
01

Reframing 
the International

Report of the kickoff seminar on 
working internationally in the arts / Brugge (BE), 6 December 2016

©
 A

N
N

A
B

E
L

L
A

 S
C

H
W

A
G

T
E

N



02

Overview

1. Introducing Reframing the International 03 

 The international dimension of the arts in a changing world

2. Encounters: kickstarting Reframing the International 08 

 Report on the December 2016 kickoff & round-table meetings in Bruges 

3. Exploring the data: Trending Countries (Dutch) 20 

 Onderzoek naar vermeldingen van het buitenland in het binnenlandse  

 kunstenaanbod

4. Exploring the data: Contemporary (International)  
 Art Market in Flanders and Brussels  27 

 A survey of private galleries and artists with galleries in Belgium  

 and abroad (2005–2015)

5. Exploring the data: After the growth 29 

 Trends in the international production and distribution of the performing arts  

 from Flanders & Brussels

6. Hear, hear: Freedom and Frenzy 31 

 Ash Bulayev on the sustainability of transnational artists’ trajectories

7. Hear, hear: Portrait of the international artist as a citizen  37 

 Chris Keulemans concluding the December 2016  

 Reframing the International encounters



03

1. Introducing 
Reframing the International

The international dimension of the arts 
in a changing world

written by Joris Janssens

On 6 december 2016, approximately 100 artists, curators, managers and other arts professionals kicked 

off Reframing the International, Kunstenpunt’s research and development trajectory about working 

internationally in the arts. The idea is to set up a process for the arts field (music, visual arts, performing 

arts), to think about the international dimension of our work: to get a clear view on what is happening 

in the field and in society, to brainstorm about what can be done in the future and to start concrete 

experiments around these ideas. 

Right now we are in the start-up phase of the whole process, brainstorming about burning issues, setting 

the agenda, getting some inspiration. And, most importantly, discussing the fundamental questions:  

Why are we working internationally? What does it really mean when we are working abroad?

© A N N A B E L L A S C H WAG T E N
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The internationalisation continues

Today there is an increasing urgency to raising these questions. It is not the first time that support 

organisations have been organising moments of reflection about the internationalisation of the arts. But 

compared to six years ago, a lot of things have happened. Working internationally has certainly become 

quite self-evident, but at the same time, there is this uncanny feeling that the pressure is increasing. 

Society is going through some political, cultural and ecological changes, which may well radically change 

the way we work. Stakes are higher than ever, it seems.

Our enthusiasm about the international recognition for the arts from Flanders is absolutely 

legitimate. Some achievements are truly remarkable and even historical. At the same time, 

there is an increasing feeling of unease with recent developments.

It is certainly true that international work has become a lot less exotic than before. The last decades, our 

sectors have been internationalising thoroughly. We have made use of a number of profound political, 

technological and economic developments to organise ourselves differently. I am thinking of business 

developments such as digitisation, internet, low-cost airlines, Airbnb, Skype, couch surfing, roaming,  

and not in the least of the huge impact of European policies – economic, monetary, educational and 

cultural. All this has had a profound impact on the development and even the proliferation of cultural 

networks in Europe since the 1980s.

It is also true that a number artists from Flanders and Brussels have been doing pretty well in this 

 globalising system of producing and presenting art. With our research, Kunstenpunt has regularly been 

raising awareness with the public opinion and political stakeholders of the success of the Flemish arts 

abroad. And we will certainly continue to do so in the context of this Reframing trajectory.  

We have  already published some work-in-progress research about the international export of concerts 

and performances from Flanders and Brussels and we are compiling information about visual arts 

 exhibitions. So stay tuned for more research in this direction.

(c) AirBnB

http://kunsten.be/dossiers/reframing-the-international/2848-encounters-joining-the-dots-dutch-
https://medium.com/@NicoKennes/4-things-you-didnt-know-about-flemish-musicians-on-tour-b9a579ce82b4#.a4bmw9kt3
https://issuu.com/kunstenpuntflandersartsinstitute/docs/flanders_arts_institute_after_the_g
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Our enthusiasm about the international recognition for the arts from Flanders is absolutely legitimate. 

Some achievements are truly remarkable and even historical. At the same time, there is an increasing 

feeling of unease with recent developments. There are a number of problems with this success story.  

It certainly gives a very limited picture of what is going on.

First, this picture conceals the increasing pressure on our work and the difficulties that this entails. 

Artists, organisers, companies, curators and producers, they all tell us they must fight harder than ever 

to achieve the same results, with sometimes painstaking negotiations about fees and budgets. Certainly 

in music and performing arts, contributions to travel expenses not always cover the real costs of touring. 

There is a lot of competition on the international market and there is a constant struggle to catch the 

attention of the media and local audiences.

The pressure increases. In a lot of countries, the legitimacy of (national) government investments in the 

arts goes through a crisis. National governments are withdrawing, sometimes with severe budget cuts 

in the arts as a result. The political context is clearly shifting: already in the UK, the US, Croatia,   

the Netherlands, Poland, Hungary and in so many other countries we see a shift towards more economic 

protectionism and nationalist populism.

Cities and municipalities have become already more active in developing cultural policies. 

They are experimenting with more transversal approaches or integrating the arts in urban 

development and city marketing schemes.
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In this time of crisis and government cutbacks, organisations and institutions are struggling to main-

tain their production capacity by engaging more and more partners, often international coproducers. 

Paradoxically, when national policies are receding, transnational cooperation is booming. But how 

sustainable are these strategies in the long term? A growing number of increasingly vulnerable partners is 

needed to keep up the same level of output, previous Kunstenpunt research has shown.

How sustainable is this growth bubble? And, most importantly, where does all of this leave the artists? 

Throughout the whole of Europe, the position of individual artists has become more vulnerable and 

precarious than ever. Last week, we launched a research report about the socio-economic position of 

artists from Flanders and Brussels. Only one out of ten artists can really live from their artistic work. 

Apparently, artists are the first victims of the economic pressure on institutions and companies (where 

mostly the non-artistic staff is being employed on a permanent basis, and artist’s fees are paid from 

the variable budgets). Maybe this increasing precariousness is also an important driver behind the 

 internationalisation of artists’ trajectories?

Meaningful developments

In our Reframing trajectory we will want to explicitly address this whole changing context, both socially 

and the way our sector operates today. Apart from this growing political and economic pressure, there is 

also another reason why focusing on our export success is short-sighted. A focus on export might obscure 

the fact that, increasingly, there are a lot of meaningful developments and artistic practices which do not 

fit in this frame of export and high visibility.

Paradoxically, when national policies are receding, transnational cooperation is booming.

More and more artists and institutions are looking for ways out of this rat race which is sometimes called 

‘hypermobility’, traveling from black box to black box, from white cube to white cube or from residency to 

residency just to eke out a living. 

http://kunsten.be/dossiers/kunstenaarcentraal/609-loont-passie-een-onderzoek-naar-de-sociaal-economische-positie-van-professionele-kunstenaars-in-vlaanderen
http://kunsten.be/dossiers/kunstenaarcentraal/609-loont-passie-een-onderzoek-naar-de-sociaal-economische-positie-van-professionele-kunstenaars-in-vlaanderen
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When working abroad, there is an increasing interest to rethink what it means to work internationally by 

slowing down. By creating time and space for more meaningful connections with local communities and 

artistic scenes. Sometimes via residencies or workshops, or new formats for producing and presenting art 

(eg. cocreation, site-specific projects). Increasingly, artists are explicitly dealing with internationalisation, 

mobility and sustainability in their work.

For some artists, this way of working might not exactly be new. But in the context we are in, it is really 

important to discuss these practices. To make them more visible and reflect on their importance in the 

context of this project. A new argumentation for the value of international practices in the arts might be 

found there. Maybe it will be less the national governments we will be convincing with this new story of 

connecting the local to the international. Cities and municipalities have become already more active in 

developing cultural policies. They are experimenting with more transversal approaches, or integrating 

the arts in urban development or city marketing schemes. There are a lot of issues to be discussed here 

as well. Maybe the future will be more about the connection of local scenes and communities with 

transnational mobility and information flows.

Some questions

These observations offer only a brief sketch of the rapidly changing context of our research and 

development trajectory about international practices in the arts. In this kickoff stage, we are just trying to 

grasp what is going on. We are struggling with a number of questions:

• The meaning. What is the true value and importance of working internationally? Why do we move?  

Is it really about export, visibility, economic and symbolic capital? Is that what makes us move?  

Is that also what will convince society and political stakeholders of our importance?

• The context. How should we relate to the contemporary political, cultural, social, ecological crises? 

What is going on? What is the role of artists to help us to understand this?

• The trends and the ‘weak signals’. Which trends are visible and not yet visible in the figures?

• The future organisation. How are we going to organise ourselves? Will we try to continue our 

 businesses as usual? Will we try to keep afloat in the current system-under-pressure? And/or will we 

start a collective reflection to see if we are strong enough together to do things differently?

These are difficult questions, but we have a whole year for this mapping project. The Reframing the 

International kickoff conference was a public forum to share current worries, concerns and wishes.  

A number of invited speakers raised fundamental questions about the meaning of and current challenges 

for internationalisation. In the coming months, Kunstenpunt is going to deepen these ideas. We will map 

trends with data visualisations and statistics. We will launch writing assignments and organise round 

 tables about different topics. And by the end of 2017, we will meet again all together to synthesise this 

entire process, and to set up concrete experiments around new ideas.

So stay tuned and get in touch with all your concerns, ideas and suggestions.



08

2. Encounters: kickstarting  
Reframing the International

Report on the December 2016 kickoff & round-table 
meetings in Bruges 

written by Joris Janssens

‘Reframing the International’ (Concertgebouw Bruges, 6 December 2016) was a day to talk about 

international connections, new boundaries, the balance between local and transnational work and 

inspiring transformation models. Some 100 people with different backgrounds (different arts disciplines, 

institutional contexts, different international experiences) met to talk about the motivations, the 

changing context and opportunities and challenges for working internationally.

As the invitation stated: “International work is a recurring mantra in arts policy documents and grant 

applications. Artists and groups from Flanders and Brussels are very active on the international front. 

And while we are sometimes quite successful – in some places you can even detect an exotic buzz about 

‘art from Flanders’ – there is at the same time a general feeling that connecting internationally is 

increasinglydifficult.

There is also this growing uncanny feeling in the light of today’s newspapers’ headlines: what is the true 

value and meaning of international work, in times of retreating government support, the fragmentation 

of production budgets, city marketing, Brexit, the refugee crisis, the wall of Trump, global warming, 
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outsourcing, off-shoring and tax shelters? Should we as artists and organisers still be focusing on export 

andpromotion,nationbranding,financialtransactions,prizesandprestigiouspresentations?Orare

there more meaningful forms of transnational exchanges in the arts? What will working internationally 

look like tomorrow?”

Today, the answers to all these questions are already in the making, even if they are not yet always 

visible. During the reflection day in Bruges, we talked about inspiring experiences, old and new obstacles, 

experiments with transformation models and challenging ideas for the future. Together, we wanted to 

find out where the pitfalls and quicksands are and how the wind is changing.

Welcome and inspirational keynotes

After a welcome by Jeroen Vanacker (Concertgebouw Brugge) and moderator Chris Keulemans, 

Joris Janssens (head of research and development, Flanders Arts Institute) introduced the context and 

the aims of the international research and development trajectory.

Simon Leenknegt (researcher at Kunstenpunt/Flanders Arts Institute) presented the analysis Trending 

Countries. Facts and figures about the international dimension of shows and expos in Flanders and 

Brussels (2014) (Dutch). Based on the data in the database of CultuurNet Vlaanderen, Kunstenpunt/

Flanders Arts Institute conducted research on the international dimension of the artistic offer in Flanders 

and Brussels. This indeed is quite international, and performances, concerts and exhibitions indeed 

are the mirror of a changing world. But on the other hand, our neighbouring countries are still the most 

 referenced and when talking about non-Western art, stereotypes are looming.

Simon Leenknegt Joris Janssens
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Ekaterina Degot

Pieter De Buysser Ash Bulayev
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Pieter De Buysser (Brussels – writer, director, performing artist) spoke about our sometimes 

conflicting motivations to work internationally. In a societal context where more and more questions 

are being raised about the advantages and pitfalls of globalisation, what does it really mean when we are 

selling our work globally? On the one hand, this is necessary to maintain our trajectories and it is also 

very enriching. On the other hand, there might be a tension with some of the values we adhere to in our 

work. What with the ecological consequences? We are very critical towards speculation with capital, but 

are we not speculating with symbolic capital every day? 

Ash Bulayev (Athens – curator, producer) asked for awareness about the precarious and sometimes 

‘manic’ working conditions of individual artists working in performing arts / visual arts, working and 

living in several places simultaneously (combining residencies, commissions, projects and presentations). 

What are the difficulties and tensions for artists living a nomadic life? What could be done to make 

artists’ working conditions more sustainable? Read Ash’s contribution here.

Ekaterina Degot (Cologne, curator and director of Academy of the Arts of the World Cologne) 

demanded attention for some of the tensions we deal with in our daily practice, in relation to political 

expectations. On the one hand, there’s the expectation to connect on both the international and the local 

level. But the rhetoric is sometimes problematic and funding not adequate. And what does it mean when 

we want to connect to the world? In what way are these attempts still indebted to implicit power relations 

or categorisations of our colonial past?

Open forum

When announcing this day we launched a call for interesting frustrations, eye-openers, irresistible 

proposals and wild ideas on international practices. Out of the reactions we distilled a number of wider 

topics, each of which were at the centre of discussions at six round-tables. Participants were invited to 

pick a theme, join a round-table and actively contribute to the debate.

The mission of each of the working tables was to create a mind map to structure the ideas about issues 

and solutions, and to present the result of the brainstorm in the final session. It was an impossible task to 

make complete sense of complex topics in such a short session, but the exercise was useful to bring some 

issues on the table which will be further developed during the trajectory.

TABLE 1: 

CONNECTING COMMUNITIES: NEW CONNECTIONS BETWEEN THE LOCAL AND THE 

INTERNATIONAL

More and more, working internationally is something else than hastily travelling from black box to 

black box and from white cube to white cube. Increasingly, artists and institutions are developing new 

strategies and formats (a.o. residencies, workshops, cocreation processes) to allow artists to engage 

in more meaningful exchanges with local communities. What are these strategies? How can they be 

strengthened? How to deal with the tension between the various (sometimes different) kinds of logic of 

local and international connections? 

(Facilitators: Lissa Kinnaer & Hilde Teuchies)

https://litemind.com/what-is-mind-mapping/
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In the concluding session, Daniëlle van Zuijlen highlighted that creating time is really a very 

important strategy, and that to learn and to create in depth is really necessary to create meaningful 

connections. Working with local communities can also be ‘risky business’. The risk can be that you, as an 

artist, can start instrumentalising local communities for your own projects. One needs to be sincere about 

the motivations. These can be very diverse for different positions in the field.

Why (not) go global, that is crucial question, Hilde Teuchies added. What is the context you are working 

in? What kind of communities are you working with (artist, citizens)? These are important parameters 

when discussing the global and the local.

Table 1 Mindmap

Table 1: Connecting Communities Daniëlle van Zuylen & Chris Keulemans
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TABLE 2: 

WHEREVER I LAY MY LAPTOP…: HOW TO CREATE MORE SUSTAINABLE CONDITIONS 

FOR ARTISTS WORKING TRANSNATIONALLY? 

Increasingly, artists are developing their work in different cities, countries, communities 

simultaneously. There is a growing tension between national funding priorities and the issues faced 

by artists with transnational careers and trajectories. How can we organise artists’ mobility and 

trajectories in a more sustainable way? We will brainstorm to identify the real issues artists are facing, 

but also possible solutions. For this, collaboration will be key: in Belgium and abroad, within and 

outsideoftheartsfield.

(Facilitators: Delphine Hesters & Joris Janssens)

Table 2 Mindmap

Table 2: Transnational artists trajectories Delphine Hesters & Chris Keulemans
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 In the concluding discussion, Delphine Hesters highlighted that the ‘transnational’ challenges for 

artists are related to a broader discussion about the position of individual artists in the field. Here also, 

the idea of motivation is key. Take, for example, forced mobility, because in your local context there are no 

fruitful conditions to create, or when you are in need for funding and there are possibilities for a residen-

cy. The way the arts system functions, also forces you to move – but whose agenda is the driver behind 

international mobility. Which agenda is driving us? A number of tensions are the result, but maybe we 

also see that artists are trying to regain control.

Another thought is that a number of institutions and important spaces are having a lot of trouble to 

maintain there activities. How can the international community react to and engage with local issues and 

pressure on the system? And, when national cultural policy is scaled back, should we think differently 

about subsidiarity and the role of the different government levels?

Crucial are the evolving relations between artists and institutions. These relationships are quite diverse 

and involvement of artists in institutions can vary. The general idea here was that artists should stop 

defining themselves through institutions, and should instead start empowering themselves and setting 

their own agenda through diverse strategies (e.g. self-organisation). In green on the mindmap are already 

some concrete examples, e.g. Jan Ritsema’s PAF.

TABLE 3: 

THE REAL BORDERS: WHAT ARE THE NEW BORDERS FOR WORKING INTERNATIONALLY, 

AND HOW CAN THEY BE DEALT WITH?

In times of low-cost airlines, AirBnb and general discussions about globalisation, some traditional 

borders or impediments for international mobility might not seem as relevant as they used to be. 

However,newbordershavebeenemergingthatwillbedifficulttoignoreinourinternationalpractices:

thepoliticalreaffirmationofthenation-state(Brexit,Trump’sWall),social,culturalandecological

barriers. What exactly are these new borders and how can they be dealt with? What does sustainable 

international mobility mean in this respect? 

(Facilitators: Katrien Kiekens & Nikol Wellens)

Table 3 Mindmap
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Mieke Renders explained that ‘old borders’ (e.g. rules and regulations for financing or mobility, 

censorship, political borders) seemed to disappear, but are now coming back, with a vengeance.  

Ecological borders are becoming more apparent. There is also the pressure on our traditional way of 

working, but artists and organisations are trying to break the mould, e.g. BRONKS will not make new 

productions next year. This can be a catharsis. If you break the chain of production, you can create more 

sustainable cycles in the ecosystem, e.g. take time to find partners. All the things we find essential, but do 

not take time to really engage with anymore.

Leen Laconte (oKo) explains we are in a Catch-22: we know that our financial model is based on 

international cooperation (export, coproductions). But now, in the light of the limits of this system and for 

instance ecological issues, we are confronted with the fact that we cannot stop our current way of working 

because the sustainability of a structure is based on this. Briefly, we will need a new way of financing and 

fundamentally change our models for funding, producing, and disseminating work.

TABLE 4: 

L’UNION FAIT LA FORCE: HOW CAN WE WORK TOGETHER TO CREATE NEW OPPORTUNITIES 

ABROAD?

While we feel the need to ‘reframe the international’, most of us are still heavily dependent on 

 opportunities to produce and present internationally, in order to have sustainable careers. To be inter-

national, or not to be at all. In the current political and economic climate, there is an increasing pressure 

on these opportunities. Knowing there is more and more pressure on government investments in the 

arts, how can we work together to develop new formats and frameworks to create more chances for 

artists abroad? Does l’union indeed fait la force?

(Facilitators: Felix De Clerck & Marijke De Moor)

 

Table 3: International borders Mieke Renders & Chris Keulemans
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This was a more hands-on, practical table, Felix De Clerck explained. We see some current pressing 

issues, e.g. lack of presentation opportunities or the lack of funding to go abroad, a lack of support or 

guidance or lack of clarity about who can support you. When talking about possible solution, we see 

possibilities such as an international fund (a joint venture) providing knowledge, mentoring, research & 

mapping, a.o.: non-financial capital to be shared.

Should we just support individual initiatives, or do we need collective efforts or solutions for this?  

Should these collective initiatives be framed as ‘national’ initatives? A label like ‘Big in Belgium’ 

 apparently works quite well. But these kinds of collective efforts are complimentary to hands-on  

support for individual artists or companies.

Table 4 Mindmap

Table 4: New opportunities Felix De Clerck & Chris Keulemans
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TABLE 5: DECOLONISING THE ARTS: WHEN INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGE BECOMES MEANINGFUL 

INTERCULTURAL EXCHANGE

We will all agree that artists working abroad (and presenting international work in Flanders) open new 

perspectives on the world we live in. And that this is of crucial importance to our society today, where 

some of the most pressing issues are related to the (im)possibilities and tensions related to transnational 

mobility, globalisation and migration. In this context, the arts could and should well be the lab for mean-

ingful intercultural exchanges, an open space for exchange and solidarity between cultures.  

But what exactly are the conditions for this solidarity? Often, transnational collaborations and inter-

nationalmobilityflowsarestilldrivenbylong-lasting,implicitpowerrelationsbetweentheNorth,the

West, the East and the South. Which of these implicit parameters and frameworks hinder meaningful 

intercultural exchanges? How to escape them? 

(Facilitators: Sofie Joye & Simon Leenknegt)

 

Table 5 Mindmap

Table 5 Mindmap 2 Table 5: Decolonising the arts
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Participants at this table were mostly curators. The main topics discussed dealt with the complex issue 

of how to exhibit the ‘other’. In this context, seemingly self-evident words like ‘exchange’, ‘culture’, 

‘authenticity’ or ‘quality’ were deeply scrutinised, Ekaterina Degot explained. But what do these 

concepts really mean in relation to our practice as programmers or curators? Also discussed were topics 

of white privilege (e.g. the blind spots brought about by our positions). A solution might be not to focus on 

differences with others, but rather to focus on similarities. Will you be using quota (for intercultural work, 

gender)? Maybe you should not use strict quota but seek for a balance. How to take risks, how to present 

and raise audiences for non-Western work? Which frames will you use for that?

TABLE 6: TRANSNATIONAL PRACTICES VS. (TRANS)NATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Howdotransnationalpractices(transnationalintermsoftopicsandofcollaborations)fitinthe

funding schemes of ministries, funds and organisations which are often based on different kinds of 

national logic (funding schemes for artists who live and work in a region/country; funds which are 

often in line with cultural and diplomatic interests; national representations abroad). How can artists 

and organisations rethink these schemes of funding and co-production, founded on the content of 

artistic projects and practices? Can national funding schemes talk to each other transnationally, or is a 

European or transnational fund necessary? What about private foundations which are less founded on 

national agendas but depend on other interests and values? 

(Facilitators: Dirk De Wit & Stef Coninx)

 

Table 6 Mindmap
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This group talked about how the policies, the funding and supporting infrastructures can deal with this 

transnational reality. What can be done? Who is building up networks? Dirk De Wit asked. Everybody is 

doing so – artists, institutions, government agencies – but there is a real need to share existing knowledge 

and social capital. When talking about artistic content, it is really necessary to make use of ‘fixers’, people 

with artistic knowledge who are more flexible than government agencies to build connections. The inter-

mediaries could scout for and work with these fixers and bring them in touch with policies.

Another issue is that the transnational reality requires a different approach to different positions: policy-

makers at different government levels, EU levels, and private foundations because the sum of all existing 

support does not result in a situation where access to the transnational zone is equal for artists regardless 

of where they come from. This calls for a new kind of solidarity.

Concluding comments

“Throughout the whole day”, Chris Keulemans summarized at the end of the meeting, “we all felt the 

urgency of the issue.” Read his full round-up here.

Table 6: Transnational practices Dirk De Wit & Chris Ceulemans
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3. Exploring the data:  
Trending Countries (Dutch)

Onderzoek naar vermeldingen van het buitenland in 
het binnenlandse kunstenaanbod

written by Simon Leenknegt & Tom Ruette

In een wereld gekenmerkt door razendsnelle politieke, technologische en economische ontwikkelingen 

lijkt een internationale horizon ook voor de kunsten vanzelfsprekend. Tegelijk zetten die ontwikkelingen 

onze huidige manier van werken onder druk.

Wat houdt internationaal werken in de kunsten precies in? Wat zijn de waarde en het belang ervan op 

artistiek, zakelijk en maatschappelijk vlak? 

We willen niet alleen de export van de kunsten uit Vlaanderen naar het buitenland in kaart brengen,  

maar ook het internationale gehalte van de kunsten die je kunt zien en horen in Vlaanderen en Brussel. 

Dit staat centraal in deze studie: hoe internationaal is het aanbod van muziek, podiumkunsten en 

 beeldende kunsten?

© A N N A B E L L A S C H WAG T E N
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Welke landen zijn trending in de kunsten?

Grafiek 1: Het aantal concerten, voorstellingen en tentoonstellingen met minstens één  vermelding van 

het buitenland, vergeleken met het aantal vermeldingen van het buitenland

Grafiek 2: Top vijftien van meest vermelde landen in beschrijvingen van concerten in 2014
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Grafiek 3: Het aandeel van genres binnen het aantal vermeldingen van elk continent (concerten)

Grafiek 4: Top vijftien van meest vermelde landen in beschrijvingen van voorstellingen in 2014
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Grafiek 5: Het aandeel van genres binnen het aantal vermeldingen van elk continent (voorstellingen)

Grafiek 6: Top vijftien van meest vermelde landen in beschrijvingen van tentoonstellingen in 2014
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Grafiek 7: Het aandeel van genres binnen het aantal vermeldingen van elk continent (tentoonstellingen)
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Grafiek 8: Aantal vermeldingen van een land bij alle onderzochte evenementen, 

met aanduiding van de plaats van het evenement waarbij deze vermeldingen gebeurden
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Grafiek 9: Aantal vermeldingen van Congo-Kinshasa, Marokko en Turkije bij alle onderzochte 

 evenementen, met aanduiding van de plaats van het evenement waarbij deze vermeldingen gebeurden
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4. Exploring the data: Contemporary (International) 
Art Market in Flanders and Brussels

A survey of private galleries and artists with galleries in 
Belgium and abroad (2005–2015)

Written by Simon Leenknegt

There is a wide range of quality galleries in Flanders and Brussels, an asset that must be maintained.  

In Flanders and Brussels there is a proportionately high number of galleries with access to networks 

that extend across the global art market and in addition to that a large number of galleries with an 

 international range. Private galleries with a range limited to Belgium and neighbouring countries are 

paramount for the promotion and sale of high-quality works that do not, however, immediately find their 

way to an international circuit.

Brussels can play a pioneering role, not only for the art market, but also for the promotion of Flemish 

artists and the entire Belgian art scene. At present this is insufficiently exploited by the sector and the 

authorities (Flanders, Brussels Capital Region, and the city of Brussels). In addition to this, the question 

arises whether Brussels as an international art hub is sustainable, since this strength is based on foreign 

initiative. The WIELS international residence programme provides an answer to that question, but as a 

sole initiative cannot sufficiently guarantee that sustainability.

KO E N R A A D  D E D O B B E L E E R ,  T H E  D E S P E R AT E ,  F U R I O U S LY P O S I T I V E 
S T R I V I N G  O F P E O P L E  W H O  R E F U S E  TO  B E  D I S M I S S E D,  I N S TA L L AT I O N 

V I E W,  E X T R A C I T Y K U N S T H A L ,  A N T W E R P E N
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Limited support from the authorities is important to accompany galleries in their international market 

development and to offer them more security when they present Flemish artists at foreign fairs and which 

involves certain risks, e.g. when presenting emerging talents or internationally unknown high-grade 

works or when exhibiting in countries where the work of Flemish artists has not yet been fully introduced. 

Current support measures galleries use to cover art fair attendance are the financial intermediaries of 

Flanders Investment & Trade and Brussels Export & Trade, and the Arts Decree subsidies for presenta-

tions of Flemish artists abroad. Such measures stimulate the development of the artists’ international 

networks.

Galleries could collaborate more to explore new markets in Europe and beyond if this is a difficult under-

taking for one gallery alone. Some galleries already do this by means of a structural collaboration with 

other galleries on the promotion and selling of the work of specific artists. In addition to this, they could 

work together on market exploration with ‘scouts’ they appoint or in the form of a national focus at an 

art fair where Flemish galleries would like to expand their contacts. Developing international networks 

is crucial for Flemish artists. Through these networks artists present their work abroad and establish 

contacts with collectors and professionals.

For this report, data was gathered from 87 private galleries active between 2005 and 2015 in 

Flanders and/or Brussels. In addition to this, data was collected on 633 professional Flemish 

artists from the Flanders Arts Institute artist database. For each artist we investigated which 

gallery(orgalleries)representedthemin2015.Gallerieswerealsoclassifiedaccordingto

type.

Read the report here

http://flandersartsinstitute.f.mrhenry.be.s3.amazonaws.com/2016/09/Flemish_contemporary_art_market.pdf
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5. Exploring the data: After the growth

Trends in the international production and distribution 
of the performing arts from Flanders & Brussels

written by Joris Janssens

Flanders Arts Institute is continuously researching the changing practice of producing and distributing 

(performing) arts.

We recently mapped out the international dimension of the performing arts over the period 2001-2014, 

including performances abroad as well as international co-productions. This has produced interesting 

material.

First of all, companies managed to maintain their production capacity, even in times 

of crisis and government cutbacks. There is even an increase in the number of Flemish 

productions performed abroad, and an increase in venues and countries.  

In 2001, productions were presented in 30 different countries; in 2014, this number rose to 56 countries. 

However, the story also has a downside: because subsidies have been reduced since 

2010, companies are increasingly dependent on (inter)national partnerships for the 

development of their projects.

JA N  M A RT E N S ,  T H E  D O G  DAYS  A R E  OV E R  © P E P I J N  LU TG E R I N K
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Many performing arts productions today are made through partnerships between companies and 

sometimes various festivals, arts centres and other domestic and foreign partners. During the last 

five years in particular – after cuts in spending at home and abroad – the number of foreign partners 

increased very quickly. 

The figures illustrate the rise and flourishing of a transnational circuit in which the performing arts 

are made and presented. Flemish players have a strong position within this circuit. Due to increasing 

pressure on arts policy in many countries, the limits to growth in this transnational circuit are in sight. 

Today much time is spent on difficult negotiations over ever-smaller sums. All of this could occasion a 

discussion of a number of developments in the practice of organisations and cultural policy.

Read the full story on issuu

https://issuu.com/kunstenpuntflandersartsinstitute/docs/flanders_arts_institute_after_the_g
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6. Hear, hear: Freedom and Frenzy

Ash Bulayev on the sustainability of transnational  
artists’ trajectories

written by Ash Bulayev

There are bleak realities behind the façade of some performing and visual artist’s successful international 

careers: the manic, frenzied life, the insecurity and fear of hyper-mobility and residency- or studio-hop-

ping. What are some of the strategies to have more sustainability in artists’ working conditions? Band-aid 

solutions might be short-sighted. It is time for a radical re-imagining of the system.

Preparing for this talk, I realized that in order to discuss issues surrounding existing support, funding 

and production models related to internationalization in our field (and I will focus specifically on contem-

porary performance and dance), I would like to briefly outline the complexity and precarity of how some 

artists work today. Here are a few examples:

• Maria Hassabi and Trajal Harrell, are both artists who up until recently were considered NYC based 

artists, both working within contemporary dance practice. In the past few years, both have chosen to 

leave NYC and to relocate to Europe. A decision that was not taken lightly, for in Maria’s case, NYC 

has been her home and community for over 20 years. Right now both Maria and Trajal are essentially 

art nomads, calling Belgium, France, Greece and US their temporary bases. Both of these artists are 

objectively successful in their field, with major commissioning and presentations all over the world.  

 

© A N N A B E L L A S C H WAG T E N
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Neither of them have any structural funding from any of the countries I just listed, nor any 

 institutional association. They are not attached or supported by any theatre or production house 

for extended period of time, and their production model is spread over multiple continents with a 

patchwork (a very successful one indeed) of co-productions, commissioning, residencies, and private 

and public funding. If described to an outsider their professional lives and tempo are truly manic, 

illustrating a life of a free-lance artist lifestyle. 

• Then there are Clement Layes and Jasna Vinovrski, a French and Croatian artists living in Berlin 

for the past years. Both have successful independent practices rooted in performance, new circus 

and contemporary dance. They work independently and together under the moniker of Public in 

Private. Up until this year when Clement received a two-year structural funding in Berlin, neither 

had any long-term funding support, and relied on the same patchwork of transnational funding, 

co-productions, and residency support as Maria and Trajal. In the past years, in conjunction with 

their artistic work, Clement and Jasna have focused on a Berlin-centric paradox in which a city full 

of artists working in dance and performance never meet each other in the city they live in, and more 

often cross paths in some festival, or residency abroad. And so a few years ago a new Berlin collective 

began, calling themselves How Do We Work, with a goal to re-imagine their working conditions, 

shared responsibility, and cultural policy. How Do We Work could be the Berlin sister of State of the 

Arts in Brussels. 

• And lastly there are Rabih Mroue and Brett Bailey. Rabih is from Beirut but living in Berlin for 

the past years, Brett is South African and the only one out of the examples I gave who still calls 

his country of birth his home. Both are accomplished artists, and artists who rely exclusively on 

co-productions and commissions to support their artistic work. Each project brings a new set 

of institutional collaborators and in a sense determines where they will live and create for the 

duration of the project’s creation cycle. In Rabih’s case, he is a completely “solo”, creating, producing, 

administrating, promoting, and touring his work with no outside help or support.

Issues

So are there issues in any of the above examples, or is everything going according to plan? And if so, 

whose plan is it? Artists’? Policy makers’? Programmers and curators?

While writing this text I realized that it is impossible, for me, to discuss very pragmatic issues such as 

structural funding, transnational vs. local producing and creation models, mobility funding – without 

delving into existing discourse of institutional critique, market driven economics, and accepted precarity. 

For issues surrounding hypermobility or precarity within our field are not insular.

Most national funding is decreasing and becoming more and more restrictive and “needy” in 

its policy aims, while the mobility/transnational infrastructure that was put in place by the 

EUtoallowformoreflexibleworkingconditionsforartists,hasalsoceasedtoberesponsive

to the needs of the artists.

I believe there exists a tension and contradiction between national funding priorities and transnational/

mobility funding. 
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Another way to say this is that most national funding is decreasing and becoming more and more 

restrictive and “needy” in its policy aims, while the mobility/transnational infrastructure that was put in 

place by the EU to allow for more flexible working conditions for artists, has also ceased to be responsive 

to the needs of the artists. 

I also question whether indeed the impetus for EU mobility funding had artists’ well being as a priority 

or if the “new Europe” of 90’s simply found the artistic community as a willing vehicle through which 

to push its new agenda about the unification of Europe? And as a result of all the mobility funding 

strands (starting with Culture 2000) the notion of a national artist (Belgian artist, Dutch artist, French 

artist) has become more and more irrelevant. It seems that now there are international artists and local 

artists. Marten Spangberg metaphor rings close to truth, when he says that “networks are for dance and 

performance what natural reserve is for animals, a restrictive babysitter that places the poor animal in 

a restricted area. Here you go, play here but not too loud.”

And that brings me to mobility, or hypermobility. We see more art that is fit for international mobility 

(easy to tour to other countries, with low transport costs and content fit to be presented in diverse 

cultural contexts). We see a lot of mobility, but what about the quality of mobility? Why do artists travel 

to another city, with yet another empty studio to work in, and how much does the artistic work consider 

what is outside that anonymous studio? Do artists today care where they work or not? Or do the current 

co-production models and networks of festivals, productions houses, residencies simply make it very hard 

for that care to materialize? There is eternal residency hopping forcing artists to travel to be able to reflect 

and produce, and business models resulting in the need to produce too much and too often. 

As Pascal Gielen puts it, “nowadays artists are either international or they are nobodies. Curators 

are connected or they are nobodies. These may sound like the ground rules of the contemporary art 

world, but they are also the symptoms of global late capitalism, which has, over the past few decades, 

effortlessly invaded the artistic realm through cultural and creative industrialization.” Some artists do 

create self-regulating strategies to ensure that mobility can be more than just another destination. Hans 

Bryssinck recently told to Joris Janssens that he insists on a minimum of three months for any residency 

or development period abroad to allow for meaningful relationships to occur.

In our current economic flow, as Boris Groys recently argued, it doesn’t really matter if one is in the 

program or not, what matters is to have a project, in particular to have a project that can attach to enough 

surfaces and connect to enough other projects. In fact, it doesn’t matter what the project is, as long as it 

promotes a specific identity. What many artists today are forced to be busy with is not primarily to make 

pieces or to articulate concepts but to produce identities that are at the same time specific enough to make 

a difference yet conventional enough to maintain a rather romantic image of what the artist should be 

occupied with. Some have stopped making pieces at all, and jump from residency to residency, from lab 

to lab, project to project. What sadly matters today is not pieces or premieres but activity and mobility. 

Sloterdijk calls it, ‘the shift from art as production power to art as exhibition power’. It’s all less and less 

about creating and more about exhibiting.

And of course the current mobility frenzy is a symptom of our market driven and highly precarious 

 society we are all inhabitants of. As Bojana Kunst proposes, “precarization describes the neo-liberal act of 

governance that governs through social insecurity, flexibility, and continuous fear arising from the loss of 

stability. In the past decades there has been a normalization of precarization which means it now not only 



34

concerns the margins of society, but rather, it appears everywhere, and its main symptom is our general 

insecurity.”

Some artists have stopped making pieces at all, and jump from residency to residency, from 

lab to lab, project to project.

Jan Ritsema believes that an artist is the perfect hero embodying the precarization of our times.  

“Being an artist today is becoming less a profession than a lifestyle. The artist is master over her own 

timeandspace.Theartistdefineswhereandwhenshewillproduceart.Orbettertosaytheartistman-

ages her activities permanently and all the time. The artist has a low income, prefers to be mobile and 

values good quality of life above high or stable income. And this is our future, everybody permanently 

on  holiday but managing the work 24/7 all by themselves, with an eternal illusion of power and choice.”

As for our art institutions the case is somewhat similar. Referencing Bojana Kunst again, in her proposi-

tion that “many contemporary art institutions understand themselves as temporal and spatial contain-

ers through which various structures of domination could be challenged. Yet there is a problem with this 

perspective, because it does not consider that the art institutions are not exempt from governmental 

precarization. And to protect their own vulnerability art institutions have to continuously reach out, 

develop themselves as social places, as the unique places of precarious experience.”

It then could be said that the antidote to precarization of artists and institutions is structural funding.  

Yey many artists are starting to ask, whether multi-year structural funding with its promise of financial 

security and long-term planning is truly the answer to all problems. For on one hand structural funding 

offers a safe-haven from project-based model, it also obliges an artist to foresee and pre-plan, in great 

detail their artistic projects and outcomes spanning years ahead. Which makes less and less sense today 

when global and local events re-shape our existence at a fierce pace. And then there is the question of 

how success of such projects is evaluated. Most national and regional funding bodies judge a structurally 

funded artist through a success matrix based on pure market driven quantification such as how many 

shows were presented, in and out of the country providing funding, how much audience reached, and 

other quantifiers that immobilize rather than stimulate.

And so the other (existing) choice is to continue with project-based model. And yet I realized that I have 

used the word project so playfully, without realizing its effects on my professional, and personal life. 

Kunst in her essay “On Projects” proposes that “a project always denominates a temporal attitude or 

temporalmode,wherethecompletionisalreadyimpliedintheprojectedfuture.Asignificantamount

of what artists and cultural workers do today seems to be caught up in this unaddressed and never 

approached ‘projective time’. Over the course of this ‘projective time’ artists are expected to successful-

ly negotiate both realized and unrealized projects in addition to projecting new imaginaries upon the 

future. The word – project – also implies completion. So in the end what always arises is a completion 

of already projected possibilities. However the new start is not about differences but about another 

 promise for the future. Another indebted engagement to that which has yet to come.”

And yet I realized that I have used the word ‘project’ so playfully, without realizing its effects 

on my professional and personal life.
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And then we get to the question we usually skim through within artistic policy talks – of North vs. South, 

of West vs. East. Solidarity means to move beyond the national. If the aim is a more balanced access 

to mobility and reinventing the transformation of our artistic policy, this change requires an attitude 

of solidarity and the basic acceptance that the funds will not always go to those who already have the 

capacity, but also to the places where investments and development are needed. This attitude is hindered 

by the fact that the mission of most national intermediary structures is still defined by the mission to 

promote their own national identity and market which today leads to a battlefield of cultural diplomacy, in 

a market under increasing economic pressure.

So is it possible to flip this issue on its head? The upcoming Documenta 14, which will open in Athens on 

April 7th, takes the subtitle of “Learning from Athens”. Although I find this motto rather problematic, I do 

think that perhaps we can indeed learn from Athens, from the “South-Med”, from the Global South.  

We always assume that Central and Northern Europe are in better condition and better equipped to 

create healthy and malleable conditions for artistic creation and discourse. But perhaps this is not entirely 

so. In the times of ever increasing austerity, perhaps it is the South that is in the driver seat. The South 

that has never relaxed. Never became content or comfortable. The South that never did have structural 

‘anything’, and for sure no structural arts funding policy. The South where the concept of Basic Income 

(for artists) seems as plausible as World Peace, or me quitting smoking one day. Perhaps it is in the South 

and East of Europe and North of Africa where potent strategies and tools for other ways of making and 

supporting that making exist.

Solutions

So now what? What are we to do?

Not just talk, but do. I am excited about research that Clement Layes is involved in, trying to dream up 

fantastical institutions. I believe that bandaid-like changes are too late. We need to truly excavate and 

re-envision how artists, institutions, governments, private foundations, intermediary organizations, 

curators, programmers, work today. In a moment of strong pressures to always produce something 

“new” as our “free” time consistently evaporates, we need to think about the possibility to produce the 

conditions for a plausible adventure, the conditions for a future that might be radically different from the 

present we know.

And I believe some of this radical re-imagining is happening right now. As Elke Van Campenhout writes, 

“talking to artists these last years, the remark that always comes back is that they want to ‘escape’ the 

institutional logic that renders them passive, that makes them wait in line to be ‘picked up’, be ‘chosen’,  

to go through all the predescribed steps to become a recognized artist. Not only do a lot of them no longer 

aspire to this notion of ‘the artist’, since they are involved in rewriting the rules for artistic authorship 

in complex ways of collaborative and/or communal practice that defy the programming system, but they 

also want to get rid of the frustrating passivity they find themselves in when confronted with the ways of 

the subsidies system. Especially since this system seems to be crumbling down a bit more every year”.

And I too believe that artists are now taking things in their own hands. Collectives like Manyone and 

SPIN are redefining how they want to work, what individual and collective work could mean, what shared 

responsibility offers. State of the Arts and How Do We Work are taking on policy work done by the artists 

themselves, no longer willing to rely on governmental and institutional arts workers. 
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Dean Moss and PAF are experimenting with pooled resources, peer-to-peer funding and mentorship, 

harvesting community resources, and greatly inverting the relationship with institutions.

But I also believe that we need to not romanticize such initiatives as they do not emerge from a culture 

and artistic policy of sustainability and experimentation, but feel more as the last resort. Artists are 

forced to take on the role and responsibility of the policy makers. And although I do believe that radical 

changes sometimes need a more polemic and grass-roots approach, I think policy makers, institutions, 

and national arts councils need to step up, to really listen and learn from these artist initiatives, and be-

gin to reinvent their own policies and models to stop a climate of precariousness and desperate doing and 

moving for the sake of survival.

And I believe we need to get away from thinking within the Aristotelian concepts of binaries. Thinking 

of alternative models cannot happen while thinking, only, in opposition to what exists. More elliptical, 

impure, patient but insistent thinking process is necessary.

Ash Bulayev 

Ash Bulayev has worked for 20 years as a curator, producer and artist at the cross-section 

of contemporary performance and time-based visual arts. From 2012 until 2015 he was 

the Curator of Contemporary Performance at EMPAC (New York), commissioning new 

works by artists such as Ant Hampton, Eve Sussman + Simon Lee, Temporary Distortion, 

Lars Jan, Kris Verdonck, Ellie Ga and many others, as well as presenting the work of 

Rabih Mroué, Xavier Le Roy, Lisbeth Gruwez, Ralph Lemon, Marie Brassard, Clément 

Layes, Wojtek Ziemilski, Julien Maire, and other contemporary visual and live art artists. 

From 2002 until 2011, he was a co-artistic director of amorphy.org, a collaborative 

 platform for experiments in the fusion of performing arts and old/new media. In 2006-

2007, he was the project initiator and research director for the EU Culture 2000-funded 

project i-MAP (Integration of Media and Performance) in collaboration with leading me-

dia arts organisations in the Netherlands, Germany, Greece and Bulgaria. From 1991 until 

2002 he lived, worked and played in New York City, learning what it means to make, to 

make with others, and to play seriously. He holds an MA in performance from DasArts, an 

internationally acclaimed graduate programme from the Amsterdam School of the Arts.
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7. Hear, hear: Portrait of the international artist  
as a citizen

Chris Keulemans concluding the December 2016 
Reframing the International encounters

written by Chris Keulemans

Throughout the whole day, we all felt the urgency of the issue. We felt the commitment. We felt the 

solidarity by people who are willing to cross borders, not only internationally, but also across disciplines 

and institutional positions. But of course, at the same time, we were all confronted with the complexity 

of the matters we are dealing with. The keynotes made it quite clear that we are entering a complex zone 

with a lot of issues, tensions and paradoxes.

Let us try to grasp a few of these tensions.

In this new era where globalisation is questioned more than ever before, artists may well be enjoying the 

‘money, fame and fun’, as Pieter de Buysser said. But at the same time, we might be living some of Karl 

Marx’s nightmares. We will be speculating with symbolic capital to improve our market position. We will 

be enlarging our ecological footprint. We will be representing nation states, even if this does not resonate 

with what we do. 

© A N N A B E L L A S C H WAG T E N
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Being an international artist is also being a citizen. This means being responsive to a 

 violently changing world and shedding the fears, aggrievement, insecurity and false 

identities.

As transnationally travelling artists, we will be living the frenzied, manic lives of the studio- and 

 residency-hopping artists Ash Bulayev described. In this era of precariousness, insecurity and fear,  

we as artists will be permanently on holiday while simultaneously managing our multiple projects 24/7. 

All the time, we will be aware that we are the living vehicle of political agendas. Not only those of 

 export or capital accumulation, but also of ‘exchange’, ‘unification’ or ‘dialogue’, which are all phrases 

or labels pasted on these agendas. Ekaterine Degot pointed out that we are asked to engage with local 

 communities, to pacify situations, to integrate minorities, or whatever grand ambitions are labeled on us.  

And all of this at a time of decreasing funding. 

At the working tables, the conversations were equally intense, puzzling, and committed. It was clear that 

the call of Ekaterina Degot to be very critical towards stale concepts, clichés and fixed idioms had been 

heeded. If you want to reframe the international, you will start by questioning your vocabulary.  

If you don’t do that, the whole operation makes no sense. 

Around these tables, every now and then I noticed a sense of aggrievement, a sense of not being 

 recognised or taken seriously. The failure of institutions or policies to support the work of an artist in 

a decent way. This point was also made clear in the keynotes this morning. All of them pointed out the 

scarcity and the lack of sustainable support. This is increasingly how we are supposed to be working as 

international artists today. Consciously or not, being the product of a neoliberal agenda pushing us on. 

Still, we should be careful about this sense of aggrievement. We live in a time when the voices of those 

who feel aggrieved and neglected are so loud that they are destroying the remains of whatever civility still 

holds society together. 

On the other hand, all through the discussions, we heard a clear demand for solidarity. For sharing an 

awareness about the conditions in which we work. For taking the responsibility to redefine the value of 

our work in our own terms. For fiercely carrying our badge of independence. For carefully attending to 

the quality and the depth of our art and for its responsiveness towards the conditions and the context in 

which it lands. All the time taking care that the pressure on our work and our precarious situation does 

not mindlessly creep into the content of the work we make. 

I noticed another thing. There might have been a time when you were an ‘artist’ when at work and a 

 citizen on all other occasions. But today this no longer stands. Today, more than ever, artists are  citizens 

too. All the time, simultaneously. The one should be as aware, sensitive, patient and resilient as the 

other. So being an international artist is also being a citizen. This means being responsive to a violently 

 changing world and shedding the fears, aggrievement, insecurity, and false identities. In this world, it is 

in art that people still expect the right questions to be asked and possible answers to be given. Now more 

than ever.
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