultatioos) fthe Headquarters, the HoNs are
very much involved in the development of the progrand the activities of the
Foundation.

Even though the structure of a network of netwatles chosen in order to make use of
already active cultural institutions there weretga lot of difficulties in the beginning.

First, the BoG and the Secretariat “could not ekpd#wt suddenly civil society
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organizations will organize and spontaneously ergadtional ALF] networks.” (Interview
#6) Secondly, the foundation did not provide sugft financial resources to built and run
the national networks. (Interview #11)

Above all, as an EU officer admits, the foundatizas:

born in such a pressure — in a political senseresgure — that they were
obliged to do things just right from the beginnitgstead of actually saying:
‘Well, we take two years on creating somethingakkshing networks that
work properly and going through the region actuat@lking, listening,
learning.” No, they needed to work. They had tadibtle bit of everything and
nothing without a clearer strategy. (Interview #6)

Considering this rapid process of establishmerm,AhF necessarily had to fall back on
the support of public or semi-public institutionsat in contrast to NGOs and private
organizations provided the means to maintain tis¢ fiational networks. Therefore, many
of the HoN and its affiliated institutions were apged by governments and until now are
still situated in governmental structures. Besilles tgovernmental influence also the
perception of being a HON was sometimes totallppposition to the idea of the ALF’s
mandate as an employee of the ALF states: “martiiedh [the HONSs] thought to do this
job would be just an honor title without any praiesmal background whereas for us the
Head of Network is a facilitator or service provided a mobilizer.” (Interview #12)

As a respond to these structural weaknesses theoNetCoordination Unitin the

secretariat in Alexandria decided to establisBteategic Network Development Scheme
and:

pushed for a policy of democratization and accdilita on the networks so
that the Head of Networks were not only appointgd & minister or a
functionary but through a constitution of the memsbd...] As you can
imagine we did not succeed everywhere. Both in Azabntries but also in
Non-Arab countries we had problems because theyHtigad of Networks] did
not accept this approach. But we pushed for it, dofundamental reason,
because we believe that a governmental institutirorthe context of the
EuroMed or an institution that is controlled by tp@vernment does not reach
out for civil society. (Interview #12)

Strategic Network Development Scheme (SNDS)
The SNDS is mainly a financial support programtfee national networks. The financial

frame can be used for covering running costs {Btgrnet, equipment) but also for regular
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meetings and one common operation among the netmerkbers such as training or a
cultural project that has to be implemented withirtertain time frame. The idea of a
common action is also strongly linked to the deémithat only a fractional amount of

members can be involved in ALF projects throughdéiéfor proposals. As a consequence
with the SNDS it was intended to bring the netwaomkmbers closer together and to
provide more funding opportunities which all the miers could benefit from. The

experience of actually working together then sholddd to the enhancement of the
common meaning and objectives of the ALF natioretimorks. (Interview #11) So by

launching the SNDS, the ALF networks developedtatle number of network member

increased and democratic and geographically batbwesgs how to organize the national
networks were introduced which is outlined by anwek coordinator:

In Turkey for example there is one Head of Netwahpointed by the
government and there are two others [from civiliety§ in tandem. Sometimes
there is a super-ordinate institution for the nekvooordination, but then
another NGO is regularly elected and is functiorasghe executive body. For
example this is the case in Germany. In many c@sthere is also something
that is called a steering committee. For examplegypt it is a big country and
a big network, so they cannot just everything leavihe hands of one Head of
Network. The steering committee is a more demaoxsdtucture of the network
so that the Head of Network does not exclusivelte @ecisions but he/she also
consults this steering committee. Some others heagional network
coordinators — for example in Italy. (Interview #11

Nonetheless, on interviewee concedes:

Many of the institutions that host the HoNs ardl stiybrid institutions,
meaning they are not 100% public and 100% govertaethebspecially in Arab
countries at first glance it is often a NGO but wlygu take a closer look they
are are often very much intertwined with nationavegrnments. Where in
European countries this might have historical reasand is rather seen as a
relief for the NGOs that might lack the financiasources to assume the
function of a Head of Network, it is politically ewell intended in the Arab
countries; they want to keep an overview abougttivities.(Interview #1)

Furthermore, when talking to the HoNs it becomesicthat for many of them running the
ALF network is only one project beside others ané tb the lack of financial resources
some of them can only spend a couple of hours gekwvior the ALF. This might be a
reason why there is a lack of information aboutAh& and the overall EuroMed process
for the network members but also for the genergbufaiion, which is sometimes

mentioned as a huge obstacle for the ALF’s workefview #15)
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Beyond this, some of the HONSs regret that theynatenvolved with the discussions going
on in the BoG meetings. In the statutes it says“tha Head of Networks shall be invited
at least once a year for a joint meeting with thartd of governors.” (ALF Statutes Article
2004: XIIl) However, these regular meetings did maiterialize in the beginning and since
then participating or observing the meetings ineslhiuge personal engagement which is

pointed out by a HON:

We wanted to know what is happening on the politieael. We organized a
very democratic representation: we elected a reptatve from Europe, one
from an Arab country and rotating with every megtiBut all this extra work
needs a lot of engagement and timely and finanmsburces that are
sometimes difficult to raise. (Interview #1)

Nevertheless, an employee remarks that they try ftacommunicate what is happening at
the ALF and that the HoNs are also very much inedlwith the program of the ALF

which should now be discussed in detail.
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5.6.Programs

The ALF program scheme comprises regular projeutisragional calls for proposals and
campaigns that are organized once or twice a ydgpending on the budget and the
respective thematic priorities. The range of isst@&red in the program schemes is quite
broad: Education & Youth, Culture & Arts, Cities & Migrat, Religion & Spirituality,
Peace & Co-existence, and Media Activifigs.

Regular Projects

Awards— EuroMed Journalist Award & EuroMed Dialogue Award

One of the earliest activities of the ALF was taarich of a EuroMed Journalist Award in
2006. Since then, in partnership with the Inteoval Federation of Journalists, COPEAM
(the Permanent Conference of the Audio-visual dpesan the Mediterraneanhe UN'’s
Alliance of Civilizations (AoC), the European Conssion, Al-Arabiya News Channel,
and Euronews the annual award is “granted to jdisteareporting and highlighting on

issues of intercultural dialogue and cultural digr”®*

While the journalists in the first
years were suggested, they are now invited to dubmeir works that were published either
in print or online, broadcasted on radio or telers For each medium an awardee is
selected. Beyond that each year an award is deditata specific current topic.

Similarly, the Euro-Med Dialogue Award is an annuatognition “for the achievements
of individuals and organizations at the forefrofitcooperation and addressing common
challenges in different social, cultural, and pcéit fields.” (Anna Lindh Review 2011).
For both of the awards the network members caninadepre-selection phase and the final
selection of the laureates is constituted by atirgajury of HoNs, which shows the

attempt to involve the national networks as muchassible®

Shttp://www.euromedalex.org/fieldd 2.07.2011)
®http://www.euromedalex.org/resources/awanttp://www.euromedalex.org/fields/media-
activities/journalist-award/about-the-awa(@2.07.2011)
®http://www.euromedalex.org/resources/awards/eureaveard/regulation§02.09.2011)
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Anna Lindh Forum

Another activity that is intended to be held regylas the ALF Forum which took place
the first time from the Ato the 7' of March 2010 in Barcelona. The meeting assembled
civil society representatives involved with the roation and with other EuroMed
programs and institutions. Especially when recglline principle of partnership, some of
the interviewees agree that the Forum, which shtakd place biannually, is an essential
project to forge the idea of co-ownership withire tBuroMed process, which is also
expressed by a comment of one of the particip&8tsning top to the bottom with a lot of
very difficult procedures in the beginning — butemhyou look at the results in Barcelona
[the ALF Forum], it means that the ALF signifiesnsething for the people.” (Interview
#10) On the contrary, some refer to the misdioectf the funds of the ALF to such huge
and representative projects targeting people thatadready very well aware of the
intercultural processes the ALF addresses. The saitigism is related to the report on
Intercultural Trends. For some it is a meta-thaoattand high level activity of the ALF.
(Interview #27)

ALF Report on Intercultural Trends 2010

In the first years the funding of civil society prots and the developing of the networks
have been priorities for the ALF. As the networkusture got on track also other
initiatives were picked up by the director suchtlas idea of preparing a report dealing
with intercultural trends that had already beerppeed by the Groupe des Sages in 2003.
The ALF and its affiliated bodies concurred that thperational branch should also be
backed up by a deeper research perspective thaldwormulate and legitimize the
priority fields of actions. (Interview #14)

The basic idea of the repaevas to establish a survey on the values and péocspof the
citizens among the 43 member countries. Over aogenf about three yeaf8,people
across the region should be interviewed by a congm&ve Gallup Poll about their
individual positions on topics such as religion, diae values, mobility but also

demographic trends should be integrated and jugtghoAn annual dossier on a specific

% The first part of the report was conducted in 20020 and covered 13 countries. These were: Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Egypt, France, Germany, Greece, Hyngabanon, Morocco, Spain, Sweden, Syria, Turkey,
United Kingdom. See also:http://www.euromedalex.org/sites/default/files/AhiralhReport2010.pdf
(02.09.2011) The report was published at a publenewith the Belgium network members in Brussals i
December 2010.
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topic should also allow for a deeper academic disiom. The data and the academic
review at hand should both serve as a referendefdodhe ALF and its work but also
strengthen the advocacy position of the foundatfilorerview #14, 26)

What is specifically highlighted is the extensivelltiateral process of consultation that
marked the whole preparation but also the followpupcess of the report. In the initial
stage, the present director consulted both the AGha HoNs about the idea and the
content of the report which was then coordinatexb atith the BoGs. The HoNs were
especially important for identifying the demandscofil society and to define the main
areas that should be analyzed. Beyond that, ineratipn with the BoG and the HoNs, it
was also important to present the report and thdirfgs on the individual member states
and the needs of the population to the respecatiemal ministries. (Interview #14)

Arab Children’s Literature Program

The Children’s Literature and Reading Program, ¢l in 2006, is an intra-regional
initiative among Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Palestamel Syria, supported by the ALF and
funded by the Swedish International Developmentnge The three year program seeks
to forge the education and development of childreaugh promoting children’s literature
and reading in the Middle Eastern and Northerncafmi region. It does so by cooperation
projects and meetings among the different stakehslohvolved with the production and
distribution of children’s literature books but @lwith educational institutions working on
the reading capacities of children. One of therinésvee, who very much doubts the
impact of the numerous short-term projects the Ad_fanding, emphasizes the importance
of thesesilent projectavith a more long-term and educational perspectieeis convinced
that even though they might not bring a lot of ilgly for the ALF they are much more

effective and essential especially in this reg{dmterview #21)

Farah el Bahr Festival- Alexandria

Visibility is very important in order to work in structural surrounding that is limited to a
three year perspective. The ALF might need its sbase projects such as the Forum both
to be present in the region and to justify whasitloing. Not only for its legitimacy in
front of its funding institutions (such as the Bpean Commission and the member
countries) but also with regard to the perceptiérihe foundation in its host country.
(Interview #21) As some of the interviewees remamany people in Alexandria were and

are still not aware of the work of the foundatieither they do not know the foundation at
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all or they only perceive it as a funding instituti (Interview #22) Therefore, in 2009 the
ALF decided on reviving thé-arah el Bahr Festivalwhich had already marked the
inaugural event of the foundation in 2005. The ahrfastival which takes place at the
historic citadel of Qaitbay in Alexandria is a nwand arts festival that stages artists from
northern and southern countries of the Mediternanaad includes workshops and
programs for children and young people organizetbbgl NGOs and social groupSFor
the staff of the ALF th&arah el Bahr Festivais not only an important means to make the
ALF known in Alexandria but also to do something the local community and its
neighborhoods. Whereas others also point out th#t participants from all over the
region it should also be communicated that the Ad_Rot only an Egyptian organization
but a foundation for the whole region. (Intervie2#16)

Regional Campaigns and Call for Proposals

Another main branch of the foundation’s activitissts grants scheme through regional
campaigns and calls for proposals (CfP).

The first region wide campaign was titl&801 Actions for Dialoguand was launched in
2008. It followed theEuro-Mediterranean Year for the Dialogue betweert@as put
forth by the third Euro-Mediterranean Conferencehd Minister of Culture in Athens,
Greece in the same year. (Conclusions Athens 2B0Bit 5) Due to a lack of financial
resources the secretariat was not able to launddexr CfP in order to fund larger projects
but had to fall back on a scheme of micro grargfibuted as small financial contributions
to local and regional cultural activities. Manytbg activities had already been planned in
different contexts but were incorporated in theralladea of the ALF and placed also
under the ALF, this is the EuroMed Logo. (Intervigd4)

The regional campaigns reveal a Janus-faced cleard@h the one hand, the numerous
funded projects presented under the EuroMed unaboslhtribute to the visibility of the
cultural initiatives that are present in the regaomd some of the interviewees see the work
of the ALF as a means to represent the sum of ihgly parts. (Interview #10) Whereas
others criticize thavatering canapproach of the ALF that dilutes the actual obyetiof
the ALF as a network member points out: “I do rfohk we need little things like micro
findings here and there, this is not what peopélaoking for; they are looking for real

®"For more details of the festival and its prograres: sitp://www.euromedalex.org/news/4-5-november-
farah-el-bahr-festival-2020 http://www.euromedalex.org/events/first-farah-ehizanediterranean-festival-
take-place-alexandri@ 2.07.2011)
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action.” (Interview #22) However, the distribution of micgoants and th@iggy-backing
on already existing projects is an inevitable raganhean for the ALF to make the most out
of its financial imponderabilities and to cooperaith the numerous actors in the region.

Another campaign was launched in 2009 as a resporde Gaza conflict at the turn of
the same year. During the subsequent months ofttiaek of the Gazastrip by Israeli
troops at the end of 2008, the EMP process waskbétb@and with it the regular BoG
meetings. But the secretariat was still in conteitt the co-presidencies of the UfM which
at that time were France and Egypt. Also, the AG wable to meet which then together
with the Secretariat and the HoNs conceptualizedRéstore Trust — Rebuild Bridges
campaign that was then developed also in cooperatith the AoC. Considering the
sentiments of the interviewees, the campaign iartegl as one of the shining moments of
the ALF that gained the foundation huge legitimdtys seen as one of the most evident
examples of intercultural dialogue and culturallaipacy as some sort of vanguard for
political action within an acute political surround. (Interview #2, 6, 10) The tense
political surrounding at this time is also desctiliy one of the employees of the ALF as a
"political vacuum that gave space for maneuver |f.there had not been this vacuum we
would not have been able to launch this initiatgeit was, or it would have been much
lighter.” (Interview #12) This also alludes to tgeneral discussion of the counterbalance
of a constructive political influence and partngosh given by the BoG — on the one hand
and institutional inertia and intellectual depenteiof the ALF's activities on the other.
Given the numerous references of the success girthect by the interviewees, it seems
to support rather the first. Recalling the initedsumption of a EU cultural diplomacy
practiced at arm’s length, it seems relevant topout that the European Commission
refrained from any interference of the campaignrduthe Gaza War but rather referred to

the set-up of the ALF as an independent foundagiaterview #2)

Beside the political influence of the BoG there @ve other main challenges linked to the
program schemes that impede the actual implementafithe programs. They should be

illustrated by a closer look at the conceptual@atf the program and the CfPs.

A CfP is published by the secretariat once or twacgear and follows a broad overall
heading and mostly comprises a larger financialelpe than that of the regional

campaigns. The director and also the Head of Uoaisie up with ideas and some
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guidelines for the CfP which are then discussedieitail with the executive committee but
also with the rest of the staff, the HoN, and th@. Also here as with the other programs
the reciprocal process of consultation is an esdegoart of the working principles of the
ALF. (Interview #12, 14) This is also expressed&yomment of an employee of the
foundation: “The questions about whether why we doimg this, why we are launching
that is always because they [the network membekgdaus to do it.” (Interviewee #13)
After the publication and announcement of the Gil? member of the ALF can apply for
the funding but the projects submitted have toofela1+1 schemeavhich means that the
project idea has to involve at least one partn@mfa southern and one from a northern
Mediterranean country. Furthermore, the obtainm@nthe grant is bounded by the
provision of a guaranteed co-funding or own finahoheans as the foundation does not
cover more than 60% (70% for southern Mediterrans@mtries) of the whole project
calculation. (Interview #15) In order to select thmjects, an evaluation committee is
established with three voting members with at lease Head of Unit involved.
(Interview#12) For the actual selection a diversdf aspects must be taken into
consideration, most important the equal geographlis&ribution of grants. The interest to
apply for a funding of the ALF is usually very higind the number of applications by far
exceeds the financial resources of funding. Theeefib is often the case that not in all of
the 43 countries of the UfM a project is grantéd a result, some network members have
stopped applying for the funds of the ALF, alsoegivthe disproportion between the actual
available funding and the bulk of complicated aggtiion procedures. But not only have
the network members to comply with the extensivd @#ime-consuming bureaucratic
procedures also the staffing of the ALF is struggliwith them in their daily work.
(Interview #15) The reason is mainly its fundingusx®; the ALF receives most of its
funding by the European Commission and has a vemypticated grant contract with the
Delegation in Cairo. Therefore, the staff and tbhaded organizations are supposed to
apply to EU procedures. (Interview #7, 15) Oftée tapplication procedures are not
necessarily sustainable for many of the ALF memlbeas work in small structures. A

difficulty summarized by one of the network members

The thing is if you take any other European prograhe funding is much
higher. So if you know that you are applying fol0ZID0 Euros in two years
you think: ‘Okay, | am going through this whole &pation and | know
afterwards | have to audit, | have to write repofitsancial reports, narrative
reports but still 'm applying for a big fundinglf you apply for 5000 Euros
and you are going to the same system you thinkt fisally worth doing this or
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should | just apply to other foundations that hexae flexible funding rules?’
(Interview #22)

And also an employee that was a member of theeluation committee remarks that
there are members who just don’'t want to take tf@teof applying again. Beyond that

there are other structural difficulties that can tb&ced back to complicated internal
procedures but also to the overall heterogeneitythef member countries across the

Mediterranean region observed by a staff member:

It is often difficult to find the same language [.Spme countries need more
capacity building trainings, language, writing regoBut we have to keep our
standards; we have to report to the Commission. & a European

administrative body, so it is often very complicht®/e have the objective to
mobilize civil society, small structures and we wao have them in our

granted projects but at the end of the day theynateable to provide us the
document XY. (Interview #13)

Another challenge concerns the constant budgetéfriguities they are facing and which

can be mostly traced back to their unclear fundingcture.

5.7.Funding

The ALF budget runs within triennial phases anduahrmvorking plans. The budget of the
ALF follows a 50:50 agreement, meaning that halftled budget is provided by the
European Commission and the other half is constitiy the financial support of all the
member countries of the EMP. So far this budget fididlowed a voluntary basis meaning
that the member countries could decide themselteshmamount they would pay. This
lack of clear statuary provisions has led to analabce of a proportion of as much as
65:35. The European Commission is now providingemnbian initially intended and the
ALF even requested for an increase up to 70%. riliee #27) This financial backup by
the European Commission is based on a grant coriiedeeen the Delegation in Cairo
and the ALF secretariat in Alexandria. It statesattonly the Forum, only the Report,
partially the Network Support Scheme Mechanismgsphe functioning are financed.”
(Interview #27) The Call for Proposal one of theiimschemes is financed by the national
contributions. The funding actually comes from DG\ICO that administrates the
European Neighborhood Instrument, a financial espelfor supporting the eastern and

southern neighboring countries. (Interview #27)
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When looking at the actual numbers: the presenséHahat has begun in 2008 and will
last until the end of 2011 started with a pre-clali®d budget of 14 million Euros. By the
third year it so far has decreased to 12.7 millibaros as many of the national
contributions were not kept. EU contributions fbe tsecond phase amounted: 7 million
Euros, the national contributions about 5.7 milli&uros. Eight of the 43 member
countries have not made any contributions such é&gerid, Bulgaria, Bosnia &
Herzegovina, Mauretania, Jordan, Palestine butralge countries such as UK and Ireland
are not financially supporting the ALF. Also manj tbe other northern and southern
Mediterranean countries have not met their propbaseldjetary contributions or have made
them during the whole phase which made planningé@renormously difficult as one
interviewee remark® (Interview #11) Nevertheless, the low budgetargtdbutions and
the fact that the Southern Mediterranean coungiiesnostly receivers are mainly accepted
by the ALF. They make concessions as the foundasioery well aware of the diverging
interest of the governments not really interestedriabling a critical civil society dialogue
and the public that in contrast is really eagerdto something. (Interview #1) Others
highlight the participation of the Arab countriesleast on a symbolic, political level.
(Interview #13) Albeit, as one of the staff membarges, the ALF would count on a
contribution from France or UK also taking into acnt their “great responsibility for
some of the regional conflicts in the region.” @ntiew #12) The financial difficulties very
much jeopardize the whole working process of thé& AReyond that also the imbalance of
the bulk of the funding coming from the EU onceiageauses &uropeanizatiorof the
EuroMed cultural regime and challenges the prigcgdfl a real partner- and co-ownership
both on a governmental and civil society level. fEfh@e, one employee makes it clear that
“if we are intergovernmental foundation, than wsoaheed an intergovernmental approach
to the funding!” (Interview #13) As a result theaee constant negotiations on changing
the voluntariness of the national contributions ahihimight lead to a rearrangement of the
rules in the third phase of the ALF. That thesetalsle budgetary lines have dismantled
the credibility of the foundation especially foretmetwork members is exemplified by a

national network coordinator who illustrates theaiion as follows:

%8See for a detailed overview the Anna Lindh Revi€d@®2011: Allocation of Resources also for Phase |
(2005 - 2008) on:http://www.euromedalex.org/sites/default/files/Anhandh_Review website.pdf. 142-
143. (12.07.2011)
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Our budget from the 43 countries for the Call adgersals in 2010 would have
been 900.000 and it was reduced to 500.000 Eultat means about 10.000
Euros for each country. And with that you have wtirate a network of about
100 members- it very well explains their lack of motivation aparticipation.
(Interview #10)

In addition, this Call for Proposals was postpomdiost six months and was finally
launched in September 2010 “with half of the budget half of the time.” (Interview#10)

What also makes the work of the ALF very difficidtits perception as a pure funding
institution. Something that also suggests its denation as a foundation and setting it in
comparison to the big funding organizations inrégion such as the Ford Foundation, the
Open Society, the Young Arab Theatre Fund, the Aadd for Arts & Culture (AFAC) or
the Dutch DOEN Foundation. And also an employethefsecretariat mentions that “the
ALF has the wrong namebeing a foundation suggests we have a lot of mdmnatywe do
not.” (Interview #19) Furthermore others refer ttianal funding opportunities that have
funding for several years which really make it plolesto develop long term capacities.
(Interview #22) And also others suggest that “if@&pe wants to be a real factor of change
in its Southern neighborhood, it has to invest mhidger, as it did for instance in the
Balkans.” (Interview #4) Nevertheless, employeasnter that the foundation’s task it not
so much that one of a financial donor than a digtar of knowledge and information.
Though so far it seems this has not been commumicat most of its members which
recalls two interview statements that the founaesituggles with their twofold functions:
maintaining the ALF network and organizing cultugaents. (Interview #4, 21)

Yet, there is not only the lack of financial me#s also a lot of other immanent structural
problems in the national governments that are inmgaeven the receiving of the granted

funding of the foundation as one of the membetheEgyptian network explains:

In order to receive funding from the ALF in Egypéwad to receive approval
by the Ministry of Social Solidarity. Finally we dlinot get an approval from
the Egyptian government even though we had the ynoneur bank account.
But we could not work with it. So we returned thhole funding to the ALF

again—and many others face the same problem. (Inter2Qy

That the national governmental frameworks very mumpede an open intercultural
dialogue is remarked by a European Commissionesfficho highly doubts the efficiency
of the foundation and would rather suggest buildipgappropriate economic and political
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structures first and then starting with the ideairdgércultural exchange in a complex
setting like it is Northern Africa and the Middla#. (Interview #8)

5.8. Institutional Embedding

But the ALF is not only working in complex natior@ntexts but it is also embedded in a
diverse institutional arrangement of the Europeamob) Institutions, the Union for the

Mediterranean as other regional frameworks.

European Union Institutions — Union for the Medrtarean

As earlier mentioned, since 2010 the ALF is in fiteenework of the EEAS alongside its
involvement with the delegation and their admiristm of the grant contract. On the level
of the budget the delegation is interacting with DEVCO and DG Enlargement and
Neighborhood Policy dealing with the financial gralitical support of co-operation in the
southern neighborhood and therefore also the Meditean region. (Interview #13) While
in the first years this interaction was clearly dh®n a donor relationship, it opened up

and now involves a higher political engagement stmfi member of the ALF explains:

After the last Board of Governors meeting we hacheeting with someone
from External Affairs and the Cabinet of Commisgpifile [Commissioner

for Enlargement and Neighborhood Policy] and thesoe was to see if we
could have his political involvement as well [...] Wianted to make sure that
we are working with Stefan Flle and Catherine Ashitavard a more coherent
policy framework. Catherine Ashton wrote the foresvdor the Report on

Intercultural Trends, Stefan Fule was at the oggeninthe Forum in Barcelona
— which again is the difference between us and maytmher organization.

[...] It is recognized that the ALF is more than jagproject the Commission is
financing; it is also an instrument to try to pugiead with EU policies for the
region. (Interview #26)

Even though this sharing of responsibilities anéd 8pread over different DGs and
Commissioners is normal for EU policies, it cads & lot of engagement to establish a
coherent strategy on collaboration and consolidabio both sides. Beyond that the period
of transition and uncertainty is not only given twe recently installed EEAS but also at
the level of the UfM. So far, for many the UfM islg present in form of a secretariat in
Barcelona that was established in Spring 2010 anfharshas lacked a stable structure

also as the secretary generals resigned in queé ibtervals. (Interview #15) Egypt and
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France have constituted the co-presidency sinc&,2080 the new co-President will be
seems to be unclear at the present stage. Andavemnpert in the Mediterranean region
admits that “few EU officials can explain clearlgvia the UfM relates to the ENP.” (Grant
2011) The same ambiguity holds true for the ALF. For passworking at the Foundation,

the actual responsibilities and affiliations comieg the UfM are up to now:

a grey area no one wants to touch [...] This is & gensitive issue, it is not
clear even to the ALF. And for the moment it is ol#ar which role is played
by the Secretariat [of the UfM]. They prefer to gethemselves and their
institution outside this institutional setting, #ois difficult to say, how the

relation between the two institutions will evolveeo time. (Interview #27)

Basically, the ALF is one of the institutions oetlUfM and is covering the cultural and
social agendas of the UfM but it is functionallyt part of its secretariat in Barcelona. In
fact, the secretariat itself does have a cultunal social affairs officer and they have an
agreement that they are co-ordinating their cultagendas like with other institutions in
the region. (Interview #15, 27) Beside that they aot very much involved and informed
about the work of the secretariat. (Interview #2868 coincidence of the first ALF Forum
with the opening ceremony of the secretariat oflfid in March 2010 in Barcelona tells
a lot about the communication between the two wottiat actually should work within the
same framework. As the opening of the secretao@i place at the same day the ALF had
to postpone the opening of the forum and had toarge its agenda, as some of the guests
had to attend both events. (Interview #15) And eaeremployee comments: “So we are
an institution of the UfM, so there is a link, bwibat exactly is this link? Unfortunately so
far it did not happen to sketch a map that wouldehmade it clear, who is dependent on
whom, and where does the ALF take position.” (Mtar #15) Indeed, also EU officials
are still not aware in which direction the UfM migtevelop and which status the UfM
might embrace also in the overall EuroMed Partnprplocess. Likewise, an interviewee
states frankly “when | use the EuroMed Partnerdhibink about the entire system, a
process also involving the EU institutions. Whehihk of the UfM | have in my mind a

secretariat.” (Interview #27) Therefore, therelsahe academic consensus that:

the Euro-Mediterranean cooperation process has ni®cso complex
(overlapping cooperation schemes, multiplicationngtruments and sectoral
dynamics, institutional complexity) [...] that there a widespread lack of
knowledge of how it works and of its details at teehnical ground level, even
among the experts and actors involved in it. (Lan009: 131)
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But then the inevitable question that begs to hecss: “How should such a complex
framework be communicated and transferred in agétf@rward manner to the levels of
civil society?”Considering the interview statements and the ptessditical circumstances

in the region this remains to be seen.
Cooperation with Strategic Partners and other EusztMPrograms

Apart from the policies of the European Union ahd intergovernmental arrangements
within the UfM, there are other multilateral instibpns the ALF is consulting and
cooperating with. In the ALF they are frequentlfereed to as Strategic Partners and with

most of them they have signed a memorandum of stateting.

The multilateral initiatives include th&lliance of CivilizationdAoC), which is part of the
United Nations and follows quite a similar agendg&iw an even wider scope. Whereas
the AoC acts as a global actor of interculturalatjae, the ALF clearly pursues a regional
perspective. (Interview#13) Yet, in November 2048 AoC launched a regional Strategy
for the Mediterranean in Malta and in the subsetjyear in April they submitted the
Action Plan for 2011-2015 implementing tAdiance of Civilizations’ Regional Strategy
on Intercultural Dialogue and Cooperation for theeiterraneafi’ which might direct to

a duplication of efforts. Nevertheless, they workegether on th®estore Trust Rebuild
Bridgesinitiative, they collaborated on media programd #me AoC also participated in
the launch of théALF Report on Intercultural Trenddn fact, the report illustrates very
well the collaboration with its partners: Next tat@erine Ashton (High Representative of
the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Seclréagpd Jorge Sampaio (as the United
Nations High Representative for the Alliance of irations) also Amre Moussa
(Secretary General of the League of Arab Statestlaer@with also representid®_ ESCO
the AL Education, Science, and Culture Organizatiomvjted a written contribution for
the preface of the report. In addition, the fiksab-West Dialogue Forung joint project
among the AL and the ALF, was taking place in themfework of the UN Alliance
Regional Strategy for the Mediterranean and the#lediterranean Partnership.

http://www.unaoc.org/wp-content/uploads/MALTA-REGMAL -STRATEGY-FOR-THE-
MEDITERRANEAN-6-nov-Final-document-2010.pdf [21.06.2011]; http://www.unaoc.org/wp-
content/uploads/UNAOC-Action-Plan-for-the-Meditarean-20-April-2011.pdf21.06.2011]

sSee also: http://www.euromedalex.org/sites/default/files/AbimalhReport2010.pdf
http://www.arabwestforum.org/overvieft5.08.2011)
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Moreover, there is a strong commitment to work WWINESCO, ISESC(lslamic
Education, Science and Culture Organization) amdQOE Furthermore, there are the
individual national cultural institutes and numesoother foundations the ALF should
cooperate with. That there is the danger of nofpkeeon track with all the existing
programs and actions is illustrated by an emplafabe ALF in Alexandria: “The ALF is
in the middle of all this multilateral Mediterrameanitiatives; our idea is to have an

agreement with everyone and not to collapse.” (Untev #13)

Furthermore, they try to collaborate with other @led programs, especially with those
that take quite a similar line such as EhewoMed CivilForum, which is an annual meeting
of representatives of the Euro-Mediterranean ciatiety’* So far the EuroMed civil
forum members participated in the ALF Forum in EBdooa but they have not yet
implemented actions together. Beyond that theyadse in contact with thé&uroMed
University in PortoroZ in Sloveni& Nevertheless, a member of the AC remarks that it
needs a tremendous personal effort to get in cofitaside the ALF Forum) with members
of other EuroMed programs as it is not financiallypported by the EMP. Even though it
would be highly recommended to know about what usrently happening at other

EuroMed levels in order to avoid overlaps. (Intewi#2)

After outlining the organizational structure ané #tmbedding of the ALF in other national

and multilateral arrangements, | would like to l@kloser at further categories that were
extracted by an inductive structured analysis & thterviews and built upon earlier

discussions in the introductory chapter.

"http://www.medea.be/en/themes/euro-mediterraneaparation/euromed-civil-forum(02.09.2011)
"http://www.emuni.si/en/strani/29/EMUNI-Universityrhl (15.09.2011)

91



5.9. Further Categories

Civil Society Outreach

The outreach for civil society across the regioong of the core objectives of the ALF.
Therefore, the chances and limits of addressingithkesociety were recurrent discussions
in the interview talks about the ALF. Most of thearviewees agree that the civil society
outreach is given; the member structure of theonati networks is quite broad, they are
involved with a diversity of activities and the osk network structure of the ALF allows
for a multiplication and a cross-fertilization dfarts toward the outreach for civil society.
Nevertheless, it could be practiced much moreiefiity and there are several obstacles:
First of all, network members are mostly basechadapitals, a fact that makes it difficult
to speak of a diverse or comprehensive picturehef divil societies in the countries.
(Interview #18) Then, there is the lack of perspwecboth in view of the financial support
the ALF can give but also in view of the actual é&f#s of participation in the ALF
networks. (Interview #21, 22) Some groups of cedtiety deliberately do not participate
anymore, as it is too formal and too bureaucratidtiem. (Interview #21) But a network
member also remarks that: “their aim should notdeepresent the whole civil society. It
is a network of individual organizations which amerking for their own activities.”
(Interview #22) Other voices emphasize that thé-Ad_promoting cultural dialogue only

on a higher level that does not permeate the nfgssople:

The Forum is for intellectuals especially, the Répavolves professors, academics
[...] My conception of promoting intercultural dialog is completely different, my
perception would be let's go to the marginal aréts intervene in the schools, let's
put pedagogues in a school with children from 8Qoyears and expose them to live
together with Christians in a very Muslim area. [Biit if you keep fueling the
dialogue among people that are already sensitiy@u should go much more to the
basics and lower levels of society starting frornosds, small cultural centers in
more rural areas not so much in the urban areasubechere] you have already
other actors. (Interview #27)

Additionally, civil societies “as the ways how acgy organizes itself, as different
cultures of participation” (Interview #14) are vetiverse in the participating countries of
the UfM. Therefore, the aspect of co-ownership loa tivil society level represents a
challenge as an employee states clearly that “yamunat have an equal cooperation
between a very active civil society in the UK andeay restricted one in Morocco even in

terms of having experience in doing a project.'tdimiew #26) Others also indicate that
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the civil society structures differ not only betweMuslim and non-Muslim countries.
Therefore one should not fall into the trap of Kmng that in Muslim / Arab countries there
is no such a thing as civil society. This is a frexgt misconception that an employee of the
ALF highly criticizes:

There was this stereotype that the Arabs did ne¢ llais idea of organizing a
vibrant civil society, because the Arabs are depehdhey need the Pharaoh,
they need the father, they need a vertical stractthey don’'t care about

themselves, and they don’t care about the pubkcespAnd some people now
[with the Arab Spring] discover that it was noterurhat was why the Report
was so important. Of course there were some diftexe concerning religion

but the essential values were the same. Peopleesstreets, what do they want
— more or less the same as the Greek youth thabwalse streets one month
ago. Of course when you go deeper into the coyrgople are more religious

and conservative, but it was the same in Spaine@dsyago. (Interview #23)

In fact, European civil society structures are alsoy different, as the same interviewee
illustrates with the diverging idea of secularitydareligion between France and Spain.
(Interview #23) Likewise, very simple linguisticrioi@rs impede the civil society outreach.
A frequent lack of sufficient English language catgncy makes the application process

but also the implementation of the project ardudumerview #24)

Intercultural dialogue among different civil sogiestructures and their cultures is
considerably related to the mobility of people atgb for the ALF the topic of mobility “is
transversal- it goes through all the activities” (Interview #2#nhd should be paid attention
to in the next sub-chapter.

Mobility

In almost all of the projects of the ALF mobilityags a central role. But actually going to
different places is often restrained by structarad political obstacles and participants of a
project are often denied their visa in the veryt lasnute. (Interview #15, 22) This
concerns mostly people from the southern Medite@ancountries that want to enter the
European Union as an interviewee illustrates:

If you are not travelling within very, very offididrameworks you have to

proof that you have to have a bank account, thataye not going to travel to
find some work — because that is the great paranbiall the European

countries [...] As long as the issue of mobility st solved one cannot speak
of an equal partnership, because so far the ftuadinot equal for half of the

citizens of this region. (Interview #22)

93



But also the south-south movement between the éwahtries is often quite difficult.

That mobility is central for a feeling of partneistand belonging is also put forward by a
network member of the ALF. Also the awareness dfthwe feeling of belonging to Europe
and the European Union is very much related tdrégedom of movement throughout the

region without any problems. (Interview #2)

In this regard, a network member made the poinphasize more clearly the advocacy

power of the national networks:

Maybe this is something we could do as a networlsag: ‘Okay, we are

representing the civil society, let's lobby, letl® something!” Because this
would be something concrete that would affect s organizations. We need
some concrete results, little things that we astaork of the ALF did and that
are affecting me as an organization and all theradhganizations. Also, trying

to solve this problem of [complicated] registratitims is something we always
talk about. It could be something else for mobibty well. We lack meaning
through concrete actions. (Interview #22)

This once again triggers critique of putting inqdaa foundation with the objective of
intercultural dialogue and exchange in a politisafrrounding that does not bear the
necessary structural preconditions. Whereas soher obunter by referring to the ALF’s
advantageous interlocutor position between civiiety interests and the governmental
bodies such as the Ministries of foreign affairschihallows them to force their advocacy
position for structural regulations in the natiot@lltural) policies. (Interview #26) Others
also mention that mobility might be overrated antkricultural dialogue cannot happen
after a weeklong seminar of exchange, but it ratieeds a longer awareness raising
process that has to start on-site in the home desnboth in Europe as in the

Mediterranean countries. Only then it can be tremefl to another level. (Interview #16)

Soft power and Cultural Diplomacy

Most of the network members that are actually wagkon cultural programs in the region
hardly refer to terms such as soft power and calltdiplomacy. Whereas others that are

involved with the conceptualization of the prograohemes avail themselves of the terms
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and concepts laid out in chapter 1.3. In fact,tiwe politically involved the persons are
the more they are concerned with cultural diploméeyhat sense some interviewees refer
to the level of the Executive Director and the Rlest of the ALF as they are the actual
ones that practice cultural diplomacy. (Intervie@, #0) This also refers to what Max
Fuchs remarks in his introduction on cultural pglicthe higher the political level, the
more prevalent are theoretical discussion on alltpolicy. (Fuchs 2007: 52) But it also
shows that cultural diplomacy still stands in sgorlation with cultural interference and
engagement abroad on a higher political level.

When asking whether the ALF is practicing cultudiplomacy, interviewees mostly
mention the campaign Restoreust — Rebuild Bridgearound the Gaza War in 2008/2009.
Also the accompanying workshops during the ALF Rotbhat involved broad discussions
on the cultural and social agenda of the UfM andctvlwere then submitted also to the
official political levels, can be described as soswet of cultural or, as the Executive
Director terms it, as social diplomacy. Eventuallgrious terms are employed which also
reveal their fuzziness echoed by a comment of saniewee who consciously avoids the
term as:

I’'m not sure what cultural diplomacy actually meahs not quite sure what
public diplomacy means. [...] A lot of this jargonasnorphous and not quite
definable. Perhaps what we are doing is culturplodiacy, perhaps it is not
[...] 1 would consider myself pretentious when caijlimyself a cultural
diplomat. (Interview #7)
But all of the interviewed persons dissociated thelres from the narrow traditional
concept of cultural diplomacy and stress: “[...] wheare were doing our cultural
corporation we are trying to sustain the culturetiod areas and regions that we are

targeting, so it is a sort of an intercultural diplacy. [...]" (Interview #7)
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6. Conclusion

When recalling the formation of the EuroMed culturagime, the ALF was first and
foremost created through an intergovernmental c@bjp@ process that can be traced back
to the global instability after the attacks of 9/d1dd to the gridlocked situation in the
Middle East. Intercultural dialogue, perceived asagpen process of cultural encounter
among people coming from different parts of theioeg“attracted a great interest as a
means of pursuing@nvergence of civilisatiorend thereby frustrating any Huntingtonian
clash of civilizations.(Gillespie 2003: 234-235) The original intergomerental genesis of
the ALF was perpetuated in the institutional sewfiphe foundation with the installment
of a BoG. The governmental involvement was not ealgvant for emphasizing the shared
national approach of the Euro-Mediterranean Pastngrbut was also chosen for keeping
track of the activities of the ALF on both sidestbé Mediterranean Sea. The strong
influence of the BoG — and whether it restraingpmmotes the foundation’s objective to
forge an intercultural dialogue among the civilisties across the regions — has remained
a point of debate among the bodies of the ALF aratl@mics. Those who refer to the
principles of the EuroMed Partnership and the adegpcole of the ALF see the BoG as an
essential added-value for the foundation and sughes without their involvement the
dialogue would not be possible at all. Others verych doubt the benefits of the
governmental involvement in the working processhaf foundation. Furthermore, there
are critics that in general highly disbelieve i timuch vaunted panacea of intercultural
exchange in a politically unstable region suchtas the southern Mediterranean. They
would rather propose to invest more in the econcenid political structures in order to
build up an appropriate environment that then wallaw for efficient cultural exchange

and debate.

Hence, in view of these structural circumstancdseitomes clear that the ALF is not a
vehicle for a European Union cultural diplomacy get But, in fact, the ALF tries to
distance itself from the idea of being a purely dp#an institution by constantly
emphasizing the idea of a Euro-Mediterranean pestiie as the following statement
demonstrates:

[...] it would not work that effectively as anotheuf®pean project which is
rolled out in the region [...] We are trying to creat new geopolitical concept
and to do that, people have to have a lot of ovwnerdaNVe are not creating
something from the European Union plus its neighpeve are creating a
shared idea. (Interview #26)
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Nonetheless, the EU institutions have so far plagedmportant backup role both in the
formation process as well in the maintenance ofBheo-Mediterranean cultural regime.
Particularly, the generous allocation of funds shithwat the EU can definitely be seen as a
facilitator and supplier of cultural exchange. Téfere, when recalling the liberal concept
of patronage it may hold true that the EU so fag imediated as a neutral and supportive
party among the national interests which embraceara’s length approach. Indeed, one
of the interviewees actually compares the structdirttne foundation to that of the Goethe
Institutes. However, in contrast to the Goetheitmigts the EU institutions and the member
states involved failed to agree upon clear rules gundelines as to the areas in which the
the government-i.e. the Board membersmay interfere or may not. (Interview #21)
When it comes to the involvement of the BoG in #heF one can detect several
ambiguities: Members of the BoG have a right toevahd decide on the prospective
program, have a say in the appointment of the nmanagt of the foundation and in
financial decisions, even though some of them dosopport the organization financially.
So far, no clear rules have been agreed on howlt@ ghis dilemma or what kind of
sanctions are foreseen when member countries tergvidn their payments or do not meet
their financial targets for the ALF at all. So eviiugh it might be normal for an arm’s
length institution that there is a board that serae a watchdog, observing a foundation’s
activities, the board’s surveillance and monitorofghe ALF does not stand in balanced
proportion to its actual contributions. This alattén in consideration, as a cultural policy
expert remarks, that in order “programs of intelttoal (and inter-religious) dialogue do
succeed; it is essential that they involve locakens as much as possible — and national
officials as little as possible.” (De Vries 200&)8n this regard, it seems that the ALF is
too closely intertwined with governmental positioN®t only the involvement of the BoG,
is slowing down and restricting the work of the ridation due to diverging national
interests and sub-regional conflicts, but alsostinecture of the HoNs impedes the success
of the foundation. Many HoNs are still appointedthg national governments and are thus
not necessarily representing the interests of @wtiety. That reduplication of national
influence considerably undermines the credibilityh@ foundation’s work and contributes
to its “greatest disadvantage, the lack of indepand in its decisions.” (Interview #4)
That the BoG considerably influences the work & tbundation has become clear with
regard to the productive vacuum after the Gaza W&009 that resulted in one of its
flagship projects, theRestore Trust— Rebuild Bridgescampaign. Thus, while the

involvement of the governments in a Board might dmenmon for an arm’s length
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institution — the term “arm’s length institutionfready suggests it is not totally removed
from governmental influence — the actual nationetworks and hence the overall ALF
network must refrain from any political interferen@s long as the guidelines for the BoG
—especially when it comes to the funding of the ALRave not been clarified and the
reduplication of the political interference is nmtevented one cannot speak of cultural
diplomacy at arm’s length. The ALF works indepertleftom the community institutions
but not from many of the member countries of theoEMediterranean Partnership.
Another rule of procedure that still has to be neged concerns the communication
among the different bodies. They all take crucetisions but seem to be very detached
from each other; the BoG working with the managenwérnthe foundation is hardly in
contact with the HoNs or the staff of the foundati®&o the staff and the HoNs only
receive directives from the BoG but they might netessarily have been coordinated with
the other bodies even though the higher managetniestto serve as a mediator. The
national networks would highly recommend institabzing regular meetings between
the BoG and the HoN but also the AC and the s&lfffar an increasing harmonization of

their efforts.

A commission officer sees the reasons for the amcldes and working procedures mostly
in the hasty formation of the foundation after 9/Ahd also the ALF staff is aware of the
fact that they represent a new concept of regi@oalperation and that they “are in a
process of something that until now has not reacdtsedbjective.” (Interview #13) This
once again triggers some of the initial questisugh as which conclusions we can draw
from the institutional set-up of the ALF? A questithhat is not only relevant in the light of
the present discussions on a European culturabmigty but also with regard to one of the
basic questions of regime theory whether regimesactoally matter? Several aspects
might legitimize the need for the set-up of a adtuegime based on intergovernmental
cooperation: First of all, a pan-European cultuliglomacy is still mostly practiced on
“national desks.” (Interview #21) A joint engagarhéke it is practiced in the context of
the ALF and the EuroMed Partnership might therefoeea first common approach.
Nevertheless, member states highlight that the AL_predominantly a “dialogue actor.”
Culture within the ALF is seen as a means for dgwalent in the sense of the social-
democratic model laid out in the introduction. éiiew# 21, 23) Therefore, the work of
the ALF is very important for enabling intercultuchalogue between different public and

non-public actors but it does not follow that ipleces other actions more focused on

98



cultural and creative expertise which might thentle métier of the regional EUNIC
clusters, as an interviewee points out. (Intervi&4) But also in the light of the frequent
critique of imposing European values to Arab caestrthis shared national approach of
cooperation seems to be adequate for practicing udtilaberal cultural diplomacy
supported by the European Union. Especially, in ligat of the problem structure
involving abstract categories such as values andepgons, “the model put in place
makes sense until now,” as another interviewee ipufgterview #13) In a region where
there are so many “unsettled and contested idesiti{Gillespie 2003: 234-235) a cultural
foundation with the ALF’s set-up seems to havedrliand can be regarded as a least
common denominator. Beyond that, one has to hightige considerable achievements of
the cooperative structure of the ALF as a netwdrkeiworks that has mobilized a huge
number of transnational actors working together tie region. The value of the
institutional structure with its 43 networks isked to a huge organizational effort, but the
scope should not be underestimated. Also, the adea network of networks equally
positioned between civil society and the governmleletvel backed up by the EU has its
strength and if wisely adopted could be usefultireoglobal contexts.

As mentioned in the introduction the EU-LAC fouridatintends to follow a similar
model of cultural diplomacy. A model that then ntigenefit from the ALF’s experiences;
that works not only at arm’s length from the EurapdJnion institutions but is also less
intertwined with governmental representatives oa Board of Governors level and
predominantly on the level of its Head of Network#jich very much challenges the
denomination of the ALF as an arm’s length insintot As the Latin American region is
currently facing less troubled times the institofbzation stage of the EU-LAC
Foundation might allow for a well thought-throughopess of consultatidh and
establishment. This might be more time-consumirnighielps the foundation not to end up
as a pure top-down institution, which is not enddrby broader levels of society and thus
becomes a more mature regional cultural diplomamnta Also in the light of the new
structural arrangements of the EEAS, the future AIG- foundation could be a positive

and credible model for the EU’s global self-asseriess as a soft and civilian power.

With regard to the ALF, specific measures havedddken to adapt the cultural regime

and to modify the present structural inertia tihat ALF is struggling with. Predominantly,

"*The process of consultation so far has alreadyhedoseveral discussions and meetings with
representatives of the ALF in order to avoid simdtuctural shortcomings. (Interview #13)
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the formalization of norms and the member's conmué with these norms would
constitute a crucial step toward financial stapitind intellectual independence. In order to
remain credible this is a process that the invohdgpartments in the European
Commission as in the EEAS have to follow cautiouslyrder not to lose support both
among the public in the region as well as amongwas ranks in Brussels by supporting a
piecemeal and highly politicized foundation. In tight of the current political upheavals
in the Arab countries since the beginning of 2014 might actually be another productive
political vacuum the European Union together with affiliated bodies of the ALF may

harness for overdue structural reforms.
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EEAS
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ENP
EPC
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EU-LAC
EUROMED
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HoU
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oMC
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SNDP
UfM
UNESCO

Advisory Councll

African Caribbean and Pacific

Anna Lindh Foundation
Arab League

Arab League Educational, Scientific and t@nall Organization
Alliance of Civilization

Asia-Europe Foundation

Board of Governors

Call for Proposal

Common Foreign and Security Policy
Council of Europe

Directorate General for Education and Celtur
Directorate General for Development and Cooperation
Directorate General for External Relations
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COVER LETTER ™

Dear Mr. / Ms. ...!

I’'m a student at the University of Vienna, Austri.the moment I'm writing my master
thesis in Political Science in the field of Europeaultural policy. My supervisor is Ms.
Karin Liebhart, professor at the Political Sciedepartment, University of Vienna.

The interest within my thesis lies on the instidnal structures of the European Union’s
cultural diplomacy initiatives. | therewith analyi#zee Anna Lindh Foundation as a specific
foreign cultural policy model that emerged as arrgovernmental initiative in supporting
cultural cooperation and network-building in ther@&iediterranean region but now
works as an independent institution.

By analyzing the Anna Lindh Foundation | want tokacloser at the idea of establishing
regional foundations working on intercultural exaba of civil societies. What is the
benefit of establishing these intergovernmentalnétaiions such as the Asia-Europe
Foundation and the prospective EU-LatinAmericaniliken Foundation, what might be
challenges and its structural dynamics, also inlitjiieé of the recently installed European
External Action Service?

The professional perspectives and experiences pErexwho are acquainted and directly
involved with the Anna Lindh Foundation and withtexxal cultural policy initiatives of
the European Union lie at the core of my analy§isat is why I'm planning to conduct
several interviews between December 2010 and Fegb2@l1 with persons who are
working in this field of study.

As you followed the work of the ALF as ... | wouldkdi to ask if you would be interested
to answer some research-related questions for asysth

| attached an abstract of my research projectltowamny academic focus. But if you have
any other questions please don't hesitate to comat

Thanks a lot for your help & kind regards,
Katharina Obenhuber

"Both the draft cover letter as the questionnairesevadapted according to the interviewee’s projessi
background.
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QUESTIONNAIRES

Questionnaire for expert interviews with personedtly involved with the Anna Lindh
Foundation (ALF)

Before the interview

General information

Interview#:

Name:

Affiliated institution:
Location:
Time/Duration:

Checklist

[l Check surrounding and functioning of my technicalide (noise, recording
device, microphone)

1 Acknowledgment

[] Give short outline of my research interest and sgdamic background

(] Give Information about the procedure of the intewi
(Duration — use of technical device — anonymity)

Warm-up questions

What are your responsibilities at the Anna Lindlukaation?

How long have you been working at the Anna Lindlrkation (ALF)? Have you been
following its mission since its establishment ir030

Questions regarding the genesis of the ALF andtructural characteristics

Out of which international context did the ALF eve?
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Which actors were involved? (Was there a statesiated as a driving force to establish
such a foundation for intercultural dialogue?)

What role did state actors and non-state actogsqalang the process of the formation and
implementation of the foundation?

What role do these actors play now?

How would you describe the structural charactexsstif the ALF?

What do you think are the main objectives of thareation, what is its mission?

Questions regarding the current work of the ALBj@atives)

What are your responsibilities at the ALF?

In what kind of projects were you involved?

How does the co-operation process work?

Who determines the program, which actors/partiee laaright to say?

How does the funding structure work?

How do you experience the co-operation betweenfdbadation and local communities
especially here in Egypt?

What are the chances of such a foundation?

What might be its disadvantages and its challenges?

Questions regarding European Union’s cultural dioy
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Following literature on cultural policy initiativesf the European Union in its external
relations one regularly comes across terms suchilagal diplomacyor soft powe? What
do you think of these terms?

Does such a cultural diplomacy exist in a Europeartext?

Could the ALF be seen in such a context?

How would you assess the value of the Foundationelation to cultural diplomacy-
attempts of the European Union?

How would you describe the relation of the ALF ther national cultural institutes?

Questions regarding the European Union’s Exteiciibn Service (EEAS)

What do you think of the European Union’s ExterAakion Service which should be
installed during the next couple of months?

Do you see Culture as a part of the EEAS? If sej%ho

How do or should the EU institutions approach #sktof cultural policy/diplomacy?

What role could the Foundation play for the EEAS?

Do you see any possibility or a need to extend sughmogram to another geographical
region?
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Questionnaire for European Cultural Policy Expartd Experts involved with the Euro
Mediterranean Partnership (EMP)

Before the interview

General information

Interview#:

Name:
Affiliated institution:
Location:

Date:
Time/Duration:

Checklist

(] Check surrounding and functioning of my techniaalide (noise, recorder,...)
] Acknowledgment
(] Give short outline of research interest and my eoad background
The main interest in my research lies in the stmas of the
(1 Give interviewee information about the proceduréhefinterview
(Duration — use of technical devices — anonymity)

Warm-up questions

How long have you been working in the field of Bagan cultural policy/ in the context of
the EMP?

What are your responsibilities at the ...?

When and how did you first hear about the ALF?

Questions regarding the genesis of the ALF anstitsctural characteristics

How did you follow the genesis and the work of &id=?

Out of which international context did the ALF eve?
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Do you know which actors were involved? What rakk state actors and non-state actors
play during the process of the formation and imm@station of the foundation?

What role do these actors play now?

How would you describe the structural charactexsstif the ALF?

What do you think are the main objectives of tharaation, what is its mission?

What are the chances of such a foundation withrdetgathe cultural policy objectives of
the European Union?

What might be its disadvantages and its challenges?

Questions regarding European Union’s cultural dipoy

Following literature on cultural policy initiativesf the European Union one regularly
comes across terms suchcastural diplomacyandsoft powe? What do you think of these
terms?

Does such a cultural diplomacy exist in a Europaartext?

Could the ALF be seen in such a context?

How would you assess the value of the Foundatiarlation to cultural diplomacy-
attempts of the European Union?

Questions regarding the European Union’s Extefciibn Service (EEAS)

What do you think of the European Union’s Exterelion Service which should be
installed during the next couple of months?

Do you see culture as a part of the EEAS? If sayho
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How do or should the EU community institutions agguoh the task of a European cultural
diplomacy?

What role could the Foundation play for the EurapEaternal Action service?

Do you see any possibility or a need to extend sugtogram to another geographical
region?

116



LEBENSLAUF ArmKatharina Obenhuber, B.A.

Geburtsdatum / Geburtsort: 21.06.1986 / Riethinkreis
Staatsburgerschaft: Osterreich
AUSBILDUNG

02/2006-01/2012: Diplomstudium Politikwissenschblitiversitat Wien

10/2005-04/2011: Bachelorstudium Vergleichenderaitturwissenschatft,
Universitat Wien

08-12/20009: Auslandssemester an der Edmund A. Wads$tool of Foreign
Service, Georgetown University, Washington, D.Cilnedme
am Undergraduate Progra@ulture & Politics

WEITERBILDUNGEN

03/10: Seminarwoche am Institute for CulturalIDipacy, Berlin

02-09/07: Besuch einzelner Seminarwochen zum Thé&mkurmanagement und
Kulturvermittlung am Institut fir Kulturkonzepte 8h

BERUFSERFAHRUNG

09-12/2011: Praktikur€ultural Policy, Cultural Dialogue, and Cultural
Diversity Division Europarat Stral3burg

1/2008-6/2011. Mitarbeltiterarisches QuartierAlte Schmiede Wien

07-10/2008: Praktikusterreichisches KulturforunNew York

11-2007-12/2007: Praktikui® Kultur OsterreichWien

FREMDSPRACHENKENNTNISSE

Deutsch Muttersprache
Englisch Flissig in Wort und Schrift
Franzésisch  Grundkenntnisse

117



ABSTRACT (Englisch)

The thesis follows a recent development in theucaltpolicies of the European Union
(EU) — a stronger focus on the involvement of a@ltin its external relations. Cultural
policy in that sense should not anymore take ptadg within the EU but should also
involve an increased awareness of cultural relatiomith partner countries and
regions. Especially in the light of a globalizedtertal market, global mobility and its
accompanying xenophobic tendencies, cultural polmy a EU level received a
reevaluation. This reorientation was put forwardwio official EU documents: These were
the European Agenda for Culture in a Globalizing Worfgublished by the European
Commission in May 2007, and in November 2008Ekeopean Council’s Conclusion on
the Promotion of Cultural Diversity and InterculadrDialogue in the External Relations
of the Union and its Member States

The documents triggered a wide debate among asitiyesf European cultural policy
stakeholders who then introduced and revised texnasconcepts at the intersection of
culture and diplomacy. My research ties in withsieconcepts but also with raised
guestions of how does or should the EU approachasgieof a cultural diplomacy within a
more global perspective; coordinate the diversggriaand interact with foreign publics?
And most important how can we analyze and chanaetéhe underlining structures and
principles of this new effort academically?

Following the positions and suggestions of experigaged in the field of European
cultural policy, the EU’s main role should be tloéta facilitator of international cultural
exchange, but it should not serve as its execantgy. Tracing this idea, | argue that in
certain geographical contexts cultural diplomacyas of EU’s external relations already
follows such an independeatm’s lengthapproach. The arm’s length structure of cultural
diplomacy is strongly linked to the British Councithe British cultural representation
abroad is financially supported by the governmeut their programmers work in an
independent institution that is not part of the ggovental Foreign Service institutions.
Similarly, European cultural diplomacy in the Medianean region was initiated within
the intergovernmental setting of the Euro-Meditesan Partnership and is strongly
supported by the EU but the actual work is execbiedn external cultural institution, the
Anna Lindh Euro-Mediterranean Foundation for thealdgue between Culturdsased in
Alexandria, Egypt.

The Foundation herewith serves as an evaluatiairefdy existing structures of a cultural
diplomacy practiced by the EU which received a naterest in view of discussions
regarding the involvement of cultural agendas mrécently installed EU External Action
Service.

In order to address these questions that set thi& Eiternational position and its

cooperation with third countries theoretically inp@rspective | will introduce regime

theory. Regime theory — a theory of Internationela®ons — deals with the formation and
the effectiveness of more or less institutionalif@ans of cooperation, called regimes. |
assume that the Euro-Mediterranean Partnershipidqa®uhe institutional framework of

issue-specific regimes, one of which is the Euraditegranean cultural regime which has
at its core the Anna Lindh Foundation.
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ABSTRACT (Deutsch)

Die vorliegende Arbeit nimmt aktuelle Entwicklungdar Kulturpolitik der Europaischen
Union auf — ein starkerer Fokus auf die Einbezighwon Kultur in den externen
Beziehungen. Europdaische Kulturpolitik soll siclehtimehr nur an ein innereuropdaisches
Publikum richten, sondern Bestandteil einer zunetinengeren Kooperation mit
Partnerlandern und -regionen sein. Besonders inetatht eines globalisierten
Kulturmarktes, neuer Migrationsstrome und derenldd@mden xenophoben Tendenzen,
hat Europaische Kulturpolitik in den letzten Jahegne Neuorientierung erfahren. Zwei
Publikationen der EU waren dafiir wegbereitend: Mdteilung der Europdischen
Kommission im Mai 2007 eineEuropaische Agenda fur Kultur in einer globalisent
Welt sowie eineinhalb Jahre spéater, im November 20@8Sdhlussfolgerungen des Rates
der Europaischen Union z@orderung der kulturellen Vielfalt und des interkukllen
Dialogs in den AuRenbeziehungen der Union und iNtiggliedstaaten.

Die offiziellen Stellungnahmen der EU gaben den téfsfiir eine breite konzeptuelle
Debatte. Folgt man den Positionen und Vorschlagenbdteiligten Expertinnen im Feld
der Europaischen Kulturpolitik, so sollte die EUrmehmlich die Rolle eines Vermittlers
und Unterstitzers von internationalem Kulturausthusinnehmen, aber nicht als das
ausfihrende Organ agieren. Die vorliegende Arbeaiiipk an diese aufgeworfenen
Uberlegungen an und nimmt an, dass die EU in bestem geographischen Kontexten
bereits solch einem Anspruch einer unabhangigetuialilen Diplomatie folgt. So wird in
der Euro-Mediterranen Partnerschaft eine kultur@lplomatie finanziell von der EU
unterstitzt, die eigentliche Arbeit aber findetdier externerAnna Lindh Stiftung fur den
Dialog der Kulturen im Mittelmeemit Sitz in Alexandria (Agypten) statt.

Die umfassende strukturelle Analyse der Stiftungl gdamit als Evaluierung bereits
bestehender Strukturen einer européaischen kukrelDiplomatie dienen. Eine
Evaluierung, die in den Monaten nach der Ratifiaigr des Vertrages an Lissabon rund
um die Diskussionen des neuen Europaischen AugeariDienstes und der geforderten
Einbeziehung von kulturellen und sozialen Agen@enAktualitat gewonnen hat.

Um die Fragen in Bezug auf die internationale Rusiérung der EU und ihrer kulturellen
Kooperation mit Drittstaaten in eine theoretiscleespektive zu bringen, beziehe ich mich
auf eine Theorie der Internationalen BeziehungezgimRetheorie beschéaftigt sich mit der
Entstehung und der Effektivitat von mehr oder wenignstitutionalisierten Formen
internationaler Kooperation, die als Regime bez@thverden konnen. Ebenfalls stellt die
Euro-Mediterrane Partnerschaft den Rahmen fur diestBhung von problemzentrierten
Regimen, unter anderem fir das Euro-Mediterrane tuknglgime dar, das den
Ausgangspunkt flr eine umfassende institutionellgalpse der Anna Lindh Stiftung
darstellt.
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