IFACCA D’Art No 40 | ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION
Having undertaken an analysis of the responses to the IFACCA survey on Supporting international arts activity – issues for national funding agencies, the following issues are raised to prompt further discussion on how to develop the research:

1. The study would benefit from a wider survey response: how to encourage this?

2. The aims of the background research were to:
· identify the critical issues for national arts funding agencies in terms of their engagement on the international stage; and
· gather information from national arts funding agencies about their priorities for international activities in other countries and how these priorities are determined and evaluated.
Responses for the first aim present good content for further discussion; responses for the second area are broader and less complete, although they raise many interesting issues.  Does IFACCA want to ask more questions or work with existing content?

3. The survey and existing knowledge base indicate that, in most countries, several government agencies are involved in international arts activity.  However, responses from one agency present a partial view of the field.  Although the intention was to obtain the perspective of the national arts funding agency, this one-sided viewpoint exposes some significant omissions.  How best to address this? 

4. The international and regional level of support for international arts activity is missing from the research, e.g. EU, UNESCO, Asia-Europe Foundation, Organisation Internationale de la Francophonie (OIF), Organización de Estados Iberoamericanos para la Educación, la Ciencia y la Cultura (OEI), Iberescena, Nordic, Visegrad and other bodies, agencies and programmes supported by national funds.   Respondents were not asked about this, although some provided information. In addition, independent foundations (e.g. European Cultural Foundation, Open Society Institute, Hivos) are missing from the bigger picture.  Should any of this be included or mentioned?

5. Scope of activities (Section 3): there are many ‘grey areas’ where apparently similar activity is viewed by different agencies as market development, networking, artistic development, professional development or cultural diplomacy (e.g. support for Venice Biennale, literature promotion, mobility grants, performing arts touring and co-productions).  Re-organise material or respect the agency’s categorisation?

6. Policy objectives (Section 4): there is room for more research in this area, although policy and planning follow different cycles and styles in member countries.  Some unanswered questions in the policy area, in particular whether an international strategy is required/beneficial/better placed in a wider strategic plan?  Similar questions about staffing structures (Section 2.3.) and coordination.

7. Evaluation (Section 6): there appears to be a serious evaluation deficit in relation to international arts activities, at many levels.  How best to support members and address this?

8. The fact that policy and programmes for the support of international arts activities is a complex jigsaw of responsibilities is of great interest.  No significant research or evaluation seems to have been done: an opportunity for IFACCA or its members?

9. Critical issues (Sections 7 & 8) and questions for wider debate include:

· How best to argue for the value of arts and culture in foreign relations without losing track of arts own value?

· The competing arguments in favour of support for cultural diplomacy vs. artistic practice vs. market development.

· Market development strategies: how/whether to balance an export-driven, protectionist approach with a more networked, co-operative attitude?  Is market development too closely aligned to financially successful economies and environmental laissez-faire and thus potentially a risky investment strategy in the current climate?

· Evaluation: how to measure success; how to evaluate overall international activity and programmes.

· Artistic practice and development: how to develop reciprocity in programmes?

· The role of national arts funding agencies in supporting international cultural networking and networks, not only through sending agency staff to meetings but with a more strategic developmental approach in partnership with clients and networks.

· The role of national arts funding agencies in advocacy related to mobility obstacles; improving the knowledge base of mobility issues in agencies.

· An apparent lack of attention to audiences: being a strong component of many national cultural policies and programmes, audience development and engagement seems strikingly absent from the international arts debate.

· How do national cultural policy and international arts strategies intersect with global policy commitments: e.g. UN Millennium Development Goals, the Copenhagen Accord on climate change, UNESCO Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions?

· Everyone is searching for new models: innovation and knowledge-sharing needed to address financial crisis, budget cuts, environmental policy, social media etc.

10. Clearance for publication of the budget amounts, proportions and country priorities needs to be obtained, if this is to be included in the final report.


Some other ideas for further IFACCA research:
· Taking the question posed by Sweden (How do we argue for the value of arts and culture in foreign relations without losing track of arts own value?), undertake further research perhaps with a view to developing a set of principles for national arts agencies to use in the context of the proposed international arts advocacy campaign.
· Develop best practice case studies of international projects that have been completed and evaluated, including an analysis of the economic benefits of touring.
· Revise and update IFACCA D’Art Report No. 17, Artists’ International Mobility Programs, December 2004, to take account of the views expressed by respondents and the current issues around mobility for artists.
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