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Reforma Institutului Cultural Roman a fost initiata
in 2005; primele programe reflectind noul concept de
politici culturale au fost lansate pe piata in 2006. Au fost
operate simultan, atunci, doua reforme: a institutiei si a
politicilor culturale.

Functionand de ani de zile sub spectrul suspiciunii
nationale si al irelevantei internationale, institutia ICR ca
atare, cu instrumentele ei specifice (legislative, financiare,
administrative, umane), trebuia (re)construita. Fatd de
societatea romaneasca, institutia trebuia sa-si castige
credibilitatea, adica sa faca dovada neutralitatii sale in
raport cu optiunile estetice, filozofice, artistice, religioase
etc. ale actorilor culturali autohtoni; fatd de mediile

institutionale strdine, institutia trebuia sa-si castige
legitimitatea, adica validarea sa drept membru recunoscut in
comunitatea internationala a institutelor nationale de
cultura.

Functionand de ani de zile in orizontul esecului si al
insignifiantei, politicile culturale in mod traditional adoptate
de institutiile romanesti de promovare a culturii romane
trebuiau radical (re)gandite: nu liniar, ci in 3D — (i) in
dimensiunea scopurilor si mijloacelor (,unde vrem, in mod
realist, s3 ajungem?“ versus ,cum anume o putem, in mod
realist, face?”); (ii) in dimensiunea selectiei valorilor (,piata
interna“ versus ,piata externa“); (iii) in dimensiunea relatiei
statului cu cultura (,propaganda culturala“ versus



»,promovare culturald“ versus ,cooperare culturala directa“).
Structura si continutul programelor lansate de noi in 2006
au fost modelate de optiunile noastre fata de aceasta matrice
multidimensionald. Scop: punerea 1n contact a pietei
culturale romanesti cu pietele culturale straine. Modalitate:
nu propaganda cu valori culturale, nu promovare a culturii
recunoscute de stat drept ,cultura oficiald“ ci cooperare
culturald directd - potrivit urmatorului ,Decalog” informal:
(1) Nu cduta niciodata sa te afirmi singur ori impotriva
altuia! (2) Coopereaza in tot ce faci! (3) Nu te bate cu pumnul
in piept! (4) Lasa lucrurile sa se intample! (5) Fii parte din
mersul generall (6) Contribuie! (7) Ajuta! (8)
Imprieteneste-te! (9) Fi-te cunoscut, ficindu-i si pe altii
cunoscuti! (10) Fa-i cunoscuti pe altii, lasandu-i sa fie asa
cum sunt ei! Lectia esentiald pentru culturi, azi, este
urmadtoarea: afirmarea nu se mai poate face decat prin
integrare, iar integrarea inseamna punere in contact a
pietelor culturale. Cooperarea directa este cuvantul de
ordine. Culturile oficiale au murit.

In privinta selectiei valorilor, optiunea noastri a fost
sa ne concentram, intr-un prim moment, asupra selectiei
pietelor strdine, urmand ca abia dupa consolidarea pozitiei
noastre pe aceste piete si intervenim cu selectiile proprii. in
mod pragmatic, selectia interna nu poate influenta selectia
internationala decat daca agenda internd determina agenda
internationala. in mod realist, acest lucru nu se mai intampla
(azi) nici macar marilor puteri culturale. Prin urmare,
agenda nationala poate avea un cuvant de spus in selectia
internationala numai prin intermediul selectiei pe care
agenda internationala o opereaza pe piata nationala. Acesta
a fost punctul nostru de vedere.

Rezultatele acestei abordari au fost spectaculoase.
De pilda, in sase ani de functionare a programelor ,20 de
autori®, Translation and Publication Support Programme -
TPS si PUBLISHING ROMANIA, care au fost construite pe
principiile enuntate mai sus, au fost traduse in 24 de limbi
3109 titluri. Niciodata in istoria Romaniei ritmul de aparitie a
traducerilor din literatura romana nu a fost, timp de sase ani,
in mod sustinut, de un volum pe saptamana. Doua observatii
se impun. Prima este c3, In acest moment, suntem foarte
aproape de a realiza o masa critica a prezentei literaturii
romane contemporane in librariile din strainatate. A doua se
referd la scriitori: niciodata In istoria literaturii romane
scriitorul roman nu a fost in situatia, ca acum, de a-si putea
gandi cariera simultan atat pe piata culturala interna, cat si

Incepand in special cu 2008, ICR a devenit un adevirat model de
diplomatie culturala emancipata si de politica culturala a cooperarii
directe. S-a operat treptat trecerea de la modelul piramidal, bazat pe
propagare culturald unidirectionald, la cel transversal, de cooperare
culturala directd, bazat pe interactiune si reciprocitate. Am facut
analiza acestei ,schimbari de paradigma“ (Rod Fisher) in discursul
tinut la incheierea presedintiei EUNIC (iunie 2011), unde ICR a
propus ca ideal al politicilor culturale matur-democratice conceptul
de ,dubla vizibilitate”. Diplomatia culturalda a ultimelor decenii
sardcise, se birocratizase, se golise de continut. Pentru culturg,
proximitatea prea indelungatd cu tehnicile de manipulare si
dominare ale statului este toxicd. Cultura trebuie eliberata de
politica de stat (deci, chiar si de obiectivele diplomatiei culturale,
oricat de soft), iar institutele nationale de cultura trebuie sa asume
rolul minimal al medierii si facilitarii: sursele culturii stau in
creativitatea individualitatilor, nu in programele statului (oricat de
bine intentionate). In acest ceas al maturizirii politicilor culturale
ale institutelor nationale de culturd, menirea lor pare a fi aceea de a
crea cadrul transparent al dialogului dintre culturi: ideal ar fi un
institut care se face transparent si inexistent in fata culturii pe care o
prezinta si reprezinta. Asemeni aerului, medierea culturalda suprema
este respiratia hranitoare.

pe cea externa. Existd deja scriitori romani tineri care au, in
mod firesc, gratie programelor Institutului, o dubla carier3,
in mod egal nationald si internationala. Acest lucru ar fi fost
de neimaginat inainte de reforma noastra.

Se stie cd primul ciclu complet al unei reforme
bazate pe (re)constructia unei institutii dureaza Intre cinci si
sapte ani. Institutul Cultural Roman se afla, in anii
2011-2012, 1a sfarsitul acestui ciclu natural - fapt care invita
la un bilant si la o evaluare.

Motorul reformei a fost viziunea. Dintre
instrumentele avute la dispozitie - cel legislativ, cel financiar,
cel administrativ si resursele umane -, am putut uza in mod
rezonabil numai de instrumentele financiar, administrativ si
uman. Instrumentul legislativ ne-a ramas, In mare masurj,
inaccesibil: Legea nr. 356/2003 nu a putut fi modificata in
sensul adecvarii ei la nevoile unui institut dinamic; Legea
achizitiilor publice, care ignora specificul produselor
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culturale, ne dezavantajeaza sever; ajustdrile legislative
adiacente, de pilda Legea nr. 186/2003 privind sustinerea si
promovarea culturii scrise si Ordonanta nr. 2/2008 pentru
modificarea si completarea Ordonantei de Guvern nr.
51/1998 privind imbunatatirea sistemului de finantare a
programelor si proiectelor culturale, la care a contribuit si
ICR, au deblocat situatii concrete de imposibilitate, dar nu au
putut crea acel cadru juridic prietenos si stimulativ pentru
exportul cultural. in rezumat, reforma noastri a fost
construitd pas cu pas intr-un mediu legislativ ostil sau
impropriu. In continuare, pentru orice actor cultural, mediul
legislativ national este o piedica in calea desfasurarii de mari
proiecte culturale peste hotare. Actorii culturali resimt acut
aceasta problema atunci ciand Incearca sa deruleze
programe proprii de o anumitd dimensiune; o resimt mai
putin cand Institutul le ofera protectia programelor sale, dar
atunci toate dificultatile improprietatii legislative sunt
preluate de efortul birocratic disproportionat al
personalului ICR.

Ceea ce a reusit ICR 1n acesti ani este sa devinad un actor competitiv
pe pietele strdine, adica o organizatie care conteaza atat in interiorul
familiei institutelor culturale europene, cat si pe pietele culturale ale
tarilor gazda. Am ajuns, dintr-o pozitie de insignifianta, sa contam.
Din ce In ce mai frecvent, primim intrebari din partea colegilor
nostri de la alte institute, dar si de la organizatii de prestigiu, actori
culturali deja afirmati si confirmati pe piata, despre modul in care
lucram si caile prin care am reusit sa obtinem un anumit rezultat ori
altul. Cand incepi sa contezi, Incepi sa fii Intrebat, imitat, invidiat,

emulat.

Ca o reguld practica generald, daca intr-un cadru
legislativ normal (de tip occidental european sau american),
actiunea ,A“ necesita efortul de personal ,x“ la noi aceeasi
actiune pretinde un efort de zece sau chiar de douazeci de
ori mai mare. Pentru a obtine performanta, resursa umana
romaneasca trebuie cheltuita iTn mod disproportionat, caci
are de compensat o pronuntata irationalitate legislativa.
Pentru ca NU isi ajusteaza in mod inteligent legile la nevoi
concrete si la obiecte specifice, tara noastra iroseste
sistematic o resursa umana extrem de pretioasa, care este
rard si nu poate fi usor inlocuita.

Vulnerabilitatile cele mai mari au fost cele
privitoare la recrutarea personalului. Acest lucru se explica
prin salarizarea mica, printr-o piatd a muncii straniu de
imobild si prin blocarea posturilor. In mod irational pentru
criteriul performantei, instrumentul resurselor umane a
putut fi folosit, prin recrutari libere, numai in perioada de
pana la blocarea posturilor, in 2009: dar, chiar si pana atunci,
situatia anormald, stipulatd de Legea nr. 356/2003, a
personalului institutelor culturale romanesti din strainatate
care functioneaza pe statul de salarizare al unei alte institutii
(Ministerul Afacerilor Externe) a facut ca instrumentul de
resurse umane sa nu poata fi exploatat decat partial.
Succesul nostru, din punctul de vedere al resurselor umane,
s-a datorat capacitatii de a mobiliza intr-un efort sustinut
toata competenta si energia personalului disponibil
Claritatea viziunii noastre strategice si calitatea rezultatelor
obtinute in scurt timp au fost cruciale pentru mentinerea
acestei mobilizari, minate in multe feluri de numeroasele
irationalitati legislative ori financiare ale sistemului general
din tara noastra. Un alt atu a fost posibilitatea de a alege in
centrala directori valorosi si de a numi la conducerea
institutelor din strdindtate manageri competenti. La
evaluarea anuald, din 17 institute in strainatate, 13 au
obtinut in 2011 exceptional si foarte bine.

Instrumentele de care am putut uza in mai mare
masura sunt cel financiar si cel administrativ. Fata de 2005,
bugetul Institutului s-a marit de cinci ori, de la aproximativ
2 000 000 Euro in 2005 la aproximativ 10 000 000 Euro in
2008 (cu tot cu rectificari). Aceasta a fost perioada de masiva
constructie institutionald, prin care reforma de programe si
reforma modului de functionare s-au putut articula in mod
eficient. Astdzi, cu tot cu rectificari, bugetul stabil al
Institutului este In jur de 9 000 000 Euro, cu un randament al
raportului dintre cheltuielile de programe si cheltuielile de
administratie (salarii, Intretinere etc.) de 4 la 1: 80% din
bugetul Institutului reprezinta programele si doar 20%
cheltuielile de Intretinere si functionare. Pentru alte
institutii, raportul este exact invers. Oricine compara
raportul dintre efortul bugetar al ICR si efectele investitiei
noastre pe pietele strdine si acelasi raport, in cazul altor
institute nationale de cultura din UE, va vedea ca institutia
noastra este una dintre cele mai competitive.

Cat priveste reforma regulilor si a procedurilor de
functionare, aceasta a fost atat de radicald, Incat putem
spune, fara metaford, cd inainte de ea ICR, practic, nu exista.



Ca forma institutionalda viabild, ICR se naste in a doua
jumatate a anului 2005, iar ca actor cultural veritabil, din
2006, cand au fost lansate programele noastre, iar institutele
din strainatate au inceput cu adevarat sa functioneze.

Facand bilantul acestor ani de reforma sustinuta,
trebuie sa remarcam ca toata activitatea noastra s-a
desfasurat in lumina unui puternic contrast intre continutul
vizionar al politicii institutionale si caracterul greoi al
instrumentelor necesare pentru a-1 pune in practica si a-l
putea mai apoi dezvolta in mod organic. Intre cele doui
componente ale reformei - viziune strategica si
instrumentar institutional - trebuie sa existe concordanta: la
noi, a existat, mereu, un profund si tragic contrast. Din cauza
ca instrumentele structurale nu au facilitat evolutia impusa
de viziune, ci au Incetinit-o, reforma Institutului a fost
marcata de existenta a doua viteze: viteza impusa de logica
viziunii si viteza impusd de caracterul limitat al
instrumentelor aflate la dispozitie. Cu toate acestea, vazuta
din afar3, reforma a fost realizatd cu o vigoare care este a
viziunii (nu cu imperfectiunea instrumentelor), iar roadele
ei s-au putut afirma, cu toatd forta, pe pietele culturale
straine. Faptul ca reforma nu a fost stopata ori compromisa
de contradictia permanenta dintre viziune si instrumentar
este urmarea sacrificiului de timp, al ingeniozitatii, al
pasiunii si al tenacitatii majoritatii angajatilor ICR. Ei au
compensat deficienta sistemului.

In acelasi timp, conducerea Institutului a reusit sa
creeze o cultura institutionala organica, ai carei termeni au
fost definiti gradual si careia instrumentele existente i-au
fost subsumate pas cu pas. Uneori acest echilibru fragil ne-a
iesit mai bine, alteori mai putin bine, dar, privind
retrospectiv, putem spune cu toata acoperirea ca ICR a avut
o linie de conduitd coerentd si constanta in politica
institutionald, lucru rar intalnit in peisajul institutional din
Romania.

Aici trebuie mentionate sicanele institutionale la
care a fost supusa institutia noastra (de pilda, reducerea cu
40% a bugetului Institutului de catre premierul Tariceanu,
in 2008, ori infiintarea de catre Senatul Romaniei a unei
comisii de ancheta a politicilor culturale ale ICR, in acelasi
an) ori campaniile de presa indreptate impotriva conducerii
ICR ori a politicilor culturale promovate de Institut. Atat
sicanele institutionale, cat si campaniile de presa au avut
motivatii politice, faicand parte din vasta luptda politica
anti-Basescu in care s-au angajat trup si suflet partide

ICR a contribuit in mod esential la decesul intelectual si moral al
notiunii de ,cultura oficiala“ din Romania. Piatra de moara atarnata
de gatul tuturor politicilor culturale romanesti, care a contribuit
decisiv la avortarea lor, a fost obsesia legatd de reprezentarea in
straindtate a unei culturi romane oficiale, agreate de autoritati, de
institutiile de profil si de istorie. Parte din viziunea noastra
reformatoare a constat in abandonarea acestei notiuni si in
orientarea Institutului spre piata culturala romaneasca vie, asa cum
este ea In acest moment, indiferent de optiunile estetice, artistice,
filozofice, ideologice, religioase, culturale etc. ale operatorilor
culturali. Vocatia Institutului nu mai era aceea de a identifica valorile
pretins nationale si de a le oficializa institutional, ci aceea de a pune
in contact piata culturala romaneasca vie cu pietele culturale straine.
Contemporaneitatea se uneste cu contemporaneitatea, intr-un
concert viu si imprevizibil, din care ar trebui sa rezulte, prin
competitie si emulatie, o auto-identificare libera a valorilor, fara
girul, autoritatea ori decretele statului. Institutul Cultural Roman se
retrage din pozitia falsa de arbitru al culturii, care este abuziv
asumata, oricine ar asuma-o, in aceea corecta de mediator flexibil al
produselor culturale intre piete culturale libere. Intr-adevir
incurajand o arie foarte vasta de expresie artistica si culturala si
prezentand in strdindtate atat valorile trecutului, cat si pe cele ale
prezentului (artele emergente, ideile noi, conceptele artistice de
laborator etc.), propunand modalitdti de selectie democratica a
proiectelor, dar urmarind cu atentie si o profilare moderna a
interactiunii eficiente dintre pietele straine si cultura nationald, ICR
a reusit intr-un timp record sa decontamineze ideologic proiectia
culturalda a Romaniei 1n strainatate.

politice si televiziuni din 2007 incoace. Cu deosebire
campaniile calomnioase extrem de dure duse Impotriva
conducerii ICR de anumite medii de (dez)informare
nationale au reusit sa creeze o imagine falsa si nedreapta a
institutiei, in special in ochii unui public neavizat - ceea ce se
afla Intr-un contrast frapant cu modul in care ICR e perceput
pe plan international sau in comunitatile culturale informate
din tard. De fapt, in privinta ICR, televiziunile zise de stiri se
afla intr-o permanentd campanie de dezinformare ori
asasinare prin tacere: nici macar marile noastre izbanzi
institutionale internationale (de pild3, faptul ca ICR a detinut
presedintia retelei globale EUNIC) nu sunt transmise catre
opinia publicd, in schimb calomniile provenite din cele mai
obscure surse de dezinformare internautica reprezinta



ICR a obtinut, cu o retea extrem de mica prin comparatie cu
Goethe-Institut, Instituto Cervantes, British Council, Institut
Frangais etc., si Intr-un timp foarte scurt (doar cinci ani), nu numai
vizibilitate, ci si legitimitate internationala. Un institut national de
cultura de la care se putea astepta, in cel mai bun caz, o cuminte si
corecta diplomatie culturald, mostenitor al celui mai prost renume,
atat din perioada comunistd, cu desantata ei propaganda de partid si
de stat, cat si din epoca postcomunistd, cu toate minciunile asociate
puterii neocomuniste, devine in doar cativa ani un partener credibil
si inovativ, care practicd un stil neconventional de diplomatie
culturala si care se orienteaza cu succes spre cele mai inovatoare
politici culturale ale zilei, ei bine, acest Institut reuseste sa intre
intr-un circuit al legitimarii internationale care 1l propulseaza in
doar doi ani in fruntea retelei tuturor institutiilor de cultura din
Uniunea Europeand. Gratie seriozitatii si dinamismului nostru
institutional, suntem luati In serios, ni se cere parerea, cuvantul
nostru este ascultat, partenerii ne cautd, omologilor nostri li se pare
firesc sa fim alesi in functii de conducere, multi se intreaba ce cred
romanii despre cutare ori cutare proiect, suntem invidiati, imitati si
cautati ca aliati. Romanii, de ale caror politici culturale nu auzise
nimeni pana in 2006, ajung sa conduca regionalele internationale de
evaluare a politicilor culturale europene, unde actori nu fusesera, in
mod traditional, decat marile institute nationale de cultura din
vechea Europid Occidentald. Intr-un fel, ceea ce a reusit ICR si
realizeze este sa scoata Romania diplomatiei culturale din statutul
de tara fata de care exista asteptari amorfe si sa 1i deschida calea
spre liga tarilor cu politici culturale active si respectate. Aceasta
legitimare internationald, care nu decurge prin nimic din ceea ce am
mostenit, constituie un succes remarcabil al reformarii Institutului
Cultural Roman.

Am pomenit mai sus de costurile umane menite sa
contracareze irationalitdtile mediului instititional. Dar ar
trebui sa ne gandim si la ceea ce nu s-a putut realiza, in
termeni cantitativi si calitativi, pentru ca timpul si energiile
noastre au fost confiscate de absorbtia institutionala a
contrastului dintre viziune si instrumentar. Privind inapoi ne
putem mandri cu realizarile, dar nu putem sa nu constatam
ca filozofia administrativa si legislatia de profil din tara
noastra raman In mod tragic inadecvate obiectivelor
promovarii culturale 1n strainatate. Nu doar ca
instrumentele administrative si legislative sunt greoaie,
disfunctionale si reprezinta obstacole in aplicarea unei
filozofii institutionale pe care ICR a gandit-o flexibilg,
democraticd si transversald, bazatd pe mediere,
transparenta si competitivitate - singura filozofie capabila
sa ne pund in randul lumii si sa produca rezultate -, dar
nimeni dintre decidenti nu pare sa inteleaga ca avem, ca stat,
o problema si ca trebuie facut ceva. Prin succesul reformei
intreprinse, ICR, ca institutie a statului roman, nu doar ca a
ficut ceva, dar a si aritat ce anume trebuie ficut. in mod
tragic pentru societatea romaneascd, acest lucru este mai
bine vazut si inteles in strdindtate decat in tara. Astfel c3, din
punctul de vedere al culturii institutionale romanesti, bunul
exemplu oferit de reforma ICR risca sa se iroseasca.

H.-R. Patapievici
Presedinte

constant stiri pentru aceste televiziuni. Am amintit de acest
mediu public ostil deoarece el face parte din atmosfera
general nefavorabila in care ne-am desfasurat, in acesti ani,
activitatea de reformd. La inadecvarea instrumentarului
structural, ca piedicd fundamentald in calea realizarii
viziunii novatoare a conducerii Institutului, trebuie din
pacate sa addugam ostilitatea mediului public si lipsa de
solidaritate a societdtii romanesti fata de proiectul
institutional ICR. Daca reforma a reusit, trebuie sa intelegem
ca ea a avut de Invins nu numai inertia instrumentelor, ci si
adversitatea ori indiferenta ostila a unei mari parti, cea mai
puternica, din mediul public romanesc.



EUNIC Presidency Handover Final Speech

Dear friends, dear colleagues,

I am standing in front of you as acting EUNIC
President for the last time. When I took EUNIC Presidency
over from Finn Anderson in Bucharest last year, [ could in no
way tell how many relevant things for our network were to
happen under my Presidency.

Among the papers making up this meeting’s agenda
you will find a Working paper 1 in the guise of an Annual
Review drawn up by Steve Green. Let me recap in my own
manner the phases of the sea changes that EUNIC has gone
through during the year that has lapsed since.

Three issues that had not met with an acceptable
solution among our colleagues had been pending on the
EUNIC agenda for years:

(1) the membership issue: the stakes were
obviously conditioned by the relations holding between our
institutes and embassies within our clusters; there was
something deeper than this though, namely, “the arm’s
length” featuring under the eligibility criterion of EUNIC
members: as we all know, the stipulation in our
constitutions goes as follows: “EUNIC members are
organisations who operate at arm’s length from their
governments” - of course, this “arm’s length” varies from
case to case, depending on the institutional architecture of
the country in question. The variability of our relations with
our governments was at stake in the membership issue.

(2) the second issue bore on the existence of a
Secretariat meant to assist the Presidential Team: what was
at stake was, on the one hand, the allotted budget, on the
other, the institutionalization of the said body; the then
critics of a permanent secretariat were hesitant about our
network becoming an organization;

(3) the third was a legal status issue: is it or is it not
desirable that EUNIC acquire juridical personality?

When [ was elected 2nd Vice-President in Berlin, in
June of 2008, membership issue was indeed an issue; the
Secretariat issue was rejected by a number of colleagues,
while rephrasing the issue was proposed; the legal status
issue was indefinitely postponed. An important step forward
was taken with the generous offer by two of our colleagues,
the British Council and Goethe-Institut, that of funding three
secretarial positions for two years. The Presidential Support
Team was thus founded at the Copenhagen Meeting, June
2009, on a competitive basis, which was made up of Steve
Green, Robert Adam, and Christine Klésch. Their activity
now winding up played an essential role in EUNIC’s
successful agenda between Finn Anderson’s and my own
Presidency. Had it not been for them, we would not have
reached the present state.

The December 2009 Stockholm Meeting brought up
the membership issue again and proposals were put on the
table meant to equip EUNIC with a durable functional
structure after PST funding ceased. These proposals did not
meet with our colleagues’ general consensus.

All the pending issues were brought up again at the
June 2010 Bucharest Meeting. A comprehensive proposal
regarding EUNIC restructuring was formulated by the
Goethe-Institut and the British Council, which served as a
basis for the ensuing debates. The Bucharest Meeting wound
up with significant progress in a number of matters among
which:

A flexible solution to the membership issue by
introducing criteria preserving members’ autonomy in
relation to governments, while it did not act as an exclusion
clause;

»
y
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EUNIC
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Durable post-PST structure equipment was treated
in terms of agreeing to set up a three-post EUNIC office in
Brussels to represent the global EUNIC network;

The legal status issue was dealt with in terms of
EUNIC members delegating authority to the Presidency
Team, supported by the Presidency Support Team, to
proceed to set up a legal entity.

The way was thus opened up to creating a
permanent EUNIC structure funded by a durable budget.
The consensus reached in Bucharest was the prerequisite
for the December Brussels Meeting to stand out as a decisive
step forward. You will remember that this was one of the
most successful meetings, one that entailed a decisive
change in EUNIC’s institutional profile.

The following things were convened upon in
Brussels:

1. We convened upon the content of the legal status
and gave the green light to EUNIC global registering with a
court according to the Belgian law.

2. We agreed to set up a EUNIC office in Brussels,
with two full-time posts, a head of office that would be
recruited from member organisations and seconded to
EUNIC, and a network and communication administrator
that would be locally recruited and employed by EUNIC’s
new legal entity.

3. As agreed in Bucharest, we decided to set up a
Strategy Group that will comprise up to 10 members - six
senior managers from EUNIC member organisations, three
(optional) representatives from the Presidency Team’s
organisations, and a head of EUNIC Office in Brussels
(Presidency Support Team Leader until June 2011) -, and
will provide strategic advice and analysis to the Presidency
Team and the Heads and will respond to specific needs
expressed by the Presidency Team.

4. For the first time in our network history we voted
a common budget able to support out new EUNIC structures
valid till July 1, 2011; membership fee now ranges from
€1,000 to €40,000, which will enable EUNIC to run the
Brussels office with an annual budget of €272,000.

5. In order to give equal voice to EUNIC members
that do not have a global network but might wish to work in
a specific country for a limited period of time, we

unanimously agreed to introduce the “Hosting EUNIC”
mechanism, through which those members with global
networks might consider hosting these members. A map of
EUNIC members’ locations outside the EU where they could
offer hosting services was prepared for us by the Presidency
Support Team and it is now available.

All these decisions, decisive steps towards
institutionalizing our network, have provided EUNIC with a
new structure. They have changed a collegial and widely
informal association into a network enjoying durable
functional structures. We need to bear this clearly in our
minds as reiterated by our colleague Hans-Georg Knopp, the
President whose 2nd Vice-President I was honoured to be
elected: “EUNIC should move from accidental to strategic”.
Well, my sense is that EUNIC is now beyond the passage
from accidental to strategic. This is now mission
accomplished. I felt privileged to serve EUNIC throughout
this year of crucial institutional metamorphoses.

§

Allow me to share with you a few reflections of the
last three years in my capacity as President of a National
Institute and member of the Presidential Team.

Firstly, what I like to call the “double visibility”
extended to a given society by a good cultural programme or
a good cultural strategy:.

To make this explicit, let me start from a question:
What is the reason for which a national cultural institute
invests important sums, out of the national budget, into
cultural programmes? There is an obvious reason:
promoting the respective national culture. Here is an explicit
objective of the nation-state. This can assume the soft form
of cultural diplomacy or of hard cultural propaganda. Both
are legitimate objectives, though, when it comes to “national
culture”, emphasis is laid differently in either of the two
cases. Cultural diplomacy seeks to promote national culture
by emphasizing “culture”, while cultural propaganda
militates for national culture by laying stress on “national”.

In the post-WWII and post-Holocaust period,
Europe went through a significantly peculiar phase, with
Western states deciding to behave other than as Hobbesian
competitors caught in perpetual warring. The European



Community was consequently created. The will to union was
placed in the centre of unified economic cooperation.

After 1989, the collapse of communist regimes
made it possible, for the first time ever, for the whole of
Europe to be peacefully united, in the face of - to the day -
historical conflicting religious, political and cultural
traditions. The European Community became a European
Union, an entity to be understood as essentially political
deep-going institutional cooperation among the
member-states. In the track of onetime economic
cooperation, this union turned into an institutional political
union.

Under the circumstances, cultural diplomacy
proper tends to become a form of rather stiff cultural
promotion centered on the nation-state idea. Why “stiff”?
Because the most important contact processes within the
European Union are no longer based on
propaganda/promotion. Rather, they are essentially direct
cooperation geared. It is not nation-states that find
themselves in direct contact now. Rather, it is societies,
cultural markets that do so. Postmodern societies overflow
the borders of nation-states, the latter onetime only way to
be internationally represented. Societies tend to represent
themselves, beyond states, via their contact cultures in
relation to other cultures, on the latter’s representative
markets. We are unawares witnessing a paradigm shift
gradually embraced by all cultural operators: the practice of
national cultural institutes is growing more and more out of
traditional cultural diplomacy into direct cooperation, in a
people-to-people fashion.

National cultural institutes must be alert to, and
aware of, these developments. As a standing consequence of
this shift is the answer to the question: “Whom and what
does a cultural programme make visible?”

In cultural propaganda times, a cultural programme
made visible a given cultural ideology, namely, a given state’s
official view on the national culture of the place. In softer
cultural diplomacy times, a cultural programme makes
visible a given cultural identity, namely, a certain vision of
institutions with regard to a given society’s or nations’
cultural identity. Nowadays, in times of direct cultural
cooperation, a cultural programme makes visible a given

society’s grass-roots level cultural practices. This provides
us with what could be called a vision of “a society’s cultural
anatomy”. And, as direct cultural cooperation is of an equal
nature, here is double visibility: both the source and the
target society involved become visible via a good cultural
cooperation programme. Offer and receipt become visible in
the giving. Both societies become visible to each other, in a
cultural cooperation programme.

A good national cultural institute can derive a rule
from this: making visible the society in which it is active, in
the society which it represents. If | open up a Romanian
Cultural Institute in South Africa, it must discharge the task
of not only presenting Romanian culture in South Africa, but
also that of offering us, in Romanian society, an image of
South African society. If the programmes I am unfolding
leave South African society invisible to Romanians, my
enterprise is a failure. This is the way a modern cultural
institute should think, in my opinion.

This new situation brings about obvious cognitive
progress, potential rather than mandatory as this may be.
What is really relevant though is that, at least in principle, a
given society’s most hidden and deepest spaces can become
visible to another society’s artistic and operational actors.
Cultural institutes can capitalize on this potential cognitive
resource in an intelligent way. Cultural programmes can be
much more than mere presentation and representation
mechanisms of the showcasing the arts type.

They can be used as intelligent instruments of
knowledge both with a view to investing today’s generalized
democracy with cognitive content, and to offering the
double cultural visibility in such substantial demand in
modern societies.

§§

[ will end by reverting to a philosophical
perspective on the task that might be confronting EUNIC. As
[ mentioned previously, the promotion of culture through
institutions has undergone several stages:
instrumentalization by the state, cultural propaganda,
cultural diplomacy, and cultural cooperation. A possible
future stage consists in putting cultural markets in direct
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contact. Cooperation allows for the separation of
value-related criteria produced by the market. Cooperation
therefore does not mean putting either the markets or the
value-related criteria together. This means there is a deeper
still level of cultural contact, going beyond cultural
cooperation the same way cultural cooperation goes beyond
cultural diplomacy. It is about bringing cultural markets in
contact, without dissolving them into one single market.

In our jargon we say that we are developing a
“common theme, local delivery” type of approach. It is, in
fact, much more than this.

EUNIC is going to be confronted in Europe by
increasingly unified cultural markets, while outside Europe
it will come against cultural markets either indifferent or
hostile to unification, or tensely engaged in the
centre/periphery, developed/backward dialectics. EUNIC
will be unable to respond undifferentiatedly to this type of
challenges which are in their turn deeply non-homogenous.
The policy to apply here seems to be the one dictated by
completely abandoning any hidden agenda, even a
progressive one. EUNIC, outside Europe, should be an old
precious looking glass of local societies. The activity of
EUNIC members should make visible to Europe the
irreducible specificity of non-European cultures. Of course,
EUNIC is going to promote European values and topics.
Nevertheless, should it intend to penetrate local societies, it
will have to discard the pretention it knows better what it is
all about - that it knows while the rest ignore, that progress
is his while backwardness is theirs. Through the eyes of
EUNIC clusters outside Europe one should be able to see not
the state but the societies.

Within Europe the task of EUNIC might be
contributing culturally to producing a content for European
identity. This is already happening. In Bucharest, for
instance, I have witnessed a vivid feeling of unity and
fraternity coming into existence as a result of the simple act
that all the directors of active cultural institutes in the
Capital of Romania are meeting regularly. It was out of
coming to know each other that ideas resulted, not the other
way round. At the foundation of each EUNIC cluster lies
friendship, perhaps not just paradoxically. Not only
knowledge, abilities, competencies, etc., but also friendship

matters. This thing spreads throughout society in a more
durable way than abilities. Capacity building should be seen,
in my opinion, in terms of getting friendly.

I do stress imponderable things because they are
rarely discussed if at all. In South Africa, where [ headed the
Sub-Saharan regional branch of EUNIC, I heard Achille
Mbembe say that he’d had enough of Africans being treated
like starving people. We want culture not compassion
surrogates for our caved-in stomachs. Mbembe severely
criticized the instrumentalization of culture.

What I mean is that in certain instances even the
soft power of certain cultural social-support programmes is
too hard. This should be food for thought. There are times
when even compassion is a sign of arrogance. EUNIC has the
momentous chance of building outside Europe programmes
for bringing cultural markets rather than specialized
cultural institutes in direct contact. Through the nature of its
activity and its capacity to extract out of a given cultural
environment the tacit knowledge incorporated therein,
EUNIC has many keys in its hands, most of them as yet
undiscovered.

I have a feeling that not even we, colleagues
involved in setting up and consolidating our network see
clearly enough the width of this project called EUNIC. We
speak about cultural programmes, cooperation, capacity
building, unifying and putting in contact cultural markets,
but there is more than this at stake. In more than one sense,
EUNIC is a laboratory for the future.

For us, Europeans, EUNIC is a laboratory in which
experiments are carried out on the type of moral and
intellectual relations that will lie at the foundations of the
new European identity. EUNIC is making its own direct, if
discreet, contribution to the shaping of a new European
identity, to experimenting the moral equality of all the
European actors, irrespective of the start inequality of their
resources. Today’s Europe does not look like yesterday’s,
and the society being prepared by the EU looks more like the
one described by Avishai Margalitin The Decent Society, than
the one described by Marx in The Communist Manifesto.
EUNICS’s contribution to shaping a decent society in Europe
is a most important one.

For societies outside Europe, I like to think that



EUNIC is already a laboratory aiming at “double visibility”.
This is what makes me so optimistic as far as EUNIC is
concerned. This is not a mere reunion of National Cultural
Institutes: it is, if properly used, an instrument for extracting
the tacit knowledge incorporated in the cultural practices of
a given society.

At its best, EUNIC is global creativity born out of
joining together local initiatives. You never know, before
coming together, how many things can be done together.
EUNIC allows the emergence of the type of creativity which
even creative people ignore before finding out, by getting
down to work, how creative they actually are.

But this remarkable potential will not be fully
capitalized on unless EUNIC and our national cultural
institutes observe a few simple yet decisive rules learned in
all the four corners of the world during the year spent at the
EUNIC Presidency. There are ten of these rules making up a
Decalogue of Good Practices which a good European
national institute should observe.

Here is the Decalogue:

(1) Never act alone!

(2) Always in cooperation!

(3) Don'’t be patronizing!

(4) Make it possible!

(5) Be part of it!

(6) Get involved!

(7) Commit yourself!

(8) Befriend people!

(9) Make yourself known by making others known!
(10) Know the others by making them known!

H.-R. Patapievici
EUNIC President (2010-2011)
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