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Abstract

Cross-country comparisons are popular in cultural policy. This paper looks at
how cultural statistics are used in the making of such comparisons. Analysts
have identified a general ‘sloppiness’ in current cultural statistics comparisons.
The paper documents some of the major problems, in both data production
and in data presentation, and provides a ‘checklist’ of good practice. The
paper aims to provide guidance and ideas for anyone making cross-country
comparisons of cultural statistics.
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Making cross-country comparisons of cultural statistics

Introduction

This is the first working paper produced as pathefAustralia Council research
projectinternational Cultural Sectors: An Exploratory Irstgation which aims to
analyse and compare aspects of cultural sectmariaous countries and, where
possible, draw inferences and implications for Aalg.

This background working paper investigates theesurstate of cultural statistics and
comparative cultural policy research, and outlipexblems and issues in making
international comparisons of cultural data. Thdisagroposes a number of solutions
to overcome limitations in making intercountry campons of cultural data. The aim
is to provide context and guidance to the dataegath and analysis stages of the
project, and to provide an evaluative frameworkdiooosing and assessing the
comparisons that will be analysed at the final staigthe project (inferences and
implications for Australia).

Cultural statistics

While there has been a surge in the availabilitgudfural statistics since the 1980s,
many cultural policy researchers and policy makeesquestioning both the quality
and policy relevance of this data (see for exardyégsand, 2002; Selwood, 2002;
Schuster, 2002a and b; Allin, 2000; European Taskfon Culture and Development,
1997)! In his analysis of the ‘state-of-play’ in cultusthtistics, Schuster (2002a)
argues that:
- There has been a dramatic resurgence of invesimariormation and
research in the field of cultural policy;
Much of the cultural policy research that is beimglertaken around the world
today might be better thought of as the developrokatstatistical base of data
rather than the conduct of policy-relevant research
It is not so much the shortage of data that shoofdmand one’s attention;
rather, it is the lack of use of those data thadseo be addressed; and
With the proliferation of data from a wide varietysources, the issue of how
to assure the quality of the data has become ewee important.

Selwood (2002; 12) echoes many of Schuster's obtiens:

[A]s a result of initiatives going back to the 1980s we have by now accumulated a
mass of primary data. But how valuable has the pursuit of that data for the cultural
sector actually been? Whatever the discussions about the quality of evidence
gathered, questions also need to be asked about the use, or the lack of use, to which
it is put... Until the cultural bureaucracy's analysis of data is guaranteed, and until the
evidence gathered can be seen to be being used constructively, it could be argued
that collecting data has been a relatively spurious exercise.

To redress the perceived imbalance between thdysapg the use of cultural data,
much work is now being undertaken to focus the petidn of cultural statistics more
strategically — rather than simply creating datat®own sake, analysts are reviewing
what it is that cultural statistics are neededafiod how best to target data production
to those needs. Statisticians are also assessgrgater detail what it is that cultural

! The increase in the production of cultural dataeapp to be confined to developed nations. Goldstone
(1998; 350) suggests that the lack of basic cultuagisits in the ‘poorest countries’ is ‘crippling’ (see
also Development Gateway, 2002; and Glade, 2003).
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variables are measuring, and whether these data ssise in cultural terms (Foote,
2002; Guetzkow, 2002; Princeton University, 2002w®od, 2002; Yoshitomi, 2002;
McCarthy and Jinnet, 2001; McCarthy et al, 2001tdvi@sso, 2001). Some analysts
doubt that statistics can ever measure all of dlieypsalient aspects of culture,
especially if data are to be used for making camsitry comparisons (McCaughey
2002; Price, 1999; Sen, 1998).

This process of review is driven by two notableinational agendas. The first is
ongoing work to develop meaningful ‘cultural indices’ (IFACCA 2004). The
second is the aspiration to promote internatiotaddardisation in cultural statistics to
feed an ever-growing demand for comparative culjpwacy analysis (Manninen,
2002; Walker et al 2002; Lievesley, 2001; Europ€ammission, 2000).

A lack of good quality, policy-relevant culturaltdeappears to have prompted a flurry
of reviews about what cultural statistics shouldhiesasuring and how such statistics
should be generated. This is most evident in weikdundertaken to review and
reshape cultural statistics ‘architectures’ - ttagistical frameworks, definitions and
classifications used to describe art and cultuhe Variety of topics and range of
countries represented at the International Symposin Culture Statistics, Montréal,
October 2002, is testament to the substantial dpwednt work currently being
undertaken in cultural statistiés.

Such development work will undoubtedly lead to me@dily comparable cultural
statistics in the future. At present, however,dtae of flux caused by development
work hampers intercountry comparisons, as innowatio cultural statistics do not
occur uniformly across countries.

In summary, there is currently a steady supplyuttical data in developed nations,
although concerns over the quality of this dateehanompted substantial work to
improve data by developing better methodologiessatistical architectures. Two
crucial implications for the current project are:
1. There is a concern over the quality of cultdiati - cultural statistics should
be viewed with a healthy scepticism; and
2. Standardisation is still a work in progresseréhare substantial limitations to
comparing cultural data between countries.

International comparisons

Comparative cultural policy analysis — the compguon cultural policies between
countries — is an important element of much cultpedicy analysis and research, and
has been the subject of lively academic debateu&eh 1987 and 1996; Kawashima,
1995; Gray, 1996, Belfiore, 2004). A number of mashave been put forward for
cultural analysts’ desire for international compan:
An innate suspicion of national, and potentiallgtionalistic’, cultural policies,
meaning that policy development can be only fullysted in context of
independent verification (Schuster and Amad, 2002).

2 Symposium papers are available on-line at
http://www.collogue2002symposium.gouv.qc.ca/h4v_pageueil an.htm
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Increasing global integration of cultural practicetich makes internationally-
focused analysis superior to nationally-focusedyaig(Belfiore, 2004; Schuster
and Amad, 2002; Foote, 2002).

Increased global integration of nation states &edise of cross-national
governance (Schuster, 2002, p 35; Jowell, 1998).

A vagueness in cultural policy, brought about by éisoteric nature of culture,
which promotes comparison as a way of contextungiaind articulating abstract
cultural policy issues (Weisand, 2002).

A dearth of quality data, discussed earlier, wliahses policy analysts to seek
overseas information for adapting to local condisicor for double-checking
untrusted local data (Weisand, 2002).

Lievesley’s (2001; pg 378) reasons for developiognparative cultural statistics
mirror the policy imperatives above:
To enable countries to gain a greater understardfittgeir own situation by
comparing themselves with others, thus learningfome another and sharing
good practice.
To permit the aggregation of data across countoigsovide a global picture, thus
enabling the design of international initiativefoimmed by evidence.
To provide information for nation-state accountitypiland for the assessment,
development and monitoring of supranational padicie

Jowell (1998; 168) simply states that ‘[tlhe im@orte and utility to social science of
rigorous cross-national measures is incontestable.’

The surveys in Kelland and Selwood (2002) and Sehasid Amad (2002) indicate
that cultural statisticians ply a healthy tradéniternational comparisons. Schuster

(2002b; 21) is optimistic about such comparisons:
Methodology has become sulfficiently refined over time and
sufficiently similar across countries that, for the first time, it has
become possible to envision truly cross-national comparative
studies.

Belfiore (2004; 41) takes a more pessimistic view:
The methodologies that currently guide comparative cultural policy
research are largely inappropriate, and do not meet the specific
requirements of cross-national research.

The next section explores some of reasons whyarashiould be exercised when
making cross-country comparisons of cultural stiats

International Comparisons: limitations and problems

The current project aims to make meaningful congpas of cultural data across
countries for informing policy and strategic deaisimaking. A rise in the production
of cultural statistics in a number of countries hele the prospect of international
statistical comparison a real possibility, and lassantial number of comparative
studies already exist. Yet the cultural policyrhtieire is peppered with warnings
about international data comparisons (for exanipédfiore, 2004; Glade, 2003;
IFACCA, 2002; Lievesley, 2001, p. 378; Price, 1988n, 1998; European Taskforce
on Culture and Development, 1997; Mitchell, 19964 k). With apparent hypocrisy,
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stern warnings about comparisons are sometimes hyadealysts who are
themselves undertaking a comparison.

There is a long list of documented problems in mgkntercountry comparisons of
cultural data. A good introduction can be foundirchell (1996a and b). For
simplicity, the problems highlighted in this worgipaper will be grouped into two
types: data production problems, and data presentand utilisation problems.

Data production problems
Data supply issues present the most obvious batoemaking cross-country data
comparisons. Some of the more common supply isseeksted below.

Data availability

As already noted, although many developed countiaes amassed a substantial base
of cultural data, data availability is still lackjrin many countries. This limits the
scope of comparative analyses.

Data quality

As noted earlier, concerns have been expressedtw/guality of cultural data.
Issues of quality identified include: inherent aiffities in quantifying culture;
methodological shortcomings in extant data; anelialility of data generated in
self-serving research by cultural agencies (Selw@682; Schuster, 2002b, p.21;
Nielson, 1999; Goldstone, 1998; van Puffeln, 19¢&)ultural data reflect poorly the
cultural realitywithin countries problems are exacerbated when comparing data
between countries

Non-standardisation of data

Despite a rising standardisation in cultural st&ss it is still extremely rare for
cultural data to be gathered in exactly the sameiwdifferent countries. It is useful
to consider two types of differences: differenaedeéfinitions and classification, and
differences in methodologies.

Differences in definitions and classifications

Different countries have different definitions afliure (ie. differences in the scope or
boundaries of culture) and different classificasiaf culture (ie. the cultural domain
is broken down in different ways). Many of thesedamental differences result from
differences in institutional arrangements in thiural policy arena (for example,
some cultural ministries have responsibility fog thesign sector, others do not, and
their definitions will reflect this difference). Bdr differences may be philosophical,
theoretical, historical, or simply arbitrary. Hoves\they arise, differences in
definitions reduce the degree of comparability dfural data. In the case of arts
participation surveys, for example, Pronovost (28DB8otes that ‘there is little
consensus on the international level as to thecehwii categories of cultural
activities,” so that ‘identifying an activity aswgple as reading is a problem.’
Schuster’s (2003; 8) three approaches to dealitigissues of boundary definition in
comparative analysis — namely inclusive, floatind anchored boundaries - are now
well-documented. The floating boundaries approadtere the definition of the arts
or culture is allowed to vary between countrieqpesgrs to be the most common
choice for cross-country comparisons of culturagada
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Differences in methodologies

There are few surveys that use the same surveyiguesire and format across
countries (a recent exception is the Euro baronseterey of Europeans’ participation
in cultural activities; Spadaro, 2002). Countriesrexcommonly design their own
survey instruments, which means that methodolagsstend to differ. Although
surveys may measure broadly similar cultural phesrtansuch as arts participation,
more often than not the surveys are for differezarg, different time-frames (eg.: last
four weeks; previous twelve months), and differag groups, and use different
guestion formats, wording of questions, and diffiéirvey instruments (eg: phone,
face-to-face or postal surveys; Census or samgialabons). Even with
commonplace variables that might appear highly amaigle, such as cultural
participation rates, methodological differences wake comparison difficult or
impossible. The slightest difference in methodology prevent a ‘true’ comparison.

Attempts to account for methodological differenaes fraught with difficulty. An
adjustment may require the recalculation of a stisveaw data, which is not always
practical; or it may require the estimation of at@rfactual, which is prone to
inaccuracy. A valid adjustment may simply not begible.

Structural inter-country biases

Even where data are produced in similar ways, &tracdifferences between nations
can cause biases that complicate inter-country eoisgns. Schuster (2001; 6)
demonstrates how structural differences betweentdes can bias data qer capita
government arts expenditure. Cultural differenaetsvben countries can also bias
data, even when data are generated from the saweys&or example, in the
Eurobaromoter survey of Europeans’ cultural pgytition, problems were
experienced in comparing national data due to idiffees in local interpretations of
apparently familiar terms such as ‘concert’, ‘oparad ‘museum’ (Skaliotis, 2002).
Belfiore (2004; 44) argues the case for a methagoébcontextualisationn
comparative analysis that accounts for the ‘socigtural and political contexts in
which social phenomena manifest themselves.’

The list of problems above is hardly unique towdt— they are the curse of
comparative statisticians in all areas of publitiqyo’ The issue for comparative
cultural research is whether these problems arefisignt enough to make
comparisons futile or ill-advised. Glade (2003; 28es a pessimistic view:

So varied, from country to country, are the definitions of the cultural sector and its
components and so varied the methodologies applied to its study, starting with data
collection and classification, the task of finding data with sufficient comparability to be
useful in comparative analysis is monumental.

% Here cultural differences between countries aregoblamed for causing problems in comparing data
that measure culture. The paradox is endemic toraliimalysis more generally and is unraveled in
detail in McHoul (2004).

4 Similar problems are noted by researchers in poliegsawith more established statistical traditions
than culture. Examples are for: crime statistics (Baret al, 2002); labour force statistics (Capdevielle
and Sherwood, 2002); and agricultural industry gtesigAmerican Association of Agricultural
Economics, 2000).
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At first sight it might appear that many of the lplems outlined above would be
avoided through standardisation. But they are pteeéen in cross-national surveys —
or standardised surveys applied across a numtuoitries. Jowell (1998) records a
long list of problems in cross-national studiesngsas a test case the International
Social Survey Programme, which is ‘widely regardsd conscientious, rigorous,
and successful model of a cross-national sociakesturand for which, ‘despite its
high ambitions and the relative diligence with whitapplies its standards and rules,
inconsistencies between countries still aboundivélh 1998; 196). Similar
sentiments can be found in Skaliotis (2002) andd&pma(2002) for the Euro
barometer survey on Europeans’ participation itucal activities. Lievesley (2001;
381) pessimistically suggests that ‘[n]o crosseral study can be perfect as far as
comparability is concerned and it is only too e@sfind reasons why the data should
not be taken seriously.’

Data presentation and utilisation problems

There are indications of a general sloppinessearptiesentation of comparative
cultural data (Kelland and Selwood, 2002; IFACCA02). Some of the major issues
are set out below.

Presentation without context

The most common concern is that data are preseiitiedut proper context.
Lievesley (2001; 378) finds that ‘[h]Jow indicat@se presented can be a cause for
concern. They are often stripped of their essentigthdata” As UNESCO (2003;
51) notes, ‘[p]roper metadata systems provide méiron on methodology required
in order to ascertain whether the data set in gures fit for use in cross-national
comparisons.’ As Belfiore (2004) points out, comiteisation can extend beyond
simply describing statistical metadata to includecaints of differences and
similarities in the social, cultural and politiistems of countries being compared.

Although many cross-country tabulations do notgmdtthat data are comparable, the
very act of presenting data in the same table enbpurages comparison and
therefore misuse. Any inferences taken from uncdngtised data are more than
likely to be wrong, and the practice is to be sgtgrdiscouraged.

Presentation with obscured context

More sophisticated analyses attempt to accoundjostfor underlying differences in
data, or if differences cannot be reconciled, asti@ote these irreconcilable
differences as caveats (some examples of thesedetaided analyses are: Arts
Council of Ireland, 2000; European Commission, 20@st, 1998). However,
IFACCA (2002; 6) finds for many of these more caligfconstructed analyses that
‘caveats are typically buried within the text, véehdata remain boldly tabulated side-
by-side. Differences underlying the data are thhscared, and too often conclusions
are drawn from incomparable data’.

5> ‘Metadata’ includes such information as data dictizsa record layouts, questionnaires, sample
designs and standard errors (UNESCO, 2003; 52).
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League tables

League tables are so common and so controversigiitby deserve a special note.
The league table is the archetypal cross-countmypewison: it is a data table that
ranks countries by some chosen variapkr Capitagovernment arts expenditure is a
particularly popular league table in cultural pg)icSchuster (2002; 7) notes:

Through the 1970s and the 1980s, the league table became the sine qua non of
much comparative research on arts funding. In the mid 1980s | counted sixteen
different studies in English that had generated sixteen different such tables and was
able to demonstrate that, depending on the methodologies and the biases of each of
the studies, countries jumped all over the time series graphs on which | compared the
results of these studies. Their popularity continues unabated, though subsequent
research has made it more and more difficult for researchers to remain ignorant of the
issues [raised earlier in Schuster’'s paper]. Nonetheless, the literature is full of such
tables; they are very hard to resist.

Schuster demonstrates the dangers of the leagieeusihg the example of arts
fundingper capita.He concludes that the flaws of league tablesianplg ‘apparent’.
Lievesley (2001; 378) agrees, expressing gravesztosmver the way in which

league tables are constructed, presented, maredudaid misused. She concludes that
‘it is debateable whether the creation of thesgueaables is a statistical exercise.’

Misuse, misinterpretation and strategic hazard

A common concern about international comparisorgatd — and league tables in
particular — is in how the comparisons are intdgat@nd re-used by others. Cautious
researchers may provide a full list of warnings aadeats about data limitations, but
they have little control over how others use tmark. Even the most carefully
tabulated, fully-caveated, comparative analysesbeamisinterpreted, used out of
context, reproduced without caveats, manipulatestiierwise abusetiSchuster
(2002; 7) illustrates one such instance of ‘striatbgzard’:

In 1984-85 | was asked by the Policy Division of the National Endowment for the Arts
to conduct a comparative study of the structure and level of funding for the arts and
culture in eight countries in Western Europe and North America... In the latter stages
of my research | received a call from a Canadian government researcher. His minister
had passed along an emergency request. He needed to know how Canada stacked
up against others in arts funding, and he needed to know yesterday. This researcher
pleaded with me to release my preliminary figures to him. His job would be so much
easier if he could take advantage of work that had already been done. | relented, and
we spent considerable time going over the numbers and my lengthy list of
methodological caveats and footnotes. Within a day or two said minister was on
national television citing new comparative research showing that per capita
expenditures for culture in Canada were at a high level, on a par with Sweden,
France, Germany, and the Netherlands. | no longer have perfect recall of these
ensuing events, but | seem to remember that the Canadian figure had managed to
increase, rather substantially, overnight.

Lievesley (2001; 381) describes other hazards a¢lwtne comparative statistician
should be wary:

[Flrequently politicians or senior civil servants are dismayed by the relative results for
their countries and tend to blame the messenger rather than examining the

® Such misuse might be thought of as a ‘strategicrdgzageneralised form of ‘moral hazard’ that is
well-documented in the social sciences and policyyaisa
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message... An outcome of this unhappy state of affairs is the withdrawal from cross-
national research of those countries which achieve disappointing results, and
occasionally a more catastrophic effect on the career of the national statisticians
involved.

Researchers and statisticians tend to covet clanityobjectivity, and are prone to
disappointment when these principles are overlodiyedthers who may not share
their standards of excellence. Although they mayiteble to control others’ actions,
they would be wise to anticipate the vested interies which their findings may be

appropriated and try to take precautions to pretrentmisuse of their research output.

Equally, though, statisticians can beneficially lexghe strategic environment in
which their research is communicated and intergrdter example, Lievesley (2001;
378) notes that, for development indicators, efinational statisticians have

sometimes been reluctant to elaborate on the hinis of league tables because they

can see that the media and political attentionrgtedeague tables raises the profile
of development.’

Strategic issues such as these reinforce the iampmetof being clear about the

objectives of comparison: the desired ends are dafteonflict with the statistical
means. Before comparison is made, it should be tleahat endhe comparison is to
be put, and these should be clearly communicates astegral part of the research.

Mitigating the problems of comparison

Jowell (1998; 174-176) outlines ten ‘rules of thuridp mitigating some of the
problems of intercountry data comparisons, inclgdin
Compare familiar countries: ‘Social scientists ddawndertake not to interpret
survey data relating to a country about which tkiegw little or nothing.’

Limit the number of countries: ‘Analysts of crosstional data should resist the
temptation to compare too many countries at once.’

State limitations clearly: ‘Social scientists canfdating or engaged in cross-
national studies should be as open about theidy&llimitations as they are
enthusiastic about their [study’s] explanatory pmve

Apply the strictest of quality controls: ‘[T]he sartechnical standards as we
would impose for national surveys should applyrtwss-national surveys too.
Arguably, they should be even higher in view of filset that country will
inevitably be one of the major independent varisloethe analysis.’

Be sceptical: ‘Analysts of cross-country data stauidertake to suspend belief
initially in any major intercountry differences thdiscover.’

Be aware of data context. ‘All too often, analysgem to compare national data
setsin vacuQ’ This is more than simply understanding differesin frameworks
and methodologies, it is also about consideringotibader context within which a

"It should be remembered that Jowell is focussing ossenational surveys; ie. on single surveys
applied across a number of countries. However, timeiptes apply equally well to comparisons of
independent national surveys.
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comparison is being made. Take for example commasisf government
expenditure on the arts: these comparisons cawcootat for the many indirect
forms of government support, such as tax reliebftists, tax incentives for arts
consumers (eg. consumption tax exemptions), taenimees for philanthropic
giving, and the variety of other forms of indirsctpport that governments provide
to the arts. It is misleading to use direct govegnharts expenditures as an
indicator ofoverall levels of government support for the arithoutaccounting
for indirect forms of support.

Lievesley (2001; 380) expresses doubt about hoveaahle the first two are in
practice, but declares the last three ‘very impar@ssons for international
statisticians.’

A number of other recommendations might be addeldweell’s list in light of the
discussion here:
Clear objectives: Be clear about why a comparisdreing made. Furthermore, if
‘real’ intercountry differences in data are foumdtiier than differences brought
about by measurement biases), have a clear ided labw to interpret the
differences and what the differences imply for @aliThis point was stressed at
the seminar on comparative research reported i Research Digest (2003).

Avoid ‘league tables.’

Use trend data. Trends will be less influenced leyhmdological and contextual
differences, as long as these differences areestafglr time. For example, it may
be unwise to compare levels of government suppwéden countries for any
particular year, but trend data may provide a meliable indication of which
countries are support is increasing, and which t@ssupport is decreasing
(assuming that structural changes and other suneeous influences can be
accounted for).

Use ratios and statistical indicators. Ratios aheérostatistical measures can
circumvent many of the problems with comparisors. é&xample, rather than
compare artists incomes between countriesratie of artists’ incomes to average
incomes might be used as a comparison statiste rdto allows implications to
be drawn out about artists’ relative earnings betweountries while avoiding the
need to choose an appropriate real exchange ratéceCof exchange rate is also
an issue when comparing governmpeit capitaarts expenditure is being
compared.

Schuster (1987; 2) proposes a set of thirteen kegtepns that should be ‘kept in
mind’ when undertaking, evaluating or reading in&gifonal comparisons. These
thirteen questions are as relevant today as they iwel987:

1) What appears to be the central research quastite study?

2) What is really at issue? Is there an underlyiolifical agenda?

3) Is the research intended to compare or to explaio the methodological

choices made by the researcher facilitate or fatsthat goal?

4) What is the boundary of analysis? Is it clear?

5) Is the boundary of analysis appropriate to @search?

6) How was the choice of countries made?
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7) Are [the countries] appropriate to the research?

8) How were the data collected?

9) What were the data sources? Are they reliable?

10) Are the financial calculations made in agreetméth the boundaries of
analysis?

11) What summary statistics are used? Are theyogpiatte to the research?

12) Are the conclusions justified by the evidence?

13) Are the conclusions modestly presented, resoggmithe limitations of the
research method, the data, and the analysis?

These rules of thumb and analytical questions sasvegood evaluative tool before
and after undertaking cross-country comparisonsy Ere summarised in Appendix 1
as a ‘checklist’ guide.

Summary

Despite significant advances in the productionudfucal statistics, our ability to

make intercountry comparisons of cultural datdilslsnited. Data are generated in
different ways and for different reasons. Differesiin social and institutional
environments between countries are difficult or @sgible to account for. Structural
differences between countries can significantl\s ldiata. Many of these problems are
present even in cross-country data that are gestefiadm thesamesurvey.

Cross-country differences in cultural data mayref@e, be due to differences in
measurement rather than to ‘real’ differences itucal phenomena. Benchmarking,
or drawing policy and program implications from Buata should be strongly
discouraged.

On the other hand, there are a number of real lteriefm undertaking comparative
cultural policy analysis. Comparative statisticahlyses can uncover information that
is indispensable for domestic policy formulatiord avaluation. The list of problems
documented here may seem overwhelming, but measanese taken to mitigate

their impact on comparative data and allow limitealjtious comparisons to be made.
But, if the decision is made to undertake a cragsitry comparison despite all the
drawbacks, pitfalls and strategic hazards, theoméscrucial question that needs to be
clearly thought out and articulated: why is a corigma being made at all?
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Appendix 1: Checklist for cross-country cultural data

comparisons

Below is a selection of recommendations and issubs considered by anyone
wishing to undertake an international comparisooulfural data. These are taken
from the literature and analysis in the previouggsa and grouped into three borad
categories. Please feel free to suggest furtheasiter the list by emailing
info@ifacca.org

1. Plannlng the comparison
Be sceptical
Be clear about why is a comparison being made
State the research question
State the research objectives
Clearly define the domain that is the basis for parison (art, culture,
cultural industries, creative industries etc) asdonstituent elements
(visual arts, music, etc.)
Decide whether boundaries for the definition wél ‘nclusive,
‘floating’ or ‘anchored’
Consider how the comparison will be reported araetiusy others.
Anticipate and consider how to avoid possible masus

2. Selectlng countries and statistical variables
Compare familiar countries
Limit the number of countries being compared
Use trend data, ratios and statistical indicators
Use information sources as close as possible tdatesource
Assess possible statistical indicators to be used:
o Are they unambiguous?
o Are they appropriate for the research objectives?
o What do changes in the indicator mean?
o How sensitive are the data to differences in dédins,
data architectures and statistical methodologies?
o What external (or ‘exogenous’) factors might cause
apparent cross-country differences in data?
Consider other institutional and structural differes that might
influence the comparison.

3. Presenting the results

. Clearly state the reasons why countries are chosen
Provide ‘metadata’ for each country’s collection
Provide contextual information on relevant soaaltural and
political aspects of the arts and culture for ezmintry
State data limitations clearly in a set of caveats
Place caveats within - or as close as possiblel&da tables and
graphs
State clearly how ratios and indicators are catedla
Avoid league tables
Avoid conjecture: only draw conclusions that amacly supported by
the data; do not draw conclusions that can be tisigiutom alternative
interpretations of the same data.

Australia Council for the Arts 12



Making cross-country comparisons of cultural statistics

References

Allin, P., 2000, ‘The Development of Comparable &uean Cultural Statistics’,
Cultural Trendsyol. 37; 66-75.

American Association of Agricultural Economics (AAE 2000, ‘International
Comparisons’, ilCommodity Costs and Returns Estimation HandbodReport
of the AAEA Task Force on Commaodity Costs and RetAAEA,
http://waterhome.brc.tamus.edu/care/Aaea/pdf/Chil ps®

Arts Research Digest, 2003, Arts Research Seminat:N'he Use and Abuse of
Comparative Research in the eArtsand Cultural $&cseminar report,
http://www.arts-research-digest.com/PDFs/Semindf4.p

Australia Council, 2001Rlanning for the Future Statistical Profile: Totalts
http://www.0zco.gov.au/resources/publications/pties/pff/sp totalarts.pdf

Australian Bureau of Statistics, 200liaformation Model for Culture and
Leisure: Initial Papersunpublished internal report.

Australian Bureau of Statistics, 200National Centre for Culture and
Recreation Statistics Newslettéypril Quarter 2001, Australian Bureau of
Statistics, Adelaide.

Barclay, G., Tavares, C. and Siddique, A., 200&gfinational Comparisons of
Criminal Justice Statistics 200®iome Office Bulletin 05/02,
http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs2/hosb502.pdf

Belfiore, E., 2004The Methodological Challenge of Cross-National Res&
Comparing Cultural Policy in Britain and ItaJyCentre for Cultural Policy
Studies, Warwick University, Working Paper#8,
http://www?2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/arts/theatre_s/cpAmations/centrepubs/belfior

e.pdf

Capdevielle, P. and Sherwood, M., 2002, ‘Providd@mparable International
Labor Statistics,Monthly Labor Reviewdune; pp. 3-14,
http://www.bls.gov/opub/mir/2002/06/art1full.pdf

Development Gateway, 2002ducation and Culture Statistics Promote Pro-
Poor Development Strategies: An Exclusive DG Imésvwith Denise Lievesley
and Diane Stukel, UNESCO'’s Institute of Statistimyelopment Gateway,
http://www.developmentgateway.org/node/130613/sdevetw?docid=384484

European Commission, 2000ultural Statistics in the EU: Final Report of the
LEG, Eurostat Working Paper, European Commission,
http://www.utexas.edu/cofa/unesco/documents/FINAPHEOC

Australia Council for the Arts 13



Making cross-country comparisons of cultural statistics

European Taskforce on Culture and Development, 189%rom the Margins: A
Contribution to the Debate on Culture and Developtie Europe Council of
Europe Publishing, Strasbourg.

Feist, A., 1998, ‘Comparing the Performing Art8Bintain, the US and
Germany: Making the Most of Secondary Da@utural Trends vol. 8, issue
31; 29-47

Foote, J., 2002, ‘Cultural Consumption and Parittgn’ Canadian Journal of
Communicationyol 27(2-3);http://www.cjc-
online.caltitle.php3?page=11&journal_id=43&document

Glade, W, 2003Conceptualization and Measurement Problems in pned
Cross-National Cultural Indicators: A Methodologldadysseya paper
prepared for UNESCO/CONACULTA International SemionarCultural
Indicators, Centro Nacional de las Artes, Mexic&, DMexico, 7-9 May 2003,
http://www.utexas.edu/cofa/unesco/documents/GladgPder.pdf

Goldstone, L., 1998, ‘Measuring Culture: Prospeactd Limits’, in UNESCO,
World Culture Report: Cultural Diversity, Confliand Pluralism UNESCO,
Paris.

Gordon, C., 2000, ‘Some General and MethodolodRedlections on the
Council of Europe’s Programme of Reviews in MemBetes (1985-1999)’,
Culturelink vol. 11(30); 175-201.

Gray, C., 1996, ‘Comparing Cultural Policy: A Reafarlation,’ International
Journal of Cultural PolicyVol. 2 (2); 213-222.

Guetzkow, J., 2002+ ow the Arts Impact Communities: An Introductiorirte
Literature on Arts Impact Studigsaper prepared for the Taking the Measure of
Culture Conference, Princeton University, New Jgrdane 7-8,
http://www.princeton.edu/~artspol/workpap/WP20%208%6 uetzkow. pdf

Hugoson, R., 1997, ‘The Rhetoric of Abstract Gamlslational Cultural
Policies,’International Journal of Cultural Policyvol. 3(2); 323-340.

International Federation of Arts Councils and CudtAgencies, 2002,
International Comparisons of Arts Participation RatFACCA, Sydney,
http://www.ifacca.org/ifacca2/en/organisation/pa@eBrowseDart.asp

International Federation of Arts Councils and CudtAgencies, 2004,
Discussion Paper: Statistical Indicators for ArtelRy, IFACCA, Sydney,
http://www.ifacca.org/ifacca2/en/organisation/pa@eBrowseDart.asp

Jowell, R., 1998, ‘How Comparative is Comparatives&arch?’American
Behavioural Scientisyjol. 42(2); 168-177.

Australia Council for the Arts 14



Making cross-country comparisons of cultural statistics

Kawashima, N., 1995, ‘Comparing Cultural Policywards the Development of
Comparative Study/Jnternational Journal of Cultural Policywol. 1(2); 289-
307.

Kelland and Selwood, 2002, ‘Literature Reviedwts Research Diges25
summer; 4-7.

Lievesley, D., 2001, ‘Making a Difference: A Roler the Responsible
International Statistician?The Statisticianyol. 50 (4); 367-406.
http://portal.unesco.org/uis/file _download.php/R88sidential+Address.pdf?U
RL ID=5114&filename=10341593920RSS Presidential radsl.pdf&filetype=
application%2Fpdf&filesize=340819&name=RSS+PresidénAddress.pdf&lo
cation=user-S/

Manninen, A., 200Z2T owards Harmonised Cultural Statistics: Experiences
From Recent and Ongoing Projects in Eurppaper presented at International
Symposium on Culture Statistics, October 21-23, tvia,
http://www.collogue2002symposium.gouv.gc.ca/PDF/Maan_paper Symposi

um.pdf

Matarasso, F., 200Cultural Indicators: A Preliminary Review of IssuRaised
by Current Approache§omedia,
http://www.comedia.org.uk/downloads/ACEIND-1.DOC

McCarthy, K. and Jinnett, K., 200A,New Framework for Building
Participation in the ArtsRAND,
http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1323/

McCarthy, K., Ondaatje, E., and Zakaras, L., 2@Bdide to the Literature on
Participation in the ArtsRAND,
http://www.rand.org/publications/DRU/DRU2308/

McCaughey, C., 200Z;rip Report on the International Symposium on Geltu
Statistics Canada Council for the Arts internal memo.

McCool, A., 2004, ‘Specific Gravity: A Brief Outlenof an Alternative
Specification of Culture’Continuum: Journal of Media and Cultural Studies,
vol. 18(3); 423-442.

Mercer, C., 200ZTowards Cultural Citizenship: Tools for Cultural Rzy and
DevelopmentThe Bank of Sweden Tercentenary Foundation anduGasl
Forlag, Sweden.

Mitchell, R., 1996a, "The appraisal of nationaltardl policies, a Council of
Europe programme: the dilemma of cross-nationalpaoisons (1st part) =
I'évaluation des politiques culturelles nationalasConseil de I'Europe: le
dilemme des comparaisons croisées internationateggrtie)' Circular, no. 3
(2nd quarter), 8-11.

Australia Council for the Arts 15



Making cross-country comparisons of cultural statistics

Mitchell, R., 1996b, "The appraisal of nationaltatal policies, a Council of
Europe programme: comparability of results: sevieaaic questions (2nd part)
= L'évaluation des politiques culturelles natiosae Conseil de I'Europe:
comparabilité des résultats: quelques questiorierde(2e partie)'Circular,

no. 4/5 (3rd/4th quarter), 10-19.

Nielson, H., 1999, ‘Critical Public Agent or Hirétand?: Perspectives for
Research on Cultural Policyihternational Journal of Cultural Policyol. 5(2):
183-198.

Price, D., 1999UNESCO World Culture Report: International Comparat
Cultural Statistics and Indicatorsnternational Comparative Research Group,
Strategic Research and Analysis, Department of @andderitage.

Princeton University, 2002, ‘Taking the MeasureCoiture: Final Report,’
Taking the Measure of Cultyra meeting at Princeton University, 7-8 June
2002, http://www.princeton.edu/~artspol/moc_final replrnal.

Pronovost, G., 2004 Review of Surveys on Cultural Participatipaper
presented at International Symposium on Culturéssits, October 21-23,
Montreal,

http://www.colloque2002symposium.gouv.qc.ca/PDFABrmst _paper Symposi

um.pdf

Schuster, J., 1987, ‘Making Compromises to Make @amisons in Cross
National Arts Policy Researchlpurnal of Cultural Economicwol. 11(2); 1-36.

Schuster, J., 1996, ‘Thoughts on the Art and Rraaf Comparative Cultural
Research’, in van Hamersveld and van der Wieles, €dltural Research in
Europe,Boekmanstichting, Amsterdam.

Schuster, J., 2002mforming Cultural Policy - Data, Statistics, andeléining
paper presented at International Symposium on uStatistics, October 21-23,
Montreal,

http://www.colloque2002symposium.gouv.qc.ca/PDFI(Stér _paper Symposiu

m. pdf

Schuster, J., 2002mforming Cultural Policy: The Research and Infotina
Infrastructure Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy ReskaNew
Brunswick.

Schuster, J., and Amad, P., 2082minar in Comparative Cultural Policy,
course notes for Public Policy 402, Irving B. Hai@raduate School of Public
Policy Studies, The University of Chicago,
http://harrisschool.uchicago.edu/academic/syllgif?.html

Selwood, S., 1999, ‘Access, Efficiency and ExcelierMeasuring Non-
Economic Performance in the English SubsidisedutailSector,'Cultural
Trends 35; 89-141.

Australia Council for the Arts 16



Making cross-country comparisons of cultural statistics

Selwood, S., 2002, ‘Measuring Cultur&pikeqd 30 December,
http://www.spiked-online.com/Articles/00000006 DBAEN

Sen, A., 1998, ‘Culture, Freedom and Independemt&NESCO World
Culture Report: Culture, Creativity and MarketdNESCO, Paris.

Skaliotis, M., 2002Key Figures on Cultural Participation in the Eurape
Union, paper presented at International Symposium on @u8tatistics,
October 21-23, Montreal,
http://www.colloque2002symposium.gouv.qc.ca/PDFIliska_paper Symposiu

m.pdf.

Spadaro, R., 200Europeans’ Participation in Cultural Activities: Egutive
SummaryEuropean Commission,
http://europa.eu.int/comm/public_opinion/archiveséds 158 en.pdf

Stanley, D., 200Beyond Economics: Developing Indicators of the &oci
Effects of Culturgpaper presented at International Symposium otu€zul
Statistics, October 21-23, Montreal,
http://www.colloque2002symposium.gouv.qc.ca/PDHita paper Symposiu

m.pdf.

UNESCO, 1998World Culture Report: Culture, Creativity and Matke
UNESCO, Paris.

UNESCO, 1999Measuring Culture and Development : Prospects ainuitk of
Constructing Cultural Indicatorgproceedings from ‘Culture Counts’ conference
organized by the World Bank and the governmentady in co-operation with
UNESCO, Culture Counts. Florence, Italy 4-7 Octdl#99.

UNESCO, 2000World Culture Report: Cultural Diversity, Confliand
Pluralism, UNESCO, Paris.

UNESCO, 2003Measuring and Monitoring the Information and Knoude
Societies: A Statistical ChallengdNESCO Institute of Statistics,
http://www.uis.unesco.org/ev.php?ID=5504 201&ID2=D@®PIC

Van Puffelen, F., 1996, ‘Abuses of Conventional &TipStudies in the Arts’,
International Journal of Cultural Policyvol. 2(2): 241-254.

Walker, C., Scott-Melnyk, S., and Sherwood, K.,2Meggae to Rachmaninoff:
How and Why People Participate in Arts and Cultdriee Urban Institute, USA.

Wiesand, A., 2002, ‘Comparative Cultural Policy ah in Europe: A Change
of ParadigmCanadian Journal of Communicatiovol 27; 369-378.
http://www.cjc-online.ca/title.php3?page=24&journa=43

Australia Council for the Arts 17



Making cross-country comparisons of cultural statistics

Williamson, C., 2002, ‘The Global Purchasing Mamagedex’,
World Economicsyol. 3(3); 179-183,

www.ntc-research.com/New/GDPIndicators/GlobalPMi.pd

Yoshitomi, G., 2002Engage Now!: An Arts Worker's Guide to Deepening
Experience and Strengthening Participation in this A
http://www.artsmarketing.org/marketingresources#fl Y Notes-Apr022003.pdf

Australia Council for the Arts 18



