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INTRODUCTION   

 

Original COGOV Proposal for WP5   

The main goal of the general proposal is increasing openness of public organizations to other 

stakeholders in the territory and to local relations. Territorial governance, as an alternative to 

traditional top-down approaches, is part of this research for new modes of territorial organization and 

management. It is based on a pluralistic and interactive approach to collective action (Chevallier, 

2003), in a dual horizontal and vertical logic. We talk about territorial cultural strategies for sustainable 

territorial attractiveness goals (Soldo 2018a, 2010; Soldo and al., 2013). The major condition then 

seems to be based on the capacity of the public organization to define and manage a balanced and 

spatially, sectorally and democratically anchored territorial supply (Soldo, 2018a and b, 2015b, 

Moustier and al 2014) so that the activities and organizations effectively supported are anchored in 

the main characteristics of the territory.  

Deploying the territorial strategy is indeed a collective action (Chevallier, 2003). It implies an active 

territorial governance of the stakeholders (Keramidas, 2016; Soldo and al., 2016, Soldo, 2018 a, 2015; 

Arnaud, 2014). Different tools for mobilizing and managing stakeholders are available to the leading 

territorial organization, within a lot of modalities for financial support, incentives, coordination or 

network animation (Hernandez, Serval, 2015). 

The main purpose of the WP5 is to achieve the formalization of a co-creation and co-production 

process in the field of cultural strategy.  

It is based on the study of two complementary cases: the Aix-Marseille Provence Metropolis (main 

case study) and the London Metropolis (case of partial replication: focus on organizational logics – 

levers of co-creation)1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 We would like to thank the King's College team for the data in the London case. 
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Two main objectives: 

1) Strategic territorial diagnosis – phase 1: analysis of the strategic positioning and practices of the 

stakeholders (institutional; operators; publics) 

o To identify and analyze the strategic logics of the actors at two levels: 

▪ organizational level: strategic intent, needs and development perspectives;  

▪ territorial level: strategic intent, needs and development perspectives 

o To identify strategic levers that can be mobilized for the emergence of a common global 

strategy  

▪ organizational level: analysis of the convergence and/or divergence in terms of 

strategy representation  

▪ territorial level: analysis of the convergence and/or divergence in terms of strategy 

representation  

 

 

2) Process Formalization of the Co-creation and Co-production of a Territorial Cultural Strategy - 

phase 2: 

o To identify governing mechanisms fostering co-creation and co-production of a territorial 

cultural strategy. 

o To identify and define innovative governing mechanisms (ex: Social innovation…). 

o To identify correct public and private means of support in order to foster the development 

of a cultural and creative hotspot anchored within the territory.  

Table 1: Research and results 

Research objectives Results expected 
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1) Strategic Territorial 
Diagnosis – stage 1 

STD1: Global territorial diagnosis: stakeholders’ cartography of 
the cultural and creative sector on the metropolitan territory 

STD2: Approach of professional stakeholders' strategies: typology 
of strategies by type of professional actors (public and private 
actors) 

STD3: Focus on the organizational logics: monographic approach 
- vignettes for a representative sample of professional actors 

2)  Formalization of the 
process: Co-creation and Co-

production of a Territorial 
Cultural Strategy – stage 2 

SP1: Typology of territorial governance’s mechanisms promoting 
co-creation and coproduction of a territorial strategy 

SP2: Focus on innovative governing mechanisms: vignettes 

SP3: Formalization of the co-creation and coproduction process 
of a territorial cultural strategy 

SP4: Characterization of the territorial leadership’s dimensions 
promoting co-creation and coproduction of a territorial cultural 
strategy 

 

 

Operational Implications 

At the end of the global research, the WP5 aims at answering the following questions:  

• What are the managerial conditions for the success of a territorial cultural strategy?  

• What are the relevant modalities for designing, implementing and evaluating such a strategy?  

• What territorial governance mechanisms can encourage the inclusion and participation of all 

stakeholders at each strategic stage?  

• What roles can public authorities play in the design and implementation of such a strategy? 

 

Purpose of this synthesis document 

This document presents the synthesis of the first phase of the research carried out between May 2019 

and March 2020.  
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The main results presented here are essentially based on an in-depth analysis of the case of the 

metropolitan territory of Aix Marseille Provence. It constitutes the founding case of the research 

carried out in the framework of WP5.  

 

Box 1: Deliverable’s References 

For a detailed presentation of the research results, please refer to the deliverables provided by the 
Aix-Marseille University Team: Deliverable 5.1 - INTERIM REPORT ON STAKEHOLDER STRATEGIC 
MANAGEMENT IN THE CULTURAL FIELD (AIX-MARSEILLE) 

• Document 1: SOLDO Edina, AREZKI Djelloul, MOUSTIER Emmanuelle, PERES Raphaëlle : Part 1: 
General Presentation of the Research 

• Document 2: SOLDO Edina, AREZKI Djelloul, MOUSTIER Emmanuelle, PERES Raphaëlle: 
Strategic Territorial Diagnosis 1 (STD 1) 

• Document 3: SOLDO Edina, PERES Raphaëlle, AREZKI Djelloul, MOUSTIER Emmanuelle: 
Strategic Territorial Diagnosis 2 (STD 2) 

• Document 4. AREZKI Djelloul, MOUSTIER Emmanuelle, PERES Raphaëlle, SOLDO Edina: 
Strategic Territorial Diagnosis 3 (STD 3) 

Based on these first results, is supplemented with some additional insights coming from the analysis 

of the case of the territory of London. 

For a detailed presentation of the research results, please refer to the deliverables provided by the 

King’s College Team:  

• Professor Ewan Ferlie, 

• Sam van Elk,  

• Meghna Godya. 

As mentioned above, the first phase of the study covers a territorial diagnostic work on strategic co-

creative practices in the cultural and creative field. The main questions that arise here are the 

following: 
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• Does the territorial diagnosis of stakeholders of the cultural and creative field reveal strategic 

practices of co-creation of projects? If so, which ones? 

• Can we characterize these co-creation practices? Are they specific? Are they influenced by territorial, 

sectoral or organizational contingencies? 

• Can we identify and characterize the strategic components of co-creation practices? 
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I. MAPPING CULTURE IN AIX MARSEILLE PROVENCE METROPOLIS 

As a start, we might define our concepts and propose an overview of our subject. Thus, this first section 

has three parts:  

• "Culture”: what are we talking about? 

• From territorial diagnosis and qualitative interviews 

• Culture in the Aix Marseille Provence Metropolis (AMP), an overview 

Our point is to circle the topics treated in this report in order to be able to explore governance in the 

next section. 

1.1. "Culture": what are we talking about? 

The aim of this part is to present the topic, we will address all along this study, before mapping a sector, 

we might define what we will map, furthermore, we need to give "Culture" and "Cultural industry" a 

definition. 
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1.1.1. "Culture", a definition 

 

Soldo (2007) explains that culture has two conceptions: a broad conception that refers to an 

anthropological approach and a narrow conception that focuses on the artistic dimension. 

The first conception of culture – mainly Anglo-Saxon and anthropological, defines it as being 

"behaviour models; models that are both explicit and implicit, acquired and transmitted by means of 

symbols and that form the distinctive productions of human groups, their incarnation through 

artefacts. At the very heart of culture, there are traditional ideas (i.e., historically derived and selected) 

especially the values associated with it; the cultural systems may be considered, on the one hand as 

products of action and, on the other hand, as elements that condition new actions" (Soldo, 2007: 125, 

quoting Kroeber and Kluckhohn, 1952). From this definition, Moustier and al. (2013) indicate that 

culture reveals the ways of life of populations and at the same time designates "a certain type of 

production activities, as well as their formal achievements, related to their moral and artistic 

intellectual aspects of human life. The main characteristics of such activities are that they integrate a 

form of creativity at the origin of their production process and that they are widely concerned by the 

generation and communication of symbols." (Moustier and al., 2013: 5).  

The second conception of culture – French and narrower – refers to the artistic, creative dimension of 

culture as expressed by Cuche (2010: 94) "the word culture is usually understood in its narrowest and 

classical sense, referring to "cultural works", that is to say socially valorised symbolic productions 

which pertain to the art and literature" In her attempt to define the notion of art, Arezki (2019) explains 

that an artistic object stems from a creative action which stretches beyond the single perspective and 

beauty, and refers more to the relation between a creative content and a consumer thus ensuring an 

aesthetic relation (Genette, 1997). Art becomes a product or service that triggers emotions in at least 

one individual, referring to the hedonistic character of cultural consumption.  
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1.1.2. "Cultural industry", a definition 

"As defined by the Unesco, the term "cultural industries" refers to industries that concern the creation, 

the production and the commercialization of artistic and cultural contents, hence which convey a high 

symbolic value. Creative industries contain a larger set of activities which include cultural industries 

and much more". (Bourgeon- Renault, Gombault, 2009: 19). Indeed, according to Busson and Evard 

(2013) advertising, design, fashion and software design form an integral part of the cultural and 

creative activities. Nevertheless, according to Arezki (2019), some cultures resist to industry such as 

street theatre. 
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Box 2: Comparing with London: "culture" VS "creative industry" 

In the United Kingdom, the term "creative industry" seems to make more sense than "culture" or 

"cultural industry". Even if those terms encompass common sectors such as art, digital industry, etc., 

"creative industry" has an entrepreneurial colour "culture" might not have (Cunningham, 2002). In 

other words, "creative industry" or sector has to be understood as a mean to monetize creativity as a 

product better than considering creativity as something included into a wider dynamic. This difference 

has gotten wider with the emergence of "creative cities" (Florida, 2005; Meijer & Bolivar, 2015) as a 

global concept. Meijer & Bolivar (2015; 3) talk about a socio-techno synergy "designed to facilitate the 

monetization of creativity and attract highly qualified profiles. More recently, many voices raised 

against "creative cities" perceived as a tool for social distancing and erase better than solving social 

problems (Trencher, 2019). Nevertheless Florida’s creative city (2005) seems to have a strong impact, 

yet, the last Arts Council report, titled "Lets Create" (2020) explains clearly that any investment (better 

than grant) has three expected outcomes: "Creative People – How people can develop personal 

creativity at every stage of their lives / Cultural Communities – How culture is created by and with 

people in their communities /A Creative and Cultural Country – The development of an innovative, 

collaborative and internationally- facing professional cultural sector". Facing that, "culture" could be 

defined as " a certain type of production activities, as well as their formal achievements, related to 

their moral and artistic intellectual aspects of human life. The main characteristics of such activities 

are that they integrate a form of creativity at the origin of their production process and that they are 

widely concerned by the generation and communication of symbols." (Moustier and al., 2013: 5). To 

wrap up, on the one hand, "culture" addresses a global object to be studied, on the other hand, 

"creative industry" has a commercial mean. In fact, in London, "cultural industry" is treated as any 

other business while French "culture" is a wider matter. 

 

1.2. From territorial diagnosis and qualitative interviews 

The sources we used are diverse as generally in qualitative inquiries (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & 

Graebner, 2007; Yin, 2018). Our first inquiry was about locate cultural actors, then, we conducted 

qualitative interviews. 
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1.2.1. Cultural actors’ classification 

The aim of this first step is to provide a territorial analysis of the cultural and creative sector, with the 

emphasis put on the mapping of the sector’s stakeholders, we wondered: 

• Who are the stakeholders?  

• Where are they located?  

• What are their characteristics?  

We faced the comparability challenge by basing our categories on Eurostat’s European nomenclature 

that we completed with a French public classification: the NAF - Nomenclature d'Activités Françaises 

(French Activities Nomenclature). “The NAF is a nomenclature of productive economic activities, 

mainly developed to facilitate the economic and social information organization. In order to facilitate 

international comparisons, its structure is similar to that of the European NACE activities 

nomenclature, the latter being also derived from the CITI international nomenclature” (INSEE). We 

found 23,433 private and public entities currently active using several sources. Based on that we built 

a classification as follows. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Culture_statistics_-_cultural_enterprises
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Table 2: Sources (France) 

Kind of sources Categories 

The Atlas Culturel de 
la Région PACA (PACA 
Region cultural atlas 
– Produced by the 

"Agence Régionale du 
Spectacle 

Vivant":ARCADE) 

What they are? 

Structure’s name 

l’Institut National de 
la Statistique et des 

Etudes Economiques, 
(National Institute of 

Statistics and 
Economic Studies) 

Main activity domain 

Monumentum 
(registry of historic 
monument data) 

/ NAF code 

Journal Officiel 
(Association data 

registry) 

Where they are? 

Structure head office municipality 

Société.com 
(Business data 

registry) 
ZIP or postal code 

BFM business 
(Business data 

registry) 

Territory (location of the structure identified as per 
the metropole administrative breakdown defined by 

the territorial council) 

Queries on search 
engines (ex. Google) 

How old they are? 

Less than 10 years 

10 to 20 years 

/ 20 to 30 years 

/ 30 to 40 years 

40 to 50 years / 
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Kind of sources Categories 

50 to 100 years 

More than 100 years. 

Legal status: 68 
different statuses 
classified in 4 
categories 

 commercial businesses 

SSE enterprises 

public enterprises 

micro- enterprises. 
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Box 3: Comparing with London: the sources problem 

Regarding the London case, two limitations should be noted: 

• First, in England, access to data source appears to be less complete than the French NAF code-based 
database. According to the King's College team, access to the data would seem to be less easy (we 
would remind you that the NAF allows for European comparisons). 

• Second, the IDBR includes only organizations which are registered for either Value Added Tax (VAT) 
or Pay As You Earn (PAYE) income tax. To be obliged to register for VAT, an organization needs a 
turnover of £85k of VAT-relevant income. To be required to register for PAYE, one must have formal 
employees. The upshot is that official estimates suggest 55% of businesses remain unregistered for 
either of VAT or PAYE, so will not appear in these figures (Department for Business, Energy and 
Industrial Strategy, 2019).  

Consequently, the data cited in the London case report will help paint a broad picture of trends within 
London’s cultural sector but likely systematically understate its size, and skew towards larger, more 
established organizations. 

 

Once identified, several actors had been approached to be interviewed. In order to do so, we used a 

semi-directive methodology. 

1.2.2. Semi-directive interviews and analyse 

The point of the semi-directive interview is to explore the representation that the professional cultural 

actors of the metropolitan territory have of the strategy at the level of their organization but also of 

the territory; Their representation of governance mechanisms that promote co-creation and 

strategic co-production. The interview guide addresses 4 main issues: 

• The organization's strategy 

• The anchoring of the organization in its territory 

• Practices of co-construction of collective actions 

• Representing the organization of the possible strategic co-construction at metropolitan level  
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We carried out 66 interviews (list cf. annex 1), the duration of which range from 09 minutes to 01h23. 

The table below exhibits only 56 respondents of interviews that were submitted to a thematic analysis 

since we got a data saturation stage (Miles, Huberman, 2003). 
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Table 3. Sources (France) 

Matrix 
Structure Budget (in annual 

Euro) 
Diversity of the 

financing sources 
Main activity 

domain 
Legal status Territory 

Type of 
organization 

Cities 
Seniority 

1 
Less than 10 
years 

2 500 001 – 
152000 000 

Non applicable Administration Public entity Pays d'Aix Administration center city 

2 10 to 20 years 250 001 - 860 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Press SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

3 30 to 40 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

Commercial 
entity 

Marseille Provence Operator center city 

4 
Longer than 100 
years 

Non assignee Not assigned Heritage Public entity Pays d'Aix Operator center city 

5 30 to 40 years Non assignee Non applicable Administration Public entity Pays de Martigues Administration center city 

6 10 to 20 years Non assignee 
Private single 
financing 

Art 
Commercial 
entity 

Pays d'Aix Operator 
Off centre 
city 

7 30 to 40 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Hybrid Other SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

8 20 to 30 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Not applicable Administration Public entity Marseille Provence Administration center city 

9 30 to 40 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Not applicable Administration Public entity Marseille Provence Administration center city 

10 20 to 30 years Not assigned Non applicable Administration Public entity Marseille Provence Administration center city 

11 10 to 20 year 8000 - 250 000 Hybrid Digital 
Commercial 
business 

Marseille Provence Operator center city 
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Matrix 
Structure Budget (in annual 

Euro) 
Diversity of the 

financing sources 
Main activity 

domain 
Legal status Territory 

Type of 
organization 

Cities 
Seniority 

12 30 to 40 years 8000 - 250 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Heritage Public entity Pays de Martigues Operator center city 

13 30 to 40 years Not assigned Not applicable Administration Public entity 
Pays d'aubagne et de 
l'Etoile 

Administration 
Offcenter 
city 

14 10 to 20 years 8000 - 250 000 Hybrid Art SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator center city 

15 10 to 20 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

16 
Less than 10 
years 

860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Not applicable Administration Public entity Marseille Provence Administration center city 

17 30 to 40 years 250 001 - 860 000 Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator 
Off centre 
city 

18 10 to 20 years 8000 - 250 000 
Public single 
financing 

Live 
performances 

Public entity Marseille Provence Operator center city 

19 
More than 100 
years 

250 001 - 860 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Heritage Public entity Pays d'Aix Operator 
Offcenter 
city 

20 50 to 100 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Not applicable Administration Public entity Marseille Provence Administration center city 

21 30 to 40 years 8000 - 250 000 Not applicable Administration Public entity Pays Salonais Administration 
Off centre 
city 

22 40 to 50 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Hybrid Education SSE  Pays Salonais Operator center city 
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Matrix 
Structure Budget (in annual 

Euro) 
Diversity of the 

financing sources 
Main activity 

domain 
Legal status Territory 

Type of 
organization 

Cities 
Seniority 

23 
Less than 10 
years 

2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Not applicable Administration Public entity Istre Ouest Provence Administration center city 

24 
Less than 10 
years 

Notassigned Not applicable Administration Public entity Marseille Provence Administration center city 

25 20 to 30 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Hybrid Audiovisual SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

26 
Less than 10 
years 

250 001 - 860 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

27 10 to 20 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Public cross 
financing 

Audiovisual Public entity Marseille Provence Operator center city 

28 
Less than 10 
years 

8000 - 250 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Other SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

29 20 to 30 years 8000 - 250 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator center city 

30 10 to 20 years 250 001 - 860 000 Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator center city 

31 40 to 50 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  Pays d'Aix Administration center city 

32 
Less than 10 
years 

860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator 
Offcenter 
city 

33 10 to 20 years 8000 - 250 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Other SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator 
Offcenter 
city 
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Matrix 
Structure Budget (in annual 

Euro) 
Diversity of the 

financing sources 
Main activity 

domain 
Legal status Territory 

Type of 
organization 

Cities 
Seniority 

34 
Less than 10 
years 

2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Public cross 
financing 

Education SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator center city 

35 50 to 100 years 250 001 - 860 000 
Private single 
financing 

Audiovisual 
Commercial 
entity 

Marseille Provence Operator center city 

36 40 to 50 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  Pays d'Aix Administration center city 

37 10 to 20 years 250 001 - 860 000 Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

38 
Less than 10 
years 

860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Public single 
financing 

Live 
performances 

Public entity Pays Salonais Operator 
Off centre 
city 

39 10 to 20 years 250 001 - 860 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

40 10 to 20 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

41 30 to 40 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Not applicable Administration Public entity Marseille Provence Administration center city 

42 30 to 40 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Not applicable Administration Public entity Pays d'Aix Administration center city 

43 50 to 100 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator center city 

44 30 to 40 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator 
Off centre 
city 
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Matrix 
Structure Budget (in annual 

Euro) 
Diversity of the 

financing sources 
Main activity 

domain 
Legal status Territory 

Type of 
organization 

Cities 
Seniority 

45 30 to 40 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Non applicable Administration Public entity Pays d'Aix Administration center city 

46 10 to 20 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Public cross 
financing 

Audiovisual Public entity Istre Ouest Provence Operator center city 

47 30 to 40 years 8000 - 250 000 Hybrid Audiovisual SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

48 30 to 40 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Non applicable Administration Public entity Pays d'Aix Administration center city 

49 20 to 30 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

50 40 to 50 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Hybrid Heritage SSE  Pays d'Aix Operator center city 

51 10 to 20 years 
2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

Commercial 
entity 

Pays d'Aix Operator center city 

52 
Less than 10 
years 

2 500 001 - 152 
000 000 

Public cross 
financing 

Education Public entity Marseille Provence Operator center city 

53 20 to 30 years 
860 001 - 2 500 
000 

Hybrid 
Live 
performances 

SSE  Marseille Provence Operator center city 

56 20 to 30 years 8000 - 250 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  
Pays d'aubagne et de 
l'Etoile 

Operator center city 

59 20 to 30 years 250 001 - 860 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Live 
performances 

SSE  Istre Ouest Provence Operator 
Off centre 
city 
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Matrix 
Structure Budget (in annual 

Euro) 
Diversity of the 

financing sources 
Main activity 

domain 
Legal status Territory 

Type of 
organization 

Cities 
Seniority 

60 10 to 20 years 250 001 - 860 000 
Public cross 
financing 

Education SSE  Pays Salonais Operator 
Off centre 
city 
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The thematic analysis is based on the following coding matrix.  

 

Table 3: Thematic coding matrix 

 

 

 

  

Node name (coding) Description 

1. Description of the organization The first node makes it possible to obtain factual 

information about the structure interviewed as well as 

about the person interviewed and the public that this 

structure addresses.  

2. Organization strategy We move on to the strategy of the organization which 

regroups the structure mission and objectives.  

3. Territory The territory node enables us to establish the territorial 

portrait of the structure i.e. its location site(s) and its 

influence territory.  

4. Relations with the other 

stakeholders 

This node takes stock of the relations among the cultural 

stakeholders.  

5. Collective projects This node refers to collective projects carried out and 

namely to the different strategic ingredients necessary to 

achieve collective projects.  

6. AMP metropolis This node focuses on the Aix Marseille Provence Metropolis 

in its definition and its strategy, namely related to culture.  

7. Context This code clarifies the specific context of the research.  

Definition of co-construction The respondents give a definition of co-construction.  

Definition of co-creation The respondents give a definition of co-creation.  
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1.3. Culture in the AMP Metropolis, an overview 

As an introduction, we can say that cultural actors obey to a cluster logic and we have analysed the 

actors of the territorial value chain of arts, culture and creation.  That orient any further analysis 

towards the city of Marseille, where, since it’s also the largest city (concentrating 55% of the 

Metropolis population), the cultural actors concentration is the highest. 

 

1.3.1. General overview 

With 23 433 private and public entities currently active, 14 517 are directly cultural and 8916 are 

indirectly cultural (technics, administrative, etc.). 

The cultural industry represents 16% of the Aix-Marseille Metropolis industry (to compare, in London, 

according to the National office for statistics, the creative sector represents 20,7% of the industry) and 

appears to be quite diverse, still, we can say that cultural industry is mostly visual, digital and "others" 

as shows the model below. 
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Most of cultural organizations are quite new (less than 10 year) as shows the model below.  

 

If we see the detail of those organization’s age, we’ll also see that press agencies and retail trade might 

be slightly older (20 to 20 years old). That might be linked but cultural actors are quite young, most of 

them are in their 30’s. Most of the organizations are "Micro organizations" (less than 10 employees). 

As shows the model below.  
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This phenomenon is quite common: in London also, according to the office for national Statistics, 95% 

of the creative structures employ less than 10 people. All those status need to be defined since they 

might not apply to another country where the statuses are different, so, in our case:  

• Micro-organizations: TPE TPE-private for-profit organizations, of very small economic size and 

generally single employee 

• Commercial organizations: PME or large companies – private for-profit organization and generally 

with employees (varied economic size)  

• SSE organizations: Varied private organizations whose legal status and economic logic are framed by 

the French law of July 31, 2014: organizations that fulfil the following cumulative conditions: a goal 

other than the sharing of profit, a democratic governance, a limited pursuit of profit. 
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• Public organizations: Public organizations fulfilling public service missions – multiple possible levels 

of jurisdiction: national, regional, departmental, metropolitan, communal. They can be subject to 

the rules of public and private laws if they exercise their activity under a mixed legal status. 

Those statuses also vary depending on the kind of business engaged, which also might colour hosting 

districts in terms of culture: for instance, advertising and digital in the 6th and 8th districts of Marseille 

are mostly TPE thus, don’t need too much space while heritage and administrations are massively 

public organizations: further than a need for space, heritage side of culture get along with historical 

buildings and older infrastructures. 

 

1.3.2. A relatively young sector 

The age of performing arts stakeholders on the Aix-Marseille-Provence territory is on average less 

pronounced than in the domains of heritage administration. In fact, while we can underline that one 

quarter of the performing arts stakeholders have been present on the territory for more than 30 years, 

there is mainly a big wave of creation of structures within this domain in recent years (86% of 

stakeholders in the domain have less than 30 years). During these last 30 years we can underline that 

24% of the entities identified created their structure less than 10 years ago, but that the great majority 

of stakeholders seem to have implanted themselves on the territory in the 2000s (more than 40% of 

the stakeholders in the domain created their organisations during that decade).  

When we refine these statistics by core business we observe however evolutions which reveal an 

interesting tendency that can be likened to the evolution of the implantation of structuring facilities 

on the territory (performance hall management) and its ripple effect on the implantation of a pool of 

artists within this domain. In fact stakeholders specialised in the management of performing halls 

have known a big peak of creation of organisations between 1980 and 1990 (39% of stakeholders 

exercising this job are therefore between 30 and 40 years old). This wave of creation of structuring 

facilities is in large part linked to the move by communes to invest in theatres due to their newly 

recognised cultural competence. The tendency towards implantation of these stakeholders specialised 

in performance hall management continues during the following decades (34% were created between 
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1990 and 2010 and 20.6% since 2010). This long-term tendency can be compared to the shorter term 

one revealing the creation of a number of artistic structures specialised in activities of creation or 

support of performing arts, the majority of which were created less than 20 years ago (71.6% of the 

organisations specialising in performing arts and 66% of those engaged in the support of these 

activities are less than 20 years old). The organisations active in the domain of the press have, like 

those in the performing arts, mostly less than 30 years of age (49% of the entities within the domain). 

It is interesting to note that, as in the domain of heritage, certain press stakeholders on the territory 

are very old (2% of them have more than 50 years of age, even 100). This is due to the age of the press 

sector, of which certain organisations were structured at the end of the 19th century. However, if a 

tiny part of stakeholders in the domain of the press seem to have benefited from the longevity of their 

sector, there remain 40% of them that are very young, having created their organisations less than 

10 years ago. This last observation is to be likened with the progressive diffusion of digital 

technologies, which have largely shaken the traditional offer and structures of the publishing of 

journals and daily newspapers. This is confirmed by the two core businesses within which we find the 

youngest stakeholders of the territory: newspaper publishing (more than 54% of stakeholders have 

less than 10 years of age) and journal or periodicals publishing (46.5% of stakeholders have less than 

10 years of age).  

It’s in the cultural and creative domains mostly impacted by the evolution of new information and 

communication technologies that we find the youngest stakeholders. We observe in fact that 71% of 

the stakeholders in the digital sector, 58% of those in audio-visual and 57% of those in books or 

advertising, created their organisation less than 10 years ago on the metropolitan territory. Close to 

69% of the stakeholders specialised in architectural activities have less than 20 years (44% less than 

10) and 86% of stakeholders in the domain of the visual arts installed themselves on the metropolitan 

territory less than 20 years ago (45% during the last 10 years).  

Within these sectors of activity, it’s the introduction of digital technology since the 1980s that has 

really revolutionised the means of production and diffusion of cultural goods or services and also their 

means of consumption. That the production techniques are anchored in industrial logics (for example 

books, audio-visual, digital, advertising) or in more artisanal logics (architecture, visual arts) the 
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production modalities of works known as “content” now take place on different support media and 

more and more without media in a “dematerialised” way. Digital techniques have come to rush the 

practices of graphic design, literary or musical publishing, photographic or video capture, etc... They 

offer new possibilities for the creation and diffusion of works. These latter seem to be modifiable by 

users and integrate more and more frequently creative elements that come from the users themselves 

(this is seen notably with the development of online novel writing, the rise of social networks and new 

direct communication formats online, etc...)  

It’s why the strategies of organisations and in particular those of cultural and creative industries were 

profoundly modified. While they were specialised by type of media used (music, cinema, book, plastic 

arts, etc...), today they combine many media in the production of “transmedia” content. An 

organisation that until now had only one profession can today gather them. Thus, we see since the 

end of the 1990s an intense restructuration of these organisations, alongside multiple takeovers, 

resulting in the constitution of multimedia groups with international strategies. Conversely, numerous 

organisations of small size, start- up, have also appeared in recent years and promote ultra-specialised 

creative content.  

Two last domains on the metropolitan territory are composed of particularly young organisations, the 

domain of teaching and the domain of recreational activities. This result appeared first as counter-

intuitive since these two domains cover activities traditionally supported by the French cultural policy.  

Specialised cultural teaching, notably, constitutes one of the priorities of public policy, since the artistic 

teaching facilities answer to the goals of democratising artistic practices and to the goals of supporting 

the creation or professionalisation of artists. Numerous national or regional public facilities in France 

(art schools, conservatories, etc...) are thus old (more than 100 years for some). They were joined by 

numerous communal public facilities of smaller size in the 1980s.  

As for recreational activities, they are the responsibility of numerous associations issued from the 

French law of 1901 . On the French territory, numerous great associations that still exist today were 

created at the beginning of the 20th century. Many of them have survived or reconstituted themselves 
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clandestinely during the second World War. The association movement then rose again in France after 

liberation in the sectors of youth, child protection, sports, culture, and popular education.  

But it’s really since the 1970s that this association movement is marked by a great vitality. Yet despite 

the age of the activities in these domains, we can see that on the metropolitan territory the teaching 

or recreational activities stakeholders mainly created their organisations in the last 10 years (56.3% of 

stakeholders in teaching, close to 53% of stakeholders in the domain of recreational activities). This is 

to be likened with various major evolutions relevant to these two activity sectors. First, we can 

underline the strong restructurings of public facilities for specialised cultural teaching that were 

affected by territorial administrative restructurings. Thus, numerous organisations that at first were 

communal facilities progressively reorganised themselves at an intercommunal or even metropolitan 

level (creation date in the 2010s). Furthermore, in the domains of cultural teaching and recreational 

activities, the rise of private stakeholders (associations or individual enterprises) delivering an 

individualised offer has contributed to the creation of numerous small-sized organisations spread 

geographically on the entirety of the metropolitan territory. The economic precariousness of these 

organisations, generally with a weak budget and often strong users of volunteer resources (notably in 

the field of associations), does not guarantee their longevity but favours an important turn-over in this 

productive fabric. Finally, the evolution of uses and in particular the recent popularity for other 

activities connected to arts and culture has favoured the implantation on the metropolitan territory of 

numerous stakeholders from this domain in recent years. 

1.3.3. Territorial distribution: a cluster logic 

In terms of culture, the AMP Metropolis territory might be one the richest in Europe. Further than a 

strong Provencale culture tradition, the international dimension of Marseille (but more globally the 

city centers such as Aix’s or Martigues’s) and its connection with the Mediterranean results in a strong 

place of creativity and exchange. The different organizations are situated all over the Metropolis 

territory, which needs to be commented, once considered global population data. As an example, the 

first model shows that city centers are normally attractive but Marseille’s and Martigues’s appear to 

be specially populated.  
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This concentration phenomenon could also be seen when we compare the number of stakeholder’s 

location by sector: Marseille appears to concentrate most of stakeholders because of its size (around 

57% of the Metropolis population) and its attractively. Three sectors are characterized by very high 

concentration rates of stakeholders: architecture (almost 64 % of the number in the sector within 

the centre city), audio-visual (61.2 %) and books (61 %). On the contrary, the urban concentration 

rate is lower than the mean value for the stakeholders in the cultural policy administration (42.5 %), 

heritage (45 %) and other recreational and leisure activities (48.9 %). In these sectors, the polarization 

of the stakeholders within the centre cities is especially strong in Marseille which concentrates more 

than 95 % of those in the architecture sector of its territory, and 89.3 % of those in the audio-visual 

and book sectors; the same principle applies to the city of Martigues which concentrates 91 % of the 

stakeholders in architecture and 81.5 % in audio-visual for its territory. 

 

It would be hard to draw stable statements on what explains cultural industries concentrations in the 

1st, 6th and 8th district. Nevertheless, we can observe in the 1st and 6th districts, a strong 

concentration of population. Further as Viard (2014) explains, the see shore is traditionally an 

industrious district, a phenomenon that remains. The map bellow explains where are the main ‘cultural 

districts’. In terms of concentration, the case of 1st and 6th district, the median income is also relatively 

low which might be linked to the precariousness of several creative professions notably within arts and 

57 %: Part 

de of the 

population 

that lives 

in 

Marseille 
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creative industries (Emin & Schieb-Bienfait, 2001). For instance, the 6th district, concentrates 15% of 

visual art professionals, a fairly precariat milieu (Bellavance, Bernier & Laplante, 2005). This proximity 

might also be explained by the closeness to " La Friche " a public media hub that also attracts producers 

and develops the activity in the sector. The cluster effects seems to survive the fact that the 3rd 

district that hosts " La Friche " is not very creative and has the highest unemployment rate in 

Marseille. 
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Other than the differences in living standards, the population of the 6th, 7th and 8th arrondissements 

also show sociological characteristics generally presented as favourable to go out, consumption, and 

cultural practices. For example, the part of their population of 15 years of age or older with a higher 

education diploma is substantially higher than the average in Marseille. It is respectively of 49.8% for 

the 6 th arrondissement, 44.2% for the 7, and 45.6% for the 8th. Beyond socio-economic data, the 

Cultural 
stakeholders 
concentration 

Cultural stakeholders concentration map 
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analysis of the median diploma level of the population of these 6th arrondissements bring out a 

portion of the population with a higher education diploma much weaker than the average of the city. 

As an overall, we can say that the districts where the cultural industry is concentrated are the ‘bobo’ 

ones or better said, ancient popular districts peopled by new inhabitants with high diplomas (and 

further, high social capital) but relatively low or unstable incomes (Collet, 2015). That said, we can 

specify: several clusters correspond to creative specializations:  

The 8th district concentrates advertising and digital stakeholders: their income are significantly 

higher (in this particular case, the very low density needs to be discussed because the district includes 

a big park and part to the "Calanques" natural reserve). The domain of heritage is highly concentrated 

within the 1st arrondissement (18%) and the 2nd arrondissement (21.32%) and the 7th (10.3%). 

Together, these three arrondissements concentrate thus more than 49.3% of stakeholders from this 

domain. This might be linked to the presence of historical vestiges and old libraries: as an example, the 

1st district of Marseille is also the oldest part of the city. 

The 6th, 7th, and 8th arrondissements, which show a strong concentration logic of cultural and 

creative stakeholders uniquely distinguish themselves by their attractiveness with regard to 

architectural activities. Between them, they concentrate 41.36% of the stakeholders in this domain. 

The 6th arrondissement also distinguishes itself by the strong presence of specialised stakeholders in 

the visual arts (close to 15% of Marseille entities within this domain). This concentration should be 

compared with one of the particularities of the arrondissement which houses the antiquarian district, 

rue Edmond-Rostand, as well as luxury shops situated in the rue Paradis, Grignan and Breteuil. It is also 

the neighbourhood of “bobo” and artists in its northern part and around Cours Julien. Finally, we can 

see a more intense localisation within the 6th and 8th arrondissements of stakeholders specialised 

in the domains of books, digital, and advertising. Together, these two arrondissements thus regroup 

close to 25.5% of the stakeholders of the book industry, more than 23% of digital stakeholders, and 

close to 27% of those in advertising. It should be noted that outside of these two arrondissements only 

one digital hub really distinguishes itself in the city of Marseille. It is the Château Gombert technopole, 

situated in the 13th arrondissement.  
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In terms of power, we observe a situation between Aix and Marseille. Marseille hosts most of 

commercial infrastructures (by commercial, we mean: ‘to be sold’ and generate profit, even if it’s 

almost zero), while Aix hosts most of administrations and public financed heritage infrastructure. This 

situation corresponds to an ancient rivalry between Aix and Marseille. According to Viard (2014), 

Marseille had always been about trading and passing by. Its development is always ‘as it is’, reversely, 

Aix is traditionally a place of power and a bourgeoisie cluster. As a result, commercial activity remains, 

in Marseille, while Aix hosts administrations and receives in fine more public fundings. 
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London remains a highly centralized cultural territory. In all sub-sectors, the single largest number of 
jobs is found in either Westminster or Islington, which might mean that public cultural sector (Opera, 
museum, etc.) remains the main employer. We also need to say that London’s districts are highly 
specialized (for instance, Books in Bexley). That said, London seems to be a complex mosaic. To 
illustrate this point of view: the oldest part of the city (The City, Tower Hamlets, Islington) is not the 
area where the heritage sector is most represented. To wrap up, further than strict historical reasons, 
London seems to have its own coherence. 

 

Box 3: London: another coherence 
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Key findings  

We can define culture as attitudes, ways that might be socially valorised: embedded into what is 

‘good’, ‘bad’, ‘beautiful', etc. Facing that, the term ‘cultural industry’ is rather problematic since an 

added symbolic value can be sold but a local experience embedded into long term history can’t (street 

theatre as an example). In order to perform our study, we located several operators that could be 

defined as cultural ones. In order to be as global as possible, we picked the UNESCO definition, thus: 

cultural industry are artistic or cultural products that have a high symbolic value. We also picked on 

the Eurostat nomenclature in order to make sure that comparing would be possible. 

According to the latter definition, we made a first inquiry to locate the cultural actors all over the 

Metropolis. In order to do so, we asked three simple questions: Who are the stakeholders? / Where 

are they located? / What are their characteristics? We found 23,433 private and public entities all over 

the territory. Once the actors located we performed 66 semi directive interviews (meaning almost 

regular conversations but with topics that need to be discussed). This kind of interview needs a long 

and complex coding to be used. Thus, we coded the interviews qualitatively (meaning of the terms) 

and quantitatively (recurrence of the terms) in order to build an overview of the cultural field within 

the Aix Marseille territory. 

Most of cultural enterprises are rather small (less than 10 employees), young (less than 10 years) and 

concentrated in the city centres. Within the city centres, the different specialties are organized 

according to a cluster logic: only some districts are concerned. If we take the case of Marseille, two 

factors are significant: 

• France cultural policy history: in many sectors, the age and size of the organizations depend on the 

different public investment in culture in the 1970’s and 1980’s. Thus, large cultural organizations 

employing people that aged with them are present all over the territory, mostly in ancient centres: 

into the ‘heritage’ sector. 
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• The district’s identity: the only common point is a certain ‘bobo’ mood (Collet & Giraud, 2012), which 

means former old districts recently gentrified by qualified people with high social capital but low 

financial capital. 

Our hint would be that culture is at the same time commercial, therefore depending on a market (video 

games; graphic designers, architecture, etc.) or artistic (music, painting, etc.) thus standing on public 

or private fundings. In any case, in France, most of culture remains private, subventions only co-

produce projects, programs, etc. Operators are the main actors. In fact, culture in France is co-

financed, always on the edge between private and public. Finally, we need to stipple that operators 

build complex strategies involving they own fundings and a subventions mosaic, most of them local: 

the first financing actors are local municipalities, then, come the Regions, Departements, etc. So, 

before analysing how culture is financed, we need to say that the Metropolis is a peripheral actor that 

needs to be developed. 
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II. STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION IN METROPOLITAN CULTURAL STRATEGIES 

As a start, we can stipple that funding and governance are embedded. France and England have two 

opposite perspectives on culture. In the English case, culture receives almost no subventions: by that, 

the government leaves it totally free, understating that a good piece of art (or food, etc.) is a one that 

sells, so no intervention is needed. Facing that, France seems to consider that no artist can be free to 

create if he or she has to struggle to make a living: as an example, a local art festival might represent 

significant incomes for local hotels and restaurants. Still, as we said before, even in France, most of the 

funding is private. As a result, through culture funding, we will explore culture governance but also 

‘culture governance culture’. Our focus is mostly on the French case, specifically on the AMP 

Metropolis, so we will explore:  

• Global governance 

• (what are the) Different kind of subsidies 

• Characterization, common grounds and factors of collaboration 

The aim of this section is to orient our findings toward the construction of operational tools that could 

be relevant and operational. 

 

2.1. Global governance 

In this part, we will explore how cultural policies are made across the AMP Metropolis. As an overall, 

we can say that culture governance is multi-layered and concerns several parties.  
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In other words, we will focus on one actor the AMP Metropolis that we still need to consider as 

embedded into a wider picture. Concerning the parties, we will focus on the operators and how they 

construct their strategies in touch with the AMP Metropolis. We will start by explaining what gives the 

impulse, practically, What is the Aix-Marseille Provence Metropolis? And how it functions as according 

to a synergy structure. Finally, we’ll lean more specifically on Public cultural management. 

 

2.1.1. What is the Aix-Marseille Provence Metropolis? 

The Aix-Marseille Provence Metropolis (AMP Metropolis) is born in 2014, on the 27 of January in order 

to modernize the territorial public action (MAPTAM for " Modernisation de l’Action Publique 

Territoriale et d’Affirmation des Métropoles "). From this reform, over 400 000 inhabited urbanized 

areas are untitled to rule on economic development, innovation, ecological transition and most of all, 

urban policies. In 2015, on the 7th of August, this status is furthered by the NOTRe (for " (Nouvelle 

Organisation Territoriale de la République ") law. 
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Aix Marseille Provence Metropolis map 
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Concretely in Aix-Marseille Provence Metropolis case, six " Etablissements Publics de Coopération 

Intercommunale " (EPCI) are melted together to form 92 municipalities and 1.8 million inhabitants. 

The Metropolis is ruled by a Council that integrates 240 votants named out of the 92 municipalities. 

Some municipalities have more councillors standing on the fact that their population is higher. The 

Metropolis council is divided in 12 thematic commission, each of them involve 20 members named by 

the council. We will focus on the one in charge for "Culture, Sports and Great metropolitan projects" 

("Culture et Sports, Grands événements métropolitains"). This commission was literally the metropolis 

"pilot" since they organized the event "Marseille-Provence 2013 capitale européenne de la culture" 

the Metropolis was based out of. On a more daily base, the Metropolis council elects 20 vice 

presidents, added to that, six more vice presidents are the former EPCIs presidents (total: 26 vice 

presidents). A bureau composed of 33 named or elect members controls the reports handled by 

Metropolis council to constantly define its prerogatives. 

Commissions are assisted the Mayor’s conference (La Conférence des Maires). Their aim is to advise 

and assist on decisions application in a synergy perspective. Finally, the Metropolis council is assisted 

by the development council composed by 180 members coming from economic, social, cultural actors 

and associations of the territory. Nothing rules the development council’s composition. Nevertheless, 

it is divided in three groups ("territorial", "social and professional partnerships" and "expert"), have a 

central bureau and 5 commissions. The metropolis strength stands on its cross-business synergies. 

Facing that, the lack of territorial democratic anchorage and nomination’s opacity might be a problem 

on the long run. 

Whatever local cultural policy depends on the metropolis and furthermore of the Metropolis Council. 

The participation of mayors can be done in various ways whether in plenary sessions or in work groups 

or via seasonal cycles to collect their opinions. The metropolis council is elected by "big electors ", so 

its democratic legitimacy is very weak. The real decision organ would be "le bureau" composed of 33 

members that can be elected or ex officio. For our case:  

• Overall: The overall plan for economic development policy and the organization of economic areas 

and metropolitan operations 
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• Specifically (our case): The programme to support and assist higher education institutions and 

research programmes, taking into account the regional plan for higher education, research and 

innovation.  

• Within it: Local cultural policies will be questioned in order to achieve a structuring of the territorial 

cultural network based on the consideration of the evolution of the actor strategies in the 

metropolitan territory. 

The metropolis council has 12 commissions, each of them is composed of 20 members. One of them 

is dedicated to "culture and sports, metropolitan projects". Its prerogatives are:  

• The freedom of access for all to culture and sport on the metropolitan territory;  

• The attractiveness and radiance of the metropolis;  

• The search of new territorial balances in terms of cultural and sporting propositions;  

• The networking of resources at the metropolitan scale or per catchment area; 

This is a reason why we talk about governance in a territorial perimeter in rapid change with the 

creation of the AMP metropolis in which several fields of public intervention are mobilized. 

 

2.1.2. A synergy structure 

In order to stretch out the decision line, we will explain how decisions are taken: we focused on a list 

of synergies, considering that the map is not the territory. In other words, we tried to sketch an 

organizational structure that functions in theory, that said, each decision has its own history.  Cultural 

policies’ impulsion are taken in balance between two stances: 

• The decision bodies: the metropolitan council (specifically the "Culture et Sports, Grands 

événements métropolitains" commission) and the board that validates its decisions. 
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• The advisory bodies: the metropolitan conference of mayors, the development council and  the 

territorial assemblies. 

Decisions are taken in a synergy mode, it means that informal conversations, personal networks or 

personal affinities have their place into the process: while the decision bodies have the final signature, 

they still constantly consult the advisory bodies in order to permanently assess any decision’s 

feasibility. In return, everything is made to make it possible. This complexity is to be understood as 

way to officialise a traditional synergic way to take decisions. Thus, instead of talk in terms of straight 

order, we will conceptualize the decisions making in terms of synergy:  

• Synergy 1 concerns the concerned commission and the "bureau". The "bureau" is the Metropolitan 

council coordination stance, so it can orient a commission towards another to make any program 

complete (for instance, a festival can be organized in coordination with the transport commission). 

It’s functionally imperative, in other word, it’s the only prerequisite synergy. 

• Synergy 2 concerns the concerned commission and the conference of Mayors. The conference of 

Mayors brings insights on local feasibility, interest and coherence of the cultural event, program, etc. 

• Synergy 3 concerns the concerned commission and the Development council. The development 

council brings together stakeholders issued from the economic, social, cultural and associative 

sectors of the territory. They advice on any topic and build connection with associations or economic 

actors (operators, distributors, insurances, etc. of the territory). 

• Synergy 4 concerns the concerned commission and the territorial assemblies or council. The 

territorial councils unite several officials from each territory municipalities. Alongside with the 

Metropolitan conference of Mayors they give insights on a policy feasibility on a more global scale. 

The strength and limit of this governance mode is its informal mean. On the one hand, it strongly 

depends on personal network and pre-established fields. On the other hand, still standing on those 

personal networks, each decision and policy is discussed and made possible considering all the 

stakeholders. The model below explains how an effective cultural policy is made. As an overall, the 
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main initiative is taken by the commission but cannot be conceived neither understood without 

consultations and synergies.



                                  Deliverable 5.1                                
INTERIM REPORT ON STAKEHOLDER STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT IN THE CULTURAL FIELD 

(AIX-MARSEILLE) 
Synthesis 

COGOV - Grant Agreement No. 770591 

49 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Metropolitan 

council (240 

electors) 

Commission 

" culture and 

sports, 

metropolitan 

projects " 

" Bureau " 

Among the 12 

commissions 

Synergy 1 

Metropolitan 

conference of 

Mayors 

Development 

Council  

Territorial 

assemblies 

Mayors are 

part of… 

Synergy 3 

Synergy 4 

Synergy 2 

Decision 

bodies 
Advisory 

bodies 

Effective 

cultural 

policy 

The Metropolis synergies 



                                  Deliverable 5.1                                
INTERIM REPORT ON STAKEHOLDER STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT IN THE CULTURAL FIELD 

(AIX-MARSEILLE) 
Synthesis 

COGOV - Grant Agreement No. 770591 

50 
 

 

 

 

Box 4: Culture in London, a private model 

Traditionally, Great Britain has a complex relation with " culture " often considered as elitist and/or 

futile, thus, using public money for culture would seem at least incongruous (Doustaly, 2007). 

According to Doustaly (2007), political culture management sounds almost like propaganda and 

furthermore terrible. As a result, there is no ‘Culture Minister’ properly said until the mid-90’s.  Most 

of English culture remains fully private and functions as so. Without getting into history of cultural 

policy in GB, let’s give some basic facts :  

Since 1997, cultural policy is supervised by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) which 

represents around 0.35% of public expanses (Doustaly, 2007; 9). This department gives global 

orientations that should color the Art councils further fundings. 

There is no cultural national policy since 1994. Five art councils ensure local policies : Arts Council 

England; Scottish Arts Council; Arts Council of Wales Arts; Council of Northern Ireland; Cayman 

National Cultural Foundation. For what concerns us, " London " is a department of the Arts Council 

England. 

Art Councils receive no public money, it is funded by the national lottery since 1994 but also stands on 

donations and ticketing. 

Most of cultural projects funded by the Arts Council of London need to find another justification and 

eventually more fundings. As a result, any cultural action needs to go along with as social and/or 

collectivity mission. In this case, the whole enterprise might get fundings from local government added 

to those given by the Arts Council. 

London has a singularly large cultural and creative sector including 170 museums, 857 art galleries and 

over 250 festivals each year (Greater London Authority, 2015) and a global revenue estimated around 

£47bn per annum, accounting for a sixth of London’s jobs (Mayor of London, 2018a; Greater London 

Authority, 2016). The creative sector, mostly digital employs over 600 000 people in 2019 which is 

underestimated.  

Despite some local fundings such as Creative Enterprise Zones (CEZs) and London Borough of Culture 

(LBoC) who targeted organisations and individuals who characteristically struggle to access 

conventional sources of funding (Mayor of London, 2019), the GLA invests less and less into culture. In 

fact, Between 2010/11 and 2013/4, spending on cultural and related services by London boroughs fell 

by 24% (London Councils, 2014, p.11). In light of financial pressures core local government funding 

reducing by 60 per cent in real terms from 2010/11 to the end of 2019/20, this resulted in a reduction 

in  boroughs’ direct spend on arts and culture in recent years (BOP Consulting, 2014; London Councils, 

2020). By the end of the current financial year 2015/16, core local government funding will have 
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reduced by 44 per cent in real terms since 2010/11. As a result, drastic budget cuts incurred as well as 

the non-statutory nature of cultural services, they have been hit hardest by these cuts, resulting in the 

closures of numerous libraries and local or community art organization (London Councils, 2015). The 

principal GLA organ for culture funding is the art council , that has two functions :  

Build networks to attract private donations and fundings (such as the Paul Hamlyn Foundation or the 

Heritage Lottery Funding), notably through the London Culture Forum. 

Finances mostly public institutions such as national galleries, etc. Which provide numerous very low-

paid jobs (Museums Association, 2019) This has two consequences :  

London historical center concentrates most of public subsidies and jobs (Westminster, Camden and 

Islington and Hackney essentially) 

Most of the art and creative sector is private and registered as so. 

Finally, this diversity among actors produces several kind of internal management. The GLA seems to 

have no governance strategy, so finding common leverages might be delicate. 

 

 

2.1.3. Public cultural management 

Probably for practical reasons, the main projects evoked by our respondents are collective 

performances that might combine several disciplines and forms of art. This could go along with a 

relative will to cut costs but also to use culture blending as a way to give artists more visibility. The 

idea would be bringing together several publics to promote other form of arts, performances, galleries, 

etc. For instance: a concert co-financed or co-organized in the MUCEM Museum’s patio could be an 

argument to introduce new artists to the museum usual public and to bring new people to the 

museum. This could go along with art performances, and any other form of art that could benefit from 

this affluence. In terms of organization, most of the projects are organized by external operators 

(depending on the specialization, between, 73 and 90%). For big projects, the aim of a Metropolitan 

cultural event is to bring together several operators. In this case, the Metropolis provides 

infrastructure, technical support and administrative portage. The AMP needs to coordinate a complex 

network of operators and public and private funders. Thus, almost all the projects are co-produced by 

public and private money. Even if the metropolis could provide financial guarantees, operators 
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complain about the scarcity of resources and the difficulty to organize viable projects out of Paris. To 

face that, operators stand on diverse forms of fundings classified as follows:  

 

We observe two dominant kind of fundings: public funds (concerns mostly ‘Artistic cultural and 

creative projects’ and ‘no collective projects’) and hybrid fundings (by hybrid we mean, mixing several 

public and private fundings): ‘general administration’ and ‘site collaboration’. Public single financing 

remains marginal along with private single financing. If we consider that the biggest projects (in terms 

of investments) are site collaboration and general administration (respectively, 44% and 50% 

represent between 2,5 millions and 152 millions Euros). Hybrid and public fundings dominate any other 

kind of funding in term of volume. As we said before, cultural projects (and more globally, policies) are 

too risky to be organized by private operators. The structure of the different financing reflects that 

state of facts. Public simple financing only concerns 6% of site collaborations. For all the rest, public 

cross financing and hybrid financing dominate, let’s detail:  
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• Public cross fundings is, concretely, an operator that compose with several sources of funding. As 

we said before, it means several public actors that give several kinds of subsidies (hardware, locals, 

money, visibility, etc.). In some case, public actors also function as a bank: lending money to 

operators in order for them set a project up. This could be a risky situation since some public actors 

(such as municipalities) need to lend the money they lend, standing on the fact that they will recover 

their fundings otherwise. As an example, a music festival might be organized by an operator borrows 

money from a municipality. The municipality calculates what earnings it can get in return from the 

festival itself but also from the taxes out of the benefits restaurants and hotels made during the 

festival. 

• Hybrid funding functions almost similarly but includes private actors into the early project. To put it 

another way and taking the same music festival: local hotels might be interested in co-producing 

considering the fact that it might imply more visitors, so more benefit, that logic also applies to other 

actors such as train operators, etc. 

Getting back to the Metropolis, we assume that its role is to coordinate better than fund properly said. 

Nevertheless, the AMP proposes different kind of subsidies, which does not necessarily mean fundings. 
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2.2. Different kind of subsidies 

We can define several kinds of fields receiving specific kind of support for their actions, therefore, we 

start with an overview, then we will focus on direct and indirect support. 

2.2.1. Overview 

Depending on the kind of structure, different kind of subsidies can be applied. Hence, the model below 

shows that administrative and "heritage" milieu remain public. 

 

 

While advertising, digital, audiovisual and press employ more employees, art, books and teaching 

remain small structures. Arts books and teaching are also the sectors that receive the most subsidies. 

The French State has the very unique " intermittent du spectacle " status that has to be thought as a 

kind of unemployment income for the times artists cannot earn money from their work (rehearsals, 

writing, etc.). It would be hard to consider the "intermittent du spectacle" status as a subsidy, 

nevertheless it provides free working forces and dilutes any urge for immediate profitability. Art, books 

Status of the stakeholders according to the domain 
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and education also benefit from several public subsidies given as call for proposals and introduced a 

new kind of conversation between culture operators and public actors. In 2013, Marseille Provence 

Capitale de la culture (MP2013) initiated new collective work practices and a real project co-creation 

approach over the whole metropolitan territory. Habits and collaboration practices between cultural 

operators seem able to be reactivated thus generating new forms of projects. This also might be a leap 

to identify different structures of governance, more or less formally, in place within cultural 

organizations. Two kinds of supports are identified, direct and indirect. By direct, we mean support 

that addresses the organization directly (managerial and/or material involvement and money), by 

indirect, we mean support that involves other kind of support (logistic, diffusion, etc.). Finally, we also 

consider the limits of those two levers. 

 

2.2.2. Direct support 

The very first to receive direct support are the artists. In order to sustain their work creation activities, 

they receive:  

• Financial support to creation  

• Facilitating their professional insertion  

• Artists accompanied for the elements considered as non-artistic: considered as a professional 

(installations, furniture, exhibition or work spaces, etc.). 

Still within direct support, many cultural projects receive project engineering support. In this case, 

respondents mentioned an accompaniment support to improve the competence of the cultural 

structures  

• Multilevel logic of public support providers: support function essential to the operators ’activity  

• The accompaniment to cultural engineering or the project accompaniment does not concern the 

artistic dimension  
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• Project accompaniment also pays attention to the fact that cultural structures are innovating, adapt 

themselves to the evolutions of society  

The accompaniment support function to the financing of collective projects ensured by the public 

administrations (even if, public subsidies allocated to the cultural and creative operators imply 

different forms of control) which is on the edge between direct and indirect support that we will 

mention now. 

 

2.2.3. Indirect support 

Indirect support function for all kind of structures, It might be an accompaniment support function to 

global logistic, which implies a technical but also a communication side. This kind of support needs to 

be valued in terms of territorial diffusion which can be valuable since it brings several territorial 

solutions, such as:  

• Geographic proximity: helpful to access more populated parts of the regions, which as we have seen, 

seems to an important topic for culture. 

• Territorial dynamics generated by the organization of mega event which offer new opportunities in 

terms of visibility, labelling  

• Overcome some administrative borders, fostering collaborations between cities which are usually 

separated  

Finally, let’s focus on the limits observed by the actors that might restrain organizations. First, 

obstacles related to a co-creation approach implementation method  

• Collectives should not be forced, especially in cases where the institutions encourage pooling  

• A project cannot be co-created if it has already been pre-created by one of the partners  

Second, some organization meet structural incompatibilities that restrain collaborations, notably:  
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• Inherent in the structure legal status (public structure and a private structure / Not the same scale) 

• Territorial plan / Administrative millefeuille 

Finally, security and authorizations is a limit often mentioned by our respondents. The obstacles are 

often related to technical or artistic specificities of their core business such as:  

• Production of art works and projects specific to certain professions  

• Increasing complexity to obtain authorizations 

• Direct link with contemporary art: cleaving 

To sum up, two kinds of support have been observed, direct and indirect, in other words, that imply 

the organization directly or a more global help articulated around infrastructures, diffusion, etc. All 

those help present certain limit, notably in terms of organization compatibilities and authorizations.  
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2.3. Towards a local governance strategy 

In order to orient our study towards a local governance strategy, we will propose a cultural projects 

characterization followed by its common grounds, which lead us to factors of collaboration. 

 

2.3.1. Cultural projects characterization 

As we said before, the AMP Metropolis counts over 23 000 cultural organizations of all kind of projects, 

so in order to be able to translate a massive data into something understandable, we defined 4 kinds 

of projects: Artistic, cultural and creative projects / Site collaboration / General administrative / Local 

projects. After characterizing each project, we organized (in percent) what kind of characteristics they 

have in terms of localization; In / off city centre; Main activity domains; Type of organization 

/Administration / Operator; Legal status (Commercial. org.; SSE; Public org.); budget size and 

Organization age. More concretely:  

• Artistic, cultural and creative projects are defined as cultural projects designed to valorise one 

specific artistic field (theatre, concerts, conferences, etc.). As we said before, most of them are 

collective projects that preferably blend and combine different disciplines. Artistic, cultural and 

creative projects are mostly situated in Aix and Marseille (together 78%), the most populated cities 

and situated in the centre. They are organized by operators (73% of them) mostly concern live 

performances (38%), press (23%), heritage and audiovisual (10% and 10%). They have an Social and 

Solidarity Economy (SSE) status. In terms of budget, all kind of projects are organized. A short 

majority of projects are between 30 and 40 years old but all ages are to be found. 

• Site collaborations defines co-creations developed between several entities. Site collaborations are 

mostly urban (81% of them) and happen in Marseille and in Aix en Provence (together 90%). They 

mostly concern live performances (57%) and audiovisual (14%). Operators are the main actors (90% 

of the projects) and have an SSE status. Their budget is large since 77% of them are over 860 000 

euros. Finally, they are relatively new organizations since 90% of them are less than 40 years and 

33% 10 to 20 years. 
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• General administrative collaboration is not directly in touch with the public, still, one administrative 

collaboration can be a path for many other collaborations. General administrative collaboration 

projects are massively situated in city centres (90%), mostly in Aix and Marseille (both cities added, 

90%). They mainly concern live performances (67%) and audiovisual projects (11%). They are 

organized as SSE (60%) and performed by operators (90%). Their budget is rather massive (over 2,5 

millions Euros in 50% of the cases) or very small (less than 250 000 Euros). Finally, just like site 

collaborations, those organizations are quite young: 60% of them less than 20 years and none is 

older than 40 years. 

• No collective projects merely define individual projects that might not include any kind of 

collaboration. No collective projects mostly take place in Aix and Marseille (80% of them) but (40%) 

are not situated in the city centre and almost only concern live performances (80%). Not That 

surprisingly 80% of them are performed by operators, mostly under the SSE status (60%) but also, 

equally distributed between commercial and public organizations (respectively 20% and 20%). Those 

projects are quite balanced: 860 000 Euros seems to be more or less an average price. 

In order to orient our results towards operational tools (Brick & Mortar or Information System), we 

also looked for common grounds that might have an impact on culture management within the 

Metropolis. 

 

2.3.2. Common grounds 

In order to clarify what could actually have an impact, we took all the elements that the different kind 

of projects and collaboration have in common. As an overall, Marseille and Aix host almost every 

cultural project, artistic, cultural and creative projects are slightly more balanced, in other words, they 

are to be found all over the territory. To put an extreme case, there is no cultural administration in the 

Pays d’Aubagne et de l’étoile, in Istres Ouest Provence and in the Pays Salonais. If we exclude " no 

collective projects ", almost all projects are situated in the city centre. Hence, collaboration might be 

easier when geographical distance is tight. Nevertheless, ‘no collective projects’ and ‘Artistic, cultural 

and creative projects’ (mostly live performances) remain at 40% outside districts of the cities.  



                                  Deliverable 5.1                                
INTERIM REPORT ON STAKEHOLDER STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT IN THE CULTURAL FIELD 

(AIX-MARSEILLE) 
Synthesis 

COGOV - Grant Agreement No. 770591 

60 
 

 

 

 

All of the projects are organized by operators. In all cases, around 60% of all organizations are SSE. 

Around 30% of Artistic, cultural and creative projects, site collaboration and general administration 

are commercial organization and between 5 and 14% public organization. In term of projects, " No 

collective projects " are only 20% commercial and 20% Public organizations. Regarding that, ‘Artistic, 

cultural and creative projects' and ‘site collaborations’ are the ones that unite more specialties mostly 

regarding administrative collaboration, press, heritage and audiovisual. In other words, operators (and 

their administration) communicate easily when they need to collaborate. Conversely, when it comes 

to public administrative collaboration, education is the sector that collaborates better. 

In terms of budget, ‘administrative collaborations’ are the projects that imply the most money, then 

come site collaboration and Artistic, cultural and creative projects. The latter are the most balanced: 

their budget have all size. Conversely, ‘no collaborative projects’ are the cheapest ones. In terms of  

organization’s age, numbers confirm our analysis: Administrative collaborations concern the oldest 

share of cultural organizations: 40 % of them are between 30 and 40 years old and 30% are between10 

and 20 years old (same for site collaboration). Impressively, they also have the largest share of young 

organizations (around 30%).‘Site collaboration and Artistic, cultural and creative projects’ are pretty 

much diverse and ‘no collective projects’ are the youngest kind of projects: 60% of them are between 

10 and 20 years. Further, none of them is less than 20 years old. 

To wrap up, we need to assume that the cultural field in the AMP Metropolis is rather diverse, so that 

a common tool needs to remain flexible enough to adapt to different situations. Facing that, we do 

observe common grounds and most of all global actors that might be able to facilitate cultural 

management. In short terms, we would like to stretch three points:  

First: almost all of the cultural projects are situated in Aix en Provence and in Marseille, so any kind of 

tool (IS or B&M) must rather be thought as an urban one.  

Second: operators appear to be the main actors in any case, it means that a coordination bureau with 

the operators (that also might be an IS mechanism) might be a powerful leverage for the AMP 

Metropolis development and to foster any cultural policy efficiency. 
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Third: 60% of cultural organizations are SSE means that a program designed to increase cultural 

industry might address SSE as a priority. For instance, a way to standardize SSE in terms of practices 

and framing (particularly through an IS solution) might be an option. 

Finally, in the next section we will explore collaborative practices: further than formal framing, how 

people ‘actually’ collaborate on a daily basis and how to make sure that any further solution could be 

applied on an operational level. In other words, what are the factors of collaboration. 

 

2.3.3. Factors of collaboration 

As a start, we might define collaboration as a mutual commitment. It might be materialized by a co-

construction contract that implies shared revenues. Concretely, it implies a shared steering committee 

and a balance sheet (material / immaterial). The result is the creation of a mutual framework 

document: the point is enabling everyone to work independently still following the same line. In the 

same order of idea, technical tools pooling is a massive collaboration argument. From there, we 

defined two elements: meeting practices and coordination tools. 

Meetings are central (along with the side sociability of it such as coffee, lunch, etc.). Their frequency 

variates but they are essential, mostly to launch projects. Not that surprisingly it’s mostly true in Aix 

en Provence and in Marseille: maybe for proximity reasons (it also applies to city center more than off-

center territories). Those tools are specially useful for administration (maybe by definition) and for 

Live performances. Not that surprisingly administrators are the ones who uses that the most. Those 

collaborative tools are relevant for expansive projects, mostly for public and (even more) hybrid 

financing. Surprisingly: this takes old organizations to function correctly: 30 to 40 years and 10 to 20 

years are the ones who uses it the most. Meetings are: essentially the results of human encounters  

• facilitated by the professional framework  

• unusual encounters  

• prospecting possible new partners  



                                  Deliverable 5.1                                
INTERIM REPORT ON STAKEHOLDER STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT IN THE CULTURAL FIELD 

(AIX-MARSEILLE) 
Synthesis 

COGOV - Grant Agreement No. 770591 

62 
 

 

 

 

Meetings are essential but ultimately changed with the lockdown. Thus, administrations are willing to 

understand a new operator’s needs and to develop new practices. Finally, meetings are valuable for 

networking; as a result, leaders emerge as coordinators. It makes every kind of pooling possible: 

bartering and exchange. At this point, actors named several coordination tools useful for any kind of 

co-creation. There are three main types of coordination tools evoked by the respondents in the 

implementation of collective projects who take part in co-creation: 

• Formalization tools (contractual, decision-making, evaluation tools),  

• Technical tools (technical support, pooling of logistic means),  

• Team animation tools (meeting: time for gathering, exchange and decision-making space).  

For the same tool, the analysis of the discourses reveals the emergence of different acceptations 

depending on the respondents. However, a trend emerges, regardless of the category of organization 

interviewed, the prominence of the utilization of project formalization tools, as well as meetings. It is 

in this context of public organizations that the utilization of collective project formalization tools is 

most often evoked. In term of localizations, just like meetings collaborative practices and tools are 

massively used by coordinators from city centres for:  

• Prospection – meetings  

• Networking  

• Emerging leadership - coordination  

• Pooling – Pooling injunction  

• Bartering and donations  

Those practices are common in public and most of all for SSE organizations. In a nutshell:  
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• Unlike the ‘’tools’’ thematic described previously, ‘’collective work’’ implies a whole set of informal 

practices, specific to the collective projects co-creation approach.  

• The respondents most often mentioned the coordination practices of the collective and more 

specifically those of networking.  

• Co-creating does not only refer to total collaboration practices within an horizontal  

logic, since some respondents mention pooling injunctions or even emerging  

leader postures within the collective.  

• Collective work refers to part of the operators of ingenious and solidarity practices  

of bartering and donations between territorial stakeholders which stretch well beyond sectorial 

boundaries. 

Those tools defined, let’s focus on how can we translate those elements into a governance strategy. 

 

Key findings 

The Aix-Marseille Provence Metropolis (AMP Metropolis) is born in 2014, with the MAPTAM (for 

"Modernisation de l’Action Publique Territoriale et d’Affirmation des Métropoles"), a set of laws 

designed to modernize the Metroplis’s status. In 2015, the NOTRe (for "Nouvelle Organisation 

Territoriale de la République") law furthered its status: the 92  municipalities usefully united in 6 EPCIs 

(for "Etablissements Publics de Coopération Intercommunale") were melted into one organism: the 

AMP Metropolis. The metropolis is ruled by a council peopled by 240 members that represent the 92 

municipalities. The council is divided into 12 commissions coordinated by a " bureau ". Among those 

commissions, one of them is devoted to " culture and sports " and " metropolitan projects ". From 

there, three organs assess the council, and more specifically, the concerned commission in order to 

adjust any kind of decision: The council of Mayors, the Development Council and Territorial 

Assemblies. Technically, the council does not need to consult those three bodies, still, they facilitate 

the implementation of all decisions. In a certain way, they make sure that whatever is decided can be 

effectively applied. The complex articulation between all those bodies has to be understood as a 
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synergic principle. In line with this synergic organization, most of the financed cultural projects are 

collaborations. In fact, public investment is mostly diverse, in other words, cultural projects benefit 

from different public fundings and, in some cases, private ones. 

The system we just described provides different kind of subsidies, not all of them are financial (direct 

support). In many cases, the AMP Metropolis proposes technical assessment or infrastructures like 

buildings, hardware, etc. (indirect support). It would be almost impossible to list all the actions, 

projects or organizations directly or indirectly involved, nevertheless, we proposed a classification in 

order to orient our study towards principles of governance. 

We classified all the projects and organizations in 4 categories: Artistic, cultural and creative projects 

(defined as cultural projects designed to valorise one specific artistic field (theatre, concerts, 

conferences, etc.); Site collaborations (defines co-creation constructed across several entities); 

General administrative collaboration and No collective projects (defines individual projects that 

might not include any kind of collaboration). All those categories have three common grounds: (1) 

Almost all of them are situated in Aix en Provence and in Marseille, (2) operators are the main actors 

and (3) 60% of cultural organizations are SSE. In any case, the main factors of collaboration are 

meetings and collaborations tools that can be formalized as we will see in the next section which aim 

would be more specifically Collaboration and governance. 
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OPENINGS: TOWARDS A SHARED GOVERNANCE STRATEGY: THE INGREDIENTS OF THE 
STRATEGIC PROCESS 

Identified levers for collaboration 

As said at the beginning, money appears to be the principal mean for collaboration, this might be 

defined in two categories, business purposes (internal and external) and subsidy purposes (financial), 

which are entangled. 

In business terms, one mean for collaboration is to produce a favourable organizational atmosphere 

to make the organization open for partnerships in terms of available time and mind-set. This is 

produced by favourable Managerial practices, so, belonging to formal and institutionalized networks, 

which enables to:  

• Think and act not at a solely local but also territorial scale  

• Stand up to interlocutors 

Respondents assume that communication is another important lever for collaboration, it is an 

ingredient to be taken into account in order to establish trust, thus transparency. In fact, transparency 

seems to be an important argument for trusting, which is a key element to establish stable relations 

with partners. That implies a favourable personal posture from the organization members to take in 

account:  

• The posture of those involved in such projects. 

• The will of all the stakeholders 

This inner organizational quality makes it easier for project structures to emerge. Such a structure 

appears to be an argument to get subsidies. 

Many respondents explained that a project structure is important for them to get subsidies (financial 

means). It makes their organization visible and understandable for investors. In other words, project 

mode needs to be seen by:  
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• The respondents to make a reference to the structures, work methodologies and to the organization 

practices  

• creative operators: standard of public action 

Might help to get subsidies by creating a project that public managers can understand. A project mode 

is, technically, a structure where each stakeholder takes ownership of the project: 

• It involves a good balance among the teams to foster a complementarity of the members  

• It needs to produce a balanced distribution of tasks  

A project mode is sometimes seen as a difficulty as soon as it needs a sharp managerial work as to 

understand each member’s competencies. To this mean, respondents explain that a good project 

manager also need to be cautious on project’s members compatibility and know specifically the 

stakeholders involved. 

To wrap up, culture stakeholders collaborate internally and externally for practical and compatibility 

means: they assume to shape their organization depending on the kind subsidies they might get. As a 

result, we observed several domain variables depending on the kind of task: audiovisual, performance, 

etc. 

 

Formal VS informal: what hints ? 

As we cleared out, most of collaborations exist in a mean to get subsidies. They are handled by 

operators that could be external (see the case of Charlie Jazz Festival and Marseille Festival) or internal 

(see the case of Velaux’s projects). More concretely, operators function as network managers and 

make all they can to build a structure fitted to receive subventions. Taking on the previous chapter, 

we need to consider that most of the projects are urban and, even if, in the end, they take place outside 

of the cities for practical reasons (for instance, a music festival would be complicated to settle in a city 
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center), everything is mostly organized from Aix and Marseille. Finally, most of the concerned 

companies are SSE, which implies many collaborations with social bodies (social assistance, 

unemployment bureau, etc.). To sum up, our first point would be that any kind of tool must be thought 

relatively to the operator’s practice. Second, it concerns a restrained space. Third, in coordination with 

social instances. More concretely, we will describe ways to communicate that make sense at any level. 

In fact, actors perform two kinds of contact: formal or informal.  

Formal contacts concern whatever needs to be official and has, to certain aspect, a legal or contractual 

side (agreements on schedules, kind of performance, hardware, etc.). In this case, the main medium is 

written: paper and mails, the point being to keep tracks. Between formal and informal, WhatsApp or 

any local chat software has an important place to communicate. It is mostly useful for common 

interaction in a wide space: as an example, when organizing an event (" does anyone has a Microphone 

? " etc.): in this case, keeping track might be useful in order to make common demands and keep the 

group efficient, in other words: global questions. Facing that, a chat could be a useful slack channel 

(" anyone up for a beer ? ") which impacts group cohesion. In the same order of idea, physical meetings 

are codified: many of them are official (planned with a space reserved) and are embedded into a 

contractual context (we must meet to set up schedules). Other meetings are unofficial and can be 

defined as ‘point’ (" can we talk for a sec’ … "). In this case, we’re on the edge since even if the meeting 

itself might be impromptu, what is discussed during the meeting might be not. Finally, some meetings 

are stable and scheduled but its content is informal: lunches, 10AM pause, etc. They are important for 

group cohesion and, in some case, management. In certain performance field such as theatre and 

music performance, diner after the show is consider part of the work: it implies a debriefing, 

performance improvement and much more (Parigot, 2016). Finally, plannings are important common 

grounds: in our cases, they must be formalized considering they never will be respected. In other 

words: a schedule role is to structure any cultural project and support informal contacts. 

Informal contacts might be even more important, they can be internal (group cohesion) or external 

(concern the event environment). For the latter, many cultural projects are embedded into their 

surrounding (see the case of Velaux), thus all the informal contacts people might have with the 

surrounding population appears to be a good idea. It also can be a useful promotion tool (See Harris, 
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2004 on the Aurillac Festival). In the end they would be almost impossible to formally describe but still 

important to consider.  

The following model sums up those two kind of contacts. 
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Is formalizing always possible? 

We would like to propose some insights on what can or cannot be formalized, and furthermore on 

what can be ‘officialised’ and what must remain unofficial. Some part of the projects such as meetings 

or lunches need to be formalized and remain as firm as possible such as meetings. Some others are in 

between, in fact, the fixity of the projects guarantees the informality of the information exchanged 

(the case of the lunches and dinners is particularly transparent). We would like to propose a 

classification that explore the place and kind of formalism for several type of exchanges to function. 

• Formal meetings concern all the ones that are actually planned, in other words, that appear on a 

schedule. They are important since the project depends on their existence. In fact, investors (public 

or private) might ask for a formal schedule before financing a project. From there, formal meetings 

have a performing value: they need to happen for the project to exist, they connect the project with 

external actors by making it understandable. This communication goes further since formal meetings 

are moments to invite unusual actors such as private investors: on the one hand they meet the crew, 

on the other hand, they can physically see how the project functions. 

• By semi formal meetings we mean meetings which are scheduled on a more or less regular basis but 

which content remain open. It would be hard to make a strict list since each meeting depends on the 

field. For instance, actors used to have diner after the show as a mean to debrief, see what have 

worked, what had not, etc. So there cannot be a formal list of what could be exchanged during an 

after show diner. The after show diner might also be an occasion to talk to other professionals, share 

experiences, competencies and in some case, look for a job. It also is the place for operators to talk 

specifically to one part of their crew. 

• Informal meetings might still be directed by a field’s habitus, thus more local and more or less 

directed towards a specific problem. The typical case might be a coffee improvised by a bunch of 

actors (sound engineers, exhibitions instigators, etc.) to exchange freely on a specific point. In more 

theoretical terms that would be closer to ‘points ’rather than meetings. At this level, the competence 

exchange might be very high since, the representational cost might be lower than anywhere else. 
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To wrap up, we would say that the more informal, the more closed and the less operational is the 

meeting. On the one hand, formal meetings are transversal events, they embrace a whole project and 

connect a project to others (projects or structures). On the other hand, informal meetings are strictly 

horizontal: they concern a specific problem or field. For instance, technicians having coffee might not 

be losing time but working on specific points that only concerns them. A focus on mechanisms of 

coordination among the different culture’s fields might be another study. Still, to our immediate 

concern, any tool designed must respect multi-layered spaces. To do so and to think towards an 

englobing project, we might think in terms of horizontality and verticality as a mean to create exchange 

strings between how culture is financed and what culture actually is: operational projects. 

 

Towards a multi-layered integration 

A global understanding of the AMP cultural field governance challenges our ability to integrate all the 

ingredients of a complex and diverse environment in a contingency approach. As we have seen the 

main characteristic of the cultural field is its diversity, in fact, we might even talk of cultural fields. 

Without being too deterministic on what is to be adapted, we can assume that each cultural project 

involves several actors, each of them included into different professional fields as several components 

of one single event. 

As we have seen earlier, AMP cultural strategy seems starting as synergic projects and takes shape 

being enacted. These synergies would eventually find into the Metropolis institutions a way to get 

concrete. That involves institutional and financial tools as many cultural strategy ingredients. The 

whole point of this work is to bring insights as many ingredients towards operationalization of the 

cultural strategy. 

Cultural strategy operationalization might involve tools that foster co-creation on many levels to suit 

every AMP cultural field. One way to see it would be a way to support AMP cultural projects, thus 

finding the appropriate tools will be our next challenge: our aim is to find co-creation tools that respect 

each field’s contingency which includes a multi-layered integration. 
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