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Promoting Public and Private Reinvestment in
Cultural Exchange-Based Diplomacy

Introduction

Robert Sterling Clark Foundation Interest in the Field

In 2007, with the Bush Administration’s aggresdimeeign policy looming large in the world’s
perception of the United States, the Robert Siplifark Foundation expanded its arts research
agenda to include a major in-house project aimethediding light on the recent history of public
and private support for public diplomacy and intgronal arts and cultural exchange. Since 1953,
the U.S. Information Agency (USIA) had been theangjayer in the field, spending countless
millions during the Cold War to project a positimeage of the United States and the democratic
principles upon which it was founded. But when Beglin Wall came down in 1989 and the
Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, U.S. governmenteexiitures for cultural exchange and public
diplomacy were increasingly viewed as superflucus \were subsequently reduced. By the turn
of the century, the USIA had been dismantled amélinctions transferred to a number of different
agencies resulting in extreme fragmentation. Mgremaining cultural exchange programs were
moved to the Department of State. After the tést@ttacks of 9/11, an outpouring of
international sympathy was quickly eroded followthg Bush Administration’s invasion of Iraq.
And in the wake of the war, with no public diplonganfrastructure remaining, world opinion
toward the United States began a rapid downwardlspi

From 2001 through 2008, the Pew Global Attitudegdet produced some 21 reports based on
175,000 interviews in 54 different countrieshese reports reveal a staggering decline in our
international image among our friends and enenliks.aThis decline most assuredly is reflective
of our rush to war with Irag as well as our disregar the positions of longtime allies and our
willingness to take unilateral action, often in faee of world opposition. It is this willingnegs

act unilaterally despite global criticism that magde us the object of international outrage, with
few public or private mechanisms through which addconstructive relationships with peoples
and nations abroad.

One of the consequences of public and private wisitent in public diplomacy has been the
demise of many nonprofit organizations engagediitural exchange that had long been sustained
through partial government support. Funded as é@phvate partnership by USIA and a limited
number of foundations, Arts International was phidpahe most important of the post-Cold War
cultural exchange organizations that ultimately igamkrupt. In the early years of the new century,
important private foundations followed in the paftthe U.S. government, reducing their investment
in public diplomacy and cultural exchange. Consedjy, organizations that had been financed by
private foundations began to have difficulty. Wisitely, many went out of business. The Center for
Arts and Culture, which had produced a body ofaegethat helped document the importance of
cultural exchange, was among a growing numberaigg that were forced to close their doors.

! http://pewglobal.org/reports/display.php?Report|b32
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While the federal government has provided onlyti@misupport for arts and cultural exchange in
recent years, it certainly was the major sourceugiport during the decades following the end of
World War 1l. Within the private foundation worlté story is much the same. With the exception
of the Trust for Mutual Understanding, membershef fioundation community that provided major
support for cultural exchange during the Cold Waréheither discontinued support (e.g., Ford,
Rockefeller, and Pew) or operate substantially cediprograms.

Because the Robert Sterling Clark Foundation befig¢hat the United States cannot afford to
ignore potential foreign policy tools such as crdtiexchange-based diplomacy, we made the
decision to undertake a research project that wmalkle the case for renewed investment in this
field on the part of government and private fouraet. Our research brings together data on
public and private support for arts and culturadagement; it provides information on the
deterrents to exchange-based diplomacy; and iriddescmodels of engagement practiced by the
U.S. government and foreign governments, as wedli@ate nonprofit organizations. Finally, we
have presented a series of recommendations andtoppies for consideration by the public and
private sectors that may, if implemented, helpuWh®. engage constructively with others in pursuit
of a more peaceful world.

A New Day, A New Administration and New Opportunities

With terrorist acts continuing to be reported wstime frequency, and with the financial strains
resulting from the near collapse of our economgc 6f everyday life, the United States has again
discovered that unilateral action is not in ourtleterest. The international banking crisis anel th
subsequent decline of world stock markets have rniagy too clear that isolationism is simply
not an option and that the nations of the world tneo#lectively develop strategic alliances that

will ensure military and economic security for all.

It was within this context that Barack Hussein Obamas elected President of the United States in
November of 2008. With his commitments to endwlae in Iraq and to consider new approaches
to the conduct of foreign policy, we now have agui opportunity to make the case for
developing and implementing an effective publidalipacy strategy, a strategy partially based on
arts and cultural engagement. And, we believe ave lan audience at the highest levels of
government that is supportive of such an approach.

President Barack Obama’s Arts Policy Platform sta@pening America’s doors to students and
professional artists provides the kinds of two-waitural understanding that can break down the
barriers that feed hatred and fear.”

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, in her confirtioa hearing, argued that “smart power in foreign
policy includes the use of culture as a valuabpdodiatic tool®; and

2 Obama for President, Policy Platform, issued 228/
% Congressional Record, January 13, 2009, Senatfir@ation Hearing of Senator Hillary Rodham Clintas
Nominee as Secretary of State.



National Endowment for the Arts Chairman Rocco lesidan, in a public discussion with Frank
Rich of TheNew YorkTimes recently discussed his hope to work with theeSEpartment to
promote international arts and cultural exchangareisstrument of public diplomady.

It is our intention to make our research availdbléhe President and his staff as well as officals
the State Department, the Defense Department, rivedBasting Board of Governors, the National
Endowment for the Arts, the National Endowmenttfer Humanities, the Institute for Museum
and Library Services, and other relevant agendfés.will also make this information available to
private foundation officials, representatives daéaervice organizations, colleagues at research
and academic institutions and members of the passsgell as the arts community at large in the
hope that this research will lay the groundworktfeg development of a new approach to
international cultural exchange-based diplomacy.

Definitions

Public Diplomacy Defined

Within the context of this report, public diplomaisydefined as actions undertaken to understand,
inform, engage and influence global publics wité thtention of advancing the national interest of
the United States. The major elements of pubfiodnacy include listening, advocacy, cultural
diplomacy, exchange diplomacy and internationahticasting® The terms “public diplomacy”

and “strategic communications” are used interchablyewhen referring to U.S. government-
sponsored activities. The public agencies that tila largest role in this arena include the
Department of Defense, the Department of StateBtbadcasting Board of Governors, the U.S.
Agency for International Development and the WHtaise through the National Security
Council. This definition is reflective of the evaig foreign policy objectives of the United States

Public diplomacy can also be defined as a colleabiinteractions between and among global
publics that are not sponsored by individual staidse recent development and increasing
accessibility of digital technology and social netis such as Facebook, Twitter, and Second Life
have done much to alter the spaces where nonsgiatssored public diplomacy occrddence,
individuals, NGOs, international trade associatji@mesporations, cultural and arts organizations as
well as non-state practitioners of public diplomacg connected horizontally—without the
necessity of state support and sanction. Thesanaed technologies are significantly altering the
public diplomacy landscape by creating spaces whe@wv globaCitizen Diplomacycan take

root and grow.

Cultural Diplomacy Defined
In practice, U.S. cultural diplomacy is often bas@doublic-private partnerships and rarely falls

exclusively within the control of government. Milt Cummings defines cultural diplomacy as
“the exchange of ideas, information, art and othsgrezts of culture among nations and their

* Public Conversation with Frank Rich ®fie New York Timest Symphony Space, New York, NY, October 20, 2009.
® Cull, Nicholas J.The Cold War and the United States Information AgeAmerican Propaganda and Public
Diplomacy, 1945-1989Cambridge University Press, 2008, p. 486.

®other widely used definitions of public and culfudgolomacy can be found on pp. 48 and 49 in ApjpeAdof this
report.



people in order to foster mutual understandingt ‘Bultural diplomacy’ can also be more of a
one-way street than a two-way exchange, as whemati@n concentrates its efforts on promoting
its national language, explaining its policies goaint of view or ‘telling its story’ to the rest tife
world.”” We accept this definition here but have limited dicévities of interest to international
arts programming, international arts engagementjedlsas international arts exchanges.

Cultural Exchange Discussed

Because there is no standard definition of cultexahange, many activities supported by the
government and the private sector that could qualfcultural exchange-based diplomacy are
under-quantified. To permit aggregation of infotima on such activities, the ternrgernational
programming, international engagememindcultural exchange activitiehiave been used for
clarification purposes during the research prodéssiould be noted thatctivities based on
educational exchange, such as the Fulbright and Hphrey fellowships and academic
exchange programs, are excluded from our discussioniess there is a clear artistic component
to such programs.

Study Period

While we have presented some historical data tteatgtes 1994, our primary analysis of public
sector spending for public diplomacy begins withttyear and proceeds through 2008. Our
analysis of private sector support for internatlandtural engagement or exchange makes
reference to historical context but focuses orytaas 2003 through 2008.

" Cummings, MiltonCultural Diplomacy and the United States Governmarurvey Washington, DC: Center for
Arts and Culture, 2003, p. 1.
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Making the Case for Cultural Exchange-Based Diplomay

“Art is a universal language, one that breaks ttegriers of speech and custom to remind us time
and again of our common humanity. To understarrcboathers and sisters in nations across the
globe, we need only look at their art and the $piithin it.”®

Many arts and cultural practitioners, foreign pplexperts and members of the diplomatic
community believe there is an important role fonpifit arts and culture in U.S. public
diplomacy efforts that has been greatly negleategcent years. American artists are engaged
globally through their participation in festivalignnales, residencies, symposia, performances,
workshops and other kinds of artistic collaboragitimat bring American artists together with
foreign nationals and lead to greater understandiirtme another’s cultural achievements.
However, international exchanges are often impégenumerous financial, political, cultural and
logistical barriers that include inadequate fundiinggmentation of public sector authority, lack of
information about exchange opportunities, diffeesnm language and customs, as well as visa and
tax policies that act as deterrents. Despite itfieudties of working internationally, a group of
major New York institutions, including the Brooklygktademy of Music, the Asia Society and the
Center for Dialogues at New York University, carogdther in 2007 and began to make plans to
sponsor an Islamic Festival in New York City in 8@ing of 2009. Major supporters included the
Doris Duke Foundation for Islamic Art, the Mellondnhdation, the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, the
Rockefeller Foundation Innovation Fund and the Rio8terling Clark Foundation.

The Clark Foundation provided support for the Fastas part of its new initiative to develop a
grants program in the field of international cutuengagement. Recognizing the power of art to
bridge cultural divides, it was our expectationt e Festival could serve as a demonstration of
the power of art as a tool of international publiiglomacy.

What Can Culture Do? Muslim Voices: Arts and ldea€omes To New York

The objective oMuslim Voices: Arts and Ideagas to create greater understanding between
Western and Muslim communities through the unigomgr of cultural exchange. Ultimately, the
project proved to be the largest multi-venue celtbn of Islamic culture ever presented in the
United States, reaching a total live audience ofentiban 23,000 people over the course of 10
days. Further, a three-day academic conferencdeldsdy the Center for Dialogues that brought
together over 40 scholars, artists, governmentiaf and cultural practitioners from the U.S.,
Europe and across the Muslim world to discuss haitual exchange might contribute to
establishing a relationship of respect and mutandkeustanding between east and west. In addition
to the three sponsoring institutions, the MetrapaliMuseum of Art and the Brooklyn Museum
mounted extensive exhibitions of Islamic art drévem their Islamic collections. While BAM

and the Asia Society presented the work of Muslarfggming and visual artists, the New York
Public Library joined Festival sponsors by hostimgsentations and discussions of contemporary
Muslim literature. Muslim Voiceseceived global press coverage originating frorffaasway as
Egypt, Pakistan, Taiwan and Saudi Arabia, as weft@n some 45 communities throughout
Europe and the United States. Now, nearly ninethsoafter the presentation iuslim Voices
participants continue conversations begun at tlstived. Complete programming is currently

8 Alexander, Jane, “A Letter from the Chairmawbrld Arts: A Guide to International Arts Exchandégtional
Endowment for the Arts, 1994, p.1.



being uploaded onto the Asia Society website witerdl be available to global audiences. The
academic conference proceedings have been publishtee Center for Dialogues website.
Further, the Brooklyn Academy of Music is now lahimg a sequel to its 2009 Muslim Voices
Festival entitledVuslim Voices: The Female Perspectivienrough this project, BAM plans to
present a series of six films dealing with feminjsmar, globalization, revolution, poverty, and
intimate gossip—all from the perspective of Musiwamen. In addition to this initiative, the
Center for Dialogues at NYU is convening a follow{panel discussion in the spring of 2010 that
will explore critical issues that emerged during fkcademic Conference that accompanied the
Festival. The Center is also planning two adddlgrojects linking artists from the Muslim world
who participated in the Festival with arts projaat®ew York City. Collectively, these projects
all emanate from relationships that developed dutfie Festival.

Muslim Voices: Arts and Ideaxemplifies how cultural exchange can promoteodjaé that
elevates discussion and understanding of our slze@idations. By most standards this
undertaking appears to have been highly successéating fissures in the hard lines of the
landscape between the Muslim world and the West.

Building a Body of Evidence That Demonstrates the &efits of Exchange

While the benefits that arts and cultural exchamgaey to individuals, communities and nations
are generally acknowledged, not all worthy endesvape easily measured. Using the arts to build
trust and effective communication between nati@gsiires sustained commitment and can be
difficult to quantify. It was within this contexhat the Clark Foundation hired a consultant to
design and administer a survey that would help oheu the value of international arts exchange
primarily for small and midsized practitionet8. It was designed to give form and substance to
exchange experiences that are often impressionistic

Outcomes of cultural exchanges were elicited andistied below in order of frequency with
which they were mentioned by survey participants.

Generated reviews and commentary;

Resulted in program evaluations;

Established goodwill and long-term relationships;
Generated earned income;

Increased audience or visitor metrics;

Resulted in partner feedback;

Created a positive personal experience;
Resulted in repeat invitations or replication adgmam;
Generated anecdotes and testimonials;
Achieved established or artistic goals; and
Generated publicity.

POOONOOOAWNE

[

° www.islamuswest.org
% Fullman, Aimee R., “International Programming aBwltural Exchange Survey,” 200@ww.rsclark.org Series on
Cultural Engagement




While there have been relatively few studies albloatimpact of international arts exchange, there
are other studies that attempt to assess cornegaltietween the nonprofit arts and the health of
communities. Th€ulture Counts in Communities Initiatiet the Urban Institute found that
cultural expressions in communities are viewedssgs, are related to other community-building
processes and have:

Increased civic participation;

Catalyzed economic development;

Improved the built environment;

Promoted stewardship of place;

Augmented public safety;

Preserved cultural heritage;

Bridged cultural, ethnic and racial boundaries;
Transmitted cultural values and history; and
Created collective memory and group identification.

©CoNorwWNE

Furthet there have been numerous stufi&$'***hat have demonstrated the value of the
nonprofit arts as a catalyst in increasing the enun vitality of cities across America including
New York, Sarasota, Boston, Chicago, San Fran@adolucson. Documented impacts include:

1. Job creation and associated increases in payradl$ax revenues;

2. Economic revitalization leading to increases irdlaalues;

3. Ancillary spending by arts patrons that generatesiased sales taxes; and
4. Increases in tourism resulting in multiple positirencial impacts.

These and similar impacts have been documentedghra body of literature in other countries that
provides abundant evidence that such communitydimgjlprocesses are not unique to American life.
This suggests the possible benefits of engaging f@reign publics through cultural exchange and
development projects that will produce positiveremraic consequences for the host town or city.

Despite the strides taken to measure impact antbiegthe collection of data, the effects of U.S.
international cultural exchange are easy to disimssuse practices of evaluation are inadequate.
In contrast, the British Council is establishingéline data referencing foreign impressions of the
United Kingdom, and is then working to measuredtiects of international engagement activities
on foreign attitude$® The French Ministry of Culture has also beguadsess outcomes of its
cultural programming with some success. While sogtacts may be difficult to measure, that
doesn’t mean it can’t be doné.

1 Jackson, Maria-Rosario and Herranz Jr, Joaquinltti® Counts in Communities. A Framework for
Measurement,” Washington, DC: Urban Institute, 2082 13-33.
12 Kahn, Charlotte and Pradhan, Gaeta, “Creativity lanovation: A Bridge to the Future, A Summarythoé Boston
Indicators Reports,” 2002.
134The Creative Economy; A Blueprint for InvestmémiNew England’s Creative Economy,” The New England
Council, June, 2001.
14 «Arts and Economic Prosperity 111, American fdre Arts, 2008.
15 Arts as an Industry: Their Economic Importancette New York-New Jersey Metropolitan Region, Part |
Tourism and the Arts in the New York-New JerseydRedrhe Port Authority of NY & NJ, Alliance for tharts,
New York City Partnership, Partnership for New égrctober, 1993.
i‘; Wyszomirski, Margaret, March 12, 2010.

Ibid.



Cultural Exchange is Good for Business

A major argument in support of reinvestment inting&tional cultural exchange is that it benefits
corporations that do business overseas. Cukxcianges appear to result in more positive adgud
toward the U.S., thereby improving the climatelasiness in foreign countrié$.Further, many U.S.
corporations make charitable contributions to nofiporganizations in foreign cities where they do
business, thereby reinforcing the positive busiméisszate and generating goodwill.

According to a report published by the National &mwrs Association, state governments find that
incorporating arts and cultural exchanges intortimernational trade and business activities helps
to advance trade relationships with other nationtbexpands overseas markets as a complement to
more traditional efforts to generate internatidmasiness’ In addition, corporate America has
become increasingly aware of the need for the drittates to repair its image abroad. Negative
public opinion polls are a prime concern of theibess community and resulted in the 2004 launch
of a new coalition, Business for Diplomatic Actiavhich has since become involved in citizen and
public diplomacy to improve our image overseas.

In contrast to the U.S., many foreign governmerdgdwide spend millions of dollars to send their
artists to perform in other countries. In someesabeir actions are driven by their interest in
expanding trade. In others, the motivating factdo promote mutual understanding, solidify
strategic political relationships, or enhance tlkeitural image abroad. By not providing
meaningful support for our artists to engage iragamally, the U.S. misses the opportunity to send
them abroad as citizen diplomats so that they,galaith their international hosts, can listen, learn
and share experiences with one another. In otbedsythe U.S. doesn’t capture the “exchange
benefits” that accrue to other nations that acyiweipport such exchanges.

The Bottom Line

The objective of cultural exchange-based diplomadyg promote mutual understanding through the
development of sustained relationships and goodwilistained relationships are possible only when
there is dialogue and mutual respect. The mosghemay to achieve this is through “layered
engagement” that takes place when multiple exchangeities occur simultaneously. Such
engagement is believed to produce more authengcaiction, which in turn results in the
development of long-term relationshis.

18 Balassa, Carol, Curb Center for Art, Enterprise Bablic Policy at Vanderbilt University, Februdry, 2010
¥ “How States are using Arts and Culture to Streagttheir Global Trade Development,” National Gowesn
Association, May, 2003.

2 See p. 38 of text.
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Trends in U.S. Public Support for Arts and Cultural
Exchange-Based Diplomacy

An Overview of U.S. Public Diplomacy
Background

We cannot begin to understand the current positidhe U.S. with regard to public diplomacy
without first understanding something of the higtof the U.S. Information Agency (USIA).
Founded in 1953, the agency was created to “tekeden’s story to the world” in an all-out effort
to triumph over communism and its chief propon#rg,Soviet Union. As pointed out in a new
book by Nicholas CullThe Cold War and the United States Information AgéhUSIA was the
driving force in U.S. efforts to engage diplomallicavith the rest of the world and became the
central architect of U.S. public diplomacy initiggs for the next four decades. Cull’'s book
documents the Agency'’s efforts to put a negative sp events that occurred in the Soviet Union
and a positive spin on difficult subjects for theitdd States such as the Civil Rights Movement,
the Vietnam War, Watergate and the various condttaomis with the Soviet Union that occurred in
the 1980s. From 1953 until the Berlin Wall came dow1989, USIA spent hundreds of millions
of dollars annually to finance its public diplomdeyction. By 1994 its annual operating budget
had grown to more than one billion dollars, whiepnesents the high point for U.S. public
diplomacy expenditures.

Created as an independent agency in the executaiwnel of government, USIA conducted programs
designed to influence the development of publiampi in foreign countries through educational
and cultural exchanges, international broadcaséing,distribution of newsworthy publications to
support U.S. foreign policy objectives. USIA’s Bange activities included the Fulbright
Educational Exchange Program which operated incb#¢@tries, the International Visitors Program
which brought some 3,000 foreign leaders to thaddnGtates each year, countless academic and
professional exchanges, as well as USIA’s visudl@arforming arts exchanges managed by Arts
America. But following the collapse of the Soviet Unionlif91 and with the U.S. in recession,
deficit reduction quickly became the driving pulghalicy imperative for the nation. Specific to
public diplomacy, Representative Peter Stark (Dif@alia) moved to cut funding for USIA, aided
and abetted by Senator Jesse Helms (R-N. Carolfram 1993 onwards, with Congress
guestioning its continued relevance, and with reaggchampions supporting its activities,
appropriations for USIA declined dramatically, riéisig in the elimination of much of its worldwide
network of libraries and English language classsdctions in its exchange programs and cutbacks
in overseas staff. Under continued pressure tedlbe agency by members of Congress on both
sides of the aisle, the Clinton Administration amnced a shift in mission for USIA. Beginning in
the late 80s, USIA had begun to promote a freeeteggenda that ultimately resulted in the passage
of NAFTA in 1993. Shortly thereafter, the agenaybeaced trade and economics as its primary
mission. Its original mission to use the tools oblic diplomacy to shape world opinion with regard
to the United States was largely ignoféd.

2L Cull, Nicholas J., Op.Cit., pp. 212,311,313,32%97.

2 Lief, Eric, The Henry L. Stimson Center, Washingt®C, Nov. 19, 2009.

% Snow, Nancy E United States Information Agendyol. 2, #40, Interhemispheric Resource Centerlastitute for
Policy Studies, August, 1997.
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The following graph is reflective of public diplomaspending from 1994 through 2088.

An Overview of U.S. Government Spending on Public iplomacy

lPllhIic Diplomacy Spending 199A.9nna|[

Fublic Liplomacy Spending 1994-2002

:
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Source: CSIS SMARTPOWER REPORT November 2007

Public diplomacy spending began to decline in 1@88n there were increasing Congressional calls
to capitalize on the “peace dividend.” The downwspdal continued and in 1996, Arts America, the
organization that ran USIA’s arts-exchange programas eliminated® Finally, confronted with a
recalcitrant Congress, the Administration annourec&egorganization Plan that led to passage of the
Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 838at authorized the elimination of USIA. In the
fall of 1999, with a budget of $1.1 billion ($950lkon in 1994 inflation adjusted dollars), the Wl
States Information Agency went out of businessyaisous programs transferred to five other
agencies. These included the Broadcasting Boa@bwérnors (BBG), which oversees all non-
military U.S. radio and television broadcasting thS. Agency for International Development, the
White House (through the National Security Countiile Department of Defense and the Department
of State’® USIA’s remaining exchange programs were transteto the Department of State under
the newly created office of Under Secretary forlRubiplomacy and Public Affairs.

9/11: A Defining Moment for the U.S. Public Diplonty of the Future

Even before the U.S. government dismantled USIAlzghn to move forward with the transfer of
its responsibilities to other agencies, terronsidents aimed at American government and private
property were recurring. In 1993, the first efftartdestroy the World Trade Center was attempted
and in 1998 attacks were made on U.S. Embasskesnya and Tanzania. Three years later on

24 Armitage, Richard & Nye, Joseph 8. Smarter More Secure Amerjd@enter for Strategic and International
Studies Commission on Smart Power, November 6,.2007

% petroni, Renata, Performing Arts America Direcidational Performance Network, March 10, 2010.

% Krause, Peter, and Van Evera, Stephen, “Publitobipcy: Ideas for the War of Ideas,” Middle EaslidoCouncil
Journal, Vol. XVI, Fall 2009, #3, p. Bttp://www.mepc.org/journal_vol16/3VanEveraFull.asp

12



September 11, 2001, the world’s population wasrstdrand horrified when four commercial
airliners were transformed into deadly missiled thegeted centers of U.S. financial, political and
military power. In the days and months that follovike attacks on the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon, there was an unprecedented outpafringgrnational sympathy for the U.S. But
as the Bush Administration began to build the das®ar with Iraqg, that sympathy began to
erode. In the spring of 2003, the U.S. invasiotipfeed by documented deaths of Iraqi civilians,
human rights abuses at Guantanamo, and the taftprésoners at Abu Ghraib, all converged to
produce global outrage directed at the United State

World Public Opinion

Public opinion reports published annually by thev@obal Attitudes Projeéf revealed just how
far the international image of the U.S. had dedinbloted by officials of both parties, as well as
journalists and academics, calls went out to thehBAdministration to create new diplomatic
initiatives. Between 2003 and 2005, numerous repaere published outlining ways to improve
U.S. public diplomacy. In 2005, the CongressidRasearch Service conducted a comparative
analysis of 29 such reports and their recommenasti®ome 55% called for an increase in
cultural exchanges and/or the creation of librafd$o recommended increased financial and/or
human resources; and 44% suggested increasedrnrargsn public diplomacy and/or language
training. Unfortunately, none of these reportsvded any systematic study of the practices or
sustainability of U.S. international engagemenbtigh arts and culture.

Public Diplomacy During the Bush Administration

In the absence of any public diplomacy infrastreetmembers of Congress began to demand an
overhaul of U.S. public diplomacy efforts. Legisla hearings were held and commissions were
created to study the problem. Following the atamk9/11, a new Under Secretary for Public
Diplomacy and Public Affairs was appointed at th&&Department as the U.S. attempted to
create a new global image. In 2002, a new Whitesdddffice of Global Communications was
established, only to be eliminated shortly theeratin addition, the Administration authorized the
development of a new Strategic Communications Eahnot completed), created an Advisory
Committee on Cultural Diplomady:and instituted the Advisory Commission on Public
Diplomacy. Despite these efforts, little was acptished during these years to develop a
significant public diplomacy presence on the wataige®® Somewhat perversely, the terrorist
threat actually induced the U.S. Government to cligte public diplomacy operations into
physically fortified, sometimes remote embassy coanmals, and to close more accessible libraries
and American Centers which were seen as too viiteeta physical attack’

%7 Since 2001, the Pew Global Attitudes Project laslacted 21 reports based on 175,000 intervie\Bg icountries.
http://pewglobal.org/about/

2 See link to their excellent report, “Cultural Diphacy -The Linchpin of Public Diplomacy,” SeptemB605 on
Timeline in Appendix G.

29 A timeline of U.S. Public and Cultural Diplomacyfn 1999-2009 and can be found in Appendix G.
http://www.rsclark.org/uploads/USPublicandCulturgidmacyTimeline.pdf

% Lief, Eric, Op.Cit., March 9, 2010.
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Agency Involvement in Public Diplomacy Post 1999
The Department of State

Background Following the reorganization of the U.S. publipldmacy functions at the beginning of the
21 century, the Department of State was the primgenay responsible for: educational and cultural
exchanges, which it manages through the Bureawo€¢&tional and Cultural Affairs (ECA);
dissemination of information about U.S. policy, ietg and values to foreign publics, which is cadrie
out through the Bureau of International Informatrograms (IIP); and helping Americans understand
the importance of foreign affairs, which it manageasugh the Bureau of Public Affairs (PA).

Educational exchanges are primarily carried ouE@WA through its Professional Exchanges Division
(Fulbright, Humphrey, International Visitors PrograEnglish Language Program). Arts and cultural
exchanges are carried out by its Cultural Prog@mision. From 2003 through 2007, identified cu#lu
diplomacy expenditures for arts exchange wereygftaction of total ECA and NEA appropriatiofrs.

Public Support for International Arts and Cultural Exchange, 2003-2007

Total Agency

Appropriations 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
ECA Appropriations $245,300,000 $320,000,000 $380,600| $431,700,000 $465,000,000
Eggégtultural Programs $2,700,000 $3,000,000 $4,300,000 $4,700,000 $7000,

ECA Cultural Program
Budget as % of Total

NEA Allocations $115,700,000 $121,000,000 $121,6800, $124,400,00Q $124,400,000

NEA Allocations for
Cultural Exchange
NEA Allocations for
Cultural Exchange as % of 0.37% 0.44% 0.70% 0.74% 0.75%
NEA Allocations

Total Appropriation for
Cultural Exchange $3,122,935 $3,533,061 $5,148,700 $5,612,250  $&83892,
Through ECA and NEA

1.10% 0.94% 1.19% 1.09% 1.70%

$422,935 $533,061 $848,700 $912,25( $932,399

November 2009

The Cultural Programs Division makes grants avélab U.S. nonprofit organizations for cultural
exchange activities; residencies, mentoring ariditrgq programs; programs that are carried out in
foreign countries or under the auspices of U.S. &sies; and for presenters at major international
visual arts exhibitions and performing arts ever@eginning in 2005, financing for Exchanges writ
large and for the Cultural Programs Division spealfy began to increase and programming has
become more creative, with the development of emireg numbers of public-private partnerships
implemented through U.S. Embassies abroad andndrgprofits at home. The following chart
suggests how these partnerships are implemented.

31 While the National Endowment for the Arts is nqiaat of the Department of State, we have inclutlbdre as the
only other major source of quantifiable governnarport for arts exchanges during the years inglitat
32 Interagency Working Group on U.S. Government Sprets Exchanges and Training Annual Reports, 20@8220

www.IAWG.gov.
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Creation of Public-Private Partnerships”

Decision Making at the Cultural Programs Division d the
Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs

Agencies

Activities

1. Cultural Programs Division

Develops ideas for international exchange prograr
with others;

Sends out “RFGPs” to U.S. nonprofits to determine
their interest in participating as cultural provisie
developing and implementing programs that meet t
requirements of the “RFGP?

Sends out “Calls” to U.S. Embassies throughout th
world to determine their interest in participatimg
identifying potential cultural beneficiaries.

1S

he

2. U.S. Nonprofits

Respond to “RFGPs” if interested in serving as
cultural providers for a given program.

3. Embassies

Identify prospective cultural beneficiaries andibei@
submit proposals to the Division.

4. Cultural Programs Division

Reviews responses of U.S. nonprofits;
Reviews responses of U.S. Embassies;

Selects participants.

November 2009

Public-Private Partnership#/hile there were a limited number of partnerstugesated earlier, since

2005, the Cultural Programs Division has initiadesumber of exchange programs that leverage a
broad range of resources to demonstrate the imp@taf the arts as a platform for international
cultural engagement, and to demonstrate a stromgntionent to cultural exchanges by the State
Department and the Administratidh.Such partnerships include:
American Documentary Showcas®eated in 2009, ADS is a curated program ofampbrary
documentaries that is available to U.S. Embassmmd the world. Through the Division, ECA
is partnering with the University Film and Videoskgiation and the International Documentary
Association to promote American documentary filhggernational venues including U.S.
Embassy organized events such as film festival2009, the Showcase will present 30 award-
winning films that will travel to some 60 countries

% This table was created from interviews with S@épartment staff.

3 RFGP — Request For Grant Proposal.

% Information on these partnerships was obtaineah fitee Department of State’s website under “Burdau o
Educational and Cultural Affairs, Cultural PrograBigision.” Some partnerships may be developethleyDivision
working in conjunction with other public agenciexl as the NEA, NEH and IMLS.
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Big Read: Egypt/U.9n 2008, the Division partnered with the Ins&twf Museum and Library
Services, The National Endowment for the Arts, Afidwest and the U.S. Embassy in Cairo
to promote shared understanding between Egypthend iS. by encouraging people from both
countries to read and discuss translations of anéhar’s great literary treasures.

DanceMotion USAlnitiated in 2009, DanceMotion is a partnershiggivwieen the Division and

the Brooklyn Academy of Music that was createdotar tAmerican dance companies and share
the story of American dance with international @mdes. The companies selected by BAM
include Urban Bush Women, ODC/Dance, and EvideAd®@ance Company. Each company
will tour three countries in a single region, tlegions being Africa, Latin America and Asia.
Public performances will be complemented with masigsses, workshops, and lectures with
in-country artists.

lowa Writers Program More than 1,000 writers from over 120 counthase participated in
this program at the University of lowa since it veasated in 2001. The Program offers
participants the opportunity to give and atterlkstand readings, attend meetings with well-
known emerging American writers, become exposelimad selection of American
literature and to present their own work in a ptldrum.

John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts Rarship Begun in 2006, this partnership
is a fellowship program that brings young perforgnantists and arts managers from “priority
countries” to the United States to participate twva or three week training residency in arts
management and performance. The program provitgsi@ educational and professional
development opportunities for mid-level arts mamsge

Musical OverturesCreated in 2009 by the Division, Musical Overtuiga special musical
training program that takes U.S. bands to counimeslved in or recovering from various
kinds of conflict. Concerts are frequently perfedrwith in-country musicians, creating new
hybrid forms.

Rhythm Road: American Music Abrodditiated in 2005, Rhythm Road is a partnership
between Jazz at Lincoln Center and the Culturagjaras Division. Prior to 2005, it existed
as the Jazz Ambassadors with The Kennedy Centaeagmartner and actually originated in
1956 as the Jazz Ambassadors. Through Rhythm Roead, musical groups perform
authentic American music including Blues, Jazz,geband Hip Hop as well as Country and
Western in some 100 foreign countries.

Southwest Chamber Music Society Partnersthiptiated in 2008 under the auspices of the
Division, the Southwest Chamber Music Society dred\tietham National Academy of Music
are collaborating in a musical residency calledAkeending Dragon Cultural Exchange.

In addition to these and other partnerships, thHeu@l Programs Division sponsors a Cultural
Envoys Program, Cultural Visitors Program, TravgliExhibitions, as well as educational
outreach activities such as screenings, mastesadaand production workshops. Information on
partnerships and programs can be found on theéfartment of State website under Bureau of
Educational and Cultural Affairs, Cultural PrograbBisision.
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Public Diplomacy and American Embassies Abroad

Embassies are the most visible component of theedi8tates’ diplomatic presence abroad.
However, there is no reporting relationship betweenambassadors and the Under Secretary of
Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs within the Depaent of State. Rather, the embassies report
to the Under Secretary for Political Affairs, wheeosees the foreign bureaus of the Department of
State. This results in a major disconnect betveegrembassies abroad and the Under Secretary for
Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs. It should beted that energetic Public Affairs or Cultural
Affairs Officers in some embassies are active isimg funds and creating partnerships in their host
countries to support cultural programs that pregenérican artists or that encourage collaboration
between American artists and host country artiBtgither, even if funds are not invested in a
cultural presentation, embassies sometimes plagibtétive role in raising the profile of an
American artist or group by hosting a receptiorn rings together key figures in the host cty.

In addition, there are two cultural programs speaily designed for embassies. These include Arts
in Embassies and The Ambassadors Fund for CuRueservation.

Arts in EmbassiesEstablished in 1964, the Arts in Embassies progaathe Department of State
has sent art exhibitions overseas for display ibassadorial residences worldwide. The program
allows an ambassador to make use of a databasenhach to select art that is on loan from some
700 individual artists, galleries, museums, artistisndations, as well as corporate and private
collectors. These exhibitions play an importanéiol providing international audiences with a sense
of the quality, scope and diversity of Americanant! serve a “Visual Diplomacy” functidh. The

art is available free of charge, shipping is paiddy regional bureaus, and insurance is covered by
the Arts in Embassies program. The downside islémating relationships are built with the
ambassadors rather than the public affairs staffgaten embassy, resulting in limited continuity
from one ambassadorial term to the next.

The Ambassadors Fund for Cultural Preservatibounded in 2001, the Fund is an example of how
the U.S. has used its resources to make positi&ilobations in recognition of the value of local
cultural assets in developing countries. Founde2D01, the Ambassadors Fund has provided
support for some 500 projects through 2008, togatmore than $13.4 million in some 120 eligible
countries® Projects nominated by U.S. Ambassadors in deirogpuntries include a wide range
of activities such as the provision of technicglart for restoration of historic structures,
documentation of traditional crafts, and preseoratf archives and manuscripts. The grants
support projects that are often conducted in pestne with the local Ministry of Culture and/or
local nonprofits. By acknowledging the importarndé¢hese projects and sharing cultural
preservation practices, there is a recognitiomefvalue of global cultural diversity, a sentiment
that translates more persuasively than an empbadisS. cultural achievements.

More recently, embassies are being invited to @agte in the partnerships organized by the
Cultural Programs Division at the Bureau of Edumadi and Cultural Affairs. In contrast to our
embassies, this agencyesponsible to the Under Secretary for Publicddigicy and Public Affairs.

% Ojeda, Pennie, Director, International Activitidgtional Endowment for the Arts, Feb. 24, 2010.
37 Art in Embassies Program website.
3 http://exchanges.state.gov/culprop/afcp/
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Broadcasting Board of Governors

A second federal agency with some responsibilibepublic diplomacy is the Broadcasting Board

of Governors (BBG) which has a budget request db$¥% million for 2010 and estimated
expenditures of $717.382 million for 2089 Charged with promoting freedom and democracy and
originally a part of USIA, the BBG oversees all aoilitary broadcasting, including Voice of
America, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, RadiceFAsia, Radio and TV Marti, and the Middle
East Broadcasting Networks. Translated into 6@uages, BBG programming is distributed through
radio, television, the internet and a host of needia formats® According to its strategic plan for

the years 2008-2013, its mission is to promotedivee and democracy and to enhance understanding
through multimedia communication of accurate, ofoyecand balanced news information and other
programming about America and the world to audisrmerseas* While arts content is minimal on
Voice of America, VOA could serve as a platform &mthentic American artistic voices as it did in
the years after World War Il. The station couldused to present artists’ commentary, information
about performance opportunities in other countaesl, other issues of importance to the arts
community. Programming could also include a aaliviechanism to facilitate listener participation.

During the past year, BBG, the architect of nontarny promotional broadcasting for foreign
audiences, has had a variety of problems. Activbe countries located in the Middle East, BBG
administers the nonprofit Middle East Broadcastiegworks, the parent company of Alhurra and its
sister station, Radio Sawa, which are reporte@ach 71% of the Iragi people. However, with the
growth of independent cable channels, Alhurra ltasntreased its audience because its content is
perceived as American propagantfaCreated by the Bush Administration in 2004, Alaunas been
the subject of a joint investigation by Pro Pubbeel CNN and is now being investigated by the
State Department’s Inspector General regardingpitgent, financial management and staff problems
along with those of its parent company, Middle Eastadcasting Networks. Since it went on the air,
the station has cost U.S. taxpayers $600 million.

Department of Defense

According to its mission statement, the Departnoéefense is “responsible for providing the
military forces needed to deter war and protecstwmirity of our country™ Given its mission, it
seems unusual that the Department of Defense apjmebe at the forefront of our public
diplomacy efforts abroad, a reflection perhapsatiequate funding for the Department of State.
According to an article that appeared in @teistian Science Monitan 2008, the Department of
Defense is paying private contractors some $300omibver three years to “produce news and
entertainment programs for the Iraqi public to ‘®gg and inspire’ Iragis to support the objectives
of the U.S. and the Iraqgi government&."The article also points out that this $100 millannual
expenditure by the Department of Defense in thieslonation is approximately one eighth of the
State Department’s annual public diplomacy budgettfe whole world?

To really understand the role of the Defense Depamt in public diplomacy, one has to go back
to theSmith-Mundt Actoriginally created as tHg.S. Information and Educational Exchange Act

% Broadcasting Board of Governors, FY 2010 BudgefuRet, “BBG Summary of Resources,” p.7.
“0 Broadcasting Board of Governors, FY 2009 BudgefuRet, “Executive Summary,” p.1.
1 Broadcasting Board of Governors, FY 2009 BudgefuRst, “Performance Overview,” p.1.
“2 Schneider, Cynthia, School of Foreign Service, rGeimwn University, March 9, 2010.
“3 http://govinfo.library.unt.edu/npr/library/statusgsion/mdod.htmAs of December 2009.
;‘: Lord, Kristin M., Christian Science MonitoOctober 29, 2008.
Ibid.
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of 1948. This legislation established the fourmlafor international engagement that became
known as “public diplomacy” as practiced by the A%iom 1953 until it was dismantled in
1999%¢ The Act continues to serve as the foundatiorUf&. overseas informational and cultural
programs and requires that material about the &h8.its policies intended for foreign audiences
not be disseminated within the United StdfesAmended in 1972 and again in 1998, the legal
obligations of U.S. agencies engaged in publicadfificy were further clarified on April 301999
when ‘President Clinton issued a Presidential Decisionebiive(PDD-68)that expanded public
diplomacy and public affairs operations beyond UShd the Department of State to include all
government agencies and ordered the creation eftational Public InformatiorfIPI) to
synchronize the informational objectives, themeasiarages that will be projected overseas ... to
prevent and mitigate crises and to influence faneagdiences in ways favorable to U.S. policy
objectives.”® PDD-68 also ordered top officials from the “Dese, State, Justice, Commerce and
Treasury Departments as well as the CIA and thet&Bttablish an IP1 Core Group to be chaired
by the Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy andIRusffairs at the Department of Staté’”

The IPI Core Group was established to coordinaernational and domestic public diplomacy
initiatives to achieve “a synergistic effect foofg@rnment] strategic information activitiédin the
wake of the fragmentation of public diplomacy feliog the demise of USIA. Building on this
Directive,“Donald Rumsfeld on October 30, 2003, personallpraped a 74-page document
entitled ‘Information Operations Roadmap’ that pides the Department of Defense with a plan
to advance the goal of information operations asiktary competency™ thereby moving the
Defense Department into the public diplomacy vaehted by an underfunded and unprepared
State Department. In 2008, the “militarizatiordgflomacy” continued unabated as the
Department of Defense assumed public diplomacytioins that the Department of State had
neither the trained staff nor the finances to etetu

It is argued by some that the Defense Departmeniiges the best training, attracts the best
people, has the most funding and, more than arer aflpency, possesses the core competencies
required to effectively conduct public diplomacydastrategic communication in support of U.S.
national interests. However, should the Defengeallsent continue to engage in overt cultural
programming as has been reported in the prassyight convey the wrong message to global
audiences. A more promising approach would makeofisivilians, including artists, educators
and those employed by nonprofit organizations atdigipate in citizen diplomacy programming
developed by the Department of State. This apjbro#fers transparency and accountability that
could help offset any negative response to ovestipdiplomacy activities in areas of crisis that
would, most appropriately, be undertaken by theddepent of Defense.

While many people interviewed for this report havade the assumption that the Department of
State is the lead actor in the field of public dipkacy, our research findings call this into questio
Evidence provided in the 1999 declassified documdascribed above authorizing the dispersal of

“8 The National Security Archive Electronic BriefiBgok, No. 177, posted Jan 26, 2006,
http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/INSAEBB/NSAEBB177/indebm.
47 i
Ibid.
8 |bid.
9 Ibid.
0 |bid.
*1 The Roadmap was obtained under the Freedom afnhafiion Act by the National Security Archive at Gg®
Washington University and posted on January 266200
2 A Foreign Affairs Budget for the Futyrilenry L. Stimson Center, October 2008, p.3.
3 Armstrong, Matt, “Senator Urges Suspension of Padlicity Contracts,” Mountain Runner U.S., Od, 2008.
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the public diplomacy function throughout the goweant and establishing, in 2003, public
diplomacy as a core competency of the Departmebeténse indicate otherwise. In 2006, the
Department created the Office of the Deputy AssisEecretary of Defense for Support to Public
Diplomacy> The purpose of the agency was to coordinate pdigiomacy efforts and serve as
the lead agency for developing policy within thepBegment of Defense to counter ideological
support for terrorism. While this agency was etiated in early 2009 heWashington Post
recently reported that paid-for news articles bloiirds, radio and television programs as well as
polls and focus groups had been ordered by the@k8tral Command. The article also reported
that when Congress asked what the Department’opeapbudget was for strategic
communications in 2010, the first response wasrtegdback at $1 billion but was later changed
to $625 million>® In attempting to verify these numbers with thes&ament Accountability
Office (GAO), we were told that the GAO hadn’t besbie to find a citable number because the
strategic communications function was disperseauiginout the Department of Defense.
Nevertheless, the GAO believes that expenditunepublic diplomacy (strategic communications)
are in the hundreds of millions annuaify.

The graph on the next page, published by the Uosefiment Accountability Office, shows
Department of State and Broadcasting Board of Gmrsrexpenditures for the strategic
communications function for 2008. In this yeag epartment of State received a total
appropriation of $879 million of which $501 milliomas allocated to the Bureau of Educational
and Cultural Affairs for exchange programs. O$tamount, $8.3 million was appropriated for
arts exchanges which was then supplemented byn§illi@gn bringing the total for 2008 to $10
million. By comparison, the remaining $491 millisas expended on other kinds of exchanges
including: educational exchanges such as Fulbfagldwships, academic exchanges and English
language programs; professional exchanges; saéeetithanges and foreign visitor programs.

These disproportionate allocations are reflectiva general attitude in Washington that, despite
Cold War evidence to the contrary, arts and cultexahange-based diplomacy is of little value as
an instrument of public diplomacy.

*GA0 Report to Congressional Committees, U.S. Pubiidomacy Key Issues for Congressional Oversilytay,
25009, p. 20http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d09679sp.pdf
5 Pincus, Walter, “Pentagon Reviewing Strategic Imfation Operations,The Washington Pqsbecember 27, 2009.
Ford, Jess, Director, Government Accountabilityi€ff February 22, 2010.
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Key Uses of U.S. Strategic Communication Budget Resrces for the State
Department and the Broadcasting Board of GovernorsFiscal Year 2008’

State Department Broadcasting Board of Governors
$879 million total $682 million totall

‘BBG management, engineering,
capital improvement, and other costs
: " $252 mililon i
Bureau of Educational and Cultural - T
Affairs exchange programs

-§601 mi_liio_n " :Voice of America

: $188 million

3 ‘Middie East Broadcasting
Networks 3

Public diplomagy activities in $92 million

“State's regional bureaus
o, ‘$181 million

Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberly

: Domestic and overseas public 7 ili :
diplomacy American salarles $§§ Filliien
© 5125 million _ Radio Free Asia
Public diplomacy aclivities in $34 million .
State's functional bureaus )
-+ $28 million -
Bureau of International : : Office of Guba Broadcasting
Information Programs : - e $33 million
$23 million
Related appropriations
$20 mlllion

Source: Blale Depariment and BBG.
Note: Tolals may not add due to rounding.

United States Agency for International Development® USAID funds all domestic and some
foreign audience communications out of limited ageoperating expenses. There is no stand-
alone budget for agency communications other tharoperational budget allotted to USAID’s
headquarters public affairs bureau. USAID missiestablish a communications budget based on
amounts left over within the mission budgets. @#O reported this amount to be $1.7 million in
2008.

Department of Defense®The Department of Defense does not have a sefardtget covering

its strategic communications activities. DOD atils said that they consider strategic
communication to be a process instead of a disegttef programs, and as a result, cannot
identify DOD’s spending on its strategic communmatefforts. Nonetheless, DOD officials
acknowledge the department spends hundreds obnsllbf dollars each year to support its
outreach efforts, and DOD has identified strategimmunication as a critical capability it intends
to develop and support with related policy and doat guidance training, as well as staff and
program resources.

> GAO Report to Congressional Committees, Op.Cit8.p.
%8 |bid., pp.8,9.
%9 |bid., p.9.
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Deterrents to Successful Cultural Engagement

Public Sector Disinvestment in Cultural Exchange drieExchange-Based Diplomacy

Following the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, tliessolution of the Soviet Union in 1991, and a
deeply felt recession throughout the early 199@s Uinited States became paralyzed by fiscal
constraint. After the highpoint of public diplonyespending in 1994, aggregate funding for U.S.
international affairs fell in both nominal and réaims until the end of the decaffeAs a part of this
trend, spending for public diplomacy declined sabsally and in some cases, such as that of USIA,
programs were simply eliminated outright. Ironigaat the same time we were experiencing this
contraction, public diplomacy staffing needs weseagating. The elimination of the “Iron Curtain”
and the dissolution of the Soviet Union createdhatant need for 20 new embassies in the newly
liberated countries of the Ex-Soviet Bloc. Doingmawith less meant that many programs that were
not valued as effective foreign policy instrumentye substantially cut back. Among these were the
arts and cultural exchange programs conducted b that had been so heavily financed in the
1960s and 1970s, and which helped diminish theebthieat.

After the attack on the World Trade Center on 9Qdngress began to increase support for all the
major cultural agencies as well as the culturagpams at the State Department. Nevertheless, we
have not begun to recover from the massive distnvast in public diplomacy that occurred in the
years leading up to 1999 when USIA was dismanikile overall support for cultural exchange
programs has increased slightly, funding for sudgmams at the Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs does not compare with the millions spentsoich activities by USIA during the Cold War.

The chart below compares 1994 USIA expendituresiiipublic diplomacy function, including
broadcasting, with those of the State Departmedtla@ Broadcasting Board of Governors in
2008. After USIA was dismantled in 1999, The Dépant of State inherited USIA’s Exchange
programs (ECA) and information functions (lIP) vehthe Broadcasting Board of Governors was
spun off as a free-standing agency. In order thenc@mparisons between USIA expenditures and
those of DOS and BBG, we have adjusted the latiards for inflation and have added them
together. USIA expenditures for these purposepi@®ented graphically on page 12.

Public Diplomacy Expenditures Compared - 1994 and@08

Year Agency Actual Expenditures = Adjusted for Inflation Total
1994 USIA $1.358 Billioft" NA $1.358B
2008 DOS $879 Milliof? $607.389M -
2008 BBG $682Milliof® $471.262M -
$1.079B $1.358B
2008 1994
March 2010

As indicated, 2008 expenditures are approximaté®p Bower than the comparable figures for
1994, which explains why so many foreign policy estp are advocating for substantial increases.

%0 A Foreign Affairs Budget for the Futyr®p.Cit., pp.7,8.
®1 Leif, Eric, Op.Cit., Nov.19, 2009.
2 GAO Report to Congressional Committees, Op.Ci&, p
63 H

Ibid.
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Fragmentation of Public Diplomacy Post 1999

The absence of a single government agency witmaté responsibility for public diplomacy makes

it difficult for the U.S. to define and pursue aeotent mission. Altogether, there are more than a
dozen government agencies that play some publiordgry role. While we have looked in detail at
the Broadcasting Board of Governors, the DepartrobBefense and the Department of Sfate,
additional agencies with some role in this areduthe the Justice, Commerce and Treasury
Departments as well as the FBI and CPAIn addition, the cultural agencies including theibiaal
Endowment for the Arts, the National Endowmentth@ Humanities, the Institute of Museum and
Library Services, the Smithsonian Institution, Bresident’s Committee on the Arts and Humanities,
as well as the White House (through the Nationau8ty Council) may play a public diplomacy role
either singly or in partnership with one anothbeg State Department or U.S. nonprofit organizations
that participate in international partnershipBhe multiplicity of agencies and programs that play
some role with regard to international culturalleage-based diplomacy all operate independently
for the most part, resulting in total fragmentatajrpurpose. Consequently, U.S. investments & art
and culture are not taken seriously in the inteonal policy arena. The absence of a single voice
that promotes U.S. government-sponsored cultuit#iives, usually represented in other countries
by a Minister of Culture, also complicates attenmptother nations to develop reciprocal exchange
policies with the U.S. or to define long-term goaithin a global context.

Most cultural exchange programs are not legislate@ongress or mandated by Executive Order.
Instead, they are implemented through leadershgetives. Every cultural agency Chairman or
Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Publicai has had their own priorities with regard to
the kinds of activities and programs that shouldibgertaken in pursuit of diplomatic objectives.
This has not enhanced our ability to sustain pmograor has it helped build global confidence in the
will of the U.S. government to make constructive o§such programs. Continuity is absent at many
agencies because career staff don't have the poveistain programs once an agency head is
removed or decides to move on. While leadershipeaNEA, NEH and other cultural agencies was
stable during the Bush Administration, public diplacy leadership at the State Department was not.
Between October of 2001 and August of 2009, théipasof Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy
and Public Affairs was filled by six individuals dnemained vacant for nearly four years. Multiple
leaders holding office for short periods of timelet Department of State contributed to the weaknes
that permitted the Department of Defense to assaaneasing responsibility during the Bush
Administration for the public diplomacy functionaee carried out by the Department of State.

Over the past year, recommendations have surfaced@abinet-level or national Senior Executive
Advisor to support both public diplomacy and cuddypolicy initiatives. Recommendations emerging
from the academic, foreign policy and business camties include the creation of a Cabinet-level
position for public diplomacy, a semi-autonomoublmudiplomacy bureau within the State
Department, a Corporation for Public Diplomacy nraatonomous nonprofit organization such as
Arts International that is funded by both the palalnd private sectors. At this point, it does not
appear that the Obama Administration is consideaimgof these options.

® Krause, Op.Cit., p. 3.

% International Public Information (IPI) Presidehtizecision Directive PDD-68, 30 April, 1999. Aftargd, Steven,
Federation of American Scientistgtp://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/pdd/pdd-68.htneiting IPl1 Core Group Charter,
obtained byrhe Washington TimgBen Barber, “Group Will Battle Propaganda Abrdathe Washington Timgs

July 28, 1999).
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The U.S. Cultural Trade Deficit and its Consequersci®r “Brand America”

From the 1950s to the late 1980s, touring playsigiaificant role in subsidizing the American
performing arts in foreign countries. But with tiadl of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the collapse
of the Soviet Union in 1991, a combination of egeimcluding a reduction in subsidies from the
USIA and a surge of nationalism in countries whaxée had long been suppressed under
communism, resulted in a decline in touring oppuittes abroad for U.S. artisi8. Amidst the
euphoria that followed the end of the Cold Warre¢h&as pressure to reduce USIA spending and
Congress began to withdraw its commitment to supgpternational cultural exchange and
diplomacy. Atthe same time, newly liberated goweents in Eastern Europe began to actively
promote their non-commercial artists to foreignducers and presenters, offering substantial
subsidies to support such engagements. As a ao@iseg} touring opportunities for U.S. artists
abroad declined and competition from subsidizedifpr artists at home increas&dWhile the
United States does not provide comparable dirggbat for cultural exchange, it does provide
substantial indirect subsidies through copyrigiat énd tax policies that favor charitable giving.
However, inadequate direct financial support fdtural exchange has reduced our nation’s non-
commercial artistic presence in the world to thiioeent of American artists trying to find
performance opportunities abroad and the developofeultural exchange-based diplomacy that
might enhance our global ima8f€This is not to say that bringing foreign artisigtie United
States is a negative outcome. On the contrargepters who offer their communities the
opportunity to see work from other countries séovexpand their audiences’ world view. The
table below provides a snapshot of three of thgektrU.S. performing arts presenters in the
United State§? Of the three, only The Kennedy Center was engafgeaid during the years
studied. This pattern is typical of most large \afs presenters and is reflective of administeati
decisions that favor import of foreign artists he United State€

Large U.S. Performing Arts Presenters'
Expenditures for Export and Import of Artists

Institution 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total
Brooklyn Academy of Music

1. Export - - - - -
2. Import $7,361,728 $4,565,746 $6,861,945 $9%88, $28,477,943

John F. Kennedy Center for
the Performing Arts

1. Export $759,312 $926,766 $15,000 $248,143 |24
2. Import $5,123,415 $9,642,537 $5,878,421 $7 R, $14,265,952
Lincoln Center for the
Performing Arts

1. Export - - - - -
2. Import $14,056,906 $19,582,168 $18,106,666 22340 $75,028,075

January 2010

2‘: Dickey, Carolelinda, Consultant, Dance /USA, Audsis2009.

Ibid.
% We have deliberately chosen to limit our discuss$@ithe nonprofit arts sector and therefore haténcluded the
U.S. commercial core copyright industries whicHue the making of motion pictures, recordings seievision
programming.
% This table was created from detailed financiabinfation provided to the Clark Foundation by thémsee
institutions. Full results of this analysis aregented and discussed on pp. 40-41 and Appendig.G4-55.
0 See charts in Appendix F showing recipients theeived the most support for cultural engagememn 2003-2008.
" Export and import of cultural product are defirei discussed in Appendix A.
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Absence of a Reporting Relationship between U.S.Hassies and the Secretary of State for Public
Diplomacy and Public Affairs Diminishes Cultural ath Public Diplomacy as Instruments of
Foreign Policy

In many of our conversations, some artists andaaltsinistrators have complained that some U.S.
Ambassadors do not take advantage of cultural progring implemented through the Cultural
Programs Division of the Bureau of Educational @udtural Affairs. They further report that
some Cultural Affairs Officers in overseas postsixdbappear helpful in preparing the way for
partnerships with host country cultural groups tt@tld extend the reach of a particular cultural
engagement. Such complaints are not surprisingngive fact that the public diplomacy function
at the Department of State is underfunded andsgalévels are still 24% less than comparable
1986 levels? Further, the lack of a reporting relationshipvieetn U.S. Embassies and the Under
Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affaitdtze Department of State reduces leverage in
obtaining embassy assistance. The absence obsathtionship is evident in the abbreviated
chart on the next page which was created fromuh®epartment of State Organization Chirt.

Other Government Policies that Inhibit Exchange

The Patriot Act The ramifications of thPatriot Actof 2001 are experienced primarily within the
context of philanthropic giving. Required to prdeiproof that grant recipients are not related to
terrorist activities, many foundations feared tlasisets could be seized if they were found to be
supporting the wrong grantee. However, as timeplaased, the requirement has become one
more in a series of steps in the grantmaking psocé&se exception to this observation relates to
exchanges of Muslim artists where high levels ofiiay continue to occu?

U.S. VisasIn March of 2003, the Immigration and NaturaliaatService (INS) was abolished
and its duties were transferred to the newly cceBrepartment of Homeland Security. This
reorganization reflected a new era of mistrustsigdaled growing difficulty for foreign visitors.
Problems for foreign artists began in June of 280&n the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration
Services (USCIS) instituted premium (15-day) preoegfor a fee of $1,000 per individual in
addition to the regular $320 fee. Such fees ashipitively expensive for most nonprofit arts
organizations and presenters and serve to intuf®ign artists’ travel to the United States. Prio
to the creation of the premium service, visa prsicgswas taking an average of 45 days.
Petitioners using the regular process now wait@pprately six months.

Withholding Taxes on Foreign Guest Artists¥lost problematic for the engagement of foreign
artists is the 30% withholding tax required by IR&. Nonresidents working in the U.S. are
required to pay tax on income earned accordingtesrset by the tax code and any international
tax treaties that may apply. But in many casegida artists working in the U.S. stay for short
periods of time and do not earn enough money toamaa 30% withholding tax. While refunds
may be obtained by filing a U.S. tax return, thegasss is slow and complex and many artists fail
to file. In general, the 30% withholding tax is tpeatest deterrent for performing arts presenters
that are interested in engaging foreign artists.

2 A Foreign Affairs Budget for the Futyr®p.Cit., Oct., 2008, p. 24.
3See abbreviated chart on next page created from @@8&nization Chart, (Image Map), May, 2009.
" Hopkins, Karen, President, Brooklyn Academy of Mysilay, 2009.
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Bureaus

Department Of State
Organizational Chart

United States Agency for International
Development (USAID)

United States Permanent
Representative to the United |
Nations

Secretary of
State

Counselor and Chief of Staff

Deputy Secretary of State

Deputy Secretary of State

Under Secretary Political Affairs

Under Secretary for Economic Affairs

Oversees 1 Bureau

Undersecretary for Arms control and
International Security Affairs Oversees
3 Bureaus

Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy
and Public Affairs Oversees 3 Bureaus

Under Secretary for
Management Oversees 9
Bureaus

Under Secretary for Democracy]|
and Global Affairs Oversees 4
Bureaus

African Affairs Assistant
Secretary

South & Central Asian
|Affairs Assistant Secretary|

European & Eurasian Assistant

Secretary

Western Hemisphere
|Affairs Assistant Secretary|

East Asian & Pacific Affairs
Assistant Secretary

International Narcotics &
Law Enforcement
Assistant Secretary

Near Eastern Affairs Assistant
Secretary

International
Organizations Assistant
Secretary

Educationaland Cultural Affairs

International Information Programs

Public Affairs

There is no direct reporting relationship betwee8.U

Embassies abroad and the Under Secretary for Public
Diplomacy and Public Affairs
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Models of Cultural Diplomacy

Foreign Models

In 2003, a study was undertaken that examineduheral diplomacy practices of nine foreign
countries”™ In general, these countri@had similar objectives: they wanted to tell thmim

stories and promote recognition of and apprecidboheir respective cultural roots. Further,
their diplomatic activities tended to support omenmre of the following: foreign policy, economic
policy and trade relationships; and/or culturali@glwhich sometimes included “nation branding”
to market their cultural product or promote mutuwadlerstanding. The study shows that these
countries varied widely with regard to the degréeadlaboration that existed between their
foreign affairs and cultural affairs offices. Taeéministrative structures used to carry out each
country’s cultural diplomacy objectives also variedely.”” For example, in Austria and France,
the foreign affairs offices controlled internatiboaltural relations, while in Canada and
Singapore, the foreign affairs offices worked thgiothe cultural ministrie€ In the U.K. and
Sweden, international cultural relations were daled to quasi-governmental organizations that
work with their foreign embassies, while Austradiehibited a combination of these
characteristicg? It is unclear whether these same patterns edsiyt

Countries also differed with regard to their finehanvestments in cultural diplomacy and
exchangé® For example, the British Council and the Goetistitute are semi-autonomous
agencies that are subsidized by the British andn@ergovernments. Both spend tens of millions of
dollars more each year than the United States effart to deepen understanding between their
nations and others. In contrast, U.S. programs lxaditionally focused on regions of crisis ane ar
used for mitigating conflict as opposed to promgiiong-term understanding.

It should be added that U.S. investment in intéonal arts and cultural exchange is miniscule
compared to that of foreign governments. The txalenditure for these purposes from 2003
through 2007 totaled less than $23 million as regabby the IAWG! In contrast, other nations
examined in this study spend large sums of monexpaort their art to the United States as well as
to other countries. Examples include Canada, $mga Australia and Great Britain as well as the
French, who allocate hundreds of millions a yearstach purposes globally, placing France first in
the world in cultural diplomacy expenditur&s.

Current U.S. policy represents a missed opportunitapture “cultural exchange benefits” such
as international goodwill that accrue to countthest actively participate in cultural engagement.

> Wyszomirski, Margaret Jinternational Cultural Relations: A Multi-Countryddnparison Arts International and
Center for Arts and Culture, 2003, pp. 9-18.

’® Australia, Austria, France, Canada, Japan, Nethds, Singapore, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

" Some nations use a broader term, “internationiali@l relations,” to describe these and complergractivities.
8 Wyszomirski, Op.Cit.

" Ibid.

8 Ibid.

8. See chart on p. 14.

8Wyszomirski, Op.Cit.
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Virtual Diplomacy

Although new models of engagement using onlinerteldygies and virtual worlds are too new to
be measured with regard to their effectivenessvimriing hearts and minds,” many models
developed by both the public and private sectasaanrth further studySome nations including
Sweden, Slovakia and Malta have opened virtual esiba online that offer cultural activities,
information about the countries they represent angpme cases, immigration and visa services.

Despite constraints, the U.S. government has begambrace online and virtual diplomacy. In
2007, a partnership between the U.S. Departme$taté and the University of Southern
California Center on Public Diplomacy experimenigth virtual worlds to hold discussions and
present cultural content, such as jazz concemsygh Second Lif& In January of 2008, the
Bureau of International Information Programs (I#R}he U.S. Department of State (see
Department of State Structural Components on plaldiched its new site designed for foreign
publics,www.America.goy that makes use of interactive technologies ssgbodcasts, chats, and
blogs. Further, through IIP, the American Corrférsgram now supports 381 American-focused
libraries in cities around the worfd. While the American Corners Program is a pale siveof
USIA’s international network of libraries that wakminated in 1994, it does provide some
American presence in more secure locations andimcwdes 11 virtual libraries.

American Corners by Geographic Regiof

East Asia and Pacific . 15.22
58
i 38.32
Europe/Eurasia ; 146

Middle East and N. Africa

M Percentage

. 9.71
37
South Central Asia “
42 m Number
. . 20
sub-saharan Africa | i — 77

Western Hemisphere Affairs 5.0 21

E

50 100 150 200

March 2008

While the Department of State’s entry into virtuadrlds is encouraging, the technology is not
easily accessible. Despite increasing levels oésg only 21.9% of the world’s population was
online as of June 30, 2008 with the highest popurigtenetration occurring in North America
(73.6%) followed by Oceania/Australia (59.5%), Eagd48.1%), Latin America/Caribbean

8 Second Life is a virtual world launched in 2008.2007 the “population” of Second Life reachedatgau of
around 550,000. Up-to-date metrics on Seconddafebe found dtttp://blog.secondlife.com/?s=metrics
8 American Corner information provided by IIP. Staased on numbers as of March, 2008.
85 i
Ibid.
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(24.1%), Middle East (21.3%), Asia (15.3%) and &dr(5.35%)° However, online access, in
itself, is not an appropriate indicator of accesaaw technologies because it doesn’t take into
account levels of broadband penetration neededdmnamodate the high speeds required to
operate with new media technologies and virtualldgsuch as Second Life. Many Third World
locations of strategic interest to the United Statee not well connected to the internet for this
reasort’ “To achieve success in future years, the StamBment must find ways to connect
with the internet generation, members of whichpaging an increasingly important role in the
policy debates of their own nations through thelos, the people they know and their votes. To
attract their attention will require credible infioation and entertaining internet medfa.”

Looking ahead, new technology initiatives will haeemore adequately address questions of
equity as well as access. Virtual diplomacy mayheeanswer for many developing countries that
require diplomatic services such as representag@atiering of information and negotiation skills,
but that don’t have the resources to maintainee@assies throughout the world. The
organization that has emerged as a leading advimasenbassadorial representation for
developing countries is the Diplo Foundation, whiglgan as a project to “introduce information
and communication technology tools to the praasicgiplomacy®® at the Mediterranean
Academy of Diplomatic Studies in Malta in 1992. November 2002, the Diplo Foundation was
established as an independent nonprofit organizétyathe governments of Malta and Switzerland
with Jovan Kurbalija serving as Founding Direct@iplo’s online training courses are designed to
“give a voice to otherwise excluded or underrepneesstgroups and actors...to interact effectively
with diplomatic and other national and internaticeratities.®™ Based in Malta, Diplo now has
offices in Geneva and Belgrade and in June, 20@6,gvanted Special Consultative Status with
the UN Economic and Social Council. In 2007, Dij@lonched the world’s first virtual embassy
for the Maldives in the diplomatic quarter of DifgdDiplomacy Island” on Second Life. In

2009, the Swedish Institute created “The Secondselafi Sweden,” another virtual embassy on
Second Life. Diplo Foundation will host these &miaire virtual embassies on Second Life.

8 World Internet Usagénttp://www.internetworldstats.com/stats.htisited January 30, 2009.
87 Schneider, Cynthia, Op.Cit.
8 A Foreign Affairs Budget for the Futyr®p.Cit., p. 25.
zz http://eadi.org/database/?dataset=training&tabten&id=285
Ibid.
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Public Sector Recommendations

The President should insist that agencies engageaustrategic communications and public
diplomacy including the Department of State, the Boadcasting Board of Governors, and

the Department of Defense be requiredo collectively develop an operational plan that
defines each agency’s responsibilities and clarifie relationship between the Departments of
State and Defense and defines their respectivemsgplities with regard to the public
diplomacy function that supports U.S. national iests.

The Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy ad Public Affairs should assert the
primacy of the Department of State in matters relaing to U.S. Public Diplomacy. The
Department of State’s role is clearly articulated ad authorized by the Presidential
Decision Directive (PDD-68) described on page 19 thiis report and which orders the
creation of International Public Information to synchronize U.S. informational objectives
under the leadership of the Under Secretary for Pulic Diplomacy and Public Affairs.

The President should create mechanisms to ensureathpatterns of public disinvestment
in arts and cultural “exchange-based diplomacy” areeversed by:

A. Forming an ad hoc Interagency Policy Group on Cultwal Exchange and Diplomacy
to develop new ways to work together to expandmational cultural programming. The
Group would be chaired by the Under Secretary ateSfor Public Diplomacy and Public
Affairs and would include the following:

. Assistant Secretary of State for Educational aniiu€al Affairs (ECA)

. Chairman of the National Endowment for the Arts &NE

. Chairman of the National Endowment for the Humasi{iNEH)

. Director of the Institute of Museum and Library Bees (IMLS)

. Director of the Library of Congress (LOC)

. Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution (SI)

. Executive Director of the President's Committedlosm Arts and Humanities (PCAH)
. President of The John F. Kennedy Center for théoReing Arts

O~NO U, WN B

The cultural agencies listed above could suppdetiational cultural activities complementary
to ECA’s programming which is related to foreigriipp **

B. The Interagency Policy Group would create an ad hotmteragency Working Group
comprised of representatives of each of the abgeaeaes drawn from the “office
director” level. The Working Group would develdpasegies to reverse disinvestment in
arts and exchange-based diplomacy by:

1. Providing documentation that demonstrates the meettrease the budgets for
ECA, NEA, NEH and IMLS, LOC, SI, and PCAH and deghypotheticals that
show how each agency’s international programminglevbe augmented by
increased capitalization at various levels (e.gy.irfllion, $3 million, $5 million);

°L NEA and NEH support, driven by organizational caitnments to the arts and humanities, creates atthent
engagement and ongoing relationships that areraquisite for successful cultural diplomacy.
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VI.

VII.

2. Collaborating with foundation executives who ameatly supporting international
arts exchanges who might:

a) Provide matching grants that could augment gngincies’ international
programming; and/or
b) Reach out to other foundations to become ppetits in this important work; and

3. Examining export and import of nonprofit culturabguct with an eye toward
creating new opportunities for U.S. artists to seas cultural ambassadors by
working in other parts of the world.

To decrease fragmentation of the public diplomay function, the Secretary of State
should authorize the Under Secretary of State for litical Affairs to designate a Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Public Diplomacy in each afur regional bureaus to serve as a link
between the bureaus and the Office of the Under Setary of State for Public Diplomacy
and Public Affairs.

To further decrease fragmentation, the Secretarpf State should authorize the Under
Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Publi&ffairs to designate a Deputy
Assistant Secretary to

A. Serve as a formal link between the regional bureadsthe Assistant Secretary of State for
Educational and Cultural Affairs;

B. Oversee the development of ambassadorial trainmduhes to ensure they include
information on the importance of cultural diplomayd the role of ambassadors as
liaisons between U.S. artists and in-country astamunities; and

C. Work with the regional bureaus to ensure that emshassy assigns a Public Affairs
Officer, perhaps a Foreign Service National (FSidah from the cultural section of the
embassy, to serve as a cultural advocate to protineteontinuation of successful
programs beyond the diplomatic lifespan of any giaenbassador. FSNs have the
institutional familiarity and connections withinethocal cultural community that would be
extremely beneficial to artists interested in egieg their visit to include other cultural
institutions in the region. FSNs are an underedi undertrained resourte.

The Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomay and Public Affairs should work with

the Chairman of the Broadcasting Board of Governorand the Chairman of the National
Endowment for the Arts to explore ways to work together to create nevucal

programming for Voice of America and other BBG et#lthat reflect the artistry and
eclecticism of our nonprofit arts sector. Somegpams might include dialogue through a “call
in” process that would offset global criticism aframone-way communication.

The President should create a “Culture Corps’that would send arts workers to foreign
countries for three-month residencies to collaleovath local arts organizations to create and
perform work and to help host organizations devet@magement skills.

92 Schneider, Cynthia, Op.Cit.
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Trends in Private Sector Giving for Arts and Cultural Exchange
Research Findings

Foundation Disinvestment in International Cultural Exchange (2003-2008)

Giving for International Engagement is Less Than 18§ Total Arts Giving

It is estimated that in the 1990s, when foundatiwase most active in this field, investment in
international arts and cultural exchange neveredee 1% of arts giving by the nation’s largest
donors in this field® But in the post-9/11 environment, grant programnmany of the largest
supporters began to contract, including thoseeabDike, Rockefeller and Ford Foundations.

In fact, the only foundations that have providestained investment in cultural exchange are
the Trust for Mutual Understanding (TMU) and therehce Gould Foundation. Founded in
1984, TMU has supported this work for 25 years laas] on average, appropriated some $2.5
million for each of the past ten ye¥rt promote communication, understanding and
collaboration between Russia, Central and Easterage and the United States. The Florence
Gould Foundation is an American foundation devateBrench-American exchange and
understanding with levels of giving approachingndiflion per year. The following tables,
which cover the period from 2003 through 2008 siltate the realities confronted by U.S.
organizations and individual arts practitionersndérnational cultural engagement. The first
shows just how little the field receives as a petracé total arts giving. From 2003 through
2008, with arts giving totaling nearly $16 billiogrants for cultural exchange totaled only $107
million or .68%.

Grants for International Cultural Exchange Account for 0.7%
of Total Arts Giving From 2003 Through 2008

Total Giving for Arts and
Culture (in billions)

Total Foundation Giving $30.30 | $31.80 | $36.40| $39.00 $42.90 $45/60 $224
(in billions)

Cultural Exchange as a % of
Total Arts and Cultural Giving

Cultural Exchange as a % of
Total Foundation Giving

November 2009

% Szantos, Andras, “A New Mandate for Philanthropy/ashington, DC: Center for Arts and Culture, 2003.
% The Trust has been providing support in this ffeldthe last 25 years. Total giving for the yeh®85 through 1997
was $16,617,222 and averaged $1,278,241 per year.
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$3.93 $1.98 $2.05 $2.30 $2.29 $3.20 $15.75

0.55% | 0.76% | 0.74% | 0.71%| 0.81% 0.64% 0.68%

0.07% | 0.05% | 0.04% | 0.04%| 0.04% 0.05%6 0.05%

Foundation Giving 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 | 2008 | Total
Total Giving for Direct
Cultural Exchange $21.5 $15.1 $15.1 $16.4 $18.6 $20.F  $107{40
(in millions)

.00



Few Foundations Provide Meaningful Support

For the years 2003 through 2008, only 19 foundatgave more than $1,000,000 in total for
international arts exchange. At the top of theidithe Trust for Mutual Understanding, which
gave 479 grants totaling nearly $15 million for gnams related to Russia and Eastern Europe.
Funded by members of the Rockefeller family, thitgpas of the Trust’s giving reflect political
concerns that emerged during the Cold War eradtttion to the Trust, the Annenburg
Foundation, the Doris Duke Foundation for Islamit, #he Florence Gould Foundation, and the
Andrew W. Mellon Foundation all continue to provisigpport in the field. It should be noted that
the Mellon Foundation has for several years besupaorter of the Mid-Atlantic Arts Foundation
which re-grants Mellon and NEA funds through U.8tigks International, a program to support
U.S. artists who are invited to perform at fesvahd engagements abroad. The other foundations
on this list have either left the field, made liedtcommitments or, in some cases, made one-time
expenditures.

Million Dollar Foundation Supporters of
Direct International Arts and Cultural Exchange, 2003-2008
Rank by $ E?gﬁ:&: Foundation Name Gfa?nfts Amount in $

1 1 Trust for Mutual Understanding Total 479 $14,613,990
2 5 Freeman Foundation Total 24 $9,654,276
3 3 Ford Foundation Total 52 $8,509,500
4 7 lAnnenberg Foundation Total 23 $8,055,000
5 13 Doris Duke Charitable Foundation Total 12 $6,821,921
6 6 Rockefeller Foundation Total 24 $6,604,607
7 17 Starr Foundation Total 11 $6,155,000,
8 2 Florence Gould Foundation Total 106 $5,053,965
9 Andrew W. Mellon Foundation Total 27 $2,805,635
10 21 Open Society Institute Total 9 $2,666,124
11 11 IAnn and Gordon Getty Foundation Total 15 $2,651,550
12 39 Goldman Sachs Foundation Total 4 $2,488,500
13 48 Plough Foundation Total 3 $2,250,000
14 22 \W. K. Kellogg Foundation Total 9 $2,116,000
15 18 J. Paul Getty Trust Total 11 $1,806,000
16 20 Henry Luce Foundation, Inc. Total 10 $1,478,000
17 24 Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc. Total 8 $1,400,000,
18 40 Alcoa Foundation Total 4 $1,340,000
19 8 John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Total 23 $1,097,500,

Grand Total 1213 | $106,782,429

November 2009

The Table above lists U.S. foundations that hawnlblkee largest supporters of international arts
and cultural exchange during the six-year periothf2003 through 2008.
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Large Foundations with Historical Commitments to ternational Engagement Leave Field

The table below shows only 19 foundations in th8.lgave more than $100,000 in support of
international arts exchange in 2008. This is tile of the fact that many of the larger
foundations, including those with historic commitrtgeto international arts and cultural exchange,
have shifted their priorities in recent years.

A comparison of this table with the table preserttedhe previous page reveals that many of the
large foundations that show up as “Million Dollaoibrs” over the period 2003-2008 are no
longer providing support in 2008, or are providsubstantially less support for cultural exchange
than they had been in earlier years. These indhel&reeman, Ford, Rockefeller, MacArthur and
the Ann & Gordon Getty Foundations, as well as@ipen Society Institute (Soros Foundation).

2008 Foundation Supporters of Direct International Arts
and Cultural Exchange Over $100,000
Rank by
$ Foundation Name # of Grants | Amount in $
1 Doris Duke Charitable Foundation 2008 Total 2 $4,527,186
2 IAnnenberg Foundation 2008 Total 5 $3,092,000
3 Starr Foundation 2008 Total 3 $2,350,000
4 Trust for Mutual Understanding 2008 Total 70 $2,316,000
5 Rockefeller Foundation 2008 Total 1 $1,544,400
6 Andrew W Mellon Foundation 2008 Total 4 $1,100,000]
7 Ford Foundation 2008 Total 3 $1,025,000
8 John D and Catherine T MacArthur Foundation 2008 Total 20 $772,500
9 \William Penn Foundation 2008 Total 1 $704,000
10 Henry Luce Foundation 2008 Total 3 $650,000]
11 Robert Sterling Clark Foundation 2008 Total 5 $375,000]
12 Lilly Endowment Inc 2008 Total 1 $300,000]
13 Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation 2008 Total 1 $150,000]
14 Terra Foundation for American Art 2008 Total 1 $150,000]
15 J Paul Getty Trust 2008 Total 2 $148,000
16 Jack Kent Cooke Foundation 2008 Total 2 $147,112
17 IAndy Warhol Foundation for Visual Arts 2008 Total 3 $130,000
18 Lee and Juliet Folger Fund 2008 Total 2 $125,000
19 Nathan Cummings Foundation 2008 Total 2 $110,000
November 2009

Ford and Rockefeller, two foundations with longthical commitments to international arts and
cultural exchange, have left the field. By 200 Rockefeller Foundation, the once great partner
of the federal government in supporting public-ptevinternational partnerships, began to wind
down its international investment in the arts. &y, by 2005, the Ford Foundation ended its
ten-year initiative to internationalize work in therforming arts. Sadly, the MacArthur
Foundation is winding down its support for locakimational art partnerships after a brief, two-
year commitment. Grants made by the remainingdations represent, as far as we can tell, one-
time or non-programmatic expenditures. A limiteoshtber represent new initiatives.
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Disinvestment in the Field Over Time as MeasuredNymber of Grants, Number of
Foundations and Number of Recipients

Altogether, some 1,228 grants were made by 149dations over the six-year study period. The
table below shows there was a decline in all categenumber of grants, number of recipients,
and number of foundations — indicating a persistieatine in international arts and cultural
exchange activity. The one slightly encouragingeas of our findings is that after reaching a low
point in 2005, foundation giving has begun to crapgrom 2006 through 2008. Nevertheless,
this represents a miniscule amount compared wél$ib.75 billion total granted for the arts
between 2003 and 2008 (See table on page 32).

A Snapshot of Giving for
Direct International Arts and Cultural Exchange
2003-2008

# of Grants 223 228 187 208 210 172 1228

# of Recipients 156 169 143 157 158 138 520

# of Foundations 52 56 53 61 59 42 149

Total Amount In

Millions $21.5 $15.1 $15.1 $16.4 $18.6 $20.7  $107.3

November 2009

We began this section of the report by noting thahdations were more active in the field of
international cultural exchange in the 1990s. 984, a report was published by Jane Alexander,
then Chair of the National Endowment for the AetstittedWorld Arts, A Guide to International
Arts Exchange.Created as a resource guide for artists and @ma&fgms interested in participating
in international engagement, the guide listed @&etaof resources including some 51 private and
corporate foundations that provided financial supfmr international arts exchange. As part of
our report, we researched each of them on thenieter via telephone. Of the 51 foundations
listed, 32 no longer provide support in the fielthis represents a decline of 64.8% over the 15-
year period between 1994 and 2009.
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Characteristics of Grant Recipients
Geographic Distribution:International Giving Reflects Cold War Priorities

Recent international arts grantmaking does notapioereinforce U.S. diplomacy in areas of the
world that are strategically important to the Uditetates. Rather, foundation funding remains
committed to projects in Europe and Asia, many bicl are reflective of Cold War priorities or
the discrete regional interest of a particular dora the charts below, it should be noted that th
geographic region “Europe” includes Russia. Thelers shown in the chart closely reflect the
activities of the Trust for Mutual Understandindjiah accounts for 479 grants totaling
$14,613,990 or 59% of all funding for this regidixcluding the Trust’s grantmaking, which is
geographically limited to U.S. arts and culturatlenges involving Russia and nations formerly
behind the Iron Curtain, projects targeting Asieereed the most foundation support. While our
survey indicates American artists are on the gragladally, international destinations rarely
include other parts of the world.

It should be noted that, with the exception of Dlegis Duke Foundation for Islamic Art and the
Islamic Initiatives Project at the Carnegie Corpiora most foundations are not engaged in efforts
to encourage arts and cultural exchange betweedrilied States and the Middle East or the
Islamic World. Since 9/11, there have been somadation efforts to bridge the gap between
East and West but most of these grants do notdedchn artistic dimension.

Foundation Support for Cultural Exchange by Region,2003-2006
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Disciplinary Distribution: Foundations Tend to Suppt Performing Arts and Multidisciplinary
Activities

The graph below shows the total amount grantetardisciplinary categories reported to the
Foundation Center and included in the Grants Irfdeihe years 2003-2006. It also shows the
number of grants in each category.

Total Giving and Number of Grants for Cultural Exchange
by Discipline, 2003-2006
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The results of our analysis reflect anecdotal ewidesupplied by artists and representatives of arts
organizations who participated in the Clark FourmaSurvey, the results of which have been
published on the Clark Foundation website. Theonitgtjof grants in support of cultural
engagement fell into three categories: the perfognarts, multidisciplinary activities, and
educational and cultural programming. Altogetliee, amount granted in the performing arts
totaled nearly $14 million. Within the performiags, which include dance, theater, music and
opera, nearly 20% of exchange activities were mhigktiplinary. While educational and cultural
programming received support approximating thahige for multidisciplinary activities, this
category focused on education rather than theBytsomparison with the other disciplines, the
visual arts received the most money and ranketifirerms of the number of grants received.

On the whole, foundations appear to support th&e“performing arts.” Assumptions are made by
donors about the demand for particular kinds ofgpamming abroad without investigating
whether there is a preference for other kinds tétar product. The result is that the cultural
programming exported to other countries or brouggat the United States frequently overlooks
the presentation of diverse cultural expressidbar survey indicates that U.S. arts groups and
practitioners in the field are anxious to share hgtwid forms through effective community
engagement models. Such programming could sertreedsasis for the development of
sustainable relationships and might reflect a naortbentic picture of who we are as a people.
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Types of Exchange: Performances and Productions $&eted Through Festivals Attract The
Most Grants

Types of Exchange
Grants by Type as a

R i G RIS % of Total Grants
Biennale 5 .99%
Exhibitions 72 14.31%
Conference/Seminar 53 10.54%
Festival 130 25.85%
Residency/Fellowship 68 13.52%
Performance/Production/Touring 112 22.27%
Workshop/Training 63 12.53%
Totals 503 100.01%

July 2007

The majority of grants for international arts amdtaral exchange, for which a purpose could be
identified, were in support of performances or prcttbns, usually presented through festivals or
exhibitions. Because these categories of exchawngdap to such a high degree, we have
aggregrated the data. Collectively, these categ@tcount for 62.43% of our total. Generally
speaking, practitioners believe these types of &xghbs offer fewer opportunities for meaningful
engagement. In contrast, some 26.05% represent more in-depthactions that occur through
residencies, fellowships, workshops, and trainwigle another 10.54% were in support of
conferences or seminars.

Other engagement techniques, such as “embeddir¢hvinvolves the placement of an artist in a
community for an extended period of time where hsh& can interact with local artists and
audiences, were not reflected in the grant desoniptrecorded in the Index. Embedding is
believed to produce a richer experience for alblbse the artist interacts with many people on a
deeper level. In the past, the U.S. governmentigeal support for long-term residencies that
lasted for up to one year. However, most currenegiment-sponsored residencies and
engagements through Arts in Embassies or variowdskof public-private partnerships last for two
to three weeks, at best.

It should be noted that several of these exchaatyatees may occur during the same engagement,
a practice referred to as “layered engagement.hyMaactitioners in both the public and private
sectors believe that layered engagement createstappies that may result in dialogue, better
understanding, and the chance to develop lastiagjoleships that can be sustained over time.
Examples of organizations that practice layerecagament include Battery Dance Company,
Independent Curators International and Culturé¢garmony.

% “International Programming and Cultural ExchangevBy, 2009,” Robert Sterling Clark Foundation jegon
Cultural Engagement.
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Size ofRecipients: Larger and More Established OrganizaimCommand the Greatest Share

Million Dollar Recipients of Support for Direct
International Arts Exchange, 2003-2008
Rank|Rank # of
by $ [ by # [Recipient Name Grants |Amountin $
1 2 |Asia Society, NY Total, 2003-2008 33 $11,431,000
2 27 |National Gallery of Art Total, 2003-2008 6 $5,717,000
3 9 |Asian Cultural Council Total, 2003-2008 12 $4,230,000
4 | 213 |National Performance Network Total, 2003-2008 1 $3,527,186
5 43 |WONDERS: The Memphis International Cultural Series 5 $3,150,000
Total, 2003-2008
6 28 [Sundance Institute Total, 2003-2008 6 $3,105,000
7 60 |Blakemore Foundation Total, 2003-2008 4 $3,000,000
8 6 [Russian Arts Foundation Total, 2003-2008 14 $2,591,550
9 85 [Institute of International Education Total, 2003-2008 3 $2,490,955
10 7 |China Institute in America Total, 2003-2008 13 $2,320,776
11 1 |CEC ArtsLink Total, 2003-2008 55 $2,268,700
12 3 |French American Cultural Exchange Total, 2003-2008 24 $1,575,000
13 | 29 [Museum of New Mexico Foundation Total, 2003-2008 6 $1,471,000
14 | 10 [Center for International Theater Development Total, 2003-2008 11 $1,400,000
15 22 |Theater Communications Group Total, 2003-2008 7 $1,280,000
16 | 118 [Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation Total, 2003-2008 2 $1,275,000
17 | 30 |Foundation for French Museum Total, 2003-2008 6 $1,225,000
18 8 |Bard College Total, 2003-2008 13 $1,068,900
19 14 |Irving S. Gilmore International Keyboard Festival 9 $1,051,300
Total, 2003-2008
20 4 [New Haven International Festival of Arts and Ideas 20 $1,042,500,
Total, 2003-2008

November 2009

In the table above, many of the top recipientsupip®rt are major U.S. arts institutions (Asia
Society, National Gallery of Art and the Sundant#titute). Other recipients are not only large
but have been engaged in a variety of internatiaotvities in addition to the arts. These are
frequently supported by foundations that fund iméionally in specific regions of the world and
include organizations such as The China Instiflibe, Russian Arts Foundation, and French
American Cultural Exchange. Still others, incluglthe Asian Cultural Council and CEC
ArtsLink, have been in the business of operatintharge programs for decades, and have
established strong track records in the field. Thtusppears that foundation support accrues ® art
and cultural institutions that are prestigious,ébong track records, and are more traditional in
their roles as presenters and educators. In sasescthe recipients listed above received funds
through U.S. foundations established by foreignegoments to promote their arts in the United
States.

Despite minimal collaboration between sectors, gowent and foundation investments in
international cultural engagement exhibit manyhaf $ame patterns. While there were some
famous partnerships in the days of USIA, most ngtAnts International, there has been little
collaboration in recent years. The new public-gi@vpartnerships initiated by the Cultural
Programs Division of the Bureau of Educational @udtural Affairs may provide opportunities
for new faces in the philanthropic world to partimeshaping the cultural diplomacy of tomorrow.
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Other Sources of Support for International Engagemat

Case Studies: Large Presenting Organizations

In the beginning of the section on private secteing for arts and cultural exchange, we noted that
Foundation Center data reveals that internationialial engagement accounts for only .68% of
total arts giving for the years 2003 through 2068rther, we observed that data on the recipients o
these funds did not include large U.S. presentiggmizations known to be actively engaged in the
presentation of foreign work. In an effort to leanore about how this work is supported, we
contacted staff at the Brooklyn Academy of MusibgTKennedy Center and Lincoln Center, all of

whom agreed to participate in a case study designedpture the sources of support for their

international engagement activities. In examirtmgtables that follow, it is clear that the main
sources of support for international programmirgytanket sales and general operating support
(GOS) which includes endowment income.

Brooklyn Academy of Music

Expenditures for International Programming

Brooklyn Academy of Music 2003 2004 2005 2006
Total Expenditure $7,361,728 $4,565,746 $6,861,944 $9,688,524
a) Export of Artists - - - -
b) Import of Artists $7,361,728 $4,565,746 $6,861,945 $9,688,524
Sources of Support
a) Foundations $325,000 $635,00(0 $323,666 $283,383
b) Corporations $316,000 $188,830 $388,00D $216,600
¢) Government (US) - - - -
d) Foreign Governments $196,261 $60,240 $104,722 $69,2
e) GOS (include endowment) $1,515,080 $1,302,989 ®1783 $2,419,417
f) Gate (earned income) $5,009,387 $2,378,687 $4,087,2 $6,659,954
g) Individual Contributions - - $200,000 $50,000
Total $7,361,728 $4,565,746 $6,861,945 $9,688,524
January 2010
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts
Expenditures for International Programming
John F. _Kennedy Center for the 2003 2004 2005 2006
Performing Arts
Total Expenditure $5,882,727 $10,569,303 $5,893,721 $7,750,916
a) Export of Artists $759,312 $926,766 $15,300 $248,1
b) Import of Artists $5,123,415 $9,642,537 $5,878,421  $7,502,773
Sources of Support
a) Foundations $336,850 $3,459 $28,782 $6,681
b) Corporations $3,774 $50,535 $214,866 $950,681
c) Government (US) $784,943 $996,464 $15,571 $254,577
d) Foreign Governments - - - -
e) GOS (include endowment) $856,143 $3,203,855 $12660, $1,579,918
f) Gate (earned income) $3,640,244 $6,276,595 $3,981,4 $4,455,761
g) Individual Contributions $260,773 $38,390 $42,299 50%298
Total $5,882,727 $10,569,303 $5,893,721 $7,750,916
January 2010
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Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts
Expenditures for International Programming

Lincoln Center for the
Performing Arts 2003 2004 2005 2006
Total Expenditure $17,065,906 $19,582,163 $19,106,666 $22,273,340
a) Export of Artists - - - -
b) Import of Artists $17,065,906 $19,582,163 $19,166,6 $22,273,340
Sources of Support
a) Foundations $1,901,517 $1,975,315 $2,035,027 $21206
b) Corporations $1,376,369 $1,749,914 $1,456,394 $1982
c) Government (US) $538,594 $454,726 $448,682 $436,410
d) Foreign Governments $47,546 $7,463 $30,000 $10,0p0
e) GOS (include endowment) $6,237,873 $8,855,312 F0n1 $8,812,237
f) Gate (earned income) $4,907,301 $4,939,067 $5,087,4 $7,000,530
g) Individual Contributions $2,056,706 $1,600,362 32144 $1,859,073
Total $17,065,906 $19,582,163 $19,106,666 22340
January 2010

In the cases of The Kennedy Center and Lincoln &emtdividual contributions as well as
corporate giving were also major sources of supipotinternational work. In the area of
government support, both The Kennedy Center ancolinCenter received support from U.S.
government agencies while the Brooklyn Academy oM and The Kennedy Center received
support, albeit declining support, from foreign govments.

In addition to the three large presenters examineletail, we also contacted two large presenters
linked to universities with a more abbreviatedafejuestions. These included Cal Performances,
U.C. Berkeley and UCLA Live. These two presenpmsided us with 2008 data regarding their
operating budgets and the amount spent on interretprogramming. Support for international
programming was generated primarily through eamedme and general operating support. In
no case did foundation donors specify that thgipsut was contingent on the presentation of
international work. Decisions to conduct interaatl programming seem to rest with the
artistic/managing directors of these two institnio This information is reflected in the table
below. Neither organization appeared on any oftables generated by Foundation Center data.

Large U.S. Performing Arts Presenters Associated wh Universities
2008 Expenditures for International Programming

Organization Expenditure for Source of Import or
International Programming Support, 2008 Export
1. | Cal Performances $3,404,504 (63% T) Earned Income Import
and
2. | UCLA Live $4,000,000 (50% T) General Operating Import
Support
January 2010

In the section that follows, we have singled oupooate grantmaking for special attention.
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Corporate Grantmaking

Despite some weaknesses in isolating foundatiopatifor international arts and cultural
exchange, to some degree support is quantifidbleontrast, there is no agency or organization
that documents total corporate support for intéomai arts and cultural exchange activities. While
corporate foundation grants are tracked by the &ation Center, international cultural activities
supported through foreign public relations or méngdepartments, foreign corporate offices, or
corporate headquarters, are difficult if not implolesto quantify. Companies that engage in
commercial activities frequently make grants toritles located in cities where they do business
to advance corporate interests. Still others idlaqthropy to curry favor with clients and

potential clients by making grants to charitiesoi@@d by such clients. Collectively, such grants
rarely reflect a programmatic interest and aredesly reported as corporate expenses. While
there are numerous reports of such grants, docatn@mis incomplete and unreliable. Because of
the inability to document these practices, we hatancluded corporate grants in our study unless
they were made through a corporate foundation.

It should be said that it is critically importantdevelop mechanisms to capture grants made for
business purposes. As international commerce elspamound the globe, corporate boards and
executives have become convinced that cultural nsteteding is good for business and that
understanding the charitable investment strategfieshers will help them become more strategic
in their own grantmaking. Consequently, the denfanihformation on corporate philanthropy is
on the rise. The Business Committee for the ABGA) has begun to take up some of the slack in
gathering such information. Every three years, BfbAducts a national survey to determine the
levels and trends in U.S. corporate support foratit® Some of the more important findings for
2003-2008° follow:

* The total dollar amount contributed declined 5% f$3.32 billion in 2003 to $3.16 billion in
2006 due to changes in giving patterns.

* Most companies supported local arts projects (92¥ile 7% gave to national projects and
1% to international projects. There was little rofpa from 2003 to 2006.

» There were notable shifts in the sources of busineatributions to the arts. Forty-three
percent (43%) of support came from marketing/spmisp budgets, representing a 13%
increase from 2003 to 2006. At the same timegthexs a 12% decline in annual contributions
budgets, a 7% reduction in advertising supportafélo reduction in executive gifting.

Support from company foundations was unchanged.

* Non-arts supporters showed a preference for funelilugational or social causes.

% The Business Committee for the Arts Report: Nati@urvey of Business Support to the Arts — 2007.
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Opportunities for Private Sector Investment in
International Cultural Engagement

I. Foundations Should Take the Lead in Developingartnerships with Public
Sector Agencies to Reverse Disinvestment in the ke

A. Initiate dialogue at the federal level with the Cutural Programs Division of the
Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs (ECA) at the Department of State and
various of our national cultural agencies (primarily NEA, NEH, and IMLS). These
agencies are currently developing public-privateérgaships with U.S.-based nonprofit
arts organizations to undertake international emghgrograms at home and abroad.
These projects all serve important roles becausgebnetrate the barriers of language and
custom and promote understanding of our common hityna

1.

Dialogue should be initiated by foundations with reresentatives of these agencies.
While ECA partnerships are competitive and mostirecprivate funds to share the
costs of implementatioi, is currently difficult to connect arts organizations that

are interested in being considered for partnershipsvith foundations interested in
supporting such partnerships.

Private support would enable existing projects to b enlarged and new projectso
be implemented.

Private support would also correct the perceptiorthat Department of State
cultural programming is propagandistic

B. Encourage state and local government arts agenciegsmake grants to local arts
organizations to enable them to tour abroad.Offer to share touring costs if they agree to
participate.

1.

Private foundations can provide matching grants tancentivize the impulse of
public funders to expand the reach of their local gantees through international
touring, particularly in parts of the world where localgorations do business.

Corporate foundations can partner with their stateand local government agencies
to support international cultural engagement in pats of the world where state-
sponsored trade and development programs are beinghdertaken. The National
Governors Association reports that incorporatiocwfural exchange in state-
sponsored trade and development programs senaslvémce trade relationships with
other nations and opens markets abroad.

Corporate foundations can support Sister Cities In¢rnational for arts and

cultural projects that promote mutual understanding. Corporate supporters of
Sister Cities may reap rewards in their citiesragia as well as in a “sister city” abroad
by funding such partnerships. Sister Cities isentty seeking congressional funding
for “Strengthening America’s Image,” a national gram designed to improve our
image abroad through increased cultural engagement.
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[I. Foundations Should Develop Partnerships withhe Corporate Sector to
Leverage Corporate Giving

A. Large foundations should encourage business and tla organizations to sponsor
meetings or conferences to enable their corporateastituents to learn how cultural
engagement can advance international tradeThe largest of these organizations include
the Conference Board, the Committee to Encouragpdtate Philanthropy, the Aspen
Institute Program on Business and Society, theri&ssi Council on International
Understanding, Business for Diplomatic Action and U.S. Chamber of Commerce. Most
trade organizations have divisions or committeas dlddress philanthropic issues. As
many companies have corporate philanthropy prograresentation of arguments to
support international arts engagement to promdaégnational corporate objectives would
likely reach a receptive audience.

B. Smaller foundations active in this field should suport or work with intermediaries
such as Americans for the Arts to help connect themwith business organizations such
as those listed above with the objective of promatg partnerships in support of
international cultural engagement. Americans for the Arts, the largest arts advocacy
organization in the country, has developed stretationships with these and other
corporate trade associations. Support for advoaadyorganizing around the issues of
international cultural exchange could result in¢heation of an integrated network of
organizations to promote reinvestment in cultuxalhange-based diplomacy.

C. Interested foundations should support research onarporate advertising to identify
companies interested in international engagementt-or example, the Hyatt Hotel chain
is currently running an ad that reads, “It's muekier to see eye to eye when you see face
to face.” Perhaps this corporation and othersrimatds reflective of their international
business acumen would be interested in providipgaen for international cultural
programming.

[ll. Partnerships Among Foundations Should be Expbred

A. Grantmakers in the Arts should spearhead the devefament of “Foundation
Consortia” that would serve to aggregate support fowork in this field.

1. By aggregating support, foundation participants couldget a bigger bang for the
buck and could target their funding:
a. by geographic location of exchange,;
b. by discipline;
c. by type of exchange; and
d. by any combination of the above.

2. Foundation participants in consortia could be aggrgated nationally or by city of
origin through local Grantmakers in the Arts affili ates
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3. Members of each consortium would contribute funds @ an annual basis to form a
capital pool that would be made available to locakrts organizations engaged
internationally . Members would determine the minimum level offgp each
member would be responsible for contributing; th&lglines that would prevail with
regard to grantee eligibility; and would ultimatélg responsible for selecting grantees.

B. Grantmakers in the Arts should test its ambitions 6 become an “Arts Advocate” by
helping to establish “International Cultural Engagement” as an issue of importance to
the field.

IV. Foundations Could Partner with Arts Organizations Involved in
Engagement by:

A. Providing support for U.S. touring companies tha build transformative bilateral
relationships with overseas partners. Examples ithade:

1. American Voice$as produced more than 100 festivals, concertstanelasses, and
workshops in over 30 countries in the Middle E&ststern Africa, and Latin America.
Founded in 1992, its mission is to further the ap@tion and understanding of
American music and culture in countries that andated and lacking opportunities for
cultural exchange and dialogue with the UnitedestafThe repertoire ranges from
Broadway, Choral, Opera, Jazz and Blues to youthreufavorites such as Hip Hop
and Break Dancing. Contact between artists anateaces through workshops,
collaborative performances and public events resnlgreater understanding.

2. Battery Dance CompariBDC) has worked in over 35 countries where it has
performed, taught and collaborated with internatlgrartners for more than 15 years.
During this period, it has developed a networkarftects within the State
Department’s regional bureaus; foreign contactsfwlitate touring; broad
experience in diplomacy and cross-cultural commatioa; and programming
methodology that connects with foreign cultures emehmunities. These qualities
enabled it to perform, teach and collaborate witbrmational partners in 11 countries
during 2008. Over the years, live audiences irntehs of thousands and television
audiences in the millions have been introducedrte@Acan modern dance through
BDC'’s performances.

3. Independent Curators Internatiofiall) was created 35 years ago with the mission of
producing and touring contemporary art exhibitiaososs the U.S. and throughout the
world. Since then, it has produced 116 travelixiglgtions that have profiled the work
of 3,700 artists. This program has resulted indénelopment of a visual arts
membership network that includes 590 museums adigrges and art centers in 48
states and 25 countries. Today, ICI is expandmmternational networks for
collaboration in contemporary art and exhibitioagiice with new programming that
accompanies its traveling shows. Project 35, termational survey of video works,
and FAX, an evolving project of drawings sent tlgioout the world by fax, are both
examples of interactive, expanding exhibitions vaéw contributions that can be
reconfigured to suit a range of venues worldwidis year ICI will use these
programs to expand its networks in Latin Americanttal and Eastern Europe and
Africa.
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B. Provide support for American artists to travel and perform abroad. While not
exhaustive, the following is a list of organizasahat provide grants and other assistance
to U.S. arts professionals to work abroad or tadforeign artists to work in the U.S.

1.

Association of Performing Arts Presentapgrates the Cultural Exchange Fuvidch
subsidizes the international travel of presenteee new work in Africa, Asia, Latin
America and other underserved parts of the world.

CEC Arts Linkfunds the exchange of artists and cultural marsaigeihe United States
with their counterparts in Central Russia, Europe Burasia.

Mid Atlantic Arts Foundatioms home to U.S. Artists Internationahich provides
support for American dance, music and theatre ebk=nas well as solo performers to
travel to major international arts festivals anyvehimn the world outside the U.S.

National Performance Netwaskipports cultural exchange in Latin America thitoug
Performing Americas Prograthat works in partnership with LaRED

Theater Communications Grouprough the International Theater Institptevides
travel grants to support artistic partnerships leetwU.S. artists, administrators and
educators with their counterparts in Russia, CéRumeope and Eurasia.

C. Provide Support to Organizations that Make the \sual Arts Available to
International Audiences.

1.

Art21produces a Peabody Award-winning CPB series céllfed21-Art in the Twenty
First Century that chronicles contemporary Ameriadists and their work. To date,
anthologies on more than 90 artists are includ&d21 makes this material available
online along with curriculum guides for teachersise in their classrooms. More than
100,000 teachers have downloaded this materihlempast three years. In addition,
Art21 is now logging “hits” on its websitejww.Art21.org at the rate of 1.5 million per
month and, in 2009 its new blog recorded 365,928rdte visitors from 192 countries.
This has become the world’s “go to site” for leagabout American contemporary art.
Thus far, the material has been translated inte&woland Spanish.

French Regional & American Museum Excha(fffRAME) is a formal collaboration

of museums located in 12 cities in France and ti@sain the United States and one
associate member in Canada. FRAME fosters Fremobrigan cooperation relating to
museums, their collections and professional sta®isjects include a shared website as
well as joint exhibitions. The museum membersadlrpurposely drawn from regions
outside the economic and political centers of eamtry so as to draw attention to art
resources characteristic of diverse regions.

International Foundation for Arts Resea(fPAR) is widely known for its legal
expertise in the field of cultural property and thevement of that property across
international borders. IFAR deals with issuestiegpto attribution and authenticity,
ownership, patrimony, looting and repatriation af dFAR’s website atvww.ifar.org
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is building a comprehensive searchable databasentttades international legislation
and U.S. case law governing acquisition, exchaogeership and authenticity of
cultural property. IFAR’s Director has been ressible for helping resolve many
issues that inhibit international cultural exchabgeparticipating in meetings dealing

with the return of the stolen Mideast antiquitissagll as art stolen during the
Holocaust.

V. Foundations Should Support the Development ofnternet Technology that
Advances International Cultural Engagement

Foundations are currently in discussions regarthiecgefficacy of developing an internet portal
that would connect artists to artists and artistggnues internationally. Such a portal would,

hopefully, be multilingual and would make use di fechnology that could be used by artists
and arts organizations from around the globe t@ageadn cultural exchangelhere are at least

two schools of thought on the subject, the firgshdo build out an existing online directory.

The second would involve the creation of an entingw international portal using state of the
art technology.

VI. A Place in the Sun for Foundations Seeking Imact

As we have seen, there has been a staggering deglisenvestment on the part of the public
and private sectors in the field of internationds &xchange and exchange-based diplomacy.
We are hopeful that forward-thinking foundationdl e interested in participating in the re-
configuration of a field that has been left withld structure. The opportunity to help in
shaping its parameters through constructive retnvexst and creative thinking is enormous.
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Appendix A
Scope of Study and Definitions

Scope

Our research examines past and present modelppdudor nonprofit international arts and
cultural engagement to promote mutual understangitiga focus on expenditures of the U.S.
government and philanthroptic foundatidhsThe work expands on several papers on cultural
diplomacy published by the Center for Arts and Gna@tin 2003 including:

U.S. Cultural Diplomacy: Where Are We No@@ltural Diplomacy and the United States
Government: A Survdyy Milton Cummings;

Recent Trends In Department of State Support fdtu€ Diplomacy: 1993-200dy Juliet
Antunes Sablosky;

International Cultural Relations: A Multi-Countrydhparisonby Margaret Wyszomirski;

Diplomacy that Works: 'Best Practices' in CultuBblomacyby Cynthia Schneider; and

A New Mandate for Philanthropy? U.S. Foundation @upfor International Arts Exchangédsy
Andras Szanto.

In the course of this work, we examined: 1) DataJo®. public and private investment in
international arts exchange; 2) American practafeengagement with foreign publics; 3) U.S.
public-private partnerships; 4) Deterrents to ing&ional cultural exchange; 5) Foreign models
of engagement; and 6) Opportunities offered by temlinology in the practice of exchange-
based diplomacy. To gain a more complete understgrd the characteristics and effectiveness
of arts-based cultural exchanges, we have alsoiegeanmformation on the import and export of
nonprofit cultural product, the artistic disciplsythat participate in exchange and the geographic
areas where exchanges occur. In addition, we tiaeassed at length the research challenges
we encountered as we explored this material.

Definitions
Public Diplomacy

In addition to the definitions offered on page thaead four of the report, we offer additional
definitions that have been used by others to agthde the reader’'s understanding of this field.
Discussed by Joseph Nye in 1990, cultural and pugtilomacy are used by states to enhance
their relations with other nations and are thouwgjtds “soft power.” Introduced as a concept by
Nye, “soft power” refers to a set of strategieathieve national objectives through attraction
rather than through coercion or payment. Accordiniye, the ability to influence the

" The termnonprofit arts” encompasses the performing arts (choral, dancsicnapera, theater); literature;
architecture and design; media arts (film and Vjgdk arts (craft-based, making use of textilesod, glass
and/or metal); and visual arts (sculpture, paintptgotography, printmaking). For the purposesi study, some
activities related to museums, libraries and thmdmities (history, language, civilizations) havemécluded
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preferences of others “tends to be associatedintdingible assets such as...culture, political
values, institutions and policies that are seemsaing moral authority™

Although U.S. Cold War public diplomacy is now tighl of as propagandistic, current practice
is generally recognized as including activities emaken to promote mutual understanding
through the engagement of global publics. Ideglplic diplomacy leads to a greater
appreciation, receptivity and sustained accessadadrdluence on global audiences. Activities
generally support the development of long-termti@teships with key individuals over time
through scholarships, exchanges, training, workslamg seminars. Outreach to the general
public is achieved through state-sponsored pubbeadicasting and internet programming.

Export and Import of Cultural Product

Export references the crossing of U.S. borders by Amesigawolved in the production or
presentation of nonprofit artistic work in one coma foreign countriedmport references the
crossing of U.S. borders by individuals or orgatiages involved in the production or
presentation of nonprofit artistic work originatietsewhere; anReciprocalrefers to an export
and import across U.S. borders both by Americadsfareigners as an exchange.

% Nye, Joseph, “Soft Power: The Means to Succe®gdrid Politics,” New York: Public Affairs, pp.10709.

49



Appendix B

Methodology

Literature Review

A literature review was conducted by Aimee R. Falima consultant under contract to the
Foundation, throughout the late summer and ealllpf2007 to create an historical outline of
related legislation, sources profiling America’gagement abroad, and recommendations on
public diplomacy from the foreign and domestic pplcommunities. This material has been
included here a8ppendix G and is published on the Robert Sterling Clark Fation website
(www.rsclark.org under the titleThe Art of Engagement: U.S. Public and Cultural IDipacy
Timeline, October, 1999-2009This publication is part of thiRobert Sterling Clark

Foundation Series on International Cultural Engagenent.

Internet Technology Review

In the summer of 2007, the Robert Sterling Clarkretation contracted with Jonathan Peizer of
Internaut Consulting to search the web for inteamati arts portals that were being used to
promote cultural exchange worldwide. We were palérly interested in sites that made use of
2.0 technology and that had a translation capgbifftixty portals were examined but only seven
met the criteria we were looking for. None of #even were based in the United States. We are
continuing to work with Jonathan in exploring thaspibility of helping to create a multilingual
site that makes use of 2.0 technology to promotmections between U.S. artists and venues
that might offer performance opportunities here abobad.

Review of U.S. Foundation Support for InternationalArts Exchange and
Programming

Foundation Center Grants Index

In the summer of 2007, the Robert Sterling Clarkrieation commissioned data from the
Foundation Center on grants over $10,000 appraurittom 2003 through 2006 with the
primary classification of Arts-related International Exchangand “International Grants for
Arts Policy” This data was amplified by the use of the FouiotiaCenter’s “Foundation
Directory Online” subscription service in June 2@0®btain further information on grants
($10,000 and above) appropriated by U.S. foundatitessified under the subject field of
“International exchange, art&® for the years 2003 through 2006. In the fall 802, our
research was again updated to include grants apategin the years 2007 and 2008.
Altogether, our consultant Aimee R. Fullman anatyaaed aggregated 1,228 unique grants in

% The terminternational exchangerts yielded grants in the performing arts (choral,@gmusic, opera, theater);
literature; architecture and design; media arts(éind video); folk arts (craft-based, making useeatiles, wood,
glass and metal); visual arts (sculpture, paintoimtography, printmaking); museums; libraries tredhumanities
(history, language, civilizations); preservatiortsananagement and technology.
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support of direct international cultural exchanlgat twere appropriated from 2003 through 2008.
These grants were included in the Foundation Cerdatabase under the categories listed
above. The aggregated data is included hefAppendix F.

Foundation Grantmaking — Classification Case Studie

The Asia Society

In the summer of 2008, Clark Foundation staff cotetd the Asia Society to help in categorizing
grants made to the Society between 2003 through B86ause many were not described in
terms of purpose. Some 58 grants awarded to tbietgdor international arts exchange were
examined by Asia Society staff. Only ten of theserlapped with grants recorded in the
Foundation Center’'s Grants Index. This is indie@atf inaccuracies in foundation, grantee and
Foundation Center reporting and classificationaystand is discussed more fullyAppendix

C under “Research Challenges.”

Large Performing Arts Presenters

Noting that the information we had obtained frora EFoundation Center’s Grants Index
included very little, if any, information on fountitan grants received by large presenting
institutions known to be engaged in internatiorralgpamming, Clark Foundation staff contacted
several of these presenters and developed and istenéa a questionnaire that captured the
sources of support for their international prograngror the years 2003 through 2006. An
additional group of large, university-based presentvas interviewed in a more abbreviated
format regarding their expenditures for internagioprogramming for the year 2008. These
analyses are more fully discussed in the sectidhisfreport dealing with “Trends in Private
Sector Support - Other Sources of Support for Qailtingagement.” Some of this material is
also discussed iAppendix C, “Research Challenges.” Classification Case SRalyicipants
are listed imMAppendix D.

International Programming and Cultural Exchange e-3urvey

An online survey of 41 multiple choice and openeathdquestions grouped into five themes:
Organization Information, Program Information, Aedce Engagement, Use of Technolagg
Cultural Diplomacysolicited information about on-the-ground exeautd cultural exchange-
related programming as well as impediments to emgagt by artists and arts and cultural
organizations. A total of 134 participatifsfrom the arts and cultural community voluntarily
participated in the e-survey between September 20@7June 2008. This survey was designed
and administered by Aimee R. Fullman and is publisbn the Foundation’s website under the
title The Art of Engagement: Trends in U.S. Cultural Exaye and International Programming
This publication is part of thRobert Sterling Clark Foundation Series on Internatonal

Cultural Engagement Participants are listed on the foundations website

19 participants were solicited from the Alliance Exducational and Cultural Exchange Locator and gent
recipients of foundation grants for internationds @&xchange between 2003-2006. Americans for tteiAcluded
five of the survey’s questions on the 2006 - 2003.Wrban Arts Federation Survey, conducted elaatadly in
early 2008, which represents 37 of the participddéice/lUSA, Opera America, Arts in Embassies hrd t
Association of American Museums each recommendeduhvey to select members or colleagues.
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Review of Government Support for International Cultural Engagement and
Public Diplomacy

All attempts were made to obtain budgetary inforamathrough direct contact with staff at the
Department of State and the Cultural Agencies (NEBH, IMLS, etc.). Ultimately, trend data
was provided through the Bureau of Educational@uidural Affairs as well as from the U.S.
Government Inter-Agency Working Group in InternaibExchange reports (IAWG) and the
U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). Infoation on specific programs and grants
was obtained from the U.S. Department of State iteelbs well as through the help of State
Department and NEA staff. Information was alscagidd from the Henry L. Stimson Center,
the Center for Strategic and International Stu@esmission on Smart Power and the National
Security Archive at George Washington Universifdditional information was provided by
individuals located at universities and think tattkst conduct research on public diplomacy
and/or foreign affairs as indicated in the footsotéll are listed iMppendix H.

Roundtable with Representatives of Foreign Governnrés

On April 17, 2008, the Robert Sterling Clark Foutnaola convened a meeting in New York City
of 14 individuals representing Canada, Mexico, Denimidekherlands and France as well as
representatives of foundations that have displaykehg-term investment in supporting cultural
exchange. Participants can be foundppendix D. We were interested to learn what they
thought about U.S. cultural exchange-based diplgraad how it could be improved. We were
also interested to learn how their governments gedyan cultural exchange-based diplomacy.

National Interviews

The Robert Sterling Clark Foundation’s project otetnational Cultural Engagement began in
the summer of 2007. At that time, our staff andrddoegan to map out a strategy to learn as
much as we could about the field to determine wdrette Clark Foundation could play a role.

As part of our overall study, more than 150 peapdee consulted in person, via telephone or
through Skype. These individuals represent oriptesly represented USIA; the primary U.S.
Cultural Agencies (NEA, NEH, IMLS, LOC, Smithsonjd®CAH); the Bureau of Educational
and Cultural Affairs, and the Bureau of Internaibimformation Programs within the State
Department, as well as ambassadorial and congredstaff. In addition, we spoke with
representatives of arts service organizations,dations, foreign governments, research centers,
corporations, universities and arts organizationslved in cultural engagement. We are
enormously grateful to all those who shared thésdam, insight and experience as we traveled
down this path. Everyone who participated is tisteAppendix H. “E-Survey Participants
whose responses were recorded in a separate atgdastudy are listed on the Clark Foundation
website.
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Research Challenges

Background

The primary sources of information for the sectdithe report dealing with private-sector
support for arts and cultural engagement are thmdation Center’s grants database and its
Foundation Directory Online. In 2007, the Robe#drlihg Clark Foundation commissioned the
Foundation Center to conduct a search of all gramiéding $10,000 or more that had been
appropriated during the years 2003 through 200& tlaat are classified under “Arts-related
International Exchange” and “International GramtsArts Policy.” This data was supplemented
in 2008 through the use of the Foundation Centé&sindation Directory Online” subscription
service to obtain grant information classified unidhe subject field “International Exchange
Arts” for the same period of time. Over the cour§éhis investigation, our consultant examined
more than 2,000 grants classified under these hgadiThose classified as direct international
arts exchange grants were then totaled by foundasowvell as by recipient, enabling us to
determine which foundations were the major playetbe field over time, and which recipients
received the most funding. Grants were then caitsgpbin terms of the geographic locations
where exchanges or international programming had lb@dertaken, the disciplines that were
supported and the types of programming that hadroed.

It should be noted that there are limitations o dhataset. The grants included were limited to
those of $10,000 or more that were reported td-thendation Center. While the Center’s
database includes the bulk of foundation dollardopes not include the bulk of foundations.
There may be smaller grants made for internationliliral exchange that were not captured.
However, grants made by all of the major fundeesadlrincluded. We, therefore, assume that
while we don’t have complete data, we have enoagkdch the conclusions articulated in this
publication.

Classification of Foundation Grants—Case Studies
Asia Society

The investigation reveals a critical need for brattassification and reporting standards. The
Asia Society, the recipient that received the ngoaht money for international arts and cultural
exchange from 2003 through 2006, was contacteddsistance in classifying the grants it
received, as the majority of the 33 grants listethe Index were not described. Asia Society
staff provided a list of 58 cultural exchange gsanit $10,000 or more that supported arts
exhibitions, fellowships and residencies duringshely period. Of these 58 grants, only ten
overlapped with the grants listed in the Founda@emter's databases leaving some 23 grants
unaccounted for during the four-year period. At same time, 48 grants actually received by
the Society were not to be found in the Grantsxnd&ll of this indicates a high incidence of
misclassification or non-reporting.
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Large Performing Arts Presenters

A second area where we found suspect informationtahe level of foundation investment in
international arts programming involved the larg& Larts presenting institutions and the
sources of support for their international presenactivities. The table below shows grantees
that received foundation support in excess of dlianifrom 2003-2008 but it includes no large
presenters. We subsequently contacted the Broddgademy of Music, The Kennedy Center
for the Performing Arts and Lincoln Center for therforming Arts, all of which agreed to
participate in a case study designed to capturedbeces of support for their international
activities during the years 2003 through 2006.

Million Dollar Recipients of Direct Support for
International Arts Exchange, 2003-2008
Rank by $ Recipient Name # of Grants| Amount in $
1 Asia Society, NY Total, 2003-2008 33 $11,431,000
2 National Gallery of Art Total, 2003-2008 6 $5,7000
3 Asian Cultural Council Total, 2003-2008 12 $4, 280
4 National Performance Network Total, 2003-2008 1 3,587,186
5 WONDERS: The Memphis International Cultural Serie
Total, 2003-2008 5 $3,150,000
6 Sundance Institute Total, 2003-2008 6 $3,105,000
7 Blakemore Foundation Total, 2003-2008 4 $3,00m,Q0
8 Russian Arts Foundation Total, 2003-2008 14 $P 550
9 Institute of International Education Total, 200338 3 $2,490,955
10 China Institute in America Total, 2003-2008 13 2,320,776
11 CEC ArtsLink Total, 2003-2008 55 $2,268,700
12 French American Cultural Exchange Total, 200880 24 $1,575,000
13 Museum of New Mexico Foundation Total, 2003-2008 6 $1,471,000
14 Center for International Theater Developmentll &003- 11 $1,400,000
2008
15 Theater Communications Group Total, 2003-2008 7| $1,280,000
16 Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation Total, 2003200 2 $1,275,000
17 Foundation for French Museum Total, 2003-2008 6| $1,225,000
18 Bard College Total, 2003-2008 13 $1,068,900
19 Irving S. Gilmore International Keyboard Festiva
Total, 2003-2008 9 $1,051,300
20 New Haven International Festival of Arts andasle
Total, 2003-2008 20 $1,042,500
November 2009

It is unclear why the Brooklyn Academy of Music (BB and Lincoln Center for the Performing
Arts did not appear in the table above, particylarlview of the fact that both of them received
foundation support for international programmingktess of $1.5 million during four of the six
years examined. The table on the following pagevstthe amount of foundation support
received by each of our three presenters from 20L& for international programming.
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Selected Large U.S. Performing Arts Presenters
Foundation Support for International Programming

Institution 2003 2004 2005 2006 | Total
,'\B/Irj’;?y” Academy of | ¢3r5 300 | $635,000 $323.666  $283,333  $1,567,299
John F. Kennedy Center
for the Performing Arts

Lincoln Center for the
Performing Arts $1,901,517 $1,975,315 $2,035,027 $2,326,110 $8,237,969

$336,850 | $3,459 $28,782 $6,681 $375,772

January 2010

Appendix F contains charts for each of the years 2003 thr@@gI8 listing the foundations that
have provided the most support in this field ad aglthe recipients that received the most
funding. None of the large presenters examinexiincase study are listed in years 2003-2005.
BAM is listed for years 2006-2008 as having recéimie grants totaling $845,000. Lincoln
Center is listed only in 2007 with three grantsliog $190,000. None of the other large
presenters examined are listed in any of our agdeedpta.

While the Asia Society and the large presenter®algtwo examples, this evidence, combined
with other grants that were misclassified, is iative of inaccuracies that occur in foundation,
recipient and Foundation Center reporting and iflaggon systems.

There are many opportunities for misclassificatioiming the process of making, categorizing,
and reporting on grants. The first responsibligg with the grantmaker. If the Grants Index is
to be used successfully as a research tool fotifgierg gaps in support in a particular field, gt i
critically important for grantmakers to take thmi to classify their grants carefully and to see
that this information is accurate when passed dhdd-oundation Center. The second
responsibility lies with the Foundation Center.nédw system is needed for collecting
information. If the data collection instrumentreenore refined, staff would have an easier
time classifying and retrieving information, foutidas would be able to describe their grants
more accurately, researchers would be able tohgsdata with confidence, and foundations that
are interested in developing focused grant programsd find the data more helpful.

Definitional Problems

There is considerable confusion in the philanttoe@pid nonprofit communities about what is
meant byinternational arts and cultural exchange For the purposes of this report, the term
refers to activities that we have ascertained ttobéhe primary purpose of exporting and/or
importing artists and artistic product internatitjpaBecause most of these activities do not
actually involve reciprocal movements of artistbAmen two countries, we prefer the terms
international cultural engagemenbr international cultural programmingrather than “cultural
exchange,” unless, of course, the activity involaesactual exchange. However, we have used
the term cultural exchange when it has been usedh®ys to describe the import or export of
nonprofit artistic product as it has by the FourmaCenter and various U.S. government
agencies.
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The termdirect supportrefers to grants made in support of internatigmagramming or
engagement that is primarily artistic in naturewclsgrants have been further classified by
geographic location based on the UN world regiorssub-regions of engagement; by
discipline; by direction of movement, that is, innpor export of cultural product; and by depth
of engagement based on type. The terirect supportrefers to grants for general operations
made to organizations that are broadly engageaténnational arts and cultural engagement as
part of a larger mission. We have excluded griort&ndirect support” from our findings.

Conclusions

While there are many potential culprits in the dassification of grants, we believe that for
those foundations that make reasonable attemptadsify their grants accurately, the problems
are often definitional. We also conclude that mBoundations classify grants made to U.S.
presenting organizations by organizational typbyodiscipline rather than by purpose (e.qg.,
grants to U.S. performing arts presentegssusgrants for international cultural programming or
engagement). Some of these organizations notpyaent the work of foreign artists, they also
facilitate the presentation of American work abro&de believe that the latter activities are
more likely to be counted as international engagertiean are the former because the activity
occurs on foreign soil. In limited conversationghwoundation program officers, we learned
that if a grant is made to support some form afrimational engagement that occurs in the
United States, many do not even think about clgssjfthe grant as “international.” We further
believe that this results in undercounting “cultechange” grants made to bring foreign artists
to perform in the United States. To get a betietupe of import and export issues, it is essential
to find a way to capture grants made in suppothefinternational programs of large presenting
organizations. It should also be noted that thenBation Center data did not capture grants that
supported the international touring activitiesarle orchestras such as the New York
Philharmonic, the San Francisco Symphony and thea@b Symphony Orchestra, all of which
are substantial. We believe that the FoundatiamntéZevould perform an enormous service to
the field by developing a more sophisticated gsamvey instrument that would produce more
accurate information.
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Meeting on Cultural Exchange and Cultural Diplomacy
Participant Contact Information
April 17, 2008

Margaret Ayers

President

Robert Sterling Clark Foundation
135 E. 64 Street

New York, NY

Tel. 212-288-8900
Margaret.Ayers@rscf.org

Mary Anne Dehler

Head, Pol./Eco. Relations and Media
Relations

Consulate General of Canada

1251 Avenue of the Americas

New York, NY 10020-1175

Tel. 212-596-1690
MaryAnne.Dehler@international.gc.ca

Betsy Fader

Chief Program Officer

Doris Duke Charitable Foundation
650 Fifth Avenue, 19 Floor

New York, NY 10019

Tel. 212-974-7004
bfader@DDCF.org

Aimee Fullman

Project Consultant

Robert Sterling Clark Foundation
4201 S. 31 Street, Apt 318
Arlington, VA 22206

Tel. 703-969-6637
Aimee.fullman@gmail.com

Irene Krarup

Cultural Attache

Danish Consulate General

One Dag Hammerskjold Plaza
885 Second Avenue, 17th Floor
New York, NY 10017

Tel. 212-705-4938

irekra@um.dk

Sharon Memis

Director of British Council USA
Cultural Department, British Embassy
3100 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20008-3600

Tel. 202-588-7800
sharon.memis@britishcouncil.org

Ben Rodriguez-Cubenas
Program Officer

Rockefeller Brothers Fund
437 Madison Avenue, 87Floor
New York, NY 10022-7001
Tel. 212-812-4211
brodriguez-cubenas@rbf.org

Ralph Samuelson

Senior Advisor

Asian Cultural Council

6 West 48th Street, 12th Floor
New York, NY 10036-1802
Tel. 212-843-0403
rsamuelson@accny.org

James Allen Smith

Director of Research and Education
Rockefeller Archive Center

15 Dayton Avenue

Sleepy Hollow, NY 10591

Tel. 914-366-6379
jamesallensmith@rockarch.org

Andras Szanto, Ph.D.
Senior Lecturer
Sotheby’s Institute of Art
1334 York Avenue

New York, NY 10021
Tel. 212-517-3929
as75@columbia.edu




Mustapha Tlili
Founder and Director
Center for Dialogues
New York University
194 Mercer Street
New York, NY 10012
Tel. 212-998-8693
tili@islamuswest.org

Hillary Weisner

Director

Islam Initiative

Carnegie Corporation of New York
437 Madison Avenue

New York, NY 10022

Tel. 212-207-6252
hw@carnegie.org

Jeanne Wikler

Netherlands Consulate General
400 Central Park West # 19N
New York, NY 10025 USA

Tel. 212-600-0806
jeanne@wikler.net

Raul J. Zorrilla

Executive Director

Mexican Cultural Institute of New York
27 East 39th Street, 4th floor

New York, NY 10016

Tel. 212-217-6473
rzorrilla@sre.gob.mx
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Appendix E
Foundation Grantmaking Classification Case Studies

Participants

Asia Society -New York, NY
Vishaca Desai, President
Rachel Cooper, Director for Cultural Programs drelRerforming Arts

Brooklyn Academy of Music— Brooklyn, NY
Karen Hopkins, President

Joe Melillo — Executive Producer

Marisa Menna, Administrative Assistant

Cal Performances— U.C. at Berkley
Matias Tarnapolski, Director

The Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts— Washington, DC
Michael Kaiser, President

Donna Cutro, Director of Designated Campaigns

Christian Curtin, Comptroller

Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts — New York, NY
Jane Moss, Vice President, Programming
Siri Horvitz, Director of Institutional Relations

UCLA Live — Los Angeles, CA
David Sefton, Executive and Artistic Director
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Trends in Foundation Support for
Direct International Arts Exchange
2003-2008
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# of Grants 223 228 187 208 210 172 1228

# of Recipients 156 169 143 157 158 138 520

# of Foundations 52 56 53 61 59 42 149

Total Amount In

Millions $21.5 $15.1 $151 $16.4 $18.6 $20.7 $107.8

November 2009
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Top 25 Foundation Supporters of
Direct International Arts and Cultural Exchange
By # of Grants, 2003-2008
Rarékr:a/t: @i Foundation Name # of Grants Amount in $

Grand Total 1213 $106,782,429|
1 Trust for Mutual Understanding Total 479 $14,613,990
2 Florence Gould Foundation Total 106 $5,053,965]
3 Ford Foundation Total 52 $8,509,500]
4 IAndrew W. Mellon Foundation Total 27 $2,805,635]
5 Freeman Foundation Total 24 $9,654,276]
6 Rockefeller Foundation Total 24 $6,604,607
7 IAnnenberg Foundation Total 23 $8,055,000]
8 John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Total 23 $1,097,500]
9 Christensen Fund Total 19 $699,430]
10 New York Community Trust Total 17 $767,710)
11 IAnn and Gordon Getty Foundation Total 15 $2,651,550]
12 IW. L. S. Spencer Foundation Total 13 $520,000
13 Doris Duke Charitable Foundation Total 12 $6,821,921]
14 IAndy Warhol Foundation for Visual Arts Total 12 $730,000
15 E. Rhodes & Leona B. Carpenter Foundation Total 12 $570,714
16 Brown Foundation, Inc. Total 12 $384,000
17 Starr Foundation Total 11 $6,155,000]
18 J. Paul Getty Trust Total 11 $1,806,000)
19 Houston Endowment Inc. Total 11 $850,000]
20 Henry Luce Foundation, Inc. Total 10 $1,478,000]
21 (Open Society Institute Total 9 $2,666,124
22 \W. K. Kellogg Foundation Total 9 $2,116,000
23 James Irvine Foundation Total 9 $655,000
24 Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc. Total 8 $1,400,000
25 Community Foundation for Greater New Haven Total 8 $550,000]

November 2009
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Million Dollar Foundation Supporters of
Direct International Arts and Cultural Exchange, 2003-2008
Rank by $ i?r(lSkr:r?t: Foundation Name G’:acr,ifts Amount in $

Grand Total 1213 | $106,782,429
1 1 Trust for Mutual Understanding Total 479 $14,613,990
2 5 Freeman Foundation Total 24 $9,654,276
3 3 Ford Foundation Total 52 $8,509,500
4 7 Annenberg Foundation Total 23 $8,055,000
5 13 Doris Duke Charitable Foundation Total 12 $6,821,921
6 6 Rockefeller Foundation Total 24 $6,604,607,
7 17 Starr Foundation Total 11 $6,155,000
8 2 Florence Gould Foundation Total 106 $5,053,965
9 4 Andrew W. Mellon Foundation Total 27 $2,805,635
10 21 Open Society Institute Total 9 $2,666,124
11 11 Ann and Gordon Getty Foundation Total 15 $2,651,550
12 39 Goldman Sachs Foundation Total 4 $2,488,500
13 48 Plough Foundation Total 3 $2,250,000
14 22 W. K. Kellogg Foundation Total 9 $2,116,000
15 18 J. Paul Getty Trust Total 11 $1,806,000
16 20 Henry Luce Foundation, Inc. Total 10 $1,478,000
17 24 Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc. Total 8 $1,400,000
18 40 IAlcoa Foundation Total 4 $1,340,000
19 8 John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Total 23 $1,097,500
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2003 Foundation Supporters of Direct International Arts
and Cultural Exchange Over $100,000
Rank | Foundation Name # of Grants | Amountin $
1 The Starr Foundation 2003 Total 4 $3,475,000
2 The Rockefeller Foundation 2003 Total 17 $2,937,652
3 The Ford Foundation 2003 Total 12 $2,605,000
4 Trust for Mutual Understanding 2003 Total 85 $2,474,590
5 |Plough Foundation 2003 Total 2 $1,375,000,
6 |Open Society Institute 2003 Total 3 $1,236,124
7 The Goldman Sachs Foundation 2003 Total 1 $1,000,000
8 Freeman Foundation 2003 Total 3 $865,000
9 The Florence Gould Foundation 2003 Total 28 $852,979
10 [The Ann and Gordon Getty Foundation 2003 Total 3 $542,192
11 [J Paul Getty Trust 2003 Total 2 $530,000
12 [The Henry Luce Foundation, Inc 2003 Total 3 $328,000
13 |AT&T Foundation 2003 Total 2 $325,000
14 |irving S Gilmore Foundation 2003 Total 1 $261,300
15 |Richard and Rhoda Goldman Fund 2003 Total 2 $250,000
16 [The Andrew W Mellon Foundation 2003 Total 3 $217,500
17 |The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation 2003 Total 1 $150,000
18 [The New York Community Trust 2003 Total 8 $145,710
19 [The Peter Jay Sharp Foundation 2003 Total 1 $120,000
20 [The Christensen Fund 2003 Total 3 $104,680
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2004 Foundation Supporters of Direct International Arts
and Cultural Exchange Over $100,000
Rank |Foundation Name # of Grants | $ Amount
1 Trust for Mutual Understanding 2004 Total 90 $2,562,900
2 The Ford Foundation 2004 Total 14 $1,966,000
3 The Ann and Gordon Getty Foundation 2004 Total 5 $993,008
4 The Florence Gould Foundation 2004 Total 23 $979,586
5 Freeman Foundation 2004 Total 4 $965,000
6 Plough Foundation 2004 Total 1 $875,000
7 Open Society Institute 2004 Total 2 $840,000
8 J Paul Getty Trust 2004 Total 5 $834,000
9 The Henry Luce Foundation, Inc 2004 Total 5 $825,000
10 The Rockefeller Foundation 2004 Total 2 $545,000
11 The Andrew W Mellon Foundation 2004 Total 8 $463,000
12 Sid W Richardson Foundation 2004 Total 2 $350,000
13 The Goldman Sachs Foundation 2004 Total 1 $334,000
14 Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc 2004 Total 2 $300,000
15 John D and Catherine T MacArthur Foundation 2004 Total 2 $200,000
16 Houston Endowment Inc 2004 Total 4 $150,000
17 The Annenberg Foundation 2004 Total 2 $150,000
18  [The Peter Jay Sharp Foundation 2004 Total 1 $145,000
19 The Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts 2004 Total 2 $135,000
20 [The James Irvine Foundation 2004 Total 3 $130,000
21 The Institute for Aegean Prehistory 2004 Total 6 $128,000
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2005 Foundation Supporters of Direct International Arts
and Cultural Exchange Over $100,000
Rank |Foundation Name # of Grants | Amount in $
1 Freeman Foundation 2005 Total 6 $2,535,000
2 Trust for Mutual Understanding 2005 Total 72 $2,231,900
3 The Annenberg Foundation 2005 Total 4 $1,500,000
4 Doris Duke Charitable Foundation 2005 Total 4 $1,237,414
5 The Ford Foundation 2005 Total 10 $1,017,000)
6 Community Foundation of Greater Memphis 2005 Total 1 $875,000
7 The Ann and Gordon Getty Foundation 2005 Total 6 $866,350
8 The Florence Gould Foundation 2005 Total 16 $727,000
9 Open Society Institute 2005 Total 3 $565,000
10 Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc 2005 Total 1 $400,000
11 Houston Endowment Inc 2005 Total 3 $250,000
12 E Rhodes & Leona B Carpenter Foundation 2005 Total 3 $235,000
13 The Rockefeller Foundation 2005 Total 1 $231,000
14 The Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts 2005 Total 3 $205,000
15 The W L S Spencer Foundation 2005 Total 6 $200,000
16 The Peter Jay Sharp Foundation 2005 Total 2 $195,000
17 The Brown Foundation, Inc 2005 Total 2 $160,000
18 The Starr Foundation 2005 Total 1 $120,000
19 The Paul G Allen Family Foundation 2005 Total 4 $110,000
20 The Andrew W Mellon Foundation 2005 Total 2 $101,355
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2006 Foundation Supporters of Direct International Arts
and Cultural Exchange Over $100,000
Rank |Foundation Name # of Grants|Amount in $
1 Trust for Mutual Understanding 2006 Total 81 $2,564,300
2 Freeman Foundation 2006 Total 5 $1,715,388
3 The Florence Gould Foundation 2006 Total 24 $1,474,500
4 The Annenberg Foundation 2006 Total 4 $1,453,000
5 IAlcoa Foundation 2006 Total 1 $1,200,000,
6 The Ford Foundation 2006 Total 6 $1,138,500
7 The Goldman Sachs Foundation 2006 Total 1 $1,112,000
8 |wW K Kellogg Foundation 2006 Total 5 $981,000
9 The Rockefeller Foundation 2006 Total 1 $400,000
10 [The Christensen Fund 2006 Total 8 $369,631!
11 [The David and Lucile Packard Foundation 2006 Total 2 $320,000
12 [Lilly Endowment Inc 2006 Total 1 $300,000
13 |Doris Duke Charitable Foundation 2006 Total 3 $267,321
14 [The Andrew W Mellon Foundation 2006 Total 3 $250,000
15 [The Ann and Gordon Getty Foundation 2006 Total 1 $250,000
16 |[SaralLee Foundation 2006 Total 4 $245,000
17 |Richard and Rhoda Goldman Fund 2006 Total 1 $200,000
18 |[TheJ M Kaplan Fund, Inc 2006 Total 1 $175,000
19 [The Peter Jay Sharp Foundation 2006 Total 2 $170,000
20 [TheW L S Spencer Foundation 2006 Total 4 $165,000
21 |The Community Foundation for Greater New Haven 2006 Total 2 $150,000
22 [John D and Catherine T MacArthur Foundation 2006 Total 1 $125,000
23 |E Rhodes & Leona B Carpenter Foundation 2006 Total 2 $110,714
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2007 Foundation Supporters of Direct International Arts
and Cultural Exchange Over $100,000
Rank Foundation Name # of Grants| Amount in $
1 Freeman Foundation 2007 Total 6 $3,573,888]
2 Trust for Mutual Understanding 2007 Total 81 $2,464,300
3 The Annenberg Foundation 2007 Total 7 $1,850,000
4 W K Kellogg Foundation 2007 Total 2 $1,050,000
5 The Florence Gould Foundation 2007 Total 15 $1,019,900
6 The Rockefeller Foundation 2007 Total 2 $946,555
7 The Ford Foundation 2007 Total 7 $758,000
8 Doris Duke Charitable Foundation 2007 Total 1 $750,000]
9 Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Inc 2007 Total 5 $700,000
10 The Andrew W Mellon Foundation 2007 Total 7 $673,780
11 The New York Community Trust 2007 Total 3 $525,000
12 The James Irvine Foundation 2007 Total 4 $505,000]
13 Richard King Mellon Foundation 2007 Total 1 $500,000
14 The Henry Luce Foundation, Inc 2007 Total 1 $300,000
15 The Andy Warhol Foundation for the Visual Arts 2007 Total 3 $210,000]
16 Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation 2007 Total 1 $200,000
17 Houston Endowment Inc 2007 Total 1 $200,000]
18 J Paul Getty Trust 2007 Total 1 $198,000
19 The Christensen Fund 2007 Total 6 $175,000
20 E Rhodes & Leona B Carpenter Foundation 2007 Total 4 $155,000
21 The W L S Spencer Foundation 2007 Total 3 $155,000
22 The Starr Foundation 2007 Total 1 $150,000
23 Target Foundation 2007 Total 2 $115,000]
24 The Paul G Allen Family Foundation 2007 Total 2 $105,000
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2008 Foundation Supporters of Direct International Arts
and Cultural Exchange Over $100,000
Rank |[Foundation Name # of Grants | Amount in $
1 |Doris Duke Charitable Foundation 2008 Total 2 $4,527,186
2 |Annenberg Foundation 2008 Total 5 $3,092,000
3 [Starr Foundation 2008 Total 3 $2,350,000
4 [Trust for Mutual Understanding 2008 Total 70 $2,316,000
5 |Rockefeller Foundation 2008 Total 1 $1,544,400
6 |Andrew W Mellon Foundation 2008 Total 4 $1,100,000
7 |Ford Foundation 2008 Total 3 $1,025,000
8 |John D and Catherine T MacArthur Foundation 2008 Total 20 $772,500
9 |William Penn Foundation 2008 Total 1 $704,000
10 |Henry Luce Foundation 2008 Total 3 $650,000
11 |Robert Sterling Clark Foundation 2008 Total 5 $375,000
12 |Lilly Endowment Inc 2008 Total 1 $300,000
13 |Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation 2008 Total 1 $150,000
14 [Terra Foundation for American Art 2008 Total 1 $150,000
15 | Paul Getty Trust 2008 Total 2 $148,000
16 |Jack Kent Cooke Foundation 2008 Total 2 $147,112
17 |Andy Warhol Foundation for Visual Arts 2008 Total 3 $130,000
18 |Lee and Juliet Folger Fund 2008 Total 2 $125,000
19 |Nathan Cummings Foundation 2008 Total 2 $110,000
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Million Dollar Recipients of Support for Direct
International Arts Exchange, 2003-2008

Rank [Rank
by $ | by # |Recipient Name # of Grants | Amount in $
1 2 |Asia Society, NY Total, 2003-2008 33 $11,431,000
2 27 |National Gallery of Art Total, 2003-2008 6 $5,717,000]
3 9 |Asian Cultural Council Total, 2003-2008 12 $4,230,000
4 213 |National Performance Network Total, 2003-2008 1 $3,527,186
5 43 |WONDERS: The Memphis International Cultural Series 5 $3,150,000
Total, 2003-2008
6 28 |Sundance Institute Total, 2003-2008 6 $3,105,000)
7 60 |Blakemore Foundation Total, 2003-2008 4 $3,000,000;
8 6 |Russian Arts Foundation Total, 2003-2008 14 $2,591,550)
9 85 |Institute of International Education Total, 2003-2008 3 $2,490,955)
10 7 |China Institute in America Total, 2003-2008 13 $2,320,776
11 1 |CEC ArtsLink Total, 2003-2008 55 $2,268,700)
12 3 |French American Cultural Exchange Total, 2003-2008 24 $1,575,000]
13 29 |Museum of New Mexico Foundation Total, 2003-2008 6 $1,471,000)
14 10 |Center for International Theater Development Total, 2003-2008 11 $1,400,000
15 22 [Theater Communications Group Total, 2003-2008 7 $1,280,000
16 | 118 [Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation Total, 2003-2008 2 $1,275,000]
17 30 |Foundation for French Museum Total, 2003-2008 6 $1,225,000)
18 8 |Bard College Total, 2003-2008 13 $1,068,900
19 14 |Irving S. Gilmore International Keyboard Festival 9 $1,051,300]
Total, 2003-2008
20 4 [New Haven International Festival of Arts and Ideas 20 $1,042,500)
Total, 2003-2008
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2003 Recipients of Support for Direct
International Arts Exchange Over $100,000
Rank |Recipient Name # of Grants Amount in $
1 lAsia Society, NY 2003 Total 13 $4,679,000
2 ONDERS: The Memphis International Cultural Series 2003 Total 2 $1,375,000
3 Sundance Institute 2003 Total 1 $1,200,000
4 National Video Resources 2003 Total 2 $937,910
5 IArts International 2003 Total 5 $775,000
6 China Institute in America 2003 Total 3 $600,000
7 Blakemore Foundation 2003 Total 1 $500,000
8 Russian Arts Foundation 2003 Total 2 $492,192
9 New York University 2003 Total 1 $450,000
10 IAfrican Marketplace 2003 Total 1 $449,500
11 New York Foundation for the Arts 2003 Total 2 $439,000
12 |CEC ArtsLink 2003 Total 10 $415,000
13 Center for International Theater Development 2003 Total 2 $375,000
14 University of California 2003 Total 1 $350,000
15 |Asian Cultural Council 2003 Total 2 $335,000
16 University of Massachusetts 2003 Total 1 $325,000
17 Irving S. Gilmore International Keyboard Festival 2003 Total 2 $321,300
18 Cornell University 2003 Total 1 $300,000
19 Contemporary Art for San Antonio 2003 Total 1 $250,000
20 Fundacion Amistad 2003 Total 1 $250,000
21 ISmithsonian Institution 2003 Total 2 $246,742
22 Dance Theater Workshop 2003 Total 3 $225,000
23 San Francisco Ballet Association 2003 Total 1 $200,000
24 New England Foundation for the Arts 2003 Total 2 $190,000
25 United States Department of State 2003 Total 1 $180,000
26 IAmerican-Russian Cultural Cooperation Foundation 2003 Total 2 $175,000
27 New Haven International Festival of Arts and Ideas 2003 Total 2 $175,000
28 Bard College 2003 Total 3 $170,000
29 French American Cultural Exchange 2003 Total 6 $160,000
30 California State University 2003 Total 1 $150,000
31 FotoFest 2003 Total 3 $150,000
32 French Institute Alliance Francaise 2003 Total 2 $150,000
33 Miami Light Project 2003 Total 1 $150,000
34 Mississippi Commission for International Cultural Exchange 2003 Total 2 $150,000
35 irginiaWaring International Piano Competition 2003 Total 3 $125,000
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2004 Recipients of Support for Direct
International Arts Exchange Over $100,000
Rank [Recipient Name # of Grants Amount in $
1 Russian Arts Foundation 2004 Total 5 $983,008
2 lAsia Society, NY 2004 Total 6 $949,000
3 WONDERS: The Memphis International Cultural Series 2004 Total 2 $900,000
4 Sundance Institute 2004 Total 2 $830,000
5 Blakemore Foundation 2004 Total 1 $500,000
6 IZest for Life Foundation 2004 Total 1 $500,000
7 IAsia Foundation 2004 Total 1 $375,000
8 CEC ArtsLink 2004 Total 10 $365,400
9 China Institute in America 2004 Total 2 $360,000
10 an Cliburn Foundation 2004 Total 2 $350,000
11 University of Chicago 2004 Total 3 $311,000
12 New York University 2004 Total 1 $300,000
13 IAmerican Institute of Indian Studies 2004 Total 1 $255,000
14 Institute of International Education 2004 Total 1 $250,000
15 IAid to Artisans 2004 Total 3 $245,000
16 IAsian Cultural Council 2004 Total 2 $225,000
17 Cornell University 2004 Total 2 $216,000
18 Finnish Cultural Institute in New York 2004 Total 1 $214,000
19 IAmerican Council of Learned Societies 2004 Total 1 $200,000
20 French American Cultural Exchange 2004 Total 5 $200,000
21 Medici Archive Project 2004 Total 1 $197,000
22 Bard College 2004 Total 2 $195,000
23 IARTstor 2004 Total 1 $171,000
24 Wesleyan University 2004 Total 1 $166,000
25 18th Street Arts Complex 2004 Total 2 $160,000
26 Foundation for French Museum 2004 Total 1 $150,000
27 French Institute Alliance Francaise 2004 Total 2 $150,000
28 New Haven International Festival of Arts and Ideas 2004 Total 2 $150,000
29 U.S.-Mexico Foundation for Culture 2004 Total 2 $145,000
30 IArts International 2004 Total 2 $134,000
31 Metropolitan Museum of Art 2004 Total 3 $122,000
32 Smithsonian Institution 2004 Total 2 $121,000
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2005 Recipients of Support for Direct
International Arts Exchange Over $100,000
Rank |Recipient Name # of Grants | Amountin $
1 |Asia Society, NY 2005 Total 4 $1,250,000
2 Blakemore Foundation 2005 Total 1 $1,000,000
3 National Gallery of Art 2005 Total 1 $1,000,000
4 Sundance Institute 2005 Total 2 $1,000,000
5 WONDERS: The Memphis International Cultural Series 2005 Total 1 $875,000
6 Russian Arts Foundation 2005 Total 5 $831,350
7 Lower Manhattan Cultural Council 2005 Total 4 $657,414
8 Vermont Studio Center 2005 Total 2 $550,000
9 Foundation for French Museum 2005 Total 2 $450,000
10 |Asian Cultural Council 2005 Total 1 $400,000
11 [Center for International Theater Development 2005 Total 3 $395,000
12 |CEC ArtsLink 2005 Total 7 $309,300
13 |Amrita Performing Arts 2005 Total 1 $231,000
14 World Culture Forum Corporation 2005 Total 1 $200,000
15 |Bard College 2005 Total 3 $198,700
16 |New Haven International Festival of Arts and Ideas 2005 Total 3 $185,000
17 |Miami Light Project 2005 Total 2 $177,000
18 [FotoFest 2005 Total 2 $175,000
19 |Lower East Side Tenement Museum 2005 Total 1 $150,000
20 |Metropolitan Museum of Art 2005 Total 3 $146,355
21 |French American Cultural Exchange 2005 Total 3 $140,000
22 [Foundation for a Civil Society 2005 Total 1 $135,500
23 [French Institute Alliance Francaise 2005 Total 2 $125,000
24 |New York City Opera 2005 Total 1 $120,000
25 |Japan Society 2005 Total 3 $115,000
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2006 Recipients of Support for Direct
International Arts Exchange Over $100,000
Rank [Recipient Name #of Grants | Amount in $)
1 lAsia Society, NY 2006 Total 6 $2,319,500
2 Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation 2006 Total 1 $1,200,000
3 National Gallery of Art 2006 Total 1 $1,000,000
4 Irving S. Gilmore International Keyboard Festival 2006 Total 3 $580,000
5 JAmerican Council of Learned Societies 2006 Total 1 $500,000f
6 CEC ArtsLink 2006 Total 12 $489,000)
7 China Institute in America 2006 Total 3 $442,888]
8 Museum of New Mexico Foundation 2006 Total 3 $421,000)
9 JAsian Cultural Council 2006 Total 1 $400,000f
10 |Foundation for French Museum 2006 Total 2 $400,000f
11 |Center for International Theater Development 2006 Total 2 $330,000
12 |Population Media Center 2006 Total 2 $320,000
13 |Metropolitan Museum of Art 2006 Total 4 $315,000
14 |Brooklyn Academy of Music 2006 Total 4 $310,000
15 International Center of Indianapolis 2006 Total 1 $300,000
16 [Russian Arts Foundation 2006 Total 2 $285,000
17 |French American Cultural Exchange 2006 Total 6 $230,000
18 |Brookings Institution 2006 Total 2 $227,321
19 ermont Studio Center 2006 Total 1 $220,000
20 [New Haven International Festival of Arts and Ideas 2006 Total 4 $212,500
21 |New York City Ballet 2006 Total 1 $200,000f
22 [San Francisco Ballet Association 2006 Total 1 $200,000
23 |World Monuments Fund 2006 Total 1 $175,000
24  |Bard College 2006 Total 3 $170,200
25 Ballet Afsaneh Art and Culture Society 2006 Total 2 $160,000
26 |Chicago Symphony Orchestra 2006 Total 1 $150,000
27 |Metropolitan Opera Association 2006 Total 1 $140,600
28 French Institute Alliance Francaise 2006 Total 2 $125,000
29 |World Security Institute 2006 Total 1 $125,000
30 |Georges Pompidou Art and Culture Foundation 2006 Total 1 $103,000
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2007 Recipients of Support for Direct
International Arts Exchange Over $100,000
Rank [Recipient Name # of Grants | Amount in $
1 |Asia Society, NY 2007 Total 4 $2,233,500)
2 |Blakemore Foundation 2007 Total 1 $1,000,000]
3 [National Gallery of Art 2007 Total 1 $1,000,000
4 [Museum of New Mexico Foundation 2007 Total 1 $990,000
5 |Asian Cultural Council 2007 Total 4 $855,000
6 |French American Cultural Exchange 2007 Total 4 $845,000
7 |National Association of Japan-America Societies 2007 Total 1 $735,000
8 [Pittsburgh Trust for Cultural Resources 2007 Total 2 $700,000
9 |Institute of International Education 2007 Total 1 $696,555
10 |Art Institute of Chicago 2007 Total 2 $475,580
11 [China Institute in America 2007 Total 2 $432,888
12 |Bard College 2007 Total 2 $335,000
13 |Brooklyn Academy of Music 2007 Total 4 $335,000
14 |Art Services International 2007 Total 2 $325,000
15 |CEC ArtsLink 2007 Total 7 $310,000
16 |Grand Performances 2007 Total 1 $300,000
17 |Amrita Performing Arts 2007 Total 1 $250,000
18 [New Haven International Festival of Arts and Ideas 2007 Total 7 $250,000
19 |Japan Society 2007 Total 4 $230,000
20 |Foundation for French Museum 2007 Total 1 $225,000
21 |FotoFest 2007 Total 1 $200,000
22 |Friends of Bhutans Culture 2007 Total 1 $198,000
23 |Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts 2007 Total 3 $190,000
24 |Center for International Theater Development 2007 Total 2 $180,000
25 |Van Cliburn Foundation 2007 Total 2 $150,000
26 |Foundation for a Civil Society 2007 Total 1 $143,000
27 |Metropolitan Museum of Art 2007 Total 3 $123,000
28 |Foundation for World Arts 2007 Total 1 $120,000
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2008 Recipients of Support for Direct
International Arts Exchange Over $100,000
Rank [Recipient Name # of Grants [ Amountin $

1 National Performance Network 2008 Total 1 $3,527,186
2 National Gallery of Art 2008 Total 2 $2,667,000
3 Asian Cultural Council 2008 Total 2 $2,015,000
4 Institute of International Education 2008 Total 1 $1,544,400
5 Theater Communications Group 2008 Total 3 $1,070,000
6 University of Pennsylvania 2008 Total 1 $704,000
7 Mid Atlantic Arts Foundation 2008 Total 3 $595,000
8 American Research Center in Egypt 2008 Total 1 $478,000

National Association of Latino Arts and Culture 2008
9 [Total 1 $475,000
10 |China Institute in America 2008 Total 2 $450,000
11 | CEC ArtsLink 2008 Total 9 $380,000

French Regional and American Museums Exchange
12 2008 Total 2 $375,000
13 | West Virginia University Foundation 2008 Total 1 $350,000
14 Florida International University 2008 Total 2 $315,000
15 International Center of Indianapolis 2008 Total 1 $300,000
16 |Asia Society 2008 Total 3 $296,096
17 | New Jersey Performing Arts Center 2008 Total 1 $250,000
18 |[Brooklyn Academy of Music 1 $200,000
19 | Carnegie Mellon University 2008 Total 1 $150,000
20 | Foundation for a Civil Society 2008 Total 1 $150,000
21 Dance Theater Workshop 2008 Total 2 $135,000

Center for International Theater Development 2008
22 [Total 2 $120,000
23 Metropolitan Museum of Art 2008 Total 3 $110,000
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U.S. PUBLIC AND CULTURAL DIPLOMACY TIMELINE

(October 1999-December 2009)

TAXONOMY:

Appointments and Political Events

U.S. Government Initiatives

Legislation and Policy

Institutions, Investments and Partnerships
Resources, Reports and Conferences

es
N

Year U.S. Public and Cultural Diplomacy Highlights
1999 Legislation and Policy
October 31— The United States Information Agenc8I@) is sunset and its public
diplomacy function is dispersed among several agenc
2000 Appointments and Political Events
November — In one of most contested electionsstohy, George W. Bush (R) is elected
the 43 President of the United States.
U.S. Government Initiatives
November 28 “White House Conference on Culture and Diplomacy
Institutions, Investments and Partnerships
Arts International, a public-private partnershipated in the mid-1980s under the auspig
of the Institute for International Education becana@ independent 501(c) 3 organizatior
2001 Appointments and Political Events

January — President George W. Bush takes office.
September 11 —Al-Qaeda attacks the World TradeeC&mfNY and the Pentagon in
Washington, D.C.

October — Charlotte Beers, a former advertisingettee, is appointed Under Secretary for

Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs.

U.S. Government Initiatives

Ambassador’s Fund for Cultural Preservai®created by the Department of State to as
countries with tangible and intangible culturaliteage.

Legislation and Policy

June — Premium Processing (15 days) is institudeébfeign guest artist visas for a $100
fee. The new process increases the time requarecdular processing from 45 days to ¢
average of 45 days to 6 months, creating an undrdeh on smaller arts and cultural
organizations involved in the presentation of fgreartists.

October 26- U.S. Patriot Act (Public Lavi07-56, changes surveillance laws and provid
additional executive powers to combat terrorisme Aat requires that foundations
providing donations to foreign grantees exercise diligence to ensure that funds are ng
used to support terrorist activities.

Institutions, Investments and Partnerships

The Public Diplomacy Foundation becomesPRublic Diplomacy Institutén its new
affiliation with The George Washington Universitgshool of Media and Public Affairs
and Elliott School of International Affairs.

sist
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the

2001 Resources, Reports and Conferences
Continued | December — The Pew Global Attitudes RepArhierica Admired, Yet Its New Vulnerability

Seen As Good Thing, Say Opinion Leadgepublished by the Pew Research Center for
People and the Press.

2002 U.S. Government Initiatives
Radio FardandRadio Saware launched by the Department of State to tahgekbtuslim
world.
December — the Department of State distribM¥egers on Americao audiences overseas
through U.S. Embassies.
Legislation and Policy
September Bepartment of State FY2000-2003 Authorizations(Rdt. 107-223
establishes aAdvisory Council on Cultural Diplomacghaired by the Under Secretary
State for Public Diplomacy, to counsel the SecyetdiState on cultural diplomacy
initiatives and Policy.
Institutions, Investments and Partnerships
Summer — The 2002 Smithsonian Folklife Festivahé&TSilk Road: Connecting Cultures,
Creating Trust” sponsors hundreds of foreign artisim geographic regions that are on
U.S. government “watch lists,” creating U.S. ergrgblems for many participants.
September — The Pew Charitable Trust terminategiisnal grants program in support @
arts and culture and withdraws support for Artginational.
Resources, Reports and Conferences
July —Building America’s Public Diplomadsg published by the U.S. Advisory Council o
Public Diplomacy
July 30 —Public Diplomacy: A Strategy for Refoiimpublishedoy the Council on Foreign
Relations.
December 4 — The Pew Global Attitudes Repatat the World Thinks in
2002, How Global Publics View: Their Lives, Theoubtries, The World
is published by the Pew Research Center for thelPemd the Press.

2003 Appointments and Political Events

March — The U.S. and its allies invade Iraq.

March — Charlotte Beers resigns as Under Secré&afublic Diplomacy and Public Affai
December — Margaret Tutwiler, former U.S. Ambassaddlorocco, replaces Charlotte
Beers as the Under Secretary for Public Diplomamd/Rublic Affairs at the Department @
State.

Legislation and Policy

January — The Office of Global Communications tsieléshed at the White House.
March — The Department of Immigration and Natugtian Services is abolished and
duties are transferred to tBepartment of Homeland Securihich was established in
November, 2002.

October — The U.S. Rejoins UNESCO.

U.S. Government Initiatives

CultureConnect and the Cultural Ambassadors Progir@nfaunched by the U.S.
Department of State.

July —Hi, an Arabic and English language monthly magazratunched by State and the

—h

—

=
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White House Office of Global Communications to &r8—35 year-old Muslim youth.
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2003
Continued

Legislation and Policy

February 27 — The Senate Foreign Relations Comentittéds a hearing on “American
Public Diplomacy in the Islamic World”.

July — TheSarbanes—Oxley A¢P.L. 107-204 establishes new auditing standards for
corporations, government and foundations.

December —Senate Appropriations Committee Report 108-(HLR. 15851irects the
Department of State to submit a public diplomacstsgy to

Congress no later than March 1, 2004. (P.L. 108:-188uary 2004)

Resources, Reports and Conferences

March — Pew Global Attitudes Repoftmerica’s Image Further Erodes, Europeans Wa
Weaker Tiess published by the Pew Research CentetiferPeople and the Press.

April — A conference, Sustaining Exchanges While Securing Bortléssco-sponsored by
the Public Diplomacy Council, the Alliance for E@tional and Cultural Exchanges, and
George Washington University’s Public

Diplomacy Institute.

April —A conference, “Communicating with the Worldiplomacy that Works,fs co-
sponsored byhe Center for Arts and Culture and Georgetown ®rsity’s Institute for the
Study of Diplomacy to bring foreign service offiseforeign policy practitioners and
members of the arts community together to discogstb use public diplomacy more
effectively.

April — How to Reinvigorate U.S. Public Diplomacy published by the

Heritage Foundation.

April 14-15— “Arts and Minds: A Conference on Cultural Diplomafayid Global
Tension$ is co-sponsored by the Center for Arts and CultAres International, and the
National Arts JournalisrRrogram of Columbia University.

May —How States Are Using Arts and Culture to Strengtfhiesir Global Trade
Developmenis published by the National Governors Association

Summer — Arts Service organizations (with suppannfthe NEA), launch new website
(www.artistsfromabroad.ojgn visa and tax regulations associated with bmigpdoreign
guest artists into the U.S.

July — “Regaining America’s Voice Overseas: A ayehce on U.S. Public
Diplomacy”is convened by thEleritage Foundation to discuss public diplomacy and
foreign broadcasting.

July -U.S. International Broadcastings published by the U.S. Government Accounting
Office (GAO).

September L.S. Public Diplomacy: State Department ExpandsrfBut Faces
Significant Challengess published by th&AO.

September Finding America’s Voice: A strategy for Reinvigorat U.S. Public
Diplomacyis publishedby the Council on Foreign Relations

October 3 -Djerejian Report- Changing Minds, Winning Peace — A New Strategic
Direction for U.S. Public Policy in the Arab and Blim Worldsis published by the
Advisory Group on Public Diplomacy for the Arab addislim World.
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2004

Appointments and Political Events

June — Margaret Tutwiler leaves office as Under&acy for Public Diplomacy and Publ
Affairs.

November — George W. Bush is re-elected as Presidéhe United States

Legislation and Policy

Inaugural meeting of the Advisory Council on Cudtlubiplomacyauthorized byL 107 —
228(2002)

August — Congressional Hearing is convened on th& Gommission Recommendations
coveringPublic Diplomacy: Defining Ideals and Defining thkessage.

Institutions, Investments and Partnerships

The Coalition for Citizen Diplomacys formed.

Business for Diplomatic Actiois founded under the leadership of Keith Reinhardt
December — Arts International closes.

Resources, Reports and Conferences

January 10-12 — The inaugurdl.’S.-Islamic World Forurhis held in Doha, Qatar and is
organized by the Saban Center for Middle East RPaliche Brookings Institution.
February 27 — A conference, “Engaging the ArabstaWorld—Next Steps for U.S.
Public Diplomacy”is co-sponsored by the Public Diplomacy Counci, @eorge
Washington University’s Public Diplomacy Institwgad the Elliott School dhternational
Affairs and results in a repoEngaging the Arab and Islamic Worlds through Public
Diplomacy.

March — The Pew Global Attitudes Repdity ear After Iraq: Mistrust of America in
Europe Ever Higher, Muslim Anger Persiggublished byhe Pew Research Center for
the People and the Press.

March 27-28 and April 3-4 — A conferenc&dltural Diplomacy in Arts and Educatiors
co-presented by the Institute for Cultural Diplomand Columbia University Teacher’s
College.

April 20 — “Public Diplomacy & America’s Image itn¢ World” is presented at the
American Ambassadors Forum Series sponsored b@dhacil of American Ambassador
and the Institute for the Study of Diplomacy.

May 17 — Arts in Embassies #@nniversary conferenceAtt as Diplomacy: 21st Century
Challenge’ co-presented by the ARTS in Embassies ProgramedD#partment of State
and the Center for Arts and Culture.

June -Commercial Diplomacy and the National Interespublished by thB8usiness
Council for International Understanding

July —The9-11 Commission Repas published

July— Cultural Diplomacy: Recommendations and Rese#&@ublished by the Center fo
Arts and Culture.

August —U.S. Public Diplomacy: State Department and Broatics Board of Governors
Expand Post- 9/11 Efforts but Challenges Renspublished by the GAO.

2005

Appointments and Political Events

January — Condoleeza Rice is appointed Secretad®yavé from her position as National
Security Advisor.

September — Karen Hughes returns from Texas tonbetbe & Under Secretary for
Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs in less thagefrs.
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2005 Legislation and Policy

Continued | October — UNESCO passes thedhvention on Cultural Diversitythe U.S. is one of two
parties, along with Israel, that votes against it.
U.S. Government Initiatives
September — Karen Hughes undertakes her firshiiggeour to Egypt, Saudi Arabia and
Turkey. Itis not well received.
October — Karen Hughes undertakes her secondihsgtéour to Indonesia and Malaysia. |
is also widely criticized in the press.
December — Hi Magazine stops publication and itbsites are taken down as the State
Department reassesses this initiative.
Institutions, Investments and Partnerships
As Arts International closes its doors, respongibfbr US Artists International is
transitioned to the Mid-Atlantic Arts Foundationdaits remaining programs are assumed
by the Lower Manhattan Cultural Council.
November — Th&hythm Road: American Music Abroasllaunched by the State
Department under Jazz at Lincoln Center's managemen
December 31 — The Center for Arts and Culture dose
Resources, Reports and Conferences
January -A Call for Action on Public Diplomacy, A Reporttbé Public Diplomacy
Councilis published by the Council.
April 4 —U.S. Public Diplomacy: Interagency Coordinationdfts Hampered by the Lack
of a National Communication Strateigypublished by the GAO.
June 21 4nternational Cultural Exchanges published by the Doris Duke Charitable
Foundation.
June 23 — Pew Global Attitudes RepditS. Image Up Slightly, But Still Negatige
published by the Pew Research Center for the Pemlehe Press.
July — The U.S. Department of State publishespmrton international exchange programs
indicating that high percentages of both U.S. h{&1%6) and foreign visitors (97%) gaine
a better understanding of one another’s countnesc#tizens as a result of such programs.
September 2 Public Diplomacy: A Review of Past Recommendati®psiblished by the
Congressional Research Service of the Library ofgtess.
September €ultural Diplomacy - The Linchpin of Public Diplayis released by the
State Department.
October 14 — A conference, “America’s Dialogue whk World: A Public Diplomacy
Forum” featuring Karen Hughes, is co-sponsoredheyRublic Diplomacy Council,
American Academy of Diplomacy and the George Wagtbim University.
First Resort of Kingsauthored by Richard Arndt is published. This bpokvides a
complete history of U.S. public diplomacy and ctatudiplomacy from the early 1700s
through the present.

2006 U.S. Government Initiatives

September 25 First Lady Laura Bush launches tBébal Cultural Initiativeto
“coordinate, enhance and expand America’s cultupsbihacy efforts worldwide.”
Partners include the NEA, NEH, IMLS, PCAH, StatepBement, AFI and the JFK Cente
for the Performing Arts.

Institutions, Investments and Partnerships

[2)

—

-

July —U.S. Center for Citizen Diplomadsg established.

Compiled for the Robert Sterling Clark FoundatiodM@®EE FULLMAN 2009 Updated 1/07/2010

81



Appendix G

2006 November -AFI 20/20program is launched as a public-private partnprbbiween the
Continued | Global Cultural Initiative and the American Filmshitute.

Resources, Reports and Conferences
February — U.S.-Islamic World Forum in Doha, QaGuiltural Leaders Workshop.
May —State Department Efforts Lack Certain Communicaktements and Face
Persistent Challengds published by the GAO.
May — AnEvaluationof the State Department’'s Jazz Ambassadors Prograoblished by
the U.S. Department of State.
August —Staffing and Foreign Language Shortfalls Persissiiie Initiatives to Address
Gaps is published by the GAO.

2007 Appointments and Political Events

December — Karen Hughes resigns as Under SecffetaPublic Diplomacy and Public
Affairs.

December — James Glassman, a career officer, @rapd her successor.

U.S. Government Initiatives

January — Creation of the Benjamin Franklin AwdatsPublic Diplomacy is announced &
the Private Sector Summit on Public Diplomacy.

October 26 SL Virtual Vibe FestThe USC Center on Public Diplomacy and the State
Department team up to present a jazz concert confedfe.

Legislation and Policy

May 2 — The U.S. Advisory Commission on Public Diplacy is reauthorize@ublic Law
110-2)

May —U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Servigg@$SCIS) extends the period in which o
can apply for O & P visas to 12 mos. in advancentfy from 6 mos.

Resources, Reports and Conferences

January 9-10 —Private Sector Summit on Public Diplomaéy hosted by the US
Department of State.

February — U.S.-Islamic World Forum in Doha, Qatar.

April 26 —U.S. Public Diplomacy: Strategic Planning Effortaw¢ Improved, but Agencie
Face Significant Implementation Challengepublished by the GAO.

June -National Strategy for Public Diplomacy and Strate@ommunicationauthored by
the Policy Coordinating Committee is published by U.S. Department of State.
June27 —Pew Global Attitude ReporGlobal Unease With Major World Poweiss
published by the Pew Center for the People anéthss.

June 13 Pew Global Attitude ReporAmerica's Image Slips, But Allies Share U.S.
Concerns Over Iran, Hamas published by the Pew Research Center for thelBemd
the Press.

September — Arts and business leaders gather imiv\gen to discuss new strategies an
Fund for Cultural Diplomacy.

October -The Embassy of the Futuiepublished by the Center for Strategic and
International Studies.

October —Cultural Diplomacy and the National Interest: IngBeh of a 23-Century
Perspectivas published by the Curb Center.

October— America’s Role in the World: A Business Perspediv®ublic Diplomacys
published by Business for Diplomatic Action.

ne
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2007
Continued

November — Center for Strategic and Internationtatites publishes the CSIS Commissi
on Smart Power Repork Smarter, More Secure Ameriadich includes culture as part g
a smart power strategy.

2008

Appointments and Political Events

June 8 — James Glassman is confirmed as Undert&gcfer Public Diplomacy and Publi
Affairs.

November 4 — Barack Hussein Obama (D) is electedfi President of the United State|
U.S. Government Initiatives

April — Inaugural recipientsf the Benjamin Franklin Awards for Public Diplooyaare
announced. Winners are: Dave Brubeck, Search forrian Ground, Johnson and Johns
and USC Center on Public Diplomacy.

Spring — The Rhythm Road program is renewed bytise Department of State.
October — The U.S. Department of State launchesnasocial networking website,
Exchanges Connect

Institutions, Investments and Partnerships

January —New York Philharmonic makes an histoirtty North Korea on its Asian Tour
The performance, given in Pyong Yang, is broadeadioth North Korean and American
television. This trip was not sponsored by the.lg&ernment.

Spring — With a $500,000 grant from the Andrew Welldn FoundationlUSArtists
Internationallmanaged by the Mid Atlantic Arts Foundation) xpanded to include globa
festivals (beyond Europe) in multiple disciplines.

Resources, Reports and Conferences

January -Strategic Communication in the 21st Century, Repbthe Defense Science
Board Task Force on Strategic Communica@2®®7is published.

February 12-13 — The secondédtional Summit on Citizen Diplomacy: The Power of
Citizen Diplomacy in a Turbulent Woflds convened in Washington by the Coalition for
Citizen Diplomacy.

February 17-18 — The Saban Center for Middle Eaktyat the Brookings Institution,
located in Doha, hosts th&™ U.S.-Islamic World Foruth Arts and cultural leaders
attending the Doha Economic Forum discuss U.Slslathic arts and cultural partnershij
with an emphasis on commercial mediums and thefieaof technology.

June 16 — Pew Global Attitudes Repdiore See America's Loss of Global Respect As
Major Problemis published by the Pew Research Center for thplPemd the Press.
June -Mightier than the Sword: Arts and Culture in theSJMuslim Relationshipy
Cynthia Schneides published by the Brookings Institution.

October — The Henry Stimson Center and the AcadefmRublic Diplomacy publisi
Foreign Affairs Budget for the Future: Fixing thei€is in Diplomatic Readiness

n

—n

O

50N

DS

2009

Appointments and Political Events

January — Barack Obama takes office as the fist&f-American President of the Unite
States.

January — Hillary Rodham Clinton assumes the OfficBecretary of State.

May — Judith McHale is appointed Under Secretariablic Diplomacy and Public
Affairs.

Legislation and Policy

June — President Obama delivers a key speldelw*Beginning%in Cairo outlining his

new vision for American engagement with the Musiorld.

Compiled for the Robert Sterling Clark FoundatiodM@®EE FULLMAN 2009 Updated 1/07/2010

83



Appendix G

2009
Continued

U.S. Government Initiatives

March — The U.S. State Department laundilesical Overtureto send American
musicians to “nations involved in or recoveringnr@onflict, or facing other challenges.”
June — The Institute for Museum and Library Sewwieeinches amternational Strategic
Partnership Initiative‘to strengthen the cross-cultural connections &.Wuseums and
their global counterparts” by sharing new ideas la@st practices.

September — The National Endowment for the Humeshitinder the new leadership of
Chairman James Leach, announBegging Culture— a new international cultural
engagement initiative.

Resources, Reports and Conferences

January -Global Positioning Strategy for the Arts: RecomimgtAmerica to International
Cultural Exchanges published by the U.S. Regional Arts Organizagio

January — The2009 Smith-Mundt Symposiuhtorings together strategic communication
and public diplomacy players.

January — The Howard Gilman Foundation, Meridigerimational Center, and The Publi¢

Diplomacy Council host a gathering of public antvgte stakeholders to “Rethink Public
Diplomacy” and to propose and endorseommendations

January — The John Brademas Center for Study ofj@sa at New York University hosts
acolloguiumto discuss the implications of tlhets and Artifacts Indemnity Aeks a
consequential source of federal support for intional cultural exchange.

February -U.S. Public Diplomacy: Time to Get Back in the Gaaneeport about America
Corners and comparative foreign models of cultoeaiters, is published for the Committ
on Foreign Relations, United States Senate.

February — U.S.-Islamic World Forum in Doha, Qatds and Culture Leaders Workshoy
March — A forum, “Arab Arts and Culture Forum: \asi, Inspiration, and Big Ideas” mee
as part of thé\rabesque Festivdiosted by The Kennedy Center.

May —U.S. Public Diplomacy: Key Issues for Congressiddeérsight published by GAO
June — The Brooklyn Academy of Music presents avias Muslim Voices: Arts and
Ideas and in partnership with Asia Society and New YOrkversity’s Center for
Dialogues, hosts a conferencBuilding the Divide Between the United States dmal t
Muslim World Through Arts and Ideas: Possibiliteesd Limitations.

July 23 —Pew Global Attitude Repor€onfidence in Obama Lifts U.S. Image Around
World is published by the Pew Center for the PeoplethadPress.

September — The Ash Institute for Democratic Goaroe and Innovation at Harvard’s
Kennedy School launch@e Public Diplomacy (PD) Collaboratias a “forum for
enhancing purposeful international communication”.

September 25-27 — Americans for the Arts hostiiigth National Arts Policy Roundtable
at Sundance on “The Role of the Arts in Strengthgmind Inspiring the 21Century
Global Community.”

September 29 — The Carnegie Corporation, in pastigwith the Doris Duke Foundation
for Islamic Art and the Rockefeller Brothers Foutiala hosts a gathering of foundation,
government, NGO and practitioner representativeidouss “Improving Relations
between the U.S. and Muslim Societies.”

September -A New Way Forward: Encouraging Greater Cultural Bgement with
Muslim Communitieby Cynthia Schneider is published by the Brookihngsitute.

ce

September America’s New Approach to Africa: AFRICOM and Paliliiplomacyby
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2009
Continued

Philip Seib is published by the USC Center on Rubiplomacy.

November -The Opportunity of the Obama Era: Can Civil Socidglp Bridge Divides
between the United States and a Diverse Muslim &¥aslpublished by the Brookings
Institute.

November — The International Communication ProgodrAmerican University’s School
of International Service hos®ulture’s Purpose and the Work of Cultural Diploméat
partnership with the Public Diplomacy Council.

December — The John Brademas Center for the Stu@grgress at New York University
publishedMloving Forward: A Renewed Role for American Artd amtists in the Global
Age based on recommendations and the discussiontfreimJanuary 2009 colloquium.
December — The Journal of Arts Management, LawSodety (Winter 2009/Vol. 30 No.
4.) publishes Repositioning Culture in US International Relatidns

Compiled for the Robert Sterling Clark FoundatiodM@®EE FULLMAN 2009 Updated 1/07/2010

85



Appendix H

Individuals Interviewed or Consulted During the Regarch Process

Alicia Adams

Vice President

The John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts

Richard Arndt
Cultural Diplomacy Expert

Alberta Arthurs
Independent Cultural Consultant

Elizabeth Ash

Program Manager

ART in Embassies

U.S. Department of State

Orlando Bagwell
Director

Media, Arts and Culture
Ford Foundation

Carol Balassa

Senior Fellow

The Curb Center for Art, Enterprise,
and Public Policy

Vanderbilt University

Colombia Barosse

Cultural Programs Division Chief,
Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs, Department of State

Charles Bergman
Chairman and CEO
Pollack-Krasner Foundation

Francine Berkowitz
Director of International Programs
Smithsonian Institution

Adam Bernstein
Deputy Director, Programs
Mid-Atlantic Arts Foundation

Heather Berry
Manager, International Programs
American Association of Museums

Tom Birch

Legislative Counsel
National Assembly for
State Arts Agencies

Thomas Blanton

Executive Director

The National Security Archive at
George Washington University

Rebecca Blunk
Executive Director
New England Foundation for the Arts

Maggie Boepple
Former Executive Director
Lower Manhattan Cultural Council

Elizabeth Boris

Director, Center on Nonprofits
and Philanthropy

The Urban Institute

Fritzie Brown
Executive Director
CEC Artslink

Janet Brown
President
Grantmakers in the Arts

Linda S. Chapman
Associate Artistic Director
New York Theatre Workshop

Ivan Chermayeff
Chermayeff and Geismar

Paula Cleggett

Associate Director for Policy

The Curb Center for Art, Enterprise
and Public Policy

Vanderbilt University

Randy Cohen

Vice President of Policy
and Research
Americans for the Arts

Michael Conforti
Director

Sterling and Francine
Clark Art Institute

Ben Rodriguez Cubefias

Program Director
Rockefeller Brothers Fund
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Karen Cooper
President
Film Forum

Rachel Cooper

Director for Cultural Programs and
the Performing Arts

Asia Society

Nicholas Cull

Director, Master’s of Public
Diplomacy Program

University of Southern California

Christian Curtain

Comptroller

The John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts

Donna Cutro

Director of Designated Campaigns
The John F. Kennedy Center for the
Performing Arts

Cees de Bever
Director for Performing Arts
Consulate General of the Netherlands

Mary Anne Dehler

Head, Pol./Eco. Relations and
Media Relations

Canadian Consulate General

Vishaka Desai
President
Asia Society

Carolelinda Dickey
Consultant
Dance/USA

James Doumas
Deputy Executive Director
Sister Cities

Dennis Elliot

Executive Director

International Studies and Curatorial
Programs



Adrian Ellis
Executive Director
Jazz at Lincoln Center

Betsy Fader
Chief Program Officer
Doris Duke Charitable Foundation

John Ferguson
Executive Director
American Voices

Helena Kane Finn
Minister Counselor for Public Affairs
U.S. Embassy, Berlin, Germany

Sharon Flescher

Executive Director
International Foundation for
Art Research

Jess T. Ford

Director

International Affairs and Trade
U.S. Government Accountability
Office

Ken Foster
Director
Yerba Buena Center for the Arts

Kate Fowle
Executive Director
Independent Curators International

Sarah Frankland
Deputy Director
British Council USA

Olga Garay

Executive Director
Department of Cultural Affairs
City of Los Angeles

Stefan Geens
Second House of Sweden
Swedish Institute

Sandra Gibson

President

Association of Performing
Arts Presenters

William Gilcher

Director of North American Projects
in New Media

Goethe-Institut USA

Thelma Golden
Director and Chief Curator
Studio Museum in Harlem

Marian Godfrey
Senior Director, Culture Initiatives
The Pew Charitable Trusts

Jennifer Goodale

Executive Director

Asian Cultural Council and the Trust
for Mutual Understanding

Haley Gordon
Government Affairs Director
Dance/USA and OPERA America

David Grier

Cultural Affairs Outreach Officer
Cultural Program Division

Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs

U.S. Department of State

Jane Gulong
Former President
Arts International

Stephen Heinz
President
Rockefeller Brothers Fund

Frank Hodsoll
President and CEO
Hodsoll and Associates

Jonathan Hollander
Executive Director
Battery Dance Company

Andrea Honoré
Director of Fund Development
The Arts Council of Princeton

Karen Hopkins

President
Brooklyn Academy of Music
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Siri Horvitz

Director of International
Institutional Relations
Lincoln Center for the
Performing Arts

Michael Kaiser

President

The John F. Kennedy Center for
the Performing Arts

Jennifer Kareliusson
International Activities Specialist
National Endowment for the Arts

Christine Kalke

Senior Advisor and International
Coordinator

Office of Strategic Planning
National Endowment for the
Humanities

Candace Katz

Deputy Director

President’'s Committee on the Arts
and Humanities

Karl Katz
President
Muse Television

Philip Katz
Assistant Director for Research
American Association of Museums

Stanley Katz

Director, Center for Arts and Cultural
Policy Studies

Princeton University

Kenton Keith
Vice President
Meridian International

Richard Kennedy
Acting Director
Smithsonian Folklife Center

Julian Koenig
Hall of Fame Copywriter

Irene Krarup
Former Cultural Attache
Danish Consulate General



Thierry Lagneau
Director, USA
Alliance Francaise

Richard Lanier

President, Asian Cultural Council
Former Director

Trust for Mutual Understanding

Eric Latzky
Director, Public Relations
New York Philharmonic

Wayne Lawson

Director Emeritus, Ohio Arts Council
Professor, Arts Policy and
Administration

Ohio State University

Erik Ledbetter

Senior Manager

International Programs

American Association of Museums

Najean Lee

Government Affairs & Education
Advocacy Manager

League of American Orchestras

Eric Lief
Senior Associate
The Henry L. Stimson Center

Ellen Lovell

President

Marlboro College

Former President, Center for Arts
and Culture

Former Director, Millennium

Project, Clinton Administration, 2000

Robert Lynch
President
Americans for the Arts

Patrick Madden
Executive Director
Sister Cities

John Maeda
President
Rhode Island Schools of Design

Stacey Marbrey
Producer, AFI PROJECT: 20/20
American Film Institute

Jonathan Margolis

Deputy Coordinator

Bureau of International Information
Programs

U.S. Department of State

Deborah Marrow
Interim President and CEO
J. Paul Getty Trust

William May

Director, Office of Planning, Budget
and Applied Technologies

U.S. Department of State

Larry McGill
Senior Vice President for Research
Foundation Center

Joe Melillo
Executive Producer
Brooklyn Academy of Music

Marisa Menna
Administrative Assistant
Brooklyn Academy of Music

Leanne Mella

Contemporary Arts Curator

Former Manager of Visual Arts
Bureau of Educational and Cultural
Affairs

U.S. Department of State

Sharon Memis
Director, USA
British Council, USA

Christopher Merrill

Director

International Writing Program
University of lowa

Thomas Miller
Vice President
Business for Diplomatic Action

Jane Moss

Vice President of Programming
Lincoln Center for the
Performing Arts
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Sherry Mueller

President

National Council for International
Visitors

Julia Gomez Nelson
Former Special Assistant
Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs

U.S. Department of State

James Nicola
Avrtistic Director
New York Theatre Workshop

Heather Noonan

Vice President for Advocacy &
Government Relations

League of American Orchestras

Glenn Oakley

Senior Vice President
Global Operations and
Business Development
Rainbow Media

Pennie Ojeda

Director

International Activities

National Endowment for the Arts

Donald Oresman, Esq.

Former Executive Vice President and

General Counsel
Paramount Communications

Alexis Ortiz
Associate, Touring
Jazz at Lincoln Center

Jonathan Peizer
President
Internaut Consulting

Carla Peterson
Artistic Director
Dance Theater Workshop

Renata Petroni

Director

Performing Americas

National Performance Network



Stanley Plesent

Former General Council and
Congressional Liaison of the USIA
(1961-1965)

Diane Ragsdale
Program Associate, Performing Arts
Andrew W. Mellon Foundation

Ann Imelda Radice

Former Chair

National Institute for Museum and
Library Services

Verdery Roosevelt
Executive Director
Ballet Hispanico

Alina Romanowski

Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Academic Programs

Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs

U.S. Department of State

Nadia Roumani
Contract Program Officer
Doris Duke Charitable Foundation

Elspeth Revere
Vice President
MacArthur Foundation

Michael Royce
Executive Director
New York Foundation on the Arts

Ralph Samuelson
Senior Advisor
Asian Cultural Council

Cynthia Schneider
Distinguished Professor in
Practice of Diplomacy

George Washington University

Patrick Sciaratta
President
Friendship Ambassador Foundation

David Sefton
Executive and Artistic Director
UCLA Live

Matthew Shattuck
Exhibition Manager

VOOM Portraits Robert Wilson

VOOM HD Networks

Joan Shigekawa
Deputy Chair

National Endowment for the Arts

Susan Shiroma
Senior Librarian
Foundation Center

Andrea Sholler
Executive Director
Dance Theater Workshop

Anna Smith
Director
International Arts and Artists

Bradford K. Smith
President
Foundation Center

James Allen Smith
Vice President for Research
Rockefeller Archive Center

Andrea Snyder
Executive Director
Dance/USA

Susan Sollins
President
Art21

Josiah Spaulding
President

Citi Performing Arts Center
Wang Theater

Gary Steuer

Chief Cultural Officer

City of Philadelphia
Former Vice President,
Private Sector Affairs

Arts and Business Council

Andras Szantos

Senior Lecturer
Sotherby’s Institute of Art

89

Appendix H

Kay Takada
Director, Grants & Services
Lower Manhattan Cultural Council

Matias Tarnopolsky
Director
Cal Performances

Mustapha Tlili
Director

Center for Dialogues
New York University

Noreen Tomassi
Former Director
Arts International

Jenny Toomey
Program Officer
Media, Arts & Culture
Ford Foundation

Roberta Uno
Program Officer
Media, Arts & Culture
Ford Foundation

Heribut Uschtrin
Director
Goethe Institut-Washington

Jon Von Ouderan

Director

World Digital Libraries Project
Library of Congress

Christine Vincent

Director

Aspen Institute National Study of
Artist-Endowed Foundations

Kathryn Wainscott

Former Senior Program Officer
Cultural Programs Division
U.S. Department of State

MK Wegmann
Executive Director
National Performance Network

Hilary Weisner

Director

Islam Initiative

Carnegie Corporation of New York



Nancy Weiss

General Counsel
Institute for Museum and
Library Services

Lucas Welch
President
SOLIYA

Jeanne Wikler

International Cultural Diplomat/
Consultant in Arts Management and
Cultural Policy

Wikler Consulting

Ruth J. Wikler-Luker
Independent Arts Consultant

Lovisa Williams
Senior Technology Advisor
U.S. Department of State

Margaret Wyszomirski

Professor and Director

Graduate Program in Arts Policy &
Administration

The Ohio State University

Maida Withers

President

Maida Withers Dance Construction
Company

Raul J. Zorrilla

Executive Director

Mexican Cultural Institute of
New York

Arthur Zegelbone

Consultant, Bureau of Education and
Cultural Affairs

Former Director, Public Affairs, U.S.
Mission to the U.N.
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