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Executive Summary

This study argues the case for the establishment of an Inter-American Observatory of Cultural Policy (the ‘why?’ and the ‘for whom?’) and sets out the required tasks and operating conditions (the ‘what?’ and the ‘how?’).  

The cultural sector in the region is marginalized, fragmented, poorly informed and insufficiently visible.  The proposed new entity will help overcome these weaknesses.  Its benefits, however, will transcend the cultural sector alone.  They will contribute to attaining make the broader political objective of using the resources and power of culture – both quantitative and qualitative – to strengthen governance, development and regional integration.   

A wide range of information-related needs and expectations is expressed by the different cultural constituencies of the Americas.  They suggest in fact that the ‘observatory’ metaphor is inadequate with regard to the scope of the outcomes expected.  The notion of a cultural laboratory is more appropriate to the challenge at hand. 
An information infrastructure already exists in the Americas.  But it is not strong enough to attain such results by simply building connections among its many constituent bodies.  There must be a dedicated entity that works synoptically across the cultures, nations and cultural stakeholder communities of the Americas.  

Its core tasks would be to:

· gather and make available specialized information on the cultural sector; 
· promote research and data collection on cultural policies and cultural diversity in the Member States and 
· contribute to the design of indicators by which to measure the impact of policies in the cultural sector.   

 Such a body should:

· serve as the functionally autonomous information arm of the Inter-American Committee on Culture (CIC)

· connect and draw upon existing efforts, resources and institutional experience; 
· ensure the effective  participation non-governmental stakeholders; 
· develop a network of information providers in each country; 
· develop on-line information capabilities that are cheap, high-impact, and simple, yet front-edge and interactive. 
The study proposes the establishment of the ICPO as a three-year pilot project and sets out the principal challenges of financing, governance and location.
The following should be the ‘deliverables’ of the pilot phase: 
1. A revision of the mapping contained in Appendix 1, based on inputs from throughout the hemisphere.

2. A data bank on the cultural systems of the Member states.

3. Methodological tools and guidelines, including harmonized categories and criteria, for the development of cultural indicators.  

4. Two or three robust sub-regional studies on priority thematic issues 
5. An analytical database covering themes such as:  the economic performance of the various cultural sub-sectors; the cultural contribution to social well-being; distribution of cultural products and services; culture and trade; elaboration and protection of authors’ rights and other intellectual property rights; entrepreneurship in the cultural sector 

6. An interactive portal which connects institutions and actors in the existing cultural information infrastructure 
7. A functioning network of users and contributors. 

This pilot phase will be a trial period that will enable the proposed goals, fund-raising strategy, governance structure and working methods to be tested and refined. 
Finally, the study explores the pros and cons of three structural options.  Two of these are ‘networking’ approaches.  The third option, which appears to offer significantly greater potential benefits than the latter is the establishment of the ICPO as an autonomous stand-alone entity supervised by the CIC.

Introduction

This feasibility study has been undertaken in pursuance of the Declaration and Plan of Action of Cartagena de Indias.  In this document, The First Inter-American Meeting of Ministers and Highest Authorities of Culture agreed that it was necessary to ‘undertake a feasibility study on the establishment, within the framework of the Inter-American Committee on Culture, of an Inter-American Cultural Policy Observatory.’  In April 2003, the Unit for Social Development and Education of the Organization of American States (OAS) commissioned
 the present author to carry out the study.

There are different species of ‘feasibility study.’  Some literally explore whether a project is viable or not, by asking the ‘can we?’ question.  Often, however, what is really assessed is need, i.e. the ‘should we?’  question.  In some cases, need and viability are both taken for granted and the focus is on the ‘how?’   Some feasibility studies also explore the ‘why?’  

In the present instance, the detailed mandate provided for the study suggests a certain confidence in the desirability of an Inter-American Cultural Policy Observatory (ICPO).  Hence the ‘should we?’ question is superseded by the ‘why?’  and ‘how?’ questions.  Both the ‘why?’ and the ‘how?’ questions were indeed foregrounded in the terms of reference provided to the author by the Unit for Social Development and Education of the OAS Secretariat.  

The institutional location of a new entity is a core issue in any feasibility study.  In the present case, the question has been answered in advance, since it is envisaged that the Inter-American Committee on Culture (CIC), itself in the process of formation, shall 

‘oversee and make use of an Inter-American Cultural Policy Observatory to foster the exchange of information on policies, including, among others, on policies of: culture as a means and goal of development.., the role of the cultural sector..., links between culture and education, culture and communication, culture and the environment.., full participation of all people in cultural life…’  

Thus the ICPO, if its establishment is decided, will be in a relationship of close interdependence with the CIC.  

This is a degree of inter-governmental commitment unmatched in any other region or for that matter at the international level.  
So the key question for the present study was whether this commitment is shared by the region’s diverse cultural communities.  The present inquiry has demonstrated that such commitment does exist.  Yet while they laud this governmental initiative, many informants, particularly cultural activists in civil society, seek reassurance:  Will the ICPO  respect their creative  autonomy?  Will it lead to realistic and effective implementation instead of meeting the fate of many earlier and ambitious regional cultural initiatives that have never got past the drawing board stage?    

These aspirations and concerns are universally shared, as confirmed by a similar exercise the author has recently completed on behalf of the European Cultural Foundation with respect to the European Parliament’s call for the establishment of a European Observatory of Cultural Cooperation.
   Earlier, as director of cultural policies at UNESCO he set in motion a process whose international ambitions were similar – to create a robust knowledge and evidence base for cultural policy-making.  This experience has predisposed him to believe that such an instrument could render great service to the cause of bringing the cultural dimension closer to the heart of public policy in the region. 

This belief was endorsed by the many cultural decision-makers, activists and researchers in the region (or knowledgeable about it) who were kind enough to reply to an informal questionnaire sent out by the author.  This positive feedback from ‘the field’ was subsequently reinforced by an Advisory Committee formed by the OAS, which met in Washington, DC on June 27, 2003 to discuss a preliminary draft of this study.  The following experts are members of the Advisory Committee:  Marta Elena Bravo de Hermelin, Alfonso Castellanos Ribot, Sylvie Durán, Leo Goldstone, Thomas Lowy, Keith Nurse, German Rey, Andrés Roemer and George Yúdice.  This meeting was chaired by Sofialeticia Morales, Director of the Unit for Social Development and Education, and her colleagues Sara Meneses and María Claudia Camacho also took part.  The work presented here would not have been possible without the intelligence, vision and dedication of each of these individuals.  The author wishes to put on record his deep gratitude to them all.  

Yes, there is a widely felt need for a Hemispheric cultural policy observatory.  Yes, the products and services of such a body could make a real difference to the flourishing of culture sector across the hemisphere and hence to the well-being and quality of life of all its citizens.  And yes, there is a sufficient critical mass of individuals and institutions that can sustain, grow and use such a tool to good advantage.  

The ‘can we?’ question cannot be answered so readily, however.  In these lean times of scarce resources, it would be sheer wishful thinking to imagine that it could be otherwise.  Yet there is a way, one that will be outlined in the pages that follow. 

Thus options are set out and a recommendation is made for the establishment of a stand-alone entity under the supervision of the CIC.  But these recommendations do not answer all the ‘how?’ questions, far from it.  For this is a feasibility study, not a Business Plan.  It provides a contextual and situational analysis, from which it draws conclusions as to what can be done and how.  It is not a blueprint:  it provides the overall architecture, but not the engineering.  In a subsequent stage, guided by the decisions taken by the CIC and the views it expresses, detailed specifications and a launch strategy should be defined and a full-fledged Business Plan developed as a collective Inter-American endeavor.   
1.
Rationale

In any policy arena, the crafting of appropriate and effective policy depends on the quality of the information infrastructure that is available to the participants in that arena. Such an information infrastructure does not develop on its own accord. Rather, it is designed, developed and managed as a critical element in policy formulation and implementation. That should be no less true in cultural policy than in other policy arenas.

As contemporary cultural flows and processes transcend the boundaries of nation-states, the need for shared mechanisms for the collection, processing and dissemination of information at the national as well as the regional level, is being articulated with increasing force in all domains, including the cultural.   The purposes envisaged for such mechanisms are multiple:  to advance the self-knowledge and understanding of the cultural sector; to strengthen flows of communication and co-operation within it; to buttress the case it makes for policy attention and financing. 

A number of national and local bodies already serve the cultural sector in one or more of these ways.  Within regions and groupings of nation-states, artists, cultural operators and organizations, networks, cultural scholars and governmental policy-makers alike are beginning to call for collective instruments for the gathering and mediation of cultural information.  And many such instruments call themselves ‘observatories’.     

There are universal as well as specifically Inter-American justifications for such a regional tool for information and knowledge management.   It can help the cultural sector to: 

· progress from the marginal place it still occupies in the public policy landscape and affirm its specific ‘unity in diversity’

· break down the barriers of ignorance that still exist among its practitioners, enrich trans-national co-operation and re-imagine itself as a community that operates both within and beyond national boundaries 

· buttress the case for culture as a central dimension of development and governance, leading Member States to formulate and implement cultural policies that match economic and social policies in effort and resources

· build robust connections between culture on the one hand and economics, politics and social welfare on the other; and itself take the lead in forging strategies to develop such connections

· provide the cultural sectors of countries entering into regional free trade agreements (FTAs) with the information they need in order to design coordinated policies, a matter of great importance when entering into such agreements with countries with greater FTA experience such as the United States and Mexico
· forge effective and lasting links between cultural research (whether purely academic or more ‘action-oriented’ in nature), cultural policy and cultural practice

· find its bearings and address key challenges such as the maintenance of cultural diversity in the face of powerful homogenizing forces unleashed by globalization

· build better cultural relationships with both neighbors and more distant ‘others’.   

These potential benefits transcend the cultural sector alone.  They can contribute to the broader political objective of using the resources and power of culture to strengthen economic development, governance and regional integration. 

In the information and knowledge economy, cultural heritage and cultural expression nourish many essential industries, which are powerful engines of economic growth.  The ability to create new ideas and new forms of expression has become a valuable resource base equaling in importance – and possibly even outstripping – mineral, agricultural and manufacturing assets.  Today, the wealth of nations is cultural.  It is not just as a legacy or the fruit of an industrial apparatus, it is represented by vitality, knowledge, energy and dynamism in the production of ideas.  The overriding priority is to forge environments that foster this dynamism.  Countries that fail to do so are doomed to become passive consumers of ideas and products generated by others.   

Existing economic and trade data show that the Americas are already net exporters of cultural industries, albeit with both strengths and weaknesses.  This situation needs to be validated as well as critiqued, so as to exploit the considerable potential that exists to expand the institutional capacity of the cultural sector and, in so doing, the economic resource base.  

Cultures and cultural activities are also resources in ways that cannot be measured quantitatively.  They have become ever more powerful vectors of identity and communication. Creative expression in all its forms helps to shape societies, develop their understandings of themselves and of others, and give them a sense of pride in who they are. The values of culture also provide the building blocks of identity and belonging, mold attitudes to work, saving and consumption, motivate political behavior and inspire collective action.
  

These and other linkages are strong, but the evidence base for them is weak. They have been insufficiently well argued and lobbied for.  They have been cited in countless declarations and recommendations.  But actionable understandings through which they can be expressed in concrete policies, programs and projects, the considerable gap between rhetoric and practice cannot be closed.  The ICPO will help attain that goal. 

1.1
From generic to regional needs 

Behind the present Inter-American enterprise stands a generic and globally recognized need.  

As identified in the epigraph to this section, this is the need to build an ‘information infrastructure’ for the cultural sector.   

Such an infrastructure has emerged in Europe, where strongly expressed cultural sector needs or ‘demand’ has converged with the ‘supply’ factors of political will and financial resources.  Much is owed to the leadership of the Council of Europe which, in the mid-1980s, launched a program to ‘create a reliable knowledge base for monitoring and evaluating cultural policies ... with special attention paid to indicators for cultural policy monitoring.’  This endeavor has generated description, analysis and evaluation of the cultural policies and systems of 23 European countries.  It has also become a training ground for the researchers and documentalists (particularly in the so-called ‘transition countries’).
 These programs have begun to generate quality information for the use of European policy-makers and cultural operators.  They have also stimulated the launching of similar efforts elsewhere.  

Indeed the Latin America and Caribbean region got off the mark early, as witnessed by the efforts undertaken over a decade ago to establish a regional information system – the Sistema de Información Cultural para Latinoamérica y el Caribe (SICLAC) approved by the Forum of Ministers of Culture of Latin America and the Caribbean as long ago as 1992 but which has languished despite several efforts to revive it.  As shall be observed in section 2 of this study, there is now a wide range of entities working in the field of cultural information in the Latin American and Caribbean region.  

An Observatory of Cultural Policies in Africa with its headquarters at Maputo, Mozambique was set up in 2002 as a non-governmental initiative.  It is supported principally by the Ford Foundation but also has the support of the African Union and UNESCO.  Its charter purpose is to monitor ‘cultural trends and national cultural policies in the region and enhance their integration in human development strategies through advocacy, information, research, capacity building, networking, co-ordination and co-operation at the regional and international levels’.
   
The idea of creating an observatory for the cultural field in Europe has been advocated for many years, but did not progress until, in 2001, some Members of the European Parliament included it in a report to that body’s Committee on Youth, Education, Culture, the Media and Sport entitled The Unity of Diversities - Cultural Co-operation in the European Union 
  With a view to building a more imaginative and strategic framework for the cultural programs of the  European Union,  they called for the setting up of ‘a European Observatory to monitor cultural cooperation, with the aim of promoting the exchange of information and coordination between the cultural policies of the Member States and Community cultural policy…’  The use of the words ‘cultural cooperation’ instead of ‘cultural policy’ stems from the fact that, to the regret of many, particularly in the cultural sector, EU structures have not been given supra-national competence for culture.
 

Hence the Inter-American region today stands at the forefront of the regional observatory-building process, since the intergovernmental mandate for the present exercise is so strong and clearly defined.

These developments of the last decade owe much to the work of the World Commission on Culture and Development chaired by Javier Pérez de Cuéllar, which pinpointed the global inadequacy of the evidence base for policy-making in the cultural field.  Devoting an  entire chapter of its report, Our Creative Diversity (1995), to research needs, the World Commission called for inter-disciplinary work to inform the relationships between culture and development (a topic accorded central importance in the Cartagena Declaration and Plan of Action).  The Commission observed inter alia that the elaboration of quantitative and qualitative indicators in this area was ‘still in its infancy.’
  

The systematic collection and analysis of information plays a less-developed role in culture than is true of other areas of policy such as economic and social policy.   Hence cultural policy-directed research ‘does not yet exist as a clearly defined area of study with agreed research paradigms and methodologies.  It rather comprises a loose articulation of work emerging from different disciplinary origins – from arts management, communication studies, urban studies, cultural studies, cultural economics – and is not yet able to readily identify how its different parts add up to a cohesive whole. This weakens its credibility and ability to compete effectively with other research inputs to public policy processes at both the national and international levels.’
 
This lack of clarity at the conceptual level is matched by low visibility at the policy level.  Whereas economic and social issues occupy a clear place in the programs of governments, the place of culture is minor or ill defined.  Cultural information is accorded an equally low priority within the budgets of publicly funded policy agencies and cultural institutions.  The links between the research and action are very weak.  As regards its information systems, the cultural sector is seldom able to interact with other sectors on an equal footing, and the potential connections between culture and other areas of governance and development such as democracy, human rights and social cohesion are seldom made explicit. The private nature of much of the policy-relevant information on cultural practices and consumption also hampers broader understanding.  

Cultural creators and producers across the world bemoan the lack of information on the aspirations, projects, successes and failures of their peers and counterparts, from which they could learn.  They regret the duplication of effort, as well as all the effort undocumented and unshared.  They note that information sources exist, but that the knowledge these sources produce is hard to access for the benefit of all.  There is little scope for cross-fertilization.  In all regions, creators and cultural institutions feel unable to deliver or make accessible the best that they have to offer because their work is fragmented and poorly coordinated. There are few tools to promote practical co-operation on shared issues, programs and projects or to experiment with new ways of achieving common goals.  

Nor is there a coherent methodological paradigm with which to analyze, plan, implement, report and assess policies, plans and actions.
  Even in France, whose cultural policy is considered to be a ‘model’, observers lament the Ministry of Culture’s inability to adjust to the needs of changing times ‘because it lacks sufficient competence in economic, legal, social and international affairs.  It must therefore redefine its traditional goals as a matter of urgency and equip itself with administrative instruments adapted to the needs of the 21st century.  If it is to confront the tidal wave of Anglo-Saxon culture spread by the forces of globalization and affirm its ‘cultural exception’, the Ministry needs to arm itself effectively in order to convince its European partners, rather than invoke its resentments.’

The evidence gathered for the present study indicates that all these needs are present in the Americas, in some cases even more acutely so.  
There are also issues specific to this region.   The specificities adduced by our informants and advisers include the following:

· The cultural information available is very limited:  unlike their counterparts in other sectors, cultural ministries and/or departments lack data on the values of culture, whether as an economically productive sector or as an instrument for building for social cohesion, energy and good governance.

· Cultural policy-making is therefore highly unsystematic if not ad hoc in nature.
· Cultural policy and its implementation exclude large sections of the population.

· The information that exists is too heterogeneous and fragmented to be used for trans-national comparisons.

· Governments do not have tools with which to monitor, re-contextualize and reformulate their cultural policies in the face of rapid socio-cultural change (this is partly due to the lack of continuity in cultural policy from one administration to another and also because of the lack of information).

· Best practice information endogenous to the region is practically non-existent – and case studies from Europe and North America are difficult to apply.

· Cultural institutions encounter frequent ‘ups and downs’ as regards budget and policypriorities, which create vicious circles of poor performance and credibility.

· Many cultural operators
 are self-taught and hence there is a need for professionalization in the cultural sector.

This is a long catalogue of deficiencies.  While all of them can be overcome, a cautionary note is required. As the importance of information has come to the fore, the ‘cultural observatory’ notion has become something of a panacea.  This it cannot be.  Information is not an end in itself.  Neither is it a remedy.  This applies equally to any infrastructure that gathers, processes and shares it.  They cannot by their mere existence advance policy formulation and implementation.  

Positive change requires information as well as agency – actors who require information and know how to deploy it strategically, who have a stake in its development and the political will to invest in those stakes.  

The hemisphere has seen many fine initiatives envisioned, set out on paper and planned for in ambitious terms, but inadequately funded and poorly followed up – the failure of SICLAC is a case in point.  The ICPO project must not be allowed to go the same way.  

Two factors, however, may protect it from this fate.  First, its timeliness and need.  Second, the variety of cultural actors who have a direct stake in its success.  Who, then, are these cultural actors?   For whom would such a body be created?

1.2
The stakeholders and their expectations
Although the ICPO is an inter-governmental initiative, the impetus for establishing it originates from many different stakeholders.  There is thus a diversity of expectations and demand.  Does this diversity require different modes of functioning?  As suggested by Sylvie Durán, this stakeholder/audience diversity is represented by the following three spheres:

· The politico-institutional sphere – the political and decision-making level in governments and their agencies as well as inter-governmental organizations

· The ‘technical’ sphere – officials in national administrations, whether permanent or temporary, civil society and private organizations, academics and researchers, as well as the diverse cultural operators who need and use policy-relevant information

· The public impact sphere – other sectors such as education, tourism, social welfare and health, who are the targets of the cultural sector’s advocacy and claims, hence including society as a whole.  

Sphere
Needs and expectations 


Politico-institutional
· Solutions to concrete problems that allow pragmatic measures to be taken in the short term 

· Evidence for:

· priority setting

· connections to be built with other sectors of activity, both at the governmental level and with civil society 

· Advocacy tools to gain leverage with the finance and interior ministries 

· Best practice

Technical
· Systemic understanding of macro-trends affecting culture

· Information regarding the political dynamic and process within which results can be achieved – to buttress the case for structural change, modernization and professionalization of management in the cultural sector

· Best practice

Public impact, i.e. other sectors and wider

Society 
· Access to information 

· Information on how to update and improve methods of work – specialized information for broader impact and use 

· Best practice 

All 
· Create a common vision and language to express it effectively, particularly to actors in other fields 

· Rethink the role of the State as well as all other sectors in the face of accelerating socio-cultural and technological transformation – international, regional, national and local;  understand the central place of culture in development

· Best practice 

The needs and expectations pertaining to the different spheres merit further analysis. 

Politico—institutional sphere

The chief requirement is comparative information to inform and guide decision-making, e.g. on such matters as regulatory and administrative frameworks; cultural institutions and their functioning at various levels (central/federal, regional, local); the cultural dimensions of civil society and participation in and consumption of the arts and culture.   Also required is information on the dynamics of cultural systems – viewed in a systemic way – that leads to actionable understandings of what needs to be done.  Hence the importance of monitoring, evaluation and benchmarking. Here, regional and local levels are concerned as well.  For inter-governmental organizations of continental or regional scope, in addition to the intrinsic value of any mechanism that can effectively share experience and knowledge and optimize its use, there is the important objective of forging a regional ‘cultural space’.  An observatory that acts autonomously to strengthen existing links and forge new ones would be a powerful ally in overcoming the resource limitations that such organizations all face.  It could help deliver impact and visibility through its federating and bridge-building role.  It could help locate the dispersed efforts of an intrinsically heterogeneous field in a broader context of coherence and ‘structure.’ It could also provide much-needed comparative information on channels of and for cultural exchange and interaction.  It could explore the constraints and limitations of current patterns of governmental cultural diplomacy and build synergies between those efforts and those of other actors, including the private sector. 
Technical sphere
This is a large and diverse sphere, made up of bodies that produce as well as use information.  It consists of individuals who engage directly in creative work and creative enterprise creation as well as those who manage, administer and facilitate such work.   All in their different ways call for information that can help define effective programs and projects.    All require an information source, guide and facilitator, in particular as regards capacity-building in a resource-depleted environment.  

There is very little knowledge sharing going on within this cultural ‘community of practice’ – hence the overriding demand for connection building.  Avoiding the duplication of effort and ‘reinventing the wheel’ is also achallenge.  What have others done successfully already?  What are the success stories and their lessons?  The failure stories and their lessons?  How can the lessons of success in one part of the continent be transferred to other settings? 

A particular need here is for data that can help move away from the consequences of the paternalistic approach to cultural policy-making Latin America and the Caribbean have inherited from earlier European traditions.  This has led to most public attention being focused upon and support being given to permanent performing and visual arts structures such as National Theatres and Museums, to heritage conservation, support of elite intellectuals and artists, i.e. a concentration of the so-called ‘high’ arts. These policies often lead to the exclusion of indigenous and popular living culture from public funding.
  Hence there is a need for new bridges to be built between diverse arts/cultural communities of practice on the one hand and governments on the other.  

Academics are included in this category. Recent comparative theorizing and research in the region has been of excellent quality and depth, making them key players in the growing community of cultural sector practitioners who are both suppliers and users of information on cultural policy facts and trends.   Scholars and academic institutions have also established bodies that carry out observatory-type functions.  They are among the most articulate advocates of a new regional tool for cultural analysis and mobilization.  Indeed, several of the existing observatories are university-based.  

Public impact sphere

Such fact and trend information is precisely what the cultural sector needs in order to ‘market’ itself to other sectors – that are virtual or potential stakeholders.  These expectations are probably not very clearly articulated, but they can be made explicit in a spirit of mutuality, provided that the cultural sector can reach out persuasively to its potential allies and partners.  Information is one of the tools it requires. The question, however, is whether it even has the will to do so.  A universally shared cultural sector weakness is its fondness for incantatory, self-referential discourse, what Sylvie Durán has referred to as its ‘autism.’  The cultural sector cannot achieve its goals if it continues to talk only to itself. 

Finally, society as a whole, hence all three spheres, share a need for: 

· a common vision and a ‘language’ to express it effectively;

· best practice examples and tools to help understand the central place of culture in development 

· best practice examples and tools to help the State as well as all other social actors sectors rethink their stances in order to cope with accelerating socio-cultural and technological transformation at the international, regional, national and local levels. 

These, then, greatly summarized, are the many different tasks and responsibilities that emerge from the analysis of stakeholder needs and expectations, both real and potential.  

It is clearly impossible for any single entity to satisfy all of the expectations raised.  Yet even to respond to the demand of one sector, i.e. the governmental, it will be of the utmost importance to cultivate a sense of shared ownership and participation on the part of other cultural sector actors in civil society:  artists, craftspeople, cultural associations and networks, academics, etc.  To deliver the results expected of it such an instrument must be based on alliances with these other actors, for they are the architects and custodians of contemporary living culture.  Realism dictates, therefore, that the ICPO should cater to the demands of the politico-institutional sphere, but by taking fully into account the demands of the others.    

In the light of this systemic complexity, what sort of actor is the ICPO to be?  Specifically, does the ‘observatory’ metaphor adequately capture the challenge set out in the Cartagena Declaration and Plan of Action and that the cultural communities of the hemisphere have supported and amplified?  It is to these questions that we now turn. 

1.3
Transcending the observatory metaphor…

When surveying the field for UNESCO in the year 2000, we identified many organizations at local, sub-national, national and regional levels collecting and analyzing data on cultural systems and issues, carrying out research and observing or monitoring  cultural policies and practices in one way or another.  These included research and/or documentation centers, some governmental, some academically based, some stand-alone, while others were grouped together in consortia.  Some were for-profit consultancies.  While few actually bore the  ‘observatory’ label, the notion had already demonstrated its usefulness as a metaphor for a range of technical functions in the domain of information provision and utilization.
  In the year 2000 Schuster listed 20 such entities, 14 of which were in Europe, but with 3 institutions in Latin America already at that date – in Buenos Aires, Montevideo and Sao Paulo.  

The terms of the reference for this study demonstrate that cultural operators in the Western Hemisphere interpret the observatory’ metaphor as connoting far more than the mere observation, collection and provision of information.
  This implies that there is a feedback function as well:  not just to convey information about the field but also advance the field itself in its self-understanding, self-correction and development. 

To be sure, there is a fine line between a purely observational stance and the kind of observation function that facilitates decision-making and problem-solving as well.  It is just such an active role that is envisaged in the Americas, which broadens the scope of a cultural policy observatory, making it a mobilizing and facilitating entity at regional level, one that builds connections intellectually and institutionally.  As Luca del Pozzolo has observed, ‘the boundary between disinterested observation and operational participation is constantly being debated, redefined and adjusted.  This obviously has significant consequences not only in methodological and epistemological terms, where scientific activities are concerned, but also in political terms, in other words on building and managing consensus.’
  

In this view, then, the ICPO would serve to mobilize information strategically, not duplicating what exists already but providing mediation and structure, helping identify new issues, building leverage for the cultural sector.  In so doing it could not only influence policy outcomes but also transform the terms of the debate on the role of the cultural dimension in the human development of the region.  It would serve as a hemispheric platform for reflection, interpretation and communication, in order to influence discourse, procedures and policy.   In other words, its role as an observatory would not be merely to collect and analyze information but also to interpret and use it.  Hence Keith Nurse sees the new entity as an ‘action-observatory.’

In so uncovering and distilling new connections, new aspirations and new projects, the ICPO would function as a laboratory at the service of the Inter-American cultural community.   This implies ‘think-tank’ functions as well, as it would also lobby actively for the cultural cause.  

It is worth considering, therefore, whether the more pro-active term of a laboratory would not be a more appropriate label for the entity that is envisaged. 

2. Optimizing The Existing ‘information infrastructure’  

A preliminary survey of the information resources and sources in Latin America and the Caribbean has been carried out for the purpose of this feasibility study.
  

The institutions of two countries – the United States of America and Canada – were not surveyed.  The reason for this is that they have been fairly thoroughly reviewed by Mark Schuster in his work previously cited. This volume is available for consultation and updating the information it contains would be easy to update.  Nevertheless, a few words are in order regarding the information landscape in North America.   

The limited role of government in cultural policy and funding in the United States of America, particularly at the Federal level, places this country’s experience somewhat apart from that of the rest of the hemisphere.  Nevertheless, there is a small but growing group of scholars, arts activists and foundation executives (whose efforts are recognized and encouraged by governmental agencies) who could be said to constitute a community of practice with regard to cultural policy.  

In point of fact, J. Mark Schuster’s inquiry grew out of the group’s perception of a lacuna.  Some of them met in December 2001 to discuss his findings with a view to considering ‘models for the United States’ in filling this lacuna.  The group identified a number of relevant bodies in the United States.  Characterizing the information infrastructure within which it had to operate, the group noted that ‘although the American approach to cultural policy research and information can rightfully be characterized as scattershot… it is encouraging, however, to note a number of promising efforts with positive structural implications for the beginnings of a viable system in the United States.
  With a view to ‘remedial action’ as regards the factors ‘inhibiting the emergence of a more coherent American cultural policy infrastructure,’ this group of experts recommended inter alia that: 

· The large amount of highly dispersed data that already exists should be sorted out and rendered usable…

· The research and analysis infrastructure should probably remain decentralized but with built-in provisions for communication, interaction, and comparative analysis.

· The databases generated by the new infrastructure should be centralized to ensure coherence and reliability, and made available through digital means. (There was no consensus as to whether a new entity should be created or some existing entity leveraged to assume this function.)

Since the December 2002 meting there have been a number of positive developments.  The CPANDA data archive (Cultural Policy and Arts National Data Archive) at Princeton University has recently gone on line; it addresses the need for quantitative data from a variety of sources and pertaining to culture, especially participation.  A second initiative is the Unified Database project at the Urban Institute in Washington, DC, which is being carried with the support and participation of the National Endowment for the Arts, the NASAA, and service organizations along with charitable statistics to better cross match these various data sources on arts organizations and grant-making information.  A third initiative is moving toward a pilot phase at the Ohio State University:  a cultural policy document archive covering a wide range of issue areas and nine kinds of cultural policy actors.  Its first project is the Cultural Policy Research Base (CPRB), a database of over 700 national trade and professional associations that operate in the creative sector.  Mention should also be made of the Columbia University research center that focuses on individual artists. 

The Center for Arts and Culture established in 1999 in Washington, DC with the support of a consortium of American foundations who lead in the cultural field culls information about current events in cultural policy and acts as a node for the small but growing community of scholars and activists interested in cultural policy issues, as witnessed by its Cultural Policy Listserv and the network of cultural policy researchers, administrators and educators it has set up.  The Center would be an important channel for mediating information flows between the United States and the rest of the hemisphere. 
In Canada, the infrastructure ranges from the Strategic Research and Analysis Directorate of Canadian Heritage and Statistics Canada to the Observatoire de la Culture et des Communications of Quebec. A key development is the recent establishment of the national-level Canadian Cultural Observatory,  inspired  by the European experience as well as the  lessons of the World Commission on Culture and Development.  The mission of this new body has been informed by ‘state of the art’ thinking, carefully turned to the present and future needs of many cultural constituencies in Canada, all familiar with issues such as cultural diversity and pluralism, the connections between culture and development, the cultural industries, decentralization and multi-stakeholder ownership, etc.  The mission of the Observatory is ‘to connect Canadian cultural decision-makers and stakeholders to authoritative information on cultural activity throughout Canada and abroad’ in response to ‘a growing need for comprehensive, authoritative and readily accessible data, analysis and advice on Canadian arts, heritage and cultural sectors, including broader issues that contribute and frame cultural development.’   Through its Culturescope portal, the Observatory intends to offer access and links to:

· Profiles of Canada's arts, heritage and cultural sectors

· Cultural statistics

· Relevant public policies, legislation and regulations

· An inventory of institutions, organizations, government agencies, associations, foundations and private companies active in culture

· Information on professional development opportunities

· Best practices from Canada's cultural communities and

· A listing of relevant publications, studies, surveys and cultural research activities.

The Canadian Cultural Observatory also plans to ‘inform the cultural research agenda by identifying emerging research as well as research gaps that currently exist in Canada and abroad, and communicating these to the research community on an ongoing basis. It may also facilitate the efforts to further broaden and apply cultural research and statistical indicators across Canada.’

For all these reasons, the Canadian experience is likely to be a major source of guidance in the establishment of a future Inter-American entity.  The Canadian Cultural Observatory will be a key partner, information-provider and strategic ally in the logic of network and partnership that will be set out below. 

2.1
A preliminary mapping for Latin America and the Caribbean

A preliminary mapping of information sources and resources is presented as Appendix 1.  The charts presented there reveal a range of institutions carrying out data-gathering, documentation, research and analysis functions. This range is in fact rather similar to that of Europe (see below), but the resources and sustainability of many of the institutions is undoubtedly more precarious.  The  survey on which these charts are based was necessarily ‘quick and nasty’, given the limited time available for correspondence and verification.  It was also deliberately broad-based.  So it may well be that some of the bodies identified lack critical mass or a record of effective implementation and should therefore be deleted.  Some important bodies may also have been inadvertently omitted.  Further mapping is obviously required and should be one of the first concrete tasks of the ICPO.  That being said, what general observations may be formulated?  
First, some overall strengths and weaknesses may be expressed as follows:      


The manifestos of the different institutions reveal different understandings of the term ‘culture.’  This variety can be reduced to the following main usages: 

· ‘fine’ arts in the traditional sense (visual and performing arts, literature…) 

· heritage 

· indigenous culture and crafts 

· culturas populares (often music and dance)

· and, marginally and more recently, cultural industries

Evidence from academic institutions reveals a high degree of involvement in ‘extra-mural’ activities such as writing for newspapers, or working for foundations in parallel to their teaching and research.  If this reduces somewhat their enclosure in ivory towers there is still a major gap when it comes to translating theory into practice.

There are many Casas de la cultura – often organized in networks.  There seem to be two types of Casa.  One type acts as a cultural center for the city or district in which it is located. The other type is more like the British Council/Cervantes Institute.  Examples of this latter are the Casa de la Cultura Ecuatoriana or the Casa de la Cultura Uruguaya which can be found in several capitals.  As is to be expected, these are mainly arts-based.  In fact, however, they are relatively uniform and decentralized types of cultural institutions found across the region.  They offer a great potential, we believe, in gathering information, at least with regards to arts related issues, attendance, access, etc.  A ‘Red de Casas de la Cultura’ has recently been created; it would be interesting to see how this is working and how to establish some collaboration. There have even been projects for a “Casa de cultura móvil”. 

The mapping also includes some cultural magazines and journals.  These periodicals clearly possess their own networks for information gathering and distribution and thus might be able to contribute, if only by helping give visibility to the observatory.  

To summarize, the preliminary mapping reveals that the Americas possess a range of organizations that collect and analyze data, undertake research and monitor cultural policies and practices.  Some of these call themselves observatories.  Many of these bodies, including the self-styled observatories, are hybrids:  they embody combinations of information and data collection, research, and documentation.  Many also combine elements of regional/local, national and international interests.  None covers the region as a whole.  The following typology, adapted from a European survey carried out by Rod Fisher, may be applied:    

· discrete government departments or publicly funded ‘observatories’ at national, regional or local level;

· foreign affairs or cultural ministries with cultural co-operation departments or units;

· quasi-governmental or ‘arm’s length’ agencies and cultural institutes;

· independent cultural co-operation centers;

· ‘observatories’ or cultural research and documentation centers usually in receipt of mixed funding;

· ‘Umbrella’ networks or advocacy fora;

· Trans-national thematic networks or cultural NGOs;

· foundations supporting cultural co-operation;

· Research centers and ‘observatories monitoring activities in broader fields;

· Inter-governmental organizations.

Few of these institutions are well known within the region.   The different actors simply do not know each other or their work.  There is a barrier of ignorance to be overcome before common ground can be built across considerable disparities.  

This existing information infrastructure is powerful enough, however, to make the search meaningful as well as to make the existence of a specially designed instrument for this purpose viable.  

2.2
So why a new entity?  

The assumption has often been made that if resources such as these exist already, the  observatory function can be carried out by simply gathering the information they produce and re-packaging it. This argument has been used in Europe by those who do not wish to create a new European institution.  The reality, however, is that information inputs such as these are too heterogeneous to be marshalled effectively in this manner.  

It is no doubt possible within a single country for a national body such as the recently established Canadian Cultural Observatory to  ‘seek to leverage and broker the excellent work already being done across the country and elsewhere in information development for the use of cultural professionals.’   Within a single country, definitions may well be broadly shared; hence, statistical measures are based on comparable tools and procedures.  On the hemispheric canvas, however, given the diversity of definitions and categories, the information required to improve cultural policy-making, programs and projects – not just for analytical purposes,  but as a guide to action  – cannot be derived simply by pooling existing information.   

Instead, it requires the leadership, the synoptic vision, the service orientation and the trans-national pooling of efforts and resources that only an entity deliberately designed as a regional instrument for these purposes can provide.   

Other fields such as health and social welfare and particularly environment have succeeded in building advocacy arguments through a combination of good data, strategic communications and lobbying and internal cohesion.  Indeed, cultural policy experts such as Carl-Johan Kleberg, have long argued that the environmental movement is a model to emulate.  Its success has been based on robust data derived from top-flight research that observes and measures changes in and risks to the quality of the air, the oceans, the forests, etc., and describes them in language and using examples that are understandable to politicians and the general public.   This has been an issues-based process involving continuous interaction between researchers, activists, politicians, administrators and the public.  It has been made visible through major United Nations Conferences – Stockholm in 1972 and Rio de Janeiro 20 years later – which have helped use the evidence base to develop formal conventions that make concerted follow up possible.  Thus in the follow up to Rio, environmental groups have monitored follow up at the local level, reaching out to individuals as consumers.

There are bodies that perform in this way in the Americas.   One trans-national initiative is the Environment and Development Commission (Comisión de Medio Ambiente y Desarollo) which operates under the framework of the ‘Mesoamerican Biological Corridor’(Corredor Biológico Mesoamericano).  This Commission has promoted broad regional participation in elaborating environmental policy guidelines and projects to implement them, successfully managing Although these fields may address needs that are generally considered more ‘basic’ than culture, they have also developed their own dynamic of advocacy and lobbying.  This has been so powerful that ‘observatory’ type entities may not have proved necessary.  It is very difficult, however, for the cultural sector to develop such a dynamic without the help of a dedicated entity.  

An ICPO can be such an entity and, with the help of a skillful communication strategy,  it can achieve analogous results for culture.  It is therefore to this added value that we now turn.  

3.
What an Inter-American Cultural Observatory can do  

So what is the added value that a shared cultural observatory can generate?  What practical difference would it make to the efficiency and visibility of the cultural sector in the Americas?    

These questions must be addressed in the context provided by the Cartagena Declaration and Plan of Action, both in its generality and in the section dedicated to the ICPO.  The latter lists the following tasks: 

1. Facilitating the exchange of information on cultural policies and cultural diversity in the Member States.

2. Gathering and making available specialized information on the cultural sector.

3. Promoting research and data collection on cultural policies in the Member States.

4. Contributing to the design of indicators by which to measure the impact of policies in the cultural sector, including cultural industries, on the economic, social, and cultural life in Member States, as well as indicators on cultural legislation and cultural rights, within the context, among others, of human rights.

5. Building effective partnerships with foundations, academic and research institutions, and other cultural observatories in the Member States and around the world to promote the dissemination of cultural information. 

6. Identifying measures that would contribute to the preservation and promotion of cultural diversity in the Member States.

7. Creating a Cultural Atlas of the Americas.  

The first three tasks in the list are in fact the information gathering and processing services that any such entity should provide.  The fifth function is almost self-evident; it is a sine qua non for effectiveness in today’s world of trans-sector exchanges and flows and must clearly be a guiding principle. 

The following additional services and products were identified by various informants in the course of the present inquiry.  Some of these may simply be a gloss on the functions already set out above.  Others may represent a mere ‘unpacking’ of these functions.  Nevertheless, the net result is to broaden the scope of the ICPO mandate even further:          

· Order and systematize existing cultural information so that it can be actionable in a policy-making sense, i.e. gather and process information on cultural policy frameworks, visions and expenditures at various levels of government – national, provincial, municipal -- throughout the region
· Identify cultural trends
· Develop indicators to measure cultural behaviors and cultural change in both quantitative and qualitative ways 
· Identify good practice and innovation 

· Comprehensively map the information landscape (e.g. government departments, observatories, research centers, networks, cultural institutes, arts councils, Casas de Cultura, etc.), i.e. correct, refine and expand the information presented in Appendix 1

· Determine new frameworks and categories for information to be collected

· Connect cultural operators and researchers as well as foster new links and networks

· Put in place effective mechanisms to monitor trans-national and inter-regional activity and collaboration, incentives and obstacles, policy developments, etc.

· Illuminate the linkages between the cultural dimension and other sectors

· Promote debate and reflection on shared support mechanisms and issues, e.g. sub-regional data gathering efforts that would achieve economies of scale and be used by countries with limited means, instead of requiring them to design their own information systems from scratch

· Commission or carry out ‘action-research’ 

· Provide training for cultural administrators and operators

3.1
From the desirable to the feasible 
All these tasks constitute a workload that is far too heavy to be achievable in the short or medium term.    And additional issues have been suggested by our informants and advisors.    

The mandate in the Cartagena Declaration and Plan of Action also singles out particular themes that should be addressed.  

It mentions the design of cultural indicators – a difficult, long and resource-consuming research function, as is the seventh task – the creation of a cultural atlas of the Americas.  

It singles out the ‘preservation and promotion of cultural diversity in the Member States’ as another responsibility.   This focus is appropriate, for all Member States have committed themselves, through UNESCO’s Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity, to ‘advancing in the definition of principles, standards and practices, on both the national and the international levels, as well as of awareness-raising modalities and patterns of cooperation, that are most conducive to the safeguarding and promotion of cultural diversity.’  

The social demand that is behind these issues is so strong and diverse that it creates tasks too numerous to be shouldered by a single observatory.  But although this imposes difficult choices, it is not simply a hurdle to be overcome.  Instead, needs so deeply and urgently felt actually strengthen the case for the establishment of the ICPO. Their multiplicity is a strategic plus. 
  In this spirit, the Advisory Committee for the present exercise explored ways in which the ICPO could tackle them.   So as not to burden the narrative, however, this further exploration of the key content issues is presented as Appendix 2.  

3.2 
Core tasks
Because so many different tasks cannot be carried out in the short term, it is indispensable to establish a hierarchy of needs and identify priorities.   On the basis of the evidence gathered, it is recommended that the following four functions should be the core tasks of the ICPO:  

· Facilitating the exchange of information on cultural policies and cultural diversity in the Member States.

· Gathering and making available specialized information on the cultural sector.

· Promoting research and data collection on cultural policies in the Member States.

· Contributing to the design of indicators by which to measure the impact of policies in the cultural sector   
 
These core tasks can be disaggregated and given more substance, as follows: 
· Make the most of existing information by gathering, analyzing and disseminating it for the benefit of all

· Monitor cultural systems and policy frameworks in the countries of the region, including in particular legislation and administrative structures, financing, production, distribution and consumption of cultural goods and services 

· Compile and analyze information on emerging  issues and trends, in particular in relation to:  culture and development, cultural diversity and promotion of the cultural industries

· Build bridges and a ‘common language’ between cultural sector actors and decision-makers 

· Develop methodological instruments to analyze the relationships between the cultural and other spheres, in particular indicators pertaining to the interactions between culture and development

· Marshal  ‘hard’ evidence both qualitative and quantitative that can generate greater impact, visibility and support for investment in culture, including from the economic and social sectors

· Conceive new combinations of information and ways of gathering it that cut through existing limitations

These tasks are merely enunciated here.  Each can be made feasible through a different combination of energies, resources and skills.  These ‘critical paths’ need to be specified.  The task of doing so is beyond the scope of the present feasibility study, but should be accomplished through the preparation of a Business Plan.  

3.3
Operating conditions

By the same token, the ICPO will have to respect a certain number of operating conditions. 
Attaining these conditions  will not be a challenge for the ICPO’s Board and management alone, but will also be a responsibility for the CIC, in view of the symbiotic relationship that is envisaged between the two.  

This is particularly important as regards the national information providers or correspondents, without which none of the tasks could be undertaken (the failure of SICLAC, for example, is widely attributed to the lack of functioning national entities to feed and sustain the network).  
These operating conditions are the following:   
1. serve as the substantive information arm of the Inter-American Committee on Culture (CIC);

2. connect and draw upon existing efforts, resources and institutional experience because its basic working method is partnership, which enables it to assign special tasks to more specialized bodies and networks, i.e. through ‘outsourcing’;
 

3. involve non-governmental stakeholders as well and give them effective  participation; 
4. develop for this purpose an effective network of information suppliers in each country – this is the responsibility of the national authorities;

5. enjoy functional autonomy under the aegis of an ‘Advisory Board’ or ‘Consultative Committee’  which  has responsibility for content development;
6. develop on-line information capabilities that are cheap, high-impact, and simple, yet front-edge and interactive.
 
7. operate in both Spanish and English.   This does not mean, however, that all its products would have to appear in both languages.  Some of its key services would be shared within sub-regions speaking one or the other of the two languages.  Once it has been consolidated, i.e. in the long term, it may aim to produce bilingual comparative material.    
4.
Towards a Pilot Project and its ‘Deliverables’
The tasks and operating conditions just outlined can only be attained in the long term.  If they are achieved, the ICPO can become a truly sustainable enterprise.  

In the short term, however, a modest and prudent, step-by-step approach is the only realistic path that can be recommended.  

The tasks involved should constitute short-term objectives that can be pursued in a pilot or experimental phase.  This pilot phase should be of three years duration.  During this pilot phase the objectives, operating conditions, working methods, networking procedures, synergy-building techniques, organization, governance and financial sustainability would all be tested and improved. 
In other words, within three years, the new entity will have been evaluated positively by its various stakeholders, viz.:
· Member States

· Regional and international organizations 

· Cultural operators  

· Academic researchers and universities 

· The other non-governmental partners who have supported or co-operated with it.  

The ICPO must adopt the best possible working methods very quickly.  Hence its first step must be to bring the different stakeholder groups together with expert practitioners from observatory-type bodies in order to:

· re-assess existing strengths and weaknesses  

· define priorities 
· define clearly assigned and accepted roles and responsibilities 
· explore ways of co-operating transversally 
· elaborate a Business Plan
4.1
Expected results (‘deliverables’)

The expected results or  ‘deliverables’ of this first phase will be the following:

1. A revision of the mapping contained in Appendix 1, based on inputs from throughout the hemisphere.

2. A data bank that brings together well-organized information from the cultural information systems of the Member states.

3. Methodological tools and guidelines, including harmonized categories and criteria, for the development of 2-3 cultural indicators.  

4. Two or three robust sub-regional studies on priority thematic issues (as discussed in Appendix 2) – it would be prudent to show positive results at the sub-regional level first, before attempting comparisons on a continental scale…

5. An analytical database covering themes such as:  the economic performance of the various cultural sub-sectors; the cultural contribution to social well-being; distribution of cultural products and services; culture and trade; elaboration and protection of authors’ rights and other intellectual property rights; entrepreneurship in the cultural sector 

6. An interactive portal which connects institutions and actors in the existing cultural information infrastructure – focusing on best practice; develops search functions, linkages and references and sends weekly or monthly reports to subscribers of the portal’s listserv.

7. A functioning network of users and contributors, i.e. a significant number of permanent correspondents in each Member State. 

4.2
Financing

It is unlikely that the OAS budget could contribute directly to the launching of such a project and the international funding environment is unfavorable.  If the CIC gives it an inter-governmental mandate to proceed,  some core funding may be provided by governments.  

It is indispensable, therefore, to establish at the outset a sub-regionally balanced Board of Patrons that can help secure financing as well as provide oversight. These Patrons should be constituted from a mix of high-profile officials; high-profile academics who have leverage with politicians; business executives, particularly from the culture industries; high profile cultural philanthropists and high profile cultural celebrities who are known for espousing worthy causes.  It is equally important to also include leaders of various contemporary socio-cultural and artistic movements (including cultura popular), particularly among young people.
The ICPO Business Plan should be presented to the following entities for start-up funding and/or in-kind support:

· The Inter-American Bank, particularly with respect to the latter’s expanding activities for the promotion of cultural industries in the region 
· The World Bank

· The United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America CEPAL

· The Sistema Económico para América Latina  (SELA)

· The Convenio Andrés Bello 

· CARICOM and MERCOSUR

· international bodies such as the FIFA

· grant-making foundations, principally  in North America 

· private donors throughout the region

· universities, particularly those already active in cultural research

· certain cultural institutions.

For all the categories of potential funders there could be a membership system (the criteria for which require separate analysis) based on assessed annual dues, calculated at different rates for governments, cultural organizations, universities, etc. The Business Plan should also include a reasonable percentage of income earned through services rendered.  Finally, voluntary contributions by public and private sector partners could provide resource pools for special projects.  

4.3
Governance

The governance structure clearly must ensure both:  

· structural governance (overall strategic decision-making, etc.) through a Board or Steering Committee and 

· content governance (scientific and professional orientations; thematic priorities, etc.) through a Scientific or Advisory Committee.  

Located above and across the two levels would be the Board of Patrons already mentioned in connection with fund-raising, but which may be expected to have some advisory voice in matters of structure and content as well. 

At both these two levels, the key content constituencies as well as the hemisphere’s different sub-regions must be represented. 

As regards content, the constituencies to be represented are the following:     

· governments and the regional inter-governmental institutions who take part in the pilot phase

· ‘information infrastructure’ bodies, e.g. existing observatories, research centers at universities, etc. 

· cultural operators and institutions (such as theatres, museums, art galleries)

· foundations 

· business sponsors of culture and the arts

· other backers of the pilot phase not already enumerated

The two sets of imperatives could both be catered to through a Governing Board appointed by the Inter-American Committee on Culture, chaired by the Chairperson of the latter, and which would be made up of:

a. A representative of the Secretary-General of the OAS

b. Three/four representatives of the region’s Member States who would serve three-year terms, with rotation among Member States

c. Representatives of the Inter-American Development Bank, CARICOM,  the United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America the OEI, UNESCO and other relevant international organizations

d. Three/four individual members representing non-governmental cultural institutions  and networks, including representatives of existing observatories and like bodies

e. Three members representing third sector grant-making bodies such as foundations and business sponsors.  

Although a single governing entity is the preferred option here, an alternative would be to constitute a separate Advisory Board or Consultative Committee composed of independent experts and representing the different sub-regions in an equitable manner.  

4.4
Location

The location of the observatory hub is a key resource condition, since locational effectiveness will orient output effectiveness.  In addition, the provision of premises could be a form of voluntary contribution on the part of a government, university (or other entity) and included among the assets.  

There needs to be a strong commitment of the host country/institution which offers office space, basic running costs (electricity, water, communication as well as maintenance, cleaning, security and support services) and/or technical staff (accounting/administrative officer, secretary, documentalist/translator). The following space requirements should be met:  

· 4 offices 

· 1 large room to serve as library and documentation centre with a reading space for visitors, researchers and students, which can be used, if necessary, for organizing small meetings

· furniture, office equipment (communication and computing facilities, hardware, software, telephone, fax,) and a car for local transportation 

The criteria for identifying the host country/institution should include the following:  

· Political and economic stability

· Conditions for independent work

· Good communication and transportation possibilities within the continent and with other regions

· Possible partnership/counterpart in terms of facilities, human and financial resources

With a view to its autonomy, the entity should if possible be established independently of any government agency. If hosted by a university, it should not be dominated by purely academic concerns:  these too would operate to the detriment of its service oriented mandate.

These matters will need to be clearly defined and set out in an Agreement drafted by a competent jurist. 

5. 
Three structural options 

Given the rationale, the mission and the objectives that have been identified, what would be the appropriate type of entity with regard to its structure? How should it be managed?

Three options may be envisaged, given that the proposed observatory must operate within the CIC framework.  This excludes the option of an independently launched entity, such as the Observatory of Cultural Policies in Africa.  

The options range from the modest to the ambitious, from a minimalist approach to one that, without being ‘maximalist’, would offer sufficient critical mass for the experimental phase to yield positive results.  There is also an intermediate option with two variants. These options are the following:    

A. An autonomous informal network (not directly managed by the CIC)

B. A ‘managed’ network with a small secretarial hub:

1) Within the OAS Secretariat

2) Autonomous, sub-contracted by the OAS

C. A stand-alone entity supervised by the CIC 

It will be obvious that the needs as regards fund-raising and governance previously discussed would be relatively limited for options A. and B.   Adjusting these requirement to these options would be a relatively simple matter.  Hence details are not entered into here.  The totality of the requirements set out in section 4, however, would be called for in the case of  option C.  

A.
An autonomous informal network (not directly managed by the CIC)

Pros and Cons:  

Such a solution is a notionally attractive one, as organizations already exist across the region that could be federated into a network.  There could be an agreed division of labor between them and the network could be administered by a Board or Steering Committee responsible for agreeing how information is collected and disseminated.  Alternatively, one institution could take a coordinating role.  As a variant of this, several institutions could agree to take such a role on a rotating basis.  

This possibility has indeed been discussed already as a ‘virtual observatory’  by the responsible unit of the OAS Secretariat. Such a virtual observatory could be coordinated by the Chairperson of the Inter-American Committee on Culture and its Technical Secretariat.  A representative of each Member State would be responsible for contributing data and reflecting on the program of the virtual observatory, while the OAS Unit for Social Development, Education and Culture (UDSE), using its existing server, could put in place a small team at the technology level.  

Unfortunately, such a solution may make sense on paper but is unlikely to be viable inpractice.  The nature and quality of the data being gathered and/or processed by the various bodies carrying out observatory type functions in different countries and at various different levels is too heterogeneous.  They cannot simply be pooled without further mediation, analysis and synthesis.  There has to be a group of people whose sole task is to do this and who have to exist as a distinct entity.  Moreover, experience has repeatedly shown that any network approach whose main purpose is to generate a specific set of products – as opposed to creating a space of communication and mutual learning  – must have people assigned to clearly designated tasks, concrete plans, a central physical space, i.e. dedicated human and financial resources.    

Such a simple network could not deliver more than 10 per cent of the expected results outlined in the preceding section.  It would run the risk of creating expectations that cannot be justified and its failure would have a discouraging impact in the long term.

Costs:  Even a network cannot function at zero cost, yet the costs of such an approach would be limited to:  a) basic remuneration for participating institutions and individuals; b) governance (Board or Advisory Committee) expenses; c) basic tools and supplies, e.g. website, listserv, stationery, etc.  A ‘ballpark’ figure of USD 75,000 – 100,000 per annum  would appear to be appropriate. Its benefits would be equally limited, however.  

B.
A more formal ‘managed’ network  
The idea here is to underpin the networking approach by dedicated central stimulation, co-ordination and administration under the aegis of the CIC.  This idea has two variants:  i0 as a sub-unit within UDSE or ii) an autonomous unit, sub-contracted by UDSE, but not a part of the OAS Secretariat.

Pros and cons:  

This model would deal with the problem of un-assigned responsibility.  The existence of a dedicated staff, howsoever small, would definitely raise the output level. This managed network would avoid the problems of informality, ‘in group’ control, etc. mentioned in the previous case.   However, it would face exactly the same difficulties of heterogeneity of content and coordination that were described for the autonomous network model.   

As the investment would be greater than for option A, failure would mean greater risk and greater discouragement.  There would be more to lose and the fall would be harder…

Costs:  In addition to the costs involved in option A, this option would entail:  d) a higher outlay in fixed administrative costs; e) salaries for one ‘professional’ staff member and two ‘general service’ personnel (this is an absolute minimum).  If the hub becomes an UDSE sub-unit the total cost per annum may be estimated at USD 125,000 – 150,000.  If the hub is set up outside and is sub-contracted, there could be some savings on salaries, hence the estimate should be reduced to USD 100,000 – 125,000 per annum.  

C.
A stand-alone entity supervised by the CIC 

The remaining option is the establishment of a stand-alone body, autonomous yet  supervised by the CIC and reporting to it.  The CIC would take the initiative of bringing together governments, governmental agencies and non-governmental actors – foundations, networks, universities and research institutes, individual researchers, artists and cultural workers, etc. from as many different countries of the region as possible.  A more detailed examination of possible structures, as well as key management issues and principles, is provided in Appendix 3.   

Pros and cons:

This model would make it far easier to build a broad-based coalition of ownership and stakes from the outset, by capitalizing on the growing interest in and commitment to ‘mixed-sector’ solutions.  It would offer the great advantage of offering sounder guarantees of scientific and intellectual autonomy and making it statutorily possible for non-governmental entities to be partners in a process that has been launched governmentally, yet reaches out to other sectors of society.  

This structure would enable the observatory to become an organizational ‘node’ under whose leadership a carefully managed networking approach can be implemented.  It would allow it to capitalize on existing information capacities and play a proactive role in generating new kinds and ‘mixes’ of information.  It would allow it to benefit from the specialization and ‘comparative advantage’ of all the entities that already exist, i.e. the bodies mapped in Appendix 1. 

Costs:  The costs would be far greater here, commensurate with the expectation that the results or ‘deliverables’ must approximate the list set out in section 4.  Their level will be tied partly to the location of the entity.  It is estimated, for example, that a director position for such a body could be remunerated at USD 4,000 per month in Costa Rica, whereas she or he is likely to make an additional $1,000 or $2,000 per month in Mexico or Brazil. Analogous differences apply to office rent, supplies, etc.  Greater ‘in-kind’ contributions may be forthcoming in certain locations as well.  A ‘ballpark’ figure for this option is an annual outlay of some USD 250,000 – 275,000.  Additional start up fixed costs of about USD 15,000 should be envisaged for the first year only.  A detailed breakdown of these costs is provided in Appendix 3.
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Weaknesses:





-These do not exist in every country and are different in terms of origins (governmental or university, municipal or central).





- There seems to be little ‘cross-level’ cooperation.








-These sources vary greatly in quality and quantity across the region.








- Few entities deal directly with culture and development, cultural industries and cultural indicators.





Strengths:





-There are already several observatories, ministerial departments and national cultural information systems.








-There is a great deal of regional cooperation at various levels – national and local government, academia, civil society.





-There is a less formal infrastructure that can also be mobilized –  Casas de Cultura, journals, networks, etc.





- A general interest is shown in the broad sense of culture and its constitutive and instrumental roles.
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