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Abstract

This research stems from the idea that the current cultural policy discourse of the European
Union points to the necessity of the struggle for articulation of values in art that are above those
pragmatically instrumental, using the examples from the German and post- Yugoslav
independent performing arts scenes as case studies. The priorities of the European Union
programmes Culture 2007-2013 and Creative Europe 2014-2020 are coming from the current
socioeconomic policies so the arts and culture is increasingly associated with social action, the
promotion of individual and collective identities and the support to urban regeneration projects,
which altogether creates a debate on possible instrumentalization of culture. At the same time,
the European independent performing arts scene reflects these social complexities and the
changes in European society more incisively, due to its networks reaching far beyond the
national performing arts cultures and the precarious nature of its work conditions. Inevitably,
what arises is the question of reverse impact studies that are the subject of this research while
its objective is the examination of the influence of financial instruments of cultural policy on
the formation of organisational cultures, curatorial strategies and aesthetics development in the
European independent performing arts scene. Practices from the post- Yugoslav and German
independent performing arts scene that will be analysed in this research suggest that the
discussion on the new evaluation criteria and valorisation of artistic production belongs to the
domain of bottom-up cultural policies and the struggle for the public interest on a European
level. The qualitative analysis presented in this study aims to provide a foundation for an
original perspective on the role of independent performing arts within society. Specifically, it
aims to explore the relationships between cultural policy and the value of the arts, as well as
the involvement of independent culture and arts organisations in the development of

valorization for their work.



Apstrakt

Ova teza proizlazi iz ideje da trenutni kulturnopoliti¢ki diskurs Europske unije ukazuje na
nuznost borbe za artikulaciju vrijednosti u umjetnosti iznad onih pragmati¢no instrumentalnih,
koriste¢i primjere s njemacke i postjugoslavenske scene nezavisnih scena izvedbenih
umjetnosti kao studije slucaja. Prioriteti programa Europske unije Kultura 2007.-2013. i
Kreativna Europa 2014.-2020. proizlaze iz aktualnih socioekonomskih politika pa se umjetnost
i kultura sve viSe povezuju s drustvenim djelovanjem, promicanjem individualnih i kolektivnih
identiteta te potporom projektima urbane regeneracije, Sto sve zajedno otvara raspravu o
mogucoj instrumentalizaciji kulture. Istodobno, europska scena nezavisnih izvedbenih
umjetnosti oStrije odrazava ove druStvene sloZenosti i promjene u europskom drusStvu,
zahvaljujuci svojim mrezama koje sezu daleko iznad nacionalnih kultura izvedbenih umjetnosti
te prekarnim uvjetima rada. Neizbjezno se namece pitanje obrnutih studija utjecaja koje su
predmet ovog istrazivanja, a cilj mu je ispitivanje utjecaja financijskih instrumenata kulturne
politike na formiranje organizacijskih kultura, kustoskih strategija i razvoj estetike u europskoj
nezavisnoj izvedbenoj umjetni¢koj sceni. Prakse s postjugoslavenske i njemacke nezavisne
izvedbene umjetnicke scene koje ¢e biti analizirane u ovom istrazivanju sugeriraju da rasprava
o novim kriterijima vrednovanja umjetni¢ke produkcije spada u domenu kulturnih politika
odozdo prema gore i borbe za javni interes na europskoj razini. Kvalitativna analiza
predstavljena u ovoj studiji ima za cilj pruziti temelj za originalnu perspektivu o ulozi
nezavisnih izvedbenih umjetnosti u drustvu. Konkretno, cilj joj je istraziti odnose izmedu
kulturne politike i vrijednosti umjetnosti, kao 1 ukljucenost nezavisnih kulturnih i umjetnic¢kih

organizacija u razvoj valorizacije vlastitog rada.



1. Introduction

The discourse of justification of the arts seems to dominate the performing arts sector in its
attempt to comply with the quantitative criteria of evaluation imposed by the cultural policy
makers. In the context of Western governments' apparent loyalty to evidence-based policies, it
is not surprising that one of the main results of such development of cultural policy is the
flourishing of quantitative criteria of evaluation and impact studies. Tendencies of
instrumentalization of the arts and convergence of economic and cultural goals have been
appearing in the European Union cultural policies (Minichbauer, 2015), i.e., the shift of
objectives from the Culture 2007-2013 and Creative Europe programme. On the other hand,
the independent performing arts scene in Europe, still reflects a system of values in European
societies that has not yet been deformed by political pragmatism but is based on the intrinsic
understanding of the value of arts (Schneider, 2017). Due to its proneness to experiment, claims
of autonomy, expectation of critical viewpoints and attention to political matters, the
contemporary performing arts field contributes in a variety of ways to the unsettling of the

dominant socioeconomic tendencies.

According to critical cultural policy analysis (McGuigan, 2004), what is necessary is that the
debate on cultural policy separates from the focus on the instrumental value of art and,
especially after the austerity measures, its "economic value™ as the main justification for the
"public investment" in the arts and culture. Examples of such understanding of arts and culture
that is not based on instrumentalism, can be found in the both in the post- Yugoslav independent
performing arts scenes and the German Freies Theater, within a variety of platforms that
discusses and formulates cultural policy requirements at regular meetings, organises campaigns
and develops concepts that contribute the discussion on criteria of evaluation for the projects
of the independent contemporary performing arts scene (contemporary theatre, performance
and dance). Unlike the post-Yugoslav region whose independent performing arts scene(s) is
highly dependent on the European funds due to their marginalization in the local context,
cultural actors of Freies Theater (independent theatre, performance and dance) in Germany
have better support in local and national contexts although organisations in both contexts
strongly advocate for an exemplary bottom-up approach regarding setting the criteria of

evaluation for artistic projects.



1.1. Subject of the research

Within this research, the findings on the Freies Theater will be compared to the independent
performing arts scene in the post- Yugoslav region, with the aim of rethinking its policy making
procedures in relation to European cultural policies. Through analysis of tender documents of
European Union in the field of contemporary performing arts, curatorial analysis of programs
and activities of independent performing arts organisations, and interviews with the directors
of relevant performing organisations and platforms in Germany, this research aims to
contribute the development of new evaluation criteria and valorisation of artistic production

beyond the dichotomy of intrinsic value and instrumentalization of culture.

What seems relevant to observe is how this pragmatic shift in the funding programmes
influences a change in the curatorial strategies of the organisations whose financial
sustainability depends on the funds secured by those programmes. Such organisations are easily
found in the context of post- Yugoslav countries since there is a lack of national and local
funding of independent cultural scenes and its' organisations have primarily developed due to
support by international funders from the nineties on. Some of the organisations are adjusting
their organisational cultures, curatorial strategies and aesthetic development in order to achieve
financial sustainability while others insist on redefinition of the evaluation criteria of their
work. In both contexts, due to the discontent with the position of independent scene in the
overall cultural system, new organisational cultures and forms of solidarity are arising that
might be a stepping-stone to bringing more bottom-up approach to policymaking. It is
important to observe and analyse these practices in order to contribute to the broader European
discussion on the value of arts. More specifically, this research aims to observe and analyse
participatory cultural policies and cooperation of the public and the civil sector in order to

propose new criteria of valorisation of the arts.



1.2. Research questions and hypotheses

The following questions are raised by this research:

. What is the impact of financial instruments of European and other relevant cultural
policies on the curatorial strategies and aesthetics development in the post-Yugoslav and
German independent performing arts scenes (contemporary theatre, performance and dance)?

. How are the criteria for evaluation of performing arts projects within the post-Yugoslav
and German independent performing arts scenes constructed, in the context of the “value of
the arts” discussion?

. What is the role of the figure of performing arts curator in negotiation of priorities and

influences between the policy makers and the artistic community?

. How do austerity measures and precarious conditions of work influence new
organisational cultures and forms of solidarity in the post-Yugoslav and German independent
performing arts scenes?

. In what circumstances might European independent performing arts organisations bring
more bottom-up approaches to cultural policymaking?

. Is it feasible to contribute to the development of new evaluation criteria and valorisation
of artistic production beyond the dichotomy of intrinsic value and instrumentalization of

culture?

The main hypothesis that emerges from these questions, and from framing them in the

theoretical background recognized as adequate, is the following:

(HO) There is a necessity on a European level to construct evaluation criteria for artistic projects

that would express value of the arts beyond quantitative indicators and socioeconomic impact.

10



Its supporting hypotheses are:

(H1) Currently, criteria for valorisation of the artistic projects on a European level are
constructed to measure socioeconomic results more than artistic ones, which is visible in the

shift of priorities between European Union funding programmes for culture.

(H2) Depending on their sustainability, actors of independent performing arts scene based
within the EU are partly adapting their programming strategies and aesthetic development to
the socioeconomic valorisation of art while others, such as the actors of the European

independent performing arts scene, demand the redefinition of evaluation criteria of their work.

(H3) Under conditions of collaborative and collective organisational culture, exemplary
bottom-up approaches to policymaking appear in German Freies Theater and the EU along
with the possibility of constructing new evaluation criteria for contemporary performing arts

projects.

(H4) The emerging figure of the performing arts curator is highly relevant for negotiation of

funding priorities between the policy makers and the artistic community.

The main objective of this interdisciplinary research is to analyse the influence the financial
instruments of cultural policy have on the curatorial strategies, aesthetics development and
organisational cultures firstly in post-Yugoslav independent performing arts scenes and
German Freies Theater, and then the European contemporary performing arts scenes, with a
focus on the independent performing arts organisations that respond both to the local and

European criteria of project evaluation and valorisation of the arts.

This research will also analyse how those criteria of project evaluation and valorisation of the
arts are constructed, in relation to the European discussion of the value of arts. This also means
challenging the politicality of various organisational cultures on the German and European
independent performing arts scene, as well the role of the emerging figure of a performing arts
curator. Based on the findings, this research aims to contribute to the development of new

models of criteria making for arts and culture, on a broader, European level.
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1.3. Methodology of the research

The methodology includes theoretical research, as well as empirical research in the post-
Yugoslav region and Germany combining different methods such as interviews, mapping and
case studies.

The formulation of a theoretical framework for empirical research is primarily an
interdisciplinary effort that calls for the consideration of numerous fields of research. Literature
from various fields is read, examined, and placed in the context of the research topic during the
preliminary research stage. The methodology includes philosophy of arts (discussions on value
of arts, public sphere, etc.); sociology of arts (new institutionalism, community studies etc.),
theory of performing arts (aesthetics of independent theatre, postdramatic theatre,

contemporary dance studies) and cultural policy (arts management models, impact studies etc.).

The desk research phase will include an extensive variety of secondary sources of data,
including the Work Plan for Culture (2015-2018) by the European Council, national
government databases, the Compendium of Basic Trends and Facts (Cultural Policies and
Trends in Europe), and many others, as the beginning of the empirical research in the post-
Yugoslav region and Germany. The independent performing scene, as well as existing
materials on post-Yugoslav and German cultural policies, including national and municipal
strategies for culture and public calls, will be explored. The empirical research that follows is
grounded in qualitative research methods including mapping, in-depth interviews, and direct

and indirect observations.

Although this research is a part of the thesis developed within PhD programme in Management
of Culture and Media (i.e. Management of Performing Arts), it grasps beyond its scope since
it deals with the topic of the value of arts that has been developing within the disciplines of
philosophy and sociology of the arts. Therefore, as the main theoretical frameworks the study
uses theories of critical cultural policy analysis (Bennett T., 1992, 2000; Dragi¢evi¢ Sesi¢ 2017,
2018; Gielen 2013; Habermas 1996 [1992], McGuigan, 1992, 1996, 2004; Minichbauer 2000,
2005; Vidovic¢ 2017), with the specific emphasis on the value of arts theories (Belfiore i Bennett

12



0., 2007, 2008, 2010; Bourdieu, 1993; Holden, 2004, 2006; Klamer 1996, 2003; Throsby,
2001, 2010)and, for the analysis of aesthetics development, performing arts studies (Cvejic,
2005; Jansa 2013; Kunst 2013, 2015; Lehmann 2006; Schneider, 2017; Vujanovi¢, 2012).

The research will employ theories from the fields of philosophy and sociology of arts to
establish clear definitions and determine correlations between the notions associated with
precarity and the precarious nature of artistic labour (Butler, 2004, 2005; Lorey, 2010, 2013;
Kunst, 2015 ; Lazzarato, 2006; Pewny 2011; Virno 2004) to the terms from new
institutionalism and new arts management models (Gielen 2010; McRobbie, 2001; Praznik
2020, 2021; Ranciere, 2006; Vujanovi¢, 2012; Vidovi¢ and Zuvela, 2018).. During the analysis
of new organisational cultures and proposition of organisational models that contribute to
bottom-up policymaking, the research will put focus on collaborative and collective
organisational cultures (Bishop, 2006; Cveji¢ 2012; Kunst 2015; Praznik 2020; Virno, 2004)
and the role of the performing arts curator in between the artistic community and policy makers
(Madzoski 2013; Malzacher 2011; Milevska 2008; Morland & Amundsen, 2010; Staal 2018).
Finally, it will build on the research on the criteria of evaluation and critique of the impact
studies (Belfiore, E. & Bennett, O., 2007, 2008; Kosmos 2022; Matarasso 1997; Power 1994;
Scullion and Garcia 2005; Selwood 2002).

As a preparation for the case study research phase, cultural mapping will be used as a method
as the second phase of the empirical research both in post- Yugoslav region and Germany.
Broadly conceived, cultural mapping promises new ways of describing, accounting for, and
coming to terms with the cultural resources of communities and places (Duxbury, 2015). In
order to identify the key cultural policy issues regarding the independent performing arts scene,
several cultural conferences, seminars, performing arts festivals and meetings have been
attended.

Cultural policy symposia and meetings at the independent performing arts scene attended

during the process of research include:

e “Passion and Politics”, PNEU 18, Advancing Performing Arts Project and Szene
Salburg, Salzburg (Austria)

13



e “Make room for Dance!” Nomad Dance Advocates, Station Service for contemporary
dance, Belgrade (Serbia)

e International conference: “Participatory Governance in Culture: Exploring Practices,
Theories and Policies. DO IT TOGETHER.”; Kultura Nova Foundation and Rijeka
2020 LLC, Rijeka (Croatia)

e “Curatorial practices and curatorial discourse in performing arts” workshop by Virve
Sutinen. Student Centre Zagreb, Goethe Institut and Advancing Performing Arts
Project (APAP), Zagreb (Croatia)

e NXT Conference “Making a Living from the Arts”, The European League of Institutes
of the Arts (ELIA): The Amsterdam University of the Arts (AHK) Amsterdam,
Netherlands.

e “Dance vs Circumstances” Tanznacht 2016, Uferstudios, Berlin (Germany)

e [ETM Plenary Meeting “Value of the arts”, Valencia (Spain)

e Symposiums by Landesverband freie darstellende Kiinste Berlin (LAFT), Berlin
(Germany);

e Industry Get-Together of the Independent Performing Arts Community Berlin by
Performing Arts Programm (PAP), Berlin (Germany);

e events and press conferences by Koalition der Freien Szene and others.

On the basis of observation of cultural policy and performing arts expert circles at these events,
fourteen short interviews are completed with key actors in cultural policy research and
performing arts from Germany, Belgium, Sweden, Slovenia, Romania, Croatia, Serbia,
Macedonia, Poland and Austria, all partaking in European projects, in order to finalize
“mapping of field” research phase. The materials of the conferences and the interviews will be
used as a resource of the mapping since documenting idiosyncratic, local knowledge (Selby

and Bradley 2003) is a crucial element of the research process.

The research's main phase is based on the case studies method, and it analyses four specific
case studies of independent performing arts organisations and platforms in the post-Yugoslav
region and Germany. The criteria for the selection of the organisations are based on partnership
between organisations in the post- Yugoslav region and Germany within a framework of who
long-term European projects in contemporary performing arts, i.e. Advancing Performing Arts

Project/APAP and Life Long Burning Network. While in-depth interviews have been used as

14



a tool to establish case study central points, printed and online resources will also be used to
prepare case studies. After conducting (in English) interviews with the organization's
curators and partners, a basis for comparison between the post-Yugoslav region's organisations
and those in Germany will be established. This comparison will assist with pattern matching

and explanation-building.

The main analytical methods used in this phase will be integrated policy analysis, comparison,
curatorial analysis, content analysis, and discourse analysis. The data from the mapping and
the interviews will be analysed using discourse analysis. In order to identify the effect of local,
national, and transnational cultural policy dynamics on their programming strategies,
organisational cultures, and aesthetic development, curatorial analysis of programme values
(curatorial selection) will then be applied to the programmes of the relevant organisations from

the case studies.

1.4. Keywords

contemporary performing arts; European Union financial instruments of cultural policy;
instrumentalization of culture; impact studies, advocacy, cultural policy values, curatorial

agency, European project networks
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2. Changes in cultural policy discourse of the European
Union

The COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 has further revealed the precarious working conditions and
the structural fragility of the independent performing arts sector, but the discourse of
justification of the arts has been dominating the sector in its attempts to comply with the
quantitative criteria of evaluation imposed by the cultural policy makers since the financial
crisis in 2008. IETM- International Network for Contemporary Performing Arts commissioned
a mapping report in 2015 with the purpose of presenting the state-of-the-art research in the
European performing arts sector on cultural impact. In the report, it is visible that independent
performing arts organisations across Europe have been making efforts in order to contribute to
the justifications undertaken to counteract budget cuts in the arts and culture sector (Shishkova,
2015: 4).

This chapter aims to explore ways the post-political condition, sustained by the
homology between precarity of cultural workers and the free-market ideology, have been
influencing the understandings of the value of culture and its criteria of evaluation. Through a
critical analysis of available research on the topic of value of the arts, it considers the arguments
for the need for a more constructive articulation of values and beliefs against the backdrop of
cultural policies that the instrumentalization of the arts leaves aside due to a significant pressure

still placed on the arts sector to defend the value of and public investments in it.

Furthermore, it provides a short historical overview of cultural policy-making in the
EU countries in order to observe a gradual shift towards economic arguments and objectives
in the field of culture. The last part of the chapter engages with discourse analysis to detect
paradigm changes from the “Culture” to “Creative Europe” funding programmes. These
transitions are visible through employing in the discourse on ‘consumers’ as opposed to the
discourse on ‘audiences’ which is critically reflected upon in the context of the value of the
arts discussion since “the role of 'the consumer' diminishes the role of 'the citizen” (McGuigan

1992: 165).

16



2.1. Instrumentalization of culture and the value of the arts in the
post-political condition

To create something means to place oneself outside of the measurable measure.
(Gielen 2013 :17)

Governments have increasingly overtly sought benefits from art funding since the 1990s.
Following the growing emphasis on the effective use of scarce resources, the question "does art
produce value?" or "what is art useful for?" continued to reverberate, but the fundamental issue
here was and still is: "what qualifies as value?". That topic has mostly served as a platform for
a renewed debate on intrinsic and instrumental values in the cultural sector in general, and in
the arts in particular. Generally speaking, intrinsic value relates to what has value or is good in
and of itself, whereas instrumental values supply value as a means to an end or are beneficial
for something else (Holden, 2004: 3). There appears to be a governmental emphasis on valuing
arts for their impact rather than their intrinsic value. This has become evident in an increased
use of market rhetoric and an emphasis on instrumental values as a strategy of establishing the
legitimacy of public financing in the arts, not just from politicians and public decision-makers,

but also, in a growing range of situations, from artists and arts institutions themselves.

Entrenched in the current unstable socioeconomic landscape, cultural institutions and
industries increasingly operate within neoliberal ideologies where "open, competitive, and
unregulated markets represent the optimal mechanism for economic development™ (Brenner
and Theodore, 2002: 2). In addition to growing competition between cities, many local
politicians are interested in the concept of "creative class" and "creative cities” that were
developed by Richard Florida and Charles Landry. With regard to the immaterial work in the
field of performance, Rullani (2004: 12), in terms of cognitive capitalism, does not really stress
the process of sharing knowledge but the process of cognitive valorisation since there is an
equal (or maybe even stronger) competition in the domain of the immaterial economy.
According to McGuigan (1996: 42) the pervasive ideology of consumerism in late capitalism,
which places the sovereign consumer at the centre of reality, coincides neatly with neoliberal
globalisation. Similarly, Mark Fisher observes in his capital work the control society of

‘capitalist realism’ (2009) which traps us in the manifestations of neoliberalism where the
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market is an information processor with knowledgeable agency. The one-dimensional attention
to consumption and the marketization of everything that is promoted by neoliberal
globalisation, the dominant ideology of the age, in effect, poses a big problem for public cultural

policy, arguably undercutting its very reason to be.

If we perceive the twentieth century as the century of the Welfare State, by the turn of
the millennium, writes Jiirgen Habermas, “benefits have been reduced, while at the same time
access to social security has been tightened and the pressure on the unemployed has increased”
(2001: 50). He warns that: “In the long run, a loss of solidarity such as this will inevitably
destroy a liberal political culture whose universalistic self-understanding democratic societies
depend on” (ibid.). It is no coincidence that phenomena such as the redefinition of the
democratic paradigm, the retreat from welfare provision, the transformation of the parties, and
the success of populism have all appeared contemporaneously, in accordance with Habermas'
prediction. Democracy nowadays treats citizens with indifference, as mere consumers of its
offerings of leadership. Already according to Mair (2002: 42), we have moved into a form of
democracy where ‘the people’ of twenty-first century Western Europe may enjoy more
enshrined rights than ever before, but in exchange for less real (or at least less perceptible)

voice and sovereignty than in the past.

Citizens are thus driven away from direct participation in politics (other than voting)
and instead encouraged to adopt a ‘consumerist’ concept of politics where the only thing that
is said to ‘count’ is resolving the practical, immediate and usually local problems of the ‘man
in the street’. Politics is characterised, even by many politicians themselves, as something
which most ordinary people naturally prefer to be involved in as little as possible. Dewey
concluded already almost a century ago that the main characteristic of the public is
‘indifference’ and one of the causes for this is the administrative system found in democracy,
where the specialisation of competencies isolates ordinary people from public concerns:
“Persons have their own business to attend to, and 'business' has its own precise and specialised
meaning. Politics thus tends to become just another 'business': the special concerns of bosses
and managers of the machine” (1927: 138). Therefore, it is held that they have better things to
do, such as attending to their personal and professional lives, and that politics should facilitate
them to do this with minimal interference. Nowadays, social and economic crisis is one of the

consensually established problems that is sustained by a universalizing populist discourse and,
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structured around ecologies of fear, it sustains and expresses the deepening of a post-political

condition.

According to Zizek (2006: 36), post-politics is marked by the predominance of a
managerial logic in all aspects of life, the reduction of the political to administration where
decision-making is increasingly considered to be a question of expert knowledge and not of
political position. Post-politics relates to a politics in which ideological or dissensual
contestation and struggles are replaced by techno-managerial planning, expert management
and administration, “whereby the regulation of the security and welfare of human lives is the
primary goal” (Zizek, 2006: 71). For Ranciére (1998: 82), this desertion of the political and the
staging of politics as a form of consensual management of the circumstances is one of the
tactics through which spaces of antagonism and conflict are stilled and displaced. In the post-
political condition, the conflict of differing ideological visions embodied in different parties,
which compete for power, is replaced by the collaboration of enlightened technocrats, mostly

economists standing for a free-market ideology.

For the cultural sector, this post-political reasoning often means an assumption by
cultural policy makers that the free-market logic explains most of the levels of value we can
attribute to cultural products- which, ultimately, contributes to the discourse of justification of

the arts.

2.1.2. Valuation of culture in times of sustainable development

Assessing culture only in terms of economic profit perpetuates a modernization paradigm of
progress, understood as economic growth that some theorists believe to be unsustainable (Ac,
2014). In this context, the concept of sustainable development is also criticised, if reduced to
economic principles. The concept of development was restricted to the economic growth vector
until the 1980s as the ‘productivism’ development method was attempting to maximise
quantitative output. That decade also brought the New Public Management trend which aimed

at increased effectiveness in the public sector, whose monitoring has been demanding
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observable and measurable variables. Since the restrictions on natural resources as well as the
environmental concerns involved were quickly uncovered, the notion of ‘sustainable
development’ became more relevant, which essentially meant focusing on the socioeconomic
processes that allowed people to meet their needs without compromising the capacity of future

generations to meet theirs.

With time, the limits of growth have been reached, the crisis became apparent and
thinking about sustainable development on a global level has resulted in an insight that the
consideration of its economic, social and environmental aspects is insufficient. These three
dimensions alone cannot reflect all the complexities of contemporary society and, therefore,
culture is identified as the fourth pillar of sustainable development (Hawkes 2001: 10). There
were many of those, including UNESCO and the World Summit on Sustainable Development,
which voted for the model of sustainable development involving culture, because in the final
analysis, culture shapes what is considered to be the development and determines “the relation
of people to the world” (UCLG 2010: np). Culture is, therefore, declared the "fourth pillar of
sustainable development” in 2010 and, recently, its role is even more highlighted within
UNESCO's 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development in a way it opens up a pathway towards
innovation in all aspects of development. It is relevant to observe how this has happened
following the serious financial crisis that began in 2008, during which public funding for the
arts has been reduced in many European countries. These developments appear to have
produced a perceived need for determining the quantitative social and economic value of

cultural and artistic expression.

Knowing the history of the concept of sustainable development, which was created as
also an attempt of legitimation and the extension of economic growth, of course we must not
forget the danger of the ‘vicious circle’ in which we inevitably fall into when we interpret
culture as a means for incorporating development, understood as economic growth. Such a
threat is evident from the plenary presentation that was a part of “Agenda 21 for Culture". For
example, Sir Fazle Abed, the former director and founder of BRAC Foundation at the opening
of the International Congress of UNESCO (which took place 15 to 17 May 2013 in Hangzhou
in China), stated that "the purpose of development is to change the culture." He obviously put
the spotlight on economic development, and he further clarified that "culture becomes
absolutely essential for determining effective programs” (...) because "if the program is not
culturally appropriate, it will not work” (...) "It is only when some developmental program
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becomes part of the culture, it becomes viable." In the spirit of this, Abed pointed to the
formation of more than 400 theatre groups that are "the most effective way to convey the values
and perceptions of social problems,” given that they are "both ways of education and
entertainment.” He summed up his presentation by Agenda post-2015 according to which “we
need sustainable development, and to be sustainable, it has to affect the culture, so that
sustainable development means cultural change until it incorporates the development and then
it becomes viable." Sustainable development is established in a neoliberal system, which is
based on market-oriented activity, competitiveness and financial efficiency. International and
European documents addressing sustainable development promote, above all, economic
development and recommend the reduction of public services, which leads to the fact that the
economic pillar of sustainable development contains several risks for art and culture (Duxbury
in Hristova et al. 2015: 72). .

Current trends in the European Union and beyond- at local, national and transnational
levels- is cutting public funding and encouraging private financing. Creative Europe
programme shows encouraging cultural industries that, as an instrument of economic
development, fit perfectly with the economic pillar of sustainable development. It is reasonable
to ask, is there any point in cultural policy at all other than as an adjunct to economic policy?
There are some, however, who believe that questions of cultural value are not reducible to

popularity and economic expediency.

2.1.3. Contribution of ‘measuring culture’ to instrumentalism in cultural

policy

The debate on the evaluation of the arts by the criteria that are not inherent to the field of the
arts, mainly economic and social ones, has been on going and resulted in documents such as
the Warwick report on the Future of Cultural Value (Belfiore, Firth, Hart, Perrin, Brock,
Holdaway, Woddis, 2015). Prior to this report, one of its authors, Belfiore elaborated
extensively on the instrumentalization of the arts in the context of UK New Labour policies
(Belfiore, 2007, 2010, 2012). Similar tendencies of instrumentalization of arts and convergence
of economic and cultural goals have been appearing in the European Union cultural policies,

i.e. the shift of objectives from the Culture 2007- 2013 and Creative Europe programme which
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will be elaborated on in the following chapters. Looking at today’s European context, Kosmos
also highlights “social impact, as a term and a signifier, has become much more than just a
requirement posed by funding bodies” (2022: 22) since artists and cultural workers use it in
many different ways but mostly “when addressing the issues of their serious and authentic

engagement with society” (ibid).

Selwood (2002: np) previously criticised the tendencies of instrumentalism in cultural
policy, also known as the evidence-based policy, which led to the introduction of
"accountability and strategic management into the arts in the form of the so-called three Es —
economy, efficiency and effectiveness”. The cultural sector in the United Kingdom was
required to submit statistics as proof of its ability to contribute to broader government goals,
including eliminating social exclusion. In order to document the role of arts and cultural
organisations, project assessments, toolkits, guidelines, and frameworks were established
(ibid.). The proliferation of impact studies, which were intended to "measure and assess the
extent to which the subsidised arts have a socio-economic impact, thus contributing to
governmental economic and social policy” (Belfiore, Bennett, 2008: 123), developed in
response to a call for the production of new practical knowledge about how we value culture.
It also sparked a lot of criticism and discussion on the intrinsic and instrumental value of arts

and culture.

The report “Use or ornament? The social impact of participation in the arts" (Matarasso,

1997) that provided a new measuring methodology of impact became the basis for
understanding the social impact in the arts which then highly influenced British policies. Based
entirely on participatory arts as the preferred genre and means for achieving social impact,
Matarasso's analysis was based on a review of sixty projects in various locations. Although he
used a variety of tools, the report mostly relied on participant answers to questionnaires. In this
way, he clustered fifty social impacts into six categories (personal development, social
cohesion, community empowerment and self-determination, local image and identity,
imagination and vision, health and well-being), and, most importantly, he imagined them as
being quantifiable and controllable. Besides this, he suggested a list of guidelines to adhere to,
which also serves as a list of success indicators: inclusion of all participants in setting
objectives; obtaining convincing evidence of commitment from all parties involved; integration
with other social programs, including participation of local authorities and public agencies in
the planning process; the ability to acknowledge risks and failures (currently referred to as "risk
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mitigation strategies"); excellence in applying the highest standards of (artistic) practice in the
processes and outputs; and, lastly, a joint evaluation that includes the funders and communities

that were beneficiaries of the project (Matarasso 1997: 83).

In his writing, Matarasso positions himself as a mediator between the funders, i.e. the
government and the artistic community which he feels needs to develop “a healthy dialogue
with the wider society on whose money it so often depends” (Matarasso 1997, V) since it is
“about what the arts can do for society, rather than what society can do for the arts” (ibid.).
Although this sounds limiting for a variety of artistic practices, this rationale appears as an
alternative to justifying the arts through its economic impact within influential reports such as
“The Economic Importance of Arts in Britain” by Myerscough written in 1988, which
Matarasso debates with. In that sense, social impact of the arts provided a better option in
relation to the argument that arts should be funded due to creating profit, jobs and growth of

creative industries.

However, according to Duri¢ (2016: 22), the impact studies presented within this one
and following reports have been criticised for two main reasons. The research has not been
perceived as objective since it had a clear goal of advocating for the cultural sector, and it "has
blurred the boundaries between advocacy and research” (Belfiore, Bennet, 2008: 7). The other
critique has been directed towards the type of data generated- as the objectives were clearly
defined and the impacts were measured using predetermined indicators of social and economic
relevance, this type of research did not “engage with the real purpose of the arts" (Belfiore,
Bennet 2008: 8; Belfiore 2002: 8) or "measure what is essentially unmeasurable — the value
people derive from culture” (Selwood, 2002: np). Contrarily, it concentrated on what was
simpler and less expensive to gather and analyse - outputs, results, and impacts articulated as
quantitative data - while ignoring the long-term benefits of cultural participation (Selwood,
2002: np).

While it is easy to agree with Belfiore and Bennett that the notion of evidence-based
cultural policy is premised on a variety of simplifying assumptions, ranging from the idea that
there is an unequivocal definition of the arts and culture to the idea that their impact can be
measured and that it will indeed secure public funding, it is also necessary to recognize their
proposal that the discussion on cultural value should not continue in such simplistic form, based

on the "false and sterile dichotomy between intrinsic and instrumental values™ (2007: 228). As
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highlighted in their report "Rethinking the Social Impacts of the Arts" and later in the book
The Social Impacts of the Arts (2008), instrumentalization was not invented only by the UK's

New Labour government or, it should be added, by UNESCO and European Commission.

The impacts of the arts on the human social environment have existed for as long as the
arts themselves, with the first evidence of awareness about them, in this example negative, as
early as Plato's Republic in 5th century BC Greece (Belfiore and Bennett 2007: 41). The report
also reminds us that the impacts of the arts have not always been perceived as solely positive,
as in the current advocacy for the sector's sustainability. To be more specific, the report
distinguishes three broad perspectives to the impacts or values of the arts that have coexisted
throughout history. The first is identified as the 'negative tradition,' and it assumes that the arts
are a corrupting or distracting force in society. The second is characterised as the 'positive
tradition," which claims that the arts have a variety of good impacts. In contrast, the third strand
rejects such pragmatic understandings of art and holds that the value of the arts should be based
only on aesthetic considerations, rather than being equated with or dependent on its utility or

any other practical or ethical issue (2007: 14).

Despite the fact that Belfiore and Bennett conduct their research into the impact of the
arts, which corresponds to the concept of culture in the narrow sense, their contribution to the
debate that the "beliefs and theories about the ways in which the arts can affect human beings
have changed over time and in accordance with the political, cultural and intellectual climates
of the time" (2007: 10), may indeed be extended to the entire field of culture and provide us
with an important perspective on how to value it. This apparent proposition is frequently
neglected or ignored in public debates about cultural value, particularly in the realm of public
policy and when faced with the problem of public funding. When cultural funding is cut, the
entire sector goes into battle mode, dividing into those who take the offensive stance and set
out to prove the value, or outright indispensability, of the sector to inclusion, growth,
development, sustainability, or whatever objective informs the public domain at any given
moment, and those who revert to defensive arguments of culture's intrinsic values, denying the

possibility that it be valued by any other criteria than its’ own.

They are, however, as difficult to detect and transform into unquestionable arguments
but, in reality, the opposition appears to be quite insignificant. What could be much more

important is the reversal of the causal link between culture and funding. When intrinsic or
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instrumental values become aims or expectations for arts and culture, there is a high chance of
making an error of believing they are valuable because of what they achieve but, in fact, they
are able to do what they do because they are valuable. This takes us to the second approach
towards the concept of cultural value that explores how to express or articulate what determines
cultural value without considering the rationale for public funding. How do we evaluate and
represent value as the totality of all material and non-material resources invested in the process,

the product, and everything conveyed by it?

2.1.4. Value of culture beyond instrumentalism

Value remains one of the most challenging concepts to tackle also in the opinion of the African
historian Achille Mbembe: “The way out is a complete overhaul of how we think about value
and how we create and distribute it. (...) Only thing is that creating a different value system is
not only a political act but also a cultural battle: we need new ideas and imaginations. Not as
an escape into a kind of utopia but as a cultural practice” (in Rogghe and Hillaert, 2014: np). In
considering cultural value McGuigan, for example, points us to Bourdieu and his assertion that
art and culture exist only socially and are caught up in struggles for distinction (1996: 32). Their
values are formed, transmitted, and accumulated in the field of cultural production, which
Bourdieu refers to as "the economic world reversed” (1993: 29). Recognizing that works of art
are both material and symbolic goods, Bourdieu cautions that understanding their value requires
understanding "works of art as a manifestation of the field as a whole, in which all the powers
of the field, and all the determinisms inherent in its structure and functioning, are concentrated"
(1993: 37). We may argue that precisely because it is not reducible to economic reasoning,
cultural goods have attracted the attention of economists. The economy of culture is a very
active research field that is well aware of the limits of solely economic logic. It has acquired
analytical techniques that can help us obtain valuable insights into cultural value with the

development of service, knowledge, and information markets.

David Throsby, a notable cultural economist, developed his theory of cultural value in
two major publications, Economics and Culture (2001) and The Economics of Cultural Policy
(2010). In the publications, he argues that price, as the primary economic indication of value,

is flawed and concludes that "at best, prices are an indicator of value but not necessarily a direct
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measure of value" (2001: 24). According to him, there should be funded research to assess the
monetary value that consumers place on cultural goods and services, and he adds a set of non-
exchange values to the understanding of the economic value of cultural products and services
(2010: 20): existence value (people value the arts simply because they exist); option value
(people wish to retain the option that they may wish to consume the arts at some time in the
future); and bequest value (people think it is important to pass the arts on to future generations.
Finally, he acknowledges that non-economic factors influence these selections and
distinguishes between economic and cultural value. Further on, he identifies the fundamental
dichotomy between economic and cultural as the dichotomy between individualistic and group
impulses: "whatever the artistic products produced and consumed, the processes of producing
and consuming them can be seen not only as individual enterprise, but also as expression of a

collective will which transcends that of the individual participants involved™ (2001: 15).

Ultimately, he recognizes that non-economic factors also influence these decisions and
he differentiates between economic and cultural value, while going even further and
establishing the basic opposition between economic and cultural as the opposition between
individualistic and group impulse. This underlying assumption leads Throsby to proposing a
list of six different types of cultural value: aesthetic, spiritual, social, historical, symbolic and
authenticity value. Throsby also suggests methods for evaluating if these values are present in
cultural goods and services, including contextual analysis, content analysis, social survey
methods, psychometric measurement, and expert appraisal (2001: 31). The methods, like their

explanations, imply that these values are subjective in nature, which must be kept in mind.

Throsby builds on Bourdieu’s concept of ‘cultural capital’ to express both economic
and cultural values of culture in its tangible and intangible forms in order to make cultural value
operational (2001: 47). In his 2010 book “The Economics of Cultural Policy”, he elaborates on
the necessity for operationalization, which reads more like an argument for cultural policy that
is not only economic. Even though Throsby acknowledged the limitations of the proposal to
measure these values, describing the process as "giving formal expression to judgements that
would otherwise be left simply to informal processes” (2010: 22), it appears that in terms of
public policy, there is a fine line between attempting to measure values, turning them into

impacts, and then setting them as targets and objectives.
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On the other hand, one of the leading European cultural economists, Arjo Klamer, presents a
somewhat different perspective on the value of culture. He also criticises solely instrumental
economic logic, methods, and approaches that attempt to render the valuations of cultural goods
“objective and democratic" (Klamer, 2003: 5) and takes the view of criticising economics and
expanding it with sociology and anthropology because “economic theory does not account for
relationships and does not recognise a value that is beyond measure” (2003: 6). His approach
is more nuanced than Throsby's as he takes into account "the discursive context where values
of cultural goods evolve™. Thus, he proposes a dynamic approach to value, which is not a fixed,
quantifiable input in an economic or other evaluation process, but something that changes and
is impacted by it. He acknowledges that cultural goods "have a life and pass various stages in
which their values are being realised, sustained, affirmed, questioned and so on in characteristic
ways" (Klamer, 1996: 25). For Klamer, it is critical to understand that commodities are only
one stage of a cultural good's life cycle. According to him, this dynamic process of valuation
occurs in three distinct spheres: economic, social, and cultural. Each has its own discourse for
establishing worth and acknowledges various values. The price of a good, its exchange value,
is referred to as value in the economic sector, and it will lead the valuation process or discourse
towards concepts such as market, supply, demand, profit, wealth, income, economic growth,
and so on. Social values operate in the social sphere while they "have a broad range and
comprise the values of belonging, being member of a group, identity, social distinction,
freedom, solidarity, trust, tolerance, responsibility, love, friendship and so on™ (2003: 9).
According to Klamer, in our daily lives we negotiate a lot more than economic values and they

undoubtedly play a part in every step of a cultural good's lifespan.

Therefore, cultural values, exist in a realm that transcends both the economic and the
social and are expressed in the process of "inbred, acquired and developed ability to experience
the sublime or sacred character of a good, to see its beauty, or to recognize its place in cultural
history" (2003: 10). While acknowledging that these domains and their distinct values are
interrelated and may have an impact on one another, in "claiming a separate category for
cultural values and cultural capital”, he believes that they differ from economic and social
values because they "require special skills, and operate in a unique sphere” (2003: 11). The
reason for this is that cultural values may be communicated and negotiated in discourses free
of economic and social meaning. These values are impossible to quantify and, as a result, are
frequently overlooked in public policy, yet their existence must be acknowledged if we are to

properly understand the value of culture. This is crucial not just in terms of recognizing what
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he refers to as "the exceptional character of cultural goods," but also because he feels it
counterbalances against "the impersonal and objectifying relationships that characterise

transactions with the government and in markets” (Klamer 1996: 29).

In his well-known study “Why are artists poor: The Exceptional Economy of the Arts?” (2008),
Hans Abbing argues art and value are inextricably linked either through power or money. He
classifies the mechanisms by which values are attached to art into only two categories, but he

does not dismiss all of them:

While many people consider it a struggle between art and money,
between aesthetic and economic value, between good and evil, the
sacred and the worldly, the spiritual and the vulgar, it is basically the
fight between different forms of power. The power to tell what is good

and what is bad in the arts competes with purchasing power (2008: 77).

He refers to "two-faced character of the economy of the arts,” (2008: 12) as he believes there
are two spheres that both operate in art- the gift sphere and the market sphere. He claims that
one persistent belief both within and outside of the creative industry is that economic value and
aesthetic value are two entirely distinct things (2008: 72). He observes these spheres as
sociological concepts which mostly consist of attitudes, values, and beliefs, including myths.
Abbing finds himself adhering to two sets of beliefs at the same time because he is both an
artist and an economist. He gathers a sizable amount of first-hand anecdotal information to
support the premise that artists frequently make sacrifices, suffer losses, rely on self-
sustainability and are sceptical of markets. He shows that it is more common for artists to act
contrary to the model of rational economic self-interest calculations and contends that there is
a surplus of artists. Therefore, as everyone with a working knowledge of economic "rules” is
aware, when supply exceeds demand, prices decrease. If we summarise it, he believes artists

are poor because of their irrational values.

Although his book is subtitled “The Exceptional Economy of the Arts”, it can be
understood as a thorough critique of the idea that art is somehow exceptional from economy.
For Abbing, the myths which have economic consequences have misled art into thinking it is

economically exceptional as it is perceived to be ‘sacred’ (2008: 23). Abbing acknowle
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dges that artists seem to be exceptional producers from an economic standpoint, but he
does not go on to question if the production of art itself is itself economically exceptional.

Abbing claims that art has an "exceptional economy” due to the ‘large presence of donations

and subsidies” (2008: 12).

On the other hand, we might argue that even though art is economically exceptional in several
ways, receiving grants is not one of them. In the times of ‘corporate welfare’ when astonishing
amounts of funds are given by governments throughout the world to transnational corporations
and banks, barely any economic sphere or industry is left to the market. Still, due to the post-
political condition, a great pressure remains on the arts sector to justify its value and public

investments.

2.1.5. Public value of culture and the post-political condition

In the last decade, a heightened discussion about the value of arts and culture between the
cultural players who are engaged in attempts to develop languages and methods that can better
describe the values of culture has been continuing. It is reasonable to argue the language
currently adopted in the cultural sector by the funding systems in Europe, is defective not just
because it fails to provide an adequate means of talking about culture, but because it is a
language of dependency and supplication that fosters relations of inequality. Although the other
sectors (such as the army) are also funded by the citizens’ tax, only the arts are described as a
subsidised sector, being not-for-profit (if we define profit in an economic sense). There seems
to be a consensus on the inappropriateness of the opposition between instrumental value and
intrinsic value, since the value of culture cannot be described in terms of this either/or. One of
the most prominent examples of this reasoning is a text called “Capturing Cultural Value” by
John Holden, published after the British think tank Demos organised a conference on the theme
of ‘Valuing Culture’ in 2003. Resonating with the post-political condition, the key message of
the text was: “The value of culture cannot be expressed only with statistics. Audience numbers
give us a poor picture of how culture enriches us” (2004: 1). The central argument in Holden’s
writing was a plea for a completely new understanding of the public funding of culture.
According to Holden (2010: 14), “we need a language capable of reflecting, recognizing and

capturing the whole range of values expressed through culture.” Instead of telling us about their
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work, cultural organisations are obliged to account for how they support integration, crime
prevention and learning while the instrumental language currently adopted forces culture into
the role of the supplicant. One of the remarks Holden makes is that both cultural institutions
and army are financed through taxation, but it is only the former that is described as being
dependent on grants. Therefore, in view of the value created by the cultural sector, investment

would be the more appropriate term to use.

The public value discussion leads Holden to a conclusion that every organisation must
determine for itself what its purpose is rather than being assigned a purpose through, mostly
economic, language. Holden employs the concept of public value, introduced in the field of
public management, and presents it as institutional value by focusing on cultural organisations
(Carnwath, Brown, 2014: 33). It produces a value triangle with intrinsic and instrumental
values with value being ,,located in the encounter or interaction between individuals on the one
hand, and an object or experience on the other” (Holden, 2006: 15). While his understanding
of intrinsic and instrumental values somewhat relates to Throsby and Klamer's cultural and
social and economic values, the institutional value is a distinct concept which "relates to the
processes and techniques that organisations adopt in how they work to create value for the
public" (2006: 17). This type of value realises itself in the form of public goods, such as
"creating trust and mutual respect among citizens, enhancing the public realm, and providing

a context for sociability and the enjoyment of shared experiences™ (2006: 17).

By placing focus on cultural organisations, Holden adapts the idea of public value, developed
in the field of public management by the American scholar Mark Moore, and presents it as
institutional value (Carnwath, Brown, 2014: 33). Together with intrinsic and instrumental
values, it forms a value triangle (Holden, 2006: 15). For Holden, "value is located in the
encounter or interaction between individuals on the one hand, and an object or experience on
the other’ (2006, 15) and while his intrinsic and instrumental values more or less correspond
to Throsby's and Klamer's cultural on one side and social and economic values on the other,
the institutional value is a new category which "relates to the processes and techniques that
organisations adopt in how they work to create value for the public* (2006: 17). It is realised
in the form of public goods, such as "creating trust and mutual respect among citizens,
enhancing the public realm, and providing a context for sociability and the enjoyment of shared

experiences" (2006: 17). He employs this value framework to tackle the many demands placed
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on the cultural system by the environment, which in this case is represented by another triangle:

public - politicians and policymakers - professionals (2006: 31).

What differentiates Holden's theory from Throsby's and Klamer's is that he does not define
cultural value as one type of value attributed to cultural good or experience, as opposed to
economic and social values, but rather includes all of these values as part of the cultural value
as a principle for thinking about the cultural system. A few other examples of the debate on the
evaluation of the arts by the criteria that are not inherent to the field of the arts, mainly
economic and social ones, has resulted in documents such as the Warwick report on the “Future
of Cultural Value” (Belfiore, Firth, Hart, Perrin, Brock, Holdaway, Woddis, 2015). The
Warwick Commission launched a series of public seminars on the following three issues: 1) Is
it possible to assign a value to culture, and, if so, how? 2) Can the value of culture be measured
outside of a monetary context? and 3) What are the limits of the current econometric models
in terms of the evaluation of culture? Further on, this revision of the concept of "value" follows
work in finding alternatives to GDP and other measurements of quality of life or wellbeing
since “GDP does not properly account for social and environmental costs and benefits” (van

den Bergh& Miklos, 2014: 10).

In the post-political condition when the managerial logic prevails, this discussion is still
ongoing with the aim of providing arguments for cultural and art institutions in favour of social
capital, as opposed to the economic one. The attitude of cultural and art institutions has been
historically changing according to the broader sociopolitical changes- when the geopolitics
ruled in the 19th century, institutions became instruments of the dominant nationalism (Klaic,
2012: 16). Today, after neoliberal capitalism arrived, they switched to legitimising themselves
in quantitative criteria (audience numbers, output measurements, income figures etc.)
Therefore, institutions are becoming structured around the needs of monitoring systems or, in
the words of Power, “the consequence is a displacement in the terms of government discourse,
from service- specific values s of teaching, care and so on to more abstract, financial and
quantitative categories” (1994: 13). On top of that, this discourse claims to be apolitical.
Referring to Mark Fisher’s notion of capitalist realism (2009), Gielen suggests that “by
persuading us that there is only one liveable reality possible, neoliberalism slips into the
ideology of realism where only that which can be calculated is manageable and only that which
is manageable is realistic” (2013: 26). Whatever cannot be measured is too soon discarded as
impracticable and useless.
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What seems necessary is that the debate on cultural policy separates from the focus on the
instrumental value of art and, especially after the austerity measures, its "economic value™ as
the main justification for the "public investment" in the arts and culture. Dragievi¢ Sesi¢
diagnoses the problem as the concern “to what extent public cultural policy should ignore
capitalist markets as a value ranking mechanism” due to “capitalist logic is creating distortions
in cultural life” (2021: 11). If we already affirm the art within the economic logic, Kunst (2013:
118) places art closer to the senseless spending than to the economy of the production of value.
When discussing valorization of arts in terms of social impact, Gielen also claims ,,creativity
is often equated with ‘problem-solving (i.e. “patching up the holes” of the same system that
produces them, op. a.); which is something else entirely than causing problems or, rather,
problematizing issues, a task that was until recently reserved forth artist or dabbler* (2019: 80).
Therefore, instrumental cultural policies are not sustainable in the long run and can easily turn
from cultural policies of "survival" to the cultural policies of "extinction” (Belfiore 2004: 202).
The consequences of claims about the value of culture being unimportant to political actors are
visible in hyperinstrumentalization. In the words of Dragi¢evi¢ Sesi¢, “post- capitalist cultural
policies should be able to value what markets are not capable of” (in Kisi¢, Tomka 2021: 12).
Therefore, if the sector is to be able to stake a claim to independence, stronger reasoning must
be developed to facilitate the continuity of an autonomous sphere of artistic and cultural policy

practice.
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2.2. Brief historical overview of cultural policy-making in the

European Community: towards economic core aims

"On nous parle de l'avenir de I'Europe, et de la nécessité d'accorder les banques, les
assurances, les marchés intérieurs, les entreprises, les polices, consensus, consensus,
consensus, mais le devenir des gens?"

[We hear about the future of Europe, and the need to agree on banks, insurance, internal

markets, companies, policies, consensus, consensus, consensus, but the future of the people?]

(Deleuze, G. in Minichbauer, R. 2005: 91)

What is nowadays regarded as European cultural policy has been evolving gradually, with
contributions and momentums coming from a wide range of players and stakeholders. These
inputs have included initiatives, strategic documents, decisions, and instruments with the
explicitly promoted cultural goals by the, among others, Parliament or the Commission.
Although culture is a cohesive factor that influences how communities see their identities
which can be viewed as the very foundation of a transnational European society (Gielen 2005:
21), the European Union's absence of culture as one of its founding principles is likely due in
large part to its absolute values in contrast to the relative political aims. Logically, the European
Union's focus on the cultural and media sectors has undergone numerous shifts in regards to
policy developments during the past three decades. Culture was envisioned in the early stages
of the European integration process only as the symbolic addition of identity and diversity to
the evolving community. Further on, the idea of formal coordination of cultural policies was
not well received by the Member States because the principle of subsidiarity predominated
(Romainville 2015: 193). Therefore, explicit cultural policy in Europe was under the
jurisdiction solely of national governments with some input from the UNESCO (Dragicevi¢
Sesi¢ 2022)! and especially from the Council of Europe during the process of evaluation of the

national cultural policies that was initiated in 19862 and until 1992 when culture was included

2 See more in Dragiéevi¢ Sesié¢ Dragiéevi¢ Sesi¢ M. (2022) : Professionalisation of the cultural sector hrough the
development of art/cultural management and cultural policy as academic, research-based disciplines. In
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into the treaties of the European Communities with the adoption of the Article 128 of the
Maastricht Treaty (now 151 in the amended Treaty of Amsterdam), which then created a legal

basis for later European Commission programs and actions (Sievers Wingert 2012: 36).

The Clause 1 of the Article 128 stated that: “The Community shall contribute to the
flowering of the cultures of the Member States, while respecting their national and regional
diversity and at the same time bringing the common cultural heritage to the fore” (CEC 1992:
No C191/24). The tension between the two most important concepts in this context is already
apparent in this statement of principles: on the one hand, an assumed commonality supported
by the notion of a shared history, common heritage, etc.; and on the other, the need to protect
and safeguard the cultural diversity of those living in Europe. In general, this tension is seen as
an easily reconcilable tension within what is referred to as "the unity of diversities," rather than
as a contradiction in and of itself. Clause 2 of the article defined the scope for community action
with regard to culture as “improving the knowledge and dissemination of the culture and
history of the European peoples, conservation and safeguarding of cultural heritage of
European significance; non-commercial cultural exchanges and artistic and literary creation,
including in the audio-visual sector” (CEC 1992: No C191/24).). When it comes to the
prospects for Community action, the article's main emphasis is on cooperation and exchange,
particularly non-commercial cultural exchange, which is extremely important given the
growing dominance of the so-called "cultural industries” and other commercial aspects of
culture on a global scale. However, Clause 2 of the Article excludes numerous individuals who
live in Europe as well as cultural elements of non-European origin that have influenced or
interacted with the European cultural field because it exclusively refers to the “culture and
history" (in singular) of the European people. Clause 3 stated that the Community and the
Member States “shall foster cooperation with third countries and the competent international
organisations in the sphere of culture, in particular the Council of Europe” (ibid.) so this opens
up the closure the limitation from Clause 2, but only partially since the "non-Europeans™ within
the EU are not taken into account. Clause 4 which is beyond the issue of cultural cooperation
and states that the European Community should “take cultural aspects into account in its action
under other provisions of this Treaty, in particular in order to respect and to promote the

diversity of its cultures” (ibid.). This clause thus makes a legal bridge between culture and other

Karjalainen T-M. & Simjanovska V, The Art of Rethinking. New Era for Arts Management (Sibelius Academy
Publications), pp. 33 — 58.
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aspects of European policy and serves as a significant recognition of the transversality of
culture. It invites not only a critical evaluation of how actions in other EU policy areas (such
as economy and development) could negatively impact culture, but also how grants to cultural

practitioners have a limited access to resources in these areas.

The article has been fairly criticised for its vagueness and contradictions (Shore 2006:
16), but it also represented a symbolically significant shift towards a new transnational level of
cultural policy-making and regulation. The policy discourse shifted from the "pluralist decade™
that dominated the 1980s and the early 1990s to the "convergence decade™ in the 1990s and up
until the year 2000, and subsequently to the current situation where the discourse on the cultural
and creative industries predominates (Schlesinger, 2015). It can also be seen as the start of a
new phase in the development of European culture by the EU in order to enhance the Union's
legitimacy and broad public support, broaden the reach of its power and influence, but also to
affect development of “a common sense of heritage, history, and belonging - the goal being to

turn member- state nationals into a “body politics”, or European “demos” (ibid.).

Furthermore, in 1992 the Commission also delivered a communication titled "New
Prospects for Community Cultural Action” which added to opening a pathway towards further
dynamization of EU cultural action. The ideas on the programs "Kaleidoscope 2000" (artistic
and cultural projects of a European dimension) and "Ariadne" (books and reading) were
included with a new communication in 1994. A year later, the Commission issued a proposal
for a program on cultural heritage and the implementation of Article 151 was evaluated within
the "First Report on the Consideration of Cultural Aspects in European Community Action”
that was published in 1996. In that same year "Kaleidoscope™ was launched while "Ariadne"
and "Raphael” (programs focusing on cultural heritage) followed a year later. In order to
examine EC activities in the sector of culture since 1993, the Commission offered a
comprehensive program of funding and programming in support of cultural cooperation in
1998 called "Culture 2000" and organised the first "European Union Cultural Forum." The
Kaleidoscope and Ariadne programs were expanded, but "Connect” was launched in 1999 to
support collaborative educational and cultural initiatives while effectively drawing upon
culture's ability to cut across borders and sectors. The program "Culture 2000" was adopted by
the Parliament and Council in 2000. It had a 167-million-euro budget and was planned to run

from 2000 to 2004 but, meanwhile, the program has been extended until 2006.
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Establishment of a single framework program “Culture 2000 brought about a radical
shift in the Commission's discourse on culture. With the claim that culture has "an important
role to play in meeting the new challenges facing the Community" (European Commission
1998: 13), the text of the initial proposal generally supports a trend towards the "multiplication
of culture's utility," as identified by Barnett (2001: 412), and with this, the proliferation of
objectives connected to wider EU issues, including "social cohesion,” "European citizenship,"

and "external relations” (ibid.).

The economic aspect of culture has also grown significantly, which is visible in the
statement regarding the programme that culture is ,,both an economic factor and a factor in
social integration* (Decision No 508/2000/EC), the addition of an another economic objective
(ibid., Article 1, (g)) and the inclusion of ‘socio-economic consequences’ as an evaluation
criterion (ibid., Article 8). This convergence between economic and cultural goals only
continues to increase in the following programmes “Culture (2007-2013)” and “Creative

Europe” which will be shown in the following subchapter.

2.2.1. Recent changes within financial instruments of cultural policy:
Culture 2007-2013 and Creative Europe 2014-2020

In the meantime, the European Union made significant progress towards establishing
conditions for a more coordinated policy-making in the field of culture after adopting the
“European Agenda for Culture in a Globalizing World” (European Commission, 2007) and
introducing the Open Method of Coordination (OMC). The creation of the new “Creative
Europe” programme and the merger of the two previously separate “Culture” and “MEDIA”
programmes were presented in this context as potential steps forward in better managing and
coordinating the two previously separate programs as well as an essential tool in achieving the
Agenda’s goals, including the goal of making "culture a catalyst for creativity” within the

framework of the “Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Development”.

In order to examine the changes in European cultural policy after 2000, this chapter will
observe the shift in the funding priorities between the programmes “Culture 2007-201” and

“Creative Europe 2014-2020”. Both programmes shared priorities such as transnational
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mobility, the establishment of networks, cooperative projects and the impact-broadening
activities of organisations. The focus of the support measures in the previous cycle was placed

on intercultural dialogue while in the current cycle the emphasis is on audience development.

General objective of programme “Culture 2007-2013” was to “enhance the cultural area
shared by Europeans, based on a common cultural heritage through the development of cultural
cooperation between creators, cultural players and cultural institutions taking part in the
programme, with a view to encouraging the emergence of European citizenship” (Commission,
2007 n.p.). Specific objectives included promoting the transnational mobility of cultural
players, encouraging the transnational circulation of works, cultural and artistic products and
encouraging intercultural dialogue. Beyond the specific objectives the programme did not
specify any further priorities, leaving freedom to cultural operators to adopt tailored approaches
suited to their needs while the “Creative Europe” programme gained more precision about the
programme’s priorities to supplement the specific objectives. With the "Culture" programme
through 2013, there was no mention of growth, jobs, or competitiveness, in obvious contrast to

the current support program.

The general objective of “Creative Europe” programme is to “foster the safeguarding
and promotion of European cultural and linguistic diversity, and strengthen the competitiveness
of the cultural and creative sectors, with a view to promoting smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth, in line with the Europe 2020 strategy” (Commission, 2014 n.p.). Hence, cultural
diversity and intercultural dialogue are indeed to be promoted, but it is also made clear that
"culture as a catalyst for creativity™ is considered to exist "inside the framework for growth and
employment.” As a result, it is made clearly evident that culture does not exist separately from
market orientation and growth-related requirements. According to the Commission's
communication on the program (European Commission COM 2011, 786:7) that acknowledged
“Culture” and “Media” also for their economic successes and improvements, there is a clear
stance that the cultural sector must maximise its "potential for economic growth, job creation,

and social inclusion” within Creative Europe.

The Commission (2014 n.p.) provided elaboration on some changes in the objectives,
in comparison to the previous programme. For example, the specific objective to support the

capacity of the European cultural and creative sectors to operate transnationally addressed the
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challenge of globalisation and the adaptation of the sector to the digital shift. That is visible in
the objectives of providing cultural operators with skills and knowhow to facilitate adjustment
to the digital shift (audience-building strategies, new business models) through mutual peer
learning; supporting artists/cultural professionals to internationalise their careers;
strengthening European and international networks of cultural professionals to facilitate access
to new opportunities and markets. Promotion of the transnational circulation of cultural,
creative works and operators and reaching new audiences addressed the problem of
fragmentation, which, in the words of the Commission (2014 n.p.) “resulted in limited
circulation of works and artists and limited choice for consumers”. That objective is fragmented
into supporting international touring, events and exhibitions; supporting literary translation,
including promotion packages; supporting audience-building as a means of raising curiosity of
the public and particularly young people and building a long-term audience for European

cultural works.

Finally, the specific objectives of Creative Europe programme, including those already
mentioned, are supporting the capacity of the European cultural and creative sectors to operate
transnationally, promoting the transnational circulation of cultural and creative works and
operators and reaching new audiences in Europe, fostering policy development, innovation,
audience building and new business models through transnational policy cooperation,
supporting studies, evaluations, policy analysis and statistical surveys, supporting transnational
exchange of good practices and knowhow, peer-learning activities and networking related to
policy development, including cultural and media literacy, support the testing of new and cross-

sectoral approaches to funding, distributing, and monetizing creation and more.

Through the expansion of cooperative activities, the overall objective of supporting the
development of a "European citizenry™ was still being promoted until 2008 while the current
program no longer engages with the notion of European citizenry. At the same time, the former
program's draft no longer addresses the flexibility surrounding the personal circumstances of
people affected, which was still a factor within the previous funding cycle. Within “Creative
Europe 2004-2020”, there are four instead of nine calls for proposals since, in the words of the
European Commission 2011 786:5): “actions lacking critical mass, a long-term perspective, or

which are oversubscribed due to their design will be discontinued”.
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What should be emphasised is that only cultural actors who work in culture on a non-
profit basis were eligible for funding under the previous program "Culture™, which marks a
relevant change in the rationale of the European cultural policy. Another change is that the
operating grants have been terminated because, in the Commission's view, they were too
challenging for applicants and were not sufficiently results-oriented. They have been replaced
by project grants, which of course provides obstacles for institutions that don't usually operate
on a project basis and deepens precarious conditions of work. Further on, instead of continuing
with the previous annual call for proposals with a shifting country focus towards projects from
acceding and candidate nations, there has been a clear decision within “Creative Europe” to

fund projects from countries in the neighbourhood of Europe and the European Economic Area.

2.2.2. Semantic shifts from cultural towards creative and audiences
towards consumers

We can also observe a significant semantic shift in the priorities and the language of EU cultural
policy as the "cultural and creative sector" now refers to what was formerly the cultural sector,
which makes it more challenging for anyone involved in non-profit or public cultural
organisations to relate to these terms. Further on, the Commission puts a focus on
“competitiveness” and “growth” while using the term “consumers” in preference to
“audiences”, which are portrayed as a malleable mass. The new focus on “strategic audience-
building by cultural institutions through cultural marketing, visitor research, target-group
positioning and cultural transmission” is supported, above all, by “challenges of our time”,
“digital shift”, “new technologies”, and “economic growth. This could be interpreted as a
policy response to the economic developments and various crises which then delegates the

responsibility of financing culture from the public bodies to the audiences, i.e. “consumers”.

Within the “European Agenda for Culture 20077, there is a clear articulation of an
instrumental approach to cultural policy which was assigned a strategic role: “There is also
acknowledgement that culture is an indispensable feature to achieve the EU’s strategic
objectives of prosperity, solidarity and security, while ensuring a stronger presence on the

international scene.” (European Commission COM (2007) 242:3). In the “Creative Europe”
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programme, the aspect of intercultural dialogue does not hold the same relevancy as in the
previous program and cultural diversity and identity are considered in the context of global
competition. Following the subsidiarity concept, projects that are not profit-driven or do not
foster competition are thus left to the Member States. However, the new program gives the
concept of "creativity" a central role, often associated to "capacity-building/-reinforcement™ as

well as in conjunction with the already mentioned notion of "growth."

For example, although the program still promotes cultural diversity and intercultural
dialogue, it is made clear in the same sentence that “culture as a catalyser for creativity” is
understood as pertaining to “the framework for growth and employment”. The Commission’s
communication regarding the programme clearly states that the cultural sector will optimise its
“potential for economic growth, job creation, and social inclusion” (European Commission
COM 2011, 786:7) next to acknowledging the two previous programmes mainly for their
economic achievements and developments. The communication puts strong emphasis on the
contribution of the cultural and creative sector to the GDP in the 27 EU Member States as the
fastest-growing sector. Also, the challenges in the sector are observed primarily from a

perspective of financial capacities.

Condensed into core aims, all this means the prevalence of economic aspects of the
cultural sector, which has been among the main objectives in EU cultural policy since the early
1980s at the latest. In a cultural policy, which has become more and more pragmatic, this
economic core aim is becoming increasingly overwhelming today and, with these priorities
laid out, the convergence between economic and cultural aspects is a clear objective. This shift
towards discourse on “consumers” is an indication of the described shift towards economic
arguments and objectives in the field of culture where citizens became neglected, since “the

role of 'the consumer' diminishes the role of 'the citizen”” (McGuigan 1992: 165).

The evident change in the style of the programme has been for the most part rejected
between scholars: “This development functions as part of a Europe-wide shifting process in
cultural policy, that [...] shall ‘depoliticize’ the state-supported production of art: Away with
the remains of cultural production as dissent, as opposition and as the creation of public
spheres, bring on the creative industry as a most unadulterated and affirmative function of

economy and the machinery of the state; accordingly, there is a movement in the terminology
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of programmes within cultural policy away from emancipatory and socio-critical elements to
issues of social integration and the creative industry. The fog machines of creativity — ‘creative
economy’, ‘creative class’, ‘cultural entrepreneurs’, and ‘creative industries’ — were and are in
this process essential propaganda tools” (Raunig 2011 n.p.). More generally speaking, the
expansion of the market discursive formation is candidly visible in the way we name our
policies: first there were arts policies, then the cultural policies and now, finally, we have the

creative policies.

The focus on “growth” is also a symptom of a neoliberal rationale, which is based on market-
oriented activity, competitiveness and financial efficiency. International and European
documents addressing growth promote, above all, economic development and recommend the
reduction of public services, which leads to many risks for art and culture. In relation to the
discussion above on the post-political shift of politics to economics, we can conclude “Creative
Europe” departs from the language of culture. It puts into effect a clear paradigm shifts in EU
funding policy because the existing objectives have shifted dramatically from cultural

promotion to the promotion of economic activity.
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3. Responses from the performing arts field to the shifts
in the European cultural policy discourse

'Sous les pavés, la plage!"
(Under the cobblestones, the beach!)
(Cousin, B. and Fritsch, B, 1968: np)

It is valuable to observe how the independent performing arts scene in Europe reflects these
social complexities and the changes in European society more incisively, due to its networks
reaching far beyond the national performing arts cultures and the precarious nature of its work
conditions. Based on interdisciplinary literature overview and field research by participation in
symposia and gatherings that revolve around conditions or work in the contemporary
performing arts, the following will chapter will examine how do precarious conditions of work
influence new organisational cultures and forms of solidarity in the independent contemporary

performing arts scene in Europe.

The notion of ‘independent performing arts scene’ will be used interchangeably with
‘independent cultural sector’ (depending on whether there is more emphasis on artistic or
policy aspects in the analysis) and, therefore, it is relevant to define both terms. Although
different definitions and interpretations are often attached to the independent cultural sector,
the scope of this chapter does not allow for a broader elaboration of this term or for initiating
a theoretical argumentation in favour of a particular opinion nor does it attempt to develop a
new definition. According to Kenny and Taylor (2016: 37), there are also several other terms
to describe this sector: the third sector, the nonprofit sector, the civil sector, non-governmental,
charitable, socio-cultural, etc. but none of these fully conveys the sector’s complex nature. Still,
most authors agree that the independent sector has three key functions (ibid.): it guarantees,
protects, and ensures the right to free assembling of people around common interests, promotes
values and ideas, introduces new initiatives in the existing cultural system, and contributes to
an enduring tradition of independent criticism of dominant power and ideology in the cultural
public sphere. This understanding of the independent sector assumes it provides control to

ensure public interests are met within institutions of the public sector and a voice to secure fair
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spending of public resources. In this manner, this sector partly guards the trust of the citizens
in their society and its institutions (Dragi¢evi¢ Sesi¢, Dragojevi¢, 2007: 11). Since civil society
is a community of actors whose legal forms of association are voluntary, its members have the

power to interpret and transform the social and political structures within which they operate.

Vujanovi¢ (2010: 896) defines the term ‘scene’ based the legacy of analytical aesthetics
and institutional theory of art, as defined by Arthur Danto who puts the emphasis on discursive
atmospheres and knowledge that enable the appearance of a work of art as well as George
Dickie who analyses institutional dispositifs. The multitude of diverse and interconnected
elements form art as a social practice: artworks/works, actors (who act in different registers,
from artists to producers to critics and theorists), networks and collaborative initiatives, then
art institutions (from schools to production houses and financiers to festivals), as well as
concepts, knowledge, discourses and theoretical practices and atmospheres. Within the large
study “Das Freie theatre im Europa der Gegenwart. Strukturen — Asthetik — Kulturpolitik”
about the independent performing arts scene in Europe, Brauneck (2016: 44) notices the it is
defined by an emphasis on its autonomy, collective work, freedom from hierarchies, the desire
to experiment and to explore diverse artistic potential as well a committed advocacy for urgent
social issues. EAIPA — European Association of Independent Performing Arts, founded in
September 2018, defines the independent performing arts scene as a “designation which
includes the totality of all professional freelance theatre makers, artists, ensembles,
independent institutions and structures working in the genres of dance, theatre, performance,
music theatre, children’s and youth theatre as well as overall interdisciplinary and

transdisciplinary artistic work™ (2018: 3).

43



3.1. Conditions of work in independent performing arts sector

across Europe

In another publication from 2021, EIPA expands on the scene having shaped “new institutional
patterns, a common language, interaction and collaboration on all levels as well as common
strategies in advocacy” (2021: 13). Within this publication, Eder elaborates on a survey about
conditions of work of independent performing arts associations in 13 European countries
(Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Romania,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland) which encompasses almost 160,000 artists, 1,600
production managers and about 9,000 ensembles when counted altogether. The results are quite
discouraging: with an equivalent disposable income below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold,
which is set at 60% of the national median equivalent disposable income after social transfers,
a majority of independent performing arts professionals are at risk of poverty in each of the
thirteen countries under study. Additionally, almost all of the surveyed organisations anticipate
that many individuals will fall into poverty once they reach retirement age. Consequently,
according to this most recent EAIPA study, a total of 77% of performing arts practitioners in
all countries under study depend on having a second job to maintain a basic standard of living
(2021: 50).

These results are very similar to data from national studies on independent cultural
sector in Europe. The results of a study by on labour conditions of civil society organisations
in contemporary arts and culture foundation Kultura Nova in Croatia show the average fee in
the sector is 400 euros (well below the national average) as well as a high prevalence of burnout
among the respondents (Barada, Primorac, Bur$i¢: 2016: 72). According to the Hans Bockler
Stiftung research, the average gross year income for performing artists registered with the
Kinstlersozialkasse (shortly KSK) in Germany in 2014 was 14.971 euros (Norz 2016: 36). In
contrast, long-term employed artists' average gross annual income in 2010 was 34.776 euros,
which is much greater. Additionally, the survey results show a wide range in respondents’
annual incomes, with a concentration in the lowest income categories: up to 40% of working
artists had an average net annual income from their artistic labour of less than 10,000 euros. A
more recent study by Annelies Van Assche on the living and working conditions of dance

artists in Brussels and Berlin (with 63 respondents) reveals that more than half of all
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respondents make less than 1.000 euros per month on average, while 81% of all respondents
make a maximum of 1.500 euros per month, which is still significantly less than the national
average. In addition, over nine out of ten respondents have multiple jobs, and the majority of
respondents had worked as freelancers in the previous five years. When working multiple jobs,
the majority of the available budget is allocated to tasks involving creative labor. Assche

concludes that “besides being dance artists, they also appear to be survival artists” (2017: 5).

Going back specifically to European independent performing arts scene, recent report
from an IETM focus meeting in Brussels (Shishkova 2022: 5) also warns that the existing
funding paradigm, which is currently thought by performing arts professionals who are
diversely situated (geographically, culturally, politically and professionally) to be founded on
the values of productivity and growth, increasing inequity and requiring urgent change. With
89 percent of all cultural venues partially or completely closed (UNESCO 2021: np), the
context of the global COVID-19 pandemic along with some of its’ harshest economic effects
additionally exposed the vulnerability of cultural workers who depend on project- based work
with inadequate support and protection mechanisms. Paradoxically, the year of the pandemic
2020 is the year of the pandemic outbreak also marked the 40™ anniversary of 1980
Recommendation concerning the Status of the Artist by UNESCO. Looking at the situation
today, in words of Neil within a recent UNESCO study on working conditions for artists: “the
largest subsidy for the arts comes not from governments, patrons or the private sector, but from
artists themselves in the form of unpaid or underpaid labour” (2019: 6). Apparently, there are
stilla number of obstacles to improving the status of the artists as there are still many challenges
artists face trying to exercise their labour and cultural rights. Several European policy studies
(IDEA Consult 2021; KEA 2006) indicated the prevalence of project-based, underpaid and
voluntary work in the independent cultural scene, while highlighting the challenging long-term
impacts this has on professional and private lives of freelance cultural workers. This is just
some of the research that reflects the precarious conditions under which the work is being

produced, as well as poverty and self-exploitation in the field.
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3.1.1. Precarity as a norm for performing artists in the project-oriented
work regime

Short-term temporalities, a lack of protection imposed on by a lack of social and labour law
norms, lack of material resources such as permanent venues and structural grants and
challenges with securing a means of life as a result of low-income level raise the pressure on
individuals and clearly reflect leaking of state apparatuses due to multiple crises. They have
been left to make use of their own "human capital,” which is in accordance with neoliberal
rationale, which holds that each person is accountable for and responsible for their own well-
being even as the government dismantles its social protection and social solidarity networks.

This process is accurately described by David Harvey (2005: 76):

“It is precisely such a context of diminished personal resources derived from
the job market that the neoliberal determination to transfer all responsibility
for well-being back to the individual has doubly deleterious effects. As the
state withdraws from welfare provision and diminishes its role in arenas such
as health care, public education, culture and social services, which were once
so fundamental to embedded liberalism, it leaves larger and larger segments
of the population exposed to impoverishment. The social safety net is reduced
to a bare minimum in favour of a system that emphasises personal

responsibility”.

Judith Butler (2012: 136) also argues that precarity largely depends on the organisation
of economic and social relations, i.e. the presence or absence of sustainable infrastructures as
well as social and political institutions. In this sense, precarity is inseparable from the political
dimension that concerns the organisation of protection needed by the body. Thus, according to
her, precarity exposes our sociality as well “the fragile and necessary dimension of our
interdependence™ (2012: 139). Along a similar line of thought, Tsianos and Papadopoulos
explain that “precarity is where immaterial production meets the crisis of the social systems
which were based on the national social compromise of normal employment” (2006: np).
According to their proposal, these are some of the characteristics of embodied precarity:

vulnerability (the steadily experience of flexibility without any form of protection);
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hyperactivity (the imperative to accommodate constant availability), simultaneity (the ability
to handle at the same the different velocities of multiple activities); recombination (the
crossings between various networks, social spaces, and available resources); restlessness
(trying to cope with the overabundance of communication, cooperation and interactivity);
unsettledness (the continuous experience of mobility across different spaces and time lines)

and so on.

As for the genealogy of this often-used notion, Casas-Cortés believes that the use of the
term precarity appeared during the 1990s as a response to the increasingly widespread
appearance of contracts that meant unstable labour relations, often with low pay and less
protection against dismissal. In the context of the time, this term represented a reaction to the
loss of workers' rights, and historically achieved advantages through labour movements and
struggles, which led to their institutionalisation at the national level (related to health insurance,
pension system reforms and increasing privatisation of the public sector) (2014: 209). Cazas-
Cortés distinguishes four different, although related, conceptual developments of the notion of
precarity: 1) work after the disappearance of the welfare state; 2) a new paradigm of alternating
and immaterial work; 3) constant labour mobility; 4) feminization of work and life. This
division is not restrictive or chronological, it does not organise reality into precise and static
identities, but unites multiple realities into unstable formations, which are not absolute, but are

practical and have their material consequences (2014: 207).

Standing (2011) indicates that the term precariat had different meanings even before it
became part of popular speech. In Italy, precariato referred to people working unskilled jobs
with little income, implying that a precariatized existence was the normal way of life. In
Germany, this term has been used to describe not only temporary workers, but also those who
are out of work and for whom there is no hope of being socially integrated. Standing believes
that this is close to Marx's idea of the lumpenproletariat. He finds the historical ancestors of
the precariat in the banausoa in ancient Greece, who were obliged to perform productive work
in society (as opposed to slaves who worked only for their owners). They had no opportunity
to rise on the social ladder and worked alongside foreigners who had the right of residence and
artisans with limited rights. They did all the work in society, without the expectation that they

would ever participate in the life of the polis and become full citizens who were not engaged
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in work, but in praxis. It was a reproductive activity, a job that was an end in itself to strengthen

personal ties and public participation in the life of the community (2011: 24).

Isabell Lorey wrote extensively about the normalisation of precarization that she sees
as a neoliberal management instrument. Lorey believes that precarization is not a new
phenomenon within capitalism (2010: np). The normalisation of neoliberal precarization has a
long history in industrial capitalism, where precarious living and working conditions have
become the norm for many people. In fact, the period in which the state took care of the social
protection of workers was only an exception and a short excess. In particular, she highlights
the unpaid work of women in households and the situation of immigrants, which has always
been precarious, as well as anyone who is not thought having full citizenship. According to
her, we are nowadays being governed through continuous precarisation that establishes social
links, structures, relations and dynamics in society precisely with the production of a pertinent
feeling and fear of insecurity. The specificity of her approach is found in the idea of self-
precarization, which she sees as a consequence of romanticising creative and affective work
(2006: np). During the 2000s, it became obvious that cultural workers, due to freedom and
autonomy compared to long-term employment, chose precarious living and working conditions
for themselves, which slowly cease to be alternative and potential places of resistance but

become completely normalised for the majority of workers. In Lorey’s words:

“This financing of one’s own creative output, enforced and yet opted for
at the same time, constantly supports and reproduces the very conditions
in which one suffers and which one at the same time wants to take part of.
It is perhaps because of this that workers, these voluntary precarized
virtuosos, are subject so easily exploited; they seem able to tolerate their
living and working conditions with infinite patience because of the belief
in their own freedoms and autonomies, and because of the fantasies of self-
realisation. In a neoliberal context, they re so exploitable that, now it is
no longer just the State that presents them as role models of living and
working” (2011: 87).
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Self-precarization consists in being creative and in designing oneself as an opportunity
to sell one’s entire individuality on the affective labour market. Short-term, insecure and low-
paying jobs, which we often call "projects”, are becoming more and more normal for a large
part of society, particularly within the creative profession since “external precarization induced
by the meanwhile institutionalised neoliberal or post-Fordist regime of flexible artistic
accumulation is intrinsically interwoven with a partly voluntary self-precarization, stemming
from the desire to be a creative subject” (Laermans 2010: 291). Therefore, performing artists

can indeed be perceived as the prototypes of the post-Fordist work regime.

Similarly, in Standing's definition of the precariat, artists are typically part of the third
subgroup, also known as the precarious intellectuals. According to him, this category consists
of (highly educated) individuals working in the creative economy who, because of the nature
of their employment, are unable to have a secure future. As seen by Hesters (2004: 86),
professional pathways in the arts tend to be non-linear and non-hierarchical, and they operate
more as trajectories with a strong improvisatory nature. This atypical career trajectory is very
similar to the rising freelance entrepreneurial career paths, which are especially common
among the younger generation of (highly) educated professionals in the creative industries in

Western societies.

The creative workforce, according to Boltanski and Chiapello's (2005) description of
the "new spirit of capitalism,” is the new subjectivity that undertakes immaterial labour on a
flexible basis within the context of transient projects. Since the key concepts from the 1968
student demonstrations (such as imagination, creativity, and pleasure) have now become the
cornerstone of the standards of work in the cognitive capitalist system, this position demands
constant networking in order to ascertain future employment chances. The changes in the
contemporary structure and organisation of production, which today is most widely defined as
post-Fordist, are based on a change in the conception of work. Post-Fordist most succinctly
means post-industrial. This means that the system is not based on the production potential of
the industry, but on the symbolic potential of information, knowledge, communication and
feelings, and that the key production forces have changed. The consequence of that is a change
in the valorization system, i.e. the creation of surplus value not only from the labour invested,
from the direct exploitation of labour in a manner known in the circumstances of industrial

production, but from the symbolic value of the product (Grlja 2010: 48).
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Many other scholars, including Gielen (2010), Kunst (2015), Lazzarato (2006), Pewny
(2011), Praznik (2020, 2021), Virno (2004), and Vujanovi¢ (2012), have proposed the
performing artist as the paradigmatic example of this new creative workforce engaged in
immaterial and globalised project work in response to Boltanski and Chiapello's seminal work.
For example, Praznik (2020: np) talks about the paradox of unpaid artistic work which is based
on the one hand on the persistence of creative ideals out of passion (so called passionate
labour), and on the other hand, insisting on the concept of the autonomy of art, which rejects
both the economic and wider socio-political foundations of the artistic, and consequently also
the cultural and creative work. In doing so, she advocates for valorising artistic work as labour,

embedded in economy and subject to the economic processes.

Vujanovi¢ claims that, "speaking from a macro-perspective, the contemporary
international dance scene mostly works according to the principles of the tertiary sector of neo-
liberal capitalism, and therefore functions as a training ground of post-industrial economy™
(2013: 191) when discussing the politicalness in the contemporary dance field. She notes that,
paradoxically, contemporary performing artists embrace nomadism, adaptability, multitasking
personalities, collaboration, and endless networking as elements of their processes of
production. According to her, these circumstances are "responsible for turning artists' lives into
an increasingly precarious existence” (2013: 191) but they are also seen to make dance
professionals politically opportunistic because they make them complicit with neoliberal
ideology.

In her seminal book “Artist at Work” (2015), Bojana Kunst elaborates further on these
phenomena and juxtaposes the artists’ projective temporality (which is always situated in the
future) with the socio-economic precarity (which they are actually living in in the present). To
be more precise, the idea of project work includes the time dimension, uncertainties, and
tensions it implies because the verb "projecting™ always refers to the realisation of potentials
and, therefore, to future action (2015: 158). But the combination of the pressure to work too
intensely in the present and the anxiety of not having enough employment in the future
characterises the projective temporality Kunst describes. Due to the expectation that their
projects will be successful eventually, projective temporality causes art and culture workers to
lose track of the present. Artists are increasingly living in the future, which stands in stark

contrast to the socioeconomic precarity that limits them from having stable future prospects
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over the long term. For instance, contemporary dancers typically only have temporary jobs as
dancers, but in between such projects, they frequently work in an array of tasks such as
administration, bookkeeping, production and tour management, promotion, and
communication. She does not make a differentiation between personal and professional
investment and describes the project as the primary approach for producing artistic work (2012:
13). She also emphasises that project labour eventually displaces full-time and long-term
employment in Western culture as a whole in a number of ways (such as short-employment

contracts, consulting work, or self-employed freelancing).

Artists are frequently viewed as the forerunners in the present-day institutionalisation
of this project-oriented work regime because the type of project-based work performed by
performing artists within the context of their personal networks can be considered as a clear
example of current socio-economic shifts within the cultural and creative economy. The next
chapter will attempt to demonstrate how, despite the fact that performing artists might be seen
as the archetypes of the post-Fordist work paradigm, they are also frequently the ones who

struggle the most to challenge it.
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3.2. Resistance strategies and political potentials of the

performing arts in the post-political condition

Art still cherishes the idea of that which can always also be otherwise imagined.
Pascal Gielen (2013: 26)

In the post-polical condition, Bauman (2000: 40) observed public space as "increasingly empty
of public issues". As a reaction to this, increasing number of contemporary artists and curators
have in the last three decades inquired structures of togetherness and shared concerns about
both local and global societal issues. Becker notes: "a number of artists have used these
interventions of public and private to take on a new role and a new line of interrogation
appropriate to this historical moment (...) because they discern that what is missing now is
public discourse about the relationship of individuals to society” (2012: 67). This kind of work
regularly opens up questions regarding the critical positioning of the work and the interrelation
between content and form in relation to the socio-political specificities of the context. Most
often, it engages with relationality, participation and community and it encompasses formats
such as collaborative authorship, participative projects and active forms of spectatorship or

audience engagement.

On the other hand, the discussions on the ambiguous proximity between performing
arts and politics are nothing new in itself, starting from Athenian democracy within which
Hannah Arendt diagnosed that “performing arts have indeed a strong affinity with politics”
(Arendt 1998: 154) due to the performative mechanisms of political practice and the politicality
of artistic performances. Therefore, politicality of performing arts is materialized not only the
direct use of political motifs in performing arts but also through the modes of representation
on stage, as well as its modes of production. While artivist practices explicitly connect art and
activism which results in a hybrid form of art and activism that uses art as a mean towards
change and social transformation (Milohni¢ 2005, np), at the same time each and every
performance is political, be it implicitly or explicitly articulated. To be more precise, there is

no performance without the public sphere which makes it inherently political. This implies that
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the productions that highlight political and social issues of a community might not have as
relevant of a political impact as those that choose to rethink and advance their artistic strategies.
According to Vujanovi¢ and Piazza, performing artists nowadays are counting on “the political
power of performance in the direct interaction and live copresence of people in public” (2019:
11) and, thus, participation and interaction are understood as a “guarantee” for performance’s

political potentialities.

In a similar vein, Peggy Phelan thought that liveness, together with ephemerality and
immateriality, was what established the political potential of performance within capitalism.
There, it functions symbolically as "a representation without reproduction” that, due to its
immateriality and lack of mediation, continues to be "unmarked" preventing< it from being
absorbed into the system (1993: 4). However, we can nowadays witness that, similarly as
conceptual art which originated in the 1960s and 1970s with the aim of subverting
commodification, ephemerality and immateriality of performing arts did not prevent its
appropriation by the market. Therefore, there has been a surge of independent performing
artists and cultural workers who are rethinking the relationship of content of artistic activity
and its means and methods, as well as the way how political principles are employed in the
operative aspect of functioning within the institution of art. In short, they are reflecting not only

about what is being produced, but also about how it is coming to being.

Going back to Raunigs’ pledge for “cultural production as dissent, as opposition and as
the creation of public spheres” (2011, np), a great number of artists and curators respond to the
post-political condition by becoming directly engaged with the political conditions of
neoliberalism. The self-authorized subjects question established hierarchies, prevalent
authorships, and define new alliances by taking control of political means and knowledge
creation. As Ranciére notes this "return to politics" asserts "art's capacity to resist forms of

economic, political and ideological domination” (2010: 34).
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3.2.1. Self- governance and collectivity as strategies of resistance

As shown in the previous chapter, artists as creative workers in immaterial capitalism are
especially vulnerable to neoliberal value regime due to the promise of individual independence
and opportunity for self-realisation through labour. Therefore, creative entrepreneurs are often
accompanied by a significant degree of individualization or decollectivization of project
activity within the current context of production. Not surprisingly, Boltanski and Chiapello
have taken the artist and artistic activity as the model of the neoliberal economy whereas this
model was constructed on the idea of the individual as “human capital” as an interpreter of her/

himself” (Lazzarato 2006: np).

As a response to this, in the last decade of the 20th century, the affirmation of
collectivity was renewed because the collective began to serve as a model of opposition to the
model of a flexible, mobile, non-specialized worker who can adapt to various situations. Surely,
the collective is more difficult to adapt, less flexible and less mobile. In a situation where there
are no permanent contracts and stable incomes, maintaining unity requires the commitment of
all members and resistance to the currents that pull towards the huge individualised market of
contemporary arts and culture. The emphasis on collectivity in the arts was politicised from the
beginning as Debord explains that the very idea of the collective in avant-garde movements
involved the transposition of organisational methods from revolutionary politics into art (1961
np).

Unlike historical vanguards that were associated with centralised political parties,
today's collective practices are associated with a decentralised and heterogeneous network that
constitutes post-Fordist collaboration. Generally, in post-Fordism collaboration has become
one of “the leading terms of a contemporary political sensibility that characterises a new
generation of practices in the fields of art, political activism, as well as software development*
(Rogoff and Schneider 2008: 352) but, of course, not every collaboration should be mistaken
for collectivity. Collectivity requires a rhizomatic processes, in which knowledge distributes
and multiplies in unpredictable ways rather than being organised around a centre. Broadly
speaking, the term collectivism refers to a wide field of practices that also includes participatory
practices (based on rethinking the distinctions between authors and audience, as well as active
and passive spectators), community art, all the way to contemporary conditions in which

collectivism becomes a product of entrepreneurial culture, and participation becomes the same
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as consumption. According to Claire Bishop’s renowned work “Artificial Hells: Participatory
Art and the Politics of Spectatorship”, the identity of the participants in participatory art in the
broadest sense has changed from the crowd (10s of the 20th century), the mass (1920s), the
people (1960s and 1970s), through the excluded (1980s), the community (1990s), to today's
volunteers for whom participation is a continuation of culture social networks (Bishop 2012:
177). Nevertheless, in the independent performing arts scene collective situations are
conceived as an opposition to capitalism by denying individual authorship, but above all by
rejecting bureaucracy and consumerism through the free activity of play. Arendt also
recognises this by claiming “the collective nature of work requires a loss of awareness of
individuality and identity as it is not based on equality but on sameness and is entirely social”

(1998: 213).

Collectivity is closely linked to self- organisation, a concept used to refer to the organising and
decision-making processes that are a part of civil society organisations which encompasses the
independent performing arts scene, as well. As already discussed, civil society’s members are
equipped with the power to interpret and to transform the social and political structures within
which they interact. In these times of the pervasiveness of the economic rationale, it is useful
to highlight the role of civil society as the social space of freedom and solidarity, often
contrasted with the state but not reducible to the market. According to Vujanovi¢, “self-
organisation supports the art’s transforming potential to intervene in social relations” (2006:
63). In the history of the performing arts, various groups and collectives have been developing
their artistic strategies and production modes as an outspoken alternative to institutionalised
and bureaucratised infrastructure of repertory theatres. Dragan Klai¢ (2012: 44) elaborates on
the history of the self-organised performing arts organisations by looking at the experimental
theatre groups which began relying on the basic support of various avant-garde movements
around the end of the nineteenth century. Following the end of World War 11, groups spread
throughout Western Europe that drew inspiration from the chamber theatre movement and later
the countercultural streams and subcultural constellations of the 1960s and 1970s, which led to
the cultural revolution. Klai¢ detects three main streams of performing groups stemming from
that period: 1) ones emerging from European academic institutions reflecting students'
enthusiasm for artistic experimentation while also expressing generational social criticism and

the politics of anti-authoritarian resistance; 2) political and economic migrants who had been
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uprooted by decolonization and migrated throughout Western Europe; 3) feminist and queer

movements, in the fight for emancipation and against prejudice (2012: 45)

In the overview of today’s European independent performing arts scene, Brauneck also
highlights the collective production mode and the freedom from hierarchies as one of its main
markers (2016: 44). Collectivity and self-governance as a mode of resistance to the dominant
individualistic and market-oriented paradigm culture production of has been especially present
in the post-Yugoslav region, due to the legacy of the often- neglected Yugoslav experiences
and practices of self- management® which explored more than depth in one of the following
chapters about the independent cultural scene in the region. In general, collectives from the
region and beyond practice the horizontal structure of work, are open towards experimental
and progressive artistic tendencies, their programme promotes new formats and models of
action; and they produce works with a critical view that are related to "independent culture™.
Finally, in the context of resistance to precarious conditions of work, according to Vujanovic¢
(2006: 64) “self-organisation could be just one more artistic r/e-volution, like those we know
from that ‘other’ history of art which maps the practices from historical avant-gardes to late-

post-modern critical art in the age of culture” and influence cultural system as a whole.

3.2.2. Challenging the current policies by building trans-local alliances

Although the post-Fordist stage of capitalism transformed artists into creative workers, at the
same time there are new possibilities of resistance which refuse the pessimistic views of artists
and art institutions being necessary engines of capitalist production, and thus too complicit
with the system in order to play a critical role within society. Relying on authors such as
Schuster (2012) and Bifo Berardi (2009), Milena Dragi¢evié¢ Sesi¢ reflects on the refusal of the

3 Self-management was the main principle of industrial and social organisation in former Yugoslavia, created as
a system of relationships based on social, as opposed to state-owned, means of production. Self-management, or
the return of the means of production and their management to the subjects of labour—the workers—was, in other
words, a form of production. In addition, control over decision-making, or more figuratively, presence over
representation, was another essential component of self-management as an official paradigm that was (though
only partially and later) attained. This meant that worker's collectives were to become sovereign bodies within
factories (enterprises), able to vote and debate important issues regarding the operations of the enterprises
employing them, and own conditions of labour (Pajovi¢ 2022: 79).
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command of capital as the organiser of production as tactics and strategies which many “artists
and artistic researchers are experimenting with these in order to provoke capitalist cultural
policies” (in Kisi¢ & Tomka 2022: 7). These artistic strategies experimenting with the notions
of laziness and refusal of work can be seen a part of a struggle Van Kerkhoven also detects as
one of the most significant burdens the arts face today: struggle against velocity, the pressure
to produce, for the time that can and may be wasted as well as time in which research might
occur without a purpose or deadline. She also observes that, in addition to economic pressure,
political pressure takes the shape of pervasive social control, an increase in rules and

regulations, and an increase in bureaucracy (2009: 8).

In a similar vein, Bojana Kunst situates the current art institution as that which exists
in between participation and precarisation. According to Kunst, participation appears as a trend
in contemporary institutionalised production of art that seeks to challenge hierarchies
"reawakening the emancipatory potential of the arts (especially in the times of the political
crisis of participation in general) [...] to prove that the audience has been reached, awoken and
somehow shaken" (2015: 6). However, Kunst also presented the term "precarisation” as
essential in institutionalised production. Kunst asks: "can we relate between the inclination of
the art institution to become social places and the strange coincidence between precarity and
participation?" (2015: 7). The connection between participation and precarisation is evident
when analysing the insights from the case studies in relation to the Creative Europe programme
and its' concentration on quantitative aspects of the cultural sector. Supposedly, cultural and
political community such as the European Union should not conduct a purely market-oriented
cultural economy, but rather support precisely those areas that are qualitatively of cultural

importance, and have little funding available to them.

Chantal Mouffe similarly poses the question of whether critical artistic practices should
engage with highly bureaucratised institutions with the aim of transforming them or they desert
them altogether (2014: 74). While positioning possibilities of resistance as controversial once
it is accepted that institutions could play a role within them, she groups artistic practices into
‘strategies of exodus’ and in ‘strategies of engagement’. The former is based on the pessimistic
viewpoint already described. To support the latter, Mouffe uses Gramsci's theory of hegemony
(1971), which gives permission to rethink institutions because what is at a given time

recognized as the natural order is always the result of sedimented hegemonic practices.
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Consequently, it is constantly open to challenge from counter-hegemonic actions that aim to
contest it in order to create a different hegemony. Mouffe underlines the critical function of
artistic practices in this dynamic since, according to her, the artistic terrain has nowadays
become very strategically important. To be more precise, in order to generate dissent and create
a variety of agonistic spaces where the dominant consensus is contested and new forms of
identification are made available, critical artistic practices should engage with the institutional
landscape rather than abandoning it. In this regard, she contends that artistic practices should
manifest themselves in “different modes of interventions in a multiplicity of spaces” in order

to challenge the neoliberal creativity regime (ibid.)

Engaging with the institutional landscape also means engaging with cultural policies
and its financial instruments through various forms of discussions and advocacy actions.
Recent years have seen an increase in relevant initiatives for fair pay and experimentation with
artist wages or universal income schemes, driven by professionals in the arts and culture sector,
in response to calls for fair practice and more sustainable working conditions. For example,
SOTA- State of the arts in Belgium has been founded in 2013 as an open platform that “enables
artists and cultural workers to initiate actions for a fair art field” as well as a “bottom-up
movement striving for inclusivity, fair practice and more solidarity” (2022: np). Besides regular
actions by Performing Arts LAFT (Berliner Landesverband Freie Darstellende Kiinste) and
ZTB (Zeitgendossischer Tanz Berlin) which will be discussed more in detail in the following
chapters, AG Work Culture was initiated in 2021 by local choreographers and dramaturges to
facilitate discussions on the culture of work within Berlin dance community and to provide
tools and activities that would eventually lead to the improvement working conditions (ZTB
2022: np). “Za K.R.U.H.” (For BREAD) Platform in Croatia has since 2020 been gathering
cultural professionals and artists in the struggle for fair wages and long-term public funding of
the arts, which they see as the main method of ensuring their accessibility to the broadest
possible audience and preserving the dignity of cultural work (BLOK 2022: np). Similar
initiatives have been established in the United States, such as W.A.G.E.- Working Artists and
the Greater Economy whose stated advocacy mission is to establish “sustainable economic
relationships between artists and the institutions™ as well as to “introduce mechanisms for self-
regulation into the art field that collectively bring about a more equitable distribution of its
economy” (W.A.G.E. 2008: np).
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On a transnational level, there are platforms such as Cultural Workers organise which
provides research on alliances between cultural workers as well as research and advocacy
initiatives by long-term European networks such as IETM- International network for
contemporary performing arts which regularly reacts to policy developments with the aim of
influencing the European and international cultural policy discourse (IETM 2022: np). EAIPA-
The European Association of Independent Performing was founded with a similar aim in 2018
in order to initiate new policy proposals and raise visibility of the sector (EAIPA 2022: np).
The pandemic deepened the discussion on the conditions of work for the artists and cultural
workers due to 89 percent of all cultural venues partially or completely closed (UN 2021: 7)
resulting in harshest economic effects which have exposed the structural fragility of cultural
organisations. Therefore, this crisis instigated conversations about the necessity for new
funding schemes (that are not centred around project-based work) such as the digital conference
“How to be together? Conversations on International Exchange and Collaboration in the
Performing Arts” co produced by European festivals Tanz im August Berlin and Zurcher
theatre Spektakel (and co-curated by the author of this thesis). When discussing the role of
transnational networking as a basis of creating better conditions of work, Heba Hage Felder
from the Arab Fund for Arts and Culture stated that the artists and cultural workers “have no
choice but to be international” since that is a “question of mobilising the efforts that as artists,
as institutions, as policy makers in our different spheres we speak up, we speak together and
we create the movements that are needed in order to challenge the current situation” (Keil 2020:
np). This statement is only one of the illustrations of the conviction of performing artists and
cultural workers to create autonomous spheres which resist dominant regimes of precarity by
building alliances that reach far beyond the national borders. Both the idea and practice of
creating alliances carries potential that could be an unforeseen ideological counterforce to

neoliberal hyper-individualism.

59



4. Curating in performing arts as an agent of change
in cultural policy

Making things public is also an attempt to make a public.
Simon Sheik (2007: 178)

Based on the previous mapping of the tensions stemming from politicality of the work
conditions in the field, this chapter proposes a stronger accountability of the role of the curator
in the performing arts in relation to the negotiation of priorities between policymakers,
audiences and the artistic community since, in the last two or three decades, the verb ‘to curate’
has shaken free of the context of the visual arts scene to become a buzzword in the international
performing arts scene and its project networks. Since curatorial practice belongs to an open and
undetermined field, the consequence of its unusual trajectory is that it can act in a
transformative manner. If the curatorial practice stands for certain concepts and produces
connections that result in collapse of hierarchies, it can broaden the horizons of emancipatory

practices by pointing out new models of subjectivity.

The growing number of formal and informal educational programmes for curating in
the performing arts, along with the distribution of theories on performing arts curating, is itself
both a cause and result of this discursive formation that has been present on the international
performing arts scene and its international project networks that have been steadily unfolding
since the 1980s. Irit Rogoff notes that this expansion of curatorial visibility is pertinent to “the
dominance of neoliberal models of work that valorise hyper-production” (2013: 41), thus
making the curator a perfect post-Fordist entrepreneur or, to be more specific, culturepreneur.
As many of us experienced, culturepreneurship is inherently linked with precarious conditions
of work which often entail romanticising the ‘freedom’ freelance creative work can bring in
comparison with stable employment. Thus, Malzacher also relates the visibility of the curator
to a “generally altered professional world which also increasingly relies on free, independent,
as well as cheaper labour” (2014: 118). Also, following Bauman’s theory of “liquid
modernity,” the walls between different sectors of society have been torn down, which has also
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enabled easier transfer of practices and terminology between the visual arts and the performing

arts fields.

But what does this transfer of practices and terminology actually do? Are experiences
and results from the field of visual arts, in which curatorial practice has already existed for
some time, easily translatable to the performing arts? Why do equivalent roles in the
performing arts (such as selector, dramaturge, producer, and critic) no longer satisfy? And,
finally, what potential does the figure of the performing arts curator carry for negotiating
cultural policies in the European independent performing arts sector? Within the last decade
especially, various authors and performing arts professionals have been trying to reach a
conclusion about whether this imported terminology is just a rebranding or a hybrid of already-

existing roles and functions, or if it in fact implements new practices.

Through a reflection on how the term has appeared in visual and performing arts and
a comparison of the curatorial practices within both media, the first part of this chapter will try
to reach a conclusion as to whether the curator has the potential to produce similar impacts in
performing arts as she did in visual arts and how the potential of this mediating practice extends
into matters of politics and/or cultural policy.

In the second part of the chapter, statements from interviews with several performing
arts curators from Croatia, Serbia, Poland, and Germany active in the European independent
performing arts scene will provide an overview of the dilemmas in the field concerning their
curatorial responsibility towards cultural policy instruments as well as how they are advocating
for more arts-driven cultural policy, both within their national contexts and across the European

Union.
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4.1. Curating in performing arts: background and recent

developments

It is within the last two or three decades that the term curator was translated into the field of
performing arts from the field of visual arts, where she was already a controversial and
frequently discussed figure. Nevertheless, this did not happen without a certain suspicion
towards the trendy use of this term. For example, Hilde Teuchies in an interview for Frakcija
says that in France and Belgium, “they don’t use the term curator in the performing arts”

(Malzacher, Tupaji¢, Zanki 2011: 23). Hannah Hurtzig (ibid., 25) also expresses her confusion:

“I would be interested in knowing how the term curator, that we know from visual
arts, has entered our system. For me this is still a bit mysterious. In the 1980s and
early 1990s we were called programmers or program makers. That also included
from time to time the production of a catalogue or a book, to have conferences, and
to programme according to themes and topics. So why is it now suddenly called

curating? Is it about distinction, upgrading the job?”

Similarly, Malzacher stated “barely anything that the profession of the curator in the
performing arts consists of is new in itself” (2011: 19). According to him, the role of curator
differs from the one of programme maker, production dramaturge, intendant or artistic director
because the naming of certain functions depends on the institution and context. Brandstetter
expresses the same opinion by saying that the curator in performing arts is “a new role model
that is composed out of a lot of old roles” (2011: 23).

On the other hand, Bismarck focuses more on the positive possibilities of using the term of
“super-curator” in the performing arts, explaining: “curators being enthusiastically granted an
exceptionally ‘artist-like’ status is considered as progress within the evolution of the field”

(Bismarck, 2011: 53).

To better understand this shift in thinking about the profiles of professions in the arts, it is
necessary to go further back in history and elaborate how the curator gained the position she
holds in contemporary visual art. According to Bismarck, in the 1970s the idea of an ‘auratic
artwork’ and ‘auratic author’ disappeared and was replaced by art that could not be understood
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without relations. Artworks began to define themselves precisely through their contexts and to
critically question the institutions that surrounded them. Links between artists, artworks,
audiences, cultures, social and political realities, discourses and institutions became an ongoing

issue.

The curator appeared as a provider of the contexts that are crucial for the proper
reception of a work of art. Some curators, like Harald Szeeman, took this a step further and
created their own artwork consisting of the works of (other) artists—an act which established
Szeeman as a star curator. Brian O’Doherty concluded, “we enter the era where works of art
conceive the wall as a no-man’s land on which to project their concept of the territorial
imperative” (1999: 27). One of the symptoms of the critical debate surrounding the
intensification of curatorial practice was the simple appearance of the verb ‘to curate’, where
once there was just a noun. According to Farquharson (2003: 7), “new words, after all,
especially ones as grammatically bastardised as the verb ‘to curate’ (worse still the adjective
‘curatorial’), emerge from a linguistic community’s persistent need to identify a point of
discussion.” He continues on the changing perception of the curator as caretaker* (from Latin
curo, curare: to take care) to a curator who has a more creative and active part to play within
the production of art itself: “to curate...may also suggest a shift in the conception of what
curators do, from a person who works at some remove from the processes of artistic production,

to one actively ‘in the thick of it’” (ibid.).

Shortly after this shift happened in the artworld at large, according to Pristas (2011:
31), independent theatre in the 1980s and early 1990s witnessed radically new aesthetics which
gave rise to new working structures and hierarchies within ensembles, collectives, and
companies that came into existence along with new or newly defined theatre houses and
festivals. Famously, Hans-Thies Lehmann calls this new theatre “postdramatic” (2006: 1) and

positions it somewhere between theatre and performance art.

What Malzacher notices is that, during roughly the same time period, artists who make
performance art (to be distinguished from the performing arts) elevated video or photo

documentation of their performances to the status of artefact. Jelena Vesi¢ (2011 np) specifies

4 Curation comes from the Latin curo, curare, curavi, curatus, meaning “to arrange/see/attend to, heal/cure,
provide for, take care of, worry/care about” (source: http://www.latin-dictionary.net/definition/15304/curo-
curare-curavi-curatus, last accessed 19 March 2021).
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three approaches to exhibiting performance art: theatrical (re-enactment), archival
(documentation) and transformation of the documentation into an art object. This conversion
of performance art into an artefact might be a symptom of a general discussion about whether
performance art has closer ties to visual or to performing arts, but also a sign that the performing
arts were opening up to an influx of practices and discourse from other artistic media. Theatre’s
shift to stand in greater proximity to performance and visual arts can be understood through
Lehmann’s proposal that postdramatic theatre is no longer primarily focused on the dramatic
text in itself, but evolves a performative aesthetic in which the text is put in a special relation
to the material situation of the performance and the stage. Thus, theatre directors lost the text
they would once have staged, dramaturges lost their drama, producers lost their missions within
their obsolete organisations and the term curatorship, which encapsulates a particular way of
dealing with formats, with art and artists, and with economies and audiences, suddenly seemed

transferrable.

Malzacher (2011: 11) claims that the Belgian and Dutch concept of the kunstencentra, with its
open, mostly interdisciplinary approach, made it possible to reinvent theatre as an institution
from eighties on. No longer divided by medium, art venues became sites at which terminology
could circulate freely between disciplines.

At the same time, performing arts theory was actively looking for new terms and
beginning to borrow them from other theoretical discourses such as critical theory. Prista$
explains that the general “intellect” grew in public and uses Paolo Virno’s explanation of the
period as “concrete appropriation and re-articulation of the knowledge/power unity that has
congealed within the administrative modern machine of the state” (2011: 32). Re-articulation
of knowledge and power facilitated the appearance of those who make things happen on the
performing arts scene. Depending on the institution, these people would be officially called

artistic directors, intendants, dramaturges, managers, producers or—most recently—curators.

Whether referring to certain functions in the performing arts with a term from a different field
is appropriate depends on the differences and similarities between practices in those two fields.
The most obvious difference is, Malzacher observes, that theatre and dance performances are
not “paintings, transportable artefacts or even clearly defined installations” and that “they are
almost always more demanding, in terms of staff, space, time and finances. This can be a

market flaw in [the?] age of speed and spacelessness” (Malzacher 2011: 12). It might be added:
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in the age of liquid modernity®. Vincent Baudriller (2011: 99) states: “compared to visual arts,
compromises are inherent in the performing arts: they are much more part of the social and
economic realities; they involve more people and infrastructure; they are more difficult to
manoeuvre.” Hannah Hurtzig (2011: 25) makes it more specific: “In theatre, any concept is

only worth max. 20% concerning the result, the rest is carrying stuff from here to there.”

Further on, Malzacher highlights other differences between exhibiting visual and performing
arts. For him, “a performance normally requires the undivided attention of its recipients during
a period of time that is defined by the artists” and “unlike visual arts, the singular work of art
is still the prevailing model in practice” (2011: 13). Performing artists seem to not prefer to put
themselves in relation to other artists as much as visual artists do, which could be the main
point where the performing arts benefit from a dialogue with curatorial practices in the visual
arts. The need for that kind of borrowing of terms might indicate that there has been a lack of
articulation and documentation in the performing arts. In comparing performing and visual arts
curating Hans Ulrich Obrist (2011: 47) said: “Everything we do includes publishing a book.
Whereas I’m often astonished that in performing arts you have great artists, but there has barely
been a book published on their work. There is a huge discrepancy in terms of literature.” That
signals the necessity of curatorial work, which—as can be seen in the visual arts, where
catalogues, for example, are an integral part of almost all exhibitions—consists to a large extent

of verbalization, communication, and discussion.

On the other hand, visual arts curating practices in an indirect way have gained from a dialogue
with performing arts practices, too. With the appearance of what Nicolas Borriaud termed
“relational aesthetics™® and the appearance of art as a social space, arts exhibitions came more
and more to be perceived as happenings. Harald Szeeman (1996 np) compared his work with
that of a theatre director, and Beatrice von Bismarck (2011: 54) writes, “Rather more similar
to the theatre director, the curator creates a temporary constellation in which spatially and

temporally structured layers of meaning compete with each other.” She goes on about how this

® Term coined by a sociologist Zygmunt Bauman in his book Liquid Modernity (Blackwell Publishers, USA,
2000) that describes the conditions of contemporaneity as a world in which the transitory is valued more than the
permanent, the immediate more than the long term, and utility has the highest value of all.

® Bourriaud (2002) defines relational aesthetic as a theory for “judging” artworks on the basis of the interhuman
relations they represent, produce or prompt. He's contextualising relational art as a set of artistic practices, which
take their theoretical and practical point of departure in the whole of human relations and their social context
rather than in independent and private space.
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analogy between theatrical performance and art exhibition opens up perspectives regarding the
processual moment of curatorial activity. Same as with theatre or dance, the phases of creation

and presentation come into the stage.

Choreographing the audience, signifying the space, and deciding on the time and duration—
this is what a curator does for an exhibition and what a director does for a single theatre piece.
Thus, the task of a curator in the performing arts lies primarily in handling multiple
performance pieces.

Bismarck writes that “programming accepts the task of putting the presented pieces in
a relationship to each other, of seeing them as mutually commenting or complementing, of
intertwining them with exhibitions, theory, or music” (2011: 56). This definition clarifies the
difference between classical festival selection and programming. Good programming does not
consist simply of good performances. The curatorial field, according to Bismarck, “by
transcending the limits of the arts genre, puts into motion not only objects and people, but also
and above all the relations that these acquire with respect to each other, as well as to space,

time and the institution that constitute the specific power of the curatorial set” (ibid.).

4.2. Curating as a mediating (cultural-)political practice

While these authors emphasised power relations within the artworld, they were less concerned
with how the field is politically structured and governed. In order to think about how curatorial
practices can intervene in cultural policy, it is helpful to draw on the comparison between
curatorial and political activity made by curator, writer, and educator Maria Lind (2009, n.p.):
“Curatorial would thus parallel Chantal Mouffe’s notion of ‘the political,” an aspect of life that
cannot be separated from divergence and dissent, a set of practices that disturbs the existing

power relations.”

When reflecting on which power relations the figure of the curator inhabits, it is helpful
to revisit the etymology of the word “curator” that comes from mediaeval English “curatus” or
“one responsible for the care of souls" stemming from Latin “curare” or “to take of care of”
(Etymology dictionary: 2021 np). In her book De Curatoribus: Dialectics of Confinement and
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Care, Madzoski (2013: 28) elaborates on how the function of the “curator” made its transfer
from the parochial to the institutions of the state: in the moment of the Roman Empire’s
bureaucratisation, “curators" became male public officials assigned to certain citizens who
were not full members of society (such as teenage women and men as well as disabled citizens)
to take care of their affairs. Therefore, aside from the function of caring, the curator also

became a mediator between the “souls" due to taking care of and the bureaucratised state.

Observing the development of the art world as we know it today, Bourdieu (1993: 261)
reflected on the processes within which the mediating activities of the curator (and other

cultural agents) add cultural meaning and value to the artworks:

The subject of the production of the artwork — of its value but also of its meaning —
is not the producer who actually creates the object in its materiality, but rather the
entire set of agents engaged in the field. Among these are the producers of works,
classified as artists...critics of all persuasions... collectors, middlemen, curators,
etc.; in short, all those who have ties with art, who live for art and, to varying
degrees, from it, and who confront each other in struggles where the imposition of
not only a world view but also a vision of the art world is at stake, and who, through
these struggles, participate in the production of the value of the artist and of art.
(Bourdieu 1993: 261)

When reflecting on Bourdieu’s thoughts in the context of the neoliberal art market of today,
Larsen and Andreasen take the understanding of a curator as middleman a step further by
arguing that artistic creativity is no longer understood as a “primal scene of production” but
that instead “production-consumption today is about how to style a patchwork of mediated
material” (Larsen and Andreasen 2006 n.p.). While the capitalist economy of today attends to
regulation of access to the market and mediation between the market and everyday life, the
middlemen, they propose, are seen as the ones who “quietly follow market trends and — like
capitalism — arrive when everything is ready” (ibid.) but still produce a subjectivity that is in

control of the flow of productivity.

This chapter proposes that such production of curators’ subjectivity can be vital to challenging

current policies and provide the potential for political agency. The curator as a middleman thus
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becomes an agent operating between what is now and what could be different in the ways that

socio-political structures are regulated and governed.

Recent critical thinking about the curator’s mediation between artists and the contexts
of their work, between artworks and audiences, and between the art world and greater society
have given rise to the concept of “curatorial agency,” coined by curator and visual culture
theorist Suzana Milevska. Drawing on the idea of “art as agency,” which suggests that art does
not only passively represent the world, but also has the power to act in and on it, “curatorial
agency” assumes that the curator is not merely a presenter of existing artistic concepts and
projects, but rather an active societal agent that contributes to “a crossreferential understanding
of art between different artistic, cultural, ethnic, class, gender works, moreover, towards the
improvement of society in general” (Milevska 2008, 184). Thus, curatorial agency is rooted in
curatorial knowledge production, art for social change, and collaborations among curators,

artists, and activists.

On the other hand, the way the curator mediates between the artworld and the
bureaucratic apparatus (as written above, chronicled already in the Roman Empire) or, to be

more specific, cultural policies, remains an issue not as closely examined.

This is also something that differs between the performing arts and visual arts. When
comparing the curatorial activity between the two, it is possible to argue that the visual arts
field is more market-oriented, while performing arts curators tend to focus more on the
socioeconomic context in terms of politics and policies and, thus, intervene in the public sphere

and influence political decision-making more clearly.

To clarify the differences between performing and visual arts in relation to economics

of production, Malzacher (2011: 17) elaborates:

Theatre and dance makers, however, have almost no access to the free market, to that
form of that age-old form of insurance. Which at least has the advantage that a curator
(or art critic) cannot profit from the artworks of those artists whom he is promoting
— we are spared this part of potential corruption. On the other hand, many a visual

artist will cast a look of envy to the subvention market of dance and theatre, since it
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seems to offer protection against the at times hysterical capitalism of the free art

market.

Although subventions have been decreasing since the economic crisis in 2008, this position
closer to the margins of the art market still enables more contextual and political work in the
performing arts than in other art media, calling to mind previously mentioned Hannah Arendt’s
insight on “the proximity of theatre and politics”. In her essay on curating in performing arts,
Staal (2018: 4) also proposes that curators have a responsibility in “contextually embedding art
works [which] represents an attempt to re-establish art’s place at the centre of society and to

connect with other disciplines and aspects of daily life.”

Although Malzacher (2011: 17) does mention high subsidies for the performing arts,
cultural policies in Europe and beyond nowadays increasingly support market-oriented cultural
actors, making the institutions of the state seem more and more complicit with the hegemony
of capitalism. Still, as shown in the previous chapter, in between the leaking state apparatuses
and the invasive mechanisms of the market, curators, artists, and cultural workers from the
independent European performing arts scene are providing the terrain on which conflicting

points of view can be confronted, thereby contributing to political activity.

4.3. Field research: curatorial dilemmas within current policies

In order to give visibility to these conflicting perspectives of diverse curatorial agencies,
the second part of this chapter will present insights from several semi-structured
interviews with the curators with the curators of independent contemporary performance
organisations from Croatia, Germany, Poland, and Serbia, each of whom were subsidized
by the EU programs Culture 2007-2013 and Creative Europe 2014-2020. The
organisations are: BADco (Zagreb), Stary Browar Nowy Taniec (Poznan), Station:
Service for Contemporary Dance (Belgrade), Uferstudios for Contemporary Dance
(Berlin), and Walking Theory (Belgrade). In all these contexts, the dichotomy of the
cultural sphere between the public and civil sector is quite visible since, according to
Miskovi¢ (2013: 25), Krolica (2014: 29) and Landau (2017: 73), a great deal of public
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resources is still invested in maintaining the status quo of the cultural framework and its
infrastructure, including paying the salaries of a high number of administrative, technical,

and artistic personnel. On the other hand, in all four contexts a smaller amount is invested

in cultural programmes of the independent scenes. Therefore, a significant percentage of
contemporary performing arts organisations in the independent cultural sector partly

achieve financial sustainability by functioning according to a project-based model that

implies collaborating on international initiatives and implementing organisational

strategies of internationalisation and networking. The criteria for selection of the

interviewed organisations was their participation in Culture 2007-2013 and Creative

Europe 2014-2020, the European Commission’s framework programmes for support to

the culture and audio-visual sectors.

The interviewee from the collective BADco reflects on the issues the collective
he works within had with the priorities and the evaluation processes in the European
programmes. BADco. is an internationally recognized collaborative performance
collective based in Zagreb, Croatia that focuses on research into the protocols of
performing, presenting, and observing by structuring its projects around diverse formal
and perceptual relations and contexts (BADco: 2021 n.p.). The performance collective
was both a project coordinator and partner in three projects supported by Culture 2007-
13: Black/North SEAS, a multi-lateral European platform which linked the arts with
other sectors of political and social life through a series of international and intercultural
co-productions that toured seaports, coastal cities and resorts around the North Sea and
the Black Sea between 2008 and 2010; LABO021, a European Platform for
Interdisciplinary Research on Artistic Methodologies; and TIMeSCAPES, a long-term
artistic research and production platform whose objective is to artistically reflect the
transversal issue of time that cuts across economy, society and art. Concerning the focus
on the audience development, they state that the culture of presentation and care for the
spectator is developing more and more while the emphasis on financing the artistic
production is missing, which is all “in accordance with contemporary populist politics™.
They continue: “The emphasis is on the politics of presentation, which has a lot to do
with the curatorial turn. [The] role of a curator appears as a function that is oriented
towards the audiences and not towards the artists and that is visible from the discourse

of the curator. Namely, former programmers were producers who were taking care of
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their artists, and curators are now taking care of their audiences...that is a significant
paradigm shift.” They consider the narrative of audience development to be, in
actuality, a narrative of the economic valorisation of culture that is much closer to the
US model of financing culture than to the European one. According to them, the main

idea that art, as well as education, has value in itself is lost.

The interviewee from Walking theory (a Belgrade-based independent platform
for performing theoretical-artistic activism), mentions a similar issue: “There is no
more focus on the production, but just on presentation and circulation of artworks as
market goods. Also, when we look at the results of [the] Creative Europe strand for
Culture, there are many [more] big institutions than there were in the previous cycle...It
is getting more difficult for smaller, independent, non-profit-driven organisations to be
interesting to the EU programmes.” Walking theory have collaborated as partners in
two projects supported by Culture 2007-13, TIMeSCAPES and Create to Connect,
another project that deals with “researching and finding new approaches to educate the
audience as well as the production models that will engage the audience in new
innovative ways” (Walking theory: 2021 np). They warn the structure of the
organisation heavily depends on the received project grants since there is no

consistency in local funding nor institutional grants to support the organisation.

Another issue that reappears for these producers when talking about the
valorisation of their work is the issue of quantitative vs. qualitative evaluation. For
example, they also mention that there is no content evaluation of their programmes in
the EU funding programmes which “says a lot about the monetization of artistic
practice: what can be monetized, will be financed.” The interviewee from Station:
Service for Contemporary Dance, an organisation from Belgrade that supports the
development of the contemporary dance scene in Serbia (through education,
production, and promotion of emerging artists, dancers and choreographers), and has
been a partner in European project networks such as Life Long Burning, Departures
and Arrivals and apap: advancing performing arts project also warns about the position

of the “small players” in the recent funding landscape:
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We have a valuable experience of working within a network that worked as a
consortium (big European houses with a [few] smaller scale organisations from
south-eastern Europe) and it seemed like a strong hierarchy at the beginning but
actually, by constant questioning of modes of working, relations,
communications, goals and so on, we made a step from a consortium to a real
network...And there happened a growth to a network where you can really share
ideas on what is supposed to be happening and how it is supposed to be realised

in the contemporary dance scene and the European culture.

They also state that the change in the relationship of the partners, where the hierarchy
in the project is usually dictated by the percentage of a certain organisation’s budget in
the overall project budget, is an intensive process of constant work that gives
“fantastical results.” Stanica insisted on developing some models of work that avoid
“systems of the jury, commission, decision making by certain individuals on the destiny
of the others and tried to find models of decision-making that are based on individual
responsibility for a certain choice.” This intensive work to change the hierarchies and
decision-making processes that are usually present as early as the application stage can
be understood as a bottom-up intervention, which reflects more closely the real interests
of the community (Blackshaw, 2010: 52).

The interviewee from Uferstudios for Contemporary Dance in Berlin has been,
a long-term partner in the same European network as Stanica from Belgrade. The
international project Life Long Burning (LLB), supported by the Culture Programme
of the European Union, strengthens transnational co-operations, fosters the mobility of
artists and their works, contributes to career development, cultural diversity and
intercultural dialogue, and promotes knowledge transfer, audience outreach, and the
public display of dance (LLB: 2020 n.p.). They also maintain that evaluation needs to
be “qualitative, not quantitative,” particularly emphasising the criteria of visibility:
“Many implemented actions might be focused more on the organisation of the dance
scene and not reaching a wide audience, but nevertheless, it doesn’t mean they’re not
important for gaining visibility at a later point—sometimes you just need to do research

that doesn’t produce visibility.”
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In response to this increased focus on audiences, an interviewee that works as a
contemporary dance curator from Poland stays firm in their belief that a curator’s
primary focus should always be the artist. In 2004 they established the first regular
dance space and choreography development centre in Poland (based in Stary Browar,
Poznan) with a performative program Stary Browar Nowy Taniec (Old Brewery New
Dance) in the Art Stations Foundation by Grazyna Kulczyk. They are also a member of
Aerowaves, a network for contemporary dance in Europe that is supported by the
Creative Europe programme (Art Stations Foundation 2020: n.p.).

In a short interview, they also reflect on the objective of audience development:
“I do not care about the numbers but am happy when I make them realise their bodies
are a battlefield for ideologies and strategies.” While understanding their work as “a
neverending mediation between audience, artists and decision makers,” they emphasise
the needs of the artists as a priority in her curatorial work: “I create a space for young
artists where they can risk failing and where they can grow at their own pace. It is
important for me to be empathetic and take in consideration the needs of artists while
the super commercial standards are posed on institutions.” As a curator from the
independent cultural sector, they reflect on the importance of solidarity between
cultural actors in these demanding times: “We live in a constant deficit and we don’t
have resources but we only have ourselves, therefore, we stand on the shoulders of our

friends and colleagues.”

4.4. Conclusion: curatorial agency towards changes in cultural

policy

A conclusion that can be drawn from this mapping is that, by affirming they do not comply
with a post-political “logic of numbers” but with a qualitative approach to their projects (e. g.
“making the audiences realise their bodies are a battlefield for ideologies and strategies” as
stated above), these performing arts curators active their transformative curatorial agencies.
Judging by their responses, they criticise the dominant cultural-political discourse and express
the need for a struggle for a more constructive articulation of values and beliefs in art that go
beyond the quantitative. The reasoning of the interviewed curators offers possibilities that

differ from turning into obedient cultural agents. By articulating widespread dissent, these
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curatorial agencies contribute to an enduring tradition of independent criticism of dominant

power and ideology in the cultural public sphere.

While the post-political spirit of capitalism brings forward measurable values and
competitiveness, revisiting the historical development of the curator’s position in society
reminds us that it always implied the duty of care and, thus, it is only logical if it continues to
challenge the uneven conditions of today. By acknowledging the responsibility of such
curatorial agencies to advocate towards decision-makers and to bring critical theory towards

cultural policy, performing arts curation can produce a wider impact in a policy context.

Based on this overview of the differences between visual and performing arts curation,
i.e. the extent to which the performing arts sector is less embedded in the market than in the
public sphere, it is possible to conclude that performing arts curation has wider potential for
agency within public policies than curation in the visual arts field (from which its contemporary
position nevertheless stems). Thus, the recent increase in visibility of the curator in the
performing arts might stand for a shift in the direction of a greater insight into curators’
accountability not only within the arts field, but in relation to other spheres of society, as well.
Therefore, by contesting the economic and political framework in which performing arts
curators operate and by their advocacy for bottom-up and artist-driven policies, possible
cultural resistances are created that could lead to a more autonomous world of cultural

production.
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5. Setting the context: independent contemporary
performing arts scenes in Germany and the post-Yugoslav
region

The two main contexts of this research have been chosen for several reasons. Firstly, unlike
most of Western and Southern Europe, performing arts landscapes in both Germany and the
post-Yugoslav region are still largely dominated by a dichotomy of the repertory theatre model
on one side and highly diverse independent scene on the other (Klai¢ 2012: 37). Most of the
public subsidies for performing arts in these contexts are distributed to, above all, public
theatres, which provokes strong advocacy efforts to allocate public resources from the
centralised cultural institutions towards supporting the development of a wide range of
independent performing arts organisations. Although these gaps in financing have highly
varied intensities and gradations in the two contexts, the transformation processes of both
performing arts scenes after the collapse of the Berlin wall and the current structural problems

remain similar, especially in the field of contemporary dance (Tanzburo 2013: np).

Secondly, both in a historical and contemporary context, there has been a unique set of
influences within the performing arts landscapes between the two fields of inquiry.
Historically, besides repertory theatres in the region having been modelled on the basis of the
production models from German-speaking countries, there has been a strong artistic influence
of forms such as Brechtian theatre and Tanztheater both in theatre and contemporary dance.
Nowadays, there exists a significant degree of collaboration and exchange among
contemporary dance communities in the two contexts, with an emphasis on Berlin due to the
city’s convergence of two the former systems (East and West). Presently, the city functions as
a centre for highly mobile and network-oriented performing arts professionals since it has
developed into one of the most dynamic and diverse art scenes worldwide, although with
steadily growing cost of living and production. Further on, with the increasing brain and body
drain of highly skilled individuals from the post-Yugoslav region (King & Oruc 2019: 2),
Germany and Berlin especially become a desirable base for performing artists and cultural
workers from the region since it also has highly international art schools such as HZT (Inter-
University Centre for Dance) Berlin. On the other hand, as it will be shown throughout this
chapter, theorists and cultural workers from the post-Yugoslav region have been generating a
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strong discursive space stemming from the collective effort towards critical thinking around
contemporary performing arts, which finally motivated a deeper reflection on the politicality

of production models in the broader European context as well.

In order to establish the foundation for case studies, the first part of this chapter will provide
an overview of the development of cultural policy systems in relation to the independent
performing arts field, as well as pertaining main challenges. Within the analysis of the
independent performing arts scene, focus will be placed on aspects of material conditions of
production such as funding systems, precariousness of artists and cultural workers as well as
advocacy processes and organisations. The second part of the chapter will consist of reflections
on two events gathering artists, curators, researchers and policy makers who mapped the
multiple concerns surrounding the unstable conditions of work and corresponding strategies of
resistance within the European independent performing arts scenes with an emphasis on Berlin
and Belgrade. The aim of the reflections was also to demonstrate how practitioners from
diverse contexts learn from each other’s models and form alliances in order to create a more

diverse, autonomous and sustainable field of independent performing arts in Europe.

5.1. Cultural policy in Germany and Freies Theater

5.1.1. Development of Cultural Policy in Germany

Following WWII, West German cultural policy measures aimed to create a ‘art for the sake of
art' vision of the arts. This was interpreted as an attempt to divorce culture from the former
regime's legacy, i.e. its reinterpretation and use of culture for explicitly ideological reasons.
The Federal Republic has also prioritised "...the mediation of German and European high
cultural traditions in music, drama, literature, and art, and the rebuilding of cultural
infrastructure..." Burns and van der Will (2003: 141). The responsibility for cultural policy
articulation and implementation based on these principles was established and entrusted to the
regions and municipal bodies of each newly formed federal state in the constitution of the

newly formed federal state. However, in the late 1960s, when student protest movements across
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Europe provoked previously established norms to be challenged and resulted in a fundamental
re-evaluation of social and cultural policy areas, the debate about the role of culture and its

relevance to society as a whole began to broaden.

During the early 1970s, the German Foreign Office urged for a major reorganisation of
cultural policy, resulting in an increased emphasis on aligning with the interests of civil society
and representing those concerns in novel ways. The "New Cultural Policy" was embraced with
enthusiasm at the municipal level, resulting in a more dynamic interpretation of culture as a
means of social interaction, rather than solely as a mechanism for the dissemination and
appreciation of content. The policy was formulated based on the Council of Europe’s priorities
related to cultural identity, cultural heritage, cultural diversity, and participation in cultural life.
In the 1980s and 1990s, there was a significant re-evaluation of the role of culture, resulting in
a notable increase in government expenditures on the arts. This led to politicians referring to
the Federal Republic as a "Kulturstaat" or Cultural State, which was associated with “the values
of individual freedom and social pluralism, high quality life-style and cultural representation

finding vociferous advocates in all party-political camps” (Burns & van der Will, 2003:143).

The administrative structure of the Federal Republic was implemented by the new
eastern federal states (Lander), thereby reflecting the fundamental changes that occurred during
the German Reunification. During the 1990s, the implementation of budgetary constraints and
austerity measures coincided with these processes, thereby exposing the growing structural
obstacles faced by the main traditional cultural institutions. During the early 2000s, the cultural
policy in Germany achieved stabilisation. However, it continues to struggle with important

challenges and requires continuous reorientation.

5.1.2. Characteristics of current cultural policy model in Germany and
European cooperation

Germany's cultural policy has been built on a federal model that prioritises subsidiarity,
decentralisation, and plurality as its core principles. The implementation of cultural policy is

carried out by the three levels of governance, namely the Federal Government (which consists
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of national authorities and Parliament), the federal states (Bundeslander/Lander), and the
municipalities (which involves cities, towns, and counties). As stated in the Compendium's
report (2020 np), a primary aim of cultural policy in the Federal Republic of Germany is to

“enable as many people as possible to participate in arts and culture”.

After a literature review on the clarifying definitions and objectives of ‘cultural policy’
in Germany, we can conclude the field lacks a consensus on the meaning of its constituent
terms since each author highlights different aspects of the term ‘cultural policy’. For instance,
Heinrichs and Klein (2001: 60) in their definition of ‘Kulturpolitik’ put focus on the discursive
practices of different actors in the field. In their view, cultural policy and culture are not
determined by given legal norms but rather are created through political discussions by officers
in ministries and local administrations, members of parliaments, lobby groups, artists, and so
on. Wagner (2010: 173) suggests a more precise definition of ‘Kulturpolitik’ as a state-driven
political action that intervenes in the cultural sphere and involves public funding through
political institutions for cultural and art activities while he believes practice of cultural policy
in Germany is implicitly understood as lobbying to gain more funding. According to Scullion
and Garcia (2005: 125), the objective of cultural policy research is to provide policy-relevant
research, enhance evidence-based research and applied policy studies, and promote critical and

reflective research that is grounded in contemporary theoretical paradigms.

Multiple institutions are engaged in the development of cultural policy and funding the
pertaining cultural organisations. Several cultural bureaucracies operate at the federal level,
including the German Cultural Council (Deutscher Kulturrat), the Cultural Foundation of the
Lander (Kulturstiftung der Lander), and the Federal Cultural Foundation (Kulturstiftung des
Bundes). However, there is no singular entity in charge of the comprehensive coordination of
cultural policy initiatives and programmes throughout federal authorities. The Cultural Council
is a significant advocacy group consisting of approximately 200 entities that are categorised
into eight sub-councils, including performing arts, music, socio-culture, and cultural education.
One of the primary aims of the Council is to support the delineation of more clearly defined
roles and responsibilities for cultural policy between the federal and state governments.
According to Burns and van der Will (2003: 137), the cultural foundations at both the Lander
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and Bund levels play a crucial role in national coordination and are responsible for identifying

alternative sources of financing, in lieu of public subsidies.

The diagram presented in Figure 1 depicts the comprehensive governance framework that
defines the development of cultural policies across federal, regional, and municipal levels. The
autonomy of municipalities in managing their cultural affairs is guaranteed by Article 28(2) of
the German Constitution (Grundgesetz), which prevents influence from both the Federal

Government and the Federal State (Bundesland) in which the municipality is located.
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Figure 1. Overview of the Governance Structure for Cultural Affairs in Germany (source: Compendium of
Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe)
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The coordination of activities between the federal government and the states is facilitated
through multiple bodies, including the "Federal States Commission for the Planning of
Education and Finance of Research” (Bund-L&nder-Kommission fir Bildungsplanung und
Forschungsforderung) and the Commission of the Federal Government. The objective is to
enhance the promotion of culture at both the national and European Union levels, while
exploring new ways of financing the public sector. Regarding cultural affairs, the Lander
exhibit a considerable degree of influence, to the extent that although the Federal Government
may engage in consultations at the European Union level, the Lander retain the power to

appoint their own special representatives.

Germany has been engaged in European cultural cooperation since 1992, as per the regulations
outlined in Article 151 of the Treaty on the Foundation of the European Community. This was
later followed by Article 128 of the Maastricht Treaty and most recently by Article 167 of the
Lisbon Treaty (Compendium 2020: np). Arts and culture organisations frequently participate
in established schemes, such as Creative Europe (2021-27). In addition to Creative Europe
with focus on the cultural sector, German cultural organisations have been involved in cross-
sector collaborations that has been supported by other European Union funding programmes,
including the Horizon Europe Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (2021-
2027) and the European Social Fund.
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5.1.3. Main challenges in current cultural policy

In the context of the discernible adverse effects of the recent global health crisis on the financial
condition of local and regional public budgets, the primary concerns related to cultural policy
have been a financial nature already since the economic crisis. For example, Schneider (2017:
515) believes:

“absurd savings targets set by local authorities in response to the financial
crisis will result only in closures and mergers; the devaluing of the arts and the

erosion of the cultural sphere will have lasting repercussions”.

However, these issues are partially of a structural nature and are linked to the lack of a clearly
defined conceptual base for cultural policy. Despite a 60% increase in the cultural budget of
the German government since 2013, certain federal states (Lander) continue to exert pressure
on cultural institutions to enhance their economic equity-ratio, adopt more economically-
driven approaches, and secure funding from alternative sources such as sponsorship, patronage,

and marketing (Compendium 2020: np).

The need for a reconfiguration of the relations between the state, the market, and society with
regards to the funding of cultural institutions is primarily driven by structural concerns. This
necessitates the exploration of various approaches, including but not limited to public-private
partnerships and greater involvement of civil society. In recent years, discussions surrounding
the privatisation of public services and organisations have intensified efforts to enable more
effective management of the arts. The conceptual foundation of previous cultural policies has
been challenged by various factors such as strong migration trends, changes in audience
demography characterised by a declining total population and a growing number of older

individuals, and rapid media development.

Andreas Broeckmann, a well-known Berlin-based media arts curator, writer and a former
director of the “Transmediale” (2001-2007) formulated an example of this perspective in a

commentary article from 2001, addressing the situation of tension between traditional,
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subsidized culture and the entrepreneurial approach visible at the beginning of the new

millennial:

“With the economic slump and the shrinking cultural budgets, some makers have a
tendency of sliding straight back into 19th century aesthetic values. Forget it, folks.
If you have to close institutions and departments, which is bad enough, close (or
shrink) the operas, shrink the mediaeval departments, and dump that plan for the
ancient pottery or tsarist exhibition. They are the spectacle of old. Tell the museum
people that they cannot expect to have a role to play when it comes to contemporary
culture, identity politics or youth creativity if they degrade the new department to
building websites. They need to be able to formulate answers-i.e., exhibitions and
other projects-that reflect the culture of new generations. We are facing a fierce, very
bad generation clash, which will be made worse if the cultural institutions defend the

tastes of the century against the lived realities of the 21st.”

The tensions described here are especially visible in the capital of Berlin that has been branded
after reunification as a “creative city”. The united city of Berlin took on an unprecedented
number of cultural institutions following the integration of the East and West parts of the city
on one side and a debt of more than 50 billion euros on the other. Following the fall of the
Wall, the city attracted numerous international artists due to cheaper rents and plenty of empty
spaces for art production and presentation. According to Wobken and Landau (2013: 13), the
city has gained recognition as a highly dynamic centre for contemporary artistic production on
a global scale, with a population of approximately 40,000 independent cultural workers and
artists. Additionally, the cultural and creative economy of the city employs over 160,000 people
(Senatskanzlei Kulturelle Angelegenheiten: 2020 np). Still, these professionals are increasingly
facing more and more precarious living and working conditions in the city, for example, rising
rent and studio prices, no consistent payment of artist fees and potential spatial displacement
to the city’s periphery (Rieger, 2015). These discrepancies are well captured in the slogan
“Poor, but sexy!” by former Berlin mayor Wowereit (Spiegel Online: 2014, np).

Of course, all this is a part of a larger trend: a sense of "konzeptlosigkeit” (lack of concept) in

how to model political, social, and cultural structures in times of economic, societal and
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environmental crisis when market prerogatives of the globalized economy are increasingly
putting pressure on the very concept of the social welfare state. Due to all these societal shifts,

there is currently a lot of discussion in Germany about what is needed from cultural policies.

5.1.4. The performing arts landscape: Freies Theater

Deutsche Buhnenverein (2020) reports that Germany has the highest theatre density
worldwide, with a total of 140 publicly supported theatres. These include city (Stadttheater),
federal state (Landesbiihnen), and national theatres (Staatstheater), all of which are overseen
by directors appointed by the state or city council. The ensembles of these theatres consist of
both permanent and short-term contract staff. The public theatre system in Germany employs
approximately 39,000 individuals in addition to short-term staff, with an annual public funding
of approximately 2 billion euros. The performing arts sector encompasses a diverse range of
infrastructure, comprising roughly 200 privately-owned theatres, approximately 130 opera,
symphony, and chamber orchestras, 80 festivals, over 400 touring performing arts

organisations without a permanent venue, and an indeterminate number of free theatre groups.

The public theatre system has been facing repeated calls for reform because of various factors,
including but not limited to: “the decrease in theatre’s traditional middle-class audience, the
exclusion of the wider population, the self-centredness and inward-looking ‘German-ness’ of
the performing arts” (Schneider, 2017: 576). The need for reconceptualizing of a model
originating from the 18th century and its traditional hierarchies described in the saying “At the
front we proclaim human rights, at the back you get yelled at™ (Vorne verkiinden wir die
Menschenrechte, hinten wirst du angeschnauzt!) has been advocated for by authors such as
Thomas Schmidt (2019).

On the other side of the permanently funded public repertoire theatre system, there is a still
unmapped landscape of free theatre groups (Freies theatre). This common cultural political
division of the German theatre landscape is heavily reflected in the distribution of financial
support. For the opening of Bundesforum 2017, Dr. Wolfgang Schneider stated that ,,the social
and economic situation of (independent) performing artists is predominantly precarious “as
well as that ,,the criteria for theatre funding must therefore also address the social and economic

conditions of theatre work® (Schneider, 2018: 13). Fulle (2014: 29) observes the Freies theatre
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or independent performing arts sector in Germany operates under highly precarious conditions
when compared to the funding received by city and state theatres, similarly to Grandmontagne

(2014: 32) who states independent artists are regarded as the new precariate.

Independent theatre (Freies theatre), or independent performing arts (die freien
darstellenden Kiinste) in Germany, consists nowadays of an array of performing arts
production models, such as collectives, networks, and groups, that operate independently of
established institutions and rigid structures. Their 'freedom' emerges from the fact that ,,the
conditions of productions are designed by themselves - insofar as the economic constraints
allow* (Matzke, 2012). She explains that the members of this scene always work on two levels:
on the artistic productions and the degree of institutionalisation reflected within it: unlike public
theatres, ,,how, with whom and where to produce are among those questions that every project
in the free scene has to ask itself again and again® (Matzke, 2012). More recently, at the opening
of Bundesforum 2019, theatre director Monika Gintersdorfer also calls for more autonomy for

the German independent performing arts scene in terms of money, time and space.

5.1.4.1. Historical background and development

The independent theatre scene in Germany emerged in the late 1960s as a form of opposition
to the established theatrical infrastructure, much like other anti-institutional movements.
According to Batz and Schroth (1983: 12) , the term Freies Theatre in Germany during the late
1960s was characterised as “the pathos of a demarcation ... of a rupture with the official and
established, the emphasis of the autonomous” (ibid.). The emergence of such a scene in
Western Germany was rooted in an ‘artistic critique’ (cf. Boltanski and Chiapello, 2005: 38 )
since it was directed against the local political influence on Germany’s decentralised and

(municipal, federal, and national) pervasive theatres, and its bureaucratic working conditions.

According to Slevogt (2018: 6), .,it is no coincidence that the first centres of
independent theatre in the Federal Republic of Germany were established in areas where there
was a highly developed working-class culture during the Weimar Republic. Berlin and North
Rhine-Westphalia are therefore still important centres of independent theatre in this country.*

The anti-institutional Freies theatre movement institutions occasionally went hand in hand
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with other movements seeking alternative forms of governance, such as the non-parliamentary
opposition (APO) and the Socialist German Student Union (SDS). Politicised theatre
collectives (such as Action theatre in Munich Rainer Werner Fassbinder was involved with)
experimented not only with alternative aesthetics but with alternative forms of living and self-
organisation, as well. In that way, they became part of an artistic societal critique, which, as
Boltanski and Chiapello (2005: 38) elaborate, highlights:

“...the objective impulse of capitalism and bourgeois society to regiment and
dominate human beings, and subject them to work that it prescribes for the
purpose of profit, while hypocritically invoking morality. To this it counterposes
the freedom of artists, their rejection of any contamination of aesthetics by ethics,
their refusal of any form of subjection in time and space and, in its extreme forms,
of any kind of work. “

In the seventies, there has been a shift from a desire not to be governed towards ideas
of different governance, i.e. a focus to alternative modes of organisation (Foucault, 2005: 76)
in the independent performing arts, too. This resulted in an increasing professionalisation and
institutionalisation of such ,,alternative governance* production models in the 1980s and 1990s.
Today's Freies Theatre emerged as a form of artistic criticism aimed at challenging
institutionalised, alienated labour practises, hierarchical and patriarchal models of artistic
production, and ,,the associated bourgeois principles for a good life* (Buscher, 1987: 48). Since
then, a growing number of performing artists have gained institutional support in academia
(e.g. at the Universities of Hildesheim and Giessen) as well as public funding and conditions
to work in independent production houses. Relationships between academic and artistic
institutions enabled strengthening of the discourse on productions in the independent scene

through diverse publications, conferences and other discursive formats.

Following the developments of the Freies Theatre, the contemporary dance scene
experienced a rapid expansion during the late 1990s which was accompanied by the emergence
of an independent dance scene (Freie Szene) and the relocation from international
choreographers (such as Sasha Waltz and Xavier Leroy) to Germany (Tanzbtro 2013: np).
Additionally, the establishment of the Tanz im August festival in 1988, the creation of the

Sophiensaele venue in 1996, and the merger of three existing theatre venues into Hebbel am
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Ufer in 2003, all played a significant role in the development of the independent performing

arts scene in Germany as a whole (ibid.).

5.1.4.2. Networking and funding

In Germany, various municipal, federal, and municipal bodies offer possibilities for applying
for public funding for independent performing arts. ”Cultural Foundation of the Federation*
(Kulturstiftung des Bundes or KSB) supports “innovative programmes and projects on an
international level”, i.e. that have an international impact or are co-produced internationally
(KSB 2020: np). According to Schneider (2017: 576), foundation’s programmes such as “One-
two Pass” (Doppelpass) and “Home Match” (Heimspiel) are relevant in shaping the German
theatrical landscape. Specifically, Doppelpass fund enables collaborations between
independent performing arts and public theatre and dance companies, in order “to provide the
additional time and space needed for the exploration of new models of joint working and artistic
production methods” (ibid.). This enables an exchange of experiences and perspectives
between theatres and independent groups related to reflection on diverse artistic and production
methods. Another KSB’s active programme (until 2026) focused on the performing arts is
“Tanzland” (“Dance land”), which focuses on financing guest dance performances across the

country and, thus, fosters decentralisation of dance practices.

Besides “Kulturstiftung des Bundes”, “Performing Arts Fund” (Fonds Darstellende
Kiinste) is a highly relevant organisation for independent performing artists. The fund was set
up especially for independent theatre, performance and dance productions in all research fields
arts (acting, music theatre, dance, figure and object theatre, performance, theatre for young
audiences, site-specific performances, performative installations, gaming, etc.) It receives
finances from the Commissioner of the Federal Government for Culture and Media that are
then distributed through ,,four application deadlines per year and three support programs within
which artists and groups can submit their planned productions or research projects* (2019: 1)

with the selection criteria of, among others, innovation and social relevance.

Other relevant public funding sources for the independent performing arts in Germany
are various municipal or regional cultural foundations. For example, the performing artists

based in Berlin can apply to “Capital City Cultural Fund” (Hauptstadtkulturfonds or HKF).
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Still, in Berlin there is a relevant discrepancy in funding between institutions and the
independent in scene, which is visible in the way “Senate Department for Culture and Europe-
Department of Culture” (Senatsverwaltung fir Kultur und Europa- Abteilung Kultur)
distributes the city funds. For example, Berlin Senate's cultural administration funded the
cultural landscape with around 600 million euros per year (Senatskanzlei Kulturelle
Angelegenheiten: 2015, np). About 95% of that budget goes to over 70 permanently funded
cultural institutions and around 5% are used for individual and project funding (including
“Hauptstadtkulturfonds™!). In the description of the Senat’s funding criteria, there is also a clear
market-driven logic since there in the formulation that “funding must correspond to the

fundamentals of economic efficiency, economy and expediency” (ibid.).

The funds distributed by the Senat are divided in following categories: two- years Basic
funding for groups and individual artists* (Zweijahrige Basisforderung fir Gruppen,
Einzelkinstlerinnen und -kunstler), “Co-financing fund* (Kofinanzierungsfonds), “Concept
funding for venues* and “Four-years Concept funding for groups and individual artists”
(Konzeptforderung  fir  Produktionsorte,  “Cross-sector  funding”  (Spartenoffene
Forderung),Vierjahrige Konzeptforderung fur Gruppen, Einzelkiinstlerinnen und -kinstler),
“Cultural exchange stipends of the federal state of Berlin — Visual arts / Literature / Dance:
Paris (Kulturaustauschstipendien des Landes Berlin — Bildende Kunst/ Literatur/ Tanz: Paris),
Early career funding™ (Einstiegsforderung), “Funding for presentations of existing work*
(Wiederaufnahmefonds), “Individual project funding* (Einzelprojektférderung), “Intercultural
projects* (Interkulturelle Projekte), “Research stipends* (Kinstlerische Forschung), “Travel
allowances for work abroad* (Reisezuschiisse fur Auslandsvorhaben), “Stipends” (Stipendien),
“Venue funding” (Ein- und zweijahrige Foérderung fur Produktionsorte) as well as newly
conceptualized grants specifically for the dance field: “Pilot project distribution fund for
dance” (Pilotprojekt Distributionsfonds Tanz), “Pilot project support for dance residencies”
(Pilotprojekt Forderung von Residenzen fiir Tanz) and “Project grant for conceptualizing a
production house for dance and choreography (Projektzuwendung fur die Konzeption eines

Hauses fur Tanz und Choreografie).

Except for funding for individual projects and venues, the scene is being continuously
developed through collaboration networks such as the “Bilindnis internationaler
Produktionshéuser e.V.” (,,The Alliance of International Production Houses™), which is a joint

initative of “seven most important production and presentation locations for the free-producing
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contemporary performing arts in Germany” (Hellerau, 2020, np) founded in 2015. The
association consists of the Kiinstlerhaus Mousonturm (Frankfurt am Main), the Forum Freies
theatre (Diisseldorf), Hebbel am Ufer (HAU, Berlin), the European Centre of the Arts Hellerau
(Dresden), Kampnagel (Hamburg), PACT Zollverein (Essen) and Tanzhaus NRW
(Diisseldorf) with the aim of “a more sustainable and substantial cooperation across states by
independent artists and their productions, joint publications, and further development”
(Slevogt, 2018: 4).

On the other hand, international networking of the independent performing arts
organised is partly financed and sustained through cooperation in European projects funded
through the current “Creative Europe 2014-2020” programme. According to the data provided
by the "Creative Europe Desk Kultur" (2023 np), there are a total of here are seventeen big and
thirty-two small European projects that involve German organisations as collaborators in the
domains of performing arts, encompassing theatre, dance, performance, street theatre,
acrobatics, pantomime, urban dance, and urban arts. Based on an analysis of the project data,
it can be concluded that the independent scene in Europe is taking the lead in networking. With
the exception of twelve public theatres and higher education institutions, the majority of

German partners are affiliated with the independent scene.

5.1.4.3. Challenges and precarity

Schneider (2017:593) mentions a discrepancy in evaluation between public and independent
theatre by posing a question: “The fact that independent theatre must evaluate and evidence all
its activity can be seen in a positive light. Why is this not the case for all theatre?”. The criteria
for selection of all three mention main funding sources (“Kulturstiftung des Bundes”, “Fonds
Darstellende Kiinste” and “Hauptstadtkulturfonds™) include innovativeness. This is what
Thomas Oberender, director of the Berliner Festspiele theatre, criticises by noticing ,,public
funding of the performing arts follows market-based criteria: activity is supported only if it is
evaluable and measurable with artists increasingly becoming project managers (Schneider,
2017: 578). Oberender discussed this question also in a conversation with Ostermeier (2013:

13) that addressed whether contemporary free theatre should critically reflect on their existence
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as “entreprencurial selves” in a post-Fordist economy (Ostermeier, 2013: 14). From that
perspective, freelance artistic labour loses its critical edge as an alternative to the theatre
establishment in Germany and become a part of the market discourse of “new”, “creative” and
“innovative”. Roselt also expresses that the project-oriented and application-based free theatre

“is under high pressure to innovate” (2017: 193).

In a broader sense, this can be related to the appearance of forms of what was originally
artistic critique— voiced as an anti-establishment and anti-capitalist form of life — in new
flexible forms of managerial discourse that Boltanski and Chiapello (2005: 25) have described.
Bojana Kunst (2015: 44) has extensively analysed this problematic situation in relation to what
she describes as “projective temporalities" into which project-based artists enter when moving
from one project application to another. Pascal Gielen reflects on the problems of independent
artists when stating that working outside of institutions "~ "not only causes [artists] to take less
risks, but also means that the grace period for “unprofitable” artistic experimentation is
shortened” (2013: 26). The statistics show that the majority of artists in the field of the
independent performing arts in Germany are threatened by poverty since their income is far
below the average income (EAIPA, 2018: 16). Thus, the independent performing arts scene in
Germany is not exempt from the paradox characteristic of post-Fordist artistic labour in which
the claimed benefits of ‘independence’ (such as authentic labour processes and self-

organisation) also entail un(der)paid and self-exploitive project labour.

5.1.4.4. Social security frameworks and advocacy associations

According to the Artist's Social Insurance Act (KSVG or Kinstlersozialversicherungsgesetz)
from 1983 (with an amendment from 2007), independent artists in Berlin are required to apply
for membership at the "Artists' Social Insurance Fund" (Kinstlersozialkasse or KSK). The
Fund implements protection in statutory social insurance for writers, journalists, and artists that
includes long-term care insurance, statutory pension insurance, and health insurance of the
members' choice. This lowers the high social security costs associated with self-employment
in Germany. A federal subsidy (20%) and social contributions from companies (30%) that use

art and publicity cover half of the payment, with members paying the other half, much like
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employees. The KSK calculates the artist, author, or journalist's monthly contribution based on
their earnings from their work, with a marginal cap of 3900 euros per year. Career
beginners who are in their first three years of an independent artistic or publishing activity are
exempt from this requirement. Generally speaking, KSK offers a special protection for
independent artists who work in increasingly precarious conditions, which is expressed on the
website in the way that follows: ,,this is not only a socio-political but also a cultural-political
achievement: with this arrangement, the creative task of artists and publicists is recognised as
important to society” (Kunstlersozialkasse 2020, np). However, members of the KSK are not

entitled to unemployment benefits between their work contracts.

Further on, there are several organisations that represent the interests of independent
performing artists in Germany in relation to unpredictable conditions. The umbrella
organisation of all state associations for professional independent performing arts in Germany
is the “Federal Association of Independent Performing Artists” (Bundesverband Freie
Darstellende Kiinste, BDFK) founded in 1990, which makes it one of the largest theatre
associations in the country. BDFK’s mission is “to sustainably improve the social and
economic situation of independent dance and theatre makers” (BDFK, 2019, np.), through
raising awareness on independent performing arts among the political, administrative,
economic sectors and the general public, as well as advocacy of good employment practices
and adequate funding policies. Also, the network is providing professional guidance and
offering training courses and seminars, networking opportunities and exchange of professional
knowledge. Its 1500 members are individual artists and dance and theatre venues nationwide
which amounts to altogether 20.000 dance and theatre makers across Germany, pertaining to
16 state associations and three other associated organisations that all operate independently.
According to Compendium (2020, np), “approximately one third of the members are
production groups without their own performance venue or individual artists, about one quarter

are groups or production groups with their own performance venue”.

The "Berlin Federal State Association of Independent Performing Artists” or LAFT
(Berliner Landesverband Freie Darstellende Kiinste) was established in Berlin in 2008 as one
of the state associations. The "Performing Arts Programm Berlin" is an important programme
run by LAFT that serves as a means to enhance the infrastructure,professionalization, and

networking opportunities for the independent performing arts community in Berlin. This
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programme has been in action since 2013 and operates under the guiding principles of
"Qualification, Information, Networking, and Empowering” (PAP: 2019, np). During the
"Industry Get-Togethers" and symposia centred around specific topics, which are organised by
PAP multiple times annually, members of the independent performing arts community engage
in discussions related to various issues, including contemporary cultural policies. In addition
to engaging in networking activities, providing professional training, advocating for the arts,
and raising awareness, the LAFT organisation proposed a minimum standard fee for
independent performing artists. In April 2019, the association held a general meeting where it
was decided to raise the standard fee for freelance artists. As a result, the recommended fees
increased to 2,490 euros per month for freelance artists who have an insurance obligation
through the KSK, and to 2,875 euros per month for freelance artists who do not have their
social security organised through the KSK. Furthermore, subsequent to the determination made
by the BFDK, LAFT Berlin advocates for a minimum performance fee of 250 euros (with KSK
membership) or 280 euros (without KSK membership) effective as of 2019. Still, this is only

a recommendation, or a guideline, and not a legal obligation.

In the context of formations of collective organisational structures at the intersection of
politics, art, and activism in EU and beyond (Mouffe: 2007 np), Koalition der Freien Szene or
KFS (“Coalition of Free Scene”) emerged in 2012 as the first widely organised collaboration
of freelance artists and initiatives working in various artistic fields throughout Berlin via
organisation of our public plena each year, campaigns and events. The mission of this advocacy
group is “to support the interests of Berlin’s independent arts community”, including
independent performing artists. The Sprecher*innenkreis (SK) (Round of Spokespeople), that
consists of about fifteen spokespeople from all artistic genres, also includes spokespersons
from Landesverband freie darstellende Kiinste Berlin (LAFT). In collaboration with a variety
of networks, groups and individuals, KFS explicitly addresses the Berlin Senate and all
decision-makers in the city to reconsider the distribution of cultural funding due to the
extremely precarious situation of thousands of independent artists and hundreds of venues in
Berlin. In their words, they stand “in opposition to policies that increasingly expose art created
in independent structures to commercial constraints and subject it to displacement, thus
restricting its autonomy as well as marginalising the social significance of art” (KFS: 2020,
np). While opposing the market-driven criteria of current cultural policies, they are calling the

decision makers to increase financial budgets, adopt a different approach to real estate,
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introduce a minimum wage for producing artists, as well as transparency and solidarity among
institutions and independent artists under the slogan: “Freie Szene stérken! Geist ist noch
flichtiger als Kapital — Haltet ihn fest” (“Strengthen the Independent Scene! Spirit is more
volatile than capital — Hold on to it!””). One of the biggest achievements so far has been a
successful negotiation with decision makers on participation in the income from the overnight-

stay tax for tourists.

If we look at contemporary dance as a one of the fields in contemporary performing
arts, there are also several organisations that represent the interests of dance artists in Berlin.
While the interests of the artists are represented on a national level in Dachverband Tanz
Deutschland (a national platform for artistic dance in Germany), its Berlin member is
Zeitgenassischer Tanz Berlin or ZTB (“Contemporary dance Berlin”). This association was
founded in 2000 with the aim of representing choreographers, dancers and organisations active
in, first, contemporary dance but then (from 2017) also choreography and performance in the
capital. ZTB primarily advocates for “transparent and equal communication between artists,
politicians, and the public” and formulates strategies aimed at strengthening the dance,
choreography, and performance infrastructure in Berlin, while also keeping members informed
on relevant cultural policy matters (ZTB: 2020, no pagination). ZTB is a collaborator within
the TanzRaumBerlin network, serving as the Raumkoordination Tanz for the Arbeitskreis
R&aume, and participating in the "Round of Spokespeople™ for the Coalition of the Free Scene

Berlin (Koalition der Freien Szene Berlin).

ZTB acts as the sponsor of Tanzburo Berlin, which functions as the central advisory,
networking, and marketing office for dance in Berlinas well as itsonline platform
tanzraumberlin. Established in 2005, Tanzbiiro Berlin operates as a primary institution for the
dance community in Berlin, functioning as an information and advisory centre for
approximately 2400 dance creators and supporters from various cities and federal states.
Tanzbiiro Berlin acts as “a mediator between the dance scene and cultural administration and
policy, communicates with all the city’s dance stakeholders and takes action against issues in
the arts” (Tanzbiiro Berlin: 2020, np). In implementing projects and strategies to improve
production conditions, Tanzbiiro Berlinsuch as ZTB or the TanzRaumBerlin network. Some of
the most relevant endeavours by these partners so far have been we have supported or initiating

projects such “as the Inter-University Centre of Dance (HTZ), Uferstudios for Contemporary
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Dance, two reforms to the Berlin funding system, the establishment of minimum pay for
Berlin’s independent scene and, finally, the Dance Round Table (a participatory process for the

development of dance in Berlin)” (ibid.).

5.2. Independent cultural sector in the post-Yugoslav region:
struggles for acknowledgement as a political subjectivity

Even more than thirty years after the breakup of Yugoslavia, the attempts to name the
geopolitical area that these countries occupy today has been marked by coexisting efforts at
their integration and disintegration. Terms such as “Southeastern Europe”’ (SEE), “Western
Balkans™® or “ex-Yugoslavia®® have been often in use but this research adopts the name of
“post- Yugoslav region” following Marriane Hirsch’s explanation of the prefix “post-” in
“postmemory”. She explains that, similarly to the notion of postmodernism, the post- prefix
emphasises both the continuing influence of the modern on the post-modern and the profound
relationship between the two (2012: 5). Postmodernism does not simply denote a discontinuity
or gap between the modern and the post-modern eras; rather, it also indicates a mere temporal
sequel. Therefore, the use of “post” in “post-Yugoslavia” encompasses both the violent rupture
that occurred between the countries that emerged and what followed, as well as a certain

continuity of its cultural, political, and social legacy.

The prevailing nationalist political and cultural elites, who continue to engage in nation-
building processes based on ethnopolitics frequently hesitantly acknowledge or fiercely reject
this continuity. Despite the political divisions, it can be stated that this continuity is represented

by the existent shared linguistic and cultural space as well as the ongoing inspiration that artists

" The SEE region is mostly understood to encompass the following countries: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Croatia (also Central Europe), Kosovo, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Romania (also in Central
Europe) and Serbia. According to Svob- Doki¢ (2001: 41) the Southeastern Europe concept ,seems to be
geographically more neutral and based on a flexible mutuality: promotion of trade, common development projects,
sharing of infrastructure, etc*, and therefore it seems to represent a more open and more general option than the
term ,,Balkans‘
8 Southeastern Europe countries that are not a part of the European Union: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Kosovo, Montenegro, North Macedonia and Serbia.
9 Former Yugoslav countries are Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, Montenegro, North Macedonia,
Slovenia and Serbia.
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and cultural workers continue to draw from socialist Yugoslavia as a partially successful but
still a revolutionary modernist project, particularly within the independent cultural scene(s)

which will presented in the following chapters.

5.2.1. Development of cultural policy in Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia

According to Karauli¢ (2023: 35), cultural policy after the Second World War in the former
Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavial® was characterised by a state bureaucratic-
enlightenment model where the ruling groups, using the (ideological) apparatus, influenced all
areas of social life with their centralist orientation. The cultural strategy of ,,state-engineer”
was created to achieve the goal of strengthening socialist culture and thus, in accordance with
the new political order, the inherited cultural infrastructure was rebuilt and reorganised. The
state was not simply the main "investor" in culture; rather, it largely exercised control over all
aspects of it, from organisation to representation to contents and style (Dragi¢evi¢-Sesié,
Stojkovié, 2011: 34). On the other hand, former Yugoslavia was a country that held a very

specific political position between the West and the East unlike other European socialist

10 The establishment of the Democratic Federal Yugoslavia was announced on November 29, 1943, at the second
meeting of the AVNOJ (Anti-Fascist council of the People's Liberation of Yugoslavia). In 1945, the constitutional
congress declared its name to be the Federal People's Republic of Yugoslavia; in the constitutional amendments
of 1963, the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia as a federation of six so-called republics in a system that
prevented overpowering by any national group. The ideology of ‘Titoism,” named after the founder and lifetime
president of SFRY Josip Broz Tito, claimed that political and economic unification could overcome religious and
ethnic differences, leading to the establishment of a pan-Slavic workers’ state (Vol¢i¢ 2007: 22). Yugoslavia was
established as a socialist country following the premise that a common belonging to a class identity—"the
comradeship of the proletariat"—would overcome more regional forms of identification based on ethnic and
religious identity. The hope was that Bosnians, Croats, Macedonians, Montenegrins, Serbs and Slovenes would
be capable of reconciling a strong sense of their distinct "national” identity—the result of a sense of combined
ethnic and religious specificity—with an transcending identification with the Yugoslav state. This hope, however,
was violently shattered in the 1990s. Yugoslavia translates literally as "the land of south Slavs." Because few of
the republics had historical experience as autonomous nation states, it was conceivably envisioned as a pan-Slavic
federation that gathered groups whose ethnic and religious identities were connected with a sense of belonging to
a certain "country." In order to promote a sense of connection with each republic within the context of belonging
to a larger Yugoslav state, the Yugoslav federation relied on this deeply embedded sense of national identity in
each of the republics. Therefore, Yugoslav state supported two different ways of what may be called national
identification: the first with what the Yugoslav federation referred to as "republics™ (such as the Republic of
Slovenia), and the second with the Yugoslav state. The socialist model of a self-managed workers' economy,
which contained features of both the the Western free-market economy and the Soviet system, was established in
1948 when SFRY broke apart from the Soviet Union, permitted foreign travel for residents, and legalised travel
between countries.
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countries that were under the surveillance of the Soviet Union. Therefore, cultural policy was
somewhat more flexible and less centrally directed and planned in a way it possible to follow
and some similarities between the cultural policies of Western countries and that of the former
state. Experts gathered around the national report on cultural policy in the Republic of Croatia
(1998) discuss three phases of Yugoslav cultural policy: centralist-statist, transitional and self-

governing.

Following the end of WWII until mid- 1950s, the first phase is characterised by the
Soviet model of administrative and statist management wherein socialist enlightenment and
communist avant-garde are pursued. The growth of creative expression and the elementary
diffusion of culture shows similarities with the Western European countries, particularly in
urban centres where the number of cultural workers and institutions is expanding, as opposed
to rural areas that were not as engaged in cultural life. At the time, the federal state's executive
branch, which establishes and implements cultural policy, still operated under the centralist
management philosophy*. Union organisations have been working on cultural enlightenment
through a variety of gatherings that have a cultural focus, including amateur societies, union
libraries, collective visits to cultural institutions, and visits to the companies of individual artists

or public cultural workers (Cvjeti¢anin and Katunari¢, 1998: 21).

The period from the mid 1950s until mid 1970s mark the transitional phase during which
control over the cultural sector weakens and socialist realism ceases to be the dominant doctrine
under the maxim "factories to workers (...) culture to cultural workers" (Cvjetianin and
Katunari¢, 1998:22). The dialogue with Western artistic practices becomes more pervasive

which becomes visible when identifying neo-avant-garde approaches in some artistic practices

1 The socialist model of a self-managed workers' economy, which contained characteristics of both the Soviet
system and the Western free-market economy, was established in 1948 when SFRY broke apart from the Soviet
Union, permitted foreign travel for its residents, and legalised travel between countries. The "neither-East-nor-
West" perspective became one of the central principles of Yugoslavia's political identity with the development of
the Non-Aligned Movement in the 1950s (Hoffman & Neal 62). Self-management increased a society's openness
to both internal expression of diverse opinions and the communication with the outside world. It also decentralised
multiple aspects of power on regional levels. According to Seibel (92), Yugoslavia's self-management system was
the best of both worlds: it combined the management potential of its professional managers with the management
potential of its workers to maximise output. So, this may offer at least a partial explanation for Yugoslavia's
remarkable economic growth since it was once a success story that was enviously compared to both the socialist
countries of the East and the capitalist societies of the West. However, Slavoj Zizek comments on the paradox
related to self-management in Yugoslavia in general: “The official ideology exhorted people all the time to
participate actively in the process of self- management, to master the conditions of their life outside the 'alienated'
Party and state structures. [...] However, it was precisely such an event, a truly self-managed articulation and
organisation of people's interests, which the regime feared most (Did Somebody Say Totalitarianism? 2001: 91).
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that developed concurrently on an international and Yugoslavian level. Exhibition spaces and
opportunities were rolled out extensively and a new style of so-called ‘socialist modernism’
emerged across the region; an art that was allowed to experiment with the forms and ideas of
the Western avant-garde, as long as the political content of the work was acceptable!?. There
was an active cultural exchange between Belgrade, Zagreb, Ljubljana, Sarajevo, Skopje, etc,
and a common mental, cultural and art space far broader than we dare to imagine (Grzini¢
2007: 200). In those and later decades, neo-avant-garde artistic were at the same time
authentically rooted in the local community and situated within a European intellectual

perspective as well as the global exposure of the country i.e. the politics of non-alignment.

Similar transitional processes were also evolving in the areas of legislation and funding
since the federal government still retained statist and ideological tendencies on one side while
there was also a progressive decentralisation, which resulted in a partial reduction in the federal
government's control over culture in the nation. Numerous new organisations and prestigious
international festivals for diverse art forms had been founded by the end of the 1960s and the
beginning of the 1970s which reflected a strong transition from a previous union approach to
a professional one, alongside the effort to achieve a certain level of material standard in culture

based on the growing economic development of the country.

In relation to previous discussion on precarious conditions of work and the status of the
artist, in self-managing socialist Yugoslavia the legislation nominally protected the status of
the independent artist as a professional in the arts whose public work the state considered useful
for the community: if she proved to have participated in solo or group exhibitions, the artist
could apply to the Committee for Status Allocation, which then guaranteed her/ him healthcare
and contributions record; some sort of pension. In the words of a conceptual artist Sanja

Ivekovié:

“It wasn’t necessary for artists to make money from selling their art
works on the market to prove that they were ‘professional’ artists,

which is the case today. Being accepted into the Croatian

12 Socialist modernism’ was important across the visual arts, with resistance to this compromise between party
and visual culture only beginning to come into question in the later 1960s when artists started experimenting with
new forms of production—performance, installation, process art, happenings—»began to appear as a challenge to
the socialist modernist consensus.
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Association of Artists was enough. My artist friends in the
capitalist West were stunned by this system. But it meant that the
local art system institutions were powerful and that's why artists
had good reasons for local ‘institutional critique’. One of their
demands was the right to be paid for their work like all the people

working in the art system.” (Ivekovi¢, 2010: 342)

The final phase of Yugoslav cultural policy- lasting from mid 70s until the end of 80s was also
marked by the specific policies that were undertaken to redefine the previous legal framework
of employment of independent art workers, decentralise culture throughout the former
Yugoslavia and foster self-governance. Whilst also embracing the concept of independent
work, which regulated the conditions for artistic labour and ensured that art workers (along
with other workers of liberal professions) were socially protected, the socialist cultural policy
integrated freelance artists and cultural workers into the welfare state's regulatory framework.
With the Law for Independent Artists in both Croatia (1979) and Macedonia (1982), as well as
the Law for Independent Cultural Workers in Slovenia (1982), this system was ostensibly
strengthened throughout the region. Self-employment, according to some researchers, reduced
the unemployment rate and served as an employment option during a time when there weren't
enough resources to produce new jobs but on the other hand independent artists and cultural

workers gradually lost their labour rights and social protection (Praznik 2021: 98).

Parallelly, the ruling regime devolved most cultural powers to the level of the government of
individual republics- each republic had its own cultural apparatus and Union of Artists. This
period was characterised by an effort towards democratic standards and values of the welfare
state, but at the same time burdened by excessive bureaucratization and normativity. So-called
“self-managing communities of interest for culture” were implemented in the organisational
and financial aspects of the functioning of culture and, thus, cultural activities were carried out
in accordance with the territorial (local, municipal, provincial, republic) and functional
(cinematography, publishing, theatre etc.) principles (CvjetiCanin and Katunari¢, 1998: 23).
These self-managing communities of interest were defined “associations through which
working people and other citizens satisfy their personal and common needs and coordinate

their interests, governed by the principles of mutuality and solidarity” (Majstorovi¢, 1980:65).
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Besides this, the entire cultural system underwent transformation also in terms of "free labour
exchanges” which facilitated stronger ties between local economies and cultural institutions.
The tensions between different political value systems eventually leading to the break-up of

the country were evident also in cultural policy documents such as the “Red book” from 1982:

“Contemporary capitalism has strongly developed the industry of
consciousness (or industry of culture) as one element of a reproduction of civil
society itself. Thus, culture has become an area of production of relative excess
value. Socialism cannot take over the market on this logic, but it inherits the
market. One could say that in this sense culture in our society is still determined
not only by the influence of the state and the access of state-owned monopoly,
but also by the market law.” (Suvar, S. and Grubisa, D., 1982: 25)

Subsequently, the liberalisation of the media played a significant role in the strong nationalistic
movement that emerged in the middle of the 1980s among both official and unofficial political
and cultural institutions as it contributed to the general radical departure from the promotion
of a supranational sense of Yugoslav identity to the more local nationalisms of the republics
(Volci¢ 2007: 28), which ultimately resulted in the breakdown of the state which eventually
led to the disintegration of the state®. In the words of B. Paviéevié¢, Yugoslavia started with
“internationalism, continued with multi-ethnicity within borders and with multiculturalism,
only to find ourselves in a region today which is obsessively talking about cultural differences”

(2017: 37).

13 Prior to the 1980s, the symbolic divide of Yugoslavia into its northern (Slovenia, Croatia) and southern (Bosnia,
North Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia) regions was not viewed as insurmountable. Each republic was regarded
as being significant to Yugoslavia and as such a part of a cultural whole that, despite internal diversity, aspired to
share a unique but collective Yugoslav character (Vol¢i¢ 2007: 22). Both Tito's passing in 1980 and the
Yugoslavian economy's subsequent collapse posed a danger to the common Yugoslav sense of community and its
supranational sense of identity. All of the former Yugoslav countries experienced a gradual transformation
towards the end of the 1980s in the sense of supranational identification and collective Yugoslav identity.
Slovenian and Croatian political elites in particular tended to see Yugoslavia's internal diversity as an obstacle to
the republics' further development. Yugoslavia started to be seen as an unintelligible concoction of irreconcilable
Western and Eastern (Balkan) civilizations, faiths, or cultures. A new framework of internally unified, integrated,
and homogenous nation-states that required the assimilation or destruction of anything Yugoslav evolved in the
late 1980s and early 1990s.
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5.2.2. Cultural policy and the regional independent cultural scene in the
transition

In countries of the former Yugoslavia shattered by conflict and nationalisms, the period of
transition to market capitalism was characterised by a halt in the work of the independent
cultural scene. What was once a vibrant transnational community abruptly disintegrated into a
number of isolated entities, bounded by the borders of recently established states, cut off from
the previous knowledge exchange and sense of community, and working and living in
inadequate material conditions. In order to develop new national identities distinct from any
historical ties to other post-Yugoslav nationalities, the policy of separation from Yugoslav
society placed a great emphasis on the instrumentalization of religion and culture. The
processes that went along with the dissolution, loss of human lives, ethnic cleansing and the
war destruction, included the clericalization of society, the dissolution of cultural ties, linguistic
purisms, the removal of literature from libraries, and the destruction of monuments (LeSaja
2012: 21). Overall, there were a number of elements that contributed to the extremely difficult
conditions for the cultural sector in the region at the time such as: crisis in public policies and
in the public sector; lack of communication flow between the three sectors
(public/governmental, commercial, and civil); crisis in institutions and their social role; and
crisis of participation in the local market (Dragiéevié-Sesi¢ and Dragojevié 2005: 28-29).
During the nineties, only programmes and projects that belonged to the realm of the "national
culture™ and "national institutions in culture” was supported which resulted in a high degree of
centralisation and institutionalisation of the entire cultural life, giving secondary importance to
programme support, neglecting the importance of establishing a legislative framework,
insufficient emphasis on the local and especially regional aspects of cultural development, the
absence or the small number of programs aimed at the needs of marginalised cultural groups
as well as the absence of organised education in the field of artistic and cultural management.
Similarly, Zlatar (2001: 58) believes that war and transition have become an excuse for failures
that were in fact the result of poor cultural management, an excuse for postponing essential
infrastructural reforms and a cover for the realisation of private interests in the sphere of the
public good.
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However, in response to the war crises, civic initiatives and later formalised non-
governmental organisations were widely and spontaneously spread. According to Vesi¢
(Letuni¢ 2017: 1), nineties were the period of NGO culture formation that, on one level, stands
for an entrepreneurial model of work and on the other, implies certain independence in relation
to the state apparatus. NGOs fought against the immediate effects of the war and the war regime
(the plight of refugees and displaced people; increasing ethnic intolerance, which led to
widespread violations of the human rights of members of ethnic minorities; discrimination in
the most basic rights, such as citizenship status, home, employment, etc.) as well as the
suffocation of the public and repatriarchalization of gender relations, among others. In this
struggle, they represented the basic values of freedom, democracy, nonviolence, tolerance and
solidarity and tried to play a constructively critical role in the construction of the rule of law in

the newly formed countries (Dvornik 2009: 67).

Throughout the post-Yugoslav region, the independent cultural scene mostly began to
develop along with the appearance of the civil society, often being a part of it with the support
by the international community within the different financing schemes, mostly through the
programmes of democratisation, human rights protection, civil emancipation, civil society
building etc. Since the public opinion in these countries has developed extremely firm attitudes
towards the NGO sector, taking positions on the issue could not have been avoided, ranging
from extremely positive to extremely negative attitudes. Historically, the independent cultural
scene has been a continuation of predominantly radical amateur art and cultural practices which
produced critical interventions in the cultural, social and political spheres of Yugoslav society
(Milohni¢, 2011: 5). These entail Yugoslav neo avant-garde art practices from the late 1960s
and early 1970s and alternative culture from the 1980s on, when several artistic, punk, feminist
and LGBT social movements. According to Moc¢nik (2014: np), alternative movements in
Yugoslavia took over the ideology of civil society “from the vocabulary of alternatives in other
socialist countries”. From the 1990s on, the anti-war movement generated the first actors of the
independent cultural scene (especially in Croatia and Serbia) that then went through the process
of “NGOization” with the support by the international community within the different
financing schemes, mostly through the programmes of democratisation, human rights
protection, civil emancipation, civil society building etc. Dragitevié- Sesi¢ (2018: 53)

elaborated on the role of the independent scene within the cultural transition:
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,»The paramount role of the independent art scene was to produce new
ideas, new concepts, which the official scene, half-dead and turned to
the past, oversaturated with nationalism, could not produce. The
independent scene combined aesthetic, ethical and intellectual criteria
that questioned the views of the world officially imposed by the state
and the church: nationalism, xenophobia, patriarchal values, hate

speech, media manipulation of ethnic stereotypes, etc. *

According to Eckenhaussen (2019: 209), ‘independent culture’ in the post-Yugoslav region
emerged as the cultural antipode of its ‘independent media’. Therefore, he concludes that “like
in media, independence in culture implies: integrity; transparency about incomes and spending;
party-political impartiality; absence of bias and (self-)censorship; the goal to be an
uncompromising and corrective mirror to society” (ibid.). The independent cultural sector in
this article is used interchangeably with at the time of the independent cultural scene that
Ekenhaussen understands as a “lived context and the discursive fabric” in which this
community of independent cultures exists (Eckenhaussen 2019: 229) and which Bennet and
Peterson link to the concepts of Pierre Bourdieu’s of “field” and Howard Becker’s (1982) idea
of “art worlds" (2004: 3). Geshoska (2011: 75) also uses a similar analogy by saying the sector
is “a text woven of diverse threads that depicts various histories”, all in its attempt to create a
political legitimacy of the broader community, and not only of the dominant narrative of the

ruling group.

The aforementioned historical events of the fall of socialism caused what we might refer to as
a "systemic cultural transformation" in the region, which Svob-Pokié characterises as "the
transition from socialism to capitalism" (Svob-Doki¢, 2008:37). Changes in the organisation,
production and general cultural values, accompanied cultural transition processes in two stages
within the newly capitalist countries. The first, according to Svob-Dokié, is "characterised by
general liberalisation, partial privatisation of cultural infrastructure, partial market orientation,
and reinterpretation of cultural identities” (2008: 39), whereas the second responded to the need
to "relatively rationalise the chaotic transition processes™ (ibid.) through the improvement of
the regulatory apparatus, strengthening corporate governance, moving towards independence

for monetary and fiscal institutions, eradicating corruption and strengthening judicial
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functioning. She points out that in the second phase new technologies are increasingly gaining
influence while at the same time the ,,import of products of globalised cultural industries” is

also growing (ibid.).

In short, in post-socialist and post-Yugoslav countries, political systems have transitioned from
one party to multiparty systems, and societies have experienced changes to public goods, the
privatisation of industrial as well as other resources, the opening of the door for a free market
or the facilitation of capitalistic reforms. Cvjeti¢anin (1995: np) also summarises how reforms

have altered the setting in which culture is produced:

“In the process of democratisation, the role and influence of the state in
culture undergoes a change. The state tries to reduce its own funding of
cultural institutions and artistic creation, leaving them to the action of the
market forces and private initiative (government budgets for culture are more
than modest in most countries in transition, averaging between 0.6 and 0.8
per cent of the annual budget). An increasingly important role is played by
regions and local communities (‘territorial collectivities’); new forms of
support for culture are sought (sponsors, foundations, patronage) and attempts
are made to privatise and commercialise parts of the cultural infrastructure.
The Polish historian Bronislaw Geremek describes the situation in the
following terms: ‘Today, the state no longer has a bad conscience, and
sponsors and patrons do not have it yet. Neither the one nor the other support

culture.’”

5.2.3. (Post)transitional cultural policy and challenges for the independent
sector

Interestingly, European policies have developed the concept of "Southeastern Europe" as a new
geopolitical zone in order to integrate those states within an approach known as Southeast
European regionalization by policymakers. The term "regionalization," which frequently refers
to the decentralisation of state power and enhancing the autonomy of subnational regions, here

refers to the creation of a supranational geopolitical region with decentralised transnational
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social networks, political cooperation procedures, and unrestricted movement of goods and
labour (Valiavicharska 2010: 4). Various foundations and organisations, including the
European Cultural Foundation (ECF) based in Amsterdam, the Soros Network (Open Society
Institutes - OSIs), the Felix Meritis Foundation, and Transeuropéennes, have implemented
specific programmes'* in Southeast Europe or have prioritised this region in their projects that
encompassed Central and Eastern Europe (Dragitevi¢ Sesi¢ and Suteu, 2005: 93).
Consequently, these processes have impacted the restructuring of the instruments and
mechanisms in the field which became available to the independent cultural sector. Thus, one
of the phenomena emerging organisations in the post-Yugoslav region encountered as a
challenge during the transition, is the procedures of the Western European model of
cooperation which introduced a value shift towards competitiveness and market-orientation in
the cultural sector. Funders, of course, preferred those organisations that have organisational
structures and skills compatible with their choice of methods and fields of action, and with their
expectations of reliable resource management, monitoring and report making. The partners
who spoke a similar language (not only linguistically, but also the "language” of projects, logic
diagrams, etc.), who had professional staff, capable of writing projects and providing reliable
management in their performance, drawing up credible reports and clearly led finances, were
more acceptable. Flexibility, mobility, rapid adoption of new technological and media
hybridised communication practices, all within low budget projects, were affirmed. As
Dragi¢evi¢ Sesi¢ and Suteu (2005: 87) clarify, Western agencies, organisations and foundations
applied their own specific rhetoric and models of cooperation equally, both globally and in the
countries of South Eastern Europe. It is important to note that, with such models of
collaboration, presumptions on the nature of social relations and significance of the political
are also tacitly adopted. Vujanovi¢ (2012: 131) warns about the diverging histories of
international and local scenes claiming that “while from the international perspective these
processes might be understood as normativized precariousness, which should find off-hand
creative solutions for the social and economic crisis, in the local context they are primarily a

political critique, an act of resistance, and an alternative to the state system of art and culture”.

4 A number of these organisations have collaborated to pool their financial resources and
amplify their influence in the region. For instance, the Gulliver Connect Programme was
implemented from 1998 to 2003 through the collaborative efforts of the OSI Budapest (Soros),
KulturKontakt (Austria), and Felix Meritis foundations (Amsterdam). Additionally, initiatives
such as Art for Social Change and Kultura Nova, which aimed to building the capacities of
NGOs, were established by ECF and Soros offices in Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia and
Macedonia (Dragi¢evié Sesi¢ and Suteu, 2005: 93).
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From the early two- thousands, major international foundations that enabled stable
development of non-governmental organisations (primarily, the Open Society Institute or the
Soros foundation) have withdrawn from the region after assessing the good development of the
countries "on the path of democratisation”. The political elites of the post-Yugoslav countries
adopted policies based mostly on isolationism in the era that followed direct conflicts and the
turn of the decade was marked by the beginning of the normalisation of relations between these
countries. While cultural policies of so-called representative culture still dominated the cultural
production patterns which were more or less focused on enhancing individual national
identities, a space for the reactivation of cultural cooperation in the region has also been
created. However, in spite of peace and normalisation, the European Union's expansion has
created tensions in the region because the dynamics of accession differs among its member
states (Pavi¢ 2011: 23). Access to European Commission programmes for Culture have been
granted to Croatia in 2005 and to Serbia in 2008 and a part of organisations from the
contemporary performance independent scene (such as BADco, Croatian Institute for
Movement and Dance, Eurokaz, Drugo more, Walking Theory, Stanica) have become partners

and coordinators of international projects with the support of European Commission.

The legacy of the maintained infrastructure of public cultural institutions of post-
Yugoslav countries, with the associated resources (human, spatial, material, technical) which
continue to exist as fundamental guardians of cultural tradition, heritage, and identity, is where
the continuity of the past cultural-political system is most clearly sustained. As actors who will
carry out the affirmation of the new general values of society, the public sector and traditional
cultural organisations are prioritised (Vidovi¢ 2017: 487) highly above the private and the civil
sector. A large amount of public resources is still invested in maintaining the status quo of the
cultural framework, its infrastructure and paying the salaries of a high number of
administrative, technical and artistic personnel. A smaller amount is invested in cultural
programmes, mostly in the minimal programmes of these institutions. It is obvious that this
financing system is not based on programme logic nor is it significantly determined by the
evaluation of a programme.

According to Svob- DPoki¢, very similar cultural structures can be observed in the post-
Yugoslav countries formed within a post-transitional context marked by “multiculturality,

cultural diversity, human rights observance and political and economic liberalism” (2011: 114).
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Within this realm, structural fragmentations of national cultures also led to the emergence of
various types of cultural production and the progressive development of cultural
industrialization, both of which are significantly influenced by processes of globalisation and
trends in global culture. This fragmentation is clearly visible in the contrasts within the public,
civil and private sectors: the state-supported "institutional” cultures aim to preserve a certain
level of national identifications; the "independent” cultures, which are entirely open to regional,
European and global cultural communication while adhering to a variety of cultural trends as
well as "market-oriented" cultures, which are closely related to pop-cultural consumerism
(ibid.).

In general, cultural policy in the region is mostly the responsibility of the national
governments, where the state is the primary architect®® of cultural policy, with some input and
support from regional and local authorities. The ministries oversee a range of activities related
to cultural preservation, promotion, and funding while consulting with the cultural councils
around the processes of allocating the subsidies. In all of the countries, the Ministry of Culture,
the Government, and the Parliament on the one hand, and consultative cultural councils, local
government and self-government, cultural institutions, NGOs, and individual artists and their
associations, on the other, engage in procedures and partnerships that determine and implement

cultural policy.

Still, cultural policies are still profoundly dependent on old models of administration
due to belated transition processes (Dragi¢evi¢ Sesi¢, Stojkovié 2003: 27) with centralisation
and the public-administration cultural model at their core. Although decentralisation is used in
political discourse for the last twenty years, realities of distribution of economic, educational,

social and other benefits and resources in the region, show the opposite trend'6. Government

15 The Architect model of cultural policy refers to a strategic and comprehensive approach to shaping and
managing cultural development in a society. It involves intentional design and planning to create policies and
initiatives that support the preservation, promotion, and evolution of cultural heritage, as well as the cultivation
of contemporary artistic expression. The model emphasises the integration of cultural considerations across
various sectors, such as education, economy, urban planning, and social welfare, to foster a vibrant cultural
ecosystem that reflects the values, diversity, and aspirations of the society. It involves stakeholder engagement,
research, data-driven decision-making, and a long-term vision to ensure sustainable cultural development and its
positive impacts on society. See more at: Chartrand, Harry Hillman, and Claire McCaughey. "The arm’s length
principle and the arts: an international perspective—past, present and future." Who’s to Pay for the Arts (1989):
43-80.
16 Besides Compendium of Cultural Policies & Trends, see for example Dasi¢, D. (2012) “Decentraliscija na
srpski nacin, ili zasto kazes Srbija, a mislis Beograd?”, Foundation centre for Democracy, available online at:
http://www.centaronline.org/userfiles/files/preuzimanje/danijel-dasic-decentraliscija-na-srpski-nacin.pdf
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bodies, most investments, donors and media are located in the capitals, while smaller cities and
remote communities are systematically neglected. Growing social inequalities are unevenly
distributed geographically, and most smaller settlements are struggling with access to health,

education and job market, not to mention organised cultural and artistic activities.

As stated by Zuvela (2022: 38), the tendency to avoid making significant changes to
the cultural systems of the countries can be interpreted as suppressing potential crises that
serious and long-term reform interventions would otherwise trigger, but it can also be said that
the lack of action and reform procedures maintains, perpetuates, and normalises the current
state of crisis in the cultural systems. The crisis-ridden state of cultural systems is represented
by the external and internal dimensions of non-incentive measures. The position, function, and
significance of culture as an important sector for overall social development are persistently
ignored by the external dimension of political will. This is reflected in the fact that culture is
not at the level of priorities of political and public agendas, and is most clearly illustrated by
the low representation of public spending on culture at the national level, which does not reach

the European minimum of 1%.

The internal dimension of the current challenges calls attention to the professional
challenges facing the cultural sectors, such as the need for professional development, the
production conditions, the reach of distribution, the extent to which collaboration is possible,
the sector's openness to new work models, etc. Political interests have a strong influence on
management in (post)transitional nations, but it also faces pressure from organisations,
individuals, and audiences that are frequently excluded from the decision-making process. In
order to ensure the elements of good governance, such as responsibility sharing, openness and
transparency, and participation, key questions about centralised and politically influenced
decisions and making radical changes in the direction of decentralisation, or the devolution of
powers, are routinely disregarded.

In conclusion, it can be said similar problems related to transition dynamics, cultural
ambiguities, unpredictability, and pressures brought on by the difficulties of (global) economic

systems still persist throughout the region but with different gradations of intensity.
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5.2.4. The performing arts landscape and the independent cultural scene in
the region

Currently, there are no specific national strategies for performing arts in any of the post-
Yugoslav countries so the cultural policy trends should still be read from the legislative and
financial framework. The instruments'’ are mainly based on yearly public calls for public needs
in culture through more streams of financing (mostly divided into professional and amateur
performing arts organisations). The allocation of financial support substantially reflects the
traditional cultural-political divide of public theatre institutions and the independent
performing arts scene'®, which is especially exacerbated in the region. For example, the study
“Performing arts policies and funding in Europe” from 2009 clearly detects that large repertoire
theatres have been the focus of the funding strategies in the post-socialist and post-communist
countries, whereas the independent performing arts sector is marginalised (in contrast to
Western Europe where more diverse production models performing arts are supported and
developed, such as companies, production houses, residential spaces etc). When looking at the
funding categories within national and local open call, they reflect but also reproduce the
common approach to performing arts which also implies the generic superiority of dramatic
theatre over other performance forms, and thus supports the cultural representation

characteristic of institutional theatre and national festivals.

The public theatre system has been repeatedly called for reform by many authors such
as, for example, Pristas claims (2010: np) that the established repertoire policy in theatres,
which rests mainly on ensemble production, “the complete absence of international guest

appearances outside of festival programs or national exchanges, and the lack of differentiation

7Currently, only Croatia has a specific Law on Theatres (NN 71/06, NN 23/23) while Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Kosovo, North Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Slovenia. have general laws that govern the arts and culture
sector, specific provisions related to theatre may vary. Laws on culture set out the general principles for the
development of culture, including the promotion of cultural diversity and equal access to cultural activities. The
law also establishes the responsibilities of cultural institutions, including theatres, and provides for the financing
of cultural activities. In relation to financing, cultural ministries consult the cultural councils for theatre and
performing arts on performing arts-related activities.
18 For example, a recent analysis of cultural funding in North Macedonia shows that in 2021, only 6.5% of the
overall budget for culture has gone to support the independent scene while the portion of the budget for cultural
institutions' salaries in 2020 was 38%. See more at Jovanovi¢, Branimir (2022): National financial policies in
culture against socioeconomic working conditions in the independent cultural sector. Skopje: Jadro Asocijacija.
https://drive.google.com/file/d/10tpxv-_h2LY GULeUDHWMYyS_fanpgtBN/view.
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of educational, information and development programs, have led to unitarity of the performing
arts scene where the hierarchy of importance of individual events was built according to
contextual or budgetary support from theatre institutions or its financing”. Besides decreased
international mobility, the unfavourable situation in public performing arts institutions is a
consequence of inadequate factors, such as unsatisfactory human resources policies that take
political compatibility precedence over talent and skills, the long-standing ban on employment
in the public sector as well as the participation of actors who are permanently employed in
actors' ensembles in film and television productions. On the other hand, the independent
performing arts organisations are more inherently more mobile but are mostly characterised by
sporadic production of works, a lack of appropriate spaces for production and presentation, a
lack of public visibility, ignorance on the part of public authorities, and cultural policies that
are not supportive. Historically (especially during the turbulent nineties) the scene has been
characterised as being in opposition to state-funded institutions, not only in terms of
organisational and managerial practises but also in its dedication to critical practises and
gestures that sharply challenge the hegemonic discourses circulated in the media and by
politicians. As one of the examples, Cveji¢ (2006: 85) states that the turbulent conditions in the
nineties resulted “in a discrepancy in development and a total disproportionality between the
production of theoretical discourse and art production” referring to the critical performing arts
journals that emerged from the regional context such as “Walking Theory” and “Prelom” in
Belgrade, “Frakcija Performing Arts Journal” from Centre for Drama Art in Zagreb. These
theoretical journals constituted a distinct discursive space and collective effort to problematize,

theorise, and raise criticism in the field of contemporary performing arts and beyond.

Recent pandemic (and the earthquakes in Croatia) further uncovered and intensified
structural inequalities as well as the precarious and dependent position of the independent
performing arts in relation to the goodwill of public authorities in the context where the
majority of public money is distributed to public cultural institutions. Despite the proliferation
of organisations at the performing arts scenes, authorities tend to maintain a patronising
relationship with them (if one even exists), along with a lack of tools to value their content and
artistic vision. Thus, the struggle for the redistribution of public resources (finances and
infrastructure) from the monolithic institutions of culture towards support of highly diverse
independent actors serves as a manifestation of the efforts and actions for the development of

independent cultural scenes and its sustainability. These attempts have been partly successful
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in some parts of the region which will be elaborated more and detailed in the following

chapters.

5.2.4.1. Development of the post-Yugoslav independent performing arts scene

Originating from the Moscow Art Theatre (MXAT), the model of repertory theatre has been
the dominant framework of performing arts production in all Central and Eastern European
countries, including Yugoslavia. According to Klai¢ (2012: 39) the investment of the state into
the public theatre originated from a nationalist philosophy of the late 19th century when theatre
becomes a representational institution and a cornerstone of the new nation states emerging from
former empires (such as the Poles, Czechs, Serbs, Croats, and Hungarians). With the mission
of national representation, repertory theatre remained practically the sole model of professional
performing arts in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe before 1989 and many of these
institutions have continued to operate according to the same inherited structure, procedures,
and work ethics, even during the transition from socialism to capitalism. Klai¢ also discusses
a few scenarios the repertory theatres followed in the transition with inevitably defeating
results: doing nothing, hiding behind the artistic process, imitating the commercial theatre, and
affiliating the public theatre with a political or a social movement or group (2012: 30).
According to him, most of the institutional sector didn’t manage to make significant reforms
but continued maintaining the system without strategic planning, evaluation of the processes,
and critical reflection of the institutional activities. In her work of theatre transition, Loncar
(2013: 5) also detects how the entire theatre system collapsed, a new one was not established,
and the theatre continued to use models and functioning patterns that no longer corresponded
to the newly created reality throughout the transition. Further on, Klai¢ observes that, while
being occupied with the repetitive circle of production and distribution, an internal culture of
complaint and resentment that affects the creative process was developed and institutions

became closed, self-referential and hermetic (2012: 32).
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On the other end of the spectrum, the independent performing arts scene developed in parallel
from the 1960s as an unofficial alternative in some semi-professional or non-professional

groups, frequently composed out of university students'® who:

“... combined artistic experimentation with a disguised, allusive critique of the
political system and of social hypocrisy, seeking to expand the standardised
repertoire and create their own production material. More radical than the
repertory companies, these groups had a limited outreach and less visibility,
but enjoyed a small, loyal following and found some material support in
amateur cultural associations and university cultural centres. When assaulted
or even closed down by the repressive mechanisms of the regime, their
idiosyncratic, critical energy was quickly resurrected in another group, or re-

emerged in the next generation” (2012: 40)

These new artistic movements that had emerged in Ljubljana, Zagreb, Novi Sad, Subotica,
Belgrade, and Split quite independently of one another, but they quickly converged along a line
that maintains that the meaning of artistic creation lies in a distinct aesthetic language and a
new context in which to practise it (Suvakovié¢ 2003: 223). Student cultural centres throughout
the region became sites for re-examining art-making by some of the most ardent participants
of the student struggle. The young artists embraced performance making and conceptual art in
their artistic practice because they believed that art should serve life rather than politics through
a form of resistance to the culture by the middle class “Weltanschauung” and bourgeois values
of art in the sense of "beautiful image in the rich interior.”" In general, the artistic practises in
the region’s Students centres at the in the sixties and seventies were formed through a critique
of the repertory theatres, art market, welfare-state institutions, capitalist conformism,

institutional bureaucracy, and hierarchy?°. However, they were also, in the sense of modernist

19 The critique of emerging bureaucratization of the state by the students was first articulated and continued
spreading throughout the rest of Yugoslavia, most notably in Ljubljana and Zagreb. “Down with red bourgeoisie”
was the slogan that epitomised “the mixture of radical movement for the abolition of the rigid and hierarchical
communist politics and a legitimate demand for deepening the socialist self-management” (Grlja 2010: 133).
According to the proclamation by the Students' Action Committee, the main problem was social inequality caused
by bureaucratic structures within the Communist League of Yugoslavia.

20 For example, a group of young artists (including the acclaimed performance artist Marina Abramovi¢) within
Student Cultural Centre in the 1970s generated “one of the most important and interesting experiments in the
cultural history of the SFRY” (Grlja 2010: 133) both in the artistic and institutional sense.
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formalism, self-contemplation and concept of autonomy of art, conceived through self-
sufficiency, disciplinary enclosure, professional division of labour, etc. The independent
performing arts groups have served as platforms for new ideas as well as laboratories for artistic
growth, where many artists have gained skills and ultimately found vocation in various

performing arts models as directors of organisations, venues, and festivals (Klai¢ 2012: 44).

These student cultural centres as sites for the independent performing arts scene show
a complex mode of operation that, in some respects, resembles current cultural organisations.
Although they were established and funded by the government, or the "society," it served as a
venue for a critical production of culture. Despite being set up as a professional and
administrative institution of culture, they operated non-hierarchically, paying no attention to
the conventional boundaries between the audience and the cultural producers or to disciplinary
or professional distinctions. Due to the national cultural funding's consistently low budget, the
centres collaborated with foreign institutions to implement more than half of its activities. Its
method of operation involved merging the efforts of volunteers and amateurs to introduce fresh
types of cultural activism. Suvakovi¢ (2010 np) that this was possible because in the wake of
1968, there were two concurrent processes in the official policy towards culture, allowing
students to freely express themselves through art on the one hand and the institutional frame
securing a socio-political control for the Party on the other. The work produced within the
centres was eventually shown at wider national theatre platforms such as IFSK — International
Festival of Student Theatre at & TD Theatre in Zagreb, Bitef festival in Belgrade and Young
People’s Theatre Days of Dubrovnik as a part of Dubrovnik Summer Festival, often with high
acclamation of Yugoslav audiences.

Contemporary dance was also developed within the same scene, although not
independently but piercing through in other experimental artistic fields such as visual arts,
performance art experimental music and theatre (JanSa 2013: 18). Examples of such
performance were ones by the by the conceptual group OHO and the Pupilija Ferkeverk poets’
collective (active in Slovenia in the late 60s) as well as Kugla glumiste and Milana Bros (active
in Croatia in the 70s). Dance and performance art were often created spontaneously, in
inadequate material circumstances, and even on the verge of a social, political, or cultural
incident. Artists were coming to the performing arts from a variety of artistic fields—such as
literature, visual arts, art history and theory, and had no formal training in dance. Later,
contemporary dance becomes was one of the media in the postmodern theatre of the late 1970s
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and 1980s — admittedly, especially in Slovenia and Croatia (Vujanovi¢ 2014: 56). However,
with the democratisation of new nation states and development of the civil sector,
contemporary dance artists and workers started self-institutionalising more (in forms of artistic
organisations and associations) and networking in the region, Europe and beyond. The dance
scene evolved into a prism through which to observe the socio-cultural and political

(non)conditions whereby dance, performing arts, and contemporary culture were formed.

According to Tanurovska-Kjulavkovski (2021: 104), dance has changed its position in recent
years, starting in 2010, or even earlier in Slovenia and Croatia, critically reflecting the dance
institution, production methods, political influences, and market. Contemporary dance
nowadays is evolving as an independent art form in the majority of the region's countries, but
new production models have been formed by a number of institutions, such as Spanski Borci
in Ljubljana and the Zagreb Dance Centre. Throughout the region, there are nowadays a
number of collectives and long-term projects that are dedicated to the theoretical aspects of
challenging hierarchies of prevailing epistemologies of knowledge, by overcoming the lines of
demarcation between dominant and subordinate in the field of contemporary performance and
dance as well as refreshing knowledge from seemingly peripheral positions. Such projects arise
at the moment when several contexts and areas of knowledge come into contact and begin to

integrate.

One of the key factors in the development of this approach has been regional cooperation in
the Balkans and the countries of the former SFRY through theoretical productions centres such
as Walking Theory in Belgrade, Frakcija in Zagreb, Maska in Ljubljana and regional platforms
for contemporary dance such as such as Nomad Dance Academy. As already mentioned, the
post-Yugoslav region relies on the legacy of socialism and in which the transition to a
productive capitalist framework was carried abruptly. Similarly, in a recent edition of the
performing arts journal Maska with the topic of archiving of choreographic practices in the
region, Vevar expresses that, in the context of post-Yugoslav and post-socialist experience, the
work of independent contemporary performance scene in the region aims to be developed inter-

and trans-locally as well as to:

“bear witness to the heritage of the common Yugoslav art, cultural,

social and political space and to emphasise that the process of identities
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and differences can be turned into manifold opportunities for continuing

this inspiring cultural context through other means and possibilities.”

(2: 2017).

Therefore, the issue of cooperation, networking and togetherness in the region appear as a

contemporary response to this legacy.

5.4.2.2. Networking and funding

As already stated, public subsidies for performing arts in the region are allocated to, above all,
public theatres and cultural institutions and those programs that are of the national interest,
which most often excluded all those who produce critical arts and culture programmes. At the
same time, the financing is distributed through a one-year cycle, in a way that the most of the
budget funds are spent on infrastructure maintenance which leaves a smaller part for the
programs. Stronger demands for project-oriented work, which manifest themselves in
increasing pressure on organisations to report an increasing number of projects and in an
increasing growing of sources that organisations and institutions need to cover their basic costs,
are also symptomatic of the political and financial context since within the economic sphere,
subsistence and sustainability are being replaced by neoliberal global capitalism and profit-

seeking logic.

Over the years, the cultural budget has consistently made up less than 1% of the total
state budget (from North Macedonia with only 0.5% of the state budget allocated to culture,
compared to Croatia which currently allocates 1.5%) maintaining the marginal status of culture
as a part of public policies (Compendium 2023: np). This is partially compensated by
mechanisms of international donors since numerous civil society organisations in culture in the
region have a track record of participation in international cooperation, partnerships and calls.
After the period of strong nationalisms in cultural policies, the countries have also become
more receptive to cross-cultural dialogue, which enabled easier adoption of European trends
and, concurrently, more effective internal restructuring. In this regard, the EU offered a context
and structure that enabled the introduction of new cultural practices and innovative types of

cultural development at local levels, while also fostering cultural dialogue and interaction at
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the European and global levels. To be more precise, the European Union through its various
programmes is the main international donors in the field, in particular Creative Europe,
Erasmus+, Horizon Europe, IPA pre-accession instrument (CBC), ESF and Balkan MED. After
the civil society organisations of the post-Yugoslav cultural sphere during the 1990s formed
from the “resistance to the chauvinist government and the affirmation of civil society’s values”
(Miskovi¢ 2011: 34), the NGO -cultural sector intensely worked with international
organisations through various culture management education and training programs but
nowadays, the needs of the sector have transformed in relation to the fast-changing
environment. To be more precise, there has been a shift in the sector from being eligible for
foreign funding (being designated as beneficiaries in democracy building geographies) towards

competing for EU funding that is becoming increasingly present in the region.

Available statistics on and the participation of countries in collaboration projects funded
by Creative Europe show a consistent trend in the distribution of non-profit organisations
making up the largest number of project partners. For example, under the Culture sub-
programme from 2014 until 2020, 48% of partnerships came from the independent sector, 30%
from public cultural institutions and 21% from companies and sole proprietorships (Creative
Europe Desk Croatia 2021: 16). Similarly, in the same period in Serbia, 43% participating
organisations were from the civil sector, 24% from the public and 23% from the private sector
(Creative Europe Desk Serbia (2021: 256). However, the administrative requirements during
the implementation and reporting of the programs often represent a serious burden on the
cultural sector, whose activities are therefore increasingly bureaucratized instead of
encouraging creativity within cultural and artistic activities. Cultural sectors are also supported
by the Goethe-Institut, Institut Francais, Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation,
British Council, US Embassy, and other foreign embassies. Moreover, Western Balkan
Foundation and Visegrad Fund mechanisms, as well as other programs focusing on particular
European regions, are open to most of the post-Yugoslav countries depending on whether they

are an EU member or accession candidate.

Since the early 2000s, the contemporary independent cultural scene has been engaged
in creating conditions for collective action in the field of culture and affirmation of the aesthetic
dimension, “which actually dissolves the nationalistic culture that continues to dominate as a
cultural paradigm” (ibid.). The field of cultural production becomes expanded in both the
domain of social activism on one side and to the domain of cultural industries on the other
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(Letuni¢ 2017: 4). With the process of NGO-ization in the post-Yugoslav region, networking
became one of the key strategies towards the capacity building and sustainability of the
independent cultural sector. In a broader European context, during the 1970s and 1980s, the
first wave of global cultural networks began to emerge. These networks were based on the
national representation paradigm, which involved individuals or groups of national
representatives attending international meetings. In order to overcome prevailing hierarchies
and promote direct collaboration and exchange between producers, artists, and other cultural
operators, the first European cultural networks?! were established in the 1980s22 (Minichbauer
and Mitterdorfer 2000: 3). On the other hand, in the post-Yugoslav region it turned out that the
model of "communicational™ and "representational” networks in culture from the broader
European context weren’t able to meet all the needs of their members and their, until then, the
primary function of information, communication and representation was not enough to
implement "network projects" (Dragojevi¢ 2007: 34). When discussing the development of
the independent cultural sector in the region, Sesié¢ (2008: 63) places decentralised corporation
capacity building as its’ third phase after the individual cultural workers’ artivism and the
establishment of independent cultural centres (such as Metelkova in Ljubljana, centre for
Cultural Decontamination and Rex in Belgrade, Apostrof in Novi Sad, Lamparna in Labin,
Mama and Pogon in Zagreb). Gradually, in order to respond to the new challenges and needs,
network-led advocacy activities began to be formed. Dragojevi¢ calls them "operational
networks" or "collaborative platforms”. Cultural networking in the post-Yugoslav region
started to contribute to the emerging public spheres that intersect traditional domains of
knowledge. It also began to embark into new forms of intensive, dynamic, thematic and self-
organised networks, that do not only exchange information and programs, but produce new
knowledges and practices. These independent cultural sector’s initiatives arise from below and,
in times of culture’s opening to the market, their logic is not the one of profit. Thus, intensive
collaborative platforms and networks emerge as one of the models of collective and critical

engagement of the post-Yugoslav independent cultural sector. According to Visni¢ (2007: 11),

21 Networks typically operate using the logic of inclusion and exclusion, and they are defined by their programme,
which establishes the foundation for their objectives and rules. They are organized around flows, which are
"streams of information between nodes" (Castells, 2009: 20).
22 The Council of Europe (COE) played a significant role in the creation of these networks since previously most
international networks operated primarily inside the framework of nation-states. Projects of the Council of Europe,
such "Culture and neighbourhoods" (Delgado, Bianchini, et al., 1996) and "Culture and Regions" (d'Angelo and
Vesperini, 2000), have made it easier for civil society networks operating on a global scale to form in Europe.
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the main features of these new socio-cultural practices are expanding the definition of cultural

activities and the development of new collaborative practices and models:

“With regard to the issues dealt with (public domain issues, social
transition, the hybrid model of public-private partnerships, intellectual
property, etc.) as well as the methods used (activism, association of
citizens, advocacy, the transfer of technology, and other practices to the
area of culture, socio-theoretical activities), collaborative platforms greatly
expand the area of culture, defining it not as arts and heritage ... but as an
area of intense interaction between the social, technological and the

artistic.”

Such networks promote the critical function of culture in social production as well as
sustainable cultural diversity which implies that all groups of people have a collective choice
to cultivate their culture and, equally important, a collective choice to determine the nature and
means of cultural change. Cultural networks possess a multimodal, diversified, and pervasive
nature, causing them to be more susceptible to cultural diversity than any previous public
space. Directing their own organisational culture towards collective action becomes a political
choice, i.e., the resistance to the dominant individualistic paradigm of work in culture.
According to Celakoski (2006: 389), the first characteristic of these networks relates to
activities based on the project type, which means that their priority is not just the exchange of
information and communication, but structurally driven processes designated by thematic,
procedural, or other interests of the network members, i.e. advocacy. Following such a
direction, another characteristic implies directing towards social and/or political agenda. The
third refers to interdisciplinarity, or to a connection with other areas beyond primary cultural

and artistic activity. It is clear that this role of tactical®® networks require a complex

23 Concerning the description of networks as “tactical”, Michel de Certeau has written extensively on the

topics of strategy and tactics in reading the daily practices of consumers, finding in them the mechanisms of
evading the dominant regime, and pointing out that "tactics of the weak within the order established by the strong
lead to politicisation of everyday practice"” (de Certeau 2003: 38). In the practices of daily life de Certeau believes
that "the space of a tactic is the space of the other" (de Certeau 2003: 40). This is a type of social practice where
the application of tactics enables manoeuvre interventions and actions against the entity that is located on the
opposite side, and opposes the dominant order. Tactical interventions that de Certeau found in practices of
everyday life are also applied to numerous actions of civil disobedience and they are an inevitable part of the
culture. For the fight and the resistance to the ruling procedures to be possible and effective, transformative and
pervasive, it is necessary to carry out the mobilisation of resources (material and human), to establish an
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organisational structure (the fourth feature) that will be based on “communication and
management principles, regulations and protocols” (ibid.). Within the networks, The most
common activities exchange of information and the encouragement and initiation of direct
program and project cooperation between independent actors in the field; strengthening the
capacity of organisations for programming and organisational management, (which often
includes an intensive exchange of experiences) and improving skills and knowledge in specific

areas among member organisations.

For example, Clubture Network was founded in 2002 in Zagreb as a collaborative platform for
organisations and informal initiatives of independent culture in Croatia with the goal of
decentralisation of the cultural production in the country, which was to be accomplished
through a model (created specifically for the network) of exchange of programs between
different organisations and environments, as well as their cooperation on certain projects. In
the first five years of the network’s activity, eighty organisations from all over the country
participated in the linkage, and “over a hundred programs have been realised, with over a
thousand diverse public events which have taken place in more than fifty towns” (Visni¢ 2007:
15). Until the emergence of Clubture (Savez udruga Klubtura), Croatian “independent culture”
was fragmented, i.e. there was no cohesion between organisations. With the establishment of
Clubture?* in 2002, a network on the national level was formed, and Croatian independent
culture started to function as a scene. Although the associated organisations are diverse in their
programs and management, for the first time in the country's history, their networking denoted
a creation of the critical mass of organisations that find the mutual denominator in the
application of similar models of action and common problems, which originate from their
position in the entire cultural system. Given the diversity and variety of contents, topics,
cultural activities and artistic expressions which are present among the independent

organisations participating in the cultural field, as well as their fragmentation, the establishment

organisational structure with clear procedures and protocols and to firmly set the requirements and raise awareness
of the political influence in the negotiation process.

24 According to the Clubture’s Statute (2002), the network’s goals are clearly defined as: “to create conditions for
program and project connections between participants of the independent cultural scene in Croatia and the region;
to advocate the cultural policy measures which serve the stability of the independent scene in Croatia; to increase
the visibility of the independent cultural scene in Croatia and internationally” and “to secure a continuous transfer
of values, knowledge and skills to the participants of the independent cultural scene in Croatia and the region.”
Further on, the fields of the network’s activity are: “the development of cooperation between organisations of
independent culture and youth culture in Croatia and the region; advocacy within the Cultural Policy, Youth Policy
and other related policies” and “development of the capacity of civil society organisations in the fields of culture
and youth in Croatia.” (Clubture 2002 np.).
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of the Clubture Network is considered to be the first relevant actuating pulse in the formation
of the scene of “independent culture” on a national level, because those who share similar
views, organisational and functioning manners connect and fight a mutual battle for the
betterment of their positions. With Clubture in their platform, the Policy Forum Network
assumed ‘““an important role in strengthening the influence of this scene and defining national

and local cultural policies” (ViSni¢ 2007: 11).

Clubture also played a vital role in linking the organisations of emerging cultures on a regional
level which, out of initial intention to create a stable financial framework for program exchange
in the region, overgrew into advocacy activities in the field of cultural policies on European
and regional levels. Similar efforts emerged across the region such as Asociacija, Association
of Arts and Culture NGOs and Freelancers in Ljubljana®®, Association Independent Culture
Scene?® of Serbia in Belgrade and Jadro — Association of The Independent Culture Scene in
Skopje®” as well as Kooperativa — Regional Platform for Culture, a regional network of
organisations and national networks working in the field of independent arts and culture in
Southeast Europe (SEE). Besides advocacy platforms, regional network cooperation through
platforms such as Balkan Express, Balkan Dance Platform, Nomad Dance Academy and East

Dance Academy was an educational, institutional and production framework that largely made

25 Asociacija, the Association of Arts and Culture NGOs and Freelancers in Ljubljana, is an organisation based
in Ljubljana, Slovenia, that represents and advocates for the interests of arts and culture non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) and freelancers. The association serves as a platform for collaboration, networking, and
professional development among its members, who span across various artistic disciplines and fields. Asociacija
plays a crucial role in promoting the value of arts and culture in Slovenian society, advocating for policies and
funding that support the sustainability and growth of the arts and culture sector, and fostering a vibrant and diverse
cultural ecosystem in Ljubljana and beyond. With the aim of capacity building in the local context, the programme
activities of the Asociacija include the Service programme unit for network members, non-governmental
organisations as well as self-employed cultural workers in the field of culture. Within this programme,
administrators of service conduct workshops and video interviews with experts from different fields, as well as in
person counselling and mentorship programmes. Service also provides answers to questions related to the legal
framework and key topics in the field of policies for culture and arts in Slovenia (Asociacija 2023: np).
26 The Association Independent Culture Scene of Serbia (Nezavisna kulturna scena Srbije or NKSS) in Belgrade
is a non-profit organisation that represents the interests of the independent cultural sector in Serbia. NKSS acts as
a platform for cooperation, advocacy, and support for independent cultural organisations and initiatives in Serbia.
It aims to promote and protect the freedom of artistic expression, diversity, and sustainability in the cultural sector,
and advocates for favourable conditions for the development of the independent cultural scene through policy and
legislative changes, capacity-building, and networking. NKSS plays a crucial role in promoting the independent
cultural scene in Serbia and fostering its position within the broader cultural landscape of the country (NKSS
2022: np).
27 Jadro — Association of The Independent Culture Scene in Skopje represents and advocates for the interests of
independent cultural organisations and initiatives in North Macedonia. It had aims to "establish a critical and
constructive dialogue regarding the implementation of progressive, inclusive and democratic policies and
practices in culture and within the civil society sector and beyond™ as well as to "stimulate culture as a constant
process of dynamic, heterogeneous ideas, identities, and formats of artistic ex- pression"” (Jadro 2022: np).
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contemporary dance visible and self-evident. In recent research by Karauli¢ and Letuni¢, the
authors concluded that exchange of knowledge, skills and experiences among the independent
cultural organisations in the region often results in better overcoming of obstacles they face in
their daily work and, thus, increase their resilience. At the same time, the unified values that
guide these organisations contribute to cultural democratisation in the region by applying
inclusive, solidary, participatory models built into their organisational procedures (2022: 49).
Similarly, while elaborating on the sustainability of the independent cultural sector in the post-
Yugoslav region that promotes such cultural diversity, former president of European Cultural
Foundation, Gottfried Wagner, claimed it was built “through ‘deep’ networking” (Wagner
2013 np).

5.2.4.3. Challenges and precarity

In the post- Yugoslav countries, employees of public art organisations are considered public
servants, whilst those working in the independent art sector are either self-employed or sole
proprietors/business owners. Unlike in the free socialist education system and the public health
system, new generations of independent artists now live in precarious employment, either as
sole proprietors/entrepreneurs or as self-employed workers who compete with one another on
the market for artistic (or other types of precarious) labour. Dragojevi¢ interprets this
disproportionate support between the public sector on one side and the non-institutional sector
(profit and non-profit) on the other as the lack of "the establishment of a legislative framework
that would ensure the stability of the entire cultural system on a long-term basis" (Dragojevié
2006: 209).

According to the study by “The Centre for the Empirical Cultural Studies of South-East
Europe (CESK) conducted in 2015 and 2016, cultural workers in the post-Yugoslav region
belong to the group of professions, especially in the case of freelancers. The results of the
studies from 2015, show that their average monthly income in Slovenia was 903 €, in North
Macedonia was 380 €, Serbia 324 €, in Montenegro 255 €, in Bosnia and Herzegovina 230 €.
In the post-Yugoslav region, cultural workers are among the low paid professions, particularly
freelancers. According to the research’ findings from 2015, the average monthly income was

903 euros in Slovenia, 380 euros in North Macedonia, 324 euros in Serbia, 255 euros in
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Montenegro, and 230 euros in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Further on, the independent cultural
workers in SEE, between 60% and 90% of respondents said they do not have fixed working
hours, meaning they frequently worked longer than 8 hours (50%). Also, between 30% and
50% of respondents have regularly or always worked nights, while between 50% and 60%
work weekends, between 40% and 50% during holidays, and between 40% and 70% of
respondents do not receive compensation for their overtime. Further on in 2010, ,,Asociacija -
Association of Arts and Culture NGOs and Self- Employed*, an advocacy organisation from
Slovenia, conducted a comparative study between self-employed performing artists and those
who were employed in a public theatre in Ljubljana. The survey showed a 40% lower income
for self-employed artists in addition to severe inequalities in social protection (Apostol 2015:
12).

The situation has only gotten worse and the precarious status of cultural workers has
become more insecure as a result of the Covid19 crisis. According to a more recent study
(CESK 2022: 19), the average monthly income has decreased and continued declining since
the start of the crisis. To be more precise, the average monthly loss in Montenegro was about
120 €, in Serbia 210 €, BiH 260 €, Croatia 470 €, Macedonia 280 €, and in Slovenia 530 €. As
these funds most often don’t cover the costs of their productions, independent performing arts
workers often compensate with their own and other people's volunteer work, taking on and
carrying out multiple roles in the productions, investing their own money, receiving financial
support from parents or partners, receiving help and free labour from friends and co-workers,
as well as working with whatever is available, all of which primarily require them to alter their

aesthetic choices in their artistic work (Goji¢ and Banich 2018: 18).

Another research?® commissioned by the network “Kooperativa— Regional Platform for
Culture” mapped the main challenges for the independent cultural sector in the region,
including independent performing arts organisations (Karauli¢ and Letuni¢ 2022: 40). The
challenges start with different concepts of funding and thus disagreements with the criteria of
funders, in the context of a mixed fundraising model. Further on, the organisations mention

lack of financial capacity for development and further professionalisation of organisations, in

28 The research co-authored by the author of this thesis has been conducted within the ,,Regional Lab: New Culture
Spaces and Networks as Drivers of an Innovative and Sustainable Bottom-up Development* project, coordinated
by the Kooperativa— Regional Platform for Culture. Regional Lab: New Culture Spaces and Networks as Drivers
of an Innovative and Sustainable Bottom-up Development of Regional Cooperation (REG.LAB) project is co-
ordinated by the Kooperativa platform. Therefore, this chapter contains a part of the research results.

121



terms of human and spatial resources, as this shortcoming demonstrates the complexity of
parallel application processes to different donors. There is also an awareness of the
overwhelming bureaucratization of work processes since, due to the small number of
employees in the organisations, these work processes affect the possibility of creating
initiatives and services intended to increase their professional capacities, joint project
cooperation, etc. From the perspective of funding, the organisations point out the frequent lack
of continuous support for the implementation of major and long-term programs that foster
cooperation between them, so they are exposed to challenges that include negotiating with and
adjusting to funding policies, their missions and visions, management and reporting methods

(especially for EU projects) which additionally affects the bureaucratization of work processes.

An insurmountable issue continues to be the lack of work, production, and presentation
space available to independent culture and the civil society sector as a whole since spaces
available to mostly remain limited to a number of squatted, abandoned or rental properties. On
the other hand, the limited number of venues that independent culture gained access to in the
2000s have been insufficient and inadequate to accommodate the needs of a large number of
actors and their diverse activities. The independent cultural scene is continuously tackling the
problem of space through collective effort, by creating shared-used models in an effort to
maximise accessibility (Pogon in Zagreb, Jadro centre in Skopje, Magacin in Belgrade, Stara
Elektrarna in Ljubljana, OKC Abrasevi¢ in Mostar etc). There are lobbying efforts taking on
around the region with municipal governments to reclaim some of the areas that were initially
abandoned during the privatisation processes of the 1990s. Observing the challenges in the
functioning of organisations shifts the focus to unfavourable external socio-political, economic,
legal and other factors that affect the capacities for sustainability and development of the
organisations. This conclusion is accompanied by the finding of an evident lack of space for

advocacy in the context of implementing practical public policies in the field of culture.
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5.2.4.4. Social security and advocacy associations

When discussing an inner reconstruction of south-eastern Europe, Copi¢ (2011) claimed its key
is a strong state and the strong civil society model, achieved through advocacy as a form of
action. Several studies, such as the one on bottom-up cultural policy by Vi$ni¢ and Dragojevi¢
(2007), elaborate on how the independent cultures had to uphold an effective flow of advocacy
in order to reach out to the public and enter the public discourse. Inadequate financial,
organisational, and professional conditions for the work of the participants in the independent
cultural sector that are, as already mentioned, the key drivers of their engagement in cultural

policy and their articulation of, more or less, precisely worded requests for specific changes.

According to Karauli¢ and Letuni¢ (2022: 34), independent scene in the region has an
active role in processes that include joint efforts in dialogue with decision-makers (national
and international), and impact on potential institutional changes and visibility in the cultural
field in relation to the systemic improvement of their structural working conditions, i.e.
improvement of capacity for participation in policymaking and advocacy in the field of culture.
By collecting and implementing the acquired knowledge and experience, the organisations
contribute to solving challenges in the context of public action in the interest of the scene and
formulating recommendations for decision-makers in the field of practical public policies. In
advocacy processes, networks focus on systemic problems that affect the entire non-
governmental sector and the self-employed individuals in the culture, and actively participate
by forming proposals for the decision-making processes, regulations and new legal acts
concerning the field of culture and art. In doing so, they start a permanent struggle against
conservatism and open up a new area of social engagement, they are looking for a different
type of social communication, and they are striving for free expression of diverse views,
adhering to the principles that are based on the language of solidarity and inclusion, i.e. of
openness towards the Other, the different, the minorities and the marginalised. Owing to the
participation in the production of discourse on cultural policy, “they moved the system in a
direction where the cultural field of action included also their activities where the values they
represent became the values of the entire system, where their working methods and topics were

recognized as legitimate in the field of culture”, or “by dealing with cultural policies, they
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realised the possibility of dealing with culture” (MiSkovi¢ 2011: 38). This resulted in new
venues for the production and presentation; new financial support mechanisms for the
independent scene; and legislation enabling independent culture to be acknowledged as a
political subjectivity. However, the fact that they are involved in the cultural system also as a
separate category does not “necessarily mean the fulfilment of all benefits arising from that
status” (Miskovi¢ 2011: 38). Thus, as advocacy platforms, organisations often encounter
conscious exclusion by decision-makers from discussions on relevant issues, which further
affects the possibilities of the organisations’ influence on raising the capacity of the

independent cultural sector as an important agent of change in society.

Regarding the legislation was mostly introduced during the transition, “Decree on self-
employed professionals in culture” in Slovenia, the “Law on the Rights of Self-employed
Artists” in Serbia and the "Law on the Rights of Independent Artists and the Promotion of
Cultural and Artistic Creativity" in Croatia all regulate the status of self-employed persons in
the cultural sector including their health, pension, tax exemption and disability insurance. On
the other hand, in North Macedonia the distinction between independent professional and
amateur artists is still absent from the “Law on Culture” (Compendium 2023: np). It should be
highlighted, nonetheless, that all these regulations organise the social security of artists in a
way that considers their artistic achievements and how significant their creativity is to the
development of the national culture. The artistic labour of cultural workers who are not full-
time employees has changed from the state-funded and socially protected art and culture sector
of the socialist era to entrepreneurial work that is socially protected and economically evaluated
only on the basis of the level of creative and artistic productivity. Therefore, the independent
artists are the most socially vulnerable group of artists and cultural workers, which is prompting
more and more public reactions and protests. The wage disparity between independent artists
in various professions and artistic fields, which the existing laws and regulations do not
sufficiently address, is undoubtedly a specific social problem resulting from this system.
Additionally, when the legal and financial aspects of the status of independent artists are
considered, this area of art policy is typically seen as a foreign element that belongs to the

umbrella of social welfare rather than cultural policies (Luki¢ 2005: 106).

Advocacy activities lead also to creation of a new participatory governed venues as well

as support mechanisms aimed specifically towards to the independent cultural sector such as
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Kultura Nova Foundation? in Croatia. Establishment of new venues has been tightly tied to
advocacy actions in the field of urban policies, since the gathered independent cultural actors
also recognize the necessity of initiating changes at the level of content and procedures in the
adoption and implementation of national and local public policies affecting the sector. This has
also resulted in This study examines cultural movements related to the governance of public
space, corruption in public governance for private interests, and the exclusion of citizens in
spatial planning processes such the “Coloured Revolution” (Sarena revolucija) in Skopje, to
the “We Won’t Let Belgrade D[r]Jown" (Ne da(vi)mo Beograd) and “Right to the City” (Pravo
na grad) in Zagreb.

For example, Pogon - Centre for Independent Culture and Youth was established in
Zagreb based on the agreement between the City of Zagreb and Alliance Operation City
according to which the founders make key decisions together under a civil-public partnership
model. Its objective is to offer reliable services for the production, presentation, and promotion
of independent contemporary art and cultural practises. Additionally, the centre aims to
encourage the active involvement of young people in cultural and other activities in Zagreb.
Nevertheless, the context within which Pogon operates is less than optimal; still, it serves as an
exemplar of a potential collaboration between the civic and political realms. It also inspired the
establishment of the Jadro Centre in Skopje by a national advocacy network “Jadro —
Association of the independent cultural scene” in North Macedonia that was established in

2012 with the aim of mobilising the interests of organisations and individuals within the

29 The aim of the Kultura Nova Foundation is to support and develop civil society as an additional measure within
the system of financing culture in the Republic of Croatia, specifically in the areas of contemporary arts and
culture. The Kultura Nova Foundation has been established as an independent foundation dedicated to the civil
sector in culture, following years of successful collaboration among various civil society organisations and
initiatives that advocated for its establishment. The Croatian Government and the Ministry of Culture have
acknowledged and endorsed the initiative, providing ongoing support for the Foundation's continued development
(Kultura Nova Foundation 2023: np).

30 Formerly called Alliance for Independent Culture and Youth centre and today Alliance Operation City in
Zagreb includes 27 members, gathered around the mission of advocacy and developing innovation in participatory
management in culture with the aim of strengthening and improving the working conditions of independent culture
and youth organisations. Operation City is implementing projects whose main goal is to apply the concepts of
democratisation of public resource management in the direction of a public sector reform. The concept of
participatory governance in the field of culture seeks to improve the development of public cultural policy based
on the participation of citizens and civil society in the management of local socio-cultural centres. In this manner,
it is strengthening the principles of transparency, reducing corruption, and positions the model of public resource
management at the centre for the local community in which organisations operate. Various mechanisms and
activities, including field research, analysis and mapping of socio-cultural activities, influence the development
of knowledge and skills in the context of innovative models of cultural governance (Operation City 2023: np).
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independent cultural scene. This hybrid cultural centre has also been governed through a
partnership between a public body, namely a municipality of Skopje, and a civil society
organisation, specifically Jadro association which ensures the involvement and inclusion of

stakeholders from the cultural sphere.

Although still rare, these new venues have also become a means of new governance
methods which enhance community-based approaches, i.e., participatory governance or
"sharing authority, rights and responsibilities in establishing and maintaining culture and
governance" (Kultura Nova 2018: 28). Although participatory governance is a model which is
still seldom implemented in its full potential within the post-Yugoslav region, participation
presents a framework that does not operate as a binary but rather as a continuum of varied

gradations and nuances.

These new venues can serve only part of the needs of the independent performing arts scene
due to limited capacities, which results in precarious working conditions especially in
contemporary dance due to a lack of recognition of the field by the public authorities. For
example, the former Mayor of Zagreb made a decision in 2016 that provoked a number of
reactions regarding the allocation of premises of Zagreb Dance Centre, the only venue in
Croatia that has been specifically designed and intended for the field of contemporary dance,
to the Zagreb Youth Theatre. The absorption of the Zagreb Dance Centre by the Zagreb Youth
Theatre resulted in the loss of autonomy of contemporary dance. In response to the mayor’s
contentious decision, the Croatian Dance Artists Association conducted a research and
advocacy project titled "Keep Dance Autonomous 007-017", which aimed to summarise the
past decade of dance. As per the official website (UPUH 2019: np), the project examines the
art of the past decade through the lens of marginalised history on one hand, and an analysis of
the circumstances and structural factors involved in working with different settings on the
other. The project encompassed a variety of workshops, plenary sessions, and events with the
objective of fostering cohesion within the dance community and, most importantly, a 90-day
boycott of the annexed Zagreb dance centre initiated by members of UPUH (Croatian Dancers
Association). Although Zagreb Dance Centre is still a part of Zagreb Youth Theatre, with the
radical change of city government, advocacy processes for the autonomy of dance continued
in the meantime on a more constructive level. This is unfortunately not true for similar

advocacy processes in the rest of the region where there is still no development in establishing
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a dialogue with the local and national cultural administrations (such as efforts Nomad Dance
Advocates described in a chapter above) regarding establishment of participatory governed

venues for contemporary dance.

5.3. Mapping of the field: agonistic discussions about conditions of

work in the research contexts

During the earliest phase of the empirical research, ethnographic fieldwork was used as a
method in order to inform, among other, the selection of case studies. With the aim of
identifying the key issues regarding the precarious conditions of work and resistance strategies
in the independent performing arts scene in Europe, several cultural conferences, seminars,
advocacy events and performing arts festivals and meetings were participated in, most of them
being listed in the introductory chapter. Among those, two events were chosen to be presented
in a more detailed description within this chapter with the aim of illustrating the array of issues
connected to the research topics, as well as for providing arguments towards new policy

measures in the final chapters of the thesis.

These gatherings were chosen for two reasons. Firstly, they both bring together a
multiplicity of artists, curators, and cultural policy workers who are diversely situated
(professionally, culturally and politically) and do not usually engage in dialogue. This brings
the understanding of these gatherings close to what Mouffe calls agonistic pluralism (200), i.e.,
an approach that places emphasis on the value of conflict to politics. Secondly, the events
provide meaningful overviews of the old and new concerns raised by precarious conditions of
work, (such as the inequalities of structural conditions, lack of financial and material resources
etc) in the two main contexts of this research: post-Yugoslav region (and the Balkans) as well

as Germany?L,

31 1t should be noted that more extensive versions of the reflections on these gathering were published in An
Untimely Book: Critical Practice (Made in Yugoslavia) 3 (collection of texts by Balona, A.; Fourtouni, N.;
Georgiev, A.; Goji¢, N.; Letuni¢, A.; Séderhult, E.; Szucs, A.) by Lokomotiva — Centre for New Initiatives in Arts
and Culture from Skopje in 2018.
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The first gathering was “Dance vs Circumstances”, an event hosted by Dachverband
Tanz Deutschland, Tanzbiiro Berlin, Zeitgendssischer Tanz Berlin e.V. within the framework
of a contemporary dance festival Tanznacht Berlin in August 2016. Tanznacht Berlin is a
biennial festival started by Tanzfabrik Berlin in 2000 with the aim of presenting work from
dance artists based in Berlin. With a different curator for each edition, it experiments with both
artistic and discursive formats in a dialogue with the local community of artists. Within this
event, there were four rounds of talks on working methods and production conditions in
contemporary dance with choreographers, curators, researchers, journalists and politicians

based in Germany and Western Europe.

The second gathering was Nomad Dance Advocates, an initiative of the Nomad Dance
Academy, a platform for contemporary dance in the Balkan area. Through different horizontal
and decentralised models of self-organisation, Nomad Dance Academy has a strong influence
on the development of the regional contemporary dance field. Unlike ‘membership networks’,
NDA is a collaborative and tactical network (with partners from Ljubljana, Sarajevo, Belgrade,
Sofija, Skopje and Zagreb) which established new organisations that took over the role of
partners and organisers of the network. NDA thus empowered organisations in the field of
contemporary dance through experimentation with different models and forms of self-
organisation which had a role in reconnecting as well as creating new connections in the region.
The network practises a unique horizontal system of decision making based on responsibility
and trust, which has impacted different areas of collaboration, exchange, capacity building,

mutual support, and advocacy in the field of contemporary dance.

5.3.1. Dance as a Circumstance gathering (Berlin): discursive tensions

In the context of the rising precariousness of Berlin’s contemporary dance scene, as well as its
influence on production processes, it seemed only sensible to programme a symposium on
working methods and production conditions as a part of the ninth Tanznacht festival in Berlin
end of August 2016. The three-hour symposium “Dance vs. Circumstances” was structured as

four rounds of talks where speakers were grouped by their professional orientation: artists,
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curators, writers and a cultural policy maker, each of whom had a presentation limited to 15
minutes, with only the last session being followed up by a short discussion with the audience.
Although the four different discourses are indeed porous and there is an interaction between
them, this format made it difficult not to notice how some discourses make it virtually
impossible to think outside of their basic postulates due to the hegemony of the discursive

formation of the market.

Journalist Astrid Kaminski, moderator of the symposium, started the encounter with a call for
self-reflection: “We need consciousness of what we're doing here!” During her introduction
several loosely connected issues were raised in this spirit of a “permanent state of emergency”
(Agamben, 2002). Kaminski warned about the scene sometimes being “too solipsistic and
egoistic while not enabling enough space for critical awareness due to too much mutual
dependency” i.e. precarious conditions of work. Consequently, she proposed thinking about
the possible conditions for creating criticality. Another relevant issue brought up during her
introduction was one of accessibility: “Whether art is for the chosen ones or it should be open
for everybody?” In the array of dissonances laid out during the symposium, there were various

responses to these subjects as well as propositions of other concerns.

While communicating the responses of the speakers, this chapter will try to disentangle the
appearance of the discursive formation of the market — which signifies a post-political situation
— wrapped around the presented topics. In addition to commenting on the symposium itself,
this reflection will revolve around numerous fragmented and dichotomized issues while,

hopefully, serving as one of the markers of a need for a deeper, antagonistic discussion.

5.3.1.1. Poiesis vs Praxis

The first participants, who were invited to propose any issues they considered most relevant,
were the choreographers Jasna L. Vinovrski (Berlin/Zagreb), Martin Stiefermann (Berlin) and
Andrea Bozi¢ (Amsterdam/Zagreb).

Jasna L. Vinovrski expressed her concerns in the form of a letter addressed to the “beautiful,
powerful dance community”, which she associates with a feeling of belonging. In the letter,

she confides in us regarding neuralgic aspects of the scene: the lack of financing that pushes
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artists to work abroad in the residency system and the “loss of the source of creativity due to
running between projects”. While the latter has been heavily discussed as self-exploitation in
project-oriented cognitive capitalism (see Kunst, 2015), Vinovrski mentions a problem that
hasn’t been elaborated on nearly so often: what she formulates as “self-organisation for selfish
reasons”. This motive will continuously reappear during the symposium and therefore receive

more elaboration in this reflection.

While Vinovrski partially employs the discourse of fatigue when mentioning the work of
organising and curating, Andrea BoZi¢ considers doing “everything as a part of an artwork”. In
proposing so, she views the gaps in infrastructure as an invitation to change the modes of
production. Bozi¢ mentioned examples of her own self-organised work such as BAU, TILT,
SPECTRA and the “Come Together festival. While also inviting the dichotomy of “artist in
the studio” and “artist as citizen” into the discussion, she makes a pledge for the “reorganisation
of infrastructures, as well as affects”. From the position of a self-organised cultural worker, she
perceives several problems in the field: standardisation of the arts and the “impossibility to
acknowledge diversity”, non-suitable quantitative criteria for evaluation of the arts and the big

gap between project and institutional funding.

In my understanding, these recurring issues are all a manifestation of the pervasive dominance
of economic reason in the arts today. To be more precise, the commodification of the arts
demands reduction of arts’ cultural value to an economic value, while policies reproduce that
logic by shifting attention from state subsidy to market survival, which ultimately leads to the
unsustainability of “unpopular” artistic practices in the cultural field. What remains for
discussion is how some of the practices that promote oppositional political content are
appropriated and taken over by exploitative interests, such as the “self-organisation for selfish
reasons” mentioned by Vinovrski. The phenomenon of curating and collaboration out of
economic necessity, that I would like to call pragmatic solidarity, marks something of a
contradiction to organisational culture since it is simultaneously employing post-socialist

discourse and neoliberal strategies of work.

Due to all these issues, both Vinovrski and Bozi¢ are calling for change, as are most of
the speakers of the symposium. Still, during the talks, the ideas of the “artists exhausting

themselves with non-artistic work” and “getting out of the passive artist’s role” will be
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repeatedly brought up. Unfortunately, to binarize poiesis and praxis in this way seems to
contradict the demand for change, as it has long been recognized that the borders between them
in today’s capitalist society are deeply blurred. To be more precise, artistic production and
creation (poiesis) is today inevitably entwined with the political activity of the artists as free
citizens (praxis), especially when “dealing with its own conditions of work, which accompany
the performing arts as their ‘political unconscious’ (Vujanovic, 2011). Therefore, as if the
political had never become conscious, calling the artist’s role “passive” seems influenced by
the modernist image of an artist as a “genius” in isolation from society and, in my view, risks
oversimplifying the discussion by enabling the spectacularity of that image, as it stems from

the discursive formation of the market.

5.3.1.2. Instrumental vs. Intrinsic

The second round of the discussion featured the curators and programmers Heike Albrecht
(Berlin), Annemie Vanackere (Berlin) and Ash Bulayev (Athens/New York).

At the beginning of her presentation, Heike Albrecht pledged for a “more equal distribution of
public money”. In that regard, it is important to mention a policy measure of participatory
budgeting that would facilitate her request: the situation where the members of the community
directly (or through delegates) assume decision-making power in the distribution of public
funds. Unlike this straightforward demand, another perspective on culture she proposed seems
somewhat problematic: “Culture can be viewed as a strategy to enliven the city like the
European Capital of Culture examples show us”. ECoC is a project that is supposed to
contribute to the strengthening of the European identity while having a significant economic
impact; which makes it a well-known example of convergence of economic and cultural goals,
i.e. the instrumentalisation of culture. Ultimately, that kind of logic leads to the valorization of
culture only from an economic viewpoint. At the end of her presentation, Albrecht’s call for
the end of “the application culture” was welcomed with an applause, which underlined the
fatigue caused by “project culture” and a need for a more structural funding, possibly within a

participative decision-making process.

Annemie Vanackere warned about the importance of cultural political work in finding a

balance between the roles of institutions and independent initiatives in the art scene. She uses
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the term “ecology of an art landscape” that Markussen (2010) defines as “the complex
interdependencies that shape the demand for and production of arts and cultural offerings”. In
relation to this ecology, she emphasises the need for the mapping of positions but it remains
unclear what would be the aim of this mapping. Since mapping is a primarily descriptive
research tool, it appears as fairly neutral if not directed toward a particular, more defined action.
Vanackere responds to the title of the symposium with a different one: dance with
circumstances instead of dance versus circumstances. Although this change of (pre)positions
implies a particular adaptation to the “unchangeable system” (capitalism as the only possible
system of work), she advocates for a new form of solidarity. Again, without proper
contextualization and implementation, the new form of solidarity might end up just being a
motive appropriated to serve as one of the many ambiguities of the contemporary “marketplace

of ideas”.

Ash Bulayev offered a more detailed overview of the areas where the symptoms of the
neoliberal discursive formation are blatantly visible. He starts his speech with a quote from a
cultural sociologist Pascal Gielen: “Artists are international or nobodies; curators are connected
or nobodies” and right away emphasises the relevance that strategies of internationalisation
and networking have for the art world at work. He then mentions “dance entering the museum”
which could also be interpreted as the symptom of art market expansion, as well as the
proliferation of intermediary organisations and networks in the performing arts field, which
reproduce the NGO logic. Further on, by mentioning how the Culture 2000-2007, a European
Union programme that had a priority of intercultural dialogue and artist mobility, “pushed the
artists to work in a different way”, Bulayev shifted focus to the impact of cultural policy on
programming strategies and modes of production. Finally, he makes a case for shrinking the
discrepancy between national policies that impact the division between international and local
artists; investments in production as well as presentation and rethinking the quantitative

measures of arts evaluation.

These last points, in my view, seem to be in strong connection: while the culture of presentation
and attention paid to the demands of spectators is developing more and more, the emphasis on
financing the artistic production is seriously lacking. The care for the spectator, reflected in the
current cultural political priority of ‘“audience development”, is in accordance with

contemporary populist politics. It praises arts and culture in a utilitarian manner which,
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ultimately, leads to the impossibility of the arts to confirm its own generic value as art — rather
only in the spheres of economy, society, politics — meaning it always has to be valorised

through another logic.

5.3.1.3. Projective vs Institutional

The third part of the symposium consisted of the presentations by the authors Dorion
Weickmann (Berlin), Kirsten Maar (Berlin) and Bojana Kunst (GielRen/Ljubljana).

Dorion Weickmann warned about the dance practitioners being “too busy with internal
problems and artistic concerns rather than the public ones”. Her observation relates to the
poiesis/praxis dichotomy established in the discourse around the artists, as well as to
Kaminski’s statement in the introduction about the scene being “too solipsistic”. She notes
another issue that was posed in the introduction: “Dance as an art form is made for the audience
and should be understandable to everyone”. Again, there is a certain focus on reception by the
audience in the overall discussion, now having to do with the matter of accessibility. | believe
it is important to express the complexity of this issue, since the framework of “what is
understandable to everyone” could lead to the perpetuation of standardized content at the cost
of the emergence of new artistic paradigms. What Weickmann recommends that if “we want
diversity in the audience and not only on stage” the solution is to “offer content beyond the
limits of contemporary dance and ballet”. Still, it is possible that this focus on the audience is
coming from the discourse of this (economic) justification for the arts, which, again, has a
consequence, that programmers might take greater care of their audiences than of the artists

with whom they collaborate.

Kirsten Maar, whose presentation began with the discourse of collaboration, also points
to the problem of collaboration being motivated by economic needs i.e. pragmatic solidarity.
The recurrence of this puzzle in the discussion, in my opinion, only points to the fragility of
the ideology of solidarity in the face of pervasive market reasoning and calls for more dialogue
on these complex political questions of being together, thereby making contemporary dance a
relevant space for discussing current social-political concerns. One of the issues Maar wants to
interrogate is sustainability in collaboration: “How do we work together on the long-term

level”, or beyond the project’s timeframe, and how do we make contributions “beyond
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institutions”?. She re-formulates her question even more broadly, asking the audience how can
we “work beyond cognitive capitalism” in conditions where “artistic research gets more and
more institutionalised”? Maar poses questions in a way that reveals her understanding of the
institution as a fixed category, which makes for a valuable introduction for Bojana Kunst’s

presentation, as she lays out a different perspective on the topic.

Namely, Bojana Kunst thinks it is important to conceive of “institutions from a
temporal perspective, not approached as facts but as potential processes”. She observes a
challenge in the simultaneous process of performing the institution and resisting the very
process of it and asks: “What do we lose if we win in the process of institutionalisation?”
Institutions supporting dance, she continues, are especially interesting to capitalism: in the
nineties there was an overall economization of the arts and the discovery of Eastern Europe,
then the rise of support for the highly educated and nomadic grew in a continuous search for
young artists until, finally, we are now being governed by continuous fear of insecurity, i.e.
precarization. Kunst reflects on ways to reach rearrangements between politics, economy and
value and suggests “a radical shift in temporal dimension” through a “restorative dedication to
present time”, in contrast to the tensions of project logic and its projective time. It is important
to mention this might be an important layer of the “reorganisation of the affective” Bozi¢
appealed for at the beginning of the symposium. Towards the end of her presentation, Kunst
asks questions that conclude not only her presentation, but, in my opinion, underline the variety
of fragmented issues exposed during the whole event: “How to rethink the knot between
cultural politics, cultural value and cultural production? How do we produce artistic value?

And how are artistic, aesthetic values created in society?”

5.3.1.4. Arts vs Creative

The fourth and the final part of the symposium was hosted by Sabine Bangert (Berlin), cultural
policy maker from the Green Party (Die Griinen), and was the only one accompanied with a
short discussion between the speaker and the audience.

Coming from a decision-making environment, Bangert warned about the Berlin politicians not
understanding “dance as a separate art form”, but perceiving it “as subsumed in performing

arts and doing so great that nothing needs to be done”. That is, of course, in dissonance with
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the array of imbalances other speakers previously mentioned, some of which Bangert reiterates
in her presentation. Again, it is the lack of institutional funding for independent dance
organisations in Berlin that makes “working conditions in dance unacceptable”. Since there is
“no possibility in Berlin to develop smaller productions”, a misbalance occurs in relation to the
number of graduates in the field of dance from schools such as the Inter-University Centre for
Dance Berlin. Besides the deficit of space to show productions, Bangert warns about the lack
of time, as well, and proposes the implementation of a law that enables artists to have “’the
possibility to develop something in five years, since one or two years of funding are not
sufficient”. Also, following The Greens’ focus on social sustainability, she calls for ”funding
bodies to implement minimum wages”. As a pathway to resolving these issues, she proposes
dialogue with the government and cultural institutions “to arrive at long-term funding for the
independent scene” as well as to reallocate the funds lost due to the “complexity of the
application system”, i.e. bureaucratization. Bangert stays pragmatic in saying that, while
advocating for more funds, “this demand has to be somehow justified to the politicians”. To
justify, she would use the argument of culture as an “economic force which has extreme
advantages for Berlin and is good for society” while opposing culture becoming a market with
neoliberal tendencies in financing. In the struggle for better conditions of work and a stable
dance house, Bangert claims “artists achieved a lot in the last five years in the political field,
there is not much more to be done by the scene and it is up to the politicians now”. This mindset
might also stem from the established dichotomy of poiesis and praxis since, at the end, she

claims that: “When artists exhaust themselves in political work, the artwork suffers”.

In the short discussion after this presentation, initial comments reflected on the change
of the artists’ language towards the funders since they feel “they almost have to beg and are
treated as children”. In my view, the language currently adopted in the cultural sector by the
funding systems in Europe, is defective not just because it fails to provide an adequate means
of talking about culture, but because it is a language of dependency and supplication that fosters
relations of inequality. Although the other sectors (such as the army) are also funded by the
citizens’ tax, only the arts are described as a subsidised sector, being not-for-profit (if we define
profit in an economic sense). Another audience member continues down this line of reasoning
saying that “we have strong tendencies towards neoliberalism in the arts but art and culture are
not a market”. Bangert replied to the malcontented statement that “everything we do points in

the direction of creative economy” by saying that she as cultural policy maker “fought against
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the ‘creative economy’, but other politicians let it pass”. It seems, | would add, the expansion
of the market discursive formation is candidly visible in the way we name our policies: first
there were arts policies, then the cultural policies and now, finally, we have the creative

policies.

The third comment from the audience offered a short overview of the development of the dance
scene in Berlin saying that “forty years ago in Berlin there were just ballet and opera; then
Tanzfabrik came in to being with no money and a lot of engagement of the artists”, therefore,
pointing to the relevance of artists’ praxis. The speaker continued saying that “in the 80s, scene
changed by inventing the job of producer, firstly in Amsterdam and Brussels” and claimed that
“this position should be more important again” since there are also “lots of big spaces in Berlin
that are free most of the time”. She also implicitly describes a manifestation of the impact of
cultural policy on aesthetics, by mentioning that “we have to allow artists to work until the end,
not this short way — then people will be convinced it is an art form”. Although the discussion
with the audience started become almost antagonistic, it was interrupted due to the

predetermined- timeframe of the symposium.

5.3.1.5. Praxis vs Post-political

In conclusion, Kaminski stressed the need for more discussion since the “conditions are
changing”. Considering that the format of the symposium left a very short time for dialogue, it
seems the antagonism that “forms the essence of the political” (Mouffe as cited in Kunst, 2015)
was constricted. Or, as Kunst stated when comparing the political stance of the artists to the
ones of contemporary creative industries: “...they articulate their ideas by forming contexts
and communicative social situations in advance, where particular relations can take place safely
and without antagonism; this is where temporary communities can be formed, enabling the
participation of different users, as well as the contingent and free-flow of various interests. It
therefore seems as though it is actually the prevailing heteronomy that Zizek terms pseudo-
activity” (Kunst, 2015). Further on, pseudo-activity produces a lack of real effect in society
and marks the main characteristic of the post-political situation.

During the symposium, the invitation for change was often reiterated but still, it seems to

belong to the normalised discourse of crisis and, without clarification of its normative relational
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system, exists on the verge of becoming drained of meaning. In my view, for the demand for
change to achieve a real effect, its politicality should be brought to consciousness. But, due to
the establishment of the poiesis vs praxis dichotomy, it seems that a portion of the speakers
were still relating to politics as something external to the art. In my belief, in order to achieve
the desired change, it is vital to overcome this separation of the artistic work and artists’

citizenship activity in society.

An example of such public activity by artists that resulted in interventions into actual
social relations happened in Belgrade, shortly before this symposium, in May 2016. Due to
contemporary dance in Serbia systemically being pushed to the outer margins of the cultural
sector, members of the contemporary dance scene in Serbia sued their Ministry of Culture.
Concretely, they demanded the annihilation of the results of the yearly tender for culture due
to which nearly half of the budget for dance was given to a private commercial dance festival
at the cost of 99% of the local choreographers not being supported for their independent work.
The jury who made this decision consisted of three members that do not have any education or
experience in contemporary dance; only one of them works in the field of dance in a broader
sense- specifically, in classical ballet. Although the dance scene is still waiting for the reaction
of the Ministry, this endeavour fostered a broader discussion with the aim of “a public and open
dialogue between the independent dance scene and decision-makers in the Republic of Serbia

through a long-term advocacy process”.

In that sense, this action is an example of how civil society’s members are equipped
with the power to interpret and to transform the social and political structures within which
they interact. In these times of the pervasiveness of the discursive formation of the market, it
is necessary to remind ourselves of the role of civil society as the social space of freedom and
solidarity, contrasted with the state but not reducible to the market.

Returning to the symposium, few other contradictions mark the situation where the
prevailing political articulation is still imposed by the market, besides the recurring issues of
the poiesis vs praxis around the discourse of the artist. For example, in proposing to dance with
circumstances instead of against them, as the title of the symposium suggests, Vanackere
implies certain conciliation with the way things actually are. Yet, such accommodation to the
current conditions usually lacks a sense of history. It naturalises the present, forgets the past,

and cannot imagine alternative futures. Coming from a similar reasoning, the mentioned

137



phenomenon of pragmatic solidarity shows the frailty of the ideology of solidarity in the face

of the dominant ideology of economic servitude.

In order to abandon political pseudo-activity, it seems requisite to make these different
discourses more porous and oriented towards constructing an inter-discursive domain that is
emancipated from the dominant ideology of the market, allowing for antagonism and
articulations of being together without calculation. In that scenario, dance would not need to
be positioned as an entity separated from society and standing either versus or with
circumstances. Hence, we can conclude a more powerful version of a highly heterogeneous
discussion like this one, would be to recognize dance as a circumstance — as an activity in
society — and, accordingly, to explore the grounds for possible cultural resistances that could

lead to a more autonomous world of cultural production.

5.3.2. Nomad Dance Advocates gathering (Belgrade): proposals for
deprecarization of the field

Over the course of 20th and 21th October 2017, Station Service for contemporary dance in
Belgrade hosted a gathering of over sixty policy makers, cultural workers and dance activists
from Serbia, the Balkans, Europe and the USA, who addressed new policies for contemporary
dance on local, national and regional levels. Nomad Dance Advocates is an initiative of the
Nomad Dance Academy, platform for contemporary dance in the Balkan area, created in 2012
as “a permanent program for advocating a more stable position of contemporary dance field in
the region”. (NDA 2017: np). Although contemporary dance is one of the most dynamic artistic
fields in the region, it still suffers from the lack of basic working conditions and stable support.
After meetings in Skopje and Sofia, the NDA gathering “Make room for dance!” has been
organised in the space of Magacin, an independent cultural centre in Belgrade, with the
intention of imagining and planning for a future where dance will be supported by policies that

enable its genuine development.

Marijana Cvetkovi¢ (Belgrade), cultural producer from Station Service for contemporary
dance and Nomad Dance Academy, explained that although the idea of this gathering was to

facilitate the understanding of decision makers and public administrators on how this artistic
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field works, “there was quite a reluctance from many of them to participate.” Nevertheless, she
expressed hope that those who are present “will take this passion from our field with them”
and gratitude to all the participants for being there “to play, to talk and to share with us” while

advocating for dance.

5.3.2.1. Cultural policy frameworks and potential for change in the field of
contemporary dance

In the introduction to the first session, Biljana Tanurovska Kjulavkovski (Skopje), cultural
producer from Lokomotiva and Nomad Dance Academy, shortly introduced Prof. Milena
Dragicevié¢ Sesi¢ (Belgrade), Head of the UNESCO Chair on “Cultural Management and
Cultural Policy” and Professor of Cultural Policy and Cultural Management, as an expert who
has been “very supportive to the work of the independent scene”. In a dialogue, they proceeded
to address the possible ways of using the existing cultural policy frames to develop a

stimulating environment for contemporary dance.

In Prof. Dragi¢evi¢-Sesié’s opinion “in every epoch a certain kind of art takes the lead
and, in this moment, it is really contemporary dance”. On the other hand, “cultural policy is,
like all public policy, influenced by the routine”, which makes the field of contemporary dance
encounter various setbacks. Firstly, contemporary dance has not yet been acknowledged as a
specific art form in our region, which is visible in no experts from the field nominated in the
ministries (only experts for performing arts). In many cases, theatre is dominating the
performing arts field because it contributes to the national cultural identity in a higher level
than contemporary dance, which is “often perceived as a global and not a nation specific art
form”. Another issue is the neglect of the diversity of art forms when the European policy
instruments deal with the working conditions in the arts. In the present policies, great emphasis
is put on sustainability as a task “in front of artists, enticing them to become self-sustainable,
instead in front of cultural policy to create conditions when art actually could become
sustainable”. This is a topic already discussed in chapter 2 which proposes cultural policies are
increasingly complicit with evaluation criteria pertaining to the market. Still, in comparison
with many other marginalised art fields in the region, the dance field “did a maximum
concerning self-organisation and using shared knowledge as a basic resource”. But, Prof.
Dragidevi¢-Sesi¢ remarked that the contemporary dance scene (as well as the whole

independent scene) has “not succeeded to involve media and to form a critical public opinion
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around the dance scene”. To overcome this lack, “it is necessary to find links with other
activists in other art sectors and, especially, the public sector”. Since the cultural policies are
increasingly supporting those who have commercial success and sponsorship, there are less
and less possibilities for research-based art organisations to receive funding. That is the reason
“we need to focus on public cultural policies and use the unity of the independent cultural scene

to create lasting systemic measures”.

Judging from the experience of Nomad Dance Academy that provided a case for
strategies of collaboration and support making an impact on local levels, Tanurovska-
Kjulavkovski posed a question about the possibility of systematic measures on the regional
level. Prof. DragiGevi¢- Sesi¢ agreed on the impact of strategies of regional collaboration
implemented by various organisations (e.g. foundation Kultura Nova, platform Kooperativa
and now closed The Balkans Art and Culture Fund), with a reminder that it was the independent
scene that first started these collaborations after the breakup of Yugoslavia. Besides continuing
those collaborations, another suggestion by Prof. Dragitevié- Se§i¢ was to create alliances in
the education and research sector, since this might give impetus to “contemporary art to do
some more research, as well as greater visibility and more intersectoral collaboration”. Horizon
2020 is a good example of a research programme where such links might be created. Another
link that could be created is the one with cultural tourism, since “contemporary art can be

understood as intangible heritage”.

The issue of contemporary art as intangible heritage opened up the second part of the
session with audience responses from various contexts. For example, Madeline Ritter (Berlin)
noted a similar problem exists in Germany, since contemporary dance there is “not perceived
as a part of cultural heritage and it is ascribed less value due to having no roots”. Currently,
80% of state funding goes to material cultural heritage (i.e. buildings and museums). Also, in
negotiating contemporary dance as intangible cultural heritage, it is relevant to remember that
“ascribing dance to a contemporary art field is already an exclusion”. Theo Van Rompay
(Brussels) compared cultural policies from his context in Flanders with the French dance field.
While in France “there is a much higher number of audiences and contemporary dance artists,
all these developments are happening due to top-down policy making”. On the other hand,
there is a “very active and organised cultural field in Flanders”, which was able to develop

cultural policy measures that were adopted by the government. Another remark is that when
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organising the dance field, “it is increasingly vital to think about individuals, besides thinking
of structures such as companies”. Since the “performing arts field is tending to resemble more
to visual arts in terms of working individually”, we need to come up with different models of
organising the public funding. Additionally, it is “amazingly important to advocate for long-
term funding in order to have quality planning”, as well as allow time for research. Another
strong remark on the topic of strategic alliances came from Bojana Mladenovi¢ (Amsterdam).
The question posed was “why are we always looking at the models of Western Europe although
we observe its enormous crisis”, since there are many other places that share the same struggles,
with valuable knowledge and discourses being developed (such as South America and Africa).
In contextualising our discussion on “who is standing behind us”, she quotes a performing art
theoretician Ana Vujanovié¢ by saying that “the contemporary scene needs to start asking; who

are we standing behind?” and, thus, reminds us to rethink our alliances.

5.3.2.2. Proposals for dance centres of the future

In order to open up space for various perspectives, the following session was structured as an
“imaginary travel to the future of dance”, where several dance artists and activists from the
region were invited to dream about the dance centres of the future. This session was intended
to produce the desirable scenarios in order to compare them with the existing conditions for
dance in the following “reality check” session. Thus, when thinking of a future centre, Dragana
Alfirevi¢ (Ljubljana) claimed, “it is clear that such a heterogeneous and rich dance scene should
not be represented by one person, but have at least three to five directors”. It surely should be
an institution supported by the state; yet, policy-wise it should be framed beyond the top-down
and bottom-up cultural policy dualism, and “rather make different kind of waves or spirals”.
Above all, since “currently the art scene is very atomized and everybody are closing in their
own contexts”, the centre would have to change the paradigms of organisation and offer new

ways “on how to be together as humans”.

According to Marko Mili¢ (Belgrade), while this should be a space for exchanging
interests with each other, it should contain “a room of sensory deprivation where you can

withdraw”. As well, there should be a room called “who cares” for expressing unarticulated
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concerns by unshaped, small and insecure voices. Milan Markovi¢ Matthis (Belgrade) added
that the centre should have supporting structures for families, as well as “an archival space for
documentation of everyday life (e.g., moments of people washing dishes)”. Also, a good
balance should be found “between obligatory sharing and having a will to share”. Iva Nerina
Sibila (Zagreb) suggested that the dance centre has to be “built for dance and comfortable for
the body”. It needs to have a strong connection to different communities and “bring dance
deeper into society since it has more to offer besides performances”. Policy-wise, it should be
artist-led and independent but “under protection of the state”. Further on, it is a centre that is
decentralised i.e. smaller, communal centres around the country “with activities circling around
and not being owned.” In that line of thinking, she quoted Aleksandra Janeva Imfelfd
(Bruxelles/Zagreb) who proposed “a dance centre with transparent walls so we can openly

share our practices”.

Rok Vevar (Ljubljana) pledged for a centre that will entice the public to be more
attentive “to the physical voices who are always present but seldom represented”. In his words,
this centre will “not have any audiences, but always the public”. In the view of Dejan Srhoj
(Ljubljana), the centre will be an institution where “you will be able to move in a way that will
be no of economic value to anyone”. Therefore, he advocated for a space where “the body and
human will not be instrumentalized”. Besides that, it will foster the translation of knowledge
we have in practising communities to a wider public sphere (e.g. “awareness about listening,
giving space, taking space, creating instant propositions all the time”). After several other
propositions from the audience, such as the regional dance centre and obligatory dance classes
in schools, Selma Banich (Zagreb) elaborated on her imagining of a “space and practice of
commoning for different communities”. By creating a space that is “self-governed, with means
of labour brought back to the protagonists, the relationship between power, arts and profit
would be broken. This is similar to what Sepp proposed when inquiring the independent scenes
in the region about the process of commoning within civil society, always including “care,
community-building, and the cultivation of common subjectivities” (2019: 59). In conclusion,
she reminded us of being privileged and of our responsibility to include it in our fantasies by

imagining a centre that takes a social and political responsibility.
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5.3.2.3. Overview on the the current state of dance in the Balkan region and parts of
Europe

After the imagining session, this part of the gathering encompassed concise and fast-paced
presentations by Angelina Georgieva (Sofia), Biljana Tanurovska Kjulavkovski (Skopje),
Gisela Mueller (Berlin), Selma Banich (Zagreb), Rok Vevar (Ljubljana), Vava Stefanescu
(Bucharest) and Ksenija Djurovic (Belgrade), who mapped out the current situation with dance

centres throughout the region and Europe.

Angelina Georgieva (Sofia) described the situation in Bulgaria, where the Association
for Independent Theatre, with the aid of the Sofia Municipality, began a process of extensive
professional and public discussions and concrete work on preparing written proposals for two
organisations as a result of a long campaign for the need of a production centre for independent
arts in the last two years. The first is a renovation of an abandoned heating plant in Sofia's
centre that is now city property and the organisational structure of a venue for contemporary
arts called "Toplocentrala.” The second is a model for establishing one of the five or six local
cultural institutions into a hub for modern performing arts. Both cases include contemporary
dance. Additionally, the Association for Independent Theatre organised a process in 2016 with
the assistance of the Sofia Municipality to draw up a plan for the growth of the independent art
scene in the City of Sofia. This was the first policy paper to propose an individual approach to
dance on the cultural policies on the city level as well as establishing a centre for contemporary
dance until 2020. All of these proposals are still in a written form waiting to be considered and
voted by the City Council. Besides these important developments, it is relevant to mention two
initiatives acknowledged as a successful example of cultural entrepreneurship and private-
public partnership. Derida dance centre was opened in 2010 to provide regular training
opportunities for professionals and non-professional dancers, to support new productions by
securing the working conditions, to establish opportunities for international collaboration, as
well as to produce and present the artistic work by Derida dance company. The other private
space for contemporary dance was founded in 2015 when a former disco club in the National
Palace of Culture was transformed into DNK, a space for contemporary dance and

performance, which focuses on experimental work.

Biljana Tanurovska Kjulavkovski (Skopje) started her presentation on the context in
North Macedonia by claiming “contemporary dance is still not recognized by the frames of
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cultural policy, though there are different attempts by the scene to change the situation”.
Changes are mostly visible in the formal educational system, as there are currently three
programs for the field of dance. The two public programmes are dedicated to dance pedagogy
and to (recently established) choreography, while a private faculty has a programme for
education of dancers. The scene is facing a situation with no spaces, no mobility or research
funds, which is a consequence of the political situation in the past eleven years”, marked by
the right-wing government oriented towards the conservative arts support. In this ten years
period, there were a lot of private initiatives, i.e. studios for dance mainly oriented towards
commercial purposes. In these challenging circumstances, Lokomotiva and Theatre Navigator
(a NGO for performing arts) identified an old cinema space, built by private initiative in 1939,
which in Yugoslavia became public and oriented towards cinema distribution. In the 2000s, it
was given back to the private owner in the process of denationalisation of the public spaces. In
that moment, these two organisations got a part of the space and rebuilt it into a stage, which
has been a project space for various actors of the independent scene until end of 2020 when the
actors had to move out due to “lack of support by the state” (Kino Kultura 2021: np). The
space also hosted a program called “Free scene”, that dealt with developing models of
participatory governance in the independent cultural scene. Also, the programme advocated

“for the support of the whole building and bringing it to a larger civil society”.

According to Gisela Mueller (Berlin), the Berlin contemporary dance scene started to
ask for a dance house already thirty years ago, although such a project has not yet come to
existence. In 2000, the scene formed an association (which is not active anymore) for
everybody working in the contemporary dance community to articulate their needs (e.g.
education and space). After founding an informal network with various strong players in the
Berlin art scene (such as the Berlin ballet), the demands gained visibility with the politicians.
The scene identified large halls and warehouses that once housed trams and buses and the site
was rebuilt with the funds from lottery foundation to become today's Uferstudios. The space
now hosts one BA and two MA programmes in the field of dance education (Inter-University
centre for Dance Berlin and Ernst Busch Academy of Dramatic Art), as well as different players
from the “Free scene” (Tanzfabrik Berlin, ada Studio and Tanzb(ro Berlin). Other spaces are
rented out to the actors of the independent scene by the system “first come, first service”, since
it was very clear from the beginning that “Uferstudios are there to serve the whole scene”. The

complex also contains a shared office for meetings, writing applications etc. The space is to
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some extent supported by public funding since “most of the artists who come receive project
grants”. Although this investment was supported with the resources from the lottery
foundation, the “actors had to take a significant loan” and would benefit from receiving

additional funds for infrastructure.

Selma Banich (Zagreb) shortly presented the events around the “Keep dance
autonomous” initiative and the Zagreb Dance Centre venue. Currently, dance does not have an
institution in Croatia and “it is entirely deinstitutionalised as a practice”. In 2009, an old cinema
(Kino Lika) was renovated and equipped to become the first venue for dance in the country.
One NGO was made responsible for governing the venue, but last year in April, the “mayor of
Zagreb decided (behind closed doors and based on political eligibility) to put the space under
the management of the Zagreb Youth Theatre”. Currently, the management and the
programming is carried by the one single person who runs both the Zagreb Youth Theatre and
the Dance centre. Therefore, “Keep dance autonomous” initiative is a struggle for a socially
responsible dance centre and a demand for the establishment of an independent dance
institution, based on a model of civil-public partnership. In that type of a partnership, the
protagonists would take equal parts in establishing the institution with the city of Zagreb, being
“not only subjects of a service but active participants in creating work conditions for production
of art as a common”. Banich takes part in a Zagreb Dance Centre Assembly established by
direct democracy principles, meaning it is “not only professionals taking part in it but a broader
community that is interested in this agenda”. Beside the Zagreb Dance Centre Assembly,
Croatian Dance Artist Association is the main protagonist of the “Keep dance autonomous”
initiative. The struggle about claiming self-governance also included 90 days of boycott, yet
currently the problem is “again getting normalised while the majority of protagonists are put
in a situation to make autonomous decisions on how to position themselves towards this

political problem”.

Rok Vevar (Ljubljana) started his presentation by claiming, “Ljubljana is not lacking
spaces for presentation of dance, but is in need of studios” and offered a short historical
overview of the Slovenian dance scene development. The dance scene of Ljubljana “burst out
of a cultural, social and political temperature of the period between 1977 (with the start of
punk) and 1991”. In 1994, the Dance Association started its activities with demands for space

and, shortly, in 1995 received the first space for production and presentation of contemporary
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dance. Between 1996 and 1999 contemporary dance and independent theatre production “grew
by 60%, so the independent cultural scene became quite large for this small city”. Between
2003 and 2005, Municipality of Ljubljana introduced a three (and later four years) funding
programme for the NGO sector. Between 2013 and 2016 the budget for culture was severely
cut. Continuing on the issue of space for dance, Vevar says “cultural and congress centre
Cankarjev Dom, opened in 1980, had a big influence on the scene since most of the productions
were presented there”. Dance Theatre Ljubljana opened in 1985, but received its own venue in
1994 from the municipality. Besides these spaces that are currently available for contemporary
dance, in 2004 The Old Power Station was opened for the presentations of NGO productions.
Also, in 2008 Spanski Borci and Kino Siska started its activities, providing more spaces to
present contemporary dance. In terms of education, a secondary school specialised in dance
opened in 1990, and received its own theatre and studio two years ago. What still presents the
biggest problem for the scene is that dance needs more space in comparison with other artistic
practices. Recently, the Association for Contemporary Dance, suggested to the municipality of
Ljubljana to buy a 1000m2 space for dance studios but the initiative has not succeeded. Most
studios in Ljubljana are not adequate for the studio practices (especially in the winter time),

hence the Association for Contemporary Dance strongly continues its activities.

Vava Stefanescu (Bucharest) started her presentation by describing the activities prior
to the establishment of the National Centre for Dance in Romania, which were formalised in
the frame of an NGO founded in 1999/2000. Although this NGO functioned only for three
years, “from its activities grew an initiative for making contemporary dance a separate and
autonomous art form on a policy level”. Due to the initiative and “the enormous support from
the international independent scene, in 2004 a National Dance Centre was created under the
Ministry of Culture”. The National Dance Centre was awarded with a 3000m2 space in the
building of the National Theatre in the centre of Bucharest. The mission of CNDB consists of
sustaining, developing and promoting contemporary dance through production, education and
research programmes. In 2007, a multi-year research programme on Romanian dance history
resulted with a series of re-enactments and publications, as well as more visibility for the centre.
Currently, there are great challenges in maintaining the continuity of the centres’ activities. To
be more precise, the organisation “was kicked out from National theatre building in 2011 and
had no space for six years, which resulted in an Occupy CNDB that lasted for four months™.

Recently, the government ascribed the former Senate building for the purposes of the Centre,
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but the building still isn’t equipped with the appropriate working conditions for the dance

community.

Ksenija Djurovi¢ (Belgrade) emphasised that the Serbian context has “no infrastructural
funding for dance, no dance centre, or any kind of support guaranteeing security of the field”.
The space of Magacin was founded in 2007 through the efforts of a joint initiative of
independent cultural scene organisations, called the Other Scene. Process to make the City of
Belgrade take responsibility for the development of its' art scene was successful since “oddly,
there was enough political will to realise the potential the independent scene has”. The first
civil-public partnership run by the independent scene was supposed to be created but,
unfortunately, “it became another situation where a space is administered through a city
institution and the organisations belonging to the independent scene were organising the
programme”. The space now exists for ten years, and for the first two years, organisations were
given rights to work there through an open call. After that, the contract was meant to be
prolonged but this never happened, which implies the protagonists in Magacin “could have
been thrown out the space at any given time.* In this very long state of insecurity, the institution
that was administering the space was very present in the beginning (e.g. by cleaning and
guarding the place) but the its' presence gradually dispersed. Two years ago, the Association
Independent Culture Scene of Serbia was having challenges with their space and Stanica
invited them to come to work from Magacin to “make a join effort to position Magacin as a
space for everyone (which it already was)”. Since then, Magacin operates through an open
calendar system, meaning “everyone who wants to work in any type of field can use the space
for free with a small participation in the basic costs”. This model of an open calendar has been
“somewhat challenging to organise because the cultural workers are not in a position to
properly plan their activities” due to the public funding timeline (the results of the grant
schemes take a few months). Yet, in a situation with a clear lack of any type of structural
support, Magacin produces around a thousand programs per year. A space open for everyone
(and very much used for the performing arts) is currently the only dance space in Belgrade that

is free.

In conclusion of the “reality check* session), there were a few contributions from the
audience on how to bridge the gap between “the dreams and the reality” when reflecting on

contemporary dance centres. The idea of a centre as “one monumental building” was contested,
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especially by the example of Movement Research (New York), which never had a space of its
own and is running at five different spaces on a daily level. Luciana Achugar (New York)
explained that this has been “monumentally challenging, it is also a great advantage because it
allowed the organisation to work in multiple spaces and provide for different types of
opportunities, audiences and artists.” Overall, there was strong support between the participants
for the ideas of inclusion, horizontality, self-governance and intersectoral collaboration, with a
reminder by Ivana Ivkovi¢ (Zagreb) of the “huge infrastructure we already have, such as the

national broadcasting system or education”.

5.3.2.4. Temporary Parliament for Dance: a performative and agonistic discussion on
dance centres and dance education

The discursive programme of the second day started with a format partly borrowed from the
British parliament. Structure of the format was organised as two sides giving different point of
views on certain topics, followed by the other participants taking sides and engaging in a
collective discussion on the ideas and values around the proposed themes. Moderator of the
session Igor Koruga (Belgrade) shortly explained the choice of topics for the debate, evoked
by the then recent events when the local arts and cultural scene was very much engaged in the
discussion on the draft of the Strategy of Cultural Development of Serbia 2017-2027. The
document was sent out to the public for comments and suggestions based on which the draft
could, potentially, be rewritten and sent to the government. Among the stormy reactions from
the professional public, one of the strong arguments against the draft was coming from the
independent cultural scene staking “the scene is more nominally or superficially rather than
structurally recognized” in this document. Indeed, as Koruga claims, independent cultural
scene “has certain expertise and resources according to which it should be recognized as a
valuable partner for the creation of strategies developed in cultural policy”. Keeping all this in
mind (as well as that nobody from the Ministry of Culture and the City of Belgrade accepted
the invitation to participate in the Nomad Dance Advocates gathering), questions of
possibilities to establish collaboration with the public institutions needed to be brought up.
Therefore, Temporary Parliament for Dance provided for a framework to discuss collectively

and “engage in self-diagnosis about the current situation in the local scene” with the possible
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outcome of concrete suggestions of principles, partnerships and policies that could be

developed in order to create certain collaboration with the public institutions.

The topic for the first debate with Ivana Milovanovi¢ (Belgrade) and Marijana
Cvetkovi¢ (Belgrade) was the “lack of space for dance”, already discussed in the framework
of the gathering. The first speaker was Ivana Milovanovi¢, president of at Belgrade Section of
International Dance Council CID-UNESCO, cofounder of the Orchestra magazine and initiator
of one of the dance centres that previously existed in Serbia. In her opening presentation, she
acknowledged lack of space for dance “as huge problem” while reflecting on her experience in
CID-UNESCO that is “already engaged in decentralistion of dance since it has branches in
Belgrade, Nis and Novi Sad”. In her opinion on the cohesion of the local contemporary dance
community, “this a time be wise, to build a very strong community and not to make unpleasant
situations”. When referring to the position of dance in the Strategy of Cultural Development of
Serbia 2017-2027, Milovanovi¢ strongly advocated for the formation of a “working group with
a pyramidal structure and members from public, private and civil sector” in the frame of

Ministry of Culture.

The second speaker Marijana Cvetkovi¢, cultural producer from Station Service for
contemporary dance, offered a different viewpoint. She claimed contemporary dance needs to
get into official cultural system in different aspects, one of them being the space, because
“everything the contemporary dance scene has done in the last fifteen years is very rich, but
stays in the air since there is no physical space for artists to feel their own territory and achieve
continuity in their work.” Cvetkovi¢ advocated for a civil- public partnership because “public
authorities have to invest in this space as a starting point for the real development of
contemporary dance system in the future”. This model would allow the dance scene to be
autonomous when it comes to programming and decision-making processes, as well as follow
the principles of “openness, inclusiveness, invitation for all members of the scene and for other
art practices which are also without a space”. The space would work on a daily basis and it
would be financed by different levels of public funding, while the public authorities would
“have the right only to follow the financial dynamics, never to interfere in artistic

programming”.
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What followed the opening presentation was a short debate on the “missed opportunity
of a dance centre in 2007” between the two speakers and the audience members. Milovanovic¢
stated this was a great political moment for the realisation of a dance centre, highlighted her
strong personal involvement in this initiative and was puzzled with “why the contemporary
scene did not want to work there”. Cvetkovi¢ stated this initiative failed because “it was not an
inclusive process but a top-down process with no debate, so people did not feel this was their
place”. For her, this was a clear lesson that this manner of operating does not work and that it
needs to be done in an opposite way, “starting from the discussions, debates and agreement to

then be followed by action”.

After positioning themselves in the space according to the presented viewpoint they
support, audience members joined in the discussion. Dijana MiloSevi¢ (Belgrade) proposed
that instead of “fighting for one dance space that could be controlled and closed down, we need
to think of many spaces that would be connected as network”. Further on, she proposed that
instead of advocating for “institutional structures to recognize us, we should see what can we
recognize from them and start negotiating from that position”. Angelina Georgieva (Sofia)
mentioned the example of a good practice in Bulgaria, where the scene, after the advocacy
session in Sofia, in 2014 managed to establish a civil-public partnership art centre with support
from the municipality. Also, separating dance from theatre and positioning it as an equal to
other forms “was an important step” for the independent scene. Madeline Ritter (Berlin) added
it is important to “sit together with the politicians with the goal of realisation, not only
planning” and to “speak to them with one voice” towards them because “only with integration
something really new can happen”. Ivana Milovanovi¢ (Belgrade) said she believes “this
strategy is the last chance for the scene, since currently we have strong politicization of the
whole cultural space”. Cvetkovi¢ replied that what is happening is “not politicization, but profit
making and elitization”. She insisted that “if we make decisions in a pyramidal structure, it will
fail again, therefore it is needed to start from the dance community and make a horizontal
structure”. Selma Banich (Zagreb) perceived the major difference between these two models
in the way how decisions are made. She claimed “us and any kind of practitioners should be
not treated as the ones who are following up on a specific cultural policy”. What she sees as
one of the main problems is that politicians “like to see a person to represent a cause” and
therefore, with advocating for horizontality “we are actually trying to build a change in politics”

since then “these processes cannot be appropriated towards someones private interests”.
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Dragana Alfirevi¢ (Ljubljana) advocated for “fearless subjects instead of instrumentalised
objects full of fear” while bringing up that “last night some contemporary artists were arrested
for carrying photos of the Serbian president.” Rok Vevar (Ljubljana) recognized that “there are
institutions founded in our region that don't represent anything but only few people at the top”,
meaning “policies made without any politics”. To establish a kind of institution which would
represent multiple presences would mean “the process of making policies would also include

politics”.

Second topic for the debate was education, since, as Koruga framed it, “whenever we
speak of the recognition of non-institutional expertise, a big part of it is that dance practices
are being neglected within education”. Therefore, contemporary dance still remains somewhere
on the edge of being institutionalised or taken into institutional framework. The first speaker
was Gisela Mueller, dancer, choreographer, teacher, artistic and pedagogical director
Tanzfabrik Berlin school and initiator of the BA programme at the Inter-University Dance
Centre in Berlin (HZT). In her opening presentation, Mueller went back to when she had the
chance to set up education in contemporary dance i.e. Inter-University Centre for Dance Berlin,
a program that started independently but is now integrated with the Berlin University of the
Arts. In thinking what is education in contemporary dance today, the founding team were
guided by the thought that “what is needed is to educate people in a different way”. Therefore,
in the framework of this study, “students are able to discern the societal and political
implications of the artistic approach to the body but also able to understand its ethical and
philosophical dimension”. The idea behind this educational project was to be “radical and
oppositional by influencing and shaping the contemporary aesthetics from an academic
context”. In establishing an “intelligent way of self-guided study and research”, Mueller
presented these guidelines: “doing dance without relying on techniques, proposing theory as a
practical thing, history as an open-source situation, willingness to produce work in non-market-
oriented terms, to imagine performances without public and to imagine public situations

without performance”.

The second speaker was Dijana MiloSevi¢, cofounder of a DAH theatre and a Professor
at the Institute for Dance, a private and currently only accredited higher educational framework
for dance in Belgrade. MiloSevi¢ began her opening presentation by saying “this is a little bit

off a constructive debate because she can’t agree more with the first speaker”. When reflecting
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on the current socio-political context, she raised a quote by Jan Fabre who said that “it could
be okay when art and power are flirting, but when they are married, their children are
propaganda and dictatorship”. The other point she considered important is that “there is not
one student currently in the room here” which she perceived as a serious symptom that students
lack “the idea of them owning the dance scene, which should be transmitted through
education”. The reason MiloSevi¢ who comes from the independent scene chose to teach at a
private school, is that she was “given liberty to design the programme, unlike she would if she
accepted the invitation to teach at state funded school, she considers conservative”. Although
the disadvantages of the private school model are that funding is scarce and directed by one
person, she considers it a positive opportunity since there are “accomplished professionals

teaching there, coming both from the independent scene and the institutions”.

In reflecting on why are no students here, Mueller added that, already within the
education, it is crucial to “give a base for people to understand their field, the conditions of
work and tools for organising their own artform because that is what they will face later on™.
Ivana Ivkovi¢ (Zagreb) claimed she is “not surprised that students are not here because this is
question of ownership, feeling that you should be invested and that there is a common ground”.
She went back to the proposal of the dance theoretician Ramsay Burt, who in his recent book
“Ungoverning dance” (2016) speaks about the commons. She shortly explained the term of
commons “dates from British history where it meant a big field where everybody can bring
their cattle to graze”. Ivkovi¢ suggested “contemporary dance underneath has this idea of the
commons and that is why this top-down, institutional, hierarchical structure always fails”. She
compared it to open-source software programming since there is also “a huge commons of how
people share knowledge”. In conclusion, Ivkovi¢ said the younger generations did not attend
this gathering because “they have authorities and do not feel they can claim ownership over
the field” unlike “most of the professionals from the middle generation who did not have the
schools but were educated by sharing practices with each other”. Aleksandra Janeva Imfeld
(Brussels/ Zagreb) reflected on the experience of Nomad Dance Academy as one of the
possible causes in the latter establishment of two official higher education programs for
contemporary dance in Skopje and Zagreb, since those institutions “were constructed after we
moved”. In connection, Iskra Sukarova (Skopje) added a contribution on “how challenging it
is for her to bring the experience from Nomad Dance Academy to an official educational

framework”, but also very awarding when it happens. Both speakers, Mueller and Milosevic,
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reflected on raising awareness with the students on their ownership of the education process,
since “dance is political” and already “creating a different platform on how to learn makes a
change.” Selma Banich (Zagreb) warned about the dangers of knowledge becoming a
commodity, when institutionalised in a contemporary context. She views “education as a
question of privilege i.e. class, an entrance point for specific social networks and a mirror to
one’s future professional networks”. Further on, she elaborated on the difference between the
public and the common good, since the public good is “governed by the authorities and

commons is governed by whoever wants to take part in the process”.

Barbara Bryan (New York) brought up the issue of the discourse around the dancers
that “infantilizes it in an almost colonial manner, like there is no knowledge there”. According
to her, dance has the power to shift the system “that is not working or only working for the
privileged” and “it is up to us to make the younger generation know that the knowledge is
already there”. Ivana Milovanovic (Belgrade) mentioned the state ballet school with three
departments (ballet, contemporary and traditional dance), in the context of many other informal
education frames that are not recognized by the government. The problem she perceived there
is “bad selection and questionable teaching” based on which she posed a question of who will
teach the teachers. Igor Koruga (Belgrade) replied that there are many practices of “teaching
the teachers” (e.g. Nomad Dance Academy), but the problem is in “how the institutional
frameworks recognize these practices”. He added that “when we are speaking of public and
private, there is always the question of financing and how it controls and structures all these
issues”. Rok Vevar (Ljubljana) reacted to the recurring question of where are the students by a
proposal that “students are in the school in the 1930s so it is almost impossible for them to
come, especially with the past constantly changing.” Iva Nerina Sibila (Zagreb) shared the
insights from her teaching experience at the Academy of Drama Arts in Zagreb. Her concerns
are “who are the students of our academies and how can we reach students of different
backgrounds and social classes”. In her opinion, enabling wider access to higher artistic

education, will lead to the a broader change of the educational system.

Towards the end of the collective debate, there were several observations raised by the
participants who are not involved in the regional context and have “the benefits of an outside
eye”. They felt there is already “a lot of people implementing effective strategies since this

gathering feels as one of the discussed phantasy places”. Also, they perceived a disconnect
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between helping the students to “feel empowered while a lot of people in the room refer to the
people in power as if those people are not themselves”. Another question was raised on how
can one establish a horizontal structure when the funding comes from above, in a vertical
manner. This also led to the contradiction of “being outside of the system but wanting
recognition by the system”. In conclusion of the Temporary Parliament for Dance session,
Koruga emphasised “it is crucial to be recognized by the institutions” and that this is the

moment when this change could happen.

5.3.2.5. Tanzplan Deutschland as an example of a systematic development for dance

Madeline Ritter, a lawyer, arts manager and dance curator from Berlin, was invited to speak
about the cultural initiative Tanzplan Deutschland that worked as a catalyst for the German
dance scene from 2005 until 2010. In 2002, German Federal Cultural Foundation was founded
and in 2005 it decided to allocate 12.5 million euros to the non-profit association Tanzplan
Deutschland, directed by Ritter, that will carry out the Tanzplan Deutschland project during
the period of five years. In the beginning of her presentation, Ritter expressed her “personal
feeling of frustration with local and regional funders because they would look at her as a person
who was asking money” during her work as a dance curator. Therefore, she decided to “use the
Tanzplan to change that relationship”. A condition for this change was that local and state

decision makers had to start working together with the local dance scene and vice versa.

Concerning the phases of the Tanzplan project, its team firstly conducted research in
the whole country in order to map out the current structures for dance. After that, the “team
sent out official invitations to the scene (forty people from different sectors) for meetings with
the members of the local and regional governments' ". As it was a first encounter of the local
dance scenes with those representing cultural policy, the Tanzplan team asked a simple
question to establish the ongoing dialogue: “if you had a chance to receive sufficient money,
what would you change in your city for the betterment of dance?” What is relevant to mention
is that the Tanzplan team made a rule that 50% of the funding for the projects had to come from
the local or regional government. After a competition and jury selection process, nine projects
have been awarded with the funds, such as Inter-University Dance Centre in Berlin (HZT), A

Centre for Choreographic Development and Promotion at Kampnagel Hamburg, residence
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centre in fabrik Potsdam, Bremen touring festival for independent and city theatre companies
etc. Also, at the time when Tanzplan was being established, ten institutions for higher education
in dance did not communicate among themselves, so the Tanzplan team decided to use the new
educational centre in Berlin to create cohesion in the educational system. That resulted in
Dance Education Conference that now regularly brings all eleven state-run dance training
institutions around one table. After the first year, the Tanzplan team along with the local
partners started the discussion on sustainability with the politicians, i.e. finding the model by
which the 50% of the funding will continue beyond 2010. But, after the state funding through
Tanzplan ended, the local and the regional governments did not continue advocating with the
state bodies for the funding to continue. Therefore, in the last five years, “a pressure group was
created to really work with the local and regional governments to advocate with the state”. Due
to this initiative, a five-year funding scheme with six million euros was created at end of last
year for the local and regional structures, again with the obligation of 50% match funding. Still,
in between there were five long years of “bringing people to the table, talking and creating a

field of shared responsibility”.

According to Ritter, Tanzplan made a strong impact on two levels: “inside the dance
scene, the organisations from all sectors became much better in dealing with the cultural
political field, rather than just being applicants for projects”. Secondly, Tanzplan serves as an
example of how dance has the potential to become a model for other art forms since many
similar initiatives (e.g. “Transformation project”) was made after it, as well in different
contexts (such as Australia, New Zealand, Switzerland and Belgium). It is possible to deduct
that “dance has a quality to do so since it is not organised within institutions and has to find its
own way to reconnect.” Ritter concluded Tanzplan “changed the value of dance for the
community”, which is also visible in the first mention of dance in the German “coalition
contract”, claiming that “state should engage responsibly in funding dance as it is an important

artform in society”.
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5.3.2.6. Supporting contemporary dance towards the international context

Towards the end of the Nomad Dance Advocates gathering, a session with international dance
houses’ and international funding bodies’ representatives covered the topics of financing
models for contemporary dance in an international context. The speakers were:

Robert Alagjozovski (Skopje) served as Minister of Culture of North Macedonia in
2017 and 2018. In 2015, he was appointed Head of the oppositions’ Commision for Culture,
after being involved in the “independent cultural scene as one of the few ministers who come
from the field and represent the non-party structure”. After eleven years of rule, the autocratic
government was finally overthrown this June after the opposition allied with many individuals
from the civil sector, so currently the “new authorities are many non-party people”.

Madeline Ritter (Berlin), a producer and ex-coordinator of Tanzplan, suggested
“funding has the duty to be innovative and adaptable as the artform itself”.

Milica Ili¢ (Paris) from ONDA (Office national de diffusion artistique), a “national
agency for circulation of contemporary performing arts, funded by the Ministry of Culture,
with the objective of making sure the French audiences will be confronted with the most diverse
and artistically experimental performing arts”. ONDA provides “advice to professionals, a
platform for collaboration and financing to support programmes or projects that are considered
experimental” (ONDA 2022: np).

Julia Sundberg (Stockholm) from the Swedish Arts Council, “a public authority under
the Swedish Ministry of Culture whose task is to promote cultural development and access,
based on the national cultural policy objectives”. The Council achieves this by allocating and
monitoring state funding, alongside other promotional activities. It allocates one third of the
state budget for culture (which is 0.8% of the overall state budget) with having the national
cultural objectives in mind: “culture as a dynamic, challenging and independent force based on
the freedom of expression; opportunity for everyone to participate in cultural life; creativity,
diversity and artistic quality as integral parts of society’s development.”

Marie Christine Baratta (Vienna) has been the coordinator of the international
communication of ImPulsTanz - Vienna International Dance Festival for more than fifteen
years, and is currently working on the Life Long Burning (LLB) project supported by the
Culture Programme of the European Union.

Marya Wethers (New York) has been the director of international initiatives at

Movement Research, laboratory for the investigation of dance and movement-based forms. She
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is also the director of the GPS/Global Practice Sharing, a platform for the international
exchange of practices surrounding dance and movement, currently supporting exchange
projects between the U.S. and Eastern and Central Europe, with the support of the Trust for
Mutual Understanding.

Nevena Tudor Perkovi¢ (Zagreb) is the Head of Sector for the Development of Culture
and Arts at the Croatian Ministry of Culture. After being a part of the arts and cultural scene in
Croatia for many years, she is currently leading the sector whose mission is to “establish
financing that enables the development of arts and culture, in different phases of the production
chain”.

Kristina Kujundzi¢ remarked that, even though she is a moderator, she would like to
speak from the perspective of Swiss Cultural Programme, which was giving special grants to
independent and contemporary art scene in the region from 2001 until 2010 and, among others,

supported Nomad Dance Academy.

When discussing whether fundraising is about “making compromising or innovations”,
Ritter suggested it is “important to understand the intentions of the funders and move from
compromises towards understanding and dialogue.” Baratta offered a critique of the Creative
Europe programme by saying “it is not an artistic but an economic program that has nothing to
do with artistic priorities in performance and contemporary dance”. She believes “compromise
is not in the content of the artistic objectives of the networks, but rather in the wording of the
application”. Therefore, Baratta concluded “it is very important to have a network with partners
that have artistic priorities on which they are not ready to make compromises; because only
through confidence and common values, we can work.” Tudor Perkovi¢ proposed the ideal
funder is the one in constant contact with the artistic scene while giving the example of the
foundation Kultura Nova, as one of most important measures in Croatian cultural policy in the

last ten years. Its relevance consists in “coming from the civil sector in a bottom-up procedure”.

In the continuation of the session, Alagjozovski explained one of his first actions as the
new Minister of Culture. Firstly, his team recreated one call that was, with the premise of
decentralisation, allocating funds from the state to municipalities to distribute the funds further.
Now, these funds are distributed directly from the state to the beneficiaries in the civil sector,
according to the new criteria that should prevent the prevailing clientelism. Also, since “calls

were very sectorial”, the Ministry introduced the “new line of support for interdisciplinary
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projects in order to match the different project-based initiatives”. Still, Alagjozovski mentioned
that “whatever is your political will, cannot just be put in the system, since the staff is very
clientelistic and hesitant to any change”. Ritter continued on the topic with the remark that the
“administrative staff has to be educated and has to research the field to make any change”.
Sundberg elaborated on a big cultural reform called “regional collaborative model” Sweden
had three years ago. This decentralisation model consists in “all the state funding divided to
the regions for them to decide how to allocate the money”. In a collective process, all regions
are presenting their plans to the Art Council that then makes its’ judgements and assessments,
according to the national cultural policy priorities. So far, “in the evaluation of this reform,
there hasn't been any changes in the priorities of the regions or one regional application with
dance as a priority”. Baratta brought up the study by the Flanders Art Institute called
“Reframing the International", that shows how, due to the funding cuts on national and regional
levels, the increase of artistic coproductions in Belgium is 11% per a year. Baratta considers
that, although this means “added value to development of work, the funding is even more
fragmented”. Coming from an institution “that partly provides funding and has a corrective
role”, Ivi¢ was interested in looking into how can “cultural policy of a nation state respond to
the practices of artists that are everything but national” and “how can we stop looking at artists
as a way of promoting the glory of our nation”. Ritter also mentioned the example of “sub-
funding set up as the International Coproduction Fund run by the National Performance
Network, first established with Tanzplan and now functioning as a permanent fund”. Wethers
explained the National Performance Network and the National Dance Project in the US that
supports the creation, development and touring of new dance works and connects artists,
cultural organisations, and audiences across the nation (“the touring subsidy goes from NDP

to to the presenter, while the creation fund goes directly to the artist™).

Participants then reflected on the importance of continuity, starting with Sundberg who
said it is crucial to “work on a long-term basis and evaluate everything along the way”. The
Swedish Arts Council has the possibility to allocate funding for only one year but tends to “go
around this rule a bit, in the field of dance, because artists couldn't continue working without
the long term support”. Baratta noticed “precarity of the artists is only increasing” and, ideally,
structural funding on a national and European level would last at least for two years. Ili¢
reflected on the importance of “continuity of dialogue and pressure since institutions have this

tendency of looking for a status quo”.

158



Kujundzi¢ then went back to the issue of labelling dance as heritage, that was shortly
discussed in the first session of the gathering, and its implementation through the
interministerial working groups. Baratta reacted by observing that “nowadays, dance is dealing
with its own heritage, since the pieces that are presented are mostly reruns and repertoire
pieces.” For example, part of the Impulstanz Vienna program is curated as Classics (with artists
such as Rosas). She also noted a connection between dance and heritage is visible “in the strong
presence of contemporary dance and performance in museums i.e. institutions which deal with
heritage”. After reflecting on the case of the choreographer Boris Charmatz opening the
program of Volksbuehne, iconic theatre in Berlin, she concluded that there is a dialogue in
“dance bringing ephemeral communities, that no other form of art can bring, to the heritage

context that is not ephemeral”.

Tudor Perkovié¢ proposed that “we need to detect needs and react to them with making
multiple sources of funding”. She gave an example from the Croatian Ministry of Culture,
where her team “succeeded in integrating culture in European Structural Funds, so now there
are three open calls within the European Social Fund than can be used for contemporary
creation: Art and Culture for young age, for 54+ and for national cultural centres.” Also, the
Ministry is very active at the moment on creating new funds with the Ministry of Education,
Ministry of Finance and, recently, Ministry of Tourism, starting from the premise that “culture

is everywhere*.

Former minister Alagjozovski concluded the session by wondering “why the dance
scene hasn’t received more structures and more reliable funding so far, since dance is such an
innovative and progressive artform”. In that regard, he emphasised we need “more advocacy,
alliances and pressure but also to rethink the values and the additional social benefits of why
we need dance”. He proposed concrete multilateral initiatives with different ministries and

governments allocating funds for the cause of contemporary dance.

Parallel to the previous discussion on supporting contemporary dance from an
international context, a session with the directors of the Belgrade and Novi Sad theatre houses
was held in the Gallery space, on the topic of the possibilities to bring contemporary dance

back to the Belgrade theatres. lvan Medenica, artistic director of the Bitef festival, briefly
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shared the main conclusions from the session, focusing on the options of a future collaboration
between the dance scene and the Bitef festival. Structure of this potential collaboration would
consist in an open call for the independent scene, which would results in three or four projects
per year at Bitef theatre (since “other venues too institutionally weak to support the
collaboration”). In these partnerships, Bitef would provide “longer tech and rehearsal
residencies with marketing and festival touring”. Medenica proposed a “bottom- up- bottom”
model for these types of collaborations, and creation of a fund where the “venues would apply

for a project, together with an artist.”

5.3.2.7. Conclusion: “Make room for dance!” gathering as a terrain of ungoverning dance

The intention of the gathering was, in the words of Marijana Cvetkovi¢ (Belgrade), to “make
decision makers and public administrators be with us and understand from a different
perspective how the field of art works". Since the gatherings’ horizontality might have
produced connections that would disturb existing power relations, many of the local decision-
makers invited did not respond positively to this invitation. This is not entirely surprising since,
with cultural policies increasingly supporting market-oriented cultural actors, the institutions

of the state appear to be blatantly complicit with the hegemony of capitalism.

To put this in a broader context, political theorist Chantal Mouffe in her conceptualization of
“radical and agonistic democracy” (2013: np) maps the lack of an effective democratic debate
as one of the main reasons for the rise of right-wing parties and the hegemony of capitalism.
Still, between disintegrating state apparatuses and the invasive mechanisms of the market, civil
society actors provide the terrain where conflicting points of view are confronted and thus
contribute to agonistic democracy. By bringing together the dissonant voices of policy makers,
artists and cultural workers, and programming formats that entice effective debate (e.g.,
Temporary Parliament for Dance), the Nomad Dance Advocates gathering enabled agonistic
confrontation that took place in a multiplicity of discursive surfaces. These contributions
indicate how the field of contemporary dance, due to its tendency for experimentation, claims
of autonomy, expectation of critical viewpoints and attention to political matters, contributes

in a variety of ways to the unsettling of the dominant hegemony of capitalism.
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Therefore, following the proposition of Ramsay Burt in Ungoverning Dance (2015: 7), wherein
“ungoverning is continually engaging in the maintenance and protection of the commons” by
opening up spaces “for interaction, negotiation, and contestation as well as for sharing”, we
can recognize this NDA gathering as an ungoverned space. To clarify, the commons has
become a key theoretical concept, due to its unifying potential for many ongoing struggles, that
challenges current political and economic systems. According to Helfrich and Bollier (2012:
12), public goods are those resources which are effectively controlled by the state and not by
the people, which means that they are usually for the benefit of state elites and not for the public
use. Harvey (2012: 23) distinguishes between public goods and commons, similarly but also
differently, through the medium of political action. For example, public space is the space of
political power exercised by the state and not necessarily accessible to all. It becomes a
common space through political action that contests this situation, like Magacin in Belgrade
which operates as an occupied space that is free (with minor participation in basic operating
costs) for anyone who wants to work in the independent cultural sector. Still, when considering
the strategy of withdrawal from the public sector, Mouffe (2013: np) reasons, “The power of
capitalism is not going to disappear because we have a multitude of self-organising outside the
existing institutions - we need to engage with those institutions in order to transform them
profoundly”. It is relevant to understand how the concept of “commons” might translate into
models of cultural policy; one possible way is participatory governance (mentioned repeatedly
at the gathering), a model of governance that implies non-hierarchical relationships between

public and civil sectors.

The participants of the gathering shared the ways they embody precarity due to lack of
resources in terms of time (e.g. structural and long-term public grants) and space (e.g. dance
centres adjusted for the body and governed by participation), while simultaneously rejecting
hierarchical and vertical procedures, critically examining capitalism as a site of domination,
and affirming the values of radical democracy. They also offer multiple diagnoses of the current
situation, as well as suggestions on recommonizing the public in the field of contemporary

dance, and thus ungoverning themselves from the exhausting and normativized precarity.
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6. European project networks as landscapes for shifts in
independent performing arts curatorial strategies: case
studies

The Advancing performing arts project (apap) and LifeLong Burning networks are both long-
term European contemporary performing arts networks that make for appropriate case studies
since they has been active for more than twenty years, which resulted in changes of curatorial
decision-making that might have followed the restructuring of the grant programmes by the
European Union. In that long period, it is relevant to observe how these changes affected
partners with different levels of support in their local and national contexts, with a focus on the

last two cycles of funding (Culture and Creative Europe) this research puts an emphasis on.

First part of the chapter introduces two organisations from the analysed contexts of
Germany and post-Yugoslav countries as well as the network itself. In order to reach
generalizable conclusions, second part of this chapter uses curatorial analysis of the
organisation programmes (Tanzfabrik and Student Centre Zagreb), interview with the curator
of Tanzfabrik Ludger Orlok and transcript of the network’s discussion “Passion and politics”
organised by Creative Europe Desk Austria, Cultural Department of the State of Salzburg and
Szene Salzburg and framed as a focus group for the needs of this research. This discussion
invited apap artists and cultural managers (general manager apap Bertie Ambach, artistic
manager Tanzfabrik Ludger Orlok and networks artists Ivana Muller and Maria Jerez) to
discuss to what extent do concepts from cultural policy determines and restricts creative
process, what makes EU programmes desirable for cooperation as well as other topics
surrounding the tensions between artistic processes and cultural policy priorities. Therefore,
the following chapter will convey parts of discussions that are relevant and symptomatic for

the overall thesis, grouped within topics that connect the findings with the research questions.

Second part of the chapter uses the same principle when analyzing the network
LifeLong Burning and the two pertaining organisations from the German and post-Yugoslav
context. The two organisations examined in the research are Station- Service for Contemporary

Dance Belgrade and Uferstudios Berlin, based on the analysis of their programmes throughout
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the European funding cycles as well as semi-structured interviews with curators Marijana
Cvetkovi¢ (Station- Service for Contemporary Dance Belgrade) and Simone Weillet
(Uferstudios Berlin).

6.1. Introduction to apap — advancing performing arts project

apap — advancing performing arts is an international network of eleven cultural organisations
that has been established in 2000 and has been implementing several programmes with the
support of the EU Cultural programs until the present day®2. The network’s mission has been
“to strengthen contemporary dance and performing arts in Europe and abroad”, as well as a
“strong focus on enlarging audiences and a knowledge-transfer between cultural organisations”
(apap: 2016, np). From 2016 to 2020, apap put a focus on audience development “by sharing
knowledge and tools for community outreach” through the tailored ,,ABC*- project with expert
advice and strategies to expand the exposure of contemporary performing arts by connecting
performing arts institutions and creatives. The aim of the apap network with the “Performing
Europe 2016-2020” was also to “generate a platform for exchange of knowledge, experiences
and ideas” and to strengthen European ties to the Middle East by collaborating with
Magamat/Beit El Rags in Lebanon (ibid.).

The projects supported within two recent cycles of European funding analysed within
this research, Culture 2007-2013 and Creative Europe 2014-2020, were apap Performing
Europe (2011 — 2016) and apap Performing Europe 2020 (2016— 2020). The partners on the
project apap Performing Europe were Arts Centre BUDA (Kortrijk, BE), BIT Teatergarasjen
(Bergen, NO), Centrale Fies (Dro, IT), Fundacja Cialo/Umyst (Warsaw, PL), Maison de la
Culture d’Amiens (Amiens, FR), Student centre Zagreb (HR), SZENE Salzburg (AT) and
Tanzfabrik Berlin (DE). By the second project cycle apap Performing Europe 2020 (2016 —

32 The present project, apap - Feminist Futures, is implemented over a period of four years (2020-2024), with the
support of the European Union's Creative Europe Programme. The project's main objective is to bring about
meaningful societal change via art and respond to inequalities within the contemporary performing arts, and it
does so by employing the body of thoughts united by the phrase "intersectional feminism" to identify practical
structural approaches and increase public awareness.
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2020), the network was enlarged by three partners so the collaborating organisations were Arts
Centre BUDA (Kaortrijk, BE), BIT Teatergarasjen (Bergen, NO), Centrale Fies (Dro, IT),
Fundacja Ciato/Umyst (VarSava, PL), Maison de la Culture d’Amiens (FR), Student centre
Zagreb (HR), SZENE Salzburg (AT), Tanzfabrik Berlin (DE), Nanterre-Amandiers (FR),
Teatro Nacional D.Maria Il (PT) and RDF / LOKAL (IS) along with a partner from a special
Lwatellite-project” with “Magamat/Beit El Raqs” in Lebanon. By connecting artistic
production, audience development and an optimized communication, the network understood
theatre as a central place of encounter and exchange (“open theatre”, a classical forum) by
introducing new presentation models and artistic focus projects. The network viewed
contemporary art as having the power to give new thought-provoking impulses to the society
and to bring important counterbalances “to reflect and react on the fundamental and radical

changes of our time.” (ibid.)

apap — Performing Europe 2020 has implemented numerous coproductions of apap
artists, guest performances of apap productions presented in festivals and seasons of the
partners structures, residencies of apap artists at the partners organisations and in the apap
production studio in Berlin, enabling all the artists involved in the network to cooperate
internationally and to boost their careers. Moreover, apap artists toured with their projects all
over Europe in several festivals and theatres outside the network. In the four years apap artists
performed more than 700 times with non-apap partners, due to the visibility guaranteed by the
network and residence possibilities such as the apap Production Studio in Berlin. According to
reviews of the apap project (apap: 2020, np), another indicator of the successful outcome is the
sustainability of new collaborations among partners and artists, as well many prizes won by

the networks’ artists33.

In order to create a common programme for audience development on a European level,
the network collaborated with specialised organisation ABC (Art Basic for Children), based in
Brussels that has been working in the field of art education for over ten years. During audience
development in collaboration with the ABC, one of the goals was to develop strategies to
inspire the present and future teacher generations with informal learning expertise and lead

them to a more artistic way of teaching in public schools. The content consisted of exploring

33 The 2019 Leone d’Oro of the Venezia Dance Biennial awarded to Alessandro Sciarroni and the 2019 Leone
d’argento (for emerging artists) won by Thed Mercier; the 2019 award Polityka's Passport in the category of
Theatre won by Marta Gérnicka and the Italian Prize UBU 2018 won by Teatro Sotterrano, among others (apap:
2020, np).
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the following questions: “what is performance nowadays?”, “how can audiences engage with
the performing arts?” and “how can audiences talk about performing arts?” (ibid.). In the
selection of artists that apap supported, an important criterion was the level of interest and
openness of the artist to involve the audience and to look for new relations with it. This means
that next to the common strategy with ABC, another way to reach new audiences and deepen
the relationship with them was through specific projects by artists that included workshops,
meetings or direct involvement of specific groups of audience. The materials used in audience
development sessions were visual film loops and audio material on the history of performance
and from contemporary exemplary examples, excerpts from interviews with (apap-) artists
about their work about their intentions, meanings, reasons, visual material from performances
of the artists, interviews with artistic directors about their programme, research maps and
similar materials. These materials were mostly presented in an info-box, formed as a flight-
case that could be folded out easily and set up in the foyer of a theatre, in public spaces like
schools, shopping centres, squares, universities, etc. Also, team members from all the partners
were invited to take part in the labs on audience development at the headquarters of ABC. The
partners then organised several workshops, artistic projects and events, inspired by the know-
how accumulated by the two labs in Brussels and successfully implemented by the singular

partners during the four years.

Responding to the priority of “new business models”, the apap network focused on the
diversity of organisational structures and business models that were already in operation among
eleven partners. To deepen the discussion, the network organised three labs, hosted by two
partners, on the topic of philanthropic relations between the business sector and on possible
strategies of the CCS (culture and creative sector) to more closely align itself with educational
structures - as a means of sharing infrastructure and resources. Both workshops, however, made
space for drawing upon a broader range of knowledge and expertise that could be shared among
the apap partners, as well as the 38 artist groups that were engaged with through the network.
SZENE Salzburg, for example, presented their experience in how ‘“they are directly
collaborating with the business sector by providing artistic services to different local companies
and the renting of their spaces to the business sector” (ibid.). Also, since all partners have
extensive experience in international co-productions of dance, theatre and performance, “many
have developed new BMs designed for their individual situation that can be of interest to the

other partners, as well” (ibid.).
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After a successful application for another cycle of European funding, the network
continued its activities within the project Feminist futures (2020 — 2024), with new group
partners without the Student Cultural Centre in Zagreb. Project partners within the new project
are Teatergarasjen, Maison de la Culture d’Amiens, Centrale Fies, InSzPer Performing Arts
Institut, Reykjavik Dance Festival, STATION — Service for contemporary dance, Teatro
Nacional D.Maria Il, SZENE Salzburg, BOULEVARD Festival and Kunstencentrum BUDA
(apap 2020: np).

6.1.1. Introduction to Tanzfabrik Berlin

Tanzfabrik Berlin is an internationally known centre for producing, performing and
disseminating contemporary dance whose mission is to “focus on development, presentation
and agency of contemporary dance in all of its diversity of choreographic and performative
approaches™34. According to the current manager Ludger Orlok (in Enders, 2018: 49), there are
three main aspects of Tanzfabrik’s work: disseminating knowledge by offering opportunities
for practice, conducting research and experimentation in artists’ residencies, co-productions
and collaborations and promoting discourse in regular events. Most recent version of the
Tanzfabrik’s Statute from 2010 states that this nonprofit association’s purpose is to promote
“activities in movement, dance and music through instruction, performance and lectures” while
making them affordable “to all sections of the population” (Tanzfabrik: 2010, np) as well as to
support other groups conducting similar activities. Within these activities, Tanzfabrik creates
and sustains an infrastructure for contemporary dance in various ways throughout more than
forty years of existence. When analysing the numbers, one of the former directors Eva-Maria
Hoerster (Sieben 2018: 31) estimates that over the last 25 years, the Tanzfabrik gave roughly
500 000 classes to some 10 000 students, made 86 independent productions, gave over 160

guest performances and, in 2002 alone, 74 choreographers used the rehearsal spaces.

The association was founded in 1978 in West Berlin as a collective of artists that lived
and worked together, producing their own work independent of opera houses where dance was

then revived (Hartling, 2018:12). Its beginnings are closely linked to the emergence of the

34Tanzfabrik Berlin: “Profile and Partners”. Tanzfabrik: Berlin. https://www.tanzfabrik-
berlin.de/en/profil_partner (last accessed on 8th June 2020).
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independent dance and theatre scene and its search for the roots of the Modern tradition, ten
years after the youth rebellion and student protests of 1968 when society, culture and politics
were redefined. Unlike during its early years, today its focus lies on open work processes in
contemporary dance and experimental forms of art and movement, and networking with the
artists. The aspect of networks became stronger since the centre joined the apap- network in
2005.

In organisational terms, Tanzfabrik Berlin is nowadays a non-profit association with
three board members and a total of seventeen members. According to the interview with Ludger
Orlok (Letuni¢ 2018: 1), the team is divided into two cooperating sections at two locations in
the city: rented studios and studio stages in Kreuzberg (4 studios) and in Wedding (14 studios)
as a part of the Uferstudios. Tanzfabrik does not have full-time staff and the board is working
freelance on a fee basis. The management team next to the board of directors with artistic
management, school management and commercial management are production management,
communication management and the school office, where all collaborators are working on the
base of part - time contracts or freelance between 10 and 30 hours per week. When the
association is organising additional festivals, projects and workshops, more temporary staff is

employed on a fee basis.

Looking at the history of Tanzfabrik through the lens of organisational cultures, we can
observe a development from collectivity in the early years to one-person leadership, and now
joint leadership by Orlok and the board members. In addition to the current leaders, Orlok
(Letuni¢ 2018: 1) states artists, curators and other actors exert a significant influence on
programming. To be more specific, where previously the focus was on collectively developing
and realising in-house artistic projects, today it is more about curatorial work; i.e. assisting and
supporting artists and their projects with its expertise, rehearsal spaces, equipment and
dramaturgical advice. Through the perspective of curatorial analyses, Tanzfabrik has
maintained some of its basic criteria regarding content (contemporary dance and performance)
and working methods (international, experimental, discursive) throughout these organisational

changes.

Financially, Tanzfabrik is dependent on individual project funds since there is no
structural support for the organisation, as well as income from it’s educational activities. In an

interview (Letuni¢ 2018: 2), Orlok explains financial sources are 50% commercial- from

167



workshops and a school with dance intensive programs- and 50% from artistic production.
Tanzfabrik regularly applies for and receives basic funding from Senate Berlin and additional
public funding from the EU programmes, Hauptstadtkulturfonds3® (Capital Culture Fund),
Einzelprojekforderung® (Funding for individual projects). In Orlok’s words (ibid.), EU
funding stabilises the funding from Senate Berlin- a two-year grant "Basisforderung"?’- as the
jury sees it as a “cultural-political sign”. He also warns Tanzfabrik Berlin is not comparable to
other international production houses having their own production budget since, for most

productions, artists finance their production costs from the same public funds.

According to Hertling (2018: 13), Tanzfabrik has always been “chronically underfinanced”
which resulted in “necessary self-exploitation of the participants”, but it has created a multitude
of innovative approaches despite it. The current Board of Tanzfabrik Berlin (Lanteri, Muller,
Orlok, 2018: 15) views this situation as two-fold:

“On the one hand, this flexibility is a powerful resource that allows adaptation
and reaction in different times and circumstances, thus avoiding the
rigidity that often results as a function of institutionalisation. On the other
hand, it places Berlin's oldest institution for contemporary dance in a state of

constant precariousness. ”

They also state Tanzfabrik is operating from the political margin with a lack of infrastructural
funding, but also understand margins as productive spaces where “where it is often easier
to create political dialogue, make innovations shift meanings and experiment with new

possibilities, as they are more sensitive to changes than the centre” (ibid.)

35 Capital Culture Fund is a Berlin based fund for the independent scene that, by supporting contemporary cultural
and artistic projects, aims to initiate and strengthen interregional and international cultural dialogue with Berlin
as its starting point. (see more at; https://www.hauptstadtkulturfonds.berlin.de/index.php?id=6&L=1).
36 Funding for individual projects by the Cultural Department of the City of Berlin is intended for the independent
performing arts in Berlin in the form of a subsidy for production costs relating to projects of limited duration, the
further development of existing productions or the programming of previous productions (see more at:
https://www.berlin.de/sen/kultur/en/funding/funding-programmes/performing-arts/artikel.229852.en.php).
37 »Basisforderung" is two or four year funding for the infrastructural costs of the independent performing
scene, as one of the funding programmes provided by the City of Berlin. (see more at:
https://www.berlin.de/sen/kultur/foerderung/foerderprogramme/darstellende-kuenste-tanz/artikel.81996.php)
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6.1.2. Introduction to Student Centre Zagreb

Due to the political will of Union of Students of Yugoslavia, Student Centre Zagreb was
founded in 1957 as a space for organising, leading and supporting, among others, cultural and
artistic activities of students such as “exhibitions, cinematographic, theatrical and other artistic
performances” (Cori¢ 2007: 28-29), holding social and entertainment events, various
professional training courses, teaching activities etc. It was then divided into three sectors:
Accommodation, Food and Culture which nowadays, together with the Student Service sector,
altogether have around 1000 employees. There are several venues within the Student Centre
that are intended for arts and culture: Student Centre Gallery, Multimedia (MM) Centre,
Student Experimental Theatre (SEK), Theatre &TD, Music Salon and Student Centre Cinema.
Throughout more than sixty years of SCZG’s activities, having all these venues working within
the same location greatly influenced the organisation of labour (sharing administrative and
technical staff), but also the artistic output in terms of more dialogue between programming

more intermedia artworks, as well as sharing its audiences.

Although all the venues can host different art forms, theatre &TD has been the most relevant
space for the performing arts scene. Founded as a venue for theatre aesthetics that is alternative
to classical theatre, it had its beginnings within the Student centre’s Chamber Stage and
continued its activities under the current name since 1966 until today (Cori¢ 2007:30). Albeit
its mission is not officially documented and the theatre isn’t nominally genre-profiled, from
curatorial analysis of it’s programme (theatre &TD 2020: np) throughout the years, it is visible
it remained a platform for mostly young authors who question new art forms within the

tradition of experimental and avant garde theatre.

In terms of the management structure, Student Centre Zagreb is a public institution
financed by and under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Education, with its cultural programs
supported by the Ministry of Culture and the Cultural Department of the City of Zagreb. Under
the Management of the Student Centre, the artistic leadership of the Cultural Department of
the Student Centre is divided between Theatre &TD, Gallery SC and the Music Salon. Most of
the technical and administrative staff is employed on the full-time basis and is shared between

the different venues. Besides the artistic management, all the artistic staff works based on part-
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time contract or freelance since the theatre &TD functions without an actor’s ensemble within
a model closer to the one of a production house. This model was rethought when the

programme “Culture of Change " was established in 2004.

The programme of the Culture department of the Student Zagreb ~"Culture of Change”
brought further diversification of financing by diversification of content, as well as more
networking and internationalisation of its work. In the programme that lasted until 2018, the
focus was on the contemporary production of culture and the creation of basic infrastructural
and technological conditions for such work that insists on "permeating university content with
the artistic and intellectual life of the city" (theatre &TD 2020: np). The main goal of Culture
of Change was “to create innovative, economic and educational frameworks of cultural
production in order to influence cultural practices in Croatia and internationally” (apap 2016,
np). In that sense, programmes aimed at students and young audiences throughout the years
connected young artists with the more established ones, enabling them to develop their poetics
with infrastructural support of the Student Centre. Besides the students training to be
performing arts professionals, Culture of Change became one of the main gathering places for

the local independent scene due to its production model of an open platform.

The international collaborations supported by the European Union Culture 2007-2013
programme include several projects: Connections®® from 2009 until 2010, with partners
Theatre festival SPIELART (Munich), CAMPO (Gent), Republique (Kopenhagen), Forum
Freies theatre (Dusseldorf), theatrehaus Gessnerallee (Zirich), Huis en Festival a/d Werf —
(Utrecht), Choreographisches Zentrum NRW/PACT Zollverein (Essen), theatre im
Pumpenhaus — (Mdnster), Mittetulundsiihing Teine Tants (Talinn); APAP (Advancing
Performing Arts Project) — Performing Europe from 2011 until 2016 (partners listed above)
and Gazing & Dancing from 2013 until 2015 with Mille Plateaux Associés (FR) and Frenak
Pal Tarsulat (HU). The international projects supported within the Creative Europe 2014-2020
were APAP Performing Europe 2020 (partners listed above) and Re-imagine Europe (2017.
— 2020.) with cultural organisations Sonic Acts (NL), Paradiso (NL), Elevate Festival (AT),
Lighthouse (UK), Ina GRM (FR), Landmark / Bergen Kunsthall (NO), A4 (SK), SPEKTRUM
(DE) and Radio Web MACBA (ES) as partners.

38
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In the period of “Culture of Change”, the Student Centre in Zagreb acted as an open
platform since it had an all-year-round application call for all interested students, young
creators, NGO's, cultural organisations and workers, academic community and faculties to
apply with their own projects for production support. Due to its resources in spaces, staff and
technical equipment, SCZG has been able to support many of the local artistic, social or
activists projects thus giving the opportunity to its audience “to not only be “consumers” of
SCs regular programs but to also be active participants /co-creators of it” (Letuni¢ 2018: 2).
This strategy has allowed SCZG to stay open, connected with its circle of culturally or socially
active audience and to act as a platform for newcomers, facilitator for projects, festivals, events,
etc. Each project and initiative have brought in its specific audience, thus continually

revitalising the regular SCs program while reaching new (or different) audiences.

Since 2013, the Student Centre has been under financial recovery, due to the numerous
financial issues the institution has despite its relatively high subsidies. According to the
writings of the local media, it is a process that completely lacks transparency and is focused on
transforming SCZG’s “functions to be increasingly subordinate to the market logic”
(Mihaljevi¢, 2014: 24). According to Mihaljevi¢, the problem of budget stability of the Student
centre has been an issue since its establishment, “because due to the constant influx of students,
the costs of providing services are constantly growing, so the budget incurs losses” (ibid.). This
problem was explained then and now by the concept of “unrealistic prices"”, i.e. low non-market
prices of services. According to Parezanin (2018, np), the Culture department of SCZG has
been under special scrutiny by the financial recovery management who “blames Culture as the
most responsible department for piling up debt in SCZG". Banovi¢ (2018, np) claimed it is
only “thanks to the will, energy and knowledge of SC Culture employees who manage to
fundraise from EU funds for certain projects, that the recovery director has not yet managed to
shut down their programs.” She also mentions that all the financial reports on the SCZG speak
of continuous rationalisation in Culture, but not of rationalisation in the financial recovery
administration. Finally, in 2017, the Management of the Student Centre changed it’s
organisational structure against its Statute in a way that makes Culture one of the services of
SCZG, suspending its activities as an autonomous department. Shortly after, in 2018, the
artistic director has been illegally suspended from her workplace as the leader of the Culture
programme with the argument that the cultural productions under her mandate were “are too

avant-garde, incomprehensible and insufficiently oriented towards students” (Ozegovié, 2018,
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np). This caused strong reactions from the independent cultural scene in Zagreb and marked an

official end to the “Culture of Change” programme.

6.2. EU programme influences on curatorial programming
of apap — advancing performing arts project

6.2.1. Influences of collaboration on individual partner’s sustainability

The infrastructural influences of collaborating in an EU network vary depending on the degree

of the organisation’s support at the national and local levels.

Tanzfabrik has more diversified funding sources than the Student Centre Zagreb, i.e.
50% of funding is public and 50% is commercial stemming mostly from the organisation’s
educational activities. Its public funding is also varied, consisting mostly of individual project
grants applied for in collaboration with the artists, as well as a two-year infrastructural grant
"Basisforderung™ stabilised by the European Union funding. In comparison with the other
network partners, Orlok warns that “in Germany there is a very privileged situation - good
economic figures, bigger budgets, almost everything is possible” (Letuni¢ 2018: 5). Still,
concerning the high amounts of subsidies the public cultural infrastructure usually receives, in
his words, “independent artists often have to work in precarious conditions.” The influences of
being a partner in an EU network are quite beneficial in terms of funding as it “allows the
Tanzfabrik Berlin to have at least program and production money, which the artists have to

offer in addition to the small production subsidies in Berlin.” (ibid.)

The Student Centre in Zagreb, however, has stability in terms of funding for the infrastructural
costs but not for its programme activities. According to Silvija Stipanov, the former curator for
the performing arts in SCZG, “what really facilitates SCZG’s operating is that through the four
years financing from the EU, it is possible apply to different international funding to bring in
international artists... coupled with small local funding that is received for being in a European
project, it is possible to somehow close the financial construction but it’s really a struggle,

every time.” (Letuni¢ 2018: 8).
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By the time this research was finished, SCZG’s “Culture of Change” programme was closed,
the programme director was suspended, a different management continued to run the
organisation and SCZG did not remain in the apap network as a partner for its new project
“Feminist futures” (apap 2020: np). One of the main arguments for this thorough change by
the financial recovery management team was the “that the Culture department was not
financially sustainable” (Parezanin 2018: np), thus contributing to the valorization of culture

through an economic logic.

Overall, when comparing the differences between the analysed organisations - Tanzfabrik in
Berlin and Student Centre in Zagreb- there are two main discourses that emerge. In an
interview, Orlok claims “the public funding Basisférderung is a two-year grant and must be
applied for every two years stabilised by the EU's 4-year program Creative Europe, for the
artists and also as a cultural-political sign” (ibid.). During the network’s symposium, he also
discusses the relevance of having received EU funds in order to secure the local matching funds
by saying such a situation is “a great moment to convince the politicians”. He also mentions
that, due to taking part in the network, “Tanzfabrik Berlin as an institution could increase its
reputation on the local, regional and international level, double the institutional funding from
Berlin government as well as improve towards the possibility to become a main organiser for
European projects”. He continues that the number of productions, residencies and audience
development projects would have not been implemented without the network that led to more
long-term and sustainable exchange and cooperation between partners and audiences while
“widening local perspectives, making mobility for the artists and the understanding of different

socio-political environments possible”.

On other hand, Silvija Stipanov who was representing the Student centre in Zagreb
within the apap network, claimed that “it’s basically virtually impossible to work without the
European projects” for SCZG since they provide for “the base and security to work for and
plan to work for four years” (Letunic 2018: 1). Apparently, even though SCZG is regularly
subsidised on the level of employees and maintenance costs, the funds for the program can be
rather unpredictable and lacking. In that sense, Stipanov claims the organisation is “totally
dependent on the EU funds” since the four years financing from the EU then facilitates applying
to different international, national and local funding.
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Therefore, where the representative of Tanzfabrik speaks of the EU support as the one that
stabilises the local funding, the one from SCZG viewed as support the organisation is

dependent on.

6.2.2. New formats: focus on audience development

During the analysis of curatorial programming in Tanzfabrik and Student Centre Zagreb during
the apap Performing Europe (2011 — 2016) project, supported by Culture 2007-2013 EU
programme, and apap Performing Europe 2020 (2016- 2020) project, funded within Creative
Europe 2014-2020 funding cycle, there is one main difference between the two projects coming
to the fore within both analysed organisations. The data resulting from the programmes and
interviews with curators of Tanzfabrik, “Culture of Change” as well as the reviews of the apap
network (apap: 2020, np) from 2011 to 2020, clearly shows both SCZG and Tanzfabrik team
has implemented more audience development projects during the apap Performing Europe
2020 (2016- 2020) project than in the previous project cycle (apap Performing Europe 2011 —
2016).

During the more recent project funded within the EU programme “Creative Europe 2014-
2020 that announced audience development as the main priority, Student Centre Zagreb has
employed one person as a part time audience developer and another person as an ambassador
(promotor) of the theatre programme. According to the organisation’s former curator Stipanov,
these collaborators were in charge (together with the artistic team of SCZG) of developing
“specific strategies for communicating with wider audiences and developing long-term
relationships with them” (Letunic 2018: 2). Also, SCZG established a lab for audience
development as “an ongoing project -a space for research, exchange and try-outs of new
audience development strategies and programs with workshops, lectures, ad hoc actions and
projects, talks by invited apap artists and external experts” (ibid.).

It’s actions were mostly realised during Ganz New Festival that yearly presented many
of the apap artists, funded by the network’s resources. Concerning the festival programme

content, an audience development side program was implemented during the 2017 and 2018
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editions of Ganz New Festival ,Late Post- Performance Talks“ and ,,Kju-end-ej* were
explicitly referencing audience development as become cultural policy priority and
experimenting with a format that “breaks free from the logic of that monologue and create
space for reflection in an informal atmosphere” (SCZG, 2017: np). Further on, the Module 1-
a basic info-box that gives an historical perspective and some contemporary examples of what
performing arts is today, as well as interviews with and visual footage from apap artists and
partners- was used during the last festival Ganz New Festival in 2018.

Besides such discursive format within the SCZG’s Ganz new international festival of
developmental theatre funded within the apap network, audience development was
implemented through workshops led by international and local artists. For example, in 2016,
an audience development side program of free workshops dealing with rage (and how to
express it and creatively transform it with artistic methods) was organised during the festival
stemming from the artistic programme3°. Moreover, the Student centre implemented several
audience development labs, composed of students, artists and experts to think of (and
experiment with) audience development activities that would be connected to apap artistic
projects, the SCZG’s context and the current needs of our society, addressed at wider

audiences.

There was a similar increase of tendencies towards audience development programmes in
Tanzfabrik, as well. During the project Performing Europe 2020, Tanzfabrik Berlin established
a new audience development format as a part of the ABC Module 2 that continued after the
end of the project.

The format “Dance Intensive meets apap” dealt with, among other topics, “with how
one can discuss contemporary dance and receive the opportunity to try out a variety of
communication formats: a plain post-performance discussion with artists, a sensorial or
creative exchange format ranging from coming to terms with things using a piece of paper and

a pen all the way to conversations in the dark” (Tanzfabrik: 2016, np). The aim of Tanzfabrik

39 This format was inspired by Erna Omarsdéttir and Valdimar Johannsson’s performance Black Yoga
Screaming Chamber. All of the workshops dealing with rage were very well visited and have attracted audiences
that have never visited the festival before, especially a workshop led by one of the most famous Croatian hip hop
artists Edo Maajka (Edin Osmic). It has attracted new audiences- young Croatian hip hop artists that usually do
not frequent the theatre venues, or the festival but also participants from the region. In terms of visibility and
outreach, it has generated big media attention in mainstream (TV, radio, newspapers) and social media. (SCZG:
2016, np.)
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was to involve the young dance students of the Dance Intensive Program (realised by the school
department of Tanzfabrik Berlin) that were an “interesting target audience, but that have been
hard to involve in the past years” (Orlok, 2018). From 2017 on, Tanzfabrik implemented a
series of theory workshops (twice a year) about contemporary performing arts and dance with
the dramaturge Silke Bake (and later on with the artist Peter Stamer). The task was to create
two formats for an “After talk” following two different performances of apap artists and to find
appropriate strategies to talk about contemporary art while reflecting on the experience of
watching. According to Orlok (2018), the implementation was very successful, because not
only the addressed students were consequently watching more performances, but also the
innovative after-talk format engaged audience members in the issues from dance and
contemporary performing arts.

The dialogue between artists and audiences was also strengthened through the public
formats "Time to meet" which was “a series of open rehearsals and discussions, a meeting place
for exchange and feedback on artistic processes”, the "Morning show” that hosted talks with
apap artists as well as inside the apap production studio (Tanzfabrik: 2016, np). According to
Orlok, Tanzfabrik will continue with programming these similar formats for deepening the
understanding of contemporary performance and dance. As one of the main benefits of
collaboration in the network, Tanzfabrik director sees in local audiences experienced artistic
works and gets not only an insight in different aesthetics they never could have without APAP.

Besides new audience development formats, Orlok notices another curatorial influence
of the network. While intermediality has been a part of Student Centre’s artistic programme
since it beginnings, Orlok recognized that since joining apap in 2005, there has been exchange
between artistic genres since the network’s artists not only work in dance or choreography, but

also in theatre, visual arts and performance art that resulted in more diverse aesthetics.

6.2.3. New production models: diverse interpretations of “business”

According to the apap's ,,review to New Business Models in the arts and culture sector (apap:
2020, np), apap — Performing Europe 2020 also placed a strong emphasis on “New Business
Models”, via theoretical exchange amongst experts, artists and interested partners and
institutions and a practical implementation of three specific Business Models, which have been
worked out during the four years period. The theoretical exchange took place in two

laboratories, with experts from all partner organisations as well as apap-artists (e.g, Ivana
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Miller and Michikazu Matsune) and experts from other cultural institutions (e.g, José
Rodriguez from TransEuropeHalles/Creative Lens).

The network partner BIT in Bergen, Norway, organised a second laboratory in October
2018. In the second lab, the emphasis was on the role of art in the business sector as well as
on transfer of value between culture, education, health and finance sectors with questions such
as “Why do we regard Art as a necessary part of a society? Is it possible to talk about usefulness
connected to an artistic experience? If yes, how do we translate this value into a concrete
measure?” The results of the workshops contributed to the testing of three business models
among the partners: Centrale Fies has set up a creative structure to administer tasks for artists
that brought income, Superamas has created a model in France and Austria to raise funds for
knowledge transfer and funding for young artists, and SZENE Salzburg used their venue to
raise income for the artistic budgets. Similar business models were not implemented during the
previous project cycle “Performing Europe (2011 — 2016)” or, at least, entrepreneurial
production models were framed and highlighted in the way as during the “Creative Europe
(2014- 2020) programme cycle.

The dynamic discussion between the EU cultural administrator, apap’s general manager
and artists collaborating with the network on the implementation of business models in
“Performing Europe 2020 at the symposium “Passion and politics™ artists revealed a lot of
tension between different discourses and modes of work.

Elisabeth Pacher from Creative Europe Desk Austria was very clear on the background

of this new priority:

“You have to know that Creative Europe adopted this economic approach due to a
necessity. It would have been impossible to maintain this program without an economic
approach. And to argue a European program you need facts and figures. Because without
showing evidence you will not convince the European level to design and finance a European

program.”

The general manager Bertie Ambach mentions another reason for new business models
as a priority were the cuts of cultural budgets: “The idea behind it is to ask cultural institutions
to think about other sources to finance the work... So, it’s not the administration who is doing
the guidelines and the priorities, but politicians. So it’s a political decision from the beginning.”

Ambach also mentions there is a different understanding of “business models” in the arts as
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there already exists a lot of know-how and “hundreds of tried out projects” from the apap
partners already that was not so far framed as such.

On the other hand, Ivana Muller, the artist collaborating with the network suggests
contesting the term of business: “What is a business? It is coming from this neoliberal jargon,
it’s making profit. Let’s think about what is profit in the context of art? And who profits? Can
we all profit equally? Can art and culture be democratic?” Peter Stamer, another artist, is much
more critical: “When I listen to you guys, a lot of you, I am bit annoyed at the way how you
use “business plan” without being ashamed, actually I’'m shocked about the level of how we’ve
been submitting ourselves to something that has nothing to do with what we are interested in.
And of course, because since the 90s, all the marketing talk, there’s a lack of money, we say at
least we do it because we are the experts in it. Rather than saying the whole idea is totally
wrong. We are feeding, we are feeding ourselves with poison all the time.”

In the other part of the conversations Muller mentions a successful example of

cooperation between public and independent theatre that took place in Salzburg:

“What they did is amazing, it should be a model for Germany- they took the money
for one project of the Schauspielhaus, one project, they gave it to artists in residence
and Thomas Frank and his team managed to have five co-productions, ten guest
performances, and salaries for four people for the whole year. (...) But if they can
all give the money for just one project to what in Germany is called Freie Szene,
then a lot of people will have a possibility to show the work, present the work and
also influence the (Schauspiel-goers) with some other ideas. (...) There are
institutions that do have quite a lot of money. | am talking about the distribution of
the money that is there. | mean, come on, Europe is the continent with the most

’

public money for culture and art. So, we can already start from there..’

When suggested this might be a “business model”, Muller replies this rationale is
actually “common sense”. Therefore, it seems there is a difference of the term “business
models” between artists, managers and cultural administrators that will be addressed more in

detail towards the end of chapter.
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6.2.4. Evaluation criteria: qualitative vs. quantitative

Respondents from both Tanzfabrik and Student Centre Zagreb insist on a necessity to rethink
the existing criteria for their projects. Orlok (2018) is very clear when he says “To put art in

numbers does not make sense”, and proposes another mode of evaluation:

“As already mentioned, it is difficult to quantify art. In fact, | would see it most
effectively if local experts attend the work process and if there is a performance
(premiere and derniere) in 2 - 4 dates. Then in a short report with maximum half a
page with an assessment by eye (a common evaluation method in social science). |
think that would be the easiest way to save working hours and tons of paper and

2

involve local experts in European working contexts.

He also mentions the difficulties of evaluation of experimental practices in contemporary art
and mediation of its value to the politicians: “The moment of the "avant-garde™ in contemporary
art with its fractures and irritations is strange enough, not easily communicable.” He associates
this also with the pressures of market-oriented cultural policies since the cultural practitioners
often have to adapt to the criteria to “meet the needs of the majority and their desires for a
commercial and consuming art approach” which often appears as an issue in dialogues with
local decision makers. He quotes a local politician’s statement from one of these dialogues:
"Dance AND Contemporary" is a double niche". This mode of understanding of the field makes

contemporary dance double marginalised.

Ivana Muller also suggests alternative modes of valuing and evaluating the arts, stemming from
the logic of the art as opposed to monetary value:

“Yes, but you can introduce other elements. Okay, there is a monetary economy,
which everybody works on, but how about putting either for instance what kind of
relationship you develop. You know, what kind of, and think about other ways,
which can be quantifiable, but they are diverse. “I think because the very important
thing about art and culture, is that it innovates or invents (...) the way how we

collaborate, it invents the way how we live.”
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Silvija Stipanov from Student Cultural Centre Zagreb agrees that culture should be evaluated
more qualitatively than quantitatively: “The impact of culture cannot be seen through one

event, one festival, it’s really like a lifespan of somebody’s meetings with the arts.”

6.2.5. Influences of funding criteria on curatorial strategies

When speaking about possible influences on programming, apap artist lvana Muller that
collaborated both with the Student Centre Zagreb and Tanzfabrik is very straightforward:

“I think it is very important not to do these things because a cultural policy
dictates us to do this. I think this rule about cultural policies for me is more there
to bend them. When somebody says ‘vou should do it like that’ it is exactly the
place where 1 think, well how else can I do it? So in that respect of course | totally
understand there are frames, but I think what is very interesting is how to
negotiate those frames, and re-question them, and through this re-question the

’

way how we live together, work together, etc.’

The general manager of the network, Bertie Ambach, is more pragmatic in regard to responding

to certain priorities and objectives of the program but still artistic production at the centre:

“So it’s our job to deal with political guidelines, facing the most important reason we
are doing this- helping artists to produce... That’s our main focus, its all about artistic
production, this is the centre. And you have to follow the priorities and objectives of
the program. Even if maybe from the outside it is not easily to understand immediately,
how is audience development linked to artistic production, or new business models,
which is one of the priorities we have to deal with, this is nothing we can choose,
right? It’s the guidelines, and up until a certain point we have to follow and it’s our
creativity, it’s our experience, it’s our know how, to do this in a smart way and to save
as much as possible, lets put it simple, as much as possible money for artistic

1

production.’
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While Ambach states there is not much choice to following the guideline, speaking from an
artistic position Muller believes that, instead of “following the guidelines that the European
administration gives us”, the network should use this opportunity to “teach the European
administrators on how to do the production” since the artists and producers have a bigger
understanding there in the European Union. Ambach partially disagrees since, according to her
this 1s discussed on “another level, the different evaluation groups for the programs” where
experts who are implementing the programmes can also provide feedback to constructing
criteria for evaluation. But, in general, Ambach reiterates her opinion on influences of the
programme’s criteria on the conceptualization of the project: “If you work on the application,
you really have to follow the criteria very strictly, otherwise it’s a waste of money and
everything.” When asked whether responding successfully to the criteria of audience
development and new business models is possible only in “phrasing the application or is there
actually something happening in this direction?”” Ambach replies that the cultural practitioners
take those priorities very seriously since “it’s not so easy to understand and get in the context

of these priorities due to working in a field contemporary dance and performance”.

Again, Muller is quite critical towards such adaptation to the funding criteria:

The problem is when it gets forced. (...) It’s actually very colonising. Different
people have different consciousness, why should everything have the same? 1 think
what is interesting in thinking of society today is there are those different
transversals, ways about how you can rethink culture. And I think it’s very
important, | mean from the artistic point of view, of course you think about where
can you place your work. (...) I have a project now that can be seen by only 120
people in 10 years. So there is one person per month. And this is of course,
productionally speaking, suicidal. But there is a value in this project. (...) So I just
think like we should not, the worst thing that could possibly happen is that we all
do everything the same. And if everybody integrates those things that the European
administration gives you, and everybody just does it as a kind of good soldier
business, like we all do these kinds of numbers, and then it’s tick, tick, tick, then it’s
over. It’s a total disaster. (...) And I understand that if people want to get public
money, we also have to bend things in different directions because we are all there

together. But what is really important is to think about the specificity of a project,

181



of a practice, and I think that any network should basically nurture that. It’s a

richness.”

In this sense, Muller is speaking about value of culture beyond quantitative criteria and
standardisation of artistic practices in order to receive funding.

Elisabeth Pacher from Austrian “Creative Europe Desk — Culture” elaborates on the flexibility
of the priorities: “You have to interpret them and to adapt them to your needs.” According to
her, this is the responsibility of curators and project managers: “The job of the advisory
services and of the project managers as translators between the cultural policy level and the
artistic level.” She believes the priorities of audience development and new business models

are not in contradiction to the current needs of cultural practitioners:

“The project in general a European or an international cooperation project is a
chance to network and to cooperate and these priorities are quite flexible (...) For
example, audience development, I think every cultural organisation and every artist
want to reach an audience. And a business model is an interesting concept but it is
strange to the artistic field (...) A business model is an efficient way to organise
your work and it could also be an investment in human resources. For example,
training or education measures are a business model. It’s an investment and some,
at a certain point in the future there will be a return because there is training. (...)
colleagues from the dance sector said, “well ‘business model’ is not the right term
for the artistic field, rather say ‘development model’ because development is
something positive that supports artistic careers”, and this is what we are going to

’

think about. I think the European project gives some room for freedom.’

Still, Pacher takes in consideration the reasoning of the artists on evaluation and proposes a new
practice for the conceptualization of the next Creative Europe funding cycle: “It will be good
and interesting to engage artists in the evaluation phase and in the design phase of the future

program. I am going to suggest this.”
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6.3. Introduction to Life Long Burning (LLB)

Life Long Burning (LLB) and its successor Life Long Burning, Towards A Sustainable Eco-
System for Contemporary Dance in Europe (2018- 2022) are both projects supported by the
two recent European Commission's framework programmes for support to the culture i.e.
Culture (2013 — 2018) and Creative Europe (2014- 2020).

Collaboration between most of the project partners started already within European
projects CoDaCo (1999-2000), danceWEB Europe (2002-2008) and Jardin d'Europe (2008-
2013), all coordinated by danceWEB, a non-profit organisation based in Vienna and active in
the field of contemporary dance since 1996 (danceWEB 2021 np). Most of the partners active
in these five European projects have remained long term partners within the informal network

coordinated by danceWEB, having a similar core mission throughout the years.

Looking at the predecessor of the two most recent LLB projects, Jardin d'Europe
(2008-2013) was dedicated to “the establishment of a sustainable European infrastructure for
the professionalisation of emerging dancers, choreographers, dance administrators and dance
writers”. In reaction to the economic crisis in 2008, the aim of the project was to ensure
sustainable conditions of an Europe-wide work for precarious contemporary dance
professionals. Contemporary dance training centres, production houses, companies and festival
organisers active in the project were Danceweb (AT), 4Culture (RO), Bimeras Culture
Foundation (TR), Centre chorégraphique national de Montpellier (FR), Cullberg Ballet (SE),
Lokomotiva (MK), Southbank Centre (UK), Station (RS), Ultima Vez (BE) and Workshop
Foundation (HU). Via eight core activities (Prix Jardin d'Europe. Critical Endeavour, ttt
(teaching the teachers), NOMAD, SuSy Support System, danceWEB Scholarships, Wild Cards
and Action Research), during a six years period the project provided support for nearly 600
dancers and 100 co-productions as well as 159 teachers and 49 critics and journalists. Overall,
the project had an estimated reach of altogether 1.25 million people across Europe (European

commission 2015 n.p.).

Its’ project successor Life Long Burning (2013- 2018), financed within the Creative Europe
programme, included more partners in a somewhat widened network: 4culture (RO), Institut
Chorégraphique International — Ccn Montpellier (FR), Cullberg Ballet (SE), Danceweb (AT),

Veem House for Performance (NL), Lokomotiva (MK), Station- Service for contemporary
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dance (RS), Tala Dance Center (HR), Uferstudios (DE), Ultima Vez (BE), Workshop
Foundation (HU) and Workspacebrussels (BE). Besides the dedication to “the sustainable
support of the European contemporary dance and performance field” (LLB 2020 np) similar to
Jardin d'Europe, LLB had also the aim of the enlargement of audiences for the field. This was
realised through ten activities that had aims of “strengthening transnational co-operations,
fostering the mobility of artists and their works, contributing to career development, cultural
diversity and intercultural dialogue and promoting knowledge transfer, audience outreach and
the public display of dance” (ibid.): European dance prize for emerging choreography Prix
Jardin d'Europe, virtual PR platform Dance Radar Europe, co-productions Dance Works!,
training for emerging dance writers Critical Practice, training for emerging dance artists
danceWEB Scholarships, support of artistic development through residencies, workshops and
scholarships Wild Cards , research and knowledge-sharing modules Performance Situation
Room , research on teaching practices teachback, open source documentation/publications of
LLB activities Dance fiction and trainings for emerging dance administrators SuSy-Support
System.

European dance prize for emerging choreography Prix Jardin d'Europe, besides the
award that supports young emerging dance artists on a European level since 2008, was
accompanied a flexible modul The Labo Prix Jardin d'Europe which had the aim to increase
the visibility and the mobility of artists and touring of their projects. Dance Radar Europe was
focused on developing strategies for use of mostly digital tools as powerful channel in creating
a PR platform for the network, as well as a symposium that would contribute to the visibility
of the LLB network. Dance Works! was one of the central activities dedicated to co-productions
involving artists from at least three different countries chosen via a public call. With this
activity, perceived as an “important tool to develop dialogue and exchange both between artists
and between dance organisations on the European level” by the project partners, in total 98 co-
productions were supported through the five years period. Critical Practice was a time-flexible
programme oriented towards “empowering discursive reflections on contemporary performing
arts and their breakthrough to the larger public” (ibid.) including seminars, workshops and
practical engagement at certain events for emerging dance writers. danceWEB Scholarship
Programme is a five-week training program for young professional dancers and
choreographers regularly taking place in Vienna in the frame of Impulstanz - Vienna
International Dance Festival since 1996. Wild Card was an activity entailing training slots for

residency and study visits of emerging or midcareer dance artists in another project partners
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country and resulting in fifteen performance throughout the years. The Performance Situation
Room was a flexible and dynamic research and knowledge-sharing model which served as a
space for reflection on emerging key concerns in contemporary art practice. teachback was a
research activity that explored the connections between existing ways of teaching and creating
dance, while challenging current practices and develop new techniques in dance education via,
mostly peer-to-peer discussions. Dance fiction entailed a digital archive of contemporary dance
works produced in the frame of Dance works! activity, targeted mostly at students but widely
accessible. Finally, SuSy- support system was a capacity building activity dedicated to
professional development of young dance administrators and cultural workers, implemented in

the form of two to twelve months internships or research residencies.

This project was succeeded by the currently active ,,Life Long Burning, Towards A
Sustainable Eco-System for Contemporary Dance in Europe® (2018- 2022) implemented by
twelve organisations: 4culture (RO), Brain store project (BG), ICI- Center Chorégraphique
National de Montpellier (FR), NDA Slovenia (Sl), Stuk (BE), Tala Dance Center (HR, until
august 2020), Uferstudios (DE), Veem House for Performance (NL) , Workshop Foundation
(HU), MDT Stockholm (SE), Kik Melone (HR, from August 2020). The difference in
programming in the comparison with the previous project additions are visible in organisation
of the activities into two strands: “boosting artistic development and fostering the
professionalization of the scene as well as advocating and advancing the art form and widening
its impact all over Europe.” (LLB 2020 np). This project edition has also condensed the number
of activities from twelve to six, while keeping the activities of danceWEB Scholarship
Programme, SuSY- support system and Performance Situation Room from the previous project
cycle. The other three activities are Creative Crossroads (funding program that offers
residencies, workshops, production cost subsidy, technical assistance etc. depending on the
needs of participating artists), Dance Hub (education, residencies and production support for
aspiring dance artists, administrators and writers) and Choreographic Convention (a platform
that organises mostly discursive formats addressing current topics in contemporary dance). As
mentioned, this project has a clearer capacity building aim than the previous ones or, in the
words of project organisers: “We qualify dance artists and extend their skillset with activities
in the fields of high-class training and on-the-job-learning.” (European commission 2021, np).
Also, audience development is more highlighted within the project via two transversal

approaches: “The first approach fosters the dialogue of dance with other art forms and urban

185



players, the second one develops a strong feedback attitude with relevant forms of audience
engagement by each implemented activity” (ibid). What is also a new is do use of the notion
of an ecosystem “as a lively and transformational space unfolding the potential of this forward-

looking artistic field and outlining developments for future communities” (ibid.).

6.3.1. Introduction to Uferstudios GmbH

Uferstudios GmbH is owner and manager of Uferstudios, a historically protected area
renovated into a space for contemporary dance in Berlin’s district of Wedding. It consists of

16 studios that range from 85m2 to 415m2 offices and workshops (Uferstudios 2019 np).

Historically, the space was used as an electrical trolley depot since the finalisation of
its building in the 1920s. According to Barbara Friedrich, one of its founding members, it took
a decade of advocacy processes to get a lease on the space from the city authorities (Srhoj 2014
145). In 2000, around hundred dancers and choreographers gathered into a dance association
in order to advocate for better conditions of work and more space for contemporary dance in
Berlin. In 2004, the association mapped the needs of all the venues involved in contemporary
dance, realising it’s mostly lack of space, and found a network Tanzraum Berlin consisting of
“all the main structures that are involved in dance — theatres, larger projects such as dance in
schools and even Staatsballet (state ballet, a.c.)” (ibid.) Together, they drafted a paper about
mutual goals of building knowledge transfer, developing contemporary dance education at the
University level and securing production space for contemporary dance. This was the basis for
more concrete negotiations with the city government. During the negotiations, it was clear the
desired space for contemporary dance would be non-hierarchically governed and envisioned
as a space mostly for production, research and exchange- thus, not only presentation which was
the usual case with the dance venues until then. The involved venues then invested a smaller
fee oriented towards a search for such a space in the city supported employment of two people
at the Dance Office (Tanzbiiro Berlin), who then also found in the space of today’s Uferstudios.
The city government was clear about not wanting to pay the rent or running costs of the space
but they agreed to invest the lottery money into the renovation of the space that then opened in

2010, which marked the beginning of Uferstudios activity as it is today.
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6.3. EU programme influences on curatorial programming of the
Life Long Burning network

6.3.1. Influences of collaboration on individual partner’s sustainability

Very similarly to the previous case study, both parties experience different impact of their
network involvement on their sustainability. For example, Weilet explicitly addresses this
when she says that the Uferstudios “could survive without EU funding, but couldn't do any
content without it” unlike NDA “whose structure depends on it” (Letuni¢ 2019: pp). To clarify,
Uferstudios is funded completely by rental of the studio spaces (8.7 € per square meter per
month) by the freelance artists whose projects are funded by the Berlin Senate which also
accepts rent costs in the project funding (Srhoj 2014: 149). On the other hand, gained a

framework to curate content as well besides being a dance production centre.

On the other hand, Stanica in Belgrade operates within space of Magacin, a self-organised and
self-managed venue established by non-profit organisations and artistic cultural collectives in
Belgrade (i.e. by a former network Other Scene). The space operates through an open calendar
system guided by the values of equitable use of common resources, solidarity, and social and
cultural diversity which also means it is currently the only contemporary dance and
performance space in Belgrade that is free with a small participation for the running costs.
According to Purovié¢ (Letuni¢ 2019: ), although it doesn’t have any kind of structural support,
interestingly enough the venue produces around a thousand programs a year. In such unstable
conditions, Cvetkovi¢ explains Stanica- Service for contemporary dance has two monthly half-
time salaries for secured by the EU grant due to collaboration in two five-year long projects
i.e. Jardin d’Europe (2008- 2013) funded within the Culture 2007-13 funding cycle and Life
Long Burning (2013- 2018) funded by Culture 2007-2013 and Creative Europe 2014-2020

The gap between international and local funding, or more specifically, the absence of a
strategy for Serbia's independent contemporary performing arts scene, is crucial for long-term
sustainability of Stanica and similar organisations in the region. According to Cvetkovié, in
this instance, European financing could serve as a good catalyst for local cultural policies that

support what has been appreciated internationally. However, there is no chance for such
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development of the contemporary dance and performance field because there is an apparent
lack of dialogue with the local policy makers. Therefore, she frames this problem in very

clearly:

And this is the paradox of our situation, where we have really benefited a lot as
experts, artists, producers and so on from these projects and exchanges and
collaborations but when it’s gone, when the projects are over, we are not
functional, because we don’t have the structure in which we can function.
Everything is embedded in our own bodies and minds, and can go away with our

bodies and minds.

Thus, the curator of Uferstudios refers to the funding by European Union as supplementary to
the local funding, while the grant received by Stanica is perceived as the support the

organisation's sustainability dependent on.

6.3.2. New formats: focus on audience development

Both Life Long Burning project cycles had placed an emphasis on mediating contemporary
dance to the wider public, mostly through discursive events. The first project cycle included
the initiative Dance Radar Europe initiative which to devise tactics primarily employing digital
technologies as an effective way of establishing a public relations platform for the network as
a whole and its actions (LLB 2021 np). In the second project cycle, the audience development
platform was widened into the programme Choreographic Convention consisting of eight
distinct professional platforms throughout projects four-year duration, which tackled
contemporary issues within the field of dance and its social value. These platforms consistently
reinforced the concept of contemporary dance as a vital component of European cultural
heritage. The programme comprised of various academic activities such as lectures, panels,
workshops, presentations of works, advocacy activities, and actions that pertain to the local
reality of the host of the convention (ibid.). Weilet also highlights this when saying Uferstudios
was already working in this direction when performing “invisible work of connecting,

networking, advocacy, discursive events” that its participation in the network enhanced.
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Regarding the shift in priorities from intercultural dialogue to audience development,
Cvetkovi¢ accentuates the first priority in terms of international collaboration and connecting
local to international context made “much more sense” than the one of audience development.
In her opinion, the priority actually the denominates market development or “enlarging number
of buyers” unlike community building i.e. the way she understands audience development.
Within the second chapter, it has been more thoroughly explained how the priority of audiences

development converges towards economic rather than social goals.

Similarly to Weilet, she understands audience development as events who which do not sell
tickets but both communities, such as engaging discursive events, “programs for children,
programs for debates and discussions, to conferences and lectures to performances”. What is
interesting is that both project cycles repeat the same program called “Performance situation
room” which openly addresses emerging situations in the field of contemporary dance both
locally and globally. This is achieved through the creation of formats that are tailored to the
specific scenario at hand, such as mediation, cultural education and inclusion. Finally, it can
be concluded there has been a slightly stronger focus on audience development following the
shift of priorities in Creative Europe calls but only if audience development is understood as a

wider concept including discursive events, advocacy and educational activities.

6.3.3. New production models: diverse interpretations of “business”

When talking about business models that appear as a priority in Creative Europe, both curators
focus on different economies within the network. For example, Weilet mentions that “in Berlin
and further South- East”, the network partners mainly offer goods rather than money.
Cvetkovi¢ elaborates more in detail how the network partners negotiate their investments
depending on the resources stemming from the (lack of) support in the local context, taking
into account specific situations. Examples, Stanica- Service for contemporary dance does not
have permanent funding or structural grants which makes their sustainability unstable but, on
the other hand, there is a sensibility of the network partners to this situation. This is reasonable
in focusing on the local needs within programs, such as the special program line intending just

for the post- Yugoslav region, i.e. Nomad Dance Academy education program.
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Within both Lifelong Burning project cycles, Partners managed to negotiate different financial
positions based on their sustainable resources within the local context. For example, as
Cvetkovi¢ states, project partners in Riga as well as Stanica, don’t have to pre-finance 20% of
the project, but get everything refunded from the programme due to the very precarious

situation as organisations.

Therefore, according to Cvetkovié, it is possible to adapt “every rule to the real needs if you
have good partners”, which are sensible to difficulties and different situations that exist still in
Europe and beyond. In a way, partners within the project contested the framework of Creative
Europe programme which prioritizes cultural industries and bigger events that have the
potential to become financially self-sustainable due to high revenues. She also highlights
"measures to protect the banking sector” because there are many cultural players who take
loans to co-fund European grants. The Creative Europe programme has developed the tools,
the instruments to protect the loan-givers, banks, with about 6% of the budget, which is quite
a secure budget for the banks. Therefore, in the unfortunate scenario that a cultural operator
fails, European Union will return the funds to the bank in order to protect it, which is all aligned

with the convergence with economic goals.

6.3.4. Evaluation criteria: qualitative vs. quantitative

Both curators are critical towards the question of evaluation within the open calls but they also
do not want to conform to the existing criteria in any ways. For example, Weilet explains the
network cut actions in the application although this usually lessens the chances of receiving the
funding. Therefore, she believes it was a brave decision not to focus on how much work done
as we are producers but rather follow a smaller number of artists for a longer period in opposite

to hyperproduction.

This struggle to integrate more continuity rather than quantity is a direct result from the
spillover of language and rationales from the profit-driven creative sector. Possibly, integrating

culture and media in one program is also a result of this agenda. Demonstrated in chapter 2,
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the language question is something that produces consequences in curatorial strategies but in
this case, both curators recognise it and refuse to adapt. Seems to be the biggest problem is the
criteria of visibility since this is a systemic problem that belongs to the whole field of
contemporary dance and performance. The question of artistic research also appears as urgent
since the field tends to engage in diverse research activities although they do not always

produce visibility.

However, Cvetkovi¢ elaborates on how the evaluation of both projects has always been positive
since the diversity of activities reached out to an even larger territory than the original network.
Apparently, there is always a way of negotiating with the criteria around the quantitative

aspects of them.

6.3.5. Influences of funding criteria on curatorial strategies

When talking about evaluation and criteria, Weilet is very straightforward when saying the
project applications do not have the language of the programs the curators refuse to use but

they still try to explain how the projects fit the criteria:

And this is | think a very smart way of doing it because we don't have the feeling
of selling out to those criteria, adapting to those criteria, but using them. And
this is also one of the things that is always problematic with any funding
applications, how far you give in to language of those programs, how far you
give in to their evaluation markers etc., or how you can underrun them without,
you know, lying, or without not passing basically. And I think a couple of terms,
I mean yes, | mean it is kind of very influenced by economic terms, marketing
terms, etc., and buzzwords like ‘“sustainability” can be used in so many
directions, and also artistic work, | mean the artistic field wants sustainability.
So using the same term but with a different understanding and a different

approach is always possible I think.
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Another strategy both curators mention is to find spaces and timeframes for exchange
within the project that allows to react spontaneously to the demands in the field. For
example, in both project cycles the program Action Performance Situation Room
what is envisaged as a very loose framework that reacts to actual demands and
problems in the scene. Interestingly, during the application process, it is not explicitly
articulated what are the content of this program would be which is something that
could have been expected to be evaluated more negatively. Cvetkovi¢ explains the

rationale behind the programme:

We persuaded our partners that it is useful to create a program line that
would allow us to not to promise exactly what we will do during five years,
but would rather allow us a possibility to react in the moment with things
that change, with situations that appear, with surprises that would happen,
because we are in the arts field, and to have some money to be able to
react on these new events. And this program that we created that saved an
important portion of money within the whole budget, made us create, |
think, ten times more, super important and very relevant events and
projects on the European or international level because we were able to
intervene in the moment. So when you look at this line, which was called,
we gave it or actually the Danceweb gave it quite a general name,
Performance Situation Room, meaning nothing but when you look at what
happened under this line, you say like all the most relevant things in
Europe are linked to this program because the partners could say like ‘Ah
I have some money, I want to invest’, for example this Post Dance

conference in Stockholm, a few years ago.

Further on, the issue of the precarity of dance artist is usually not well appreciated
when mentioned in the application but in the case of Life Long Burning, explicitly
addressing turned out to be successful. Interestingly, when discussing EU criteria,
Weilet positions it as more open than local, national or other transnational policy

instruments:
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Within the logic of project application, you always need to know in
advance what is going to be, rather than being able to make decision
along the way of making. And | think also the structure of EU program
is somehow easier than other funding bodies. You never have to be that
concrete on contents, on certain topics, yes, but not that concrete on
implementation and topics that you are going to do. It’s more open with

EU funding bodies than it is with other funding bodies.

Cvetkovi¢ also reflects positively on the experiences around the dialogue with the Creative

Europe criteria:

Their rules then are understood as a general frame but then you are free
to somehow intervene within your local, within your specific situation.
So in that sense these rules are not that rigid, there is always a possibility
that you somehow intervene with your own needs. Performance Situation
Room is for me another proof that it is possible to, how to say, model the
program according to your needs, but you have to dare and you have to,
you know, understand how it works and just, you know, put there what is

really needed for you, and then it goes. It works.

It can be concluded that in comparison to the previous case study, as well as the mapping of the
field, the curators from the Life Long Burning network offered a more positive outlook on
perspectives of negotiating with the increasingly socioeconomic criteria. Therefore, this
example opens up a space for further dialogue with policy makers and contesting the usual

production models in the contemporary performance, theatre and dance field.
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7. Conclusion: Perspectives of the dialogue between
transnational policymakers and independent performing

arts scene in Europe

Art is not a mirror to hold up to reality, but a hammer with which to shape it.
(attributed to Bertolt Brecht)

Amidst economic, humanitarian, ecological, and social crises, this research aims to make a
contribution to the heated discussion in Europe regarding the value of the arts conducted by
scholars from diverse fields within the social and humanistic sciences. The primary objective
of this research was to examine the correlation between contemporary cultural policy
frameworks and organisational cultures within the European independent performing arts
sector, which is deemed precarious. The aim was to provide understanding that might
participate in the creation of supranational European guidelines for the evaluation of
contemporary arts that are more sustainable, open, and democratic. The qualitative analysis
presented arguments and findings that aimed to contribute to a new perspective on the role of
independent performing arts within society. Specifically, it explored the relationships between
cultural policy and the value of arts, as well as the involvement of independent culture and arts

organisations in the development of criteria for their work.

During the COVID-19 pandemic we witnessed redistribution of resources is possible
as well as the significant importance of solidarity, networks, and mutual aid and support. For
example, Fonds Darstellende Kiinste during and after the pandemic supported a series of
artistic research laboratories during which research was approached as wage work (Fonds
DaKu 2022: np). The pandemic also made us question the issue of the dominance of productive
labour. The pervasive nature of quantitative assessment has permeated all aspects of the
performing arts professions, encompassing the enumeration of new events and productions, as
well as an unwavering preoccupation with quantifying impact. The pandemic of burn-outs,
banality, and pollution can be attributed as the logical consequence of the aforementioned

phenomenon (Perform Europe 2021: np). Therefore, it is recommended that funders of
194



different kinds shift their attention away from the quantity of activities and production, and
instead prioritise the quality of processes, relationships, and experiences. Contemporary
evaluation methodologies for project proposals, reports, and work in general must incorporate
approaches that are attuned to these elements. This necessitates the inclusion of more

qualitative data, diverse stakeholders, and varied evaluation criteria.

The use of the interdisciplinary approach in this thesis involved the examination of
phenomena from various angles and disciplines, including theories pertaining to the sociology
of arts, philosophy of arts, theory of performing arts, cultural policies and cultural management,
performance studies and curatorial studies. In addition to the aforementioned theoretical
frameworks, the thesis also incorporated several illustrative case studies that enhanced
comprehension of the aforementioned dynamics and curatorial strategies in the contexts of

post-Yugoslav, German and European independent performing arts scenes.

The second chapter focused on the consequences of post-political reasoning (Zizek
2013) on cultural policy in terms of explanation of most of the levels of value we can attribute
to cultural products through economic logic which ultimately led to the discourse of
justification of the arts and “post- capitalist cultural policies” (Dragievi¢ Sesi¢ 2021). Further
on, it demonstrates how the economic aspect of culture has grown significantly within the
European Union cultural policy instruments since the early 1980s at the latest. Also, it shows
how this convergence is visible in the discourse shift towards economic arguments and

objectives in the field of culture.

The subsequent chapter examined the manner in which an independent performing arts
scene in Europe provides a more piercing reflection of the previously mentioned social
complexities and the transformations in European society. This is attributed to the extensive
reach of its networks, which transcend national performing arts cultures, as well as the
precariousness of its work conditions. This chapter analysed the impact of precarious work
conditions on the development of new organisational cultures, resistance strategies such as
collectivity, political potentials and forms of solidarity within the independent contemporary
performing arts scene in Europe. The analysis is based on an interdisciplinary literature review
and field research conducted through participation in symposia and gatherings focused on

contemporary performing arts work conditions.

195



The fourth chapter explored the potentials of performing arts curation to challenge
current European cultural policies. It opened with a brief comparison of the genealogy of the
curator in the visual and performing arts. Suzana Milevska’s concept of “curatorial agency”
and contemporary understandings of the “curator as an intermediary” serve to highlight the
discrepancies between the socio-political conditions of production and circulation in the two
fields. The second part of the chapter draws on interviews with performing arts curators from
independent organisations active within European project networks to further examine the
implications of curating as a mediating cultural-political practice. Finally, in a context where
cultural policies increasingly support market-oriented cultural actors, it calls for a stronger
accountability of the performing arts curator in the negotiation of values between the artistic

community, audiences, and policymakers.

The following chapter prepares the ground for the case studies and provides an
overview of cultural policy developments performing arts landscapes in both Germany and the
post-Yugoslav region. The introductory section of this chapter aims to lay the groundwork for
case studies by presenting a thorough overview of the development of cultural policy systems
in relation to the independent performing arts sector, along with the main challenges faced. The
analysis of the independent performing arts sector prioritised the evaluation of material
production conditions, including funding mechanisms, the instability experienced by artists
and cultural workers, and the advocacy actions and organisations. The subsequent section of
the chapter comprised reflections on two separate events (,,Dance vs Circumstances® in Berlin
and ,,Nomad Dance Advocates‘ in Belgrade) that brought together artists, curators, researchers,
and policymakers to examine the manifold issues encompassing the precarious nature of work
and the corresponding tactics of resistance within the independent performing arts fields in
Europe, with a particular focus on Berlin and Belgrade. The objective of the reflections was to
illustrate how professionals from varied backgrounds acquire knowledge from each other's
models and establish partnerships to foster a more diverse, self-governing, and resilient sector

of independent performing arts in Europe.

The case study research methodology is used in the following chapters with four
representative examples from post- Yugoslav (Stanica- Service for Contemporary Dance from

Belgrade and Student Centre Zagreb), and German (Tanzfabrik and Uferstudios from Berlin)
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independent performing arts scenes. These are part of two European networks—Advancing
Performing Arts Project (apap) and Life Long Burning—that have been operating for more
than twenty years and that have resulted in changes in curatorial decision-making that may
have come as a consequence of the European Union's redesigning of its grant-making
programmes. With a focus on the most recent two financing cycles (Culture and Creative
Europe), which this research revolves around, it was pertinent to evaluate how these changes
affected stakeholders with various levels of support in their local and national environments
throughout that extended period. Within the case studies, the curators reflect on practices
recapitulated by the policy instruments such as Creative Europe and its’ priority of audience
development. In the case of Creative Europe, this emphasis on “audience development” for
them also indicates that the priority in the willingness to provide support is a carefully targeted
plan that is oriented above all to cultural consumption, with a significant risk of cultural added

value and output becoming predictable.

The main findings reached within the final chapter is that organisations due to the influence of
shifts in cultural policy priorities tend to atomization of artistic work; objectification of
aesthetic operations and processual aspects of works of art, the “audience turn”, focus on
presentation and circulation of artworks rather than production and increased precarity due
focus on quantitative rather than qualitative evaluation. However, the trends which appear are
also the positioning of ‘curatorial agency’ as a cultural policy concept as well as “ungoverning
dance” (Burt 2016), meaning that certain works of art and production strategies perform
alternative communities or, on the one hand, highlight hidden power dynamics that result in

precarious lives of performing arts workers, both as political activities.

The hoped-for result of the research is that it will provide valuable insights for policymakers
and cultural practitioners alike, leading them to reconsider their thinking and
practices regarding the intricate relationship between cultural politics, cultural value, and

cultural production.
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7.1. Policy recommendations

This chapter offers recommendations for transnational cultural policies that address the
future of cultural policy for the independent performing arts and have as their guiding
principles analysed notions of the value of the arts and the politicality of performing arts. Going
back to Matarasso's theory on measuring methodology of impact of the arts (1997) from the
second chapter, it is reasonable to claim that it still has resonance today, both within and outside
of the European setting. The following motto is frequently seen at project-writing sessions for
EU cultural institutions: "Europe does not fund projects, but finances its policies through
projects.” The European Education and Culture Executive Agency, which oversees funding
programmes for the arts, has cleverly employed Matarasso's notion that art can be used as a
tool for controlled policy-making. On the other hand, as a result of COVID-19 crisis, European
Parliament recently voted a “Resolution on the situation of artists and cultural recovery on 20
October 2021" (2020/2261(INI)), which again emphasised the need to improve the working
conditions of cultural and creative workers and called on the Commission to establish a

European framework for their working conditions.

In all contexts of curators participating in this research, it is repeated the funding falls short of
the demand and that the small amounts prevent the development of valuable artistic potential.
Precariousness is nonetheless a constant concern for artists and theatre makers, despite the
greater diversity and higher funds in Germany and the rest of western Europe. Even so, very
few organizations in the scene are able to finance their artistic endeavours in a way that allows
them to achieve their artistic goals without having to make compromises while also upholding
the bare minimum requirements for the payment of the artists involved and the provision of
social safety nets. This highlights the need for structural transformation, innovative
improvements of the economic and social conditions for performing artists, and increased arts
funding in each country. Additionally, this research demonstrates that securing minimum fees,
preferential social security treatment for performing arts professionals, increases in funding,
and flexible and reactive funding systems that reflect the needs of the performing arts

community are solutions to permanently securing the diversity and sustainability of the field.
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According to IETM (2022: 2), the European Union’s Work Plan for Culture did not specifically
cover performing arts, but it did target other fields (such as music, audio-visual media
production, and cultural heritage). The performing arts sector, which employs the most people
in the cultural sector and was hardest hit by the COVID-19 epidemic, losing 90% of its revenue
in the first year of the pandemic, is the largest cultural sector in Europe. Therefore, in the
approaching years, both at the EU and Member State levels, the performing arts sector deserves
unquestionably to receive more attention. Consequently, following policy measures can be

recommended:

e Establishing a cultural policy model within countries of “Creative Europe” that can
serve as a unifying principle across all levels of governance and build on growing
practice of commoning. This model should promote positive civic values, social justice,
solidarity, citizenship through culture, access to culture, cultural participation, and
artistic creation. These European commons should serve as a platform for fostering
cooperation, collaboration, and exchange among individuals and groups. The
aforementioned commons are intended to coexist alongside and beyond the limits of
established institutions. This area has the potential to serve as a dynamic testing site for
novel concepts in societal mechanisms and as an ideal context for the emergence of

new priorities for the European Union. Concretely, this can be done through two steps:

o promoting commoning practices in the arts by providing support and funding
for cultural networks and long-term arts collaboration initiatives. The member-
states could provide support for artistic cooperation on a small scale across
borders, while Europe should prioritise cooperation on a larger scale and over a
longer period of time.

o placing an emphasis on the groundwork that is carried out from the grassroots
level for the development of the European commons model for cultural policy.
This segment of the programme would facilitate research and consultation
initiatives aimed at dealing with all facets of formulating the necessary policy
structure for arts and culture across Europe. The proposed measure would
enable the European Union to access the extensive range of experiences and
suggestions that emerge from common practises, while also providing artists,

cultural experts, and policy analysts a platform to express their perspectives.
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In order to address the precarious working conditions of the artists and cultural workers,
Creative Europe should increase operating grants instead of funding that is solely
project-oriented. It is imperative for the cultural sector to demand an immediate shift in
funding schemes that addresses the unsustainable practices that artists and organisations
currently face. This fundamental change is necessary to address the issue at hand. The
integration of sustainability in both organisational and project aspects require its
inclusion in budgetary considerations, alongside the provision of structural support and
capacity building for artists, producers, and art professionals. The shared responsibility
of encouraging this lies with both artists and policy-makers. Finally, it is important that
contracts within the sector adhere to the principles of fair practices, which encompass
an equitable allocation of power and benefits. Contracts should represent a structure of
clear guiding principles that promote a fair and transparent artistic ecosystem.

The involvement of civil-society actors should also be reflected in the European Union
documents in the field of culture. The dependent position versus power structures that
civil-society actors frequently find themselves in should be addressed and fought
against by politicians and policy makers, regardless of a number of promising
developments and examples of fair practices. Therefore, an open and direct dialogue
about expectations and constraints between policymakers and the independent cultural
sector would be beneficial in the development of tangible strategies and measures for
the gradual transition to fairer practices in the arts such as better working conditions for
artists, recognition of their status as artists, and the status of freelance artists.

Reducing and streamlining the administrative tasks associated with funding access,
particularly for project-based activities. allowing the costs associated with writing
applications to be accounted for in funding application budgets. Comparing Creative
Europe to earlier initiatives, the administrative and funding process was simplified,
which is undoubtedly an improvement, but it also increased the possibility of uneven
competition. The program's cultural component is specifically too vaguely defined, and
since projects that are intended to make revenue are supported under this stream, there
is a threat that they will predominate because they are better positioned to compete with
other public or non-profit cultural activities. Evaluation and monitoring have to, more

than anything else, be evaluated using qualitative criteria on top of quantitative ones.
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These qualitative elements must be generated in collaboration with the civil society

actors.

Finally, in light of the worldwide crisis brought on by the COVID-19 disease pandemic, it
would be tragic to prioritise economic growth over environmental protection and the absence
of policies that will assure the elimination of inequality, poverty, and other forms of exclusion.
The status of the artists and autonomy of artistic expression should be given the highest priority
in a cultural policy based on sustainable development because without them and a balanced
approach to all other areas, it loses all relevance in the context of protecting cultural and artistic
creativity and cultural heritage (McGuigan 2004: 21). Focusing on a new cultural policy
necessitates, among other things, enhancing the significance of local cultural policies and
enlisting the cooperation of stakeholders from all fields. This will empower all members of the
cultural system to overcome the various cultural differences that lead to inequality of various

kinds and to improve working conditions, both for cultural practitioners and artists.
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9. Appendix

9.1. Transcript of “Passion and Politics” symposium, apap-

performing arts project and Szene Salzburg

co-organised by Creative Europe Desk Austria, Cultural Department of the State of

Salzburg

Performing Europe festival, Salzburg, January 20t 2018

Martin Pesl:

Let’s start by introducing our panel, I would like to introduce them one after the other,
then I will ask one question before we start a general discussion. | have questions, but
you might have some questions too, so don’t hesitate to ask. We are going to open the
debate in the end, for when something is very pressing, please signal me and you’re
going to be allowed to ask a question.

Bertie Ambach sitting here next to me is the co-founder and has been the general
manager of the network since the year 2000. She is now based in Brussels and gets
valuable peeks into the whole machinery of structural funding. Bertie looking back at
15 years, more of the European networking, what is the one or two things that have
changed significantly in this time from your perspective. So, how does politics channel
its passion for art, or lack of passion for art over the years?

Bertie Ambach:
It’s not an easy one.

Martin Pesl:
I know.

Bertie Ambach:
There are two levels, one is politics, which of course is mirrored in all the programs of
the European communities, and the other level is the administration of projects. So |
would say on the administrative level | see development in the right direction. It’s
223



getting easier to document, to present results, because first of all its more, you have to
be more precise right at the beginning because its easier to do the reports at the end,
you have to stick to what you said.

Martin Pesl:
The criteria are defined more clearly.

Bertie Ambach:

Yea, not only the criteria, its more about how to present, so it’s very much about
wording, about structure, strategies for evaluation. So it’s really this simple
administrative level. It was more difficult a few years ago from my point of view. The
political situation, which is of course much more important than the administrative
stuff, it changed to the better. That’s clear, we have, We are facing challenging times,
not only Europe, but also in Europe. A lot of crucial questions are raised the last couple
of years, I don’t know how, or we will see how to handle the actual situation for the
Brexit, for the European Union to have less money at the end of the day, and how to
distribute the money. It’s a lot about lobbying of course, and therefor we are in a
difficult position because there is hardly any lobbying for culture. So I am not too
optimistic to be honest if | think about the future, because even the cultural program is
in question. Yea so we’ll see.

Martin Pesl:
Atall?

17:58
Bertie Ambach:
At all, as such.

Martin Pesl:

Ok. We should definitely pick up on that later, also how, what are the signals that tell
you that, but let’s do that a little later. The APAP network, for those of you who don’t
know, currently has eleven partner institutions, dance and performance but also theatre
institutions all over Europe in ten different countries, and one associated partner in
Lebanon, and they make the applications and they work with the artists, and one of the
APAP artists is Maria Jerez, sitting on my left. An artist and choreographer from
Madrid where she also teaches a master’s degree course in performing arts and visual
culture. She showed her new installation and performance “Yaba” supported by La
Noche, on Wednesday. Maria, you have been following and hopefully benefiting from
European cultural network and cultural activities for a while now. Um, when | talked
to Bertie yesterday she assured me that artists are never, and it is very important that
they should not be involved in wording issues and filing applications for funding. How
much do you get to see of all the networking that is going on, what’s the main factor
that you benefit from? What’s your point of view?
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19:32

Maria Jerez:
| think, I mean, | must, there is an institution that pays you, from the network, and that,
I mean my relation with that institution went deeper, thanks to the network. So, I think,
there were established, already established relationships with certain institutions and
certain curators and certain programmers and that’s where like, we benefited, both, to
go farther in that relationship form the network. And other cases, | think there was an
interest that was there, but the institution or the centre didn’t have the resources actually
to invite me. So in that sense APAP was the possibility to start that relationship, and a
chain to continue it. So, I mean, it helps the interest, or the, in my case the already things
that were there in between us, to push them farther, that was the main benefit. And of
course | could produce certain works thanks to APAP.

Martin Pesl:
That you would not have been able to produce otherwise.

Maria Jerez:
I mean, I don’t know. Maybe, but it would have been more difficult for me to find the
way to do it, to find the resources to produce them.

Martin Pesl:
And when you say your relationship with the institution deepened, then you mean
mostly the institution in Spain, the partner institution that invited you.

21:30

Maria Jerez:
No, the invited institution was in Belgium. Because unfortunately in Spain the situation
is very bad, so, I mean, in that culture, in that certain part. So | mainly produce my
work since | started out of Spain. | have never had like, a co-production in Spain for
my work. This is the first year | got some money | mean, to do that. But | mainly
produce my work abroad. So my, um, producing my work has always been in Europe,
north of Europe, centre of Europe and my relation, or my, my, yea, relation with this
institution, | have the feeling that this allowed us to do more things together. APAP
allowed us to do more things together and to think farther.

22:38

Martin Pesl:
Fantastic. Ivana Muller, sitting over there, France-based Croatian choreographer, visual
artist and author. Her wonderful piece “Conversations Out of Place” at this festival can
be seen tonight, and it says about Ivana in the program book says that her work “rethinks
the politics of spectacle”, which fits this debate nicely. I was going to ask a different
question but I changed it because when we talked before about flirting workshops in
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the Netherlands you said you would never be able to flirt if you were told do it from
above. Now in Elizabeth’s presentation it said “you need to network and cooperate”.
It’s also something told to you by an institution. How do you feel about this
networking? Is it something you like to do? Or is it something that you have grown up
to doing?

Ivana Muller:
There are many different ways that we network, and certainly I don’t need Elizabeth to
tell me that | should network. I mean network is a very basic pattern of being a social
person, which we all are. Um, and I think that uh, I don’t think there is, once we start
to institutionalise the way to things I think we just never are going to be very happy, or
we never going to do it very well.

And | think to go back to the idea of APAP, I think what is very good about this
network, because | am also part of other networks, other European networks, that there
is very different, there are very different kind of partners in it, like I am talking about
theatres and dance festivals, and | am also talking about artists. Like you have young
artists, you have emerging artists, you have established artists and also you have places,
| mean big theatres that have a lot of money, or you know spaces that are more relaxed,
uh, and I think that is good because there is a diversity of possible relations that can be
developed using the network. Uh and I think that’s actually quite unique. I mean I am
not here to make publicity for APAP, APAP has its problems as well, but I think that’s
a very positive side of APAP. That means that I personally worked, ah for example in
the beginning with two partners, which both, kind of together | think suggested me,
into...

Martin Pesl:
Within APAP.

25:16

Ivana Muller:
Yea, before | became, before | became a supported artist, okay? But then, what is very
interesting, for example, is that | am Croatian, but I never worked in Croatia before,
because when | was 22 | left Croatia and went studying in Amsterdam and developed
my practice abroad. But then since there is a Croatian partner in APAP, ah, which, ah,
Silvija is here, here, they could because of APAP invite me to do a project in Zagreb.
And this is the first time | worked in Croatian, normally | write in English and French,
and it is very interesting that for example this would have happened.

An okay, back to your question about the network, | think relationship that I have, not
only in APAP but in general, in the way I work, it’s mostly with people, its not with
institutions. And this for example | work with different programmers, directors, since
years, in like, different institutions. There is also something about the sensibility. It’s
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not that, its never that you have an idea and then you read in the brochure, “this
institution is doing that”, “I have”, no matter. I mean it can help of course, it’s very
good to be informed but I think it also happens just through the practices, because we
do all this, we do this together. Ah, for example in the theatre, its not, this kind of
separation, media artists, video, it doesn’t work this way. And I think, but however, |
think it is very important not to do the things because a cultural policy dictate us to do
this. I think this, this rule about cultural policies for me are more there to bend them.
When somebody says “you should do it like that” it is exactly the place where I think,
well how else can | do it? So in that respect yes of course | totally understand there are
frames, but | think what is very interesting is how to negotiate those frames, and re-
question them, and through this re-question the way how we live together, work
together, etc.

| can give you an example. There was an APAP meeting in February in BUDA and |
raised the question, that I think I can develop through the network of APAP, that has
nothing to do with my direct artistic practice, is for example | am very annoyed by the
culture of using bottles in theatre, water bottles, plastic water bottles. I think it’s a
disgrace. Because you know you have dancers, you have people, in every time theatre,
in every dressing room there is stuff of plastic bottles. | think we cannot afford to do
this today. So what | can do | want to make a chart and | want to ask all the APAP
partners that in their institutions they don’t have plastic water bottles, but that they serve
water just from the, for example like here...

Martin Pesl:
So it worked!

Ivana Muller:
No, no it didn’t. I haven’t been you know working on this issue thoroughly, no? ButI
think if I really insisted on it, I could make it, I could charm them. No but there are
really good points worth noting, because I think if we don’t start changing practices on
even that level, of how we function, you know, then who will? That’s also interesting
in the network, because you can affect a bigger amount of people in a certain way of...

Martin Pesl:
At the same time, in one...

Ivana Muller:
Yea, basically, the fact that you are there, you basically have some sort of a trust. That’s
another thing that is good, trust. I mean there’s people who, I mean, we maybe we are
not interested in each other’s immediate lets say practices, or works, I mean they are
not completely coinciding, but there is the idea of trust and acceptance, and that’s
already quite a good place.
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29:41

Martin Pesl:

Before | go on, to look at one quick question, because you said being in the APAP
network does not affect your artistic work at all.

Ivana Muller:

Who said that?

Martin Pesl:

You just said that.

Ivana Muller:

No, | never said.

Martin Pesl:

Did you say (unintelligible) through the network but it doesn’t have to do with your
artistic work or....?

Ivana Muller:

No | said | could also suggest other things. No, no; it affects my artistic work very
much.

Martin Pesl:

Ah cool. On my right on my very right we have Ludger Oorlok, from Tanzfabrik Berlin,
defines itself as a base for diversity in dance and artistic research in Berlin, providing
space for around 200 choreographers and hundreds of dancers per year. And you also
have you continue to develop 14 dance studios including a stage for the performing arts
in an old bus depot in Berlin. Ludger it looks like the special contribution of the partner
Tanzfabrik Berlin is to offer vast amounts of space in Berlin, that you as | have learned
often provide to artists from the other APAP partner institutions. Now one of these main
catchwords of cultural funding programs has always been “mobility”. Considering that
everybody seems to come to you, anyway, what does mobility mean to you?

Ludger Orlok:

There are a lot of things around mobility, ideas of mobility. To connect it directly to the
APAP network, um the great thing is because we are so diverse, and the group is so
different, the artists are so differently working, um we have to be very mobile to get
along with each other. So that’s a challenge and also a responsibility we have and um
it’s always a pleasure to find that out that there are some frictions there are some
questions we have to solve on a very practical level and on the other side we can see
how we can connect, and this connection mode, | would say is this, how can we move,
come together, how can we be mobile in that sense um...
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Martin Pesl:
And in a very practical sense “meeting.”

Ludger Orlok:

Yes but also content-wise the main thing to work in Europe institution-wise, and artists
you are thinking about your ideas and how can we be mingling in a way that they are
just coincidence happening, and this is the nice thing about having the spaces. That for
example the head of production school in Berlin, is the one where Maria has just been,
and then sometimes it happens that the other studios where artists are, you can just have
lunch and start to connect, and then let’s see, so mobility means also to create openness
for each other, and the lucky situation is in Berlin, to come to Berlin, to live in Berlin
IS not so expensive.

33:20

Martin Pesl:
But that means that you don’t travel as much as the others in the network? How much
travelling is going on anyway? Because it looks like how everybody is travelling around
all the time, holding festivals, holding meetings. Is that a romantic ideal? Or is it
actually happening?

Bertie Ambach:
You think it’s romantic to travel?

Martin Pesl:
Not anymore!

Ludger Orlok:
No I love to travel but it’s not so much, in my institution it is not the core of work to
travel and to watch a performance of a work. It’s a great thing for Tanzfabrik that we
can do that now more often, or that we have the possibility to do that. But this travelling,
well, it’s dependent on the institution.

Martin Pesl:
There’s one guest in the program that can’t be here unfortunately. Edita Kozak from
CU centre in Poland. She called in sick, at, which is a shame because the question |
wanted to ask her is one that I am going to ask the artists now, because | figure about
several networks, I don’t know about Tanzfabrik Berlin as an institution...
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Ludger Orlok:
Regional long-term networks.

Martin Pesl:
The non-European networks?

Bertie Ambach:
I am sorry I don’t know your question but there are a few other partners here in the
audience of the APAP network it’s still, our friend from yea of course, Zagreb and
Lisbon, Marta from Lisbon, and Silvija from Zagreb, of course but you decide.....

Martin Pesl:
Well, but then | am gonna pose this question to everybody who can say something about
it, it’s this being of being part of several European networks. I think its, sometimes for
some people its practically necessary, | think the Polish institution depends on it
financially, but | think it must also pose challenges, difficulties because different
networks have different criteria, atmospheres. What’s your experience with it?

Mrta:
I don’t have any experience because we only have this, participate in this network. I
don’t know about this.

Silvija Stipanov:
So for us it’s a basically virtually impossible to work without the European projects,
because we are a huge institution consisting of 10 venues, which is not structurally
supported, so this means we apply to competitions local and national just as any small
organisation. Which is, you can’t work like that in such a huge structure. So with the
European projects we have the, lets say, the base and security to work for and plan to
work for four years. So we are basically in this project and also, um, last year we are in
another music, contemporary music network. And of course it depends, but the thing is
how you connect with the people is always through the program and the similarities of
poetics and the artists and the program that you want to develop together, so for us this
is no problem, I mean it’s the usual way that you collaborate in the arts.

36:50

Martin Pesl:
So there is no interference?

Silvija Stipanov:
In which sense?

Martin Pesl:
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In the sense that you want to do something with this artist in this network and the other
network wants you to do something different.

Silvija Stipanov:
Yea | mean these are different fields, one is music one is theatre dance more, so there
is no interference in this way. But for example we were in another project Connections
some years ago, and basically the artists didn’t overlap. I mean these are practicalities
that you deal with, its like everyday job, I do not make a big deal of it.

Martin Pesl:
In how far are you dependent, maybe this is, gets a little technical into the function, and
functionality of the APAP network, and how far are you dependent on local or regional,
national money?

Silvija Stipanov:

Totally. I mean totally. In a sense what, what really facilitates our operating is that
through this 4 years financing that you have from the EU then you can apply to different
international funding to bring in Maria or Ivana or I don’t know any other artist from
Belgium, or, so there are then different calls that you then apply to and of course
coupled with a kind of small local funding that we get for being in a European project
we can somehow close the financial construction but its really a struggle, every time.
But basically we apply to anything that we can locally, nationally, internationally.

38:29

Martin Pesl:
Yes but what | meant is for the European funding are you dependent on the local
funding?

Silvija Stipanov:
Of course.

Martin Pesl:
And in what way does that work?

Ludger Orlok:

It’s a 50-50 moment, the EU, as other money givers also say, we give you 50% but you
have to find the other, so you are running around, and you are not having stable balance,
stability your finances, you have to ask for funding for freelance institutions so we have
no other institutional support, so it’s a great moment to convince the politicians, “Hey
if you give me a bit of money we can bring in some money.” With other houses its
maybe different because they have the budget for the year, budget for (unintelligible)
for the year, plans or...
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Martin Pesl:
Does the funding have to be secured before hand or can you say APAP “we need this
amount” and then you try to gather the rest by different...?

39:32
Ludger?:

Well I did sign already contracts, when it wasn’t there other funding secured. No but
that’s actually that’s a good moment for the European money, in other cases in the German
funding system you cannot do it, you have to prove it, but with the European money you prove
it with you signature and then you have to find the rest.

Martin Pesl:
What’s the artist’s perspective on this? How much of this complicated situation do you
see?

Maria Jerez:
| got to understand this, | think, I am not sure, like, last year. So, life is a mystery, like,
how does this work, how, because of what Ivana was saying because the venues are
very different, in size, in scale, in resources, in interest, in artistic direction and
everything, so how does this balance? For me it was very mysterious, | think it is very
complicated, having a strong one, | have seen a chicken with many, like a hanging
chicken, you need a strong voice and you need this hanger. And we always said that
there was a mystery always behind it this, this organisation, I mean this organisation,
not this one, how this works.

41:12

Ivana Muller:

It is really true, that there is something about um, when I entered APAP | was working
with two partners and of course | knew about the existence of the others but it was very
abstract, you know? And then, what APAP did, and it’s interesting it’s the only network
that I know of that does that, maybe because is it so huge, and it’s so nebulous, I mean
and its also, I think its opacity is great, you know? Sometimes, that mafia is functioning,
| think there is an interesting point, if we talk about policies, you know, not all
transparency is always good, and also like, yea, ah it’s a long story. But what they
decided is that they invite artists on their meetings. That means artists are really part of
the networks it is not just a cow that we milked, you know, or, | mean, there is really
this more, this horizontal sort of plane where we could ask questions, “How much did
you get?” “How much did you get?” How does this work?” I mean all sorts of
questions, ah, because most of the time as artists you are asked to talk about your
practice, about your intentions, about your ideas, about your past, but you know like, it
is also interesting because you are in a relationship, that you ask the producers, what
are your intentions? That kind of happens.

232



44:26

Martin

The other thing, which is really great about APAP, they are questioning the ethics of
work. And also how this work is being, um, ah, yea, the validity or the (unintelligible),
so basically you know, so when we go to the meeting we also get paid. | mean, you
know, this is all quite small, but it’s very good that it’s also valued as the work. It is not
only the producers that are paid, but also the artists, and | think this is very important
in the understanding of those vision methods.

Because you know, we are often asked, in other contexts, artists these days are asked
to do all sorts of things, we are writing PR texts, that are just being refurbished, often,
to PR frames. We are giving after talks, we are giving extra master classes, we are, you
know, we are producing content all the time. And this is ok, we always say yes to them,
I don’t want to do this, I don’t have to do it, you know? But it’s also nice to acknowledge
that it takes time, it takes investment, and we are also constructing, let’s say this kind
of common knowledge or content that is available outside of something that we produce
or present as our artistic work. And I think in APAP a lot of questions about that have
been posed, and I think it’s good. So it is not only like ah, product, product product,
product, but there is also a reflection about the practices. And this is also I think, one
and a half, two years ago, it really started to be integrated much more, very concretely,
in the way how the meetings are organised.

Pesl:
So | suppose it creates artist freedom, or freedom to work artistically on your projects?
Does it only do that? Or are there drawbacks as well?

Maria Jerez: What?

Martin

Marie:

Pesl:

Disadvantages as well? So because ah, | think your current project that was shown here,
it was originally designed for a public space, open air space, and it has now been shown,
uh, in a closed space. Is it something where you say “well ok, it needs to happen so
let’s do it.”

Ah, it was meant to be outside but then while doing it, while starting to produce it we
realised it was impossible, it because it was in outer Madrid and outside Madrid in July
is 40 degrees. So we decided to do it in a non-theatrical space, in a pavilion, in a sport
pavilion, but then it went, something went wrong, and then finally we did it in a kind
of gallery, industrial space, eh, so this idea of going from there to a more conventional
space with exhibitions happened during, by chance like this, work in progress, that’s it.
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And then when Angel and me, we were thinking about, because, I think the piece itself
uh, has the many different possibilities. | think it can be for an alternative space, it can
be for a theatre, now | realise it can also be in a theatrical space, it can be in a smaller
space, or even you can see it from above that we also discovered these days because
of the balcony, that was a treat to see from above.). Ah so it was a bit of dialogu then
because of availability to space, and so it becomes a dialogue. I am, I don’t feel, I never
felt forced on what to do, or that they been invited me to challenge me to challenge the
piece.

Martin Pesl:

Do you ever feel restricted?

Ivana Muller: You mean in life or in APAP?

Martin Pesl:

47:03

In networks.

Ivana Muller:

I mean networks are always restrictive. That is part of their nature, and one has to accept
it as that. | mean am not in APAP expecting that everything (unintelligible). But what
is interesting about it in terms of engagement, is that it is quite fluid and flexible, you
know, so it’s really, again, there are different forms of support that you can get through
APAP, it is really depending on what your are working on, uh, and I think you can find
let’s say, different modules of how to engage collaboration with one of their
departments, that’s ok.

But it’s definite, it’s also possible, that, I mean, I thought of a project and nobody in
APAP has something that I need, like that’s not the end of the world, I can meet
somewhere else as well. And also it’s possible that | do some project that nobody in
APAP is interested in, that s not the end of the world either. So I think it’s very good,
that it is rather, yea, it is a rather flexible and negotiable relationship, but still it’s a
frame and it is there. And you know you can count on it if you need it.

Maria Jerez:

But this frame is not only for us, I think it’s also for them (laughs). This is something
that I realised. At the beginning, | thought, | remember once something like, I think, I
feel that I am dependent, and this feeling at the end like, you know, at a certain point
kind of disappeared. But then I heard from, I don’t know who in Zagreb, that we are
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also dependent, you know and, and, and this restriction, | also realised how that this
restriction is also, for the program itself, how can, you said, you know, how can we
change things along the way, sometimes it’s very difficult, because the obligation itself
has to stick, to what was said, somehow.

So this, and also from certain, | guess political things that come from, from above, |
don’t know how to explain it, but that the, if the issue is audience, somebody, we are
talking about something that maybe, we were not especially, so you know like, so then,
restrictions are part of the network and its hold, because you have to stick to the
application, first of all, so.

Male speaker/artist:
Another point also is it is very exclusive. So we are talking about us, but other artists
are coming to me and saying, “Hey, how can I join the network?” In Berlin there are a
lot of artists who, so there is this moment of “Ah, there is this big network, and I am
not in, I am not in.”

Ivana Muller:
But there is also some situation, no? Like there are other artists went out, and some new
ones came in. | mean there is every, two or three years, a little bit of no?

50:16

Bertie Ambach:

| like to add anyhow, a few sentences to the mystery of APAP, because, you know,
honestly we tried at the beginning, of course, to make visible what we are doing and to
make first of all the artists but also an audience to understand what’s behind the
network. But it’s a difficult, or, the structure is not that easy let’s put it like this. And
again you can read the concept, you will easily find out what APAP is mainly about if
you just check the website, yea? Ah, the other thing is, um, if you look closer, yea, |
think still it’s our job also to protect the artists in a way why we are developing a concept
and writing an application as ah, Elizabeth mentioned right at the beginning.

We also talked about it, ah, you have to follow, ah, the priorities and objectives of the
program. So it’s our job to deal with this, um, political guidelines, um, facing the, the,
the most important thing we are doing this, ah, helping artists to produce, yea? Ah,
that’s our main focus, its all about artistic production, this is the centre. Even, ah, we
did so many ah, projects with editions of APAP, different contents, different concepts,
but always of course artistic production was the centre and still is. So, ah even if you
follow, this is that a bit uh, maybe from the outside not easily to understand
immediately, how is audience development linked to the artistic production, or new
business models, which is one of the priorities we have to deal with, this is nothing we
can choose, uh? It’s the guidelines, and up til a certain point we have to follow and it’s
our creativity, it’s our experience, it’s our know how, to do this in a smart way and, and
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um, to save as much as possible, lets put it simple, as much as possible money for
artistic production.

Ivana Muller:

But you can also develop mentalities of working, you know, you should, by doing this,
because it’s a large group of people. It’s also a decision not to, not to work
internationally, it’s also a decision to share, let’s say one production between, ah, many
partners. But it’s also something that’s very interesting, for example, when you say,
“we have to follow the guidelines that the European administration gives us”, I think
it’s always a very good opportunity to, to also teach the European administrators how
to do, how to do the production. Because they don’t...

Bertie Ambach:
But this is a different level.

Ivana Muller:
... do it on an everyday basis we know much more about how this is being done than
people who sit there in the European Union and try to think about it from some kind of
guidebooks.

54:27

Bertie Ambach:

Yea but this is happening on a different level, because if you work on the application
you really have to follow very strictly, otherwise it’s a waste of money and actually and
everything. But the level where this is ah, ah, discussed is the evaluation groups, the
different evaluation groups for the programs. | was already involved in several
evaluation groups for the last program, ah, also nowadays because it is midterm now,
so the evaluations started last year. And there are different, ah, evaluation groups
working on national levels, and in, in, am, ah, in Brussels, organised by, by the agency
there, so this is the place where one can give the feedback. And this is of course what |
do whenever | have the possibility to do it.

Maria Jerez:
Is it who is going to this organisation, you?

Bertie Ambach:
You have to be invited to work there, and there is, ah, it started a few days ago, the big
evaluation you can be published, you know. I think it was last week only. So it spreaded
and you also will receive it the next days, it was published last week.
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Martin Pesl:

You were invited as an individual? Or as the general manager of APAP?

Bertie Ambach:

As an expert, as an expert, you know, best practice.

Martin Pesl:

But not your function as APAP?

Bertie Ambach:

No, no.

Martin Pesl:

57:01

Now because you spoke of a certain mentality, and now the two of the concepts that
are part of the criteria have been mentioned several times, new business models and
audience development. Now audience development sounds rather obvious, because |
think everybody wants audiences to see them. Is it, is there, what is there to do to meet
these criteria? Is this something that only features in how you phrase the applications,
or is there actually something happening in this direction?

Bertie Ambach:

No they take it seriously, but there, part of the question is coming from the EU is we
should address EU audiences, you know? And, which means they are focused on parts
of society that we really, we hardly can reached. Because we are working in a field
contemporary dance and performance, it’s not so easy to understand and, and uh, get in
context, you know? So we try hard, we take it seriously, no doubt about that, but
sometimes and this is what we also discussed last time same with the new business
models. So, am, it’s an illusion, or it’s the wrong thing to ask us to start a dialogue,
with, ah, I don’t know, migrants, you know, or am, under-privileged societies. Yea, we
tried, but...

Ivana Muller:

Mean, it can, the problem is when it gets forced. It’s really, like, it’s total nonsense, it’s
ridiculous. It’s very, it’s actually very colonizing. Different people have different
consciousness, why should everything have the same, why should everything be for
everybody? That’s bullshit. And I think what is interesting in let’s say, in thinking of
the society today, this kind of post-colonial or whatever you want, there are those
different transversals, way about how you can re-think culture. And I think it’s very
important, | mean from the artistic point of view, of course you think about where can
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you place your work. You don’t think, particularly I do this for (unintelligible). But you
know, you know you that want to do this in a smaller venue, you know I mean, I don’t
know, | have a project now that can be seen by only 120 people in 10 years. So there
is one person per month, you know. And this is, this is of course, productionally
speaking it’s suicidal. But there is a value in this project. There is, I think that it
contributes, | guess, because it gets produced in different, in different, ah institutions,
and in different festivals. So 1 just think like we should not, the worst thing that could
possible happen that we all do everything the same. And if everybody integrates those
things that the European administration gives you, and everybody just does it as a kind
of good soldier business, like we all do these kinds of numbers, and then it’s tick, tick,
tick, then it’s over. It’s a total disaster. You know, then we will...

I mean the thing is like, you know, what is great in Europe, in different degrees of
course, in the countries, is that culture, education and health is a public thing. This is
still, 1 think this is a heritage that we can be very happy about in Europe. Because in the
United States, you know what’s the biggest part of the budget of culture in the United
States? The United States doesn’t have a ministry of culture, you know that, huh? The
biggest part of their budget is firefighter’s orchestras. So that is what (unintelligible)
the taxpayer gives their money for. All the rest is being done to the private money. And
this is really, it’s very, very, very, different way of working. And I understand that if
people want to get public money, we also have to bend things in different directions
because we are there all together. But | what it is really important is to think about the
specificity of a project, of a practice, and | think that any network should basically
nurture that. It’s a richness. It’s really, ah...

1:01:19

Martin Pesl:
Yea and of course the concept of new business models sounds a little bit as if it is going
in this this direction, of business, making business.

Ivana Muller:
What is a business, what is it?

Martin Pesl:
What is business?

Ivana Muller:
Yea in this context it’s like where, you know, because business is coming from this
neoliberal jargon, it’s like, making profit. Let’s think about what is profit in the context
of art? And how do you, you know, and who profits? Can we all profit equally? Can
art and culture be democratic? I don’t know. You know (noise, unintelligible)...It’s
very marginal it’s ridiculously marginal. You know like I make a piece that tours for
ten years and what, maybe | mean, if there is if all together, with video, and
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(unintelligible) and all that if in ten years 30,0000 people see it, I'm like yea. I mean
people will write about it. Like, | have friends that make television programs. You know
what I mean, so if it’s about numbers we can immediately like, just pack our backs and
go home. But I think what happens, is like, we can produce movements, that can be
very strong movements from the margin and that they will influence the centre. Because
you know imagine there is a piece of cloth, you hold it and stretch it on the margin and
you all do this, the movement will flow, it will hit the margin, uh, the centre, it will be
a little bit tipped, not so strong, but it will still be recognizable as a kind of movement.
So | think in order to, in a certain way, | think it is very valuable what we are doing.
We should not think “oh shit”, that’s wrong,I mean, that’s my opinion of course. But
you know it’s good to remember that.

Martin Pesl:
Well, its probably not when | say it well, | am a new artist, and ah, | have a new business
model, which caters to new social layers that have never been to a performance before,
will you add me immediately to your network?

Ludger Orlok:
I will have to ask the other 10 partners.

1:03:38

Martin Pesl:
OK. So it’s ah, always a mutual decision.

Ludger Orlok:

Yes, yes absolutely. No, but [ would, just to add this model sure it’s created on another
level, just one example, I, | went to a culture secretariat in Berlin a few years ago and
asked him also for um, other support ideas, and he said, “Ah, you are not marginal, but
you are double marginal, you are contemporary and you are dance, so (unintelligible,
laughs) but I also have this (unintelligible) what do you want?”” What I got that reaction.
And you know um, but this is that, and I, I that love your example, maybe we find
strategies, ideas and creativeness in what we are doing. On the other side | saw the
budget um, for Creative Europe it’s smallest one, one point half million (unintelligible).
So the other amounts are much, much, more. Also that, so “if you don’t treat us well,
when you decide on budgets, so what do you expect?” that you could also say.

Ivana Muller:
And the other thing is this that sharing of resources that exists, you know? | mean, that,
we all know that in these times that now there is more and more people who don’t have
money, you know, and people who a have lot of money. So | have an example from our
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practice, | was developing a piece, uh, we were performing here and actually there is a
stage dance, and it used to be the rehearsal stage of Schauspiel House, which is like the
city theatre, right? And what they did, and this is amazing, | mean it should be a model
for Germany, they took the money for one project of the Schauspiel House, one project,
they gave it to residents, ok, and in residence, Thomas Frank and his team managed to
have five co-productions, ten guest performances, and salaries for four people for the
whole year. Well you can imagine, in terms of ah, in terms of chunks money that go, to
let’s say these Stadtstheatre Culture, and of course it is important, it’s part of people’s
culture, it’s great that they are there, nothing. But if they can all give just one money
for one project what in Germany is called Free Szene then a lot of people will have a
possibility to show the work, present the work and influence also the (Shaushpiel-
goers) with some other ideas.

Martin Pesl:
It’s a new business model. One that, ah depends on...

Ivana Muller:
It’S a common Sense.

1:06:16

Martin Pesl:
Yea, it also depends on that you have quite a lot of money that you can...

Ivana Muller:
But there are people, there are institutions that do have quite a lot of money. | am talking
about the distribution of the money that is there. | mean, come on, Europe is the
continent with the most amount of public money of culture and art. So, we already can
start from there, from that place.

Bertie Ambach:

And then the background for the business model, this idea, and to force the topic is ah,
of course, we have a lot, in, in several countries, there were cuts of cultural budgets.
So, the idea behind is, to ask cultural institutions to think about other sources, ah, to
finance the work, yea? So, and it’s not the administration who is doing, uh the
guidelines and, and the priorities, it is politicians uh? So it’s a political decision at the
beginning. And with this priorities all the priorities are mirrored in the programs, so
also mirrored in the Cultural Creative Europe program. Yea. So, am, talking about new
business models is really strange in our context. Because we had this workshop in
Amiens organised by APAP and if you look at these eleven partner organisations it’s
incredible the know-how. You know everything is there, yea?
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Martin Pesl:
Diverse business models already?

Bertie Ambach:
Yes. We tried out hundreds of projects together, yea? But, yea, some are working, some
are not. We have the most important crucial potential, we have creativity, we work with
artists. We have invited an expert from a European institution, financed, highly financed
by the European Commission, he really has no clue at all no, what he was talking about.

Martin Pesl:
So Bertie you are now involved somehow, in the, being involved slowly in the
evaluation of the Creative Europe Cultural program 2014-2020, and then some,
hopefully some new cultural program is going to come along. In your expert opinion
what do you think is the best-case scenario that we can realistically hope for, in terms
of cultural program?

Bertie Ambach:
It sounds maybe a bit stupid but at the moment I really think if there are not too many
changes we can be satisfied.

1:09:38

Martin Pesl:
What kind of changes would that be?

Bertie Ambach:
Well yea we have this raise of nationalist parties all over, right wing parties ruling
countries, so I don’t know, I’m a bit scared if, if I think about the near future.

Ana Letunié:
| just wanted to ask are there any artists in these evaluations now?

Bertie Ambach:
Sure they are also involved I don’t know in Austria so much but there are also artists
involved in the evaluation of the program.

Elizabeth Pacher:
Well ....the, the consultation was public.... ah.... and you can give an online. Artists
invited to the evaluation...

Bertie Ambach:
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Yea, yea it’s public.

Maria Jerez:

The artists were invited to the evaluation also or not?
Bertie Ambach:

The public, the one was published last week, yes.

Maria Jerez:
But being there, actually there?

Bertie Ambach:
Yea, but this is really happening only twice per period, it’s, I don’t know, I really don’t
know.

Silvija Stipanov:

I just wanted to comment, because we have a person that is in the EU administration,
I was thinking you know what if you have an operating cells of any hospital, and the
way this is set up, like if this was decided from director’s office that was never in an
operating cell, it would be weird. So | am just saying it would be great to make this
more visible, because the artists also don’t know when these calls are published. I didn’t
even get this link yet from our creative desk, for example. And | also wanted to
comment on another thing, is that Ivana was already saying, culture when it was coined,
in a way, it was always something other than that that can be quantified. So now we are
all using these quantifiable measures to measure culture and to give it, give it its value,
while it was always actually that which could not be quantified in terms of numbers, so
we have to, am, measure then it differently, like qualitatively.

That’s why I don’t think that the numbers of audiences are, are the, um... and the impact
of culture cannot be seen through one event, one festival, it’s really like a lifespan of
somebody’s meetings with the arts.

Bertie Ambach:
But to spread the call is also our job....More people are sending it out is...feedback
won’t be there at the end of the day.

Maria Jerez:
I think, it’s a bit tricky, the idea of a public thing, because then it seems the
responsibility is on you? Do you know what | mean?

Silvija Stipanov:
But this is good!
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Maria Jerez:
Ah but I think there is also the gesture, to invite, the responsibility of who do you invite,
not only the open call I think it is good, unintelligible but the responsibility to invite
representation of artists inside the thing which I think is a completely different
movement.. You cannot really rely on the fact that there is the public as a thing, and
because you also have to be aware that the representation of the evaluation is through
the experts.

Because artists are experts for this.

Bertie wrote
Involved also on the level of am, maybe you would like to...

Elizabeth Pacher:

This public consultation, it is accessible everybody and last year we made a workshop
with Austrian project managers and partners and we invited them and organised a
discussion on future priorities. An, for example this business model was ah, an issue.
You have to know, that Creative Europe became this, economic approach due to a
necessity. It would have been impossible to maintain this program without economic
approach. And ah and to argue a European program you need facts and figures. Because
without showing evidence you will not, you will not, convince the European level to
design and finance a European program.

1:15:21

Ivana Muller:

Yes, but you can introduce other elements. Ok let’s say there is a monetary economy,
which everybody works on, but how about putting either for instance what kind of
relationship you develop. You know, what kind of, and think about other ways, which
can be quantifiable, but they are diverse. And | think because the very important thing
about art and culture, is that it innovates or invents not only like some kind of romantic
far out ideas, no it also invents the way how we collaborate, it invents the way how we
live.

Completely! It’s not only programs, its not only what you see onstage, and what can be
quantified, like my piece cost that amount of money it really like the way...so how we,
yea, how we... So how about constructing something like this as a new way to make
evaluations.

Peter Stamer:
So apparently there is no need for a mutual understanding when you talked about it.
Because when 1 listen to you guys, a lot of you, | am bit annoyed at the way how you
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use “business plan” with not being ashamed, actually, it’s to me a total surprise. How
dare we to speak about something that is so far away from what we are interested in. I
mean [’m shocked about the level of how we’ve been submitting or submitting
ourselves to something that has nothing to do with what we are interested in.

Ivana Muller:
Yes (unintelligible) we talk about this in the beginning every single...

Peter Stamer:
| want to add something because what I still find annoying, the level of self-chastising,
what we are going through, us also.

Ivana Muller:
The level of what?

Peter Stamer:
Self-chastising. What | find annoying, that we are taking on the objectives of a business
plan, yea? We are taking it on ourselves! We say ok, there’s an evaluation, let’s at least
find a way that we evaluate ourselves. So of course right now at this very moment
there’s a congress in audience development on artist development, Vermitlung. So...

1:17:29

Female voice:
What’s Vermitlung?

Bertie Ambach:
Audience...

Peter Stamer:
Ah how do you, what is the English word?

Male voice:
Outreach, outreach.

Peter Stamer:
Outreach.

Female voice: Thank you.

Peter Stamer:
And we start working from the field. And of course because now since the 90s, all the
marketing talk, there’s a lack of money, we say at least we do it because we are the
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experts in it. Rather than saying the whole idea is totally wrong. We are feeding, we are
feeding ourselves with poison all the time. But, and I think there is no doubt about it
let’s stop that.

Bertie Ambach:

But you do not have to apply.

Peter Stamer:

I’m not sure that’s an artistic decision, I am not sure that there is a choice...I’'m
also not sure that sure that if you are right about if I contributed with collaboration, yes,
you are right, but at one point I would be saying, it doesn’t even matter, we are being
fed peanuts by a program they don’t give a, and so on.

Ivana Muller:

Yes, again but then what is the other option? Let’s talk about this very issue because.

Peter Stamer:

Ok, please but let’s not talk about a business plan. Let’s not talk about a business plans,
because there is no business, and there’s are plans but there is no business.

1:18:33

Martin Pesl:

This seems to have devolved into a slightly different but also very important discussion.

Maria Jerez:

Because | think that what, what Bertie was saying about the right thing and the future
of this, is that is the present. | mean, this is actually, what, maybe what, the fear or the
thing that it’s inside us. Maybe its not, they cut it and we disappear. Maybe its, they are
getting in, we are becoming. You know, like a science fiction move. We are actually
working for them, and then you realise its like, ah, its so, green, | remember this, what
we are eating us. Maybe the right wing is there. It’s putting as working...

Peter Stamer:

It’s not the right, sorry its social democratics policy that’s terribly wrong, because
there’s a beautiful comparison to quantify in terms of quality management. Suppose
that you go to Bundesland with Teresa Hayward and Slavina Trieste and fantastic
artists, say yes or no. This is a bit, the idea would be nice actually, no, we have to have
a checklist, there is the criteria, in Vienna, what is the impact, how do your works relate
to Vienna? And of course you suck on your fingers by writing applications, and at the
same time these talks are futile, because you are dealing with people who are not in the
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same field you are working on. And we all know about the dilemma. So my answer is
let’s bring it on the table.

Ivana Muller:
But we are bringing it on the table all the time Peter!

Peter Stamer:
I know but maybe we got to change our words.

Ivana Muller:
That’s what [ am saying let’s try to find other ways to think about...

Peter Stamer:
Lets say about collaboration, because my model of, of, how | want to live with it has
nothing to do with the level this is quantifying, quantifying on these papers.

Ivana Muller:
Ok you can be either marginal, and start to create networks, which are not affected by
this, if you want to be purist, but try to show your work in that sense, I don’t know.
The other thing is that you become a smooth operator. That means that you, that you
ah, kind of function in the system and that you try to induce different ideas once in a
while, and you can’t change the system. Let’s not be naive, Peter. We are not the only
one aware of the fact that the whole system is rotten.

Peter Stamer:
I would say let’s behave for a second again, let’s do it again, because I want to be
neither, I don’t want to be put in the position of poisoning yourself or hanging yourself.
And | think this is, I don’t accept the system you know?

Ivana Muller:
But how do you feel this in your everyday practice?

Peter Stamer:
That’s a good question. I want to say, if we speak, if we kind of keep speaking about a
business plan with a smile on our face, and this, I don’t blame you for that, I’'m just
blaming the way...

Silvija Stipanov:
This is how society is set.

Peter Stamer:
I don’t accept this, I don’t agree with this.

246



Silvija Stipanov:
Yea | know but it is like that.

Martin Pesl:
Very interesting discussion but it is much more fundamental than what we were going
to talk about here. I would like to give you a last chance to comment on this science
fiction scenario, and | am very excited about what you are going to say about it, and
then maybe we should end this discussion officially because we are already over time,
which might be a chance to continue it with a vengeance at lunch.

Elizabeth Pacher:
| see you. The job of the advisory services and of the project managers as translators
between the cultural policy level and the artistic level. The project in general a European
or an international cooperation project is a chance to network and to cooperate and these
priorities are quite flexible.

You have to interpret them and to adapt them to your needs. For example audience
development, | think every cultural organisation and every artist want to reach an
audience. And a business model is an interesting concept but it is strange to the artistic
field, and personally 1 would like to know more about business models, and we will
organise a workshop in Vienna on 9 March, and | invited an international expert on
business models, | met her in Brussels. And according to her a business model is an
efficient way to organise your work. And a business model could also be an investment
in human resources. For example training or education measures are a business model.
It’s an investment and some, at a certain point in the future there will be a return because
there is training. And we had a discussion in our (coughs) about the future of the
program and ah, colleagues from the dance sector said, “well ‘business model’ is not
the right term for artistic field, rather say ‘development model’ because development is
something positive, ah, something that supports artistic careers”, and this is what we
are going to think about. And, well, | think the European project gives some room for
freedom, still, some room for freedom, and I, I think, ah, it will be good and interesting
to engage artists in the evaluation phase and in the design phase of the future program.
| am going to suggest this.

Martin Pesl:
Thank you.

Peter Stamer:
I don’t want to be efficient. I don’t want to be efficient but let’s have lunch.

Martin Pesl:
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Which is quite efficient. Ok, thank you very much for your attention and for new
discussions that I really hope continue now upstairs.

Applause.
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9.2. Interview with Ludger Orlok, former artistic manager of

Tanzfabrik Berlin
Berlin, Germany, June 16%" 2018

1. Please describe the main programs of Tanzfabrik from its foundation to date? What were
chronologically the topics and keywords of your programs? What are the topics and keywords
of your major international programs since its inception to date?

(this question can be answered shortly if it is possible to receive materials on the history of
Tanzfabrik)

Tanzfabrik Berlin has been a NGO from the beginning on and has a strong history as a
collective working space for contemporary dance offering the best environment researching,
developing and communicating artistic approaches in a strong relation to personal and socio -

political questions and desires.

Attached articles what will be published August 2018 in the Book “Remembering the Future”
40 Jahre Tanzfabrik Berlin

Irene Sieben 2003

Angelika Endres 2015

Kirsten Maar 2017

Susanne Karow 2018

Feest / Hoerster 2018

Orlok 2018

2. How do you feel the thematic focus of your projects changed from the beginning of the
organisation's work to today? How has it changed since you joined the European network
APAP?

In 1998, | did my first steps in the Tanzfabrik Berlin as an artist and choreographer in the

performance series "Tanz im Studio 1" at the Mutterhaus in Kreuzberg. This was when the
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artists in the choreography reached a milestone and the concept dance was criticised as a non-
dance. This moment was the last big wave in the history of dance | would assume. | believe
that in the history of the Tanzfabrik Berlin, the result and the process with taking risks and
looking at the unknown was alway the goal. The topics change though such as the body as a

material, the body as part of an ecology, ... .

As part of APAP since 2005 we have more exchange between the genres again. The APAP
artists not only work in dance or choreography, but also form theatre, fine arts and performance
art. So we can collaborate with artists who implement other methods and techniques, eg.
recently Raquel André from Portugal, who is working on a trilogy of "Collections" with
interview techniques and intimate encounters to find out what drives people on this planet in

their lives.

3. Please describe the organisational capacities- how is your organisation structured (specify
the main administrative and executive bodies); how many employees and freelance associates
(professional and volunteer engagement) do you have for the implementation of programs and

projects; specify the names of permanent job positions?

Tanzfabrik Berlin is a non-profit association with 3 board members and a total of 17 members.
The work fields are divided into two cooperating sections at two locations in the city with
studios and studio stages in Kreuzberg and in Wedding in the Uferstudios. Overall, we do not
have full-time staff, the board is still working freelance on a fee basis. The management level
next to the board of directors with artistic management, school management and commercial
management are production management, communication management and the school office
respectively in part - time contracts or freelance between 10 - 30 hours / week (about 9 persons
and 5-8 persons work additively at the check - in counter

For additional festivals, projects and workshops additional staff are employed on a fee basis.

4. Please describe the financial and material resources of your organisation- which are the main
sources of funding and how stable are they; how much opportunity and need for self-financing

do you have?
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50/50 Commercial (workshop and school with dance intensive program) and artistic production
(basic funding - Senate Berlin and additional budgets (EU Creative Europe,
Hauptstadtkulturfonds, Einzelprojekférderung). The public funding "Basisfoderation™ is a two-
year grant and must be applied for every two years stabilized by the EU's 4-year program
"Creative Europe™, for the artists and also as a cultural-political sign. Other projects are realised
on a project basis, there is no structural support for the organisation.

It is very important to note that for most productions artists finance their production costs from
the same public funds and that the Tanzfabrik Berlin is not comparable to other international

production houses having their own production budget.

5. How do you see the organisation's sustainability? How do you see your contribution to the

social sustainability of the community?

40 years speak for themselves. But there is one thing: the many periods and moments when the
team and artists are working at their economic and personal limits. And what is often forgotten
- viewers and experts rate the results compared to a full-featured production in other work
contexts such as the City and State theatre.

I'm not sure what you mean by sustainability when we talk about the social and community
level.

If we talk about the artist community with hundreds of artists in Berlin who work with us and
in our rooms, then the Tanzfabrik Berlin is a guarantor to make work possible. At the level of
a discourse on contemporary dance, we are the only institution at this funding level and beyond
that continually offering platforms for discussion and contextualized programs for local artists
and audiences. People who do not have much to do with contemporary dance will be given the

space to come into contact with artists, even if they have a strong scientific research approach.

6. How do you see the priorities of major international grant programmers of the European
Union (Culture 2000, Culture 2007- 2013, Creative Europe 2014- 2020) from which you have

been and are funded?
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| think it is a delicate issue since we are dealing with the implications of a neoliberal approach
and we — the network - like to use it in the best way for the art. It is my subject point of view
but it seems very obvious that art and art culture funding has a low significance in the whole
budget of the EU since the Program Creative Europe has only about 4 Billion and other budgets
have 100rds. Nevertheles | see the direct impact of our network in personal and working
relations, in understanding regional aspects in a global system and simply the moment of
meeting each other to connect although our personal and cultural and maybe also the social

background is very different.

7. How do you feel these European grant program influence the curatorial strategies, aesthetics

development and organisational changes in Tanzfabrik?

The EU grant allows the Tanzfabrik Berlin to have at least program and production money,
which the artists have to offer in addition to the small production subsidies in Berlin. At a
higher level, the opportunity for a European and even international exchange with wonderful
creators is the core of this much needed program. It makes me feel like living in a world when
we (the 11 apap partners) sit down at a table in Beirut and have a goal in addition to all the
regional peculiarities, to our social relationships and our understanding of the world with a
diverse debate on artistic improval strategies. In addition to this pathetic moment, the program
not only triggers the debates we need to understand the complexity of the sociopolitical
environment, it also influences it, even if it is difficult to quantify it and put it on a scientifically

evaluable footing. To put art in numbers does not make sense.

8. How does your initial idea for the project fit into the priorities of the program grant? Do you

have any difficulties in fitting into their evaluation criteria?

The main goal is to support the work of artists and to enable the best exchange and mobility.
We use other criteria optimally and adapt the ideas to the needs of our institution and the
network. For example: Audience Development has a great focus on the EU Commission, so
that as Tanzfabrik Berlin - a centre for contemporary dance for its development and practice,

artist support and presentation - we have to adapt this term. We can intensify and deepen a
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debate on contemporary dance and therefore offer a program for multipliers: young artists
should learn to communicate their work and think about the question of how to speak about
contemporary dance. This achieves a double effect. The audience involved experiences the
process of contemporary art creation with its specific questions and the attempts to

contextualize them.

9. What is your relation to the evaluation process in international projects? What would, in

your opinion, be an ideal evaluation?

As already mentioned, it is difficult to quantify art. In fact, | would most effectively see it if
local experts attend work process and if there is a performance this too (premiere and derniere)
in 2 - 4 dates. Then in a short report with maximum half a page with an assessment by eye (a
common evaluation method in social science). | think that would be the easiest way to save

working hours and tons of paper and involve local experts in European working contexts.

10. How do you perceive the role of the performing arts curator in negotiation of priorities and
influences between the policy makers and the artistic community? How do you feel this

position is changing in the scene since you started working with Tanzfabrik in 2005?

Tanzfabrik Berlin started in 2005 as part of the APAP network, 2000 | personally as a freelance
production manager of the Tanznacht Berlin, a biennial festival of the Tanzfabrik Berlin. In
relation to or within the Tanzfabrik Berlin, I would say that the relationship between the curator
and the artists is getting stronger, and with more experience together and in longer periods of
time, the bonds are also getting stronger. Taking time is a keyword. Contemporary art (dance,
theatre, music, visual arts, visual arts, performance art) has always had a hard time with
political decision-makers. The moment of the "avant-garde" in contemporary art with its
fractures and irritations is strange enough, not easily communicable. This, in my experience,
does not get easier and the market is often used as a criterion that "we" have to follow to meet
the needs of the majority and their desires for a commercial and consuming art approach. This

often happens when negotiating for more professional financial support. 1 quote a Berlin
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cultural politician: "Dance AND Contemporary” is a double niche". It seemed that

contemporary dance is twice less important as other arts.

11. Tanzfabrik was founded in 1978 as an artists’ collective. Looking at today, how do you feel
austerity measures and precarious conditions of work influence new organisational cultures

and forms of solidarity in the independent performing arts scene?

In Germany we are in a very privileged situation - good economic figures, bigger budgets,
almost everything is possible. On this point, | think that the responsibility for solidarity with
the weaker has increased, although independent artists often have to work in precarious
conditions. This also means that artists and institutions with less influence or public visibility
can not take on this responsibility. Berlin is in a privileged situation as well due to its large
artistic community and its special history. The solidarity within the artist group is great, as
Berlin has a strong sense of solidarity. Ethical work is a keyword that | hear often.
Unfortunately, | also see the distracting moment when money comes into play. Disagreements
and the dynamics of working together seem to be a stronger agenda than an affirmative moment
and openness that we practice and reflect in our art. Artists have always had to find a way to
distinguish between artistic work for a living and work for their art - doing both together seems

to be the best situation at the moment. Maybe this also helps as an assertion.
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9.3. Interview with Marijana Cvetkovi¢, co-founder of Station
Service for contemporary dance and Nomad Dance Academy

Belgrade, 29th March 2018

Ana Letunic:
Could you tell me something more on the infrastructural conditions Station operates within? |
am referring to structure of the organisation, organisational resources (human, spatial,

financial) etc.

Marijana Cvetkovic:
For the space, from the beginning it was very clear that the contemporary performing
arts scene was lacking a proper space and very quickly after we were founded, we
managed to come up with a space that was meant to be a temporary space for
contemporary dance, a shared space with other independent arts organisations and
initiatives. And this is Magacin, the place where we still work. When we started our
let’s say, campaign for the space we believed a solution of Magacin would be
temporary, with one studio that at that moment was important and valuable resource for
the whole contemporary performing arts scene scene. But then ten years later we are
still there with this temporary solution, and ah, we need the space now more than ever,
because in the meantime many, many important public and non-public programs have
been developed. Much more audience appeared. public programs also have grown, and
we understand today that it is really absurd not to have any kind of dance space in
Belgrade today. When I say ‘any kind’ I mean even, not a regular dance program in a
theatre or other institution, which could host dance programs. So Magacin is the only
regular mostly working space for dancers and dance artists, with a few other places
where dance has been programmed from time to time. Like a bit of theatre for a couple
of years only, then more and more these independent culture centres, mostly oriented
towards profitable programs. So they program dance. Ah, public theatres do not
program any dance, in Belgrade at least, and that’s it. When it comes to people we don’t
have any permanently employed person. Right now we have two half-time

collaborators, which is one person is myself the other is producer, Ksenija. And we
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Ana:

have our monthly salaries funded by the EU grant. This was the only way we could
secure some regular income for these people through the EU grant, because it’s regular
and it’s long-term. So it’s like due to two five-year long projects we managed to have
people engaged permanently in the office for ten years. These programs are finishing
in June this year, which means that there will be nobody who will run the organisation
on a regular basis. Ahm, and it’s probably, ah it’s no, there is no other option that might
appear soon. On the other side, this is maybe just a little but off the topic, but it’s also
connected, but the Minister of Culture in Serbia has been under pressure for many years
by the independent scene to introduce these structural grants, these grants for
organisations. So they are aware that this is a need, that there is a pressure, that there is
really like, a substantial reason why they should do that. Plus the new law for culture
also gives this opportunity, which they don’t use. So we, after our advocacy went last
year, when nobody came from the Ministry, we continued to go and see them, and
make, or show or no just present the situation as an urgent one, that there will be many
organisations that will just disappear, Station included. Now there is a slight chance
that we go to the next level of dialogue with the Ministry, and that we start a series of
public debates about what is needed, what they need to do to integrate certain parts of
the independent scene into a system, that is there but it’s not acknowledged. So we
exist, our work exists, it is efficient, it influences the situation, but it is not
acknowledged by the Ministry. So somehow we are navigating this dialogue where we,
and them, can say something about it in the sense of what can be done. And this might
be, there | see a little bit of chances, that the Ministry in the, I don’t know, next period,
appears, or proposes or does this kind of change, introducing these structural grants. So
of course it’s just a little part of the solution, because then there are questions who will
do it, what criteria they will use, who will be, who will judge, you know, applications,
and so on. So it’s a long process but still somehow I think it’s important to come up
with this moment where they say yes, this is important and we have to do it. So it’s a
little bit of like, background, but maybe | need some hopeful elements in my talk as

well.

Would you understand your efforts as a bottom up cultural policy?
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Marijana:

Ana:

Exactly, it’s all about it. And unfortunately we haven’t had anybody at the top in the
authorities who would understand it, as like, a dialogue position and engage themselves
into this dialogue position, because then it would be great, things could be could have
been done. Because we are open for collaboration, because we also know that we have
the expertise that nobody else has. This is exactly what we are offering. We are offering

the expertise in the field to come up with some structural solutions for the field.

Great. Now | am interested in this development of the programs, from when you started
and when you entered international projects until today. How do you feel it was
changing, | mean was it changing? Was it mostly based on the local needs, with some
influences from the network as well? | wonder have the main motives of your work

changed from the beginning?

Marijana:

We have had five or six EU projects. But these five years are the, how to say, the most
important. Because they were long-term, they are five years both, so it’s ten years and
they gave us this stability of the organisation, and they allowed the development of the
organisation. This is very important. Because it was a small organisation that started in
2006, and already in 2008 we had the first EU program. Of course this EU program
came through our regional network, because in a way we were representing the regional
network Nomad dance academy. And we were financing, through this grant, our
regional activities. So it was only a part of this grant that was going to Station local
programs. Larger part was going to the regional programs. Which means that these EU
projects had really double function in our case. One is strengthening the local situation,
meaning organisation, programs of the organisation for local artists, for local audiences
for local professionals, and the other was regional for the NDA network, where we
managed to finance, support regional artists from five different, five other countries,
structures, capacity-building , programs exchange international visibility, and so on and
so on. So that’s I think it’s a huge impact of these let’s say, two cycles of the project,
and, | tried to make a list, I have it still, of the artists who benefited of this, of these two

cycles, local artists, regional and international. Like those who attended some programs,
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like educational, or residencies, or professional development and so on, or those who,
ah, participated, and were paid to work, ah like teachers, trainers, experts and

so on. | think it was a list of 200 names, and so, just through one organisation.

Great, | mean, this is really, this is really important. What | am interested in is this
change from, in how, in your relationship to the priorities of these funding cycles. that’s
the Culture 2000-2007 then 2007-2013 and now Creative Europe. How do they respond
to your needs, how you do you negotiate your priorities with the priorities of these

grants? Has there been a change there?

Marijana:

Ok, so what is interesting in both situations, so with Cultures 2007 and 13, and this
other project that we have under Creative Europe program, we managed somehow to
negotiate conditions, let’s say, so, like under conditions, sub, I don’t know how to say
it. So not the general but those within the network that take into account our specific
situation. Which means that we don’t have permanent funding, we don’t have structural
grants, we don’t have secured funding, we are always in this unstable situation. So every
time we managed to have a sensibility of our partners to our situation. Which was great
and it’s a good thing about these networks. The other thing, our needs in that, again,
this specific context are a bit different than our big partners who live, work in more
stable cultural political contexts, which means that we were somehow able to focus on
those needs, which are more local, and for example in this first program we even had a
special program line that was just for our region, it was Nomad Dance Academy
education program. It was our big project, we needed it, they understood it, and they
gave us the whole program line that is to be realised by only partners from the region.
So it was possible. And it’s always possible, if you negotiate and if you have the
partners who really want you to develop with this project and not to be just another
machine that takes the money and produces some products. And then in this Creative
Europe project we also managed to have a different financial position. So the partners
in Riga which is in the more or less similar situation, and us in Belgrade, are the only

partners who for example don’t have to pre-finance the project, but we get everything
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back from the program. You know what | mean. Like usually European program is
made in a way that everybody pre-finances 20%. So Station and Riga don’t have to do
that because they understand that we are in very precarious situation as organisations,

so they allow us to get everything refunded during the program. And that’s great.

Ana:
You can do that within the network?

Marijana:
Within the network, this is what | say to everyone who is very often afraid of, | say:
first, for me, it’s not a good idea to make a network with partners that you don’t know,
and the second thing is you can adapt every rule to the real needs if you have good
partners. So you can make things work for everybody, if there is a network, which is
sensible to difficulties and different situations that exist still in Europe. You know, it is
possible.

Ana:
And was it necessary to negotiate your internal, I mean within the network,
compromises to the European administration or it was all fine?

Marijana:

It was fine, because if the network wants these internal rules to be as such, I think they
just need to know, and because it’s not against their rules, you know? Their rules then
are understood as a general frame but then you are free to somehow intervene within
your local, within your specific situation. So in that sense these rules are not that rigid,
there is always a possibility that you somehow intervene with your own needs. What
happened also in this, this is another proof, our project Life Long Burning, when we
made application for it, now five, six years ago, Nomad network proposed a format that
was new for the new application... We persuaded our partners that it is useful to create
a program line that would allow us to not to promise exactly what we will do during
five years, but would rather allow us a possibility to react in the moment with things

that change, with situations that appear, with surprises that would happen, because we
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are in the arts field, and to have some money to be able to react on these new events.
And this program that we created that saved an important portion of money within the
whole budget, made us create, | think, ten times more, super important and very relevant
events and projects on the European or international level because we were able to
intervene in the moment. So when you look at this line, which was called, we gave it
or actually the Danceweb gave it quite a general name, Performance Situation Room,
meaning nothing but when you look at what happened under this line, you say like
WOW, like all the most relevant things in Europe are linked to this program because
the partners could say like ‘Ah I have some money, I want to invest’, for example this
Post Dance conference in Stockholm, a few years ago. Actually it was made possible
by two of our projects, European projects, one was Life Long Burning, the other one
was Departures and Arrivals. NDT was in life Departures and Arrivals, and Culberg
Ballet was in LLB. They put together money and they made a conference. And then
there is a series of these programs and projects. Advocacy for example is completely
under, on this line, because it appeared, and we said like we have to do it again, and we
started doing it as Performance Situation Room with the money from LLB. So, this is
for me another proof that it is possible to, how to say, model the program according to
your needs, but you have to dare and you have to, you know, understand how it works

and just, you know, put there what is really needed for you, and then it goes. It works.

So how was that situation treated within the evaluation period of that project?

Marijana:

Ana:

The evaluation was always fantastic, because we had so many activities, with so many
partners, touching even larger territory than the original network, and | think that it was
evaluated very highly. And it is definitely a lesson. But then 1 also think it is also
important for the actors, cultural actors who participate there, to understand that it’s not
that rigid as it is usually considered. Because people are somehow afraid of this
bureaucratic aspect of it, and then they are afraid to do anything with it or around it.

And this is trap, this is a trap that cultural actors actually get in to.
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So in a way you contested this, this frame of this European project. And do you feel
usually with the projects that it needs to be contested? Or do their priorities and their

guidelines partly also inspire your decisions in a positive manner?

Marijana:
Yea, well, with the Creative Europe program I must say that it’s very disappointing,
because it’s clear that they prioritize cultural industries, big events, festivals, money-
making programs, and that they support cultural actors to think in that direction; how
to become self-sustainable as they say, in other words, how to start making money and
being financially sustainable Ah, which is immediately making the entire European
landscape, cultural landscape, different because there are so many small actors who are
important at the local level and who cannot compete in such a game, because they their
mission is not to be profitable, their mission is not to be big, and their mission and way
of working is not adaptable at all to the market situation. On the other hand these kind
of guidelines or program priorities also prioritizes big players, those who have
infrastructure, who have stable financing, who have huge programs so that they can
make huge revenue. Which means that they will be the only ones who will be able to
fulfill criteria for such a program in the future if it continues to go in that direction. The
other important element that | think that is not enough discussed in the cultural sector
is the measures to protect banking sector, because there are many cultural players who
take loans to co-fund European grants and the European culture program has developed
the tools, the instruments to protect the loan-givers, banks, with some six point
something percent of the budget, which is like the secure budget for the banks. So if, if
a cultural operator fails, then the Europe gives this money back to the bank, so that the
bank is not damaged. And for me it’s really like an insult. But it’s not as far as I know
really discussed and debated. So to come back to the programs, they of course have
changed because we had this kind of funding, and because we had access to the
networks with funding common activities, which of course then encouraged us to either
introduce some new programs or make some of the project activities as permanent
programs. For example, we had from the very beginning this exchange of residencies
with our partners. It is a program line for our, both of our project cycles, so Jardine
d’Europe and Life Long Burning. And we realised that it is very beneficial for our

artists to go to residencies around, but also to have incoming artists, guest artists in our
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environment in Belgrade. Because then these coming artists, have the role of outer, eye,
external eye, to the processes happening in this dance scene, in this dance community.
There are also those who with their long-term engagements somehow initiate new
collaborations, new projects, new ideas, and this is how we decided to create the
residency program. Like a permanent program of Station, and the only dance residency
in Serbia, still, which doesn’t receive any support. So we are fighting now to make it
survive, ah, because it’s very difficult without - of course in the meantime we developed
other collaborations based on these exchange of residencies, like with Schloss Solitude
in Stuttgart, with our US partners we also have these exchanges but it needs more
substantial support so that it can survive. So this is one example of how, in the program
terms, it contributed to the development of the let’s say program and structure, of the
organisation. What else? We created our festivals also within the first EU projects in
Belgrade, Skopje and Sarajevo, and ah, Sofia and Sarajevo. So our festival was at the
beginning the project activity, but then of course it remained as a regular annual

program, ah, and one of the most recognizable programs of Station: Kondenz Festival.

So in the last cycle the priority was into cultural dialogue, and now it’s been audience
development. How did you feel when you were dealing with the priority? Did the way
it was treated in the guidelines harmonized with how you perceive it and if not, did you

manage to make a way around it?

Marijana:

Well the first element, like this intercultural dialogue, for me was actually the
international collaboration and the connecting of this cultural environment with
international context. And it was very important for us of course, and I think that it did
bring a lot of positive results, through connecting artists from here with international
contexts, contributing to capacity building of artists mostly, bringing international
artists here, and so on. Like in this sense, it did make sense and it was successful at the
end. But then, with this audience development, in that context I think it’s actually rather
market development. And I hate this symptom and this topic of audience development,
because it’s about users and not audience development, its about enlarging number of

buyers, in other words. And here in this context of ours I see this audience development
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as it’s something that we do from the very beginning, like, how to make community
and not audience development. So for me it’s more like, about making communities
that would be touched by what we do, and that would in return contribute to what we
do, on their own, with their own, I don’t know, inputs, of any kind. So not just by buying
the tickets because we don’t sell tickets, but really like coming back and looking for
their place in what we do. And then we come back again to this question of space, why
I think it’s so important to have space now, because if you want to build these
communities, stronger or looser, you really need to have space with permanent
activities. These activities do not necessarily have to be the products to be sold, like
performances, but really like ah, engaging discursive events that allow these people to
engage, from like, programs for children, to programs for debates and discussions, to
conferences and lectures to performances. And this is where European projects cannot
help us. This is something really dependent only on the local situation, where we do
need understanding of local policy makers, how and why this is important, to have a
proper space. | mean to have a dance space that will be really a place for community

gathering, or for community development.

Ok, and now the last question or two questions. We were speaking at the beginning
about sustainability. So, it would be good now to articulate that again, about this gap
between the, the international and local financing, and how do you see your
sustainability in the future? Since we concluded that these opportunities did contribute

a lot.

Marijana:

Yes, but they are not enough to make a long term influence on the scene. They are good
as instigators, but they are not enough because if you don’t have the local support and
the policies that support what you do and that somehow take over what you did then
it’s gone, all is gone. Why? Because when we finish with these grants we will not have
the office, people to work in the office, there will be nobody to work regularly for the
organisation and for the development. Ah, because in the meantime we didn’t manage
to persuade the local policy makers to capitalize on these European projects and all the

work that is the result of these projects, to support the continuation. Or to support the
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little structure as we have, to continue to exist and work on the strategic development
of the dance field. And this is the paradox of our situation, where we have really
benefited a lot as experts, artists, producers and so on from these projects and exchanges
and collaborations but when it’s gone, when the projects are over, we are not functional,
because we don’t have the structure in which we can function. Everything is embedded

in our own bodies and minds, and can go away with our bodies and minds.

Ana:
You mentioned something that the strategy of survival is basically the strategy of
adaptation, then it’s coopted by-

Marijana:

It’s a strategy of defeat, for me because it means adapting to the dominant capitalist

system in order to survive.

9.4. Interview with Simone Willeit, managing director of

Uferstudios GmbH
Berlin, 23rd February 2019
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Ana Letunic¢:
How do you feel the thematic focus of the Uferstudios’ projects changed since the
beginning of organisation’s work until today, and especially after you joined the

European network? Do you feel there were some influences by the network?

Simone Willeit:

Well I think the beginning of Uferstudios was just very much basically in getting this
place running, also dealing with pragmatic stuff, getting adequate collaborators, having
all this structural and organisational questions in the back. Because | think the
development of Uferstudios was basically a joint effort of the complete dance scene,
with a lot of partners that were in the game so | think this was the setting up of the space
with this whole collective structure behind it that then got narrowed down was basically
taking up in the first couple of years and just getting practical things running like
booking calendars, etc. So the coming in of the other partners like the university, ADA
and Tanzfabrik until they got settled. Having this place of collaboration and synergies
at the beginning took a lot of work behind the scenes until they all got settled etc. Then
| would say it developed quite organically that those partners actually started working
together on an exchange of resources, exchange of topics, etc., common events
organised together, etc. Um, so | think this was the beginning years and | then think
Uferstudios actually joined the network right after that initial work has been done. And,
in fact it was one of the only programs content wise now Uferstudios did back then.

Cause first it was running the space etc., it was basically the first budget Uferstudios
held to do other work rather than doing the rental and doing the non-finance part of
networking, cultural policy, etc., cultural advocacy, etc. So it was basically making the
first content-wise, ah, change for Uferstudios and also the only possibility of getting

into exchange with international partners.

So because also that, because we have a lot of international people here but not with
real sustainable connection but they come and they leave. And, with Life Long Burning
was the first part of actually setting up those networks beyond the private networks
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back then Barbara brought with her. This connection to the other spaces was interesting
| think also in terms of that k Life Long Burning holds quite different partners. Um, like
I don’t know ICI de Montpellier works with one artistic director, and there was Cullberg
Ballet that has completely a different form, and then there were NOMADSs that also in
terms of organisation on how they work they’re very different from the others. And
Uferstudios was of course in that sense also very different, because we are like privately
run, we get no funding and we are basically living off the rent income. So also just on
that organisational financial structure all partners are set up very, very differently, and
you really feel that also in the offers they can make... like from the northern countries
you always have offers with blank money on the table, then you see the further southeast

you go and even in Berlin we mainly offer goods rather than money.

So and then I think one of the issues in the network and how also the topics were set,
because | mean they never really went that much into production, presentation and
touring like more classical networks would work, but it had very widespread
programming in sense of also touching other fields like writing discourse advocacy etc.,
so all these soft makers that form a dance field or art field, were made strongly in that
project and I think it also fits very well to Uferstudios because we are not a classical
theatre in sense of menu of programming and presentation but rather like a anchor hub
for the dance scene also on information, on networking, on advocacy, on accompanying
artist etc. rather than focusing on the product. So I think this kind of philosophy of the
network fit very well to the general profile. In fact, what Uferstudios was set out to do
was financially made possible also by this network. I think for us it was also interesting
to see, or also as the European funding would call it, to see for example the coming
together and structuring of NOMAD Dance and how you kind of spread over countries
and how you self-organised yourself as basically best practice example for Berlin. So |
think there was a lot of intersectional interest between those two types of organisation

of a scene, and of a self-organisation of a scene.

What it also | think made possible is all that, also besides the fact that, or that we've
rather focus on not programming, not presenting but on those other fields of a dancer's
life, I think it also made possible to kind of cherish a little bit that invisible work that is

always active in an artistic life and to actually kind of also be able to kind of make it
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more visible not just to the audience or to the funders but also within the scene. | think
like having those possibilites of hearing visions on how do we work it, on having
interchanges on how do | write as an artistic practice or for my artistic practice that was
always happening kind of lonely at home. And the program of Life Long Burning made
it possible to do that together or at least to find spaces and timeframes of exchange
within those topics and | think it's important that all this work that is beyond the pure
production work is, yea, is made visible, is exchanged, is shared, etc. So, and | think
with this Action Performance Situation Room that actually reacts to actual demands in
the scene or actual problems in the scene so its framed quite loosely. It doesn't really
tell what the content is but it really reacts to whatever the local scene might need and
reacts to what could be exported to one of the partners. | think that was one action
within this program that was cherished by many because it made possible what

normally is not made possible through the funding, reacting to the actual needs.

Ana Letunié:

That was the last cycle of Life Long Burning?

Simone Willeit:
We also have it in the current one, yes. | must say between the first and second cycle
of, are we there yet or is there another question? The first and second cycle... | mean
we kept many actions formulated in the first proposal. We as a network decided that we
wanna, rather reduce in numbers, but go more for continuity of following certain
streams within the actions. We kind of kicked out things that were really basically
installed to make the project more visible. Like some activities were a very glamorous
thing that kind of kept this network alive for a very long time, but none of the partners
were really d' accord with it and because it also was, | think it was established also as a
good, kind of a reward good for the European funding, but nobody kind of understood
it anymore. And so we basically cut that, which | think was a very brave decision to do
it because it of course lessens your chance of getting the funding. But, so we decided
that we don't look that much at how much work do we produce, how many sessions do
we have, etc. kind of lessened that in number, and said ok that we rather follow a lesser
number of artists for a longer period, a longer stretch of time and that we don't have one

production after the other one.
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Ana Letunié:

So you managed to achieve that in the second cycle? Good.

Simone Willeit:

Yes, at least on paper.

Ana Letuni¢:
And you also mentioned that NOMAD Dance advocates represent to you one of the

best practices of self organisation on the scene?

Simone Willeit:
Yes, | wouldn't say the “best practice” because that's one of the terms in EU funding
that always comes up and its a very strange term for me but of course its a very
interesting and very strong and organic way of self-organisation. But also with a very
specific local color because I mean the historical background of those countries is so
much different than, maybe not in Berlin because we have some communist
reservements, but like for example in Belgium or somewhere it would never be
adaptable but you know in that sense it is very exotic and very interesting to look at
with and with a lot of gains that other countries could actually use, you know? So

absolutely.

Ana Letuni¢:
And do you feel that inspires some of your production models? Or at least, inspire to

start rethinking your models?

Simone Willeit:
Yes I think we actually adopted a couple of things but it's also hard to say specifically
from the network because a lot of people from NOMAD dance, or like Gisela who is
involved with NOMAD Dance, a lot of people from NOMAD DANCE are
collaborators or live in Berlin so the exchange also happens through biographies not

only through this network so it is hard to acertain what is what.

268



Yes | think there are a lot of formats, a lot of invitation models, etc. have been adapted,
I think form input from NOMAD Dance. And this also | would say the organisational
part of the dancers, choreographers in Berlin that's so similar also to your way of
organisation and so | think they kind of fit quite organically. | mean better than a space
like Montpellier and their structure couldn't do much to produce examples from
NOMAD Dance, just because their way of working is so different it would't make sense
there, you know? For Berlin it definitely does make sense and also having certainly

people who are in between those two or seven countries it makes it easier.

Ana Letuni¢:
Yes, the transfer knowledge is much easier. Ok. Ok so we talked a bit about how you
changed some actions from the last cycle. That you decided not to look at the numbers

so much and to follow particular artists.

Simone Willeit:

Yes, to kind of integrate more continuity rather than quantity.

Ana Letunié:

And do you feel that this framework of the program Creative Europe allowed it easily?

Simone Willeit:
(Laughs) I must say Marie Christine from Vienna who actually does the writing of the
application is great in kind of really collecting what all the partners want and how they
work and what the main issues are. Kind of comparing it to the EU funding criteria and
formulating it in such a way that it fits both. | must say she does a great job in that. And
she's a very, very experienced in cultural policy in all kinds of realms. So I think yes
our application does not use these key terms that EU funding requires, it doesn't have
that language in it, but still in content she tries to explain how it still fits the criteria.
And this is I think a very smart way of doing it because we don't have the feeling of
selling out to those criteria, adapting to those criteria, but using them. And, so this, yea
this also one of the things that is always problematic with any funding applications,
how far you give in to language of those programs, how far you give in to their

evaluation markers etc., or how you can underrun them without, you know, lying, or
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without not passing basically. And I think a couple of terms, | mean yes, | mean it is
kind of very influenced by economic terms, marketing terms, etc., and buzzwords like
“sustainability” can be used in so many directions, and also artistic work, | mean the
artistic field wants sustainability. So using the same term but with a different

understanding and a different approach is always possible I think.

Ana Letuni¢:
You mentioned there were a few influences from the partners. Except for the production

models, how do you thematic focuses of projects changed since joining European network?

Simone Willeit:
Topic-wise | would say kind of making this invisible work visible. 1t was also strongly
on the topic of how does dance relate to word and word to dance basically with the
writing that we kind of made strong. We had a strong impact on, the action was called
Teachpack we kind of interpreted it towards feedback and made a big stream out of
feedback in processes how can it, how does it, how is it used by artists and how is it
used by a dramaturge, and also the whole field of organisation in the dance field, those

are the kinds of topics we followed most strongly.

Ana Letunié:
Great. Ok we will go back this, to the programs, but now I have a few questions about
Uferstudios itself. It's about the organisational capacities, how is the organisation
strucured, how many employees and freelance associates you work with for the

implementation of programs, the permanent job positions etc.

Simone Willeit:

In not sure if you mean for the implementation of just the EU program or in general?

Ana Letuni¢:
In general and the EU programs. | mean, it does not have to be a specific number, but

first let's talk about the employees.

Simone Willeit:

270



| can say that we have four full time positions, two part time positions, two hourly based
positions, and then it becomes difficult, because we have, depending freelancers how
many project money we have or how many artists work here so this is difficult I would
say. But mainly the freelancers work in the field of stage technicians, but this is five,
on a more or less regular basis but never full time. That aways depends on whatever
project money we have. And for the EU project we have, | can send that to you, a small
percentage of my position, like two percent of my position. | think it was two percent
I have to look at the new financial plan. Ah, and | think also two percent of a financial

assistent or office management assistant, that's it.

26:21

Ana Letuni¢:
| can then remind you to tell me the exact name of these full time positions and part
time positions. Then the financial and material resources of the organisation. | mean
the main sources of funding, which is private funding and the stability of these sources

of funding... So it is completely self-financed?

Simone Willeit:
For the financial material resources, we have a lease on the premises for 196 years, so
that's worth a lot. I'm not sure whether | want to have those numbers published but on
thecbasically balance, i don't know how it quite is in English, the financial proof to the
Finance Office it is worth four millions, but of course depending on the market prices
it's worth much more. I just want to explain, a comparison, when we moved into here,
the other side was sold for I think six millions back then, and now it has been bought
for 23 millions. So | think what we have here is worth a lot of money, but basically our
material resources, our main anchorage, it is secured for 196 years, so it is secured for

the arts basically, this is quite the biggest chunk we have.

Ana Letuni¢:

And when did you secure it, it was already at the beginning in 2000?

Simone Willeit:
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We came in as renters, and then in 2012 we bought a hereditary lease for those 196
years. So that also means we have that. We didn't have the money to pay that, so in
Switzerland we have to follow up on with quite high interest rates. So, this is the
financial situation of the main business basically. Other than that we have no funding.
We really run the place through, through rental income, which means we are depending
on independent project money for artists. And how stable are they? It's a bit difficult to
say, | mean we are depending on the artists' money and their rent, and the more normal
living costs raise like heating, water etc., the more expensive it gets for us. On the other
side the funding doesn't really grow, so we have not had, we didn't raise our prices in
renting since we started, so slowly it becomes a bit imbalanced, we would have to ask
more but the funds didn't go. So, it's semi-stable | would say and not really using the

resources at its best. So it's very, very basic financial ground on which we are running.

Ana Letunié:

The European funding you already said that it partly covers two positions and that's it.

Simone Willeit:

Yeah but only two percent or five percent of those two positions, yes. So basically the
positions are financed by the rent income and anything else we get for project funding
we really put into the projects.

So it is a bit different from that than | know a lot of partners do, also from NOMAD
that actually will structure also and whose structure depends on EU funding. For us not
really, we could survive without it, but we couldn't do any content without it. With EU
funding we can do content.

Then we have a couple of different other projects, I don't know whether that's relevant.
We are part of a project that works with refugee houses where we get 6,000 euros a
year. Yea, so it always depends on the application decisions but it's always project

money and fully goes then into the program.

Ana Letunié:
Then there is the question about the organisation's sustainability- we already touched

upon that question so we don't have to go longer into it. So the material premises are
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secured, and you're saying that the income is a bit unstable. And there is also the social
sustainability, your contribution to the social sustainability of the communities, | mean
it's big of course and also there are the projects with the community in the
neighborhoods in Wedding. So maybe we can talk very shortly about that, maybe one

line. About how do you see...

Simone Willeit:

Well 1 think for the artistic community the space is anchored because we are not
basically excluding by programming or curating, but its basically open to everybody. |
think because also because a lot of different partners are settled here on the premises
kind of the accessibility for artists is quite easy and also quite diverse. | mean they get
partners to talk to more about education, more about productions or presentation. I think
the kind of the synergy between HZT and ADA studio that is kind of presentation studio
for emerging artists is quite organic.

You have Tanzburo that works on policy making, on advocacy, on marketing for the
dance scene but also gives workshops for dancers and artists in terms of self-
organisation, in terms of production work, in terms of application writing etc. So | think
the offers here are quite diverse so a lot of people actually feel like coming back here
for diverse reasons. Not just to kind of seclude them into their studios and work on their
own stuff but also to use kind of those different partners and knowing that a lot of
people are here to re-attach again once they're out on tour or on different residencies
and come back into Berlin. Kind of they know somehow they can meet here. | think
that's one of the big issues for a lot of people working in Berlin because they kind of
are so secluded and alone somehow and left with all the work and it's hard to find
exchange. And | think Uferstudios with its partners and also with a couple of initiatives
also through Life Long Burning makes this exchange quite easy and good for people
that are floating and so I think that’s one of the biggest terms that we also do for them.
Kind of continuity thinking in artistic practice in an urban scene.

And, | mean we're also heavily involved in cultural policy, advocacy, orshaping the
funding instruments from the Berlin city, etc. So this is also the kind of things that we

are kind of in consistent dialogue with the scene artists. | think due to the fact that we
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don't have any substantial money we, but also as a philosophy we never accompany
single artists for a longer time but are rather we are accompanying the whole scene,
whatever that means. The scene is not one in Berlin but it's probably many, but we try

to stay as quite open for the scene as possible.

Ana Letuni¢:
You mentioned you're also shaping the funding intruments from the Berlin centre. Ah,

is that mostly through Tanzburo or through Tanzraum network?

Simone Willeit:

Well, it's normally the association of independent dancemakers that is basically an
artist's association and the network Tanzraum Berlin is more is like a operative level of
the venues in Berlin. And those three organisations basically work together on the
cultural policy-making in Berlin. Yea but | am also involved in the speaker round of
the Coalition of independent arts where all arts, so and this is also the other path
working on cultural policy.

And this kind of the, is also the wishes and obligations of Uferstudios to stay in the city
in wide and relevant structures, to stay active there because it immediately touches all

the artists working here.

Ana Letuni¢:
Ok so you are envisioning all the other colleagues as one of the representatives for the
dance scene. And how do you feel that the dance scene is represented in the Frei Szene
and how many other representatives are, in comparison to the whole coalition in

percentage?

Simone Willeit:
I'm there since the beginning when it was founded in 2012. The coalition does not have
an organisational form. It is everybody who feels to belong to the independent scene.
And we have the plenum where everybody is open to come. And then we have this
speaker board, which is not a board but a speaker or sorts that are a kind of then
representatives of the independent disciplines. I'm alone in there for dance. And | must

say in general the participation for example in the plenum or through working groups
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or something was stronger in dance between 2012 and 2016 | think, and now there is
not many people from choreography joining the plenum. But its also that we...like in
2018 we had this thing called Roundtable Tanz, | don't know whether you have heard
about it?

Ana Letuni¢:

In September.

Simone Willeit:

That was the symposium but the process was actually going on the whole year.

Ana Letuni¢:

Yes, | was at the symposium.

Simone Willeit:
So | think this was because there are a lot of artists were in the working groups. I think
this was a lot of cultural policy work for the dance scene already. It takes time, it's not
paid etc. So | think this is where they engaged rather than the coalition of independent

artists.

Ana Letunié:

So that was the final symposium and the work of Roundtable Tanzraum?

Simone Willeit:
Yes, it was a plenium of twelve people that met four times, and there were the two
coordinators that then we finalized the paper on whatever the working groups decided.
And it has been presented last week in the parliament in the Kulturfonds it’s called,
cultural assembly of the parliament. | have no idea what it is in English. And it is now

at the Senat and it will be published probably next week.

Ana Letunié:
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Ok that was a bit of a digression because | you are really involved in cultural policy,
bottom up cultural policy for dance so | wanted to take the opportunity to ask you a bit
about that, to get a better idea of mapping the situation. Ah, but now we can return to
the EU funding. So how do you view the priorities of major international programs,

how do you view audience development for example?

Simone Willeit:
Well | think, one of the main changes | think of course was to put culture and media
together, that revealed basically their look on what the arts are. Ah, yes and of course
the whole language question is critique-able | would say, just to talk about sectors and
bench markers etc., so the use of language of course does something about how you see
the arts. It is strongly about visibility without actually looking or, looking more into
what is there to be made visible before it is visible. We have taken quite a bit on the
issue of the precarity from dance artists and quite overtly kind of mentioned that in the
application finding, so which is normally not seen very well. But we kind of really
explicitly mentioned it and it worked. So, and this is also something where | say like
ok they might use the term “professionalization”, which is very strange and very career
oriented thinking behind it, and ah, um you know very neo-capitalistic approach to the
arts to call it that but on the other side you could also of course interpret it as fair
payment and non-precaricization . So this is, kind of the two sides of it. So we have, |
think the spill over of language from the creative sector from the economic systems is
quite visible. And of course because | also looked at the criteria and um, it also struck
me quite strong in the earlier period was the, the, the question on identity building, on
our common history, which, or on our common European thinking space, which I found
quite interesting. Rather in the second it shifted to identity and diversity and integration,

so that was quite an interesting | think shift in use, in terms of terminology used.

Ana Letunié:

You are talking about 2015?

Simone Willeit:
Yes.
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Ana Letunié:

Ok let’s continue.

Simone Willeit:
The question of audience development, of course that is a big marker issue and | think
in the new program they explicitly understand audience development on a more
participatory level, which I found interesting. And... to some extent it actually does fit
our work because also kind of while we were starting working with involvement of the
neighborhood for example, this is exactly what we were also doing to make it a bit more
permeable between professional dancers and audience and a lot of artists actually like

working this direction.

47:56
Ana Letuni¢:
But is that what you are doing in the frame of the European project or you are thinking

of the other projects of Uferstudios?

Simone Willeit:
We started doing it with the other projects, we had Concession Feedback Lab Goes
Public where it was about different transmitting formats from presentations towards the
audience but making the audience active, etc. So these were kind of already in the first
period of Life Long Burning. Also, Neighborhood that is different project but I also
kind of planning to implement a couple of those things through the network as well.
Basically this audience development is a very strange factor in the application writing
systems but to some extent | think we were working already in this direction you know?
And it’s not maybe necessarily only about marketing, its not only about glamour of
representation of artistic work but you can understand it differently and can actually

use it in an artistic way.

Ana Letunié:
Then there is a question that we already discussed, how do these European programs

influence the curatorial strategies, aesthetics, development and organisational changes
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in Uferstudios? We talked about, a bit about organisational strategies. Like for example
the influence from the methods of your partners like the self- organisation from the
NOMAD Dance Academy and the curatorial strategies. So talking about audience
development, there is a bigger emphasis on audience development, as | understand.

Since the beginning of working in these networks or in the last cycle, or?

Simone Willeit:

I think there was in an earlier cycle of the program as well already, I don’t think it is

stronger.

Ana Letunié:

Ok. Before Creative Europe?

Simone Willeit:

Yes.

Ana Letunié:

Ok good.

Simone Willeit:

50:46

It depends on, | mean just because they mention it, their system is some kind of
evaluating each strand that you apply for and you have to tell them: this is how much
audience development we do, this is how much I don’t know, professionalization they
do.

Simone Willeit:

And in their system of evaluation they kind of weight it differently, you know?

I don’t know how many points you get because you have too little audience
development. So this is something I can’t say. Because this is really you see on the
schedule how much points you got for what. But this cannot just be read out of kind
their funding calls are, and it cannot be read out of our applications, it can only be read

out of the, the evaluation of the funding. And this I don’t know how they weigh the
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certain, am, things, you know? I think they were unhappy with us this time or that’s
where we got the least points, ah, was in the concrete description on how the partners
collaborate. I think that was formulated too loosely and that seemed to kind of important
to them. For that | think you have to look at the response of the funding body in

percentage to each topic. To each um...

Ana Letunié:

To each section, to each criteria.

Simone Willeit:

Yes. Curatorial strategy, | would say seeing that we are not necessarily curating in the
strict sense | would just repeat what | said- before that a lot of these invisible and connecting,
networking, advocacy, discourse things that Uferstudios was doing already were enhanced by
the network work. And as | said before it was basically the first chance to really have a bit more
structure to reliable partnerships with other countries, which we didn’t have before, except on
a individual basis. And, I wouldn’t say it changes much in the aesthetics. Like for example
what | said that the beginning where, you have the sense for the bigger networks that sometimes
it becomes very homogenized in aesthetics in what work they tour. I think for our network it’s
quite different because the partners are organised so differently.

Because we are not so strongly, our actions don’t go so strongly towards production

and presentation that much. I think we have quite a good mixture on kind of having the

diversity of the partners and keeping it, but nevertheless kind of infecting each other
with it. Yea.

Ana Letuni¢:
And then this question, well this is mostly about the language that we already discussed
quite a bit. So how does your initial idea for the project fit into the priority of the
program grant, and do you have difficulties fitting into their evaluation criteria. So, yes,
we already said that the writing part happens in Vienna, where this language is basically

translated your needs to their criteria.

Simone Willeit:
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I mean of course there’s a certain things then we have to fill out where you just, and
while you are filling it out you think they are crazy. Like how many numbers, like how
many audiences there, how many participants there, how many are affected, how many
other artists are affected at these.... It should be realistic but it is to some extent I say a
fiction. It’s not plan-able but it’s also not really prove-able unless you start making real
statistic on audiences are visiting your programs, etc. which is something in the
independent scene that we don’t have and we hopefully we will never have. To a certain

extent it just really goes beyond reality | would say.

Ana Letuni¢:
I mean as | understand these impact studies for the performing arts are really strong i.e.
in the Netherlands, where each production has its impact, producers calculate these
things. And it is one of the practices supported by European funding and it’s really, it
comes from a completely different logic, it’s not applicable to the field. Ok so that’s for

example some sort of remark to these programs.

Simone Willeit:

And also to then you next question on the evaluation.

Ana Letunié:
Yes, yes the evaluation. So what would in your opinion be a better evaluation or an

ideal evaluation?

Simone Willeit:
| think it is, it needs to be a qualitative evaluation and not a quantitative evaluation as
you said. | think, like for example the things, all evaluation on visibility is very difficult,
you know, because especially for dance we don’t get much visibility anyways but this
is also a structural problem in the newspapers, in the whole market of newspaper that
don’t survive any more and can only follow certain topics, etc. So this is, it’s always
seen on it that one little field trying to be gain visibility is a much bigger systemic
problem than the one of the field you know? And also many of the actions we do might
also be ah, focused more on the organisation of the dance scene and might not kind of

reach like a wide audience but nevertheless it doesn’t mean that it’s not important to
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maybe at a later point gain more visibility or I don’t know, maybe not, never gain
visibility. So the topic is “research needed and allowed” you know, and of course that
is always a schism then with visibility because research does not always produce

visibility. Visibility criterias are always difficult one to address | would say.

Ana Letuni¢:
Ok great. Now this is something, this is another topic, and its maybe not that, not that
applicable to the situation in Uferstudios, but if we broadly understand this idea of
performing arts curator, meaning also the artistic director, | mean as the representatives
in the networks. So let’s say that’s also the role of the performing arts curator- how do
you feel the position is changing in the scene in the last 10 years? Do you feel that it’s

gaining more weight?

Simone Willeit:

In not the EU anymore, right? That’s policy makers in general?

Ana Letuni¢:

Policy makers in general. Of course, if there is a special emphasis on the EU that’s
good, but this is in general. Because there is this whole discourse about performing arts
curator, and this dialogue between the visual arts and the performing arts. Ah, so I am
looking at it from the cultural policy side. Like are there some changes happening there.
So it’s not only the figure that deals with the program and the artists, but that also deals
more with the context and with the policies. And also it’s a very contested figure in a
way, the curator, is it? Because in the visual arts it can be quite market oriented, and
here it’s somehow more about providing the context.

So, do you feel there is anything interesting happening around this discourse around
the curating? Because recently there has been also there has been also a growth of
educational programs for performing arts curating, in Das Arts in Amsterdam, then this
program in Munich and Salzburg. So | think there is something relevant to observe
there. Also the book published by the House of Fire network, edited by Malzacher
around the curating. I wonder if it’s just another trend, another buzzword around the
curating and if there are some practices there that could be a bit dangerous, like the ones

from visual arts making the curator somehow appropriating the work of the artist to
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make their own work. Or is there something valuable there? That’s why I’'m also
wondering a bit what’s your opinion about this or if you even need the term. You

probably don’t even need it. You are not using it so...

Simone Willeit:

| am surrounded by curators! No it is a very difficult term I think and | mean you
described also the span from where it goes, it really goes from curating in the sense of
helping and nourishing the work of artists towards the more authoritarian, author-like
connotations of it, of being the artists themselves just using, using the artistic work of
the others, so, absolutely. We are that, in none of those senses we curating. Whatever
we have on artistic choices to make we try to kind of make it together with other artists.
And...

Ana Letunié:
Do you notice it in the scene, ok for Uferstudios we know how it works, that it is self
curated in a way. But do you notice it generally in the scene, this role appearing,

becoming more highlighted...?

Simone Willeit:
Absolutely, yea. And it, but it always depends I think, not on the fact of the term curator,
but on the connotation of how somebody understands it’s curation. On to some extent
this second one, where the curator is actually the author is growing. All the way to kind
of stimulating artists to follow certain topics, certain discourses also etc. So the word
of curation or selection is whether an artistic work is there first and then you kind of
give it the context, or rather you set the context and the work needs to feed into it. The
second one where the artistic work actually follows some curation of a trends is quite

big.

Ana Letuni¢:
And do you feel that these, that the setting and following certain topics, that these topics
that curators set that they are also coming from cultural policy, or its coming from other

discourse, like philosophy, theory of arts?
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1:05:10

Simone Willeit:

For Berlin | would say it does not necessarily come from cultural policy.

Ana Letunié:

Good, good.

Simone Willeit:
Of course there are certain schemes where you can very clearly see ok there is another
funding instrument popping up, people are using it, and, of course you see that. Yes,
but I would say its more like from theory artistic, philosophy, sociology,

(unintelligible) artistic theory related to art.

Ana Letunié:

But you do feel this figure is growing somehow and its mostly...

Simone Willeit:
Yea.

Ana Letunié:

It’s mostly the dramaturges probably?

Simone Willeit:
Yea, yea. And also kind of the glamour and the fear has grown around that figure.
Whether they become as influence-able as in the visual arts, It’s, it’s hard to say, I think
that, that the market behind it is so different, you will never have the same rigidity on
capitalism in the performing arts as you can have in the visual arts. So this is, | think
this is less a danger in the performing arts, on the production of goods we are not so
good, no commodity yet. So so. Or no speculation objects. But this is the very, the very

extreme version of curating, if you go into the speculative market of curation.
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Ana Letunié:

Ok, ahm...

Simone Willeit:
And yes it, I think it has grown in Berlin also because, I don’t know, there’s more artists,
which kind of make selection. There’s ah, stronger venues that have to kind of reshape
their profile also, in competition to the others, etc. So I think yes, it has grown. There’s
less free spaces where people can do other things rather than having to go to HAU, they
could establish their own spaces and all this has collapsed in Berlin, so it has become
much more narrow. And in that sense the role of the curator also of course gained

power.

1:08:11

Simone Willeit:

Yea, normally, [ mean that’s a bit, I don’t know how it is in other countries but normally
the, what used to be the program maker or a dramaturge at the theatre or at the venue is
now called the curator. So it’s not external independent curators who do it Sometimes,
but normally it’s the curators of the houses themselves. What I forgot, important is the
fact that, not the other way around, its not the policy makers that pre-inscribe certain
topics to, but very questionable is also the fact that as a not-curated space you don’t get
any funding. So in the sense of if you don’t have the certain profile, if you don’t have
the certain programming, but rather kind of leave it more open or based on a collective
decision making in the process of making, it’s impossible to get funding. Which to a
certain extent I understand, but there is also this ah, the logic of project application you
always need to know in advance what is going to be, rather than being able to make
decision along the way of making. And this | think also do to the structure of EU
program is somehow easier than other funding bodies. You never have to be that
concrete on contents, on certain topics, yes, but not that concrete on implementation
and topics that you are going to do. It’s more open with EU funding bodies than it is
with other funding bodies.

Ana Letunié:
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Ok great. Ok I don’t know if there is anything more to add on this question, we are at
the last one then. This one is pretty wide. It about how the austerity measures and
precarious conditions of work, how do they influence new organisational cultures and
forms of solidarity in the independent performing arts scene. I mean it’s pretty wide but
you have been involved in the field for long in various positions and you probably
observed how did, with the rise of precarity, how did the forms of solidarity and self-

organisation and new organisational cultures, how they changed?

Simone Willeit:
| say the dance scene in Berlin, ahm, was actually one of the first ones that got self-
organised. | mean there was the visual art association that existed for a pretty long time
but the independent dance scene kind of gathered quite quickly and there was actually
also a time where already where space seemed to collapse because it got more
expensive and there was much more artists coming into the city so it was a moment
where there was like three theatres or companies closed in dance in Berlin.

1:11:58

Simone Willeit:
That kind of left a lot of dancers in Berlin but with no jobs. Um, so it was a moment of
sudden um, precariousness that got them organised. | think they kept through quite well.
I mean all these, basically all these structures that we have now were done by self-
organised working together and policy making together. Uferstudios was collectively
elaborated, Tanzbiro was collectively implemented. So they were quite active | must
say and they also kind were initiatives for the speaking theatre to get organised, you
know? So dance was quite, quite far off in that sense. And also now | mean the think

the political consciousness in Berlin within dancers, let’s exclude 2018 now.

Simone Willeit:
So the political consciousness, excluding the year 2018 in the dance scene was volatile
| would say. They kind of got appeased after getting like the most urgent things done
like Uferstudios so, ah, for a certain period of time there was enough rehearsal space.
And the budgets kept growing, slowly but were growing a bit. But the number of artists
of course got more, so the precariousness was quite high. But they never got really well
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organised any more in the sense of really coming together collectively demanding
things, etc. So it was often initiated by Tanzburo, um, to get kind of this organised and
also the implementation of this was organised by Tanzburo. But this also had the effect
of giving it over and not doing it yourself anymore, which is always a dangerous setting
if you don’t feel self-responsible for it any more because then to a certain extent it also
drifts apart in content, in issues. If you don’t have that bottom up engagement it’s a

danger of losing contact and losing then the real issues to follow up.

I guess, | think we slowly start also feeling, kind of the number of artists still moving
to Berlin but also the number of artists coming from the HZT that a lot of times stay in
Berlin, and they, | would say they try to organise themselves in rather smaller networks
and or in collectives where it’s more on their own artistic work supporting your peer
fellows etc., but, um, have a bit of a difficulty to come together as a complete scene,
which | touched on a little bit at the beginning of this. Probably the dance scene in
Berlin it’s like, 2006 and now 3,000 people is too wide and also too diverse to actually
have everything in common. So it’s, it’s an illusion to kind of want or strive for that.
And that’s always also a question also for the CTB. Who do they represent, and it’s
also a question for me as the speaker of the Coalition for Independent Dance, who do |
talk for, etc.
1:16:28

Simone Willeit:
And it goes in waves you can really sense sometimes there’s funding decisions where
people really gather, where people really start getting involved again and then I think
their normal life and their normal seeking of surviving kind of takes over and they kind

of lose touch again.

And it’s, on one side it’s, it’s very hard to get people also together, just because they
have such a volatile and unstable life that they can’t really find into that regularity and
they are like somewhere else all the time. And on the other side that of course
sometimes also brings in very good things, they get to learn new funding system that

they can propose here, etc. So this interchange like for example with the symposium is
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then quite valuable and the dance scene whatever that means, needs, they all want it
more and want to meet more often and want to do it again and then you initiate it and
nobody comes. So I think this momentum only comes to very specific times and it’s
hard to kind of keep it on a continuous level. And I think it’s really because probably
politics has taken a different form of engagement but it is also due to survival fear, not
having time, etc. So this is, and maybe also the identification with Berlin is not a
hundred percent, because people sometimes live here for two years and then they live
somewhere else for two years so this engagement for changing structures, structures
that have been built for like twenty to thirty years and move very slowly, if you talk in
terms of cultural policy, until something really effectively changes sometimes it takes
five or ten years, and if they don’t see results they resign, you know, and they kind of

lose that momentum of protest maybe.

Ana Letuni¢:
Ok but this report from the Roundtable Tanz being presented in the Senate is a really

big step for the scene in terms of bottom up policy, | mean do you feel it like that?

Simone Willeit:

Um hum, yes.

Ana Letunié:

So the situation is more optimistic in terms of policies for dance?

Simone Willeit:
Hopefully, yea. | mean but the, the path to prepare that, that was the time | was in
Tanzbiro it took such a long time because like, we were there explaining how precarious
the situation for dance is etc. and until they politicians realised to maybe make it a topic
within their work that really took, I don’t know, ten years until they made a decision to

talk about it.

1:19:48
Simone Willeit:
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That doesn’t mean they are going to implement anything on what we now have
elaborated, so this is the next five to ten years that we have to follow up on that, but
even, kind of, until some of the politicians said “ok let’s dedicated a specific focus point
on dance” took a while. I mean the one big step, the one big development step with all
this that was in 2008-10 and there it was also part of the coalition agreement between
(unintelligible) to do something for dance and then, I don’t know, nine years later there

was the second step.

Ana Letuni¢:
Because they basically always put it in the same category of performing arts and they

didn’t see dance as a separate...

Simone Willeit:
That is one big issue yes. And of course then in Germany we still had to fight a lot on
the value of the independent art scene versus the institutionalised scene, etc. And there’s
a couple of things that needed explanation towards the politicians. But in general | must
say unlike other countries in real terms of dialogue with the politicians and
administration also, | mean things have gotten better, not worse. There were no major
cuts and there was slight budget raises in the last couple of years. Of course the situation
stays as precarious because rents went up double etc., so it didn’t really effect each
individual life, and Berlin could have done more, but it’s not that they didn’t do
anything or that they had dramatic cuts like in the Netherlands but this did not happen
in Berlin yet. And they tried, finally they tried to kind of really understand the
participatory way of talking about cultural policy making, etc. Tried. They did not

succeed but...

Ana Letuni¢:
That was through the efforts of the Coalition?

Simone Willeit:
Yes. | mean, yes it was through the efforts, it depends. | think I would say the dance
field always had relatively good dialogue, conversation with politicians and also with

the administration quite openly. For example the visual arts didn’t have that at all, and
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the music field never had talked to them, you know? So in the Coalition for Independent
Arts one of the main successes of that also was to really learn from the other fields on
how they deal with policy making, how they deal with administration, ah, the, the
question of wage minimums etc., how can they be adapted to the other art form etc., so
also this exchange on just that level was quite important | think for the art scene in
Berlin. So beyond did we reach any political aims that we aimed for, but also that
exchange and that also comparison, what funding instruments do you have which we
do not have, and could it be useful, or something like that, that kind of knowledge

transfer that was very valuable initiated through the independent scene.

Ana Letunié:

| think we covered everything now.
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9.5. Interview with Jelena Vesié¢, an independent curator, writer,

editor, and lecturer
Belgrade, 16th July 2017

AL: In the post-yugoslav cultural sphere, nineties were a period of formation of NGO
culture with the support of international foundations that have withdrawn from the
region during the early two thousands, after assessing the good development of the
countries "on the path of democratization”. My question is how has that socioeconomic
dynamic influenced the further development of the Serbian independent scene, with the

focus on the events in the last decade?

JV: Nineties were the period of NGO culture formation that, on one level, stands for an
entrepreneurial model of work and on the other, implies certain independence in relation to the
state apparatus. That was relevant in the context of then rump state of Yugoslavia and in
relation to its governing structures since the work of the NGOs was anti-Milosevi¢*® and, often,
anti-war. Consequentially, a kind of inner cohesion was formed between subjects and
protagonists of this new cultural position.

Also, the first transfer of educational structures from the state system happened then, such as
the School for Theory and History of Images, Centre for Contemporary Arts that | also took
part in. All these cultural groups represented resistance to the official state politics that was a
politics of war and Serbian irredentism. That was the basis of unity of this cultural block of
NGOs in opposition to state institutions that were under some kind of occupation by various
bureaucrats, nationalists and supporters of MiloSevi¢ politics.

The main difference between nineties and two thousands is that, during the nineties, in the
wider economic sense of this post-Yugoslav context, the war was the basis of re-curating the
political system that opened up the space for so called “wild capitalism”. The fact it wasn’t the
sophisticated capitalism of the West caused unhappiness of some, as it was a period of first
accumulation, known under the term of transition or normalisation in the direction of

establishing the capitalist system and entering the global processes of deregulation.

40 Slobodan Milo$evi¢ was a Yugoslav and Serbian politician who was the President of Serbia from 1989 to
1997 and President of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia from 1997 to 2000, charged by the International
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia with war crimes.
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What also makes a big difference is that the NGO sector, that was employing cultural actors
who were exiting institutions more and more, was much better financially supported than it
was the case from two thousands on. Maybe, by observing the practice from the nineties and
what came later, cultural actors from then weren’t entrepreneurs in the full sense of the word,
meaning to say they didn’t belong to the popularized entrepreneurship culture that conditioned
an atmosphere of competition between actors whose numbers are still growing. Because, of
course, by re-curating the system, the state freed itself from responsibility to support and recruit
all those new generations of cultural workers who were educated to work in those institutions.
A problem of unemployment happened, creating a kind of, using Marxist terminology, reserve
army of labour so a much bigger competition arisen, which is a relevant category of the
entrepreneurial modus operandi. It seems to me that the generations that participated in these
processes from nineties on were a little surprised with the decrease of funds and with the fact
that this model does not work by itself in a way that maybe was an illusion established in the
nineties, with the focus of various international foundations to this region as a part of a broader
political cause.

Before that, in the socialist model, there was mostly state money on one side and, on the other,
there were embassies that by the allocation of funds for development of cultural programmes
regularly secured some resources, through which the local actors always had the opportunity
to invite international guests and to participate in international programmes. That was the
modus operandi that was partially in the frame of practice which we associate with socialism
or the institution of the state and partially in the frame of the other practice we rehearse today,
lets say the model of the Student cultural centre, in which both employed and unemployed
participated in the creation of the programme, and performed the programme through two
fields- field of state financing and, on the other side, field of project fundraising (mostly
embassies and a few foundations at the time) and peer to peer institutional form that fostered
institutional exchange.

At the beginning of the two thousands, the threshold of normalization is reached, at least for
the fact there is no more war in the region. But of course, the war continues in other spheres-
above all, in the industry sector through the domain of privatization and in the cultural sector,
through an endless process of budget cuts for culture and the reduction of funding sources that
during the nineties supported development of culture in the region.

To summarize, the main difference is in the intensity of the entrepreneurial paradigm- it was

obvious that now a bigger competition is created and a much bigger self-reliance of the actors
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to create their own paths and careers, payments, retirement and such; to manage their existence
themselves instead of the state.

The question is how possible is it to secure a living on the basis of pure wage labour that is not
constituted through concepts of working hours and all those rights that the workers obtained at
the time. In a way, we cannot even use the term worker for the contemporary entrepreneur in
the field of culture because her or him is in a position that comes before the social contract,
achievement of wage labour that implies eight hours working time, free weekend and such...
All that, in the context of deregulation, completely lapses in a model where intertwining
between life and labour happens in a manner of a cynically realised invitation for the
intersection of life and art from the seventies. It comes to a process in which work is not located
or regulated in the frame of time and space as it, after the two thousands, becomes something

that is literally inscribed into the body of the protagonist of culture.

AL: In the context of the normativized precarization, how are the values of cognitive
capitalism that are often internalized by cultural workers, correlating to the forms of

solidarity and self-organisation on the scene? Does a community exist?

JV: Firstly, on a micro-level there is always a solidarity realised by individuals placing
themselves in a legal-institutional form that doesn’t imply employment but a collective risk of
an initiative to represent some ideas that can be better represented in a collective, through forms
of solidarity, than independently. That is the smallest possible measure of the solidarity that
exists in the independent scene.

Other form of solidarity is projects, where we can also include the aspect of interest that is
usually imposed externally but also internalized through practice. That is another form of
oppression that again deregulates some possible forms of grassroots affiliations, because now
production needs to be thought through projects, projects need to be thought through
collaborations and in these collaborations you always have to be “creative” which often implies
the fact that those collaborations always have to be different and displaced. Meaning, you
cannot have the same partners for ten years and work with them on a certain kind of problem
and these partners often cannot be related to the surroundings you work in. Consequentially,
the forms through you work in additionally make you more precarious since every attempt to
reach something close to the old concept of a syndicate or a syndicalist fight is too farfetched.

That is because you are always asked to form an international partnership which causes an
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impossibility to legally secure all those individuals in terms of personal needs and demands of
their everyday lives, since a project is always a singular thing and life can’t be regulated on the
basis of it.

Third form of solidarity that arises comes from the politics and pragmatism of solidarity. That’s
a need to examine, from this structural and not syndicalist context, a possibility of a front that
can articulate a demand referring to protection of the workers’, citizens’ and cultural
protagonists’ rights.

On that basis, now arise different meta-organisations that imply alliances of organisations that
participate in the field of cultural production.

Now, the field of cultural production is also expanded in both domains, to the domain of social
activism on one side and to the domain of cultural industries on the other side.

The sector that was earlier formulated as high culture, where art and humanism belonged, now
is always in fusion with these two models. Those are the models that are not always clearly
articulated but become fused when entering a project. Project goals and the way the project can
be conceptualised usually imply both, at least in the nominal sense. And the question is how to
manage that nominal sense towards the actual needs of the protagonists.

In conclusion, it seems to me the question of solidarity often arises only when pragmatic
conditions for posing the question appear. The question of solidarity arises when there is no

more money.

AL: How does that contradiction of the organisational culture, between employing
discursive postcommunism and neoliberal strategies, manifest itself in the local scene?

Who are its main protagonists?

It is so because those organisational cultures also develop in a kind of contradiction towards
themselves and they are positioned in a broader field of contradictions. Allegedly, in the
moment when you take things in your own hands, you have the opportunity to create
superstructures in which you act, for your work to be liberated from institutional control,
bureaucracy and so on. However, that was a myth, because, of course, to believe something,
there needs to exist a promise of something that is a better, freer model of work. As Marx says,
we choose the circumstances and the circumstances choose us. In other words, we choose the
situation and the situation chooses us. Situation did choose us as a combination of objective

social circumstances but as subjects, we (cultural protagonists) worked in relation to those
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circumstances as in relation to a promise of what could be a better model, because now
bureaucracy didn’t dictate projects or exchanges but those projects or exchanges could be
created from within. But, with time, various forms of restrictions appeared that are inherent to
the model and its consequences. | am saying that these consequences just became visible, in a
brutal sense where they could be really noticed, at the beginning of two thousands.

And then, in the context of Belgrade, a meta-organisation that included various independent
organisations, called the Other scene*!, appeared. It was also, through the forms of direct
democracy, negotiations and long meetings, trying to establish, conditionally speaking, a
contract that was named the principles of the Other scene.

The first document was formulated in 2005 but then, through the process, changed significantly
since a majority of actors, from those principles that were firstly very widely articulated, had a
need to make a contract that would declare certain tendencies more. The second document, a
few years later, was articulated more politically and not only through, conditionally speaking,
non-violent and neutral principles of horizontality, inclusivity and such... So, not just a form
of easy regulation between the members of the group but declaring that this scene and these
actors also have some tendencies and a certain vision of how culture and cultural field needs
to look like.

In comparison to the models of Clubture*? and Pogon jedinstvo*® in Zagreb, we can say that
the lack of certain constructiveness and pragmatism is characteristic for these processes in
Belgrade, which was difficult to handle for the actors. In Zagreb the different actors decided to
consent to certain formulations or phrases in order to try accomplishing a better position in
relation to the actual situation. In Belgrade, within the Other scene, always domineered
something that is, in the political history of the Left, called political factionalism. | was part of
the faction that, in these contextual circumstances, was against advocacy and constructive
pragmatic model of acting. The reason was that in the concrete experiences | had in various

encounters, | recognized a situation where from a position of an artist or an intellectual, one

41 The Other scene was a self-organised initiative of a group of independent artistic and cultural
organisations and informal groups in Belgrade, established in 2005. More on:
https://drugascena.wordpress.com/2012/03 /22 /other-scene-from-local-self-organised-initiative-
towards-a-national-cultural-policy-platform/.

42 Clubture is a Croatian non-profit, inclusive, and participatory network active in empowering the
independent cultural sector, established in 2002.
43 POGON - Zagreb centre for Independent Culture and Youth is a public non-profit institution for culture,
based on a new model of civil-public partnership which was founded by and is managed by the Alliance
Operation City and the City of Zagreb from 2009.
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was expected to make a transition to the position of a cultural manager, what would mean for
someone who practices art or intellectual activity that she also needs to neglect it and to
additionally educate herself to become skilful in this field. All that would be needed to teach
illiterate capitalists to be literate in order to accomplish a minimal possibility to fight against
them. Through series of these meetings, | had the impression that even myself am losing
direction... As if these negotiations are actually leading to another creation of meta-projects
that would need to be intolerably hybrid as if they would need to make a block that will again
advocate something.

| realised that it is all a much wider process of NGO-isation, now executed from certain
positions that are just about only that- the further distribution of NGO bureaucracy and the
reproduction of that model. That was the complete opposite of the reasons my organisation
(Prelom kolektiv#4) and many other organisations (such as Walking Theory, Women at Work,
Context collective...) that advocated for a certain politics that was different than the ruling
politics and theory. We teamed as minimal NGOs, meaning that NGO for us represents just a
mean to pursue a tendency or a project that we are realising (in our case it was PPPYU#) and
our NGO existed just because of that. We didn’t want to accept NGO thinking and we fought
against the mainstream of NGO-isation, paradoxically, using the form of the NGO since it was

a tactical activity.

AL: How has the form of a minimal NGO influenced the sustainability of your work?
What is the legacy of the Other scene?

In the moment of rewriting the principles of the Other scene, the second principles were much
more criticised than the first. There were individuals that were thinking in different ways, i.e.
that the Other scene needs to gain a better position and they didn’t think that much of the
political good and evil as they were observing the field of popularization as a field of support.

Very shortly after that, in a year or so, the Other scene started to disperse and disappear when

44 The Prelom journal for images and politics was established in 2001 as a publication of the Belgrade
centre for Contemporary Art. Prelom kolektiv, founded in 2004 asserted itself as a space for the critique of
political constellations within social theory and political philosophy, contemporary art and film theory in
the contemporary post-Yugoslav context. Besides publishing Prelom journal, it organised exhibitions,
conferences and discussions. Free download of all issues in pdf format on www.prelomkolektiv.org.

4 A regional research project “Political Practices of (Post-)Yugoslav Art”. Link:
http://www.kuda.org/?q=node/555.
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on its structural position, appeared Association Independent Culture Scene of Serbia*® (NKSS),
a meta-organisation of NGOs in culture on the territory of Serbia. Some organisations that were
belonging to the Other scene joined NKSS and, obviously, in a sense, NKSS turned out to be
more functional, at least in the pragmatic context.

But, I believe we can’t completely say that this attempt of the Other scene failed since some
things were realised just through the process of thinking together about organisation models.
In these tendencies, that could not be fully realised in those contextual circumstances, we opted
for another term to describe our activity and that is- resistance. There were different forms of
protests and resistances of the cultural workers in the meantime, although all those movements
were very hybrid and very politically stretched. Still, it seems to me, on the whole space of
former Yugoslavia, a step was made.

The Other scene did work on the whole set of these micro-questions that appear during project
making. Questions of collaboration not just as pressing the button and performing the job, but
as a wider tendency and an attempt to create more human, fairer, freer and better conditions of
work than the existing ones. So that the work is not just filling out the form and ticking the
boxes but an attempt to focus on the process and change it towards a different, freer model.
Therefore today, in relation to some local and international contexts of work and collaboration,
| feel as if I am in a social welfare state when | collaborate with minimal NGOs or the bigger

part of the politicized protagonists of the independent cultural scene in the region.

AL: Concerning the Serbian contemporary performance and dance scene, education is
one of its main problems, which results in the brain/body-drain*’. What are the
possibilities of education for contemporary artists and theoreticians in Serbia in relation

to both the state and the self-organised context?

One of the biggest problems in the local context that is already thematized, at least implicitly
if not that explicitly, is the problem of arts education or the education at the academies of art.
That problem is inherited from socialism and artists who were working and creating in the 60s

and 70s have already encountered it. It is very interesting that the appearance of conceptual art

46 The NKSS - a network of the independent cultural scene - was formally established in 2011, and at this
moment it brings together 90 organisations from more than 20 cities across the country. Link:
http://www.nezavisnakultura.net/index.php/en/.
47 More on these issues can be found in the text on the status of contemporary dance in the Serbian context, by
Marijana Cvetkovi¢ «Overview of the main Contemporary Dance Scene — the Serbian case» (2015) in the Identity
Move publication: http://www.identitymove.eu/assets/pdf/articles/identity-move_ebook 13.04.pdf, pg 234.
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in the Republic of Serbia (that then encompassed Socialist Autonomous Province of
Vojvodina) developed in Belgrade the latest, since before that it was developed in Zagreb and
Novi Sad by people who were linguists, poets and did not take part in the visual arts. We can
say, paradoxically, the arts academies do not just not help the contemporary artist but also make
it harder for her/him because after that education, a process is needed for him or her to
emancipate from all that. So the problem with the arts academies is historically inscribed, as
well as the one with the history of the art department which, with the paradigm shift from the
nineties on, puts bigger and bigger emphasis on the medieval ages, a key point in the discourse
of superiority between small Balkan nations. Consequently, the individuals who wanted to
engage with contemporary arts had to develop their own path through a process of self-
education and self-organisation.

Because of that, from the nineties on, education more and more retreats to informal contexts
and structures of self-organisation. In the nineties appeared the Centre for women studies,
Alternative academic educational network, School for history and theory of image, Centre for
contemporary arts and other initiatives. Later on, in a way, there was the Other scene, but above
all, Walking theory which started the “Deschooling classrooms”* project and always, with
every artistic project, followed upon an ideal of the new paradigm of art as an educational turn.
A new paradigm suggests that knowledge production is frequently talked about in the context
of art production, through meaning and form of artistic activity that borders more and more
with the research model and hybridises with it.

I can’t say much of the academies of drama arts but | think there are also problems of
insufficient staff competencies and knowledges in the field of contemporary arts. It is
interesting that from mid nineties on, the state institutions didn’t want to modernize, in the
sense of including some protagonists who in the meantime confirmed their work in the
international context through some professional criteria. So, there also appeared a problem with
employment that is in line with the general politics of precarization of work. There is less and

less full employment so | believe that most of the active colleagues, that are not anchored in

48 Deschooling Classrooms is a project that addressed the contemporary independent cultural scenes in the region,
researching and offering an alternative to the hierarchical models of education in the art and culture. It was started
in 2009 by the platform Walking Theory from Belgrade (http://tkh-generator.net) in partnership with Kontrapunkt,
from Skopje (http://kontrapunkt-mk.org). Link: http://www.deschoolingclassroom.tkh-generator.net/.
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the institutional, aren’t participating in that field and we can say the flow of generations isn’t
happening since everybody are repressed more and more into the field of precarious work.
Only two educational places opened in the last fifteen years, one of which is the Centre for
Interdisciplinary studies at the University of Arts in Belgrade, which should transfer a set of
theories that are mainstream in the interdisciplinary education at the universities (mostly in
Western Europe). Second educational place for recruitment in the field of contemporary critical
theory is the Faculty of Media and Communications, a private faculty in Belgrade.

| was a student at the Faculty for Philosophy in Belgrade before the Bologna process started,
in a different model of education that has its flaws but also advantages in the sense of
detachment from quick solutions. Since the paradigm of everyday life «time is money» was
not so clear then, the approach was connected to the use of time in socialism (paradoxically,
the experience of socialism lasted longer than socialism itself- in the second part of nineties
professors spent hours and hours talking to me about art in their cabinets), meaning there was
a different and more traditional relationship between time and scientific work.

What is really interesting to me, during encounters with new students from international
educational context, is that I don’t know what these people know anymore. | do not know how
to teach curating since they are not acquainted with the history of art, mostly because of
fragmentation of knowledge and course modularity.

What gets lost is what is usually lost: history. And history does matter; also in the domain of
rethinking politicality and institutional practices and by that, rethinking counter-institutional
practices as well. A historical education in the frame of a discipline can maybe make clearer to
someone the function and operating of a model or a space of development, e.g. if someone
studies discipline of performance studies, he can apply that knowledge to another field and
translate it into different contexts.

It seems the education becomes just a collage of micro-fragments from critical theories and
inter-disciplines while a wholesome passage through any kind of an entirety, that would
connect those fragments and give a context, does not exist.

So | think that the students of today realised that their position is a position of success through
the market or a position of production of a critical- something, where they fit in into this NGO
culture and project-isation. Because, criticality towards this or that belongs to the domain of
contemporary keywords and the good manners of operating at the contemporary arts scene
while, paradoxically, contemporary art is by definition in itself somehow critical and political.

So they accepted it as a cannon and not as a struggle against the cannon, which seems to me as
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a structural mistake. It is interesting to observe where will that lead to in the new generations
of cultural producers, because | think these processes are just at the beginning and a certain

time needs to pass for them to have some kind of a manifestation.

AL: How are the artforms of theatre, performance, visual arts and contemporary dance
connected in the context of the local scene? You mostly work as a curator within the
visual arts, but you have experience with performance as well, i.e. the Lecture
performance project*. How do you comment on the debate about the position of a

performing arts curator?

When | was reading Frakcija dedicated to curating performing arts®, | realised the questions
asked there are the set of basic questions connected to curating in general and that actually, in
some level, there isn’t a specificity to how curating exists in the performing arts. The question
is the same because, in a way, the director of a performance is a curator, as well is the
programmer of a festival. And maybe a curator in the visual arts would work in the crossroads
of these two since in the visual arts it is necessary to invest, by artistic and intellectual means,
in the process that is called mediatisation.

Actually, that is the same to what the director does in the context of theatre- a kind of
mediatisation addressing the totality of a performance. Similarly, within a process of
negotiation with the artist, the curator writes the script of an exhibition. I generally believe that
every form of production in art is collective since today a situation where an artist produces
something by herself in a studio doesn’t exist, but the processes of production are usually
structured dialogically. Exhibitions of contemporary art usually revolve around an installation
and an installation is something that happens in a certain place, so the place where the work is
exhibited is not the secondary but the primary place of its becoming. Because of that, I don’t
think there is a significant structural difference, between performing and visual arts, on the
contrary. | think that what is interesting is that the model of performance- perform of else! - is
a model that the visual arts adopted, not the other way around.

The verbs “perform” and “curate” are the buzzwords of today. We can say “curate or else” and

“perform or else” and we will be always on the right trace of grasping the contemporaneity

49 Lecture Performance is one of the first projects directly concerned with this art form, realised in
2009/2010 by Museum of Contemporary Art in Belgrade and Koelnisher Kunstverein in Cologne.

®0 This issue of Frakcija, a performing arts journal, is now free for downloading at
https://www.academia.edu/14516040/Curating_Performing_Arts.
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because we are all curators, even in a wider process of contemporary life, from organisation of
our social media to writing emails, organisation of personal work process, scheduling- all that
is a kind of curating where we curate ourselves.

So, | believe, that is where the figure of the artist gets lost although I am searching for it. Still,
we can say that today the institutional field is not disciplinary divided anymore, e.g. in search
of the Otherness it is always interesting to invite, within exhibitions, a dancer, researcher,
sociologist to tell you something, to make a change of the seats in this field. Actually, | believe
the question of identitarian Otherness throbs through contemporary art as an unspoken must.
In the same way, lecture performance is a symptom of supporting Otherness in a gallery space.
It appears more and more as a tendency and a break with the old regime of institutional division
by disciplines, that happened in the 60s and 70s, with the need to form something that would
be called the theory of the artist. Meaning, the need to break with this field of representation in
art and its mode of production where the artist produces the work and then, the work is
exhibited by a curator and interpreted by a critic.

Talking about lecture performance, we need to talk about a history of artistic struggle to take
their voice in their own hands. That way, it is interesting in the same way performance
appeared as a form that breaks both with theatre and visual arts.

Also, curating in performing arts encompasses a broader question of exhibiting performance
and its practices, which was mostly tackled in the nineties when the practice of collecting and
archiving the performance practices appeared, accompanied with the question of the
relationship of the document and the original.

All in all, my commentary on the question of relationship between performing and visual arts
is that, actually, it is not about something being taken from the visual arts and transferred to
performing arts, but, au contraire, a whole set of problems that was inherent to performing arts
was translated to visual arts, but in pure practice so that’s why much thought wasn’t given to
that. Also, | believe the contemporary visual arts is absolutely determined by performance
paradigm and that the institution of contemporary arts is, in its essence, performative and
scenographic. The work is happening on site, under a certain direction in that space, a process
in question is collective since it includes a multitude of dialogues and negotiations which is
resulting in a form of collective authorship (that, of course, institution of art doesn’t observe in
that way but | am defining it structurally). Also, we are talking about a scenographic form

because the contemporary institution is more and more mobile. | am meaning to say we cannot
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talk much about the figure of the contemporary artist, because the contemporary artist is a

curator and we are actually talking about the universal practice of curat-isation.

AL: Speaking of the identitarian Other, in the last decade there has been a discussion at
the contemporary performance and dance scene in Serbia on its ambiguous position
between the East and the West®'. How do you think the constructs of the East and the

West resonate today in contemporary art, regarding the local context?

Structurally, the phrase today is former West, although the way the West survives is through
the fact the West is the author of Enlightenment. So, if we rouse the West, we will also rouse
the arts, education etc. The question whether the project of Enlightenment will be criticised or
not is a part of a very heated debate whereas very big doubts and negations appear today in
various discussions about the project of Enlightenment, modernisation and all the
characteristics of a society of welfare state, that was, | believe, the utmost consequence of
Enlightenment. | believe socialism is an ultimate achievement of freedom from Enlightenment
and maybe, that in a happier historical turn, it should have continued in a different direction
and not made a retrograde return to the past.

| believe that today, we are not going forward but going back and we have yet to see how far.
| hold to the speech about history and oppose the governing ahistoricity and, speaking in
historical terms, this difference between now and ten years ago doesn’t mean much for
historical processes, even if things are speeding up to the todays measure. They are not
speeding up in a drastically different sense as they are also accelerating in the direction of
dissolving the Enlightenment project.

Nothing new, except for that, has not appeared, whether we talk about political events,
terrorism, processes of precarization, environmental pollution, export of pollution to poorer
countries, deregulation of market- all of that is a product of collective doubts about the project

of Enlightenment, whether those doubts are directed from the left, the right, or the centre.

°1 More in this topic can be found in the text by Ana Vujanovi¢ «Not Quite-Not Right Eastern Western Dance»
(2011) that gives a historical and theoretical analysis of contemporary dance in Serbia: http://www.old.tkh-
generator.net/sr/openedsource/not-quite-not-right-eastern-western-dance.
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9.6. Pe3uMe Ha CPIICKOM je3UKY

[{ubeBn nOKTOpcke Tede YTHLA] (DUHAHCHJCKMX HWHCTPYMEHaTa €BPOICKUX KYJITYPHHUX
MOJUTHKA Ha CTpATeTHje KYyCTOCKMX MPAaKCH y CaBPEMEHHMM H3BOHAUKMM YMETHOCTHMA je
WCIUTUBAKE yTHIIaja PUHAHCH]CKUX MHCTPYMEHaTa KyJlITypHe nojauThuke EBporicke yHuje Ha
bopmHpame OpPraHW3alMOHUX KYJITYypa, KYCTOCKHMX CTparervja M pas3BOj €CTETHKE Ha
€BPOIICKO] CLEHH HE3aBHCHUX M3BONHAayKMX YMETHOCTH Ha mpumepuma u3 Hemauke u moct-

JyrocnaBuje.ciieHe He3aBUCHUX U3BONAUKMX ClieHa Kao CTyIuje clydaja.

VYV mnornasmwy ,VBoa® (ctp. 8-17) nebuHucaHum Cy NOpeaAMET HWCTPaXUBama, IIECT
UCTPAXKMUBAYKUX THUTaMka, IMJBCBH HCTPAXHBAKa, TJaBHA XHUIOTE3a, YETHPH TMOMOhHE
XMIIOTE3€, METOAOJIOrMja HCTpaxkuBaka W KbyuyHe peud. Illto ce Tuue mnpeamera
UCTPAXMBamba, (HEHOMEHH HA HE3aBHCHO] CIICHH CIICHCKHX YMETHOCTH Y TIOCT]YTOCIIOBEHCKOM
peruony ymnopelyjy ce ca Hemaukom, ca musbem Ja ce caryefajy IMOCTYNIH Kpeuparmba
MOJIUTHKA y OJIHOCY Ha €BPOIICKE KYJITYypHE IMOJUTUKE. AHAIN30M KOHKYPCHE IOKYMEHTAIIH]e
EBponicke yHuje y o0nacTu caBpeMEHUX M3BONAYKHX YMETHOCTH, KyCTOCKOM AaHaJIM30M
Iporpama u akTUBHOCTH HE3aBUCHHUX M3BONauKUX YMETHUUYKHX OpTaHU3aIfja U HHTEPBjyMa
ca JUPEKTOpUMa pelieBaHTHUX HM3Bohaukux opranuzanuja u miargopmu y Hemaukoj, oBo
HCTPAXMBAKE MMa 3a Wb Ja JONMPHUHECE pa3BOjy HOBHX KPHUTEPHUjyMa 3a BpPEIHOBAWKE U
BAJIOPU3ALM]y YMETHHYKE MPOJYKLHMjE€ H3BAaH JUXOTOMH]E YHYTpalllkhe BPEIHOCTH U
WHCTpYMEHTaNM3aIuje Kynrype. TauHuje, ucTpakuBame UMa 3a IIHJb Ja carjiea u aHalu3upa
NapTULUIIATUBHE KYJITYPHE ITOJIUTHKE U Capa/iiby JABHOT U LIMBUJIHOT CEKTOpa y 00a KOHTEKCTa
Kako OW ce MpemoXHWId HOBU KPUTEPHjYMH 32 BPEIHOBAIC M BAJOPHU3AIHM]y YMETHHUKE
IPOAYKIHje U3BaH JUXOTOMMjE€ YHYTpAIIlke BPEIHOCTH U MHCTPYMEHTAIM3alMje KyJType.
TayHuje, OCHOBHHM IIJb OBOI MHTEPAMCIMILUIMHAPHOT HCTpaKMBama je aHalu3a yTHIaja
(bMHAHCH]JCKUX MHCTPYMEHATa KyJITypHE MOJUTHKE Ha KYCTOCKE CTpaTeruje, pa3Boj eCTETHKE
Y OpraHU3aLMOHE KYJTYype, pe CBEra Ha MOCTjYyrOCIOBEHCKY HE3aBUCHY M3BOHAUKy CLEHY U
HeMmauku Teatap dpeuec, U 3aTUM Ha €BPOIICKO] CLIEHU CaBPEMEHUX M3BONauKUX YMETHOCTH
ca (poxkycoMm Ha He3aBHUCHE M3BOl)auke yMETHOCTH. YMETHUUKE OpraHU3alllje KOje OAroBapajy
JIOKAJIHUM U €BPOINCKUM KpPHUTEpUjyMHMa 3a BpEIHOBamE IIpojeKara M BaJOpHU3aIU]y
ymetHocTH. OBO HcTpaxkuBambe he Takole aHamU3upaTh Kako cy OBM KPUTEPH]yMH eBallyalnje

MpojeKTa W BaJlOpU3alldje YMETHOCTH KOHCTPYHMCAaHHW Yy OJHOCY Ha EBPOICKY aebaTy o
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BpCAHOCTU YMCTHOCTH. To TaKObe 3HaA4YU NPCUCHUTUBALEC TIOJUTUKEC Pa3IMYUTHX
OpraHU3aIlMOHUX KYJITypa Ha HEMayko] W €BPOIICKO] CIIEHH HE3aBHCHUX H3BOHauKUX
YMETHOCTH, Kao U yJIoTe HOBe (hurype Kycroca n3Bohaukux yMeTHOCTH. Ha OcCHOBY cTedeHor
3Hama, 0BO HCTPAKHBAE MMa 3a IIAJb Ja JOIPUHECE Pa3B0jy HOBUX KPUTEPHjYMCKUX MoJIeia

32 YMETHOCT U KyJITYpY Ha IIHPEM, EBPOIICKOM HUBOY.

IlocraBpajy ce cneneha wucTpaxkuBauka mnuTama: KakaB je yTunaj (QUHAHCHCKHX
WHCTpYMEHAaTa EBPOIICKAX M JAPYTHUX pEIEBaHTHHUX KYJITYPHHX IIOJUTHKA Ha KYCTOCKE
CTpaTeruje U pa3Boj €CTETUKE y MOCTjYrOCIOBEHCKMM M HEMAaYKUM HE3aBUCHUM H3BOhaukum
ciieHama (CaBpeMEeHO MM030pHIITe, meppopmanc u miec)? Kako ce KOHCTpYHITY KPUTEPH)yMHU
3a OLICHMBAE YMETHUUKHUX ITpOjeKara neppopMaHca y OKBUPY HOCT]yTOCIOBEHCKE U HEMadKe
He3aBUCHE TepPOPMAHC YMETHHUYUKE CLIEHE, Y KOHTEKCTY PaclpaBe O ,,BPETHOCTH YMETHOCTH 7
Koja je ynora kycroca n3Bohaukux yMETHOCTH Y IPETOBOPUMA O IPUOPUTETUMA U YTHIAjUMa
u3Mel)y Kpearopa MOJUTHKE M yMeTHHYKe 3ajenHurie? Kako mepe mreame W HECUTYPHHU
YCIOBH paja yTHYy Ha HOBE OpraHM3alMOHE KYyJIType U OOJHMKE COJIHIApHOCTH Ha
MOCTjYTOCIIOBEHCKO] M HEMAauyKoj CIICHW He3aBUCHUX u3Bohaukmx ymerHoctu? Ilox kojum
OKOJIHOCTHMA O €BPOIICKE He3aBHCHE OpraHn3alllje N3BOhaukuX yMETHOCTH MOTJIE /1a IOHECY
MIPUCTYTI 003710 IIpeMa rope y Kpenpamwy KynrypHe noiautuke? la nu je moryhe nonpuneru
pPa3Bojy HOBUX KpUTEpPHjyMa BpPETHOBaKkA M BAJIOpHU3allje YMETHHYKE MPOIYKIHje W3BaH

JTMXOTOMH]€ YHYTPAIIhE BPETHOCTH U MHCTPYMEHTaIu3alrje Kyarype?

Pan nosazu o1 OCHOBHE XMIIOTE3€ Jla KPUTEPUjyMe eBallyalllje yMETHHUKUX Mpojekara Tpeda
KOHCTPYHCATH Ha EBPOIICKOM HHUBOY, KOjU OHM WCKa3sWBaJM BPEAHOCT YMETHOCTH MHMO
KBAaHTUTATUBHUX TOKa3aTesha U COLMO-EKOHOMCKOT yTHIaja. OCHOBHA XMIIOTE3a 3aCHUBA CE
Ha yerupu mnomohHe: (X1) TpeHyTHO cy KpuUTEepHjyMH 3a BaJOpHU3alU]y YMETHUYKUX
IpojeKkaTa Ha €BPOICKOM HHBOY KOHCTPYMCAHM TaKO Ja BHUIIE Mepe COIMOEKOHOMCKE
pe3yJaTare Hero yMeTHHYKe, IITO je BUIJBUBO KPO3 MPOMEHY MPHOPUTETA n3Mel)y eBpOTICKHX.
[Iporpamu cunaMKamHOT (PUHAHCUPaa KyiaType. (X2) Y 3aBUCHOCTH O] CBOj€ OJIP’KUBOCTH,
aKTepu HE3aBHCHE CIleHe W3BOHAaYKMX yMeTHOCTH ca cemumreM y EY nenmMudaO
npuiarohaBajy CcBOje MPOTpaMCKe CTpaTerdjeé M ECTETCKH pPa3B0j COIMOEKOHOMCKO]
BaJOPHU3ALNjH YMETHOCTH, IOK JIPYTH, TIOITYT aKTepa eBPOIICKE HE3aBHCHE CIICHE M3BOl)auKmX
YMETHOCTH, 3axTeBajy peneduHUCae KpUTEpHjyMa BpeIHOBama HHUXOBOr pama. (X3) YV

YCIIOBMMA CapaJlkbe MW  KOJEKTHBHE OpraHW3allMOHE KyJIType, Ha HEMadkoj W
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MIOCTjyTrOCIOBEHCKO] CLIEHH HE3aBHCHOT TepdopMaHca I0jaBibyjy c€ MPUMEPHU MPHUCTYINH
Kpeupamy MOJUTHKE OJ0370 MpeMa TOope KOju 3aroBapajy 3aroBapajy HM3rpaamby HOBHUX
KpUTEpHjyMa 3a OlLEHhHBambe Mpojekara caBpeMEeHUX H3Bohaukux ymeTrHocTu. (X4) Homa
¢urypa Kycroca u3Bohaukux yMETHOCTH BEOMa j€ peJieBaHTHA 3a IPETOBOPE O MPUOPUTETIMA

¢uHaHcupama u3mely kpearopa MoJIUTUKE U YMETHUYKE 33j€HULIE.

Mertononoruja o0yxBaTa TEOpHjcKa MCTpaKMBamba Kao W EMIMpHjCKa HCTpaKuBama Yy
MOCT]yrOCIOBEHCKOM pernoHy ¥ Hemaukoj komMOuHyjyhu pasnuuute MeToje Kao HITO Cy

UHTEPBjyH, Malupame U CTyIUje CIydaja.

dopmMynucambe TEOPUJCKOT OKBHpa 3a EMIIMPHjCKA HCTPAKUBaKka j€ IMPBEHCTBEHO
WHTEPIUCIUIUIMHAPHO, ¢ 003UpoM Ha OpojHe oOiacTH uUCTpaxuBama. Jlureparypa u3
pasnYUTUX 00JIACTH CTaBJbCHA j€ Y KOHTEKCT TeME JOKTOPCKE Te3e y MpeIMMHUHAPHO] (ha3u
ucTpaxuBama. Meromosoruja o0yxsara (Qmio30pujy yMETHOCTH (pacrpaBe O BPEIHOCTH
YMETHOCTH, jaBHO] c(epu, HTH.); COIMOJIOTHja YMETHOCTH (HOBHM HWHCTUTYIIMOHAIM3AM,
CTy/Mje 3ajeIHUIIC UT/L.), TCOPHja W3BOHAYKHUX YMETHOCTH (€CTETHKA HE3aBHCHOT MO30PHIIITA,
MOCTAPAMCKOT TIO30pHUIITa, CTYIWje CaBPEMEHOI Iuieca) M KYJITypHa MOJUTHKA (MOJIEIN

KyJITYpHOT MEHAlIMEHTA, CTY/Hj€ yTULaja UTA.).

daza neck UCTpakvMBama he yKIJbydHBaATH MIMPOK CIEKTap CEKyHIApHUX M3BOpa MOJaTaka,
ykpyuyjyhu Ilnan pama EBpomckor caBera 3a kynrypy (2015-2018), 6a3e momaraka
HAIIMOHAIHUX Biajga, 300pHHUK KyJITypHUX MOJUTHKA M TpeHaoBa y EBponu u MHoOre npyre,
Kao OCHOBY 3a €MITHpPHjCKa UCTPakKWBamka Ha IOCTjyTOCIOBEHCKOM TpocTopy M Hemaukoj.
MeTtononoruja Takohe mpecTaBiba HCTpaKUBamba 0 HE3aBUCHO] CIIeHH Tiepdopmanca, Kao U
noctojehe marepujase O TOCTJyrOCIOBEHCKMM ¥ HEMAayKUM KYJITYpHUM TIOJWTHKama,
yKJbydyjyhu HaIllMOHaTHE M JIOKaJTHE CTpaTerdje 3a KyJITypy U jaBHe mo3uBe. pyru neo
CMHI/IpI/IjCKOF HCTpaXXWBamka 3aCHUBAO CC€ Ha KBAJIUTATHBHHUM MCETOJaMa MCTpaKhBamba

yKJbydyjyhu manupame, 1yOMHCKEe HHTEpPBjy€e U IUPEKTHA U MHIUPEKTHA 3araxama.

Haname, y ofiesbKy 0 METOIONIOTHjH 00jallikbaBa ce Kako OHa M3Ja3u U3 OKBHUpa Oyayhu na ce
0aBM TEMOM BPEIHOCTH YMETHOCTH KOja C€ pa3BHja y OKBUPY IAHCUHUIUIMHA ¢uiio3zoduje u
corrosioryje ymerHoct. Ctora ce Kao TJIaBHU TEOPUjCKH OKBUD CTY/Hje KOPHCTE TEOpHje

KpuTHuKe aHanusze KyiarypHe nonutuke (bennerr T., 1992, 2000; dparuuesuh Illemuh 2017,
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2018; T'menen 2013; Xabepmac 1996 [1992], Mul yuran, 1992, 1996, 2018, ; Munuixbayep
2000, 2005; BugoBuh 2017), ca moceOHMM HarjiackoM Ha BPEAHOCTH TEOPHja YMETHOCTH
(benduope u bener O., 2007, 2008, 2010; boypauey, 1993; Xonaen, 2004, 2004, 3, 2010;
2001, 2010) u, 3a ananu3y pa3BoOjHE €CTETUKE, CTyauje creHcknx ymetHocT (LIBejuh, 2005;

Janma 2013; Kyncr 2013, 2015; Jleman 2006; [Inajaep, 2017; Byjanosuh, 2012).

VY uctpaxuamy he ce KOpUCTUTH Teopuje U3 006aacT pui1030(pHje U COLOIOTHje YMETHOCTH
Kako OM ce ycrmocTaBwiIe jacHe ACPUHHUIIM]E M YCIOCTAaBWIEC Kopemaiuje u3Mmely mojMoBa
BE3aHUX 3a HEM3BECHOCT M HECUTYpHY INpupony ymeTHuukor paga (byrmep, 2004, 2005;
Jlopewn, 2010, 2013; Kyncr, 2015; JIa33apato, 2006; Ilesau 2011; Bupno 2004) 1o koHuenara
O]l HOBOT MHCTHUTYIIMOHAJIM3Ma W HOBHUX Mojeja ympaBibamba ymerHourhy (I'memen 2010;
MiiPo66wue, 2001; Ipasauk 2020, 2021; Parnuepe, 2002; 2006; 2006). Ananu3upajyhu HOBe
OpraHu3alloHe KyJIType U mpeiaxyhu opraHu3allmoHe MoJIelie KOju AOMPHUHOCE Kperupamy
MOJIUTHKA 0JI03]10 TIpEMa rope, UCTpaknBame he ce GoKycupaT Ha capaHUYKE U KOJIEKTHBHE
opranuzanuone kynrype (bucxon, 2006; Lgejuh 2012; Kynct 2015; IIpazauk 2020; Bupho,
2004) u ynmora KycTroca M3BOhauKUX yMETHOCTH W3Mel)y yMETHHUKE 3ajeIHHIIC M KpeaTopa
nonutrke (Marniocku 2013; Mamsanxep 2011; Munescka 2008; Mopnann & Amyncen, 2010;
Craan 2018). Konayno, Ouhe 3acHOBaHO Ha HUCTpaKMBamWwy KpHUTEpHjyMa eBallyaldje U
kputunm ctynuja yrunaja (benduope, E. & bennerr, O., 2007, 2008; Kocmoc 2022; Marapaco
1997; Tlosep 1994; Cuynnuon u ['apuua 2005; Censoon 2002).

KyntypHo Manupame ce KOpUCTH KaKO y IOCT]yTOCJIOBEHCKOM PEruoHy Tako U y Hemaukoj
Kao TpHIpEeMa 3a Kpeupame CTyarja ciaydaja, Kao U Kao METOJ y ApYyroj $ha3u eMITHpH]jCKOT
UCTPAXHBaka. AyTOp MO3UIMOHUPA METOJ KyJITYpHOT Mallipama Kao HOB HAUWH ONUCHBAHbA
U KaTeropusaluje KyJITYpHUX pecypca 3ajeHHIa W MecTa. Y LUJbY HICHTHU(PHUKOBambA
KJbYUYHUX NHTamka KyJITypHE MOJUTHKE KOja CE€ OJHOCE Ha HE3aBUCHY CLIEHY H3BOHaYKUX
YMETHOCTH, Y OBO] (pa3u ucTpakuBama moceheHo je HEKOJUKO KyITYpHUX KOH(EepeHIH]a,
ceMuHapa, ¢ecTuBaga H3BO)aUKUX YMETHOCTH M CHUMIO3MjyMa Yy AycTpHju, XpBarckoj,
Xonanguju, Hemaukoj, CpOuju u Ulnanuju. Ha ocHoBy yuemtha u mocMaTpama CTPYyUYHHX
KpyroBa KyJATypHE TOJUTHKE U CIEHCKUX YMETHOCTH Ha OBUM MaHu(ecTalujama,
HaNpaBJbEHO j€ YETPHACCT KPAaTKUX MHTEPBjya ca KJbYUYHHM aKTeprMa M3 00JacTH KyJITypHE
MOJINTUKE U U3Bohaukux ymerHoctu u3 Hemauke, benruje, [lIsencke, Cnosenuje, Pymynuje,

XpBarcke, CpoOuje. , Makenonnja, Ilojbcka W AycTpHja, Koje y4YECTBY]y y EBPOIICKHM
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npojekTuMa. MatepHjaiay ca MamnMpama CIpOBEJCHUX Ha gorahajuma u WHTEepBjynMa Ouhe
KOpUITheHH Kao pecypc 3a Malupame jep ayTop JAOKYMEHTalH])y HIMOCUHKPATHYHOT,

JIOKAJIHOT 3Haba MOCTaBJba KAa0 KJbYYHU CIICMCHT UCTPAXKUBAYKOT ITPOLICCa.

I'maBHa (a3a ucTpakuBama 3aCHOBaHA je Ha METOJM CTyJAHWj€ Cllyyaja MU aHAIMU3Mpa YETHPHU
cnenu(puUHe CTyauje ciydaja HE3aBUCHUX OpraHusaluja u IiIaTopMu  U3BOHAYKUX
YMETHOCTH Yy IIOCTjyrocioBeHCKoM peruoHy u Hewmaukoj. Kpurepujymm 3a wuszbop
OopraHu3aija 3aCHOBaHM Cy Ha MapTHEPCTBY M3Mel)y opraHu3zamuja u3 MOCTjyrOCIOBEHCKOT
pernoHa u Hemauke y OKBUpY /Ba JyropodHa €BPOICKA MPOjeKTa CaBPEMEHUX M3BOHAuKHX
YMETHOCTH, Tj. YHanpeheme mpojekra nzBohaukux ymetrHoctu/AITAIT u JIude Jlonr BypauHTr
HetBopk. Jlok Cy IyOWHCKM WMHTEpBjyH KOpPHUIINEHH Kao CPEICTBO 3a YCIOCTAaBIJbAHE
(GOKyCHHX Tauaka CTyIHje cilydaja, IITaMIIaHd U OHJIAJH M3BOpH Cy Takohe xopumhenu 3a
npumnpeMy cryauja ciaydaja. Hakon 00aB/beHHX MHTEpPBjya (Ha €HIVIECKOM) ca KyCTOCHMa U
nmapTHepUMa OpraHW3aIfje, pajJ yCIoCTaBJba OCHOBY 3a mopeheme opranuszanuja u3
MIOCTjYTOCJIOBEHCKOT pernoHa ca onnma y Hemaukoj. [maBHe ananmmTHuke MeTone Koje ce
KOpPHUCTE Y 0BOj (ha3u UCTPAKMBama Cy HHTEIPUCAHA aHATIN3a U Topel)erhe MOTUTHKA, KYCTOCKa
aHanM3a, aHauW3a cajapXKaja M aHajIM3a AWCKypca. AHanu3a JHCKypca ce IpuMemyje Ha
MoJIaTKe W3 ManMpama W HHTEpBjya. Y IHMJbY yTBphHBama yTHIaja AMHAMHUKE JIOKAJHE,
HAallMOHAIHE M TPAaHCHAIMOHAIHE KyJITYpHE NOJHWTHKE HAa IUXOBE IPOrpaMCKe CTpaTterwje,
OpraHu3aIlMOHe KYJITYype U €CTETCKH Pa3Boj, IPUMEHEHA je KYCTOCKa aHaIn3a MPOTrpaMCKHX

BpeaHOCTH (M300p KyCcTOCa) Ha MpOorpaMe pejeBaHTHUX OpraHu3aliija u3 CTyauja ciydaja. .

Ha xpajy, kJbyduHe peun Te3e Cy: caBpeMeHa CIIeHCKa YMETHOCT; (PMHAHCH]CKU MHCTPYMEHTH
KyJITypHE MONMUTHKE EBpONCKE yHHje; MHCTpyMEHTalu3allhja KyJIType; CTyIduje YTHUIlaja,

3aroBaparme, BpeAHOCTH KYJITYpHE MOJIUTHKE, KyCTOCKa areHII1ja, eBpOIICKE MPEXKe MpojeKaTa.

VY 2. nornaeiby ,,I[IpomeHe y auckypcy KyintypHe noiutuke EBporicke yauje” (ctp. 16-42)
ayTop MMa 3a LWJb Jla UCTPAXHW HAYMHE HAa KOje C€ IOCTHOJIMTUYKO CTambe, OJpPXKAHO
XOMOJIOTH]OM H3Mel)y HECUTYPHOCTH KYJATYPHUX paHUKA U UJICOJIOTH]E CTI000THOT TPIKHUIIITA,
yTHIIaNIa jé Ha pa3yMeBambe BPEIHOCTH KYIATYpe U HEHUX KpUTepHjymMa BpenHoBama. Kpos
KPUTHYKY aHAJIU3Y JOCTYITHUX UCTpaKUBaba Ha TEMY BPEIHOCTU YMETHOCTH, apTyMEHTOBaHA

je morpeba 3a KOHCTPYKTHBHHUJOM apTUKYJIAllMjOM BPEIHOCTH M yBEpeHa y KOHTEKCTY
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KYJITypHUX TIOJIUTHKA KOjy MHCTPyMEHTaJM3alldja YMETHOCTH OCTaBjba IO CTpaHU 300r

3HAYajHOT MPUTHCKA HA CEKTOP YMETHOCTH J1a OpaH! BPEIHOCT U jaBHA yJlarama y mbera.

Jlasbe, ayTop Jaje KpaTak UCTOPHjCKHU IIperJie]] Kpenpama Ky aTypHe nomutake y EY xako Ou
Ce yO4YMO IOCTENEHO INOMEpame Ka €KOHOMCKUM apryMeHTHMa U IUJbEBHUMAa y OOJIacTH
KyJAType. 3aBpIlHU J€0 NorjaBba 0aBU ce€ aHAIM30M JIUCKypca Kako OU ce OTKpuje MPOMEHE
napajaurme oji mporpaMa (puHaHcupama ,,Kynrypa® ka nporpamy ¢puHaHcupama ,,KpearuHa
EBpomna®. OBe TpaH3ulMje BUIJBUBE Cy KpO3 YIOTpedy OUCKypca O ToTpolIayuma’ Hacipam
IMcKypca o 'myOnuuu', ITO c€ KPUTHYKHM OfpakaBa y KOHTEKCTYy BpEAHOCHE nebare o
YMETHOCTH jep ,,yJiora 'moTpomada' ymamyje yiory Tpahanuna' ( Mul'yuran 1992: 165). ¥
IIOTJIaBJbY j€ JaT M Iperiief pacnpaBe O MHCTPYMEHTAIM3ALMJU KyJIType U BpPEAHOCTU
YMETHOCTH KOjy ayTOp CTaBJjba Y KOHTEKCT TOCTIOJIHMTHYKE CUTyallje KOjy KapaKTepulle
JOMHUHAIIMja MEHAlIepCKe JIOTUKE y CBUM acleKTUMA JKUBOTA, Tj. CBOhEHE MOIUTUUYKOr Ha
aIMUHHCTpALN]y, T/I€ Ce OIy4YHMBae CBE BHILNE CMATpa MUTAkEM CTPYUYHOT 3Hama, a He
nomuTHikuM ctaBoM (OKmkek 2006 : 36). MicToBpeMeHO, y OBOM TIOTJIaBJbY JI0JIa3u CE JI0
3aKJbydKa Ja 3a KYyJITYpHH CEKTOp OBO IIOCTIOJUTHYKO PE30HOBAKE YECTO 3HAYM
IIPETIOCTaBKY KpeaTopa KyJITypHE MOJMUTUKE Ja JOrMKa CcJI000JHOI TpXKMIITa OOjallimkaBa
BehMHY HHBOA BPEIHOCTH KOj€ MOXKEMO MPHUIIHUCATH KYJITYpHHUM HpPOM3BOAMMA. — LITO Y

Kpajib0j JMHUJU JOTPUHOCH JUCKYPCY OTpaBaaBamba YMETHOCTH.

VY npyroMm neny moriaBiba, paclipaBa O BaJOPU3aLUjU KyJITYpe CTaB/bEHA j€ y KOHTEKCT
OJIPXKHUBOT pa3Boja. McroBpemeHo, (poKyc je U Ha UCTOPHjH KOHIIETITa OJIP>KUBOT pa3Boja, KOju
J€ HacTao Kao MOKYIaj Ja ce JETUTUMH3Y)Ee U POy KM €KOHOMCKHU PacT, KOjU JaHAC JOBOJIU
710 OIIACHOCTH O] ,,3a4apaHor Kpyra* y KOju HEMHHOBHO YIaJaMo KaJia MU TYMaulMO KyITypy
Kao CpEeICTBO 3a YKJbYUMBame pa3Boja cxBaheHOr Kao eKOHOMCKHM pacT. Hamme, akryemHu
TpeHa0BU y EBpOICKO] yHH]H U BaH W€ — Ha JIOKAJTHOM, HAIIMOHAJTHOM U TPAHCHAIMOHAIHOM
HUBOY — CMamyjy jaBHO (UHAHCHpame W IMOACTUYY MpHUBATHO (pUHAHcHpame. AyTop
yno3opasa Ja nporpam Kpeatusna EBpona nourBa u Ha HOJACTULIAY KYATYPHUX HHIYCTpH]a,
KOje C€ Kao MHCTPYMEHT MPUBPEIHOT pa3Boja CaBPIUICHO YKJANajy y €KOHOMCKU CTyO

OJIPKUBOT pa3Boja.

Kannuaar 3atuM M3HOCH TUCKYCH]Y O BpEJHOBalkY YMETHOCTH MpeMa KpUTEpPHjyMUMa KOjU

HUCY crienn(UIHU 32 00JIaCT yMETHOCTH, YTIIaBHOM €KOHOMCKE | JpyIITBeHe, (oKycupajyhu
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ce Ha ayTope kao mro cy benduope (2007, 2010, 2012), Kocmoc (2022), Matapaco (1997) u
CenByn (2002) onm xojux BehmHa KpUTHKyje JOMPHUHOC 'KYJTYpPHOT Mepema'
MHCTPYMEHTAJIN3MY Y KyJITypHO] monuTuiu. Haume, nako je nako cioxxuti ce ca benpuopeom
n BeneroMm na ce mojaM KynTypHE TMOJUTHKE 3aCHOBaHE Ha JIOKa3uMa 3aCHUBA Ha HU3Y
M0jeTHOCTaBJbYjyNUX MpEeTHnoCcTaBKU, y pacloHy OJ HAeje Ja IOCTOjU HEIBOCMHUCIECHA
nepuHUIMja YMETHOCTU U KYJITYpe JI0 HJIeje 1a BUXOB YTHIIa) MOXKE ce U3MEpUTH U Aa he To
00e30eauTH jaBHO (PMHAHCHPAHE , OBO MOTJIaBJhE CyTepHILIe J1a je Takol)e HEOMXO0IHO YBAXKUTU
BUXOBY CYTeCTHjy Ja Ce IUCKyCHja O KyJITYpHO] BpPEIHOCTH HE HACTaBjha y TaKo
M0jeIHOCTaBJbeHOM OOJUKY, 3aCHOBAaHOM Ha ,,JJAXXHO] M CTEPUJIHOj TUXOTOMUJU H3Mehy
YHYTpAIIler U UHCTpyMEeHTanHor BpeaHocTH (2007: 228). OBo yBepeme BOAU Ka APYrom
MPUCTYIY KOHLEMNTY KYJATYpPHE BPEJHOCTH KOJH UCTPAXKY]je KAKO U3PA3UTU WIH apTUKYIHNCATH

OHO mTO oapelyje KynTypHY BpeIHOCT 0e3 pa3Marpama pasiiora 3a jaBHO (pMHaHCHpambe.

Crora ce kanauaaT 0aBU ¥ TEMOM BPEIHOCTHU KYJIType MUMO HHCTPYMEHTAIN3MA, C 003UPOM
Ha cTaBOBe ayTopa kao mro cy boypauey (2013), Txpocou (2001, 2010), Knamep (1996) u
AGunT (2008), GaBehm ce mojMOBHMA Kao INTO Cy Kao KYJITYPHH KalHWTal M KyJATypHa
ekoHOMHja. Y3umajyhu y o03up paHHje YBEICHH KOHIICNT ,,JIOCT-TIOJUTHYKE JIp)KaBe, JOII
BUIIE J0Ja3M 10 M3pakaja BEIMKM MPUTUCAK HA YMETHUYKHM CEKTOp Ja OIpaBla CBOjy
BpPEIHOCT U jaBHA yjarama. 13 Tor pasiora, 0Bo MorjiaBJbe IpeACTaBsba Ae0aTy 0 BpEIHOCTH
YMETHOCTH M KYJAType u3Mely KyATYypHHX akTepa KOjH IMOKYIIaBajy Ja pa3BHjy je3UKe U
METOoJ/Ie Koje MOTy 00Jhe J1a OMUIIY BpPeIHOCTH KyaType. [Ipemuca te3e je nma je je3uk Koju
TPEHYTHO MPUXBATajy cUcTeMu GUHAHCHpamka y EBponu y CeKTOpy KynType MambKaB HE CaMO
3aToO MITO HE TpY’Ka oaroapajyhe cpemcTBo 3a pa3roBop o KyJaTypH, Beh 3aTO MITO je je3UK
3aBHCHOCTH U MOJIO€ KOjU MOJACTHYE OAHOCE. HejeqHakocTH. Mako ce u npyru cekropu (kao
mTO je BOjcka) Takohe (uHaHCHpajy mope3uma rpahaHa, camMoO c€ YMETHOCT ONHUCYje Kao
CyOBEHLIMOHMCAHU U HEMPOPUTHH (aKo MPopUT AeHUHUIIEMO Y EKOHOMCKOM CMHUCITY ) CEKTOP.
3akJbydak MmorJiaBjba CyrepHuiie Jaa 1e0aTy o KyJITypHO] MOJUTUIIA Tpeba 0ABOJUTH 011 hoKyca
Ha UHCTPYMEHTAIHY BPETHOCT YMETHOCTH U, TOCEOHO MOCIIE MEpa IITE e, IeHY ,,6KOHOMCKY
BPEIHOCT' Kao TJIAaBHO OMPAaB/Iamke ,,JaBHOT yJlarama’™ y YMETHOCT U KyaTypy. [AparnueBuh
Hlemmh aujarnocTukyje mpodieM Kao 3a0pUHYTOCT ,,y KOjOj MEpH jaBHA KyJITypHA MOJIUTHKA
Tpeba Ja UTHOPHUIIE KaUTATMCTUYKA TPXKUIITA KA0 MEXaHW3aM paHTHpama BPETHOCTH  jep
,KaIUTaIMCTUYKa JIOTHUKa CTBapa IUCTOp3Hje Y KyIATypHOM >uBOTy™ (2021: 11). Axo

ymetHocT Beh adupmumemo y okBupy exoHomcke soruke, Kyner (2013: 118) ymernoct
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nocranJba O1mKe ,,06CMHUCICHO] MOTPOIIBU HETO0 EKOHOMHJH NMPOU3BOIHe BpenHocTu. Kana
Ce pacrpaBjba O BJIOPHU3ALM]H YMETHOCTH Y CMHUCIY JPYIITBEHOT yTHIaja, ['miieH Takohe
TBPJIM J1a ce ,,KpEeaTHBHOCT 4yecTo noucroBehyje ca 'pemaBameM npolnema' (Tj. 'KpybemeM
pymna' y ICTOM CHCTEMY KOJU UX IPOU3BOM, OII. a.); LITO j€ HELITO CACBUM JIPYTO OJ] U3a31Bakba
mpobieMa min, 60Jb€ peueHo, MpodIeMaTu30Bama MUTamka, 3aaTka KOjU je JOHEAaBHO OHO
pe3epBucan camo 3a ymeTHuka“ (2019: 80). Ctora MHCTpyMEHTAIHE KyJITYPHE MOJIUTHKE HUCY
JTYTOpPOYHO OJIpXKHMBE M JIAKO C€ MOTY OKPEHYTH O] KYJTYpHHUX IMOJUTHKA ,,0lICTaHKa Ka
KyATypHUM niouTukama ,,cMpTtu’” (benduope 2004: 202). Ilocnenuiie TBpaAmHU 0 HEBAKHOCTH
KyJIType 3a MOJUTHYKE aKTepe BUJUBMBE Cy Yy XHUIEpHHCTpyMeHTanu3zauuju. [Ipema
Hparnyesuh [llemmuhy, ,,mocTKanmuTanrucTHYKE KyJITypHE MIOJIATHKE Tpeda 1a Oyay y cTamy na
BpE/IHY]y OHO 3a IITa TpXKHILUTa HUCY cniocobHa™ (2021: 12). Crora, y 3ak/byuKy IOIJIaBJba,
KaHAMJAT Tpeiake a ce YHyTap KyJITYpHOT CEKTOpa pa3BHje jayd apryMeHT Kako Ou ce

OMOFYhI/IO KOHTHHYUTCET ayTOHOMHC C(bepe YMCETHHUYKE U KYJITYPHC IIOJIUTUKEC.

Jlpyru Jieo Ipyror norjasJsba Jaje Kparak MICTOPHjCKH Mperie]] Kperparma KyJITypHe HOJUTHKE
y EBpornckoj 3ajefHUIN y KOHTEKCTY CBE Behe TeXIe Ka eKOHOMCKUM IMJbeBUMa. [loueTHn
JIe0 IMOorjaBjba 00jallkbaBa Pa3BOj €BPOICKE KYJITypHE HMOJUTHKE O paHuX (haza mporeca
€BPOICKHX HHTErpanuja Kaga je KyJITypa 3aMUIBEHAa CaMO Kao CHMOOJMYKM J0JaTaKk
UAECHTUTETA U Pa3IMYUTOCTH 3ajeHULM y pa3Bojy. llltaBume, npxaBe wiaHuie HUCY 10OPO
npUXBaTHIE UAEj)y O (popManHOj KOOpIMHALMjU KyJITYpHUX IOJUTHKA jep je MpeoBIagao
npuHnun cyrncuaujapaoctd (Pomamusmmie 2015: 193). Crora je eKCIUTMITMTHA KyJITypHA
nonuTHka y EBponu Ouina MCKIbYYMBO y HAIJICKHOCTH HAIIMOHAIHUX Blajaa y3 ojapeheHu
nonpunoc YHecka u CaBera EBpome cBe mo 1992. rogmne, xajga je KyJaTypa yBpIITEHA Yy
yroBope EBporickux 3ajeqHuna ycBajameM wiana 128. YroBopa u3 MacrpuxTa. (caga 151 y
U3MEmEHOM YToBopy U3 AMcrepaama). [lomro je unaHak CTBOPHO MPaBHU TEMEJb 3a KacHUje
nporpame u akuuje EBporicke komucuje (Cueepc Bunrepr 2012: 36), y cnenehem nemy
MOTJIaBJba, KEbUra KaHAu1aTa IpeIcTaBba CBOj€ HajBakHU]je cTaBKe. UaHak je 610 MpUITUYHO
KPUTHKOBaH 300T' CBOje HEIOpeueHOCTH M KoHTpaaukropHoctu (Cxope 2006: 16), amu je
MPE/ICTaB/bao U CUMOOJIMYKY 3Ha4ajaH IOMaK Ka HOBOM TPAHCHAIIMOHATHOM HUBOY Kpeupama
U peryiainuje KyaTypHe noauThke. [IoMuTHYKy IUcKype ce MOMEpUO 011 ,, [Ty pajIHe AeleHuje’
koja je momuHupana 1980-ux u panux 1990-ux no ,,nexane xorBepreniuje 1990-ux u a0
2000. ronuHe, a 3aTUM U J0 CaJalllibe CUTyaldje Y KOjoj AUCKYPC O KYIATYPHUM U KPEaTHBHUM

unnaycrpujama ( [llnesunrep, 2015). Kanaunar takohe Buau wiaHak Kao moyeTak HoBe (aze y
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pa3Bojy eBporcke kynrype y EY kako Ou ce 0jauao JISTUTUMHUTET Y HHUjE U MIHPOKA TOPIIKA

JaBHOCTH M MPOIIMPUO JOMET FleHE MOhM M yTHIIaja.

Haname, xanauaar mpeacTaBjba TPEHIIOBE Y €BPOICKO] KyNTypHO] mosutumny HakoH 2000.
TOJIMHE U aHAIM3Mpa pOoMeHy puoputera puHaHcupama usmely nporpama "Kynrypa 2007-
201". u ,, Kpeatuna Epona 2014-2020%. IIpu Tome ce Qokycupa Ha 3Ha4ajHE CEMAaHTUUKE
IIPOMEHE Y MPHUOPUTETUMA U je3UKYy KynTypHe nonutuke EY jep ce ,,KylITypHU U KpeaTUBHU
CEKTOp*‘ caJia OJJHOCH Ha OHO ILITO j€ HeKa/la Ouo KyJITYpHHU CEKTOD, IITO ra YUHU U3a30BHUJUM
3a CBe KOjU Cy YKJbYYEHH Yy Henpo(dUTHE WIM jaBHE KyJaTypHe opranuszauuje . llltaBuiie,
Komucuja ce ¢okycupa Ha ,,KOHKYpEHTHOCT W ,,pacT KopucTehn TepMuH ,,IOTpoImavn
ymecTto ,,iyonuka®“. HoBu ¢okyc Ha ,,cTBapame cTparelike MmyOinuKe o CTpaHe KyJITYpHHX
WHCTHUTYIH]ja KPO3 KYJATYPHU MAPKETHHT, UCTPAKUBAHE TOCETUIIAIA, TO3UIIHOHUPAHE INJbHE
rpylne U KyJITypHHU IIpeHoc" MOApKaH je, Ipe CBera, ,,u3a30BU Haller BpeMeHa*, ,, JIurMTalHU
MOMaK*, ,,HOBE TEXHOJIOTH]e* U ,,eKOHOMCKH pacT™. Y 3aKJbyuKy, KaHIUJAT IOCTaBJba TE3Y O
TyMadewy OBOI' (PeHOMEHa Kao MOJIMTUYKOT OArOBOpa HAa €KOHOMCKE TPEH/IOBE U pa3InyuTe
KpH3e, 9MME C€ OJITOBOPHOCT PUHAHCHPAha KYJIType ca jaABHUX OpraHa mpeodairyje Ha my 0Ky,

OJIHOCHO ,,[TIOTpOIIaye*.

Tpehe mornasibe, ,,Peakiuje u3 mospba M3BOhHAaUYKMX YMETHOCTH Ha TPOMEHE y JHUCKYpPCY
€BpOIICKE KyJITypHE HMOJIUTHKE (CTp. 42-75) aHanm3upa HAYMHE HA KOje HE3aBUCHA CIIEHA
n3Bohaukux ymerHocty y EBponu omrpuje onpaxkaBa oBe IpyIITBEHE CI0)KEHOCTH U IPOMEHE
y €BPOICKOM JIPYIITBY, 300T CBOjUX IAJEKOCEKHHUX MpPEXKa.M3BaH HALMOHATHHUX CLEHCKHX
YMETHOCTH M HECUTYPHE MPUPO/JIE yCiaoBa paja. Ha ocHOBY MHTEpAUCUHUITIIMHAPHOT IIpEriea
JUTEepaType M TEPEeHCKOr HCTpaKMBama Koje YKJbydyje yuemhe Ha CHMIIO3MjyMUMa U
CKyNOBHMMa KOjU ce 0aBe yCJIOBHMa pajia y CaBPEeMEHMM H3BOhHayKUM YMETHOCTHMA, OBO
MIOTJIaBJbE UCIHUTYjEe KaKO HECUTYPHH YCJIOBHU pajia yTUUy Ha HOBE OpraHU3alMoHe KyJIType U
00JIMKEe COMMIAPHOCTH HAa HE3aBUCHO] CIIEHU CaBpeMEHMX M3Bohaukux ymerHocTH y EBporn.
Ha moueTky norJyiaBjba KaHu1aT U3HOCH YBHJIE U3 HEKOJIMKO CTYyIMja U3 00JIaCTH N3BOhauKMX
YMETHOCTH U eBpolckux KyiatypHux nonutuka (EMITA 2021; UAEA Loncynr, I'oerxe-
Wnctutyt, Amann C., Xeuncuyc J. 2021; KEA 2006) koju yka3yjy Ha pacnpoCTpameHOCT
ci1abo rmiaheHor ¥ BOJIOHTEPCKOT pajia 3aCHOBAHOT Ha MPOjeKTUMa Ha HE3aBHCHO] KYITYPHO]
CLICHH, ca BeOMa M3a30BHUM JYTOPOYHHMM e(eKTHUMa KOjU c€ OJHOCE Ha MPO(EeCHOHAIHU U

MIPUBATHU KUBOT CI000JHUX KYJATYpHUX pagHuka. HakoH Tora, y moryiaBiby ce aHalIu3upa
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HECUTYPHOCT Kao HopMma Mel)y yMeTHHIMMa nepdopMmaHca y MPOjeKTHO OpPHUjEHTHCAHOM
pexumy pana ((bytmep, 2004, 2005; Jlopeun, 2010, 2013; Kyncr, 2015; Jla33apato, 2006;
[leBuu 2011; Bupno4). , ymeTHuiu nepdopmanca ce 4ecTo cMaTpajy mpereuamMa y JaHallboj
WHCTUTYITMOHAIM3AIM]A OBOT TIPOJEKTHO OPHJEHTUCAHOT PEeKMMa paja, jep c€ MPOjeKTHH Pajl
n3BOhauKUX YMETHHUKAa MOXE CMaTpaTH jJacHUM TPUMEPOM aKTyeITHUX JpPYIITBEHO-

€KOHOMCKHX TPEH/I0Ba y OKBUPY KYJITYpHE U KpeaTUBHE EKOHOMU]E.

Cnenehu neo moriaBsba MoKasyje Kako, YIPKOC YMHEHUIM Ja C€ YMETHUIM nepdopmaHca
MOTY cMaTpaTH apXeTHIOBUMa MOCT(GOPAUCTUUKE MapaJurMe paja, OHU Cy U TU KOJU ce
HajBHUIIe OOpe J1a je ocrope.

Jluckycuje o 6uckocTH n3Mel)y ClieHCKUX YMETHOCTH U IOJIUTUKE caMe 1o ceOU HUCY HUIITA
HOBO, TIOYEBIIHM OJ] aTHHCKE JIEMOKpATHje Y K0joj je XaHa ApEeHT mpHuMeThiIa Ja ,,CIICHCKE
YMETHOCTH 3aucTa uMajy jak apuHuUTeT ca noautukoM® (Apentr 1998: 154) 36o0r
nepGopMaTUBHUX MEXaHMW3aMa. MOJUTHUYKE MPAKCe W MOTUTH3AIM]e YMETHHYKOT H3BOhema.
Jlaksie, MOJIMTHKA CIIEHCKMX YMETHOCTH C€ MaTepHjain3yje He caMO Kpo3 TUPEKTHY yIOTpedy
MOJUTHYKAX MOTHBA y M3BOhAUKMM yMETHOCTHMa, Beh M Kpo3 HauMHE IpeicTaBbamba Ha
CIICHH, Ka0 ¥ HaYMHE HCHE TPOIYKIIH]E.

Haume, ymeTHOCT niepdopMaHca 4ecTo MOCTaBJba MUTamba KPUTUYKOT MTO3UITHOHUPaba Jeia U
MehyogHoca caapxkaja U (GopMe y OAHOCY Ha JPYIITBEHO-TOIUTHYKE CHENU(PUIHOCTH
koHTeKcTa. Hajuemrhe ce 6aBu ogHOCOM, yuentheM U 3ajeJHUIIOM M YKJbYy4yje ¢opMaTe Kao
IITO Cy KOJaOOpaTHBHO ayTOPCTBO, MAPTHIIMITATUBHH TPOjEKTH M aKTHBHH OOJIUIU TIICAamka
WIM aHraxoBawma nyOnuke. Ysumajyhu y o03up PaynuroBo 3amarame 3a ,,KyJTypHY
MIPOM3BOIHY Ka0 TUCUJICHIIN]Y, KAaO OMO3HIIN]Y ¥ Kao CTBapame jaBHUX cepa® (2011), Bemuku
OpOj YMETHHKAa M KyCTOCa Ha IMOCTIOJUTHYKO CTamke OAroBapa IUPEKTHUM HOJUTHUYKUM
aHT@XMaHOM y yclioBuMa HeonmOepanusma. Kako Pancujep mpumehyje, oBaj ,,moBpaTak
NOJMUTHLIM TOTBphyje ,,CTOCOOHOCT YMETHOCTH Ja C€ OAynpe OOMUIMMa EKOHOMCKE,

MOJIUTHYKE U ujaeonomke romuHauje” (2010: 34).

Haname, xanampat ce 6aBM TemMaMma caMOyIlpaB/balkba M KOJIEKTUBUTETAa Kao CTpaTeruje
orropa. Kao mrTo je mokazaHo y MPETXOJHOM JIely MOTrjaBba, YMETHUIM Ka0 KpeaTHBHU
pPaJIHALIA Y HEMATEPHjaTHOM KAIUTAIN3My Cy MOCEOHO pamUBH HA HEONHOSPATHU PEHKUM
BpeAHOCTH 300r oOehama MHAMBUAyATHE HE3aBUCHOCTU M MOTYNHOCTH 32 CaMOOCTBapeme

kpo3 paa. Kao oxarosop Ha 10, y mocienmsoj AeneHuju 20. Beka JONUIO je 10 0OHOBJbEHE
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apupmalmje KOJCKTUBUTETA jep jeé KOJEKTHB IOYEO Ja CIYXKH Kao KOHTpa MOJET MOJEIy
(hnexcuOuIHOT, MOOWJIHOT, HECHEIMjaTu30BaHOI PAJHHUKA KOJH C€ MOXKe MPHJIAr0JIUTH
Pa3NIUYUTUM yCJIOBUMA. Y CHUTYallMju KaJia HEMa CTAIHUX YIOBOpa M CTaOMJIHUX MpUMamba,
OUyBam€ JeIMHCTBA 3axTeBa MOCBENEHOCT CBUX WIaHOBA M OTIOpP CTpyjamMa KoOje BYKy Ka
OTFPOMHOM HHJMBHyaJIHM30BAHOM TPXHILUTY CaBpEMEHE YMETHOCTH M Kyinrype. Harmacak Ha
KOJIEKTUBHOCTH Y YMETHOCTH j€ OJ MOYeTKa UCIIOJIUTH30BaH jep [ebop oOjammana 1a je cama
ujeja KOJEKTUBA Y aBaHrapJHUM MOKPETHUMAa yKJbY4YHBaja TPAHCIO3UIIM]y OpraHU3allMOHUX
MeTOJla U3 PEBOJIyIMOHAapHE MNoJuTHKE y ymeTHocT (1961: nm). KonekTuBHOCT je ycko
MOBE3aHa ca CaMOOPraHMU3allljoM, KOHLIENTOM KOjU ce KOPUCTH 3a OpraHU30Bamke U Mpoliece
JIOHOIIEeHA O/ITYKa KOjH Cy JIe0 OpraHu3aInja MUBUIIHOT APYIITBA, ITO YKIbYUYje M HE3aBUCHY
cueHy wusBohaukux ymerHoctu. IIpema ByjanoBuhy, ,,camoopraHuszanmja moJpkaBa
TpaHCc(OPMAIIMOHH TOTEHIMjaJl YMETHOCTH Ja WHTEPBEHHINE Y JAPYIITBEHUM OIHOCHMA™
(2006: 63). Y ucropuju CHEHCKUX YMETHOCTH Pa3jIU4HUTE IPyIe U KOJEKTUBU Cy pa3BHUjaie
CBOjeé YMETHHYKE CTpaTerujeé M METoJe TMPOAYKIHje Kao OTBOPEHY aJTepPHATUBY
MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIM30BAHO] M OMPOKPATU30BaHO] MH(PPACTPYKTYpPH PENEPTOAPCKUX MMO30PUILITA
(Kmauh 2012: 44). Haname, kaHIuaaT npeacTaB/ba MOTYNHOCTH OCIOpaBama aKTyeTHHX
MIOJIUTHKA HAaKOH yBjepema u3Bohaua M KyJATYpHUX pajJiHUKA Ja CTBapajy ayTOHOMHE cdepe
KOje ce OIynHupy JOMHUHAHTHUM PEXHUMHUMA HECUTYPHOCTH M3TPAIEOM Be3a KOje CEeXYy J1aleKo

H3BaH HAIMOHAJIHHUX I'PaHHUIIA.

Ha ocHOBY nocapanimer Manupama npo0ieMa Koju Mpou3uiia3e u3 MoJIMTHKE yCIoBa paja Ha
TepeHy, YeTBPTO MOTriaBbe ,,KyparopcTBO y CIIEHCKOj YMETHOCTH Kao HOCHJAIl IPOMEHa y
KyJITYypHO] monuTuuu® (ctp. 60-75) npemnaxe jady oAroBOPHOCT yJIOre. KyCTOca Y CIIEHCKUM
YMETHOCTUMA y BE3W Ca IPEroBapameM O MPHOPHTETHMA H3Mel)y Kpearopa IOJIMTHKE,
nyOnuke ¥ yMeTHHUKe 3ajennunie. bynyhu na je y mocnemme ABe-TpH JACLEHH]E TJaroli
,KypHUCT* ocrmo0oheH KOHTEKCTa BH3yeIHE YMETHHUYKE CIIEHE M II0CTa0 TIIOINTap Ha
Mel)yHapoaHOj clieHH U3BOH)aYKUX YMETHOCTH U H€HUX MPOJEKTHUX MpeXa, KaHIUAaT Y OBOM
MOTJIaBJby C€ MUTA LITa je TO TpaHchep? Mmpakce U TEPMUHOJIOTHjE 3arpaBo YMHU. Jla au cy
HCKYCTBa U Pe3yJITaTH U3 00JaCTH BU3YEJIIHUX YMETHOCTH, Y KOjUMa Beh HEKO BpeMe MOCTOjU
KyCTOCKa IIpaKca, Jako MPEHOCUBH Ha W3Bohauke yMETHOCTH? 3allITO Cy €KBUBAJIEHTHE YJIOre
y U3BOhaukUM yMETHOCTHMA (Kao IITO Cy CEIEKTOp, ApaMaTypr, MPOAYLEHT U KpUTHYap) cajia

He3a0BoJbaBajyhu o3Haumtesbu? U, KOHA4HO, KakaB MOTEHIWja WUMa (urypa Kycroca
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CIICHCKUX YMETHOCTH 32 TPEroBapame O KYJITYpHHUM MOJUTHKAMa y €BPOIICKOM CEKTOpY
HEe3aBUCHMX M3Bohaukux ymerHocTH? OBO IOIJaBJbe NPEACTaB/ba CTABOBE PA3IMUYUTHX
ayTopa M npogecroHanana y crieHckuM ymerHoctuma (bucmapiik 2011; bpanacrertep 2011;
Manzanxep 2011, 2014; Becuh 2011) o TomMe aa nu je oBa yBe3eHa TEPMUHOJIOTHja CaMO
peOpenaupame min xubpun Beh nocrojehux ynora u ¢pyHKIMja, WIK je 3alIPaBO MPUMEY]e

HOBE TpaKce.

Kpo3 pasmunubambe 0 TOME Kako ce€ TEpPMUH I[10jaBUO y BHU3YEJIHUM M H3BOhaukum
YMETHOCTHMA U nopeheme KyCTOCKUX Mpakcu y 00a Menuja, pBH JI€0 OBOra pa3Marpa Jia JIu
KyCTOC MMa TTOTCHIIMjaJl J1a MPOM3BEC CIMYHE YTUIAje Y N3BO)AYKUM YMETHOCTHMA Kao Uy
BU3YEJIHUM YMETHOCTHMA U KaKO MOTEHIIM]jajl OBE IOCPEIHUYKE ITPaKce MPOTEXKE Ce Ha MUTamka
MOJUTUKE W/WIN KyJITypHE NMOJUTHKE. Y IPYyroMm ey IOIJIaBjba, M3jaBe M3 MHTEPBjya ca
HEKOJIMKO KycToca u3Bohaukux ymeTHocTH u3 Xpsarcke, Cpb6uje, Ilosbcke m Hemauke
aKTHBHHUX Ha €BPOIICKOj CLIEHU HE3aBUCHUX M3BONAYKMX YMETHOCTH Jajy Mperjie] JuiemMa y
OBOj 00JIaCTH y MOIJIey BbUXOBE KYCTOCKE OATOBOPHOCTH IPeMa KyJITYPHO] MOJIUTUIH. Kao U
KaKo 3aroBapajy KyJITypHY TOJHTHKY YCMEPEHY Ha YMETHOCT, KaKO y CBOM HaIlHOHAIHOM

KOHTEKCTY, Tako U mupom EBporcke yHuje.

JIOK Cy OBM ayTOpW HarJallaBajgd OJHOCE MONM y CBETYy YMETHOCTH, OHHM Cy OWIIM Mame
3a0pUHYTH 32 TO KaKO j€ MOJbE MOJIUTUYKH CTPYKTypucaHo U BoheHo. [la Oucmo pazmucianim
0 TOME KakKo KyCTOCKE Mpakce MOTYy MHTEPBEHHMCAaTH Yy KYJITYpPHY HOJMTHKY, KOPUCHO je
OCJIOHUTH ce Ha mnopeheme KycTOCKe M MOJUTUYKE AaKTMBHOCTH KOj€ je HampaBuia
KYCTOCKHIba, CIIHCAaTeJbHIIA U eaykaTopka Mapuja Jlung (2009, u.14.): ,,Kycroupame ce moxe
ynopeautu ca Ilojam monmutuukor' Llxantan Moydde, acnekT >KMBOTa KOjU c€ HE MOXKe
OJIBOJUTH O] IUBEPTEHIIN]€ U HECIarama, CKyIl IPakcu Koje pemeTe nmocrojehe ognoce mohu."
Crora, 0BO IOTJIaBJbE CyTEpHUILIE ]a TAKBA IPOU3BO/IHHa KyCTOCKE CyOjeKTUBHOCTH MOXKE OUTH
KJbYYHA 32 OCIIOpABAhE aKTYEIHUX MOJUTHKA U MPYKAE MMOTSHIIMjalIa 32 MOJIMTHYKY aKIHjy.
Kycroc kao mocpeqHUK Tako MOCTaje areHT KOoju Jeiyje u3Mel)y oHora IITo je caja U oHora
mTo OM MOrjio OUTH Jpyrauvje y HauMHy Ha KOJU C€ APYIITBEHO-TOJUTUYKE CTPYKType

peryJuily U yrnpaBibajy.

v OHUJbY JaBabkbd BUIJbUBOCTU KYCTOCKHUM JIUJICMaMa Y OKBHPY aKTYCIIHUX IIOJIMTUKA, Y IPYTOM

JIeTTy OBOT IOTJIaBJba MPEJCTABIbEHH Cy YBUAN U3 HEKOJIHMKO MOIYCTPYKTYPHPAHUX HHTEPBjya
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ca KyCTOCHMMa HE3aBHCHUX OpraHu3alyja U3 O0JACTH CaBpEMEHE CIIEHCKE YMETHOCTU W3
XpBarcke, Hemauke, [Tosbcke 1 CpOuje, cBake 0J1 KOju je CyOBeHIIMOHKUCAH nmporpamMoM EY 3a
kyntypy 2007-2013 u KpearuBna Epona 2014-2020. Opranuzauuje cy: bA/luo (3arpe0),
Crapu bpoap HoBu Tanwmen (Ilo3nam), Cranuma: Cepsunie ¢op Llortemmopapu [lanie
(beorpan), Ydepcrynuoc ¢op Llontemnopapu Jlanue (bepnun) u Bankunr Txeopu (beorpan).
3akJjbyyak KOJU NPOM3WJIA3W M3 OBOI Malupama j€ Ja CEe HHTEPBJyHCAaHU KYCTOCH HeE
NpUIpXKaBajy NOCTHOJIUTHYKE ,JIOTUKE OpojeBa‘ Beh KBaJUTAaTUBHOI MHPUCTYIA CBOJUM
npojekTuMa (HIp. ,,HaBohewe MyOJaMKe Ja CXBaTH Ja Ccy HhUXOBa Tena O0jHO MOJbe 3a
UAE0JIOTHje W CTpaTeruje”, Kako je TIope HaBeJeHO) M THME aKTUBUPAJy CBOje
TpancopmaruBHe KycTocke arcHiuje. Cyaehu mo HUXOBHM OJTOBOPHMA, OHH KPUTHKY]Y
JOMHMHAHTHU KYJITYpHO-TIOJIMTHYKK JWUCKYPC W H3pakaBajy moTpeOy nma ce Oope 3a
KOHCTPYKTUBHHU]Y apTUKYJAIMjy BPEIHOCTH M BEpOBama y YMETHOCTH KOja TpEBa3miiase
KBaHTHTATUBHO. O0pa3ioKemhe HHTEPBjyNCAHNX KYCTOCKHIbA IIPETIO3HATO je Kao MoryhHoCTH
KOje Ce pasluKyjy OJ MpeTBapama y MOCIYIIHEe KYJITypHE areHTe. ApTUKYIHIIYhH MHpOKO
pacnpocTpameHO Heclarame, OBE KYCTOCKE areHIHje IONPUHOCE TPajHO] Tpaauluju

HE3aBUCHE KPUTHKE JJOMUHAHTHE MOhM M HIC0IOTHje Y KyJITYpHO] jaBHOj cepu.

Ha ocHoBy oBoT mperiesa, pa3inka u3Mel)y Kycroca BU3yeIHUX U U3BOHAYKUX YMETHOCTH, Tj.
y MepHU Yy KO0jOj j€ CeKTOp M3BOhauKMX YMETHOCTH Mame ycal)eH y TpXKHUIINTE HEro y jaBHY
cdepy, Moryhe je 3aK/by4MTH Ja KyCTOC M3BONAuyKHMX YMETHOCTH MMa LIMPHU MOTEHIMjaT 3a
JICJIOBAkEC Y OKBUPY JaBHE TIOJIMTHKE OJ1 KyCTOCa y 00JIaCTH BU3YEIHOT. YMETHOCTH (M3 KOJUX
UIaK IpOMCTHUYE HeroBa caBpeMeHa no3unuja). Ctora OM HenaBHO moBehame BUAJBUBOCTU
KyCTOCa y CIIEHCKMM YMETHOCTUMA MOTJIO J1a 3HAa4M MTOMakK y MpaBily Beher yBuaa y KycTocKy
OJITOBOPHOCT HE CaMO YHyTap 00JIaCTH YMETHOCTH, Beh U y 0JIHOCY Ha Jipyre cdepe ApyIITBa.
JIOK TTOCTITONUTHYKA IyX KalMTaIW3Ma JOHOCH MEpPJbMBE BPEIHOCTH M KOMITETHTHBHOCT,
OCBPT Ha HCTOPH]CKH pa3Boj MO3MIIMje KycToca y IpyIITBY nojceha Hac 11a je OH yBeK ca coOoM
HOCHO IYXHOCT Opure M crora je jeJWHO JIOTMYHO aKO HAacTaBU Ja M3a3UBa JaHAIIKHE
HejenHakocTu. llpu3Hajyhu OAroBOPHOCT TAaKBUX KYCTOCKMX areHIMja Jia ce 3allaxy 3a
JIOHOCHOIIE OJUTyKa U J]a YHECY KPUTHUYKY TEOPH]Y Y KyJITypHY MOJUTHKY, KyCTOC H3BOhauknux
YMETHOCTH MO>X€ IMPOM3BECTH LIMPH YTHLA] Y MOJUTUYKOM KOHTeKcTy. Crora, n3a3uBambeM
€KOHOMCKOT Y TIOJIUTUYKOT OKBHPA Y KOME KyCTOCH CHEHCKHX YMETHOCTHU ACY]y U lbUXOBUM
3ajarameM 3a MOJMTHKE OPHjEeHTHCaHE OJI03]0 MpeMa rope, CTBapajy ce MOryhum KynTypHHU

OTIIOPH KOjU OW MOTJIM J1a I0OBELy 10 ayTOHOMHH]ET CBETa KYJITYPHE MPOIYKIIH]E.
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Ilero mornasibe ,,IIpencraBibame KOHTEKCTA: HE3aBUCHE CIIEHE caBpeMeHe mnepdopmaHce y
Hemaukoj m moctjyrocioBeHCKOM peruony (ctp. 75-162) manupa KyJITypHO-TOJIUTHYKU
KOHTEKCT HE3aBUCHHX Nep(opMaHC ClieHa Y OKBUPY JIBa IJIaBHA KOHTEKCTA OBOT UCTPaKUBakba
Y BbUXOBOT CEJIEKIMja y OKBUPY UCTpakuBama. [IpBo, 3a pasnuky ox BehuHe 3amaaHe u jyxHe
EBpone, nej3axoM n3Bohaukux ymMeTHOCTH y Hemaukoj M MOCTjyrocIOBEHCKOM PEruoHy U
Jajbe y BEIMKO] MEpH JOMHHHpPA AMXOTOMHja MOJETA PErepTOapcKOr TMO30pHUINTa C jeIHe
CTpaHe M BeoMa pasHoyuke He3aBucHe ciene ¢ apyre (Kmawh 2012). : 37). Behuna jaBHux
cyOBeHIIM]ja 32 W3BOhauKe YMETHOCTH y OBHUM KOHTEKCTHMAa JUCTPUOyHpa ce€ MPBEHCTBEHO
JABHMM ITTO30pPHILTHMA, IITO IOACTHYE CHA)XKHE HAIlOpe 3aroBapama Jia Ce jaBHa CPEJICTBA M3
[EHTPAIM30BAaHUX KYJITYPHHUX WHCTHTYIIHja YCMEpe Kako OW ce MOoJp»ao pa3Boj HIMPOKOT
CIIEKTpa HE3aBUCHHMX OpraHu3aiuja u3Bohaykux yMmeTHOCTH. Mako oBHM HemocTamu y
¢buHaHCHpawky UMajy BeOMa pa3InUUTe WHTCH3UTETE U TPajallije y IBa KOHTEKCTa, POLEeCH
TpaHcdopmanuje ooe crieHe n3Bohaukux yMEeTHOCTH HaKOH naja bepiuHcKor 3ua u akTyennu
CTPYKTYpaIHH MPOOJIEMH OCTajy CIMYHH, TToceOHO y obmacTu caBpeMeHor mmieca (Tan30ypo

2013: aim. ).

Jpyro, ny UCTOPHJCKOM MY CaBPEMEHOM KOHTEKCTY, IOCTOjao je jeAMHCTBEH CKYyN yTHIlaja
YHyTap Iej3axa u3Bohaukux yMEeTHOCTH M3Mel)y JBa MCTpaKMBauka KOHTEKCTa. McTopujcku
TJIeIaHo, TIOPE]] PENePTOAPCKUX MO30PHINTA Y PETUOHY KOje Cy OOJUKOBAIN MPOMYKITH]CKH
MOJIENIM U3 3eMajba HEMAUKOI' TOBOPHOT IMOJIPYYja, MOCTOja0 j€ CHa)kKaH yMETHUYKH YTHUIQ]
oOnuka kao mro cy bpextoB Tearap u Tanzreatap y MO30pHIITY U caBpeMeHOM Iuiecy. [lanac
MIOCTOjU 3Ha4YajaH CTENEH capalibe U pa3MeHe n3Mel)y caBpeMeHHX IUIECHHUX 3ajeIHUIA Y JiBa
KOHTEKCTa, ca akileHToM Ha bepim 300t rpazcke koHBepreHiyje qsa ousma cucrema (Mcroka
u 3anana). TpeHyTHO, rpaj (GyHKIMOHHUILIE KaO CPEAMIITE 32 BUCOKO MOOWIIHE U MPEKHO
opujeHTHCaHe TpodecuoHane H3BOHAYKUX YMETHOCTH jep C€ pa3BUO y JeaHy O
HAjIMHAMUYHUJUX ¥ Hajpa3HOBPCHUJUX YMETHHYKHX CIIEHA Ha CBETY, MAKO ca cBe Behum
TPOIIKOBHMA JXKMBOTa W mpoxaykuuje. IlltaBume, ca cee Behum ommBoM Mo3roBa W Tena
BHCOKOKBAJM(HUKOBAHUX TOjeAMHAIA U3 NocTjyrocioBeHckor peruona (Kunr & Opyn 2019:
2), Hemauka u bepimun moceOHO mocTajy mokeJbHa 0asa 3a u3Bohade u KyATypHE paJHUKE U3
permoHa, Kao M BUCOKO MehyHapoaHe yMeTHHYKe mikojge kao mTo je X3T

(MebhyynuBep3uTeTcku meHrtap 3a 1iec) bepmuu. C apyre crpaHe, Kao IITO MOKa3yje OBO
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MIOTJIaBJbE, TEOPETUYAPH M KYJITYPHH PAIHULM Ca TOCTjyTOCIOBEHCKOT PErHOHa CTBapajy
CHa)kKaH JMCKYP3UBHU MPOCTOP KOjU j€ pe3yiTarT KOJEKTUBHOI HACTOjamba Ka KPUTHUYKOM
IPOMHIIJbAY CaBpEMEHE M3Boljauke YMETHOCTH, WITO je KOHAYHO MOTHBHCANO ayOJbe

MPpOMHIIJbAKC IMTOJIUTUKE IMTPOU3BOAKC. MOJICIIA Y HIUPEM €BPOIICKOM KOHTCKCTY.

VY muiby ycrnocTaBibamka OCHOBE 3a CTY/IMj€ CTydaja, MPBH JI€0 OBOT IOTJIaBJbha a0 j& Tperie
pa3Boja cucTeMa KyJITypHE IOJMTUKE Y OJHOCY Ha 00JacT HE3aBHUCHHUX M3BOhauKuX
YMETHOCTH, Ka0 W TJIaBHE M3a30BE Y TOM IOTJEQy. Y OKBHpY aHalIHW3e HE3aBHCHE CIICHE
M3BOhaUYKMX YMETHOCTH, (POKYC je Ha acleKTHMa MaTepHjalIHUX YCI0Ba IPOU3BOA-E, KA0 ILITO
Cy cUCTeMH (UHAHCHUPaka, HECUTYPHOCT YMETHUKA M KYIATYPHHX pPaJHHKA, U TPOIECH U
opranmsaiiyje 3acTymnama. [[pyru jeo moriaBjba cacToju Ce O]l pa3MHUIlJbamka O JBa gorahaja
KOjH Cy OKYIHJIM YMETHHKE, KyCTOCE, UCTPAKUBAaYE M KpeaTope MOJUTHKE KOjU Cy Malupain
BHIIIE JHJIeMa OKO HECTaOMIIHMX YCIIOBAa paja W oArorapajyhux crpareruja oTmopa yHyTap
€BPOIICKMX HE3aBUCHHX H3BOHAUKHMX CIleHa ca HarjackoM Ha bepnuma u beorpax. Lusb
pasMulbama je Takohe OMO Ja MOKaXy Kako MpaKTUYapu U3 PA3IMYUTHX KOHTEKCTa yue
JeIHM Of IPYTHX MOJIENa U CTBApajy MpekKe Kako O CTBOPUIIN pa3HOBPCHH]E, Ay TOHOMHU]E U

OJIp’)KMBH]€ MOJbE HE3aBUCHUX M3BOhaukux ymeTrHocTd y EBpormu.

VY cpemmeM neny moryiaBjba JaT je MperyieA KyaTypHe mosnmThke y Hemadkoj um Hemauke
He3aBuCHe H3BenOeHe cueHe (Ppeuec Tearap), pa3Boja KyiaTypHe noiutuke y Hemaukoj,
KapaKTepUCTUKE aKTYEITHOT MojeNna KyiaTypHe moiuTuke y Hemaukoj m mMonena eBporicke
capaame. , TJIABHU M3a30BH Y AaKTYEJIHO] KyJATYpPHO] MOJUTHLM, TI€j3aX H3BOhaukux
YMETHOCTH, ¥ TEME YMpeKaBama U (pHHaAHCHparba, H3a30BU U HECUTYPHOCT, OKBUP COIIHjaTHOT
OCUTYpama U YApYXKema 3a 3acTylamke Ha HEMadyKo] CLIEHH He3aBUCHOI mepdopmaHca.
Hanaspe, KaHAMIAT M3HOCH TIPETIIE] CAMOCTATHOT KyJITYPHOT CEKTOPA Y TIOCTjyTOCIOBEHCKOM
peruoHy u mweroe OopOe 3a adupmainujy Kao MOJUTHYKOI CyOjeKkTa, pas3Boja KyJITypHE
nonutuke y COPJ, KyiTypHEe MNOIWTUKE W PETHOHAJIHE HE3aBUCHE KYJITYpHE CIIEHE Yy
TpaH3ULUjHU, (IOCT ) TPAH3ULMOHA KYJITypHA MOJMTUKA U H3a30BU 32 HE3aBHCHU CEKTOD,
Nej3a)KHE CIIGHCKE YMETHOCTH W HE3aBUCHY KYJITYpHY CIEHY Yy PETHOHY, pa3Boj
MIOCTjYTOCJIOBEHCKE HE3aBUCHE CLICHE H3BON)aYKMX YMETHOCTH M FbeHU MOJICIT YMPEKaBama u
¢buHaHCHpamka, M3a30BH M HECUTYPHOCT, OKBHD COLHMjAIHE CHUTYPHOCTH M YIpyKema 3a

3aCTylIame.
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[Tocnenmu eo noriasba caapku WH(OpMAIIMje U3 MalTUPamka M0Jba ArOHUCTHYKE TUCKYCHje
0 YCIOBMMA pajga y KOHTEKCTY HCTpaXMBama. TOKOM HajpaHuje (asze eMImupHjcKor
UCTpaXKUBamba, eTHOrpad)CKu TEPEHCKH pal je KopulrheH kao MeTo 3a uHopmucame, usmehy
OCTaJIOT, 32 01a0Wp CTyauja ciry4aja. Y by HACHTU(DUKOBAKHA KIbYIHUX MTPoOIeMa BE3aHNX
3a HECUTYPHE YCIJIOBE paJia U CTpaTeruje OTHopa Ha HE3aBUCHO] CLIEHU U3BOH)auKUX YMETHOCTH
y EBponu, kananaar je yuecTBOBaO Ha BUIIIE KYJITYpHUX KOH(DEpeHIrja, CeMHUHapa, CKyoBa
3aroBapama 1 (hecTUBaia U CKymoBa U3 00JaCTH CaBpeMEHUX U3BOhaUKNX YMETHOCTH, Haj O
KOJUX Cy HaBeleHE y yBOAHOM TiorjaBiby. Mehy muma cy omaOpana aBa morahaja 3a
JIeTaJbHUjU OTHC Y OBOM IIOTJIaBJbY Ca IWJbEM Jia WIYCTPY]y HU3 MHUTamka y BE3H ca TeMaMma
HCTPAXMBama, Ka0 M Ja J1ajy apryMEHTE 3a HOBE KYJITYpHO-TIOJIUTHYKE MEPE Yy 3aBPUIHUM

IIorjiaBJpMMa I[PICCpTaI_II/Ij c.

Ogwu norahaju cy nuzabpanu u3 aBa pasiora. [Ippo, 00a OKyIJbajy MHOIITBO YMETHHKA, KyCTOCA
U KYATYPHHUX paJHUKa KOjU Cy pa3iInduTo (IpoecHOHaTHO, KYITYPHO W TIOJTMTHYKH)
CHUTYHMpaHH W OOMYHO HE Y4YeCTBYjy y nmujanory. Jlakie, pa3ymeBame OBHUX CKYIIOBa
npubnmxasa ce oHoMme mTo Moydde Ha3uBa aroHUCTHYKUM TUTypanu3MoMm (200), ogHOCHO
MPUCTYMy KOjH HAarjamaBa BpPEIHOCT CykoOa 3a moysMTHKy. Jlpyro, porahaju mpyxajy
caJprKajHe IMperyie/ic CTapux U HOBUX IpoOJeMa y3pOKOBAHUX HECHUTYPHUM YCIOBUMA pana
(ka0 MmITO Cy HEJeTHAKOCTH y CTPYKTYPHUM YCIOBHMA, HEAOCTAaTaK (UHAHCHU]JCKUX U
MaTepHjalHUX pecypca, WTA.) Yy JBa TJaBHa KOHTEKCTa OBOT HCTPaKUBamba:
noctjyrocioBeHcku peruoH ( U bankan) kao m Hemauka. IIpBu ckyn je 6mo ,Ilnec mpotus
okonHocTu®, norahaj koju cy opranuzoBanu [lauxsepOann Tan3 [eyrcuxmana, Tan3oypo
bepnun, 3eutrenoccucuxep Tan3 bepnun e.B. y okBupy ¢ectuBana caBpeMmeHOr Iuieca
Tansnauxt bepnun y aBrycry 2016. Tansnauxt bepaun je OujeHannu QectuBan koju je
nokpenyo Tanzgabpuk bepnun 2000. roauHe ca IU/bEM NpeICTaB/bamba CTBapajallTBa
iecHUX yMmeTHuka u3 bepnuna. Ca  pa3nMuuTUM  KyCTOCOM 32 CBAako H3Jame,
EKCTIEPIMEHTHIIIE Ca YMETHHYKAM M JUCKYP3UBHHM (opMaTUMa y THjaJioTy ca JIOKATHOM
3ajeIHULIOM YMETHHKA. Y OKBUPY OBE MaHHU(ecTallHje olp>KaHa Cy YeTUPU KpyTa TUCKyCH]ja O
METO/IaMa paJia v yCIIOBUMa IIPOM3BOJIERE Y CABPEMEHOM IUIECy ca Kopeorpaduma, KycToCHMa,

HUCTpaA)XKUBauUMuMa, HOBUHApHMa U ITOJIMTUYaprMa U3 Hemauke u 3anaz{He EBpone.

Hpyru ckyn je 6mo Homanm Jlanme Anpouarec, wmHuimjatuBa Homan [lantue Amaaemu,

miaropmMe 3a caBpeMeHM Iutec Ha bankany. Kpo3 pasnuumte XOpU3OHTAIHE U
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JeIIeHTpalIn30BaHe MoJiene camoopranuzanvje Homan Jlaniie AuagemMu nMa CHaXKaH yTHUIA]
Ha pa3BOj PErHOHAIHOT 10Jba CABPEMEHOT TIeca. 3a pa3IuKy of ,,Mpexa wianoBa™, HIIA je
KoabopaTMBHA W TakTH4Ka Mpexa (ca maprHepuMma u3 JbyOseane, CapajeBa, beorpana,
Codmuje, Cxorspa u 3arpeda) Koja je OCHOBaJIa HOBE OpraHU3aIlMje KOje Cy Tpey3ese yiaory
napTHepa u opranuszaropa mpexke. HJIA je tako ojagana opranuzanuje y 00J1acTa CaBpeMeHOT
mieca Kpo3 €KCIIEPUMEHTHCABE ca Pa3IMuuTUM MOJENIMMa U 00JUIIMMa CaMOOPIaHU30Bamba
KOJU Cy WUTpajy yJIOTY Yy MOHOBHOM IOBE3MBamYy, all U CTBapamby HOBHUX Be3a y PETHOHY.
Mpeka TpaKTHKYje jeAWHCTBEH XOPU30HTAIHU CHUCTEM JIOHOIICHa OJUTyKa 3aCHOBaH Ha
OJITOBOPHOCTH U TIOBEpEHY, KOjU je yTHUIIA0 Ha pa3iuduTe o0JacTh capajme, pa3MeHe,

M3Tpajkhe Kananurera, MeljycoOHe MOopIKe U 3aCTynama y 00JIacTh CaBpEMEHOT TIeca.

V 3aKibyuKy, KaHIUAAT HABOIM Ja CY YUECHHUIM 00a CKyTIa JeINIA HAaunHE Ha KOj€ OJIMYaBajy
peapHopCT 300T HEJIOCTaTKa pecypca y oriey BpeMeHa (HITp. CTPYKTypalHa | AyTOpOYHa
MOJIPIIIKA JaBHOCTH) W TpOCTOpa (HIp. BOhEHW IUIECHH HEHTPH), a UCTOBPEMEHO 0J0aIyjy
XHjepapXujcKe M BEPTUKAIHE MPOLEAYype, KPUTHUKU HCIUTYjy KamuTaiu3aM Kao MeCTO
JOMUHAIM]e ¥ aQupMHUITy BpEAHOCTH paiKaIHe JeMokpartrje. Hyme BumecTpyke nujaraose
CaIAIIET CTama, alld W Mpeiore 3a peachruHucame OHOra IITO je yoOudajeHo y obiacTu
CaBpEeMEHOT IUIeca, M Ha Taj HaYMH OTPTrHYTU Ce€ O] HUCIpIUbyjyhe M cTaHgapAu30BaHE

HECUTYPHOCTH.

VY nornaesey 6 ,,EBpoIiCKe MpojeKTHE Mpeke Kao IMej3aXu 3a IPOMEHE KYCTOCKUX CTpaTervja
HE3aBUCHHUX M3BOHAUKMX YMETHOCTH: CTyAMje ciaydaja (cTp. 162-194), kanauaat aHaau3upa
YeTUpHU CTyauje ciayyaja u3 nocr-jyrocioBeHcke (Cranuma-CepBHC 3a CaBpEHHH IUIEC W3
beorpaga u Crynentcku nenrap 3arpe6) m Hemauka (Tan3dabpuk u Ydepcryamoc us
bepnuna) neszaBucHa criena nepdopmanca. OHH Cy A€o aBe eBporicke Mpexe — [Ipojexra
yHamnpehema n3Bohaukux ymerHoctH (amamn) u Jluge Jlonr BypHuHr — koje QyHKIIMOHUIILY
BHIIIE O] IBAJIECET TOAMHA U KOj€ Cy J0KHBeJe OpojHE MPOMEHE y CTparerrdjama KycToca.
doxkycupajyhu ce Ha nocieama Aa nukiIyca punancupama (Kynrypa u Kpeatusna Espona),
KOju Cy y (OKYCy OBOT HCTPaXHBamka, OBO IOIJIABJbE IMPOIEHYje KaKo Cy OBE IPOMEHE
yTULIAJIC HAa 3aMHTEPECOBAHE CTPAHE Ca PA3IMYMTUM HUBOMMA IMOJPIIKE Y CBOM JIOKATHOM U
HAIIMOHAJIHOM OKpPY)K€HY TOKOM OBOT MPOIYyXKEeHOr nepuoaa. OBO IMOTIaBJbe MPEICTaBIba
TJIaBHE YBUJE Y TO KaKO Cy OBE IIPOMEHE TOKOM OBOT JyTOT IEPHOo/Ia YTUIlalle Ha TapTHepe ca

pPa3JIMUUTUM HHUBOMMA NOJAPHIKEC Y HBHUXOBOM JIOKAJIHOM M HAOWMOHAJIHOM KOHTCKCTY, Ca
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¢doxkycoM Ha mocneama aBa uukiyca ¢uHaHcupama (Kynrypa m Kpearuna Epoma).
[Ipojexar ynampehema m3Bohaukux ymerHoctu (amam) u mpexe Jlude Jlonr Bypuunr cy
MOTOJIHE CTyJHMje Cllydaja jep Cy aKTUBHE BHUIIE O] JIBaJeCeT TOAMHA, IITO je pe3yJITHpao
IpoMeHamMa Yy KyCTOCKOM JIOHOIIEWY OJUIyKa KOjeé Cy MOXKJIa Yycieausie HaKOH

pecTpyKTypHupama Inporpama rpaHTosa oJi crpane EBponcke yHuje. .

VY o6a noTnorinasska NpeAcCTaBsbajy ABE OpraHu3altje U3 aHAIM3UpaHuX KoHTekcTa Hemauke
U TIOCTjYTrOCJIOBEHCKHX 3eéMajba, Kao U came Mmpexe. Jla Ou 1omao 10 reHepanu3oBaHUX
3aKJbydaka, y o0a IMoJoJieJbKa MOrjiaBjba KaHIUJIAT KOPUCTU KYCTOCKY aHalIM3y MporpamMa
Mpexe, HHTepBjye ca kycrocuma (Mapwujana L{Berkosuh, JIyarep Opiok, Cumone Benmier) u
TPAHCKPUIIT MpEXHE TUcKycuje ,,CTpacT ¥ MOJUTHKA® opraHu3oBane. on crpane Llpeatuse
Eypomnie Jleck Ayctpua, Onerbema 3a Kyntypy mokpajune Camoypr u Cizene Cam30ypr y
okBupy ¢ectuBana [lepdpopm Eypome. Ta nebara je okynuia anan yMETHHUKE M MEHalepe y
KyJnTypu (TeHepaliHH AupekTop aman beptu AmOax, yMmMeTHWYKH nupekrop Tan3gpabpuka
Jlynrep Opiniok u ymerauiie Bana Myiinep u Mapua Jepes) kako Ou pacnpaBsbajid O TOME y
KOjOj MEpH KOHIIENITH U3 KYJITypHE MOJUTHKE ojpel)yjy u orpaHndaBajy KpeaTUBHU IPOIIEC,
mrto unHu EY mporpame noskespHE 3a capajmby Kao U Apyre TeMe Be3aHe 3a TeH3uje umehy
YMETHUUYKUX TIpolleca W MpUOpHUTETa KyiaTypHe monutuke. Ctora he moriaBibe NpeHETH
JIeJIOBE TUCKYCHja KOJU Cy pEJIeBaHTHH M CUMIITOMATHYHU 32 LIEJIOKYIIHY Te3y, IPyNucaHe y

OKBHpY Te€Ma KOje IMOBe3yjy Hajla3e ca UCTPAXKUBAYKUM MMUTABUMA.

I'maBHM yBUI 1O KOjer ce M0Jla3W Yy TMOCIEI’EM IOIJIaBJbY jecTe Ja OpraHu3alfje TexXe
aTOMHU3alMJU YMETHUYKOT paja ycle] yTHIlaja MPOMEHa MPUOPUTETA KYJITYpHE IMOJIHUTHUKE;
00jeKTHBH3aIIMja ECTETCKUX Olepalrja 1 MPOLECHUX acleKaTa yMETHUUKHX JIeNa, ,,0KPEeTamke
ka nmyOnumu“, ¢oKyc Ha Npe3eHTalM])y M LUPKYJIalH]y YMETHHYKHX Jefla, a He Ha
MIPOU3BO/IbY, U MOBehaHa HECUTYPHOCT 300T (JOoKyca Ha KBAHTUTATHBHO, & HE KBAJIUTATUBHO
BpeqHOBame. . MehyTum, TpeHIOBM Yy HacTajamby Takohe MO3UIMOHUPA]Y ,,KypaTOpPCKY
areHIujy* Kao KOHLENT KyJITypHE MOJIUTUKE, Kao U ,HecaBnaganu miec” (bypr 2016), mro
3HaYu Ja ojpeheHa yMeTHMYKa Jeja U NPOM3BOAHE CTpaTervje M3BOJAE alNTepHATHBHE
3ajelHULIE WM, C jJeHE CTpaHe, MCTUYy CKpPHBEHE JAWHaAMHMKa MohM Koja pe3ynTupa

HCCUT'YPHHM KMBOTHMA paJHUKa I/I3BOba‘-IKI/IX YMCETHOCTH U KAaO IMOJIMTHYKEC AKTUBHOCTHU.
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VY 3akibyuky ,llepcniektuBe nujanora u3mel)y TpaHCHAIIMOHATHHX KpeaTropa MOJUTHKE U
HE3aBHCHE ClIeHe n3Bohaukux ymeTHOCTH y EBponu‘ (ctp. 194- 202) Hanaze ce u mpernopyke
3a KyATYpHE MOJUTHKE TOMYT YCIOCTaBJbamka MOJIeNa KyITypHE TIOJUTHKE Y OKBUPY 3eMajba
,2KpeatusHor EBpomna‘ koju Moke MOCITYXUTH Kao 00jenbyjyhu NpuHIKIT. HA CBUM HUBOMMA
ylpaBibakha U HajorpahBaTH ce HA CBE YelIhy Mpakcy 3ajeJHHUYKOr JenoBama. OBaj Mojen
Tpeba Ja MPOMOBHINE MO3UTHBHE rpal)aHCKe BPEIHOCTH, COLHUjAIHY TPaBIy, COIUAAPHOCT,
rpah)aHCTBO KpO3 KYATYPY, IPUCTYII KYJATYPH, KyITYPHO ydeurhe 1 yMEeTHUYKO CTBapajaliTBo.
Oga eBporicka qo0pa Tpeba aa ciyke Kao rmiatdopma 3a MOJCTULIAkE Capalbe, capaambe U
pasmeHe usmely nojeaunana u rpyna. [Iperxonno nomenyTa 3ajeHuYKa J00pa UMajy 3a UJb
Jla KOET3MCTHUpaJy TMOpEeJ W BaH TpaHUIla YCIMOCTaBJbEHMX HHCTUTyHHja. OBa obmact mma
MOTEHIIMjall Jla MOCIYXH Kao JUHAMHYKO TECTHO MECTO 3a HOBE KOHIIENTE APYIITBEHUX
MeXaHM3aMa M Kao HJealaH KOHTEKCT 3a I0jaBy HOBHX NpHOpHTETa 3a EBpOICKY yHH]y.

KOHerTHO, OBO C€ MOXKC YpaaAuTH KPO3 ABa KOpaKa:

- MPOMOBHCAE 3a]€THUYKUX MPAKCH Y YMETHOCTHU KpO3 IMpYXKambe MOJpIIKe U (PUHAHCHpamba
KyJITypHUX MpeXa M JyTOPOYHHUX WHHIIMjaTHBA 3a capalmby y yMETHOCTH. JlpKaBe djiaHHIle
Ou MorJIe J1a TOJpKe YMETHUYKY capaiby y MajoM MPEKOrpaHUYHOM 00uMYy, 10K Ou EBpona
Tpebaso Aa Jaje mpUOpUTET capamby y Behem 00uMy ny TyeM BPeMEHCKOM MEPUOLy.

- UCTHUIIalb€ OCHOBAa MMIUIEMEHTHPAHUX Ca HAJHMKET HUBOA 3a Pa3BOj MoJeja 3ajeTHUYKOT
€BPOIICKOT 100pa 3a KynTypHY MOTUTHKY. OBaj CETMEHT porpamMa Ou OJIaKIIao UCTPAKUBAYKE
Y KOHCYJITaTUBHE MHUIIMjaTUBE KOj€ MMajy 3a ITWJb Ja ce 6aBe CBUM acrieKTUMa hopMyJucama
HEOIXOHE MOJIMTHYKE CTPYKTYpE 32 YMETHOCT U KyATypYy mupom EBporne. IIpemioxena mepa
6u omoryhuna EBpoOIckoj yHUJU HPUCTYN LIMPOKOM CIEKTPY MCKyCTaBa M Ipenajora Koju
MIpOU3MIIa3e U3 yoOudajeHuX MpakcH, 10K OM Yy HCTO BpeMe NPy Kuiia IaTthopMy YMETHUIIIMA,

KyJITYpPHHUM CTpyYHhalliMa U NOJUTUYKUM aHAJTUTHYapUMa Jia U3pa3e CBOj€ CTaBOBE.

[ITaBumie, kako Ou ce mo3abaBWiIa HECHTYPHUM YCIOBHMA pajia YMETHHKA M KYJITYPHHUX
pannuka, KpeatuBna EBpoma Oum Tpebano pa mnoBeha MOCIOBHE TI'PAaHTOBE YMECTO
(¢uHaHCUpamwa Koje je UCKJbYUYHBO YCMEpPEHO Ha npojekre. Haume, cexTop KynType HacTaBJba
71a 3aXTeBa XUTHY IIPOMEHY y IemMaMa (puHaHCHpama Koje ce 0aBe HEOAPKUBUM IIpaKkcama ca
KOjMa C€ YMETHHIIM W OpTraHM3allije TPEHYTHO CyoudaBajy. MHTerpucame OIpKHUBOCTH Y
OpraHM3alMOHEe M MPOjeKTHE acleKTe 3aXTeBa HEHO YKJbYUHBAaWmE y pa3Marpame Oyiera,

MCTOBPEMEHO TpPYXkajyhul CTPYKTypHY MOAPIIKY W H3rPajikby KamaluTera 3a YMETHHKE,
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MPOAYLIEHTE U YMETHHYKE NpodecroHanie. 3ajelHu4YKa OArOBOPHOCT Ja Ce OBO IOJCTAKHE
JeKW ¥ HAa yMETHHIIMMA M Ha KpeaTopuma nonutuke. KoHauHo, BaXXHO je J1a ce yroBopu
YHyTap CEKTOpa NpuIpKaBajy MNPHUHLMIA MOIITEHE MpaKce, KOjU YKIbYdyjy IpaBeaHy
pacnoneny Mohu u GeHeduija. YroBopu Tpeba Ja MpeacTaBibajy CTPYKTYpY jacHUX Boaehux

IIpuHOHUIIA KOjI/I MMpOMOBHITY IIpaBHU4YaH U TPpaHCIIAPCHTAH YMCTHUYKHU CKOCHUCTCM.

Konauno, ydemnrthe aktepa HMBHIHOT ApyIITBa Tpebano Ou Ja ce oapa3u Uy JAOKyMEHTHMa
EBporicke yamje y o6mactu KyaType. 3aBUCHH T0JI0Ka] Y OTHOCY Ha CTPYKTYype MOhH y KojeM
ce aKTepH LIUBIJIHOT APYIITBA YECTO Haja3e, MOJIUTUYApU U KpeaTOpH MOJIUTHUKE MOPajy Jia ce
nmo3abase U J1a ce 6ope, 6e3 003upa Ha Hu3 obehaBajyhux nemasama v mpuMepa 100pe mpakce.
Crora OM OTBOpPEH M JUPEKTaH JHjajor O OYCKUBAmbMMa M OrpaHUYCHUMa u3Mel)y kpeatopa
MOJINTUKE U HE3aBUCHOT KYJITYPHOT CEKTOpa OMO KOPHUCTaH y pa3Bojy ONMUIIJBUBUX CTpaTerja
Y Mepa 3a IOCTEIICHU Ipelia3ak Ha MPaBeIHUje IPAKCe Y YMETHOCTH, Kao IITO Cy 00JbH YCIOBU

3a paJl yMETHHUKA U CTaTyC YMETHUKA. .

Takohe, kaHAMIAT TpeUIaKe CMAmbEHE U TM0jeJHOCTABbCHE AAMUHUCTPATUBHUX IOCIOBA
BE3aHUX 3a MPUCTYN (pUHAHCHpamwy, NOCEOHO 32 aKTMBHOCTH 3aCHOBAHE Ha MPOJEKTUMA, Y3
oMoryhaBame Ja ce TPOIIKOBU Be3aHM 3a MHCAHk-E MIPHjaBa YKJbyde y OylieTe 3a alulMKanuje 3a
¢dbunancupamwe. Ymnopehyjyhu KpearuBny EBpomy ca paHujuM  HWHUIMjaTHBaMa,
M10j€THOCTABJbEHU Cy aIMUHUCTPATUBHU MPOLIEC U Mpoliec (PUHAHCUPAa, IITO je HECYMEHBO
Hampenak, anu je moBehana wm MoryhHOCT HepaBHOMepHe KoHKypeHnwuje. Kyntypha
KOMIIOHEHTa TporpaMa je IMpeBHIIe HejacHO AedHHHCaHA, a MOLITO OBaj TOK IOJp)KaBa
MIPOjeKTe KOjU UMajy 3a LINJb TeHEpUCae IPUX0/1a, TIOCTOJHU OMACHOCT Ja he OHM MpeoBiaiaTi
jep cy y 60Jp0j MO3UIMjH Aa CE TaKMHUE ca JAPYTUM JaBHUM MM HENPOUTHUM KyJITYPHUM
akTuBHOCTHMa. EBanyanuja u nmpaheme Mopajy ce, BUIIe HETO OMJIO IITa IPYro, BpeaHOBATH
y3 mnoMoh KBaJUTAaTUBHUX KpUTEpUjyMa TMOpe] KBAHTUTATUBHUX. OBHU KBaJUTATUBHU

€JIEMEHTH MOpajy OMTH KpeupaH! y capaJibH ca akTepuMa HUBUIIHOT APYILITBA.

Konauno, y 3akipyuky ce HaBOAM Ja OM Yy CBETIy Tjio0ajHe KpU3€ M3a3BaHE IMaHJIEMH]OM
6onectu [IOBU/I-19 Ouno HempaBeAHO AaBaTH MPUOPUTET EKOHOMCKOM PacTy Y OJHOCY Ha
3aITUTY JKUBOTHE CPEIMHE M OJICYCTBO IMOJIMTHKA Koje he 00e30emuTH elMMUHAIIN]Y
HEjeTHAKOCTH, CUPOMAIITBA M JAPYTUX 00JIMKa UCKIbyuerme. CTaTyc yMEeTHUKA U ayTOHOMH]ja

YMETHUYKOT M3paXkaBama Tpebaso OM /1a MMajy HajBHIIN HPUOPUTET Y KyJITYPHO] IMOJUTHIIN
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3aCHOBAHO] Ha OAP>KUBOM pa3Bojy, jep 0e3 BUX U YPAaBHOTEIKEHOT MPHUCTYNA CBUM OCTAIUM
obslacTMa, OHa Ir'yOM CBAaKM 3Hayaj] y KOHTEKCTY 3alUTHTE KyJITYpHO-yMETHHYKE KYJTYpe.
KpeaTuBHOCTU U KynTypHor Hacineha (Mul'yuran 2004: 21). @okycupame Ha HOBY KyJITYpHY
MOJINTUKY 3axTeBa, u3Mel)y ocrayor, jayame 3Hadaja JIOKAIHUX KYyJITYpHUX MOJUTHKA U
YKJbYUHBaWbE 3aMHTEPECOBAHUX CTpaHA M3 CBUX 00nacTH y capaiwy. OBo he ocHaXXUTH cBe
YJIaHOBE KYJITYPHOI CHUCTEMa Ja NpeBa3ul)y pasiuduTe KyJITypHE Pa3iIMKe Koje JO0BOJE A0

HEjeTHaKOCTHU Pa3HUX BPCTa M Jia M000JbIIIajy YCIIOBE pajia U KyJITypHUX paJHUKA U YMETHHKA.

Tesa cagpxu ner anekca (ctp. 228- 303): (1) TpanckpunT cuMIo3ujyma ,,CTpacT U MOJUTHKA ,
npojekar ar- neppopmunr aptc u Czene Cam3Oypr; (2) untepnjy ca Jlyarepom Oprokom,
OMBIIMM yMETHUYKUM aupekropoMm Tanzdabpuk bepnun; (3) unrepsjy ca MapujaHom
[BetkoBuh, cyocnuBauom Cranuiie-Cepsuiie 3a caBpemenu miec 1 Homan [lanie Amanemu;
(4) untepsjy ca Cumone Bunneut, medom opranuzanuje Y peperynuoc I'MmoX; (5) unrepsjy

ca Jenenom Becuh, He3aBUCHIM KyCTOCOM, MUCIEM, YPEAHUKOM U IIPEIaBaAuOM.
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