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1 Context of Research 
	
Between	June	and	November	2018,	the	Canadian	Artists’	Representation/Le	Front	des	
artistes	canadiens	(CARFAC)	and	the	Regroupement	des	artistes	en	arts	visuels	du	Québec	
(RAAV)	engaged	in	a	community	consultation	process	in	order	to	assess	professional	
working	conditions	for	performance	artists	in	Canada.	The	goal	of	this	consultation	was	to	
collect	information	on	current	performance	practices	and	assess	the	CARFAC/RAAV	
Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	for	performance	presentation	royalties.	In	the	
Spring	of	2018,	the	Artist-Run	Centres	and	Collectives	Conference	(ARCA)	surveyed	its	
members	and	other	visual	arts	organizations	on	best	practices	for	performance	art	
presenters.	Both	research	projects	were	undertaken	by	Consultant	Mariane	Bourcheix-
Laporte.	While	they	were	developed	and	completed	separately,	the	consultations	were	
designed	to	complement	each	other	so	that	their	results	could	jointly	contribute	to	the	
revision	of	provisions	made	in	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	
for	performance	presentation	royalties	(section	A.1.5	Performance	Presentation	Royalties).	
Effectively,	prior	to	conducting	these	parallel	consultations,	CARFAC	and	ARCA	had	been	in	
discussion	since	2014	regarding	implementing	changes	to	the	structure	of	Minimum	
Recommended	Fees	for	performance	so	as	to	better	meet	the	needs	of	the	Canadian	
performance	art	community,	including	artists	and	presenters.		
	
CARFAC/RAAV	hired	Consultant	Mariane	Bourcheix-Laporte	to	design	and	analyze	
electronically	circulated	survey	for	Canadian	performance	artists	and	to	conduct	interviews	
with	established	Canadian	performance	artists	(see	Methodology	section	below	for	further	
details).	The	present	report	presents	findings	from	this	research	and	makes	a	series	of	
recommendations	for	CARFAC/RAAV	to	consider	in	an	effort	to	better	serve	performance	
artists.	
	
CARFAC/RAAV	formed	an	Advisory	Committee	to	provide	guidance	to	the	Consultant	and	
oversight	over	the	research.	Advisory	Committee	members	included:	

• April	Britski,	National	Executive	Director,	CARFAC	
• Bernard	Guérin,	Executive	Director,	RAAV	
• Josh	Vettivelu,	Director,	CARFAC	
• Annie-France	Noël,	Director,	CARFAC	

2 Methodology 
	
The	following	consultation	tools	were	used	to	collect	information	pertinent	to	this	research:	

• Survey	for	performance	artists		
• Interviews	with	performance	artists	

2.1 Survey for Performance Artists 
	
An	online	bilingual	survey	designed	to	collect	information	from	professional	Canadian	
artists	and	collectives	active	in	the	field	of	performance	was	circulated	by	CARFAC	and	
RAAV	between	August	8	and	26,	2018.	It	should	be	noted	that	a	number	of	survey	questions	
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were	designed	to	mirror	those	included	in	the	electronic	survey	circulated	by	ARCA	as	part	
of	its	research	into	the	professional	conditions	for	performance	artists	in	Canada.	
	
A	total	of	154	respondents	participated	in	the	survey,	of	which	145	(94.16%)	answered	
“yes”	to	the	initial	filtering	question:	“I	am	a	professional	Canadian	artist/the	member	of	a	
collective	who	has	presented	performance	art	in	a	live	context	within	the	last	3	years.”	Of	
these	qualified	respondents,	120	proceeded	to	answer	one	or	more	subsequent	survey	
questions.	
	
Analysis	of	Survey	Results	
Results	from	responses	to	English	and	French	versions	of	the	survey	were	compiled	by	the	
Consultant.	When	applicable,	average	responses	were	calculated	using	weighted	averages	
(weights	and	corresponding	responses	are	detailed	in	Appendix	1:	Collated	Survey	Results).	
Accordingly,	average	responses	included	in	the	survey	analysis	correspond	to	weighted	
averages	for	overall	or	given	groups	of	respondents.	Unless	a	weighted	average	corresponds	
to	a	given	weight	(rounded	to	the	first	decimal),	weighted	averages	are	translated	as	ranges	
between	two	responses.	If	a	weighted	average	corresponds	to	the	midway	point	between	
two	weights	(rounded	to	the	first	decimal),	the	range	is	formulated	as:	“between	X	and	Y.”	If	
a	weighted	average	does	not	correspond	to	the	midway	point	between	two	weights,	further	
indication	as	to	which	weight	the	average	is	leaning	towards	is	provided,	e.g.	“between	X	
and	Y,	leaning	to	X	or	Y.”	For	example,	if	the	given	weight	for	response	X	is	1	and	the	given	
weight	for	response	Y	is	2,	a	1.52	weighted	average	(rounded	to	1.50)	would	be	translated	
as	“between	X	and	Y.”	Following	the	same	example,	a	1.75	weighted	average	would	be	
translated	as:	“between	X	and	Y,	leaning	to	Y.”		
	
The	survey	analysis	included	in	later	sections	of	the	report	provides	a	global	review	of	
survey	findings,	notably	though	the	use	of	weighted	averages.	Appendix	1:	Collated	Survey	
Results	presents	a	detailed	breakdown	of	survey	responses.		
	
Profile	of	Survey	Respondents	and	Identified	Gaps	
	
Respondent	types:	

• The	vast	majority	of	respondents	(95%)	indicated	responding	in	their	capacity	as	
individual	artist	rather	than	as	a	representative	of	an	artists’	collective	(5%).		

• Gap:	Low	response	rates	from	members	of	artists’	collectives.	Consequently,	
analysis	of	survey	responses	based	on	respondents’	self-identification	as	members	
of	artists’	collectives	should	be	read	as	indicative	only.		

	
Location:	

• The	majority	(50.83%)	of	survey	respondents	indicated	living/being	based	in	
Québec.		

• High	response	rates	were	obtained	from	respondents	living/based	in	Alberta	(20%)	
and	Ontario	(17.50%).		

• Gap:	Low	response	rates	were	obtained	from	respondents	living/based	in:	British	
Columbia	(5.83%);	Saskatchewan	(1.67%);	Manitoba	(1.67%),	New	Brunswick	
(1.67%);	and	Newfoundland	and	Labrador	(0.83%).		

• Gap:	No	responses	were	collected	from	respondents	living/based	in:	Prince	Edward	
Island,	Nova	Scotia,	and	the	Territories.		
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Members	of	equity-seeking	groups:	
• 45%	of	survey	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	an	equity-seeking	

group(s).		
• The	majority	(53.70%)	of	these	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	

LGBTQ2S+	communities.		
• Less	than	25%	of	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	an	equity-seeking	

group(s)	indicated	membership	in	the	following	communities:	Deaf	and	disability	
communities	(18.52%);	POC	communities	(18.52%);	and	official	language	minority	
communities	(16.67%).		

• Gap:	Low	response	rates	from	self-identified	members	of	Indigenous	communities:	
9.26%	of	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	an	equity-seeking	group(s).		

	
Career	Levels:	

• Average	self-identified	career	level,	overall	respondents:	between	Mid-Career	and	
Established,	leaning	to	Mid-Career.		

• 44.17%	of	respondents	self-identified	as	Mid-Career,	whereas	26.67%	of	
respondents	self-identified	as	Established	and	20.83%	self-identified	as	Emerging.	

• Respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	equity-seeking	group(s)	indicated	lower	
career	levels	than	overall	respondents	(average:	Mid-Career,	rounded	down).	

• Respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	artists’	collectives	indicated	higher	
career	levels	than	overall	respondents	(average:	between	Mid-Career	and	
Established,	leaning	to	Mid-Career).	

	
Maintenance	of	professional	artistic	practice:	

• Average	number	of	years,	overall	respondents:	between	5-10	years	and	10-20	years,	
leaning	to	10-20	years.		

• Based	on	self-identified	career	levels,	respondents	self-identified	as	Emerging	
indicated	having	maintained	a	professional	artistic	practice	for	the	least	amount	of	
time	(average:	between	<5	years	and	5-10	years,	rounded	down),	whereas	
respondents	self-identified	as	Established	indicated	having	maintained	a	
professional	artistic	practice	for	the	most	amount	of	time	(average:	between10-20	
years	and	20+	years,	leaning	to	20+	years).	Average	number	of	years	for	
respondents	self-identified	as	Mid-Career:	between	5-10	years	and	10-20	years,	
leaning	to	10-20	years.	

• Average	number	of	years	for	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	equity-
seeking	group(s):	between	5-10	years	and	10-20	years,	leaning	to	10-20	years.	

• Average	number	of	years	for	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	artists’	
collectives:	between	10-20	years	and	20+	years.	

	
Maintenance	of	a	professional	performance	art	practice:	

• Average	number	of	years,	overall	respondents:	between	5-10	years	and	10-20	years,	
leaning	to	<5-10	years.	

• Based	on	self-identified	career	levels,	respondents	self-identified	as	Emerging	
indicated	having	maintained	a	professional	performance	practice	for	the	least	
amount	of	time	(average	between	<5	years	and	5-10	years,	leaning	to	<5	years),	
whereas	respondents	self-identified	as	Established	indicated	having	maintained	a	
professional	performance	practice	for	the	most	amount	of	time	(average	
between10-20	years	and	20+	years,	leaning	to	10-20	years).	Average	number	of	
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years	for	respondents	self-identified	as	Mid-Career:	between	5-10	years	and	10-20	
years,	leaning	to	5-10	years.		

• Average	number	of	years	for	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	equity-
seeking	group(s):	between	5-10	years	and	10-20	years,	leaning	to	5-10	years.	

• Average	number	of	years	for	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	artists’	
collectives:	between	5-10	years	and	10-20	years,	leaning	to	10-20	years.	

• Except	for	respondents	self-identified	as	Emerging,	all	respondent	groups	(including	
overall	respondents)	indicated,	on	average,	having	maintained	a	professional	
artistic	practice	for	a	longer	period	of	time	than	a	professional	performance	
practice.		

	
Yearly	income	generated	from	artistic	practice	(averaged	over	the	last	3	years):	

• Average	income,	overall	respondents:	between	$5,000–$10,000	and	$10,000–
$15,000,	leaning	to	$5,000-$10,000.		

• Based	on	self-identified	career	levels,	respondents	self-identified	as	Emerging	
indicated	having	generated	the	lowest	revenues	(average:	between	$1,000–$5,000	
and	$5,000–$10,000,	leaning	to	$1,000-$5,000),	whereas	respondents	self-identified	
as	Established	indicated	having	generated	the	highest	revenues	(average:	$10,000–
$15,000,	rounded	up).	Average	income,	respondents	self-identified	Mid-Career:	
between	$5,000–$10,000	and	$10,000–$15,000,	leaning	to	$10,000-$15,000.		

• Average	income,	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	equity-seeking	groups:	
between	$5,000–$10,000	and	$10,000–$15,000,	rounded	down.	

• Average	income,	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	artists’	collectives:	
between	$5,000–$10,000	and	$10,000–$15,000,	leaning	to	$10,000-$15,000.	

	
Percentage	of	yearly	artistic	income	derived	from	performance	practice	(averaged	over	the	
last	3	years):	

• Average	percentage,	overall	respondents:	between	10%-25%	and	25%-50%,	
rounded	down.	

• Based	on	self-identified	career	levels,	respondents	self-identified	as	Established	
indicated	generating	the	lowest	percentage	of	their	artistic	income	through	their	
performance	practice	(average:	10-25%,	rounded	up),	whereas	respondents	self-
identified	as	Mid-Career	indicated	having	generated	the	highest	of	percentage	of	
their	artistic	income	through	their	performance	practice	(average:	between	10-25%	
and	25-50%,	leaning	to	25-50%).	Average	percentage,	respondents	self-identified	as	
Emerging:	between	10-25%	and	25-50%,	leaning	to	25-50%.		

• Average	percentage,	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	equity-seeking	
groups:	between	10-25%	and	25-50%,	leaning	to	25-50%.	

• Average	percentage,	respondents	self-identified	as	members	of	artists’	collectives:	
between	0-10%	and	10-25%,	leaning	to	10-25%.	This	respondent	group	indicated	
having	generated	the	lowest	percentage	of	their	artistic	income	through	their	
performance	practice	of	any	other	respondent	group.		

		

2.2 Interviews with Performance Artists 
	
The	Consultant	conducted	nine	semi-structured	interviews	with	10	established	
performance	artists	(one	interview	was	conducted	with	two	artists	who	work	as	a	
collective).	Interviews	were	conducted	in	person,	via	video	conference,	or	on	the	phone	
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between	August	9	and	August	28,	2018.	The	Advisory	Committee,	with	input	from	the	
Consultant,	made	recommendations	as	to	artists	to	interview	as	part	of	this	research.	The	
list	was	developed	so	as	to	include	diverse	perspectives,	including	that	of	artists	working	in	
different	geographic	regions,	who	identify	as	members	of	equity-seeking	groups,	and	who	
engage	in	a	spectrum	of	performance	practices,	including	performance	produced	by	a	
collective.	Artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	research	were	provided	with	an	honorarium	
and	were	given	the	opportunity	to	review	notes	from	their	interviews,	including	quotes	
drawn	from	these	conversations.		
	
The	following	artists	were	interviewed:	

• Margaret	Dragu	(British	Columbia)	
• Adrian	Stimson	(Alberta)	
• Shawna	Dempsey	and	Lorri	Millan	(Manitoba),	interviewed	jointly	
• Lori	Blondeau	(Saskatchewan/Manitoba)	
• Paul	Couillard	(Ontario)	
• Camille	Turner	(Ontario)	
• Victoria	Stanton	(Québec)	
• Rachelle	Echenberg	(Québec)	
• Mathieu	Léger	(New	Brunswick)	

	
Interview	findings	included	in	later	sections	of	this	report	present	global	summaries	and	
salient	points	of	these	discussions.	In	order	to	respect	the	confidentiality	of	the	
interviewees,	comments	and	quotes	included	in	these	findings	are	not	associated	with	any	
particular	artists.	To	further	ensure	the	confidentiality	of	information	shared	by	Shawna	
Dempsey	and	Lorri	Millan,	who	were	interviewed	jointly,	quotes	provided	by	either	artist	
were	modified	from	first-person-plural	to	first-person-singular	perspectives	(e.g.	from	“we	
were”	to	“I	was”)	when	appropriate.		

3 Developing and Maintaining a Performance Practice 
3.1 Performance Practices 
3.1.1 Types of Performance Practices and Relationship to Other Artistic 

Practices 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Live	Performance	Practice	
On	average,	survey	respondents	indicated	that	performance	presented	in	a	live	context	
represented	between	25-50%	and	50-75%	of	their	artistic	practice.	
	
Performance	Practices	
A	majority	of	respondents	(50%+)	indicated	engaging	in	the	following	types	of	performance	
practice	(in	order	of	importance):	
Live	performance	 90.83%	
Mediated	performance	(performance	
presented	as/through	photography,	
video,	text,	etc.)	 55.00%	
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Between	25%	and	50%	of	respondents	indicated	engaging	in	the	following	types	of	
performance	practice	(in	order	of	importance):	
Durational	/	endurance-based	
performance	 43.33%	
Relational	projects	/	social	practice	 49.17%	
Furtive	actions	/	infiltration	projects	 25.83%	
Community	actions	/	happenings	 34.17%	
	
Less	than	25%	of	respondents	indicated	engaging	in	the	following	types	of	performance	
practice	(in	order	of	importance):	
Choreographed	performance	 20.00%	
Sound	art	performance	 22.50%	
Real-time	visual	performance	(VJing)	 8.33%	
Live-coding	 1.67%	
	

3.1.2 Relationship Between Performance Practices & Other Visual/Media Arts 
Practices 

	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Artistic	Disciplines	
A	majority	of	respondents	(50%+)	indicated	engaging	in	the	following	artistic	disciplines	(in	
order	of	importance):	
Visual	arts	 83.33%	
Interdisciplinary	arts	 53.33%	
	
Between	25%	and	50%	of	respondents	indicated	engaging	in	the	following	artistic	
disciplines	(in	order	of	importance):	
Media	arts	 35.00%	
	
Less	than	25%	of	respondents	indicated	engaging	in	the	following	artistic	disciplines	(in	
order	of	importance):	
Community	arts	 17.50%	
Theatre	 15.83%	
Literature	/	publishing	 11.67%	
Dance	 9.17%	
Music	 9.17%	
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
While	some	interviewees	identified	primarily	as	performance	artists,	others	felt	more	
comfortable	thinking	about	their	practice	through	an	interdisciplinary	lens.	An	interviewee	
said:	“I	don’t	think	of	myself	as	a	visual	artist,	if	anything	I	would	say	I’m	an	
interdisciplinary	artist	who	works	in	performance	or	I	am	an	interdisciplinary	performance	
artist.”	Referring	to	disciplinary	distinctions	between	art	forms,	an	interviewee	mentioned:	
“I	don’t	really	consider	those	boundaries	except	when	applying	for	funding,	to	a	festival,	or	
to	another	presenting	context	that	considers	those	boundaries	as	important.”	Discussing	a	
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methodology	that	incorporates	different	performing	arts	techniques,	the	same	interviewee	
mentioned:	“to	me	they	are	just	tools	to	say	something	and	I	grab	whatever	I	need	to	
express	what	it	is	that	I’m	trying	to	express.”	This	comment	resonates	with	that	of	other	
interviewees	regarding	the	wide	spectrum	of	performance	practices,	which	needs	to	be	
acknowledged	as	part	of	this	research.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	mentioned:	“some	
performance	artists	think	of	what	I	do	as	theatre,	but	theatre	people	look	at	what	I	do	and	
say,	‘that’s	not	theatre!’”	
	
As	mentioned	in	the	methodology	section	above,	interviewees	engage	in	a	range	of	
performance	practices	and,	for	the	most	part,	maintain	other	visual	and	media	arts	
practices.	These	adjacent	practices	can	be	understood	as	co-extensions	of	performance	
practices,	ways	to	document	performances	or	insert	material	components	in	the	work,	
and/or	explore	other	aesthetic	modes	of	creation	in	dialogue	with	performative	action.	
While	some	interviewees	characterized	visual	or	material	documents	and	traces	of	their	
performances	as	constituting	performances	in	and	of	themselves—albeit	performances	that	
are	mediated—,	others	made	clear	distinctions	between	parts	of	their	practice	that	
materialize	as	live	performance	and	parts	of	their	practice	that	materialize	through	other	
mediums.	Regardless	of	the	ways	in	which	interviewees	characterized	their	visual	and	
media	practices	in	relation	to	their	performance	practices,	all	stressed	that	strong	
conceptual	connections	exist	between	the	different	areas	of	their	practices.	A	number	of	
interviewees	discussed	the	interplay—and	sometimes	murkiness—of	the	process	by	which	
they	create	performance	works	and	other	visual/media	works.	Stressing	that	the	idea	
dictates	the	medium,	interviewees	explained	that	they	may	develop	concepts	for	the	
creation	of	visual/media	works	in	the	process	of	producing	a	performance	and	vice	versa,	
that	they	may	develop	concepts	for	the	creation	of	performance	works	in	the	process	of	
producing	visual/media	works.	An	interviewee	proposed	that	extending	a	performance	
through	a	different	medium—for	example	working	from	video	documentation	of	a	live	
performance	to	create	a	stand-alone	video	work—can	be	beneficial	for	the	artist	as	this	
practice	enables	a	distilling	process	that	results	in	a	better	understanding	of	the	original	
performance.	
	
An	interviewee	mentioned	that	the	need	to	maintain	a	rhythm	of	artistic	production	in-
between	or	in	the	absence	of	performance	presentation	opportunities	can	serve	as	impetus	
to	develop	a	studio-based	practice.	Effectively,	given	that	public	presentation	is	a	
requirement	of	many	types	of	performance	practices	in	order	for	these	to	be	realized	—as	
opposed	to	material	works	that	can	be	completed	without	being	exhibited—,	it	can	be	
difficult	for	performance	artists	to	sustain	creative	production	without	the	support	of	a	
presenter.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	stressed	the	importance	for	performance	artists	to	
establish	good	relations	with	galleries	and	curators	due	to	the	fact	that	they	rely	on	the	
commitment	of	a	presenting	organization	in	order	to	realize	their	work:	“You	can’t	make	art	
completely	by	yourself,	it	requires	a	community,	but	not	necessarily	a	fully	funded	
community.	I’m	completely	dependent	on	the	doors	of	those	galleries	being	open	and	for	
them	to	be	healthy	enough	and	to	have	a	little	bit	of	slush	money	to	make	it	happen.”	
Another	interviewee	echoed	this	comment	by	pointed	out	the	importance	of	artists	taking	
initiative	and	actively	seeking	out,	or	creating,	opportunities	for	the	presentation	of	their	
work.	On	a	related	note,	a	number	of	interviews	mentioned	the	importance	of	residencies	in	
providing	artists	with	time,	space,	and	(in	some	cases)	financial	and	material	resources	to	
develop	and	produce	work.	A	more	detailed	discussion	of	presentation	and	production	
support	provided	by	different	types	of	institutions	to	performance	artists	is	included	in	
later	sections	of	this	report.			
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Interviewees	who	sustain	multi-pronged	artistic	practices	were	asked	if	they	had	had	more	
opportunities	to	present	live	performance	works	or	other	types	of	visual	and	media	works	
in	recent	years.	Further,	interviewees	were	asked	to	compare	the	revenues	generated	
through	live	performance	presentation	opportunities	to	revenue	generated	through	
opportunities	to	present	other	types	of	works.	In	response	to	these	questions,	a	number	of	
interviewees	indicated	having	had	more	opportunities	to	present	performance	than	other	
types	of	work	in	recent	years.	In	particular,	an	interviewee	mentioned	that	there	was	more	
of	a	demand	for	the	live	experiences	that	performance	enables.	A	number	of	interviewees	
also	posited	that	their	performance	practice	generated	more	revenue	than	other	spheres	of	
their	artistic	practice.	This	being	said,	most	interviewees	mentioned	that	maintaining	a	
material	or	media	practice	in	addition	to	a	performance	practice	significantly	contributes	to	
the	sustainability	of	their	artistic	practice	as	a	whole.	They	argued	that	producing	works	
that	can	be	presented	in	exhibition	and	screening	contexts	provides	additional	
opportunities	to	present	work,	and	therefore	to	generate	additional	artistic	revenues.	
Effectively,	a	number	of	interviewees	noted	that	object-based	practices	and	media	practices	
can	be	more	sustainable,	from	a	financial	perspective,	than	live	performance	given	the	
potential	for	non-ephemeral	artworks	to	be	sold	privately,	acquired	as	part	of	public	
collections,	and/or	exhibited	or	screened	multiple	times	and	in	various	contexts.		
	
Further	it	was	argued	that	galleries,	in	an	effort	to	fill	their	exhibition	space	for	a	sustained	
period	of	time,	might	more	readily	opt	to	present	performance	works	that	include	a	
material	or	media	component.	On	this	note,	a	number	of	interviewees	expressed	the	need	to	
rethink	the	paradigm	whereby	presenting	institutions	with	exhibition	space	favour	
programs	that	“fill”	the	gallery	for	a	prolonged	period	of	time	over	event-based	programs	
such	as	live	performances.	This	paradigm	can	in	turn	be	internalized	by	artists	when	they	
conceive	of	how	to	propose	their	work	to	presenters.	An	interviewee	proposed	that:	
“performance	art	is	difficult	to	sell	to	a	gallery.	I	mean	I	can’t	pitch	[performance]	in	a	
normal,	regular	program,	call	for	proposals.	Or	maybe	I	haven’t	imagined	it	enough.	Maybe	I	
should	start	pitching	a	series	of	performances	during	the	exhibition	period.”	This	is	not	to	
say	that	there	are	no	presenting	institutions	in	Canada	that	are	working	to	treat	
performance	on	equal	grounds	as	an	exhibition	or	to	integrate	performance	within	their	
exhibition	space	without	constraining	the	artist	to	leave	an	enduring	trace	or	record	of	the	
performance.	However,	the	necessity	to	dismantle	existing	hierarchies	that	position	
exhibitions	as	having	more	value	than	performances,	notably	because	of	the	“gallery-filling”	
factor,	is	a	clear	theme	that	emerged	out	of	the	interviews	conducted	for	this	research.		
	
Regarding	the	financial	sustainability	of	performance	practice	in	relation	to	that	of	other	
artistic	practices,	an	interviewee	mentioned:	“you	can’t	sustain	your	practice	on	
performance	alone,	and	so	you	start	introducing	other	elements,	such	as	video	and	
photography	to	help	create	an	object	or	a	work	that	can	then	translate	well	into	a	gallery	
and	sell.	And	that’s	where	you	can	hopefully	make	some	extra	money.”	The	same	
interviewee	also	stated:	“by	no	means,	if	I	were	only	to	rely	on	my	performance	practice,	
could	I	make	a	living.”	Referring	to	an	extended	period	of	time	when	they	supported	
themselves	through	their	artistic	revenues	only,	another	interviewee	noted:	“I	would	not	
have	been	able	to	survive	in	those	16	years	if	I	did	not	work	in	a	lot	of	areas	[different	
artistic	mediums]	because	I	had	more	opportunities	for	income.”	Considering	artists’	fees	
generated	through	the	presentation	of	live	performance	and	material-based	works,	another	
interviewee	said:	“I	would	suggest	that	the	extension	of	what	has	happened	with	a	
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performance	or	an	action…	has	generated	much	more	money	than	doing	any	of	those	
performances	live.”		
	

3.2 Presentation of Performance 
3.2.1 Multiple Presentations of a Given Performance 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	indicated	presenting	the	same	performance	multiple	times	in	the	
context	of	the	same	or	different	festivals/exhibitions	sometimes	to	never.	
	
Respondents	indicated	presenting	the	same	performance	multiple	times	in	the	context	of	
different	festivals/exhibition	at	a	slightly	higher	frequency	than	in	the	same	
festival/exhibition.		
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
The	majority	of	artists	interviewed	for	this	research	rejected	the	idea	of	presenting	the	
same	performance,	in	a	fixed	form,	multiple	times,	as	is	customary	in	the	performing	arts	
(such	as	theatre,	dance,	and	music).	An	interviewee	claimed:	“I	generally	don’t	[repeat	a	
performance]	because	it	starts	being	theatre	at	that	point	for	me.”	Another	interviewee	
echoed	this	comment	by	stressing	the	importance	of	working	through	new	aesthetic	
concerns	and	concepts	with	each	iteration	of	a	piece:	“it’s	always	different	because	it’s	not	
theatre.	It	is	very	important	to	me.	It’s	one	work	that	is	presented	differently	each	time.”	
Following	these	ideas,	another	artist	described	their	process	as	such:	“I	don’t	often	repeat	a	
performance,	because	they’re	all	new	performances	every	time.	That’s	what	I	would	say	the	
performance	genre	is:	a	lot	of	times	it’s	a	one-time	moment.	Sometimes	artists	repeat	it,	but	
I’m	not	one	of	those.	I	try	to	look	at	a	subject	through	fresh	eyes	all	the	time.”		
	
This	is	not	to	say	that	a	number	of	these	artists	would	not	consider	presenting	an	altered	
version	of	a	given	performance	in	a	different	context	(e.g.	in	different	festivals)	or	a	
different	iteration	of	a	given	performance	within	the	same	context	(e.g.	over	multiple	days	
as	part	of	a	festival),	granted	this	re-presentation	suited	the	work.	Rather,	it	is	the	idea	of	
repeating	a	performance,	as	a	finite	choreographed	work,	that	many	interviewees	identified	
as	counteractive	of	performance	art,	understood	as	a	context-responsive	medium.	On	this	
note,	an	interviewee	mentioned:	“It’s	always	going	to	be	a	different	iteration,	no	matter	
where	you	do	it,	whether	it’s	the	same	piece,	because	it’s	performance	work.”	This	
observation	implies	that	a	performance	changes	by	virtue	of	the	context	and	timeframe	in	
which	it	is	presented	as	well	as	in	relation	to	the	audience	to	whom	it	is	presented.	The	
changing	nature	of	performance	is	perhaps	best	exemplified	by	practices	that	have	a	built-in	
iterative	component	(e.g.	site-specific,	participatory,	or	infiltrative	practices)	and	that	
unfold	over	an	extended	period	of	time.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	proposed:	“in	the	
context	of	a	relational	practice	you	often	present	the	same	work	over	multiple	days	or	time	
slots;	it’s	the	same	work	but	it	always	ends	up	being	different.”	Another	interviewee	echoed	
these	ideas:	“in	a	festival,	usually	artists	will	only	perform	a	performance	once;	you	can	
perform	multiple	variations	of	a	piece	but	it	remains	one	piece.”		In	these	cases,	
interviewees	stressed	the	need	to	distinguish	between	repeating	the	same	performance	
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every	day	for	a	week,	for	instance,	and	presenting	a	given	performance	over	a	one-week	
period	for	a	given	amount	of	time	each	day.		
	
Further,	interviewees	pointed	to	the	necessary	evolution	of	the	artist’s	relationship	to	a	
performance	as	their	artistic	practice	evolves	or,	in	the	case	of	a	work	that	unfolds	over	an	
extended	period	of	time,	as	the	performance	itself	evolves.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	
cautioned:	“it	can	be	problematic	to	be	asked	to	re-perform	a	piece.	Artistically	it	can	be	
difficult	to	‘redo’	a	piece	later	on	if	you	are	somewhere	else	in	your	practice.”	The	artist	
further	pointed	to	the	potential	misunderstandings	that	can	arise	between	a	curator	and	an	
artist	who	is	asked	to	re-present	a	performance	if	there	is	an	expectation	of	conformity	to	
an	original	version	of	the	piece.	Following	this	line	of	thought,	another	interviewee	stated:	“I	
would	hope	that	the	presenters	know	what	they	are	getting	into	when	they	ask	a	particular	
artist	to	perform,	that	they	would	know	their	practice	and	would	hesitate	to	ask	them	to	do	
a	performance	over	and	over	again	because	that’s	not	quite	how	a	lot	of	us	do	it.	But	if	they	
are	open	to	changing	performances,	or	evolving	performances,	I	think	a	lot	of	artists	are	
willing	to	do	that.”	
	
It	should	be	noted	however	that	some	of	the	artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	project	have	
developed	a	performance	practice	that	involves	fixed	mise	en	scène	and	whose	works	
therefore	fit	a	model	premised	on	the	repeated	presentation	of	a	work.	Interviewees	whose	
practice	is	well	suited	to	the	multiple	presentation	of	a	performance	emphasized	the	
potential	to	tour	a	work,	in	a	finalized	form,	after	it	has	been	conceptualized	and	
workshopped.	This	framework	involves	a	different	production	process	whereby	emphasis	
is	placed	on	rehearsal	and	staging,	but	nevertheless	entails	some	flexibility	to	tweak	a	work	
as	it	is	being	toured	based	on	audience	reaction	and	the	specs	of	a	given	presentation	venue.	
Even	though	this	performance	model	entertains	similarities	with	performing	arts	
production	and	presentation	models,	it	is	important	to	point	out	that	interviewees	clearly	
rejected	a	theatre	label	for	their	work.	Effectively,	interviewees	highlighted	the	importance	
of	locating	their	work	within	performance	art	histories,	discourses,	and	aesthetic	concerns.	
In	support	of	an	association	within	visual	and/or	media	arts	traditions,	interviewees	
posited	that	obtaining	production	grants	through	performing	arts	funding	streams	would	be	
highly	unlikely	given	jury	members’	lack	of	understanding	of	the	disciplinary	codes	within	
which	performance	art	operates.		
	

3.2.2 Presentation of Performance in Conjunction with an Exhibition 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	modes	of	presentation	of	a	performance	as	part	
of	an	exhibition	(in	the	last	3	years).	Note:	15.09%	of	respondents	indicated	not	having	
presented	a	performance	as	part	of	an	exhibition	in	the	last	3	years	(N/A).	
	
A	majority	(50%+)	of	respondents	selected	the	following	presentation	modes:	
Live	performance	scheduled	outside	of	opening	 53.77%	
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Between	25%	and	50%	of	respondents	selected	the	following	presentation	modes	(in	order	
of	importance):	
Live	performance	at	opening	 45.28%	
Derivative	visual	/	media	work	made	from	/	based	on	
/	in	relation	to	a	prior	live	performance	 35.85%	
Live	performance	and	exhibited	remnants/traces	of	
performance	 33.02%	
	
Less	than	25%	of	respondents	selected	the	following	presentation	modes	(in	order	of	
importance):	
Documentation	of	live	performance	exhibited	without	
live	performance	 23.58%	
Live	performance	and	exhibited	documentation	of	
performance	 19.81%	
Durational	/	ongoing	/	continuous	presence	in	
exhibition	space	 19.81%	
Other	(please	specify)	 5.66%	
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
 
In	conversations	with	interviewees,	two	ways	of	understanding	the	presentation	of	
performance	in	conjunction	with	an	exhibition—as	opposed	to	performance	presented	as	a	
stand-alone	event	or	as	part	of	a	festival	program—have	emerged:	the	first	framework	
entails	the	presentation	of	performance	as	constitutive	element	of	the	exhibition,	be	it	a	
group	or	solo	exhibition;	and	the	second	involves	the	presentation	of	performance	in	
addition	to	a	group	or	solo	exhibition,	i.e.	performance	that	is	presented	as	an	additional	
program	within	the	expanded	framework	of	the	exhibition.	These	two	frameworks	to	
conceive	of	performance	in	relation	to	an	exhibition	are	not	in	and	of	themselves	
problematic,	however	they	have	the	potential	to	become	problematic	if	lines	are	blurred	
between	performance	presented	as	a	constitutive	element	of	an	exhibition	and	performance	
presented	as	an	“add-on”	to	an	exhibition.	Effectively,	given	that	the	CARFAC/RAAV	
Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	recommends	that	separate	artists’	fees	be	provided	
for	the	presentation	of	a	performance	in	addition	to	a	solo	exhibition	or	in	addition	to	other	
work	by	the	same	artists	in	a	group	exhibition,	there	are	potential	financial	implications	for	
the	artist	if	their	performance	becomes	understood	as	a	constitutive	element	of	the	
exhibition	as	opposed	to	an	independent,	albeit	related,	program.		
	
While	the	issue	of	adequate	remuneration	of	artists	for	the	presentation	of	performance	in	
addition	to	an	exhibition	was	raised	as	a	concern	by	a	number	of	interviewees,	most	
interviewed	artists	indicated	usually	receiving	additional	fees	when	presenting	
performance	in	this	context.	An	interviewee	emphasized	the	importance	of	artists	
requesting	a	separate	artist	fee	for	the	performance:	“every	exhibition	that	I’ve	done	where	
there’s	also	been	a	performance,	there’s	always	been	a	separate	fee	for	the	performance…	
and	I	demand	it	too.”	However,	interviewees	also	noted	that	presenters	are	not	always	able	
to	provide	an	additional	fee	for	performance	presented	in	addition	to	an	exhibition,	or	that	
they	may	consider	the	artist’s	exhibition	fee	to	account	for	both	their	performance	and	their	
other	exhibited	work(s).	Speaking	of	their	experience	with	this	situation,	an	interviewee	
remarked:	“in	the	past	5	years	I’ve	had	multiple	solo	exhibitions	where	I	presented	a	
performance	at	the	opening,	from	I	guess	my	own	choice.	Some	[presenters]	asked	me	to	do	
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it	but	didn’t	have	a	budget	to	pay	extra	necessarily.	I	often	did	it	within	a	solo	fee.”	The	artist	
further	discussed	how	a	performance,	in	these	cases,	can	easily	be	subsumed	under	the	
umbrella	of	the	exhibition	due	to	the	relationship	it	entertains	with	the	exhibited	works:	“if	I	
find	that	it’s	an	integral	part	of	the	exhibition	then	yes,	I’ll	do	it.	I’ll	consider	it	within	that	
artist	fee	and	I	don’t	need	to	be	paid	extra	because	there’s	a	performance	element	to	this	
show.”	This	same	artist	proposed	that	performance	that	is	not	paid	an	additional	fee	creates	
“added	value”	for	the	exhibition,	which	the	presenter	ultimately	benefits	from	as	this	
increases	the	scope	of	their	program.		
	
A	number	of	interviewees	flagged	as	problematic	the	question	of	imbalance	between,	on	the	
one	hand,	added	value	that	performance	presented	in	addition	to	an	exhibition	entails	for	
the	presenter,	and	on	the	other	hand,	the	amount	of	additional	work—for	little	or	no	
additional	remuneration—that	this	entails	for	the	artist.	An	interviewee	proposed	that	
presenters	will	often	give	an	exhibiting	artist	who	maintains	a	performance	practice	the	
option	of	presenting	a	performance	as	an	add-on	to	an	exhibition	as	a	way	to	boost	their	
overall	artists’	fees:	“usually	they	[presenters]	do	it	because	they	want	to	bump	up	your	fee.	
They	realize	that	you	are	coming	all	that	way…	and	they	try	to	give	you	a	full	package	if	they	
can.”	However,	the	same	interviewee	presented	the	flip	side	of	this	situation	as	follows:	“it’s	
sometimes	not	necessarily	fair	to	the	artist	because	they’ve	already	put	a	bunch	of	work	
into	creating	the	other	work,	and	the	performance	is	like	and	add-on,	like	you	can	just	whip	
it	out	of	your	hat…	I	don’t	think	it’s	a	fair	practice	but	I	understand	why	they	do	it.	Part	of	it	
is	to	bump	up	fees	and,	depending	on	what	that	looks	like,	it	can	be	lucrative	or	not.”	
	
This	comment	was	echoed	by	a	number	of	interviewed	artists	who	expressed	annoyance	
with	presenters’	lack	of	understanding	of	the	labour	involved	in	presenting	performance.	
On	this	note,	an	interviewee	shared:	“I	have	been	asked	to	present	a	performance	in	
addition	to	an	exhibition,	but	I	find	that	this	is	often	too	much	work	(especially	with	no	
extra	support)	…	I	believe	that	producing	a	performance	is	as	much	work	as	producing	an	
exhibition…	There	is	a	hierarchy	of	value	in	what	an	artist	creates	and	to	me	there	shouldn’t	
be	that	hierarchy.”	Another	interviewee	proposed	that	“some	institutions	do	not	get	
performance	and	think	that	we	can	just	pull	these	things	out	of	our	a**.	Sorry	for	the	
language.	Performance	to	me	is	as	much	work	as	putting	any	kind	of	visual	piece	together.	
Some	people	look	at	it	like	‘you	can	do	this	in	2	months,’	but	it	doesn’t	work	like	that.”	
Effectively,	according	to	many	interviewees,	presenters’	expectations	that	artists	can	easily	
put	together	a	performance	in	complement	to	a	program	denotes	some	institutions’	
misunderstanding	of	the	nature	of	performance.	An	interviewee	presented	institutions’	
view	of	performance	artists	as	such:	“there	is	a	strange	expectation…	It	does	feel	that	I’m	
often	asked	to	perform	[in	a	casual	way].	[Presenters	will	say]	‘this	is	happening,	can’t	you	
just	drop	in	and	perform’	like	I’m	a	busker	or	like	I’m	a	party	entertainer	or	something.	It’s	a	
huge	pet	peeve	of	mine	because	it	doesn’t	respect	the	work	adequately.”		

3.2.3 Duration of Live Performances 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	the	average	duration	of	the	performances	they	
presented	in	a	live	context	over	the	last	3	years.	
	
A	majority	of	respondents	(77.36%)	selected	duration	options	ranging	from	30	minutes	to	5	
hours:	
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30	minutes–1	hour	 28.30%	
10–30	minutes	 27.36%	
1–5	hours	 21.70%	
	
A	low	proportion	of	respondents	(13.21%)	selected	duration	options	corresponding	to	
extended	durational	performances	(5+	hours):	
5–10	hours	 4.72%	
10+	hours	 8.49%	
	
Less	than	10%	of	respondents	selected	duration	options	corresponding	to	very	short	
performances	(>10	minutes):	
>10	minutes	 9.43%	
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Conversations	with	interviewees	regarding	duration	were	centred	on	questions	regarding	
accounting	for	this	factor	in	determining	adequate	performance	presentation	royalties.	
Please	see	section	6.3	Additional	Factors	and	Considerations	of	the	report	for	additional	
details.	
 

3.2.4 Execution of Live Performances 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	who	executed	the	performances	they	presented	
in	a	live	context	over	the	last	3	years.	
	
A	large	majority	of	respondents	(78.30%)	selected	the	following	option:	Myself	/	my	
collective	only.		
Close	to	50%	of	respondents	(48.11%)	selected	the	following	option:	Myself	/	my	collective	
and	collaborators.	
	
Less	than	25%	of	respondents	selected	the	following	options	(in	order	of	importance):	
Performers	/	collaborators	other	than	myself	/	
my	collective	 18.87%	
Myself	/	my	collective	and	community	groups	 14.15%	
Community	groups	 7.55%	
	
7.55%	of	respondents	selected	“other.”	Other	pertinent	responses	include:	the	artist	and	
students,	the	public,	and	musicians.	
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Conversations	with	interviewees	regarding	the	execution	of	live	performance	were	centred	
on	collaborative	production	processes	and	the	remuneration	of	collaborators.		Please	see	
sections	3.3.2	Costs	Associates	with	performance	Practices	and	6.3	Additional	Factors	and	
Considerations	of	the	report	for	additional	details.	
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3.3 Production of Performance 
3.3.1 Production Processes 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
 
The	survey	did	not	address	production	processes	for	performance.	
 
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
 
Interviewed	artists	were	asked	to	describe	the	processes	through	which	they	develop	new	
performance	works.	These	processes	vary	from	artist	to	artist	and	are	dependent	on	
interviewees’	engagement	with	various	performance	practices,	projects’	frameworks	and	
conditions,	and	scale	and	scope	of	the	works.	Based	on	the	information	collected	as	part	of	
this	research,	it	would	be	impossible	to	layout	blueprints	for	performance	production	
processes.	However,	certain	themes	have	emerged	out	of	conversations	had	with	
interviewees.		
	
Development	Time	
As	a	general	rule,	interviewees	rejected	the	idea	that	performance	artists	can	create	new	
work,	or	adapt	an	existing	work	for	a	new	presentation	context,	at	the	drop	of	a	hat.	As	
described	above,	assumptions	made	by	presenters	that	artists	can	produce	performance	
works	within	a	short	timeframe	is	cause	of	significant	tension	between	artists	and	
presenting	organizations.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	commented:	“I’ve	spoken	to	a	lot	of	
artists	in	the	realm	of	performance,	and	they	don’t	seem	to	think	that	presenters	or	the	
general	public	know	how	much	time	it	actually	takes	to	conceive,	research,	and	get	ready	
for	a	performance.”	Effectively,	a	number	of	interviewees	mentioned	requiring	several	
months,	at	minimum,	to	prepare	the	presentation	of	a	performance.	Further,	many	
interviewees	posited	that	the	amount	of	time	it	takes	to	put	together	a	performance	is	a	lot	
more	substantial	than	the	fees	they	receive	for	the	presentation	of	the	work.		
	
When	asked	to	quantify	the	amount	of	time	needed	to	produce	a	new	piece,	from	its	initial	
conception	to	its	presentation,	interviewees	provided	timeframes	ranging	from	one	month	
to	a	few	years,	depending	on	the	project.	An	interviewee	specified	that	it	takes	them	about	
six	months	to	develop	new	work:	“it	can	take	months	to	get	a	good	idea…	once	I	have	the	
idea,	it	usually	takes	about	three	to	four	months	to	produce	a	performance.”	This	same	
interviewee	mentioned	requiring	about	40	hours	of	rehearsal	time	after	spending	a	
considerable	amount	of	time	memorizing	text,	in	the	case	of	a	text-based	work:	“for	a	30-
minute	piece,	it	takes	me	about	100	hours	to	learn	the	text.	It’s	ridiculously	time	
consuming.”	Another	interviewee	mentioned	that	it	usually	takes	them	between	one	to	two	
years	to	develop	a	new	piece,	including	undertaking	the	following	tasks:	research,	
development	of	script/dialogue,	costume	design/production,	materials	gathering,	and	A/V	
materials	development.	This	observation	supports	that	of	another	interviewee	who	
proposed	that	the	process	of	producing	performance	is	both	mentally	and	physically	
demanding:	“it	takes	a	lot	of	mental	time	thinking	through	things,	and	a	physical	time	if	you	
are	building	things	or	sourcing	things.”	
	
Another	interviewed	artist	highlighted	the	difficulty	of	assessing	the	amount	of	time	spent	
on	the	development	of	new	projects	given	that	artists	are	usually	working	on	multiple	
projects	at	a	time	and	are	“always	working.”	This	artist	further	posited	the	difficulty	of	
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quantifying	time	spent	developing	a	work	in	the	case	of	long-term	projects	that	unfold	over	
several	years.	When	asked	to	evaluate	the	adequacy	of	fees	received	for	long-term	projects	
in	relation	to	the	amount	of	time	invested	in	producing	the	works,	the	artist	declared:	“it’s	
terrible,	but	I’m	not	really	interested	in	making	money.	I’m	interested	in	making	art.”	The	
interviewee	further	posited	that,	in	the	end,	it	is	the	artist	that	ultimately	makes	a	decision	
to	go	forward	with	a	project	that	they	know	will	create	an	imbalance	between	the	time	and	
energy	invested	on	their	part,	and	the	fees	they	receive	to	present	the	work.	The	
interviewee	underscored	the	fact	that	it	is	a	decision	the	artist	needs	to	make	willingly:	“I	
could	say	no.”		
	
Relational	and	Infiltrative	Practices	
The	aforementioned	comment	was	echoed	by	a	number	of	interviewees	who	engage	in	
relational	and/or	infiltrative	practices.	An	interviewee	mentioned:	“My	‘real-world’	work	is	
where	I	lose	money	because	I	might	be	in	situations	where	I’m	performing	every	day	for	a	
month.”	Effectively,	the	time-consuming	aspect	of	these	types	of	practices	was	identified	by	
a	number	of	interviewees	as	a	complicating	factor	in	terms	of	assessing	the	adequacy	of	fees	
received	for	projects	with	high	demands	on	the	artist’s	time	commitment.	Effectively,	
durational	and/or	infiltrative	practices	that	result	in	projects	necessitating	the	artist’s	
sustained	engagement	over	a	long	period	of	time	blur	boundaries	between	what	constitutes	
production	time	and	presentation	time.	In	performance,	the	act	of	presentation	always	
simultaneously	entails	the	act	of	production,	for	a	work	is	only	ever	fully	produced	via	its	
presentation.	However,	this	particular	conundrum	is	amplified	in	the	case	of	durational	
works	that	infiltrate	everyday	contexts	and	sites.	In	the	case	of	these	types	of	practices,	it	
can	become	difficult	to	draw	the	line	between	what	constitutes	production	time	and	non-
production	time	(or	activities)	as	well	as	presentation	time	and	non-presentation	time	(or	
activities).	In	these	cases,	interviewees	highlighted	the	inherent	problematic	of	
quantification,	both	in	terms	of	time	invested	in	production	and	presentation	activities	and	
in	terms	of	remuneration	that	would	adequately	account	for	this	time	investment.		
	
Production	Elements	
	
Research	and	Development	
A	number	of	interviewees	identified	research	as	an	important	element	of	their	performance	
production	process.	This	may	entail	project-specific	activities	that	contribute	to	the	
development	of	a	particular	work,	including:	reading,	writing,	drawing,	sketching,	scripting,	
and	travelling	to	accomplish	research	onsite,	developing	performance	props	and	costumes,	
sourcing	materials,	and	developing	the	audio-visual	elements	of	a	performance.	More	
generally,	research	may	also	entail	a	sustained	engagement	with	practices,	concepts,	
histories,	and	communities	as	part	of	the	ongoing	development	of	an	artists’	practice.	Some	
of	these	activities	may	not	be	readily	apparent	as	constituting	research	or	training.	For	
example,	an	interviewee	mentioned	the	processual	importance	of	engaging	in	“everyday	
activities”	such	as	reading,	writing,	and	walking	in	the	ongoing	development	of	their	work.	
This	artist	explained	that	“one	might	take	classes	or	do	sessions	that	otherwise	seem	like	
the	stuff	of	everyday	life	but,	contribute	quite	directly	to	the	‘skills’	involved	in	
performance-making:	somatic	work	and	practices	around	mindfulness,	i.e.	yoga,	
Feldenkrais,	meditation,	etc.”	
	
Project-based	research	was	identified	as	particularly	important	for	artists	whose	work	is	
site-specific	or	context-specific.	Interviewees	spoke	of	the	necessity	to	undertake	
preliminary	research	about	the	site	and	cultural	context	in	which	a	work	will	be	presented	
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and	highlighted	the	resource-consuming	process	of	developing/adapting	materials	for	the	
presentation	of	a	work	in	a	particular	context.	Speaking	about	the	process	by	which	one	of	
their	site-specific	works	changes	and	evolves	every	time	it	is	presented,	an	interviewee	
noted	the	primary	role	that	research	plays	in	their	practice.	Discussing	the	ways	in	which	
this	particular	work	is	grounded	in	an	understanding	of	the	context	in	which	it	is	presented,	
the	artist	described	how	the	presentation	of	this	work	in	a	new	context	necessitates	the	
production	of	new	materials,	which	are	drawn	from	archival	research.	As	such,	the	artist	
underscored	the	fact	that	presenting	new	versions	of	this	work	necessitates	a	lot	of	support,	
which	presenting	institutions	are	not	always	able	to	provide.		
	
A	number	of	interviewees	mentioned	that	undertaking	research-intensive	work	was	
facilitated	through	an	affiliation	with	a	university	or	a	university	gallery.	Interviewees	
mentioned	that,	in	general,	universities	are	well	positioned	to	understand	and	facilitate	
research	needs.	Further,	this	affiliation	may	enable	artists	to	benefit	from	opportunities	to	
work	with	students	and	access	funding	through	the	Social	Sciences	and	Humanities	
Research	Council	(SSHRC).	
	
Preparation	and	Rehearsal	in	the	Presentation	Space	
As	discussed	above,	only	a	few	of	the	artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	project	identified	
rehearsal	as	an	important	part	of	their	production	process.	However,	most	interviewees	
acknowledged	the	importance	of	having	access	to	the	presentation	space	in	advance	to	
prepare	and/or	rehearse	their	performance	and	set	up	props,	equipment,	materials,	
backdrops,	etc.	Interviewees	also	highlighted	the	importance	of	artists	being	able	to	benefit	
from	a	technical	rehearsal,	if	need	be,	prior	to	the	presentation	of	their	work	to	run	through	
lighting,	audio,	and	projection	requirements	for	example.		
	
A	number	of	interviewees	mentioned	that	presenters	often	do	not	consider	these	aspects	
when	scheduling	performance	and	denounced	the	fact	that	artists	often	do	not	benefit	from	
enough	preparation	time	in	the	space	and/or	do	not	receive	fees	for	the	work	they	do	in	the	
space	in	preparation	of	their	performance.	An	interviewee	noted	“the	more	time	I	can	spend	
in	the	space	the	better.”	Accordingly,	they	mentioned	that,	when	participating	in	a	festival,	
they	ask	for	their	performance	to	be	scheduled	at	a	later	date	so	as	to	get	a	sense	of	the	
presentation	space,	local	conditions	and	audience.	Another	interviewee	proposed	that	
artists	should	be	given	as	much	prep	time	for	performance	as	they	normally	would	for	an	
exhibition.	Emphasizing	the	fact	that	“you	don’t	just	show	up,”	the	artist	mentioned	that	
presenters	usually	build	installation	time	into	their	exhibition	schedule	but	that	this	is	not	
necessarily	the	case	when	it	comes	to	performance.	Another	interviewee	described	
preparation	time	in	the	space	in	advance	of	presenting	a	performance	as	“something	you	
have	to	push	for,	to	demand,	and	it	certainly	creates	a	budgetary	constraint.”	The	artist	
further	mentioned	that	installation	fees	for	exhibitions	are	something	that	have	been	
established	and	fought	for,	but	that	this	is	not	the	case	for	performance:	“there	is	less	of	an	
appreciation	for	what’s	involved	in	doing	performance.”	
	
Coordination	and	Administration	
A	number	of	interviewees	highlighted	the	importance	of	administrative-type	work	in	the	
maintenance	of	their	practice.	This	work	involves:	corresponding	with	the	
producer/presenter	and	negotiating	fees,	material	and	equipment	needs,	technical	support,	
promotional	support;	recruiting,	coordinating,	and	communicating	with	collaborators,	
performers,	and	community	members;	applying	for	funding/raising	money;	and	booking	
one’s	travel	and	accommodations.	Other	ongoing	tasks	include:	maintaining	one’s	archives;	
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documenting	or	coordinating	the	documentation	of	one’s	work;	and	developing	and	
maintaining	self-marketing	tools	such	as	websites	and	social	media	platforms.	Most	
interviewees	described	this	type	of	work	as	requiring	significant	time	and	energy	
investments	on	their	parts.				
	
Residencies	
Interviewees	identified	residencies	as	constituting	important	institutional	contexts	through	
which	to	sustain	their	performance	practices.	These	contexts	mostly	provide	artists	with	
production	support	(time,	space,	financial	and/or	material	resources)	to	develop	new	work	
and	undertake	research,	often	in	an	environment	other	than	the	artist’s	usual	working	
and/or	living	situation.	Interviewees	indicated	that,	for	the	most	part,	they	do	not	
undertake	residencies	that	charge	artists	for	their	participation—some	interviewees	
indicated	that	they	cannot	afford	to	“take	themselves”	on	such	residencies.	Rather,	
interviewees	discussed	the	benefits	of	completing	residencies	that	provide	artists	with	
financial	support	in	addition	to	production	space/equipment	and	lodging.	Residencies	
undertaken	in	the	context	of	universities	were	identified	by	certain	interviewees	as	
providing	artists	with	particularly	good	working	conditions	and	financial	support.	
Discussing	their	experience	completing	a	residency	in	a	university	context	(it	should	be	
noted	that	the	residency	was	not	accomplished	through	a	university	gallery,	but	rather	
through	a	given	faculty),	an	interviewee	declared:	“I’ve	never	received	that	much	money	in	
one	shot	to	just	be	an	artist	and	make	work!”	Other	identified	benefits	of	university-based	
residencies	include	having	access	to	production	and	research	resources,	having	parallel	
opportunities	to	give	lectures	and	artists’	talks,	and	being	able	to	present	work	as	an	
outcome	of	the	residency.	It	should	be	noted	however	that	some	interviewees	experienced	
challenges	negotiating	additional	compensation	for	the	presentation	of	performance	in	the	
context	of	such	residencies.		
	

3.3.2 Costs Associated with Performance Practices 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	costs	associated	with	their	performance	
practices.	
	
A	majority	(50%+)	of	respondents	selected	the	following	options:	
Materials	/	props	 79.17%	
Photo	and	video	documentation	 76.67%	
Travel	and	accommodation	costs	to	present	my	
work	 74.17%	
Access	to	equipment	 58.33%	
Professional	development	costs	(participating	in	
residencies,	workshops,	and	conferences)	 58.33%	
Paying	collaborators	/	performers	 55.83%	
	
28.33%	of	respondents	selected	“access	to	a	rehearsal	space”	and	14.17%	of	respondents	
selected	“other.”		
	
Other	pertinent	responses	include:	networking	costs,	research	costs	(including	purchasing	
books	and	attending	symposiums,	exhibitions,	and	performances),	marketing	and	
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communication	activities	(website	costs	and	promotional	costs),	technical	services	
(including	hiring	specialized	technicians),	and	costs	associated	with	wellness	and	health.	
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Interviewees	were	asked	to	discuss	costs	associated	with	their	performance	practices.	
While	these	vary	from	project	to	project	and	are	dependent	on	artists’	engagement	with	
specific	practices,	certain	trends	can	be	extracted	from	the	conversations	had	with	
interviewees.	
	
Material	costs	can	present	significant	expenses	for	performance	artists,	particularly	if	
presenters	do	not	contribute	a	budget	toward	these	materials.	When	discussing	the	use	of	
materials	in	their	performance	practices,	interviewees	made	a	distinction	between	one-
time-use	materials	that	are	“expendable	and	that	the	artist	will	consume	during	the	
performance,”	and	materials	that	the	artist	will	be	able	to	reuse.	Interviewees	proposed	that	
presenters	should	cover	costs	associated	with	the	first	type	of	materials.	Effectively,	
interviewees	pleaded	for	presenters	to	provide	a	materials	budget	for	items	that	are	
essential	to	a	performance	and	that	the	artist	will	be	unable	to	recuperate	after	presenting	
the	performance	(examples	include	perishable	items	such	as	flowers	and	food,	items	
consumed	or	dispersed	during	the	performance,	and	items	given	out	to	audience	members).	
Interviewees	mentioned	that	if	presenters	do	not	contribute	a	budget	toward	non-enduring	
materials,	the	artist	often	ends	up	having	to	use	a	significant	portion	of	their	artist	fee	to	
cover	costs	associated	with	these	items.	Interviewees	provided	examples	of	situations	in	
which	they	had	not	been	provided	with	a	materials	budget,	which	contributed	to	reducing	
their	overall	remuneration	for	a	given	project	or	made	them	decide	against	presenting	a	
particular	work	in	a	particular	context.		
	
A	budget	provided	by	presenters	for	non-enduring	performance	expenses	could	be	
compared	to	an	installation	materials	budget,	which	galleries	usually	account	for	when	
programming	visual	art	exhibitions.	In	this	sense,	interviewees	remarked	that	presenters	
who	are	used	to	working	with	performance	artists	are	more	likely	to	understand	and	
apprehend	the	need	for	an	ephemeral	materials	budget	or	be	more	willing	to	accommodate	
this	budget	if	the	artist	requests	it.	On	this	note,	interviewees	recounted	positive	
experiences	in	which	presenters	offered	material	budgets	upfront,	accommodated	the	
artist’s	request	of	a	material	budget,	or	reimbursed	the	artist’s	material	expenses	after	the	
fact.		
	
Remunerating	collaborators,	to	whom	creative	work	is	outsourced,	can	also	constitute	an	
important	expense	for	performance	artists.	The	term	collaborator	is	used	here	to	describe	a	
professional	who	contributes	their	creative	services	toward	the	presentation	or	production	
of	a	work	without	having	authorship	over	that	work.	It	is	important	to	distinguish	this	type	
of	collaborative	relationship	from	a	joint	authorship	collaborative	model,	such	as	that	
characterizing	the	work	or	an	artists’	collective,	which	is	discussed	later	in	the	report	(see	
section	4.2.1	Payment	of	Performance	Presentation	Royalties:	Remuneration	of	Artists’	
Collectives).	Effectively,	interviewees	described	working	with	these	types	of	collaborators	
in	two	ways:	working	with	collaborators	who	are	involved	in	the	presentation	of	the	work	
(e.g.	hired	performers	or	musicians)	and	working	with	collaborators	who	are	involved	in	
producing	materials	and	props	used	for	the	performance	(e.g.	costume	makers,	sculptors,	
video	editors,	sound	artists,	etc).	Interviewees	mentioned	that	presenters	may	be	open	to	
providing	a	separate	presentation	fee	to	collaborators	directly	involved	in	the	presentation	
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of	the	work,	but	that	this	fee	usually	needs	to	be	specifically	negotiated	with	presenters.	
Interviewees	suggested	that	presenters	consider	budgeting	for	this	type	of	expense	
similarly	to	budgeting	for	expendable	performance	materials.	Interviewees	indicated	that,	if	
presenters	are	unwilling	or	unable	to	provide	a	presentation	fee	to	collaborators	in	addition	
to	the	performance	presentation	royalties	provided	to	the	artist,	costs	associated	with	
remunerating	collaborators	becomes	an	out-of-pocket	expense	for	the	performance	artist.	
Similarly,	remunerating	collaborators	for	the	production	of	performance	materials	is,	more	
often	than	not,	an	expense	that	is	incumbent	on	the	artist.	Effectively,	interviewees	
indicated	paying	for	these	expenses	out	of	pocket	or	through	production	grants	in	cases	
other	than	commissions.		
	
An	interviewee	pointed	to	the	fact	that	this	situation	puts	them	in	a	position	where	they	
often	do	not	remunerate	collaborators	enough:	“I	don’t	like	not	paying	people	but	I	don’t	
pay	them	nearly	as	much	as	what	they	need	to	be	paid.	I	would	really	like	to	pay	them	what	
they	should	be	paid.”	Another	interviewee	echoed	this	comment	by	stating:	“having	a	little	
bit	of	money	to	do	art	and	pay	people	can	go	a	very	long	way	because	often	collaborators—
and	artists	in	general—do	the	work	because	they	are	committed	to	it,	even	if	they	are	not	
getting	paid	a	lot	for	it.”	Accordingly,	this	artist	emphasized	the	importance	of	remunerating	
collaborators	adequately	when	benefiting	from	a	production	grant:	“right	now	I	have	a	
grant	and	one	of	the	most	important	things	when	you	have	a	grant	is	that	you	have	the	
opportunity	to	pay	your	collaborators,	often	because	they’ve	worked	for	you	for	free	for	a	
long	time.	This	is	your	opportunity	to	pay	them	and	it’s	your	job	to	pay	them	well.”		
	
A	number	of	interviewees	noted	the	necessity	for	performance	artists	to	present	work	in	
international	contexts	given	the	limited	presentation	opportunities	made	available	in	
Canada.	An	interviewee	compared	artists	to	migrant	workers	for	whom	travel	is	necessary	
to	produce	and	present	work.	Another	mentioned:	“as	a	performance	artist	you	really	have	
to	travel	and	it’s	not	like	you	can	have	an	exhibition	and	just	send	your	drawings	in	a	tube	
or	something.	You	have	to	be	there	with	the	work	for	a	period	of	time.”	In	this	context,	
travel	costs	can	represent	significant	expenses	for	artists,	particularly	given	that	most	
international	festivals	and	residency	programs	do	not	provide	financial	support	for	travel.	
Interviewees	remarked	that,	whereas	most	international	initiatives	are	likely	to	provide	
artists	with	meals	and	accommodations	for	the	duration	of	the	festival	or	residency,	few	
support	costs	associated	with	travel	and/or	provide	artists	with	presentation	fees.	
Accordingly,	artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	research,	who	are	active	on	international	
circuits,	highlighted	the	importance	of	travel	grants	in	sustaining	their	practices.	A	number	
of	interviewees	proposed	that,	without	access	to	this	type	of	funding,	they	would	be	unable	
to	undertake	international	projects.		
	
Other	significant	expenses	discussed	by	interviewees	include:	costs	associated	with	
acquiring	and	maintaining	equipment	and	administrative	tools	(computers,	software,	hard	
drive,	cameras,	etc.);	access	to	research	materials	including	books,	archival	documents,	and	
other	textual	documents;	functional	equipment	such	as	specific	clothing	required	for	
projects;	access	to	a	studio	space,	rehearsal	space,	or	other	production	space	(e.g.	studio	
space	to	shoot	video	footage,	dance	rehearsal	space,	community	gathering	space,	etc.),	and	
expenses	characteristic	of	site-specific	projects	such	as	acquiring	liability	insurance	or	
permits	to	document	work	in	public	space.	Costs	related	to	documentation	can	also	
represent	significant	expenses	for	artists,	who	sometime	must	hire	a	photographer	or	
videographer	to	document	a	performance	if	presenters	do	not	provide	documentation	
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services	or	adequate	documentation	services	(see	section	5.1	Considerations	for	
Performance	Documentation).		

3.3.3 Financial Support for Production 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	sources	of	funding	through	which	they	had	
supported	their	performance	practice	over	the	last	3	years.	
	
Respondents	selected	the	following	options	in	greater	proportions	(25%+),	in	order	of	
importance:	
Financial	support	offered	through	presenting	institutions	 49.17%	
Self-funded	through	employment	income	—	other	 48.33%	
Self-funded	through	professional	artists’	fees	 46.67%	
Self-funded	through	employment	income	—	teaching	/	
workshops	/	arts	education	 40.83%	
Grants	to	professional	artists	—	Provincial	/	territorial	
arts	councils	 36.67%	
Grants	to	professional	artists	—	Canada	Council	for	the	
Arts	 25.00%	
	
Respondents	selected	the	following	options	in	lesser	proportions	(>25%),	in	order	of	
importance:		
Grants	to	professional	artists	—	Municipal	/	regional	arts	
councils	 21.67%	
Self-funded	through	employment	income	—	in	artistic	
institution	

20.00%	

Self-funded	through	sale	of	artistic	works	 17.50%	
Grants	to	professional	artists	—	other	sources	 11.67%	
	
15%	of	respondents	selected	“other.”	Other	pertinent	responses	include:	borrowed	money,	
partner’s	income	and	child	benefits,	pension	benefits,	scholarships	and	bursaries,	crowd	
funding,	and	international	grants.		
	
Observations:	
Financial	support	offered	through	presenting	institutions	was	selected	by	nearly	50%	of	
respondents.		
	
Self-funding	options	corresponding	to	revenues	drawn	from	artists’	fees,	income	from	
employment	outside	of	artistic	institutions,	and	employment	income	from	
teaching/educational	activities	were	selected	in	greater	proportions	than	income	from	
employment	in	artistic	institutions	and	income	from	the	sale	of	artistic	works.	
	
Regarding	grants	to	professional	artists	options,	respondents	selected	grants	from	
provincial/territorial	arts	councils	in	greater	proportions	than	grants	from	the	Canada	
Council	for	the	Arts.		
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Comparative	analysis	of	responses	based	on	respondents’	self-identified	characteristics:	
	
Legend:		
+:	Greater	proportions	than	overall	respondent	selection	
-:	Lesser	proportions	than	overall	respondent	selection	
=:	Similar	proportions	to	overall	respondent	selection	(rounded)	
	

	

Emerging	 Mid-
Career	

Established	 	 Equity-
Seeking	
Groups	

Artists’	
Collectives	

Grants	to	professional	
artists	—	Canada	
Council	for	the	Arts	

-		
	
	

+	 -	 	 +	 +	

Grants	to	professional	
artists	—	Provincial	/	
territorial	arts	councils	

-	 +	 -		 	 +	 -	

Grants	to	professional	
artists	—	Municipal	/	
regional	arts	councils	

+	 +	 -		 	 +	 +	

Grants	to	professional	
artists	—	other	
sources	

N/A	 +	 -	 	 +	 N/A	

Financial	support	
offered	through	
presenting	institutions	

+	 +		 -		 	 +	 +	

Self-funded	through	
professional	artists’	
fees	

-	 +		 -		 	 +	 +	

Self-funded	through	
sale	of	artistic	works	

-	 -		 +	 	 -	 N/A	

Self-funded	through	
employment	income	
—	in	artistic	
institution	

+		 +		 -	 	 =	 +	

Self-funded	through	
employment	income	
—	teaching	/	
workshops	/	arts	
education	

-		 +		 =	 	 +	 -	

Self-funded	through	
employment	income	
—	other	

+	 +	 -		 	 =	 -	

Other	(please	specify)	 -	 -	 +	 	 +	 +	
*Low	response	rates	from	representatives	of	artists’	collectives.	
	



	 23	

FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Most	artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	project	highlighted	the	importance	of	deriving	
income	from	sources	other	than	artists’	fees	to	sustain	themselves	financially.	Effectively,	
most	interviewees	addressed	the	necessity	of	maintaining	full-time	or	part-time	
employment,	or	of	deriving	income	from	self-employment,	in	order	to	sustain	their	
practices.	An	interviewee	mentioned:	“sustaining	my	practice,	if	I	didn’t	have	a	full-time	job,	
would	not	be	possible.	If	we’re	talking	financially.”	Another	supported	this	idea	by	stating:	“I	
would	not	be	able	to	live	just	on	the	fees…	The	fees	help,	but	you’d	be	living	on	a	pretty	tight	
budget.	Although	I	know	some	artists	who	are	able	to	do	it	because	they	hustle	to	do	show	
after	show.”		
	
This	is	not	to	discount	the	important	role	played	by	artists’	fees.	As	an	interviewee	put	it,	
“it’s	about	hustling	to	get	out	there	and	get	gigs.”	Effectively,	numerous	interviewees	
highlighted	the	importance	of	artists’	fees,	including	fees	other	than	exhibition	and	
performance	presentation	royalties,	in	sustaining	their	practice	more	globally.	Specifically,	
given	the	fact	that	exhibition	and	performance	presentation	royalties	are	sometimes	low,	
interviewees	emphasized	the	importance	of	installation	and	preparation	activities,	artists’	
talks	and	workshops,	and	reproduction	copyright	fees.	According	to	interviewees,	fees	
received	for	these	types	of	activities,	in	addition	to	presentation	fees,	can	significantly	
contribute	to	making	certain	projects	more	financially	viable.	An	interviewee	discussed	a	
recent	exhibition	and	performance	project	for	which	the	installation,	preparation,	and	
speaking	fees	they	received	amounted	to	more	money	than	the	exhibition	fees	they	
received.		
	
Interviewees	also	mentioned	the	importance	of	grants,	from	both	federal	and	provincial	
funding	bodies,	in	ensuring	the	sustainability	of	their	work.	As	discussed	above,	travel	
grants	play	an	important	role	in	enabling	artists	to	present	work	outside	of	Canada.	This	
type	of	funding	was	identified	as	critical	by	interviewed	artists,	considering	the	fact	that	
“artistically,	in	Canada,	you	have	a	pocket	of	possibilities.	You	don’t	usually	go	back	to	a	
venue	or	festival	where	you	have	already	performed.	I’ve	returned	to	a	festival	once,	with	a	
13-year	difference.”	Artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	research	indicated	having	generally	
been	successful	in	securing	travel	grants,	although	some	interviewees	discussed	
experiences	in	which	they	were	unable	to	present	a	project	due	to	their	inability	to	secure	
travel	funding.		
	
Production	grants	also	play	a	key	role	in	supporting	artists	in	the	development	of	new	work.	
An	interviewee	presented	the	following	statement:	“It’s	true	to	say	that	without	council	
funding,	it	would	have	been	impossible	to	maintain	my	practice	in	the	way	that	I	have	done	
it,”	because	“you	can’t	make	a	living	just	on	artist’s	fees.”	Most	artists	interviewed	as	part	of	
this	project	mentioned	having	been	relatively	successful	at	funding	projects	through	
production	grants	(federal	and	provincial),	either	as	individual	practitioners	or	in	
association	with	a	presenting	partner.	However,	some	interviewees	mentioned	having	had	
difficulty,	at	times,	securing	project	funding	based	on	the	type	of	work	they	were	doing,	
which,	may	not	have	been	in	conversation	with	other	practices	at	the	time	and/or	may	not	
have	been	understood	by	jury	members	less	familiar	with	performance.	As	an	interviewee	
put	it,	“it’s	more	difficult	to	get	grants	because	of	my	type	of	practice,	but	at	the	same	time,	
it’s	dependent	on	my	capacity	to	articulate	my	work.”	Other	interviewees	mentioned	that	
they	usually	only	apply	for	grants	if	they	are	not	able	to	sustain	their	practice	through	other	
income,	including	the	sale	of	works,	artists’	and	commissioning	fees,	and	arts-based	
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employment	income	(e.g.	teaching	and	arts	administration).	For	this	reason,	some	
interviewed	artists	had	only	received	a	limited	number	of	production	grants	in	their	
careers,	even	though	these	span	a	few	decades.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	discussed	the	
necessity	for	artists	to	not	rely	on	grant	funding	to	produce	work:	“not	having	a	grant	
should	never	prevent	you	from	making	work,	you	just	have	to	do	it	differently.”		
	

3.4 Sustainability of Performance Practices 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
The	following	comment	(reproduced	in	full	and	without	alterations)	encapsulates	a	number	
of	interrelated	issues	regarding	the	realities	of	production	processes,	presentation	contexts,	
and	remuneration	standards	that,	together,	impact	the	sustainability	of	a	performance	
practice.	The	quote	was	provided	in	response	to	a	survey	question	asking	respondents	to	
provide	feedback	on	minimum	recommended	performance	presentation	royalties	and/or	
fee	categories	for	performance.	
	
“It	depends	on	a	case-by-case	basis	what	the	major	stand-along	solo	performance	should	be.	
Performance	is	really	difficult	to	categorize.	I	have	often	been	paid	way	below	the	
recommended	rate.	Some	performances	involve	months	or	years	of	development,	many	
collaborators,	installation,	creation	of	sculpture,	integration	of	media.	This	is	why	I	don't	
just	define	myself	as	a	performance	artist.	I	utilize	drawing,	photography,	sculpture,	
installation,	public	art,	video,	and	everything	at	my	disposal	to	be	able	to	build	large-scale	
and	ongoing	projects	that	allow	my	ideas	to	evolve	in	different	ways.	At	the	root	is	
performance	but	I	could	also	be	categorized	as	a	site-responsive	environmental	artist,	visual	
artist,	photographer,	video	artist,	etc.	The	single	work	rate	is	low.	So	much	time	and	effort	
can	go	into	planning,	researching,	developing	a	performance	piece.	Perhaps	there	can	be	a	
way	to	integrate	payment	for	research?	I	am	not	sure	what	the	answer	is.	It	seems	ARCs	are	
great	at	paying	the	rates	but	it	is	pretty	hard	to	get	commercial	support	and	even	solo	
opportunities	where	you	are	not	part	of	a	line-up.	I	work	my	ass	off	for	every	opportunity	
and	put	so	much	into	it.	I	am	sure	I	am	making	$2/hr	by	the	end	of	it	all.	It	is	not	sustainable	
or	even	in	line	with	my	ethics	or	ideas	of	art	=	work	but	I	cannot	see	any	other	way	around	
it.	I	would	like	to	know	how	I	can	sell	my	performance	work	to	more	collections	(I	have	sold	
to	one	but	they	don't	even	see	it	as	a	performance,	it	is	photography	and	video).	On	the	one	
hand	I	like	that	there	is	so	much	possibility	but	why	do	I	have	to	create	a	commodity?	Isn't	
this	what	we	are	questioning	in	the	first	place	when	we	are	working	relationally	and	with	
publics	in	new	ways	as	well	as	ephemerally.”	[sic]		
	
Additional	responses	provided	to	the	survey’s	open-ended	concluding	question,	which	
asked	respondents	to	provide	additional	information/feedback,	further	detail	issues	
regarding	the	sustainability	of	performance	practices.	These	can	be	summarized	as	follows	
(for	complete	responses,	please	refer	to	Appendix	1:	Collated	Survey	Data):	

• A	number	of	respondents	addressed	issues	around	the	fact	that	performance	is	
undervalued	and	misunderstood.	This	translates	through	a	lack	of	presenting	
opportunities	(particularly	in	public	galleries	and	museums),	a	lack	of	funding	
opportunities,	a	lack	of	opportunities	for	performance	work	to	be	acquired	as	part	
of	collections,	and	a	lack	of	technical	support	provided	by	presenting	institutions.	
These	issues,	combined	with	low	fees	provided	to	artists	for	the	presentation	of	
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their	work,	result	in	artists	experiencing	challenges	financially	sustaining	their	
practices.		

• Further,	respondents	mentioned	the	difficulty	for	artists	to	develop	their	practices	
and	gain	professional	recognition	in	Canada.	In	particular,	one	respondent	pointed	
at	the	paradox	of	performance	artists	having	to	perform	in	international	contexts	in	
order	to	gain	professional	recognition	in	Canada	because	of	the	limited	
opportunities	to	present	performance	in	the	country.	Considering	that	performance	
artists	are	not	always	provided	fees	when	presenting	their	work	in	international	
contexts,	this	presents	a	further	challenge	for	the	sustainability	of	performance	
practices.		

	
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
The	question	of	the	“status”	of	performance	art,	as	it	relates	to	the	legitimacy	and	
sustainability	of	the	practice,	was	discussed	with	interviewed	artists.	Generally	speaking,	
interviewees	were	of	the	opinion	that	performance	is	still	fairly	misunderstood	as	a	practice	
even	though	it	has	become	more	“fashionable”	or	“trendy”	in	recent	years.	An	interviewee	
mentioned	that	there	is	a	much	greater	understanding	of	performance	today	than	30	years	
ago:	“now	it’s	part	of	the	conversation,	people	are	more	comfortable	with	it.”	However,	they	
went	on	to	argue	that	performance	still	lacks	legitimacy	in	the	art	world:	“I	think	the	
problem	is	that	we	are	still	fairly	misunderstood	as	a	form.	The	beauty	of	performance	is	
that	anybody	can	perform;	the	terrible	thing	about	performance	is	that	everybody	thinks	
they	can	perform	and	call	themselves	performance	artists.	I	don’t	mind	if	people	want	to	
take	a	crack	at	something,	but	I	don’t	feel	like	I	can	take	a	crack	at	painting	and	expect	to	be	
shown	at	a	local	gallery.	I	would	like	some	appreciation,	and	maybe	some	restraint	around	
the	use	of	performance.”	
	
Following	these	ideas,	interviewees	discussed	negative	aspects	of	performance’s	current	
trendiness	by	arguing	that	this	can	lead	to	artists	receiving	inadequate	support	from	
presenters	who	do	not	understand	artists’	needs.	A	number	of	interviewees	denounced	the	
fact	that	some	institutions	trivialize	performance	as	part	of	their	programming.	In	these	
cases,	interviewees	compared	the	programming	of	performance	as	a	“box	to	be	checked”	
without	institutions	developing	genuine	and	sustained	interest	in	presenting	performance.	
Discussing	this	situation,	an	interviewee	stated:	“I	think	there	are	some	programmers	and	
some	curators	out	there	that	just	have	this	attitude	toward	performance	art,	and	it’s	those	
people	that	I	really	think	need	to	stop	programming	performance	because	they	just	don’t	
have	the	understanding	and	I	think	the	respect	for	it.”	The	artist	further	mentioned:	“I	
appreciate	a	curator	who’ll	say	‘I	really	don’t	care	for	performance	art’	more	than	a	curator	
who’s	curating	because	it’s	a	trendy	thing.”		
	
Interviewees	also	denounced	the	fact	that	performance	is	not	well	supported	by	post-
secondary	educational	institutions	in	Canada,	in	terms	of	being	taught	at	that	level,	which	
further	contributes	to	devaluing	the	work	of	performance	artists.	Interviewees	argued	that	
educational	institutions	need	to	better	integrate	performance	in	their	curriculums	so	that,	
as	a	practice,	it	can	be	addressed	more	critically.	Effectively,	interviewed	artists	proposed	
that	there	is	a	lack	of	vocabulary	to	talk	about	performance	as	well	as	a	lack	of	writing	about	
performance.	An	interviewee	denounced	the	lack	of	criticality	around	performance	by	
stating:	“I	would	love	it	if	people	could	honestly	talk	about	performance,	like:	how	did	the	
artist	use	the	space?	How	did	the	artist	use	duration	or	time?	In	what	ways	do	their	body	
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and	voice	create	meaning?	Was	that	effective?	Was	there	texture?	Was	there	historical	
reference?	That	kind	of	level	of	conversation	that	we	don’t	have.”	
	
As	an	interviewee	put	it,	performance	has	always	been	the	“bratty	part	of	art.”	Because	the	
history	of	performance	has	been	about	rejecting	the	art	object	and	disavowing	traditional	
art	forms,	interviewees	argued	that	there	has	been	reluctance	to	legitimize	performance	
through	the	development	of	critical	writing	and	discourse	specific	to	the	practice.	This	may	
be	why,	according	to	some	interviewees,	performance	is	still	labelled	as	a	“new	thing”	even	
though	it	has	been	around	for	decades.	It	was	proposed	that	this	lack	of	critical	
understanding	of	performance	contributes	to	stigmatizing	the	practice	and,	in	the	case	of	
certain	types	of	performance	practices,	can	further	limit	opportunities	for	presenting	work.	
Speaking	about	their	engagement	with	performance	practice	based	in	actions	that	are	not	
readily	identifiable	as	artistic	actions,	an	interviewee	commented:	“this	choice	has	not	
always	been	gratifying,	easy,	or	rewarded,	but	there’s	a	sense	of	this	deep	commitment	to	
wanting	to	understand	something	about	this	particular	way	of	working	in	performance.”	
Discussing	how	this	practice	was	not	recognized	for	a	number	of	years	outside	of	the	artist’s	
localized	artistic	community,	the	interviewee	addressed	the	importance	of	having	made	
certain	decisions	throughout	the	development	of	their	career	despite	lack	of	support,	at	
times,	for	their	work.	Looking	back	at	their	career	trajectory,	the	artist	stated:	“sometimes	
rewards	aren’t	immediate	either.	I	don’t	regret	any	of	those	choices	because	work	can	
happen	and	it	can	have	an	impact	2,	4,	10,	15	years	later…	I’m	seeing	now	how	important	
and	fruitful	so	many	of	these	decisions	were	to	further	research,	to	further	moments	and	
practice	that	came	later.”	Following	these	ideas,	another	interviewee	addressed	the	
evolution	of	the	practice:	“performance	isn’t	going	anywhere,	it’s	evolving.	The	types	of	
things	called	performance	are	always	evolving,	but	as	a	practice	of	course	it’s	going	to	
continue.	And	it’s	going	to	continue	to	cause	concerns	around	what	do	we	call	this	particular	
gesture	that	an	artist	is	doing	in	order	to	figure	out	how	to	fund	it	or	remunerate	it	or	value	
it.”	
	
It	is	important	to	note	that	a	number	of	interviewees	denounced	the	fact	that	the	
CARFAC/RAAV	Fee	Schedule	structure	reinforces	the	idea	that	performance	is	less	valuable	
and	demanding	than	other	art	forms.	Effectively,	interviewees	proposed	that	minimum	
recommended	fees	for	performances	presented	in	the	context	of	a	festival	or	evening	of	
multiple	performances	are	too	low,	which	contributes	to	devaluing	the	work	of	
performance	artists.	Interviewees’	evaluation	of	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	is	further	discussed	in	section	6.2	Evaluation	of	CARFAC/RAAV	
Minimum	Recommended	Performance	Presentation	Royalties.		
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4 Institutional Support 
	

4.1 Presentation Contexts 
	

4.1.1 Presentation Spaces and Events 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Types	of	Spaces/Institutions	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	institutions/spaces	in	which	they	presented	
performance	in	a	live	context	in	the	last	3	years.	
	
A	majority	(50%+)	of	respondents	selected	the	following	institutions/spaces	(in	order	of	
importance):	
Site-specific	/	public	space	 66.04%	
Artist-run	centre	 64.15%	
	
Between	25%	and	50%	of	respondents	selected	the	following	institutions/spaces	(in	order	
of	importance):	
Public	gallery	 38.68%	
University	or	college	art	gallery	 38.68%	
Educational	institution	 33.96%	
Theatre	/	black	box	 31.13%	
A	space	whose	primary	purpose	was	not	tied	to	
artistic	activities	(e.g.	bar,	café,	theatre	lobby,	
etc.)	

30.19%	

	
Less	than	25%	of	respondents	selected	the	following	institutions/spaces	(in	order	of	
importance):	
Museum	 21.70%	
Community	centre	 18.87%	
Live-streamed	to	online	platform	 17.92%	
A	space	I	/	my	collective	rented	 15.09%	
Commercial	gallery	 11.32%	
	
15.09%	of	respondents	selected	“other.”	Other	pertinent	responses	include:	public	art	
program,	residency	spaces,	and	private	spaces.	
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Types	of	Events	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	events	through	which	they	presented	
performance	in	a	live	context	in	the	last	3	years.	
	
A	majority	(50%+)	of	respondents	selected	the	following	events	(in	order	of	importance):	
Event	in	which	multiple	performances	by	
multiple	artists	/	collectives	were	scheduled	 66.04%	
	
Between	25%	and	50%	of	respondents	selected	the	following	events	(in	order	of	
importance):	
As	part	of	a	group	exhibition	 49.06%	
Performance	art	festival	 48.11%	
Art	festival	(not	performance-specific)	 45.28%	
Residency	/	workshop	 45.28%	
Event	in	which	my	/	my	collective’s	
performance	was	the	only	one	scheduled	

39.62%	

In	addition	to	a	solo	exhibition	 38.68%	
Conference	/	colloquium	 26.42%	
	
12.26%	of	respondents	selected	“other.”	Other	pertinent	responses	include:	self-organized	
events,	student	events,	interventions/infiltrations,	private	events,	and	artists’	talks.	
	
Comparative	analysis	in	relation	to	existing	CARFAC/RAAV	performance	presentation	
royalty	categories:	

• Respondents	selected	“as	part	of	a	group	exhibition”	in	greater	proportions	than	“in	
addition	to	a	solo	exhibition.”	

• Respondents	selected	“event	in	which	multiple	performances	by	multiple	artists/	
• collectives	were	scheduled”	in	greater	proportions	than	“event	in	which	my/my	

collective’s	performance	was	the	only	one	scheduled.”	
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
 
Artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	research	had	experience	presenting	performance	in	
varied	institutional	contexts,	from	underground	DIY	initiatives	to	the	National	Gallery	of	
Canada.	Based	on	these	interviews,	it	can	be	inferred	that	most	types	of	visual	arts	
institutions	engage	in	the	presentation	of	performance,	and	that	artists	move	fluidly	
between	these	contexts	to	present	their	work.	Interviewees	indicated	that,	while	there	are	
still	fewer	opportunities	to	present	performance	than	other	types	of	visual/media	practices,	
they	had	seen	a	significant	increase	in	these	opportunities	over	the	development	of	their	
careers.	Interviewees	highlighted	shifts	in	presentation	cultures	for	performance	within	
different	institutional	contexts,	including	a	growing	number	of	performance	festivals,	
increased	opportunities	to	present	performance	in	gallery	environments,	and	expanded	
engagement	with	performance	in	site-specific	contexts	(e.g.	infiltrative	practice,	furtive	
practice,	social	practice).	Overall,	these	shifts	were	identified	as	positive	by	interviewees	
given	that	they	have	expanded	not	only	the	scope	of	venues	and	events	through	which	
performance	artists	can	present	work,	but	also	the	ways	in	which	artists	can	conceive	of	
presenting	this	work	beyond	a	“standardized	20-minute	presentation	format,”	which	is	
typically	associated	with	evenings	of	multiple	performances	and	certain	festival	contexts.		
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Interviewees	spoke	of	their	experience	presenting	performance	in	specific	institutional	
contexts	and	discussed	the	level	of	support	they	received	when	working	in	these	contexts.	
Numerous	interviewees	spoke	of	negative	experiences	working	with	presenters	that	had	
limited	engagement	with	performance	and	little	understanding	of	the	specificities	of	the	
medium.	In	these	contexts,	interviewees	indicated	having	had	difficulty	negotiating	their	
needs	with	presenters,	not	receiving	adequate	technical	assistance	or	other	assistance	on	
site,	not	being	compensated	fairly,	and/or	feeling	like	their	work	was	not	respected	as	much	
as	that	of	other	artists.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	shared:	“there	are	a	few	presenters	that	
I	know	I’ll	never	work	with	again	because	they	didn’t	know	what	they	were	doing.	They	
weren’t	on	the	ball	and	there	was	nothing	helpful	about	it.”	Effectively,	interviewees	
indicated	that	the	downside	of	artists	benefitting	from	increased	opportunities	to	present	
their	work	is	that	these	opportunities	may	be	offered	by	presenters	unfamiliar	with	the	
specific	needs	of	performance	artists.	An	interviewee	discussed	the	impact	of	inadequate	
support	provided	by	such	institutions:	“I	feel	that	way	a	lot	of	the	time	[that	presenters	are	
not	providing	the	support	they	should	be	providing].	I’ve	been	practicing	for	a	long	time	and	
if	the	work	is	valued	then	they	need	to	value	it…	I	would	like	to	see	the	work	supported	in	a	
way	that	I	am	able	to	see	the	work	unfold	the	way	I	want	to	do	it.”	Another	interviewed	
artist	echoed	this	sentiment	by	stating	that	sometimes	it’s	not	worth	it	for	the	artist	to	do	a	
performance	in	a	context	without	enough	support.	They	further	proposed	that	in	such	
context,	the	artist’s	performance	becomes	a	“notch	in	the	belt	of	the	presenter”	as	opposed	
to	a	genuine	and	sustained	engagement	with	the	practice.		
	
As	a	general	rule,	interviewees	indicated	having	been	better	supported	when	presenting	
work	in	artist-run	centres,	performance	festivals,	and	smaller	galleries	than	in	larger	
institutions	and	museums.	The	main	reasons	identified	are	that	the	first	types	of	institutions	
are	more	flexible	in	their	programming,	have	a	long	engagement	with	performance	and	
therefore	understand	the	idiosyncrasies	of	the	medium,	and/or	are	more	readily	available	
to	accommodate	artists’	specific	needs	and	work	with	them	to	support	the	realization	of	
their	vision.	An	interviewee	stated:	“the	best	conditions	I	have	had	are	with	artist-run	
centres	and	smaller	public	galleries.	I	would	say	that	working	with	big	institutions	tends	to	
be	more	programmatic.”	Another	interviewee	echoed	this	comment	by	addressing	spatial	
constraints	put	on	artists	when	working	with	certain	types	of	institutions:	“festivals	have	
more	leeway	to	provide	you	with	the	sort	of	space	you	would	need	for	your	performance.	
Artist-run	centres	are	the	same,	they’re	a	bit	more	flexible.	Galleries,	public	art	galleries,	
want	you	to	be	in	the	gallery.”	Interviewees	further	indicated	that,	in	many	cases,	working	
with	a	curator/director	who	is	invested	in	performance	is	key	to	obtaining	optimal	support.	
An	interviewee	posited:	“when	I’ve	worked	with	curators	who	are	performance	artists	or	
directors	who	are	performance	artists,	they	seem	to	know	how	to	do	it	because	they	are	
performance	artists	themselves.”	Further,	interviewees	spoke	of	positive	experiences	
working	with	presenters	who	were	able	to	provide	curatorial	support	in	addition	to	other	
types	of	support—curatorial	support	here	understood	as	ongoing	dialogue	between	the	
presenter	and	the	artist	beyond	spatial	and	technical	considerations.		
	
An	interviewee	indicated	having	mostly	received	curatorial	support	when	presenting	
performance	in	the	context	of	an	artist-run	centre	or	smaller	gallery,	rather	than	in	the	
context	of	a	festival	because	of	the	limitations	of	the	festival	structure.	This	remark	connects	
with	that	of	a	number	of	interviewees	who	pointed	to	the	limitations	inherent	to	the	festival	
format,	including	having	to	accommodate	the	event’s	time-based	and	spatial	constraints,	
benefitting	from	less	personalized	tech	support,	having	to	respond	to	a	call	or	thematic,	and	
having	limited	engagement	with,	or	knowledge	of,	the	community	in	which	the	event	is	
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presented.	An	interviewee	presented	the	limitations	of	the	festival	structure	as	follows:	“the	
festival	format	tends	to	be	very	set	in	terms	of	what	one	is	able	to	do.	Most	festivals	I’m	
thinking	of	are	festivals	in	which	you’d	be	travelling	to	another	city,	so	obviously	you’re	only	
there	for	a	limited	time,	there’s	restrictions	around	the	venue	you’re	going	to	use	and	that	
sort	of	thing.	It’s	very	much	an	in-and-out	kind	of	situation,	so	it’s	often	a	different	kind	of	
performance…	it’s	a	different	kind	of	demand	on	what	you	do	as	an	artist.”	Further,	other	
interviewees	spoke	of	the	problematic	status	of	the	performance	artist	who	is	catapulted	
into	a	new	environment	for	a	limited	period	of	time	to	take	part	in	a	festival	(or	residency).	
Referring	to	their	experience	presenting	work	in	international	contexts,	an	interviewee	
shared:	“I	have	challenges	around	feeling	like	an	‘art	tourist’	so	I	haven’t	gone	to	some	
places	because	I	just	don’t	understand	my	political	and	economic	role,	or	I	don’t	feel	
comfortable	enough	with	the	role	I	imagine	I	will	have.”	Nevertheless,	it	is	important	to	note	
that	interviewees	highlighted	the	role	played	by	performance	festivals	in	sustaining	the	
performance	art	ecology	in	Canada.	Interviewed	artists	also	spoke	highly	of	the	support	
they	received	from	certain	Canadian	performance	festivals	due	to	the	fact	that	these	
presenters	are	specialized	in	performance	and	therefore	understand	and	anticipate	the	
idiosyncratic	needs	of	artists	who	engage	in	this	medium.		
 

4.1.2 Presentation/Institutional Support Opportunities 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Number	of	Opportunities	to	present	Performance	in	a	Live	Context	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	estimate	the	number	of	paid	and	unpaid	opportunities	
they	had	had	to	present	performance	in	a	live	context	over	the	last	3	years.	
	
	 Paid	Opportunities	 Unpaid	Opportunities	
Average*	 8.89	 4.27	
Range	*	 1-50	 1-50	
*Excluding	outliers.	
	
Satisfaction	with	Number	of	Opportunities	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	rate	their	satisfaction	regarding	the	performance-related	
opportunities	they	had	had	over	the	last	3	years	(possible	responses:	not	satisfied,	
somewhat	satisfied,	satisfied,	very	satisfied,	N/A).	
	
Overall,	respondents	indicated	low	levels	of	satisfaction	with	all	types	of	opportunities.	
Respondents	indicated	higher	levels	of	satisfaction	with	the	following	types	of	
opportunities:	

• Present	live	performance	in	Canada	
• Have	performance-based	work	acquired	as	part	of	public	or	private	collections	

	
Type	of	Opportunity	 Level	of	Satisfaction*	

Present	live	performance	in	Canada	 Somewhat	satisfied	to	satisfied	
Present	live	performance	internationally	 Somewhat	satisfied	(rounded	up)	
Be	commissioned	to	produce	
performance-based	work	

Somewhat	satisfied	to	not	satisfied	
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Have	performance-based	work	acquired	
as	part	of	public	or	private	collections	

Not	satisfied	to	satisfied	

Participate	in	performance	residencies/	
workshops	

Somewhat	satisfied	to	satisfied	

Have	your	performance-based	work	
written	about	or	reviewed	

Somewhat	satisfied	(rounded	up)	

*Based	on	weighted	averages	excluding	“N/A”	responses.	
	
Comparative	analysis	of	responses	based	on	respondents’	self-identified	characteristics	
(based	on	weighted	averages	excluding	“N/A”	responses.):	
	
Legend:		
+:	Greater	satisfaction	than	overall	respondent	selection	
-:	Lesser	satisfaction	than	overall	respondent	selection	
=:	Similar	proportions	to	overall	respondent	selection	(rounded)	
H:	Highest	levels	of	satisfaction	for	given	respondent	group		
L:	Lowest	levels	of	satisfaction	for	given	respondent	group		
	

	

Emerging	 Mid-
Career	

Established	 	 Equity-
Seeking	
Groups	

Artists’	
Collectives*	

Present	live	
performance	in	
Canada	

	
-	

+	 +	/H	 	 -	 -	

Present	live	
performance	
internationally	

-	 +	 +	 	 =	 +	

Be	
commissioned	
to	produce	
performance-
based	work	

-	 -	 +	 	 -	 +/H	

Have	
performance-
based	work	
acquired	as	
part	of	public	
or	private	
collections	

-	/L	 =	/L	 +	/L	 	 +	/L	 -	/L	

Participate	in	
performance	
residencies/	
workshops	

-	/H	 +/	H	 -	 	 -	/H	 -	

Have	your	
performance-
based	work	
written	about	
or	reviewed	

-	 +	 +	 	 -	 -	

*Low	response	rates	from	representatives	of	artists’	collectives.		



	 32	

FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Interviewees	were	asked	to	discuss	contexts	in	which	they	would	accept	to	present	
performance	without	receiving	payment	or	for	minimal	fees.	In	response	to	this	question,	
interviewees	denounced	situations	in	which	artists	are	asked	to	present	work	without	
receiving	adequate	financial	compensation.	For	the	most	part,	interviewees	indicated	
refusing	to	present	work	in	such	contexts	or	limiting	their	engagement	with	these	contexts.	
An	interviewee	stated:	“I	try	not	to	do	that	anymore,	I	really	try.	I	don’t	think	it’s	ethical	and	
it	sets	a	bad	precedent	for	those	coming	behind	me.”	Another	interviewee	echoed	this	
comment:	“I	really	believe	in	CARFAC	and	every	time	an	artist	does	something	without	
getting	paid	it	undermines	everybody	getting	paid.	So	I	am	very	cautious	about	anything	I	
would	do	for	less	than	an	adequate	fee.”	
	
However,	there	are	a	number	of	contexts	in	which	interviewees	indicated	accepting	to	
present	work	for	no	remuneration	or	for	minimal	remuneration,	including	fundraisers,	
book	launches,	community-based	events,	and	performance	evenings	and	festivals	organized	
by	emerging	collectives	and/or	organizations	without	funding.	Interviewees	explained	that,	
in	these	cases,	contributing	to	ongoing	dialogue	within	a	community	and	giving	back	to	a	
community	that	has	been	supportive	of	one’s	work	can	act	as	incentive	to	present	work	
without	adequate	compensation.	Speaking	to	the	idea	of	giving	back,	an	interviewee	
described	the	incentive	to	participate	in	such	events:	“if	it’s	an	organization	that	is	doing	
something	for	a	cause	that	I	believe	in,	or	the	organization	has	been	very	supportive	of	the	
arts	community	over	the	years,	or	the	organization	has	been	very	supportive	of	me	over	the	
years.”	The	artist	further	discussed	the	importance	of	creating	a	sense	of	solidarity	and	
reciprocity:	“I	feel	like	it’s	another	way	to	be	supporting	each	other	through	sometimes	
struggle	and	more	difficult	things,	when	we’re	not	all	just	thinking	about	money,	but	we’re	
think	about	greater	causes,	or	things	that	are	really	meaningful	to	us	in	our	lives.”		
	
A	number	of	interviewees	indicated	that	opportunities	to	present	work	such	as	those	
described	above	come	with	less	pressure	than	more	formal	presentation	contexts	and	
therefore	provide	artists	with	opportunities	to	workshop	ideas	and	test	performance	
concepts.	However,	an	interviewee	indicated	that	these	presentations	can	become	double-
edged	swords	because	they	are	undertaken	within	professional	contexts	and	in	front	of	a	
community	of	peers.	Effectively,	the	interviewee	indicated	that,	while	less	demanding,	these	
performances	are	still	understood	as	a	part	of	the	continuation	of	an	artist’s	practice,	which	
implies	striving	for	balance	between	experimentation	and	finished	work.	On	this	note,	some	
interviewees	indicated	that	when	they	are	invited	to	contribute	to	fundraisers	or	other	
community-driven	events,	their	strategy	is	to	do	a	reading	or	present	an	old	work	in	order	
to	minimize	their	time	and	energy	investment.		
	

4.2 Financial Support Offered by Presenting Institutions 
4.2.1 Payment of Performance Presentation Royalties  
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	the	frequency	at	which	they	had	been	paid	exact,	
higher,	or	lower	than	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fees	over	the	last	3	years.	
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Fee	Level	 Frequency*	

Exact	recommended	fees	
Between	Never	and	Sometimes,	leaning	to	
Sometimes		

Lower	than	recommended	fees	
Between	Sometimes	and	Most	of	the	Time,	
rounded	up	

Higher	than	recommended	fees	
Between	Never	and	Sometimes,	rounded	
up	

*Based	on	weighted	averages	excluding	“N/A”	responses.	
	
Comparative	analysis	of	responses	based	on	respondents’	self-identified	characteristics	
(Based	on	weighted	averages	excluding	“N/A”	responses):	
	
Legend:		
+:	Greater	frequency	than	overall	respondents	
-:	Lower	frequency	than	overall	respondents		
=:	Similar	frequency	to	overall	respondent	selection	(rounded)	
	

	

Emerging	 Mid-
Career	

Established	 	 Equity-
Seeking	
Groups	

Artists’	
Collectives*	

Exact	recommended	
fees	

	
-	

+	 +	 	 =	 -	

Lower	than	
recommended	fees	

+	 -	 -	 	 +	 -	

Higher	than	
recommended	fees	

-	 -	 +	 	 =	 -	

*Low	response	rates	from	representatives	of	artists’	collectives.		
	
Summary	of	information	provided	by	survey	respondents	when	asked	to	provide	additional	
information	on	payment	of	performance	presentation	royalties	(for	complete	responses,	
please	refer	to	Appendix	1:	Collated	Survey	Data):	

• A	number	of	respondents	provided	examples	of	instances	in	which	they	were	paid	
higher	or	lower	fees	than	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fees.	A	
number	of	respondents	also	indicated	instances	in	which	they	did	not	receive	any	
fees	and/or	were	compensated	in-kind.	It	should	be	noted	that	some	respondents	
indicated	having	never	received	fees	for	the	presentation	of	their	work.	

• Some	respondents	provided	examples	of	instances	in	which	they	received	fees	that	
were	too	low	considering	the	scope	of	the	project	or	the	size	of	the	presenting	
institution.	One	respondent	commented	that	many	institutions	pay	only	minimum	
fees,	even	though	they	should	be	able	to	pay	higher	than	minimum	fees	considering	
their	level	of	operations.	

• Some	respondents	indicated	having	been	paid	according	to	performing	arts	fee	
schedules	(including	fee	schedules	established	by	the	Alliance	of	Canadian	Cinema,	
television,	and	Radio	Artists	[ACTRA]	and	the	Canadian	Actors’	Equity	Association)	
and	music	industry	standards.	

• A	number	of	respondents	identified	issues	with	presenters	not	covering	travel	and	
accommodation	costs	as	well	as	per	diems.	It	was	recommended	that	clearer	
guidelines	be	established	concerning	these	costs	considering	the	necessity,	in	
performance,	for	the	artist	to	travel	to	present	their	work.	Further,	a	respondent	
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stressed	the	importance	of	the	artists	not	having	to	resort	to	cover	these	costs	
through	their	artists’	fees,	which	can	often	be	the	case.	

• A	number	of	respondents	expressed	concerns	around	presenting	organizations’	
capacities	to	pay	performance	presentation	royalties	and	proposed	that	enforcing	
the	payment	of	fees	and	or	increasing	minimum	fees	may	lead	presenters	to	
diminish	their	programming	activities	as	a	result.	One	respondent’s	comments	are	
notable	in	this	regard:	“Because	I	have	been	paid	so	rarely	in	Canada,	when	I	am	
paid,	it	is	usually	within	a	context	where	organizers	have	worked	incredibly	hard	to	
gather	enough	money	to	meet	what	they	think	is	a	fair	fee--which	is	always	more	
than	the	recommended	CARFAC.	It's	important	to	note	that	one	of	the	reasons	that	
the	fees	are	too	low	is	not	because	organizers	don't	respect	the	fee	
recommendations,	but	because	most	presenters	do	not	pay	fees	at	all.”	

	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Generally	speaking,	interviewees	indicated	that,	when	presenting	performance	in	recent	
years,	they	had	received	fees	equivalent	to,	or	higher	than,	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Performance	Presentation	Royalties	for	all	categories	except	Major	Solo	
Performance.	While	some	interviewed	artists	indicated	having	received	fees	equivalent	to	
Solo	Exhibition	Fees	for	this	type	of	performance,	a	number	of	interviewed	artists	
mentioned	that	they	had	rarely,	or	never	received	this	level	of	compensation	for	a	major	
solo	performance.	Some	interviewees	were	even	surprised	to	learn,	during	the	interview,	
that	Minimum	Recommended	Fees	for	Major	Solo	Performance	are	equivalent	to	Solo	
Exhibition	Fees.		
	
As	discussed	above,	artist	interviewed	as	part	of	this	research	indicated	prioritizing	
performance	presentation	opportunities	for	which	they	are	provided	with	remuneration	
equivalent	to,	or	higher	than,	CARFAC/RAAV	minimum	recommended	fees.	On	this	note,	a	
number	of	interviewees	indicated	pointing	presenters	in	the	direction	of	the	CARFAC/RAAV	
Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	when	the	fees	they	are	offered	are	too	low.	In	this	
regard,	an	interviewee	stated:	“the	CARFAC	Fee	Schedule	has	been	useful	in	terms	of	saying	
‘here’s	how	you	should	be	thinking	about	it.”	Another	interviewee	suggested	that,	when	
presenters	offer	inadequate	levels	of	support	when	inviting	an	artist	to	present	work,	it	is	
not	out	of	malice,	but	due	to	the	fact	that	the	artist’s	needs	are	misunderstood:	“It’s	often	
not	out	of	a	sense	of	being	cheap.	It’s	not	mean.	It’s	just	that	they	don’t	understand	what’s	
required	and	it’s	often	that	additional	step	that	I	have	to	take	then	where	I’ll	say	no,	I	need	
that	specific	kind	of	space,	not	a	random	space…	I	need	that	specific	requirement.	It	can	be	
different	for	each	piece.”	
	
Additionally,	some	interviewed	artists	recognized	that	presenters	can	struggle	to	offer	
adequate	fees	and	other	forms	of	financial	support	to	artists.	An	interviewee	stated:	“most	
organizations	and	galleries	are	really	hard-pressed	these	days	to	keep	their	programming	at	
a	particular	level.	So	of	course	there	are	all	these	budget	considerations	and	decisions	that	
they	have	to	make	in	order	to	keep	things	flowing.	So	I	do	have	empathy	for	a	lot	of	
organizations	in	understanding	the	challenges	they	meet.”	Another	interviewee	supported	
this	statement:	“generally	I	feel	people	are	as	fair	as	they	can	be.”	A	third	interviewed	artist	
discussed	their	experience	negotiating	with	presenters	as	follows:	“most	people	are	pretty	
accommodating,	and	they’ll	say:	‘we’ll	see	what	we	can	do’	and	9	times	out	of	10	they	will	
[bump	up	the	fee].	And	I’ve	also	met	gallery	people	who	can’t	do	it,	and	right	away	say	they	
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can’t,	and	I	appreciate	that.	There’s	no	messing	around,	just	tell	me	what	you	can	and	cannot	
do.	And	usually	that	helps	me	gauge	what	kind	of	energy	and	work	I	want	to	put	into	it.”	
	
This	said,	interviewees	emphasized	the	necessity	to	consider	presenters’	situations	in	order	
to	assess	whether	or	not	the	fees	they	offer	are	adequate.	An	interviewee	described	this	
evaluation	process	as	such:	“If	it’s	a	young	unincorporated	group	trying	to	do	an	event,	I’m	
going	to	treat	it	very	differently	than	if	it’s	the	AGO.	If	it’s	an	institution	that	receives	
operational	funding	in	an	arts	context,	then	absolutely	I’m	going	to	be	much	more	
demanding	than	if	it’s	somebody	working	on	a	project	basis,	or	if	their	main	activity	is	not	
producing	art,	if	they	are	trying	to	do	something	in	a	different	kind	of	contexts	or	bring	art	
into	a	more	social	situation.	Of	course	it’s	going	to	be	treated	differently.”	
	
Remuneration	of	Artists’	Collectives	
A	number	of	interviewed	artists	are	active	members	of	performance	collectives	or	have	
experience	collaborating	with	other	artists	toward	the	production	and	presentation	of	
performance.	In	this	model,	it	is	understood	that	each	collaborating	artist	has	creative	input	
into	the	work,	which	can	be	conceived	of	as	co-authored.	Interviewees	engaging	in	these	
types	of	collaborative	practices	were	asked	about	their	experience	negotiating	and	
receiving	remuneration	for	the	presentation	of	performance	as	a	collective.	Interviewees	
expressed	having	experienced	situations	in	which	their	collective	received	a	single	artist’s	
fee,	which	had	to	be	split	up	between	members	of	the	collective,	as	well	as	situations	in	
which	presenters	boosted	the	single	artist’s	fee	for	the	collective	as	a	whole,	or	provided	
each	member	of	the	collective	with	an	individual	artist’s	fee.	An	interviewee	whose	
collaborative	practice	has	spanned	many	decades	described	the	remuneration	received	by	
their	collective	as	such:	“Mainly	the	first	20	years	that	we	worked	together	we	would	get	
one	fee,	that	would	normally	be	a	fee	for	one	person.”	They	further	indicated	that	in	the	last	
ten	years,	they	have	had	to	split	a	single	artist’s	fee	amongst	members	of	the	collective	
about	50%	of	the	time.		
	
A	number	of	interviewees	indicated	negotiating	with	presenters	to	obtain	separate	artists’	
fees	for	each	member	of	their	collective	and	that	presenters	are	fairly	open	to	this,	but	that	
they	don’t	always	have	the	budget	for	it:	“usually	there	is	a	negotiation	and	sometimes	an	
organization	will	say	‘I	am	so	sorry,	we	can’t,	we	don’t	have	it.’”	In	the	case	that	presenters	
are	unable	to	accommodate	the	payment	of	an	individual	fee	to	each	member	of	a	collective,	
interviewees	indicated	that,	in	order	to	make	it	more	worthwhile	for	their	collective	to	
work	with	these	organizations,	they	will	often	try	to	line	up	other	presentation	
opportunities	with	professional	fees	attached	to	them	(e.g.	artists’	talks	and	workshops).	
However,	as	noted	by	interviewees,	these	additional	initiatives	also	entail	additional	labour	
for	the	artists.		
	
Negotiation	with	Presenters	and	Self-Advocacy	
Most	interviewed	artists	indicated	being	at	a	stage	in	their	careers	where	they	feel	more	
comfortable	negotiating	with	presenters,	and	more	willing	to	turn	down	opportunities	if	the	
conditions	offered	by	presenting	organizations	are	not	adequate.	Effectively,	a	number	of	
interviewees	indicated	that	they	did	not	feel	empowered	to	negotiate	early	in	their	careers	
due	to	lack	of	experience	and/or	pressure	to	present	work.	Financial	stability,	knowledge	of	
best	practices	in	the	field,	and	experience	were	identified	as	key	factors	facilitating	artists’	
negotiation	with	presenters.	
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An	interviewee	mentioned	approaching	the	process	of	negotiating	fees	with	confidence:	
“I’m	very	direct	and	ask,	‘what	are	you	offering?’	I’m	not	going	to	take	a	gig	where	I’m	not	
going	to	make	money	because	this	is	my	living	and	I	don’t	think	it’s	worth	it.	[…]	I’m	a	huge	
advocate	for	paying	people	properly,	over	and	above	the	CARFAC	minimum	because	it	is	the	
minimum.”	Another	interviewed	artist	echoed	this	idea:	“I	feel	a	lot	more	empowered	to	just	
say	no,”	and	further:	“I	don’t	even	bother	with	the	negotiation”	when	conditions	offered	by	
the	presenter	are	inadequate	from	the	get-go.	On	this	note,	another	interviewee	indicated	
“now	hav[ing]	a	long	view”	and	being	confident	that	a	work	can	happen	later	if	they	turn	
down	an	opportunity.	This	interviewee	identified	experience	as	an	important	factor	in	their	
decision-making	process	when	saying	no	to	an	invitation	to	present	performance:	“I’ve	also	
had	the	experience	of	saying	yes,	but	there	hasn’t	really	been	the	support	there	for	the	work	
to	be	as	good	as	it	should	be.	And	that’s	a	crappy	feeling	when	I	let	my	work	down.	Part	of	
saying	no	more	is	out	of	respect	for	the	work.	I’ve	had	to	learn	that.”	Another	artist	echoed	
this	sentiment	when	weighing	the	pros	and	cons	of	turning	down	an	opportunity	to	present	
work:	“On	the	one	hand	[…]	I	feel	like	I	still	need	to	be	putting	my	work	out	there.	On	the	
other	hand,	there	is	a	growing	part	of	my	sense	of	worth¾self-worth,	worth	as	an	artist¾	
that	even	if	I	know	that	this	could	be	a	good	opportunity	in	some	ways,	in	other	ways	it	
could	be	so	gashing	to	so	many	of	my	ideas	around	be	being	valued	around	the	work.	It	
might	be	harder	on	my	morale	to	say	yes	and	go	through	with	it	and	hope	that	something	
good	will	come	of	it.”	
	

4.2.2 Other Fees and Additional Financial Support 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	the	frequency	at	which	they	had	been	paid	other	
professional	fees	and	provided	additional	financial	support	over	the	last	3	years.	
	

• Overall,	respondents	indicated	low	frequencies	at	which	they	have	received	other	
professional	fees	and	financial	support.		

• Respondents	indicated	having	received	support	for	lodging	the	most	frequently.	
• Respondents	indicated	having	received	reproduction	fees	for	use	of	documentation	

of	their	performance	(photo/video)	the	least	frequently.	
	

Fee	Level	 Frequency*	

Travel	
Between	Sometimes	and	Most	of	the	Time,	
leaning	to	Sometimes	

Lodging	
Between	Sometimes	and	Most	of	the	Time,	
leaning	to	Sometimes	

Per	diems	
Between	Never	and	Sometimes,	leaning	to	
Sometimes	

Production	expenses	(performance	
materials,	equipment	rental,	etc.)	

Sometimes,	rounded	down	

Preparation	/	installation	/	rehearsal	fees	
Between	Never	and	Sometimes,	leaning	to	
Never	

Reproduction	fees	for	use	of	documentation	
of	your	performance	(photo/video)	

Between	Never	and	Sometimes,	leaning	to	
Never	

*Based	on	weighted	averages	excluding	“I	don’t	know”	responses.	
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FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Travel,	Accommodations,	and	Per	Diems	
Interviewees	discussed	how	important	it	is	for	presenters	to	cover	costs	associated	with	
artists’	travel	(including	accommodations	and	per	diems)	when	they	present	a	performance	
out	of	town	given	the	necessity	of	the	artist’s	presence	on	site.	An	interviewee	proposed	
that	it	should	be	expected	for	presenters	to	cover	these	costs,	otherwise	artists	are	
essentially	presenting	their	work	for	free.	Another	interviewee	proposed	that	presenters	
need	to	consider	support	for	travel,	accommodations,	and	per	diems	as	integral	to	the	work:	
“usually	in	my	work	I	don’t	know	what	I’m	going	to	do	until	I	arrive	there.	So	the	kind	of	
support	I	need	as	an	artist	is	quite	specific:	travel	costs,	per	diems,	etc.	are	often	integral	to	
the	work	…		there	are	generally	a	limited	number	of	performance	opportunities	within	one’s	
own	region	or	area…	As	a	performance	artist	you	really	have	to	travel	and	it’s	not	like	you	
can	have	an	exhibition	and	just	send	your	drawings	in	a	tube	or	something.	You	have	to	be	
there	with	the	work	for	a	period	of	time.”	Further,	interviewees	emphasized	the	need	for	
presenters	to	dissociate	support	provided	to	artists	in	relation	to	travel	from	artists’	fees,	
i.e.	fees	associated	with	travel	costs	should	not	be	conflated	with	artists’	fees	or	accounted	
for	as	a	way	to	“boost”	artists’	fees.	It	was	suggested	that	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	make	provisions	about	the	necessity	for	presenters	to	cover	
artists’	travel	costs.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	indicated:	“It’s	always	a	little	disappointing	
when	you	leave	a	particular	festival	and	you	realize	that	you’ve	made	absolutely	no	money,	
that	your	money	went	into	either	the	supplies	for	your	performance	or	the	cost	of	living	
[when	you	are	there].”	

4.3 Other Support  
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	other	types	of	support	they	had	received	when	
they	presented	performance	in	Canada	over	the	last	3	years.	
	
A	majority	(50%+)	of	respondents	selected	the	following	options	(in	order	of	importance):	
Photo	documentation	 66.32%	
Technical	support	 66.32%	
Free	meals	or	drinks	 51.58%	
	
Between	25%	and	50%	of	respondents	selected	the	following	options	(in	order	of	
importance):	
Video	documentation	 48.42%	
Paid	opportunities	to	give	talks	/	
workshops	

42.11%	

Writing	about	your	performance	 37.89%	
Unpaid	opportunities	to	give	talks	/	
workshops	

31.58%	

	
Less	than	25%	of	respondents	selected	the	following	options	(in	order	of	importance):	
Translator	or	other	interpretation	support	 14.74%	
Merchandise,	swag,	and	other	gifts	 6.32%	
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9.47%	of	respondents	selected	“other”	and	6.32%	of	respondents	selected	“N/A.”	Other	
pertinent	responses	include:	creative	support	provided	through	conversation	with	peers	
and	curators	as	well	as	transportation.	
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
 
Publicity	Support	
Some	interviewees	discussed	the	specific	publicity	needs	of	performance	artists	and	
denounced	the	fact	that	some	presenters	do	not	understand	these	needs.	Noting	the	
importance	for	artists	to	include	their	publicity	needs	as	part	of	their	overall	negotiations	
with	presenters,	one	interviewee	mentioned:	“My	career	has	spanned	enough	years	that	I	
feel	I’ve	actually	had	to	train	people.	I’d	arrive	and	I’d	have	to	walk	them	[presenters]	
through	the	steps,	or	apprize	them	ahead	of	time	in	terms	of	how	to	engage	in	some	kind	of	
outreach…	I’m	very	conscious	with	every	performance	to	spell	out	my	technical	needs	and	
also	ideas	for	publicity.”		
	
Interviewees	emphasized	the	importance	of	timely	and	recurrent	promotion	of	
performance	in	advance	of	its	presentation	given	the	event-based	dimensions	of	the	
medium.	In	this	sense,	interviewees	noted	that	presenters	accustomed	to	promoting	
ongoing	gallery	exhibitions	should	consider	the	different	promotional	needs	of	performance	
and	implement	promotional	strategies	accordingly.	The	need	for	personalized	or	case-by-
case	approaches	to	promotion	and	outreach	was	especially	noted	in	the	case	of	one-time	
events	and/or	events	presented	in	spaces	with	limited	audience	capacity.	For	instance,	
interviewees	discussed	the	importance,	in	some	cases,	of	initiating	a	mechanism	for	
audience	members	to	reserve	their	spot	if	the	presentation	space	has	limited	seating.	
Interviewees	also	addressed	the	possible	need	for	presenters	to	“go	an	extra	step”	in	
outreaching	to	targeted	community	groups	outside	of	the	visual/media	arts	if	the	artist’s	
practice	is	in	dialogue	with	these	communities	(e.g.	social	justice	groups,	queer	
communities,	women’s	organizations,	etc.).	This	last	recommendation	was	deemed	
particularly	relevant	given	that	artists	often	travel	to	present	their	work	and	may	therefore	
not	familiar	with	the	local	communities	in	which	they	present	their	work.		

5 Documentation of Performance 
	

5.1 Considerations for Performance Documentation 
 
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
 
N/A.	
 
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Given	the	ephemerality	of	the	medium,	artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	research	
addressed	the	importance	of	performance	documentation,	describing	the	process	as	a	way	
of	archiving	or	producing	traces	of	works.	An	interviewee	addressed	this	idea	as	such:	“you	
realize	you	need	to	have	some	sort	of	evidence	of	the	work	that	you’ve	done	in	some	way.”	
Speaking	about	their	experience	with	documentation,	another	interviewee	commented:	



	 39	

“there	are	works	that	were	not	documented	and	that’s	it,	they	weren’t	documented.	They	
were	important	works	to	me,	but	they	were	not	documented.	So	in	a	sense	now	they	don’t	
exist	because	I	don’t	have	documentation	of	them.”	A	third	interviewed	artist	supported	this	
idea:	“that	material	[documentation]	is	crucial	to	maintaining	a	practice.	It’s	crucial	to	
having	people	know	you,	it’s	crucial	to	promoting	your	work,	it’s	crucial	to	getting	grants.”	
Effectively,	in	most	cases,	interviewees	indicated	using	documentation	of	their	
performances	as	key	support	material	for	grant	and	project	applications,	artists’	talks	and	
presentations,	as	well	as	websites	and	portfolios.		
	
Moreover,	interviewees	talked	about	the	importance	of	catering	documentation	to	the	
needs	of	particular	performance	projects	and	contexts.	Effectively,	some	interviewed	artists	
indicated	preferring	photo-documentation	over	video-documentation	(or	vice-versa),	while	
others	indicated	that	appropriate	modes	of	documentation	are	determined	on	a	project-by-
project	basis.	Additionally,	some	interviewees	described	their	documentation	needs	as	
contingent	on	how	the	documentation	will	be	used,	i.e.	artists	may	conceive	of	
documentation	and	entertain	a	particular	relationship	with	the	process	if	this	
documentation	is	used	for	purposes	other	than	archiving	and	promoting	one’s	work.	
Effectively,	some	interviewed	artists	explained	relying	on	documentation	of	their	
performances	as	part	of	their	creative	research	or	posited	performance	documents	as	
constitutive	elements	for	the	creation	of	stand-alone	visual	and/or	media	works.		
	
A	number	of	interviewees	indicated	that	presenters	are	often	unable	to	accommodate	the	
specific	documentation	needs	of	their	projects	or	that	they	do	not	consider	documentation	
as	an	intrinsic	aspect	of	the	support	provided	to	performance	artists.	Interviewees	criticized	
some	presenters’	approach	to	documentation	as	an	afterthought,	which	can	manifest	as:	
inability	to	be	flexible	in	terms	of	providing	photo	and/or	video	documentation,	reluctance	
to	supplying	artists	with	ongoing	documentation	support	in	the	case	of	durational	projects,	
and/or	failure	to	ensure	high-quality	documentation.	Accordingly,	a	number	of	interviewees	
indicated	frequently	hiring	photographers	or	videographers	out	of	pocket,	or	otherwise	
securing	their	own	documentation,	in	order	to	ensure	that	their	needs	are	met.	On	this	note,	
an	interviewee	commented:	“generally	they	[presenters]	don’t	give	me	what	I	need	or	want.	
They	don’t	understand	what	I	want.”	Another	interviewee	indicated	being	self-sufficient	to	
document	work	when	presenting	performance	locally	by	drawing	on	the	support	of	peers.	
When	presenting	work	out	of	town	however,	the	artist	denoted	scepticism	as	to	presenters’	
ability	to	supply	adequate	documentation	and	exclaimed:	“you	hope	for	the	best.”	It	should	
be	noted	that	documentation	costs	can	constitute	significant	expenses	for	performance	
artists	who	outsource	this	service	as	a	way	of	supplementing	the	support	provided	by	
presenters	in	this	area.	
	
Congruent	with	observations	discussed	in	earlier	sections	of	the	report,	interviewees	
indicated	that	presenters	specialized	in	the	presentation	of	performance	or	with	sustained	
engagement	in	performance	practices	are	more	likely	to	anticipate	and	accommodate	
artists’	needs	and	prioritize	support	for	documentation.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	
commented:	“if	a	centre	wants	to	program	performance	they	should	have	the	
understanding	of	what	it	takes	and	that	includes	ensuring	proper	documentation	and	that	
the	artist	retains	copyright,	or	at	a	minimum	a	shared	copyright	with	the	photographer.”	
This	comment	brings	up	a	number	of	issues	adjacent	to	documentation	that	were	discussed	
with	interviewees,	including	access	to	documentation	post-performance	and	ownership	of	
copyright	over	performance	documentation.	These	ideas	are	further	discussed	in	the	
section	below.		
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Payment	of	Reproduction	Copyright	Royalties		
While	some	interviewees	indicated	having	regularly	received	compensation	for	the	
reproduction	of	documentation	of	their	work,	others	stated	having	rarely	received	
copyright	reproduction	royalties.	An	interviewee	commented:	“it’s	not	unusual	to	be	asked	
to	provide	those	kinds	of	materials	[documentation	of	performance]	for	free,	and	it’s	not	
recognized	as	artwork	per	se.”	Another	indicated	having	received	compensation	for	use	of	
documentation	of	their	work	in	publications,	but	recognized	that	some	presenters	may	face	
challenges	in	providing	copyright	reproduction	fees:	“most	of	the	time	they’ll	get	in	touch	
and	offer	something.	CARFAC	rates	are	great	but	a	lot	of	galleries	and	artist-run	centres	that	
are	doing	publications	probably	can’t	afford	what	the	suggested	rates	are.	We’re	all	in	this	
together.	Everybody	wants	to	make	more	money	and	everybody	wants	to	pay	less	money,	
and	we	can’t	have	both.”	On	the	other	hand,	some	interviewees	indicated	that	getting	paid	
for	use	of	images	of	work	happens	very	rarely,	and	that	presenters	often	subsume	copyright	
reproduction	royalties	under	presentation	fees:	“most	organizations	would	assume	that	the	
reproduction	fee	is	included	in	the	artist	fee,	in	terms	of	using	images	of	an	artist’s	work	for	
promoting	their	work.”		
	
Use	of	Performance	Documentation	
Further,	interviewees	identified	potential	for	friction	to	arise	between	artists	and	
presenters	in	relation	to	use	of	performance	documentation	by	presenters.	An	interviewee	
recounted	an	experience	whereby	the	presenter	wanted	to	screen	video-documentation	of	
their	performance	on	loop	in	a	gallery	exhibition	after	the	artist	had	presented	the	
performance	in	said	gallery.	The	artist	refused	based	on	the	fact	that	they	don’t	allow	the	
use	of	video	recording	of	live	performance	to	be	screened	in	a	gallery	on	loop	throughout	
duration	of	performance—“I	don’t	like	showing	my	documents	because	they	are	not	the	
work”—	but	also	because	they	felt	that	the	gallery	didn’t	want	to	pay	them	to	do	more	than	
one	performance.	The	artist	further	explained	that	some	galleries	take	the	“cheap	and	easy	
way”	to	fill	their	gallery	space,	which	is	not	always	congruent	with	how	artists	conceive	of	
the	documentation	of	their	work.	Another	interviewee	recounted	an	instance	in	which	a	
presenter	erroneously	described	their	performance	in	a	catalogue,	a	mistake	that	bears	
consequences	for	the	artist	in	terms	of	how	this	work	can	be	interpreted	by	once-removed	
audiences	who	have	access	to	the	work	through	its	documentation	and	description	in	the	
catalogue.		
	

5.2 Ownership of Copyright of Performance Documentation 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	who	had	retained	ownership	over	the	copyright	
of	the	documentation	of	performance	works	they	had	presented	over	the	last	3	years.		
	
Response	options	provided	in	the	survey	can	be	categorized	based	on	3	types	of	copyright	
ownership:	1.	artist/collective	retained	sole	ownership	over	copyright,	2.	artist/collective	
retained	shared	ownership	over	copyright,	3.	artist/collective	did	not	retain	ownership	over	
copyright.		
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1.	Option	in	which	the	artist/collective	retained	sole	ownership	over	copyright	of	the	
documentation:	
Myself	/	my	collective	only	 41.05%	
	
2.	Option	in	which	the	artist/collective	retained	shared	ownership	over	copyright	of	the	
documentation:	
Myself	/	my	collective	and	the	
photographer	/	videographer,	and	/	or	the	
presenting	institution	

41.05%	

	
3.	Options	in	which	the	artist/collective	did	not	retain	ownership	over	copyright	of	the	
documentation:	
The	photographer	/	videographer	only	 27.37%	
The	presenting	institution	only	 15.79%	
Total	 43.16%	
	
12.63%	of	respondents	selected	“I	don’t	know”	and	6.32%	of	respondents	selected	“N/A.”	
	
The	following	quotes	from	survey	respondents	(reproduced	without	alterations)	point	to	
specific	issues	regarding	ownership	over	copyright	of	performance	documentation.	Quotes	
are	drawn	from	responses	to	the	survey’s	open-ended	concluding	question,	which	asked	
respondents	to	provide	additional	information/feedback:	

• “We	desperately	need	recommendations	regarding	documentarian	and	artist's	
copyright.	Artist's	should	own	the	copyright	to	their	works	completely	but	
photographers	should	maintain	a	4%	return	if	works	they	documented	are	sold.	
Documentarians	must	be	paid	for	their	work	at	the	time	of	documenting.	This	is	
extremely	important	since	performance	art	is	often	ephemeral	and	since	we	have	
nothing	to	sell	after	and	often	rely	on	documentation	in	order	to	get	grants,	or	many	
money	through	sales.	It's	also	important	that	presenters	pay	for	documentarian	
fees.	I	currently	request	this	of	all	paying	gigs.	[sic]”		

• “Please	note	that	the	additional	support	for	performance	artists	and	the	copyright	
on	our	own	documentation	is	something	that	I	still	must	fight	for	after	20	years	of	
performance	art.	This	should	be	something	stipulated	within	CARFAC	if	possible.”	

• “photographers	under	canadian	law	own	our	documentation	copyright.	this	is	a		
problem.		I	have	had	to	pay	photographers	to	access	my	photos,	ask	their	
permission	to	exhibit,	they	wanted	money	if	I	sold	a	work.	[sic]”		

• “Recently	I	encountered	a	situation	where	the	use	of	documentation	of	my	
performance	was	contested.	The	presenting	institution	paid	for	documentation	but	
would	not	let	me	use	it	unless	they	were	able	to	use	it.	I	was	not	comfortable	letting	
them	use	documentation	my	entire	30min	performance.	I	subjected	that	they	could	
pay	me	to	edit	the	video	documentation	into	a	short	video	but	they	were	not	willing	
to	pay	me	to	do	so.	In	the	end,	we	decided	neither	of	us	would	use	the	
documentation.	in	the	past	year,	I	have	been	asked	by	3	times	to	present	
performances	open	to	the	public	funded	by	universities.	they	sometimes	have	ample	
funds	and	are	willing	to	pay	adequate	fees	but	sometimes	assume	they	should	be	
able	to	assess	work	for	research	or	educational	purposes.	These	are	some	of	the	
more	complex	issues	I	have	encounterd.	[sic]”	
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FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
 
Most	interviewees	indicated	not	having	experienced	significant	issues	related	to	retaining	
ownership	over	the	copyright	of	documentation	of	their	performances.	Nevertheless,	they	
highlighted	the	necessity	for	artists	to	retain	ownership	over	the	copyright	of	this	material	
when	it	is	undertaken	by	presenters	and/or	by	contracted	documenters.	Effectively,	given	
the	importance	of	documentation	to	the	maintenance	of	a	performance	practice	(as	
mentioned	above),	interviewees	discussed	potential	issues	arising	from	artists	not	having	
access	to,	and	ownership	over	copyright	of,	documentation	of	their	performances.	On	this	
note,	an	interviewee	mentioned:	“it	becomes	problematic	if	you	ever	want	to	publish	it	
[documentation	image]	for	rights	and	all	that.	It’s	always	an	issue.	That’s	why	I	try	to	be	as	
self-sufficient	as	possible.”	Another	interviewee	proposed:	“the	artist	whose	work	is	being	
documented	should	be	the	copyright	holder	of	any	documentation	that	is	done.	I	also	
believe	that	it’s	incumbent	on	the	producer	to	think	about	and	provide	documentation,	and	
obviously	there	should	be	a	conversation	with	the	artist	about	what	documentation	they	
want.	I	also	think	it’s	reasonable	for	the	producers,	if	they	are	providing	the	documentation,	
to	have	some	rights	in	terms	of	being	able	to	use	that	documentation	in	various	ways—for	
promotional	purposes,	for	archival	purposes,	that	kind	of	thing.”		
	
Interviewed	artists	indicated	having	experienced	situations	in	which	they	retained	sole	
ownership	or	shared	ownership	over	the	documentation	of	their	performative	work,	when	
this	documentation	was	undertaken	by	presenters	or	third-party	documenters.	Effectively	
interviewees	indicated	that,	while	some	presenters/documenters	may	pass	on	the	
documentation	and	ownership	of	its	copyright	to	artists,	others	may	retain	shared	
ownership	over	the	material.	For	the	most	part,	interviewees	indicated	not,	or	rarely,	
having	experienced	situations	in	which	they	had	not	retained	ownership	over	the	copyright	
(sole	or	shared)	of	their	performance	documentation,	or	been	provided	with	access	to	this	
documentation	for	non-income-generating	purposes.	This	scenario	was	identified	as	
inherently	problematic	by	interviewed	artists	
	
Interviewees	identified	the	retention	of	sole	ownership	over	the	copyright	of	their	
performance	documentation	as	preferable	given	that	this	scenario	provides	artists	with	
greater	control	over	subsequent	uses	this	documentation.	Nevertheless,	interviewees	did	
not	express	significant	concerns	with	shared	ownership	over	copyright	of	performance	
documentation	if	this	documentation	is	not	used	for	income-generating	purposes.	In	fact,	
some	interviewees	identified	the	conundrum	inherently	at	play	in	determining	ownership	
over	copyright	of	performance	documentation.	An	interviewee	presented	the	issue	as	
follows:	“I	think	it	is	an	interesting	dilemma:	is	the	photograph	the	intellectual	property	of	
the	photographer	or	is	it	the	intellectual	property	of	the	performance	artist?”	Effectively,	a	
number	of	interviewed	artists	proposed	that	performance	documentation	is	characterized	
by	shared	authorship	between	the	performance	artist	(the	author	of	the	performance)	and	
the	documenter	(the	author	of	the	documentation).	On	this	note,	interviewees	recognized	
the	importance	of	acknowledging	the	presenter	and/or	documenter	responsible	for	
producing	documentation	of	their	work	and	expressed	having	no	issue	appropriately	
crediting	institutions	and	individuals	responsible	for	the	documentation.	In	the	case	of	lack	
of	ownership	or	of	shared	ownership	over	the	copyright	of	their	performance	
documentation,	interviewees	indicated	that	artists	do	not	generally	encounter	issues	
requesting	permission	to	use	this	documentation	for	purposes	that	do	not	generate	income	
(i.e.	artists’	websites,	portfolios,	applications)	if	the	images/videos	are	properly	credited.	
Nevertheless,	it	was	acknowledged	that	some	documenters’	practices	are	more	restrictive	
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(i.e.	providing	artists	with	low-resolution	images),	which	limits	possibilities	for	artists	to	
use	the	documentation	of	their	work.	
	
Interviewees	indicated	that	complications	may	arise	when	artists	who	do	not	have	sole	
ownership	over	the	copyright	of	the	documentation	of	their	work	use	this	documentation	
for	income-generating	purposes,	i.e.	to	derive	reproduction	copyright	royalties	from	this	
documentation	and/or	to	sell	the	work	commercially.	From	conversations	had	with	
interviewed	artists,	it	appears	that	best	practice	guidelines	to	this	effect	should	be	
established	to	facilitate	artists’	negotiation	with	presenters	and/or	documenters.	A	number	
of	interviewees	recounted	their	personal	experience	negotiating	terms	of	use	with	
documenters	they	had	personally	contracted	to	document	their	work.	In	all	cases,	
interviewees	highlighted	the	importance	of	establishing	clear	understandings	as	to	the	
artist’s	potential	use	of	the	documentation	of	their	work,	especially	if	this	documentation	is	
to	be	used	for	commercial	purposes.			
	
Some	interviewees	indicated	establishing	working	relationships	with	documenters	
whereby	photographers/videographers	are	remunerated	for	the	act	of	documentation	only.	
In	this	scenario,	documenters	are	paid	for	the	job	and	are	not	owed	residual	payments	if	the	
artist	generates	income	through	subsequent	uses	of	the	documentation.	An	interviewee,	
who	is	incidentally	self-employed	as	an	art	documenter,	described	this	system	as	“a	one-
shot	deal”	and	stated:	“you	don’t	pay	a	plumber	every	time	you	flush	your	toilet.”	
Effectively,	the	artist	explained	that	in	their	documentation	practice,	they	do	not	expect	
artists	to	provide	them	with	residual	payments	beyond	the	initially	contracted	fee.	Another	
interviewee	who	has	sold	documents	of	their	performances	as	stand-alone	photographs	
explained	the	importance	of	establishing	understandings	regarding	ownership	over	the	
copyright	of	the	work:	“it’s	always	made	very	clear	to	the	photographer,	the	person	who’s	
documenting	the	work,	that	this	is	my	work.	And	most	photographers	that	I’ve	worked	with	
understand	it.”	The	artist	discussed	having	established	relationships	with	certain	
photographers	who	understand	this	approach.	Nevertheless,	in	the	event	that	they	sell	a	
photograph,	the	interviewee	indicated	having	arrangements	with	photographers	to	provide	
them	with	an	additional	fee.	Another	interviewed	artist	supported	this	practice	by	stating:	
“that’s	only	fair	to	think	that	way.	You	want	to	be	fair	to	those	photographers	who	have	
done	a	great	job	documenting	your	work.”	

6 CARFAC/RAAV Minimum Recommended 
Performance Presentation Royalties  

	

6.1 Structure and Clarity of CARFAC/RAAV Minimum 
Recommended Performance Presentation Royalties  

	
OBSERVATIONS FROM SURVEY DEVELOPMENT 
 
In	the	survey,	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Performance	Presentation	Royalties	
were	combined	into	a	single	grid	(see	below)	to	capture	all	listed	performance	presentation	
recommended	minimum	fees	amounts	for	Categories	I,	II,	and	III.		
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In	this	grid,	recommended	fee	amounts	for	all	performance	presentation	royalty	categories	
are	listed,	including	minimum	recommended	fees	for:	major	solo	performance,	performance	
presented	in	the	context	of	a	group	exhibition,	and	performance	presented	in	addition	to	a	
solo	exhibition	or	in	addition	to	another	work	by	the	same	artist	presented	in	the	context	of	
a	group	exhibition.	These	fees	are	not	outlined	in	as	much	detail	in	the	current	
CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule,	which	invites	users	to	refer	to	
previous	sections	of	the	Fee	Schedule	(sections	A.1.1	Solo	Exhibition	Royalties	and	A.1.3	
Group	Exhibitions)	to	determine	minimum	recommended	presentation	royalties	for	the	
aforementioned	fee	categories.		
	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
General	Remarks	about	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	
Before	discussing	interviewees’	impressions	of	the	structure	of	section	A.1.5	Performance	
Presentation	Royalties,	it	is	important	to	note	that	a	number	of	interviewed	artists	
expressed	concerns	regarding	the	general	structure	of	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule.	Effectively,	interviewees	pointed	out	the	fact	that,	because	the	
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Schedule	presents	minimum	recommended	fees,	presenters	can	easily	default	to	paying	
artists	these	fees	without	being	open	to	negotiation	and/or	adjusting	fees	offered	to	artists	
based	on	the	specificities	of	given	projects.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	stated:	“the	trouble	
with	the	fee	schedule	is	that	it	allows	people	to	go	to	the	minimum.	Unfortunately,	it’s	still	
what	people	tend	to	do	because	they	want	to	maximize	the	amount	of	programming	or	
curating	possibilities	they	have.”	The	artist	further	explained	that	the	way	the	fee	schedule	
is	laid	out	creates	a	situation	whereby	presenters	may	say:	“that’s	the	Fee	Schedule,	we	
want	to	pay	what	we’re	supposed	to	so	that’s	what	we’re	going	to	pay.”	This	idea	was	
echoed	by	another	interviewee	who	proposed	that,	for	some	institutions,	the	fees	listed	in	
the	CARFAC/RAAV	Schedule	are	“like	gospel,”	which	implies	that	these	presenters	are	not	
open	to	negotiating	higher	fees.	Following	this	line	of	thought,	a	number	of	interviewees	
reiterated	the	importance	of	artists	being	able	to	negotiate	presentation	fees	with	
institutions	so	as	to	ensure	that	they	receive	fair	compensation	for	their	work:	“everybody	
has	the	right	to	negotiate	up,	and	I	think	that’s	an	education	piece	that	CARFAC	needs	to	
take	to	the	presenting	organizations.”	Another	interviewed	artist	stated:	“I	always	tell	
people	‘this	is	the	minimum,	why	are	you	going	with	the	minimum?’…	I	don’t	know	how	you	
make	these	institutions	realize	that	this	is	the	minimum	because	they	act	like	‘this	is	all	we	
have	to	pay’	and	I	think	they	take	advantage	of	that	and	it	irks	me	so	much.	If	centres	started	
to	pay	higher	fees,	that	would	be	a	way	to	advocate	to	funders	for	more	money.”		
	
Structure	of	Section	A.1.5	Performance	Presentation	Royalties	
Interviewed	artists	were	asked	about	their	experience	using	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	as	a	reference	tool	when	negotiating	performance	
presentation	royalties.	While	some	interviewees	indicated	actively	using	the	Schedule	as	a	
tool	to	evaluate	the	adequacy	of	fees	offered	by	presenters	and/or	as	basis	to	negotiate	their	
fees,	others	indicated	rarely	referring	to	the	Schedule,	judging	its	structure	and	minimum	
recommended	fees	inadequate	given	the	realities	of	their	practices.	Addressing	the	issue	of	
minimum	recommended	fees	for	performance	presented	in	the	context	of	a	festival	or	
evening	of	multiple	performances	(section	A.1.5.1)	being	too	low,	an	interviewee	indicated:	
“for	me	the	Schedule,	as	it	is	now,	is	not	useful	at	all.	I	never	use	it,	but	the	institutions	like	
to	use	it.”	Echoing	this	comment,	another	interviewee	talked	about	gaps	in	how	
Performance	Presentation	Royalties	are	structured	in	the	Schedule:	“it	[the	Fee	Schedule]	
kind	of	assumes	that	I’m	a	single	person	doing	this	performance.	It	makes	a	lot	of	
assumptions	about	who	I	am	and	what	I’m	doing,	and	it	doesn’t	really	take	into	
consideration	all	of	what	goes	into	the	work	that	I’m	doing.”	Effectively,	a	number	of	
interviewees,	proposed	that	a	major	issue	with	the	Schedule’s	current	structure	is	that	it	
does	not	account	for	the	production	aspects	of	a	performance	(i.e.	production	time,	research	
costs,	material	expenses,	etc.)	or	for	the	specificities	of	its	presentation	(i.e.	more	than	one	
artist/performer).		
	
Interviewees	also	noted	that	the	Schedule’s	structure	creates	hierarchy	between	different	
presentation	contexts,	which	can	be	problematic.	Effectively,	it	was	noted	that,	according	to	
the	Schedule,	the	same	work	can	be	valued	differently	depending	on	the	context	in	which	it	
is	presented.	For	example,	the	minimum	recommended	fee	for	a	single	performance	
presented	in	the	context	of	a	festival	(Category	I)	is	$398.	If	the	artist	were	to	present	this	
same	work	in	the	context	of	an	evening	of	multiple	performances,	the	minimum	
recommended	fee	(Category	I)	would	be	$199.	If	the	artist	were	to	present	this	same	work	
as	a	major	stand-alone	performance,	the	minimum	recommended	fee	(Category	I)	would	be	
$1996.	These	discrepancies	were	identified	as	a	significant	issue	by	some	interviewees	who	
argued	that,	in	the	examples	provided	above,	the	same	amount	of	work	would	be	required	



	 46	

to	produce	and	perform	the	performance,	regardless	of	its	presentation	context.	In	
interviews,	artists	provided	examples	of	situations	in	which	they	received	different	artists’	
fees	to	present	the	same	work	or	different	versions	of	the	same	work	depending	on	the	
context	of	presentation.	Others	explained	that	fees	fluctuate	from	festival	to	festival,	and	
from	organization	to	organization	even	though	the	nature	of	the	work	presented	is	the	same	
(i.e.	scope	of	work	and	type	of	performance).	
	
Interviewees	proposed	that	the	current	variation	in	fees	listed	in	the	CARFAC/RAAV	
Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	can	be	source	of	confusion	for	both	artists	and	
presenters,	with	potentially	negative	consequences	for	artists:	“people	read	the	schedule	
opportunistically—if	you	are	a	presenter—and	confusedly	if	you	are	a	performer.”	Another	
interviewee	supported	this	idea	by	saying:	“The	way	the	fee	schedule	is	set	up	right	now	I	
think	is	confusing	for	someone	in	an	artist-run	centre	for	example	to	look	at	it	and	say	‘ok	
where	do	we	fit	if	we’re	not	a	festival?’”	Effectively,	interviewees	indicated	that	presenters	
may	default	to	paying	fees	recommended	for	performance	presented	in	the	context	of	an	
evening	of	multiple	performances,	which	correspond	to	the	lowest	fees	included	in	the	
Schedule	under	Performance	Presentation	Royalties.	It	was	also	suggested	that	presenters	
may	be	confused	as	to	which	institutional	category	they	fall	under,	which	can	lead	to	artists	
being	offered	lower	fees.	An	interviewee	presented	the	situation	as	follows:	“sometimes	I	
don’t	even	think	that	presenters	know	what	category	they	are	in	and	they’ll	default	to	the	
lower	category.”	Other	interviewees	indicated	that	artists	may	have	difficulty	identifying	a	
presenter’s	institutional	category	and	may	therefore	not	be	able	to	adequately	assess	fees	
offered	by	presenters.		
	
Some	interviewed	artists	noted	that	the	current	indications	for	major	stand-alone	solo	
performances	and/or	the	inclusion	of	performance	artworks	in	group	exhibitions	was	cause	
of	significant	confusion.	Effectively,	a	number	of	interviewees	were	unaware	of	the	fact	that	
minimum	recommended	fees	for	major	stand-alone	performances	correspond	to	that	
recommended	for	solo	exhibitions.	Referring	to	their	experience	negotiating	fees	for	major	
solo	performance,	an	interviewee	commented:	“I	didn’t	know	I	was	entitled	to	a	solo	
exhibition	fee,	but	I	bring	up	the	solo	exhibition	fee	because	it’s	as	much	work	as	a	solo	
exhibition.	Sometimes	I	get	that	but	sometimes	institutions	just	laugh.”	It	should	be	noted	
that	not	all	artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	research	shared	this	experience	and	rather	
expressed	having	regularly	received	fees	equivalent	to	solo	exhibition	fees	for	major	solo	
performances.	Additionally,	not	all	interviewees	thought	that	indications	for	major	stand-
alone	solo	performances	and/or	the	inclusion	of	performance	artworks	in	group	exhibitions	
were	confusing.	However,	the	majority	of	interviewed	artists	agreed	that	presenting	
minimum	recommended	fees	for	performance	in	a	grid	similar	to	that	included	in	the	
survey	would	be	a	good	idea	as	it	would	eliminate	sources	of	potential	confusion	for	both	
presenters	and	artists.		
	
Finally,	a	number	of	interviewees	discussed	the	need	for	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	to	make	recommendations	for	performance	presented	in	the	
context	of	a	conference	or	symposium.	Interviewees	recounted	experiences	whereby	they	
had	been	invited	to	present	performance	as	part	of	conferences	without	being	offered	a	fee	
for	their	presentation.	Others	expressed	concern	as	to	presenters	being	able	to	offer	
performance	artists	fees	lower	than	presentation	fees	for	performance	presented	in	the	
context	of	a	conference,	i.e.	presenters	may	refer	to	minimum	recommended	fees	for	
performance	presented	in	the	context	of	an	evening	of	multiple	performances	($199	
Category	I)	instead	of	minimum	recommended	fees	for	presentation	($304	for	half-day,		
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section	C.1	of	the	Schedule).	Interviewees	also	shared	experiences	in	which	they	were	asked	
to	cover	their	own	travel	costs	in	addition	to	paying	registration	fees	when	invited	to	
present	performance	in	the	context	of	a	conference.	
	

6.2 Evaluation of CARFAC/RAAV Minimum Recommended 
Performance Presentation Royalties  

	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	evaluate	the	adequacy	of	CARFAC/RAAV	minimum	
recommended	performance	presentation	royalties	for	4	types	of	fees.	
	
Overall,	respondent	evaluations	indicate	low	levels	of	adequacy	of	minimum	recommended	
fees	across	all	fee	categories.	
	

Type	of	Fee	 Evaluation*	

Major	Stand-Alone	Solo	Performance	
Between	Too	low	and	Adequate,	leaning	to	
Adequate	

Performances	Within	an	Ongoing	
Showcase	or	Event	(Annual	or	Biennial	
Festival)	

Between	Too	low	and	Adequate,	rounded	
down	

Performance	Works	in	a	Setting	of	
Multiple	Performances	in	a	Single	Evening	

Between	Too	low	and	Adequate,	rounded	
up	

Inclusion	of	Performance	in	Exhibitions	
Between	Too	low	and	Adequate,	leaning	to	
Adequate		

*Based	on	weighted	averages	excluding	“I	don’t	know”	responses.	
	
Comparative	analysis	of	responses	based	on	respondents’	self-identified	characteristics	
(Based	on	weighted	averages	excluding	“I	don’t	know”	responses):	
	

• Fees	for	Major	Stand-Alone	Performance	received	highest	adequacy	ratings.		
• Fees	for	Performance	Works	in	a	Setting	of	Multiple	Performances	in	a	Single	

Evening	received	lowest	adequacy	ratings.	
• Evaluations	by	respondents	self-identified	as	emerging	or	as	members	of	equity-

seeking	groups	indicated	lower	levels	of	adequacy	overall.	
• Evaluations	by	respondents	self-identified	as	established	or	as	members	of	artists’	

collectives	indicated	higher	levels	of	adequacy	overall.	
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Legend:		
+:	Levels	of	adequacy	higher	than	overall	respondent	evaluation	
-:	Levels	of	adequacy	lower	than	overall	respondent	evaluation	
=:	Levels	of	adequacy	similar	to	overall	respondent	evaluation	(rounded)	
H:	Highest	levels	of	adequacy	for	a	given	respondent	group		
L:	Lowest	levels	of	adequacy	for	a	given	respondent	group		
	

	

Emerging	 Mid-
Career	

Established	 	 Equity-
Seeking	
Groups	

Artists’	
Collectives*	

Major	Stand-Alone	
Solo	Performance	

-	/	H	 +	/	H	 +	/	H	 	 -	/	H		 +	/	H	(equal	
ranking)	

Performances	Within	
an	Ongoing	
Showcase	or	Event	
(Annual	or	Biennial	
Festival)	

-	/	L	 =		 +	 	 -/L	 +	/	H	(equal	
ranking)	

Performance	Works	
in	a	Setting	of	
Multiple	
Performances	in	a	
Single	Evening	

-		 =	/	L	 +	/	L	 	 -		 +	/	L	(equal	
ranking)	
	

Inclusion	of	
Performance	in	
Exhibitions	

-	 =	 +	 	 -	 +	/	L	(equal	
ranking)	

*Low	response	rates	from	representatives	of	artists’	collectives.		
	
Summary	of	comments	provided	in	response	to	a	survey	question	asking	for	additional	
feedback	on	minimum	recommended	performance	presentation	royalties	and/or	fee	
categories	for	performance	(for	complete	responses,	please	refer	to	Appendix	1:	Collated	
Survey	Data):	

• A	number	of	respondents	indicated	that	minimum	fees	are	generally	too	low,	in	
particular	in	the	case	of	suggested	minimum	fees	for	the	Performance	Works	in	a	
Setting	of	Multiple	Performances	in	a	Single	Evening.		

• Some	respondents	suggested	that	fees	for	performance	should	never	be	lower	than	
$300,	another	respondent	suggested	a	$400	minimum	for	a	performance	not	
exceeding	2	hours.	

• A	number	of	respondents	flagged	the	fact	that	performance	is	mostly	presented	
through	Category	I	institutions,	which	impacts	the	minimum	fees	that	artists	may	
expect.	On	this	note,	a	respondent	indicated	that	fees	listed	under	higher-budget	
organizational	categories	were	more	adequate,	but	that	artists	seldom	have	access	
to	these	venues	to	present	performance.	

• A	number	of	respondents	pointed	to	the	need	to	take	into	account	different	
institutional	contexts	and	funding	made	available	to	presenters.	A	number	of	
respondents	proposed	that	new	organizational	categories	should	be	instituted	to	
better	reflect	the	reality	of	presenters’	operating	budgets.	Some	respondents	
proposed	that	establishing	additional	institutional	categories	for	lower-budget	
organizations	would	accommodate	the	realities	of	grassroots	and	community	
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organizations.	On	this	note,	one	respondent	proposed	that	increasing	minimum	fees	
could	be	challenging	for	lower-budget	organizations.	

• A	number	of	responses	stressed	the	“case-by-case”	character	of	performance	
projects	and	settings	and	the	importance	of	recognizing	project	specificities	when	
assessing	the	adequacy	of	fees.	In	particular,	respondents	stressed	the	fact	that	
performance	presentation	royalties	often	do	not	account	for	the	research,	
preparation,	and	labour	involved	in	the	production	of	performance.	

• Other	issues	flagged	by	respondents	include	the	lack	of	definition	for	“major	stand-
alone	performance”	and	the	confusing	nature	of	the	fee	structure.	

	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
 
Overall,	artists	interviewed	as	part	of	this	research	indicated	that	minimum	recommended	
fees	listed	under	section	A.1.5.1	Performance	Presentation	Royalties	are	too	low.	It	should	
be	noted	that	minimum	recommended	fees	for	Performance	Works	in	a	Setting	of	Multiple	
Performances	in	a	Single	Evening,	in	particular,	were	evaluated	as	being	unsustainable	for	
artists.	Some	interviewees	indicated	that	the	fact	that	these	fees	are	so	low	contributes	to	
devaluing	performance	and	to	creating	hierarchies	between	visual/media	arts	practices.	As	
discussed	throughout	this	report,	interviewed	artists	highlighted	the	importance	of	
recognizing	the	labour	involved	in	producing	and	presenting	performance,	which	many	
compared	to	that	involved	in	putting	together	an	exhibition.	On	this	note,	an	interviewee	
explained:	“to	me,	there	is	no	difference	between	putting	a	visual	art	show	and	a	
performance	together	and	to	be	paid	that	low	[of	a	fee]	I	just	say	no.”	Effectively,	
interviewees	argued	that	fees	listed	under	section	A.1.5.1	of	the	Schedule,	because	they	are	
lower	than	exhibition	fees	(except	in	the	case	of	group	exhibitions	of	6+	artists),	create	a	de	
facto	hierarchy	whereby	performance	is	seen	as	less	valuable	than	other	forms	of	art.	
Interviewed	artists	indicated	that,	following	issues	addressed	in	section	1.4	Sustainability	of	
Performance	Practices,	this	exacerbates	misconceptions	about	the	labour	involved	in	
creating	performance.	As	discussed	in	earlier	sections	of	this	report,	performance	art	can	be	
understood	as	a	context-specific	medium,	which	entails	a	significant	amount	of	preparatory	
work	for	the	artist	in	advance	of	presenting	a	work.	Effectively,	based	on	the	conversations	
had	with	interviewees,	it	appears	that	a	number	of	artists	develop	completely	new	works	or	
significantly	altered	versions	of	existing	works	when	they	are	invited	to	present	
performance.	While	in	these	contexts	artists	may	not	be	commissioned	per	se	to	produce	
new	work,	the	nature	of	their	practice	is	such	that	are	often	producing	new	work	when	
invited	to	present	performance.	Accordingly,	a	number	of	interviewees	called	for	artists’	
fees	to	adequately	reflect	the	labour	involved	in	presenting	(and	therefore	producing)	
performance.		
	
For	the	most	part,	interviewed	artists	thought	that	minimum	recommended	fees	for	major	
stand-alone	solo	performances	and/or	the	inclusion	of	performance	in	group	exhibitions	
were	adequate.	It	should	be	noted	that	these	minimum	recommended	fees	are	equivalent	to	
that	recommended	for	exhibitions,	which	puts	performance	on	an	equal	standing	as	other	
visual/media	arts	practices	presented	in	these	contexts.	
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6.3 Additional Factors and Considerations  
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Festival	Contexts	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	if	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	
Schedule	should	include	fees	for	each	additional	performance	presented	after	the	1st	
performance	and	long-duration	performances	(one	performance	occurring	over	multiple	
days	or	programming	slots)	in	the	context	of	a	festival.		
	
In	both	cases,	a	majority	of	respondents	selected	“yes”:	
Each	additional	performance	presented	after	the	1st	
performance	 71.13%	
Long-duration	performances	(one	performance	occurring	
over	multiple	days	or	programming	slots)	 61.86%	
	
It	should	however	be	noted	that,	in	both	cases,	a	high	number	of	respondents	selected	“I	
don’t	know”:	
Each	additional	performance	presented	after	the	1st	
performance	 23.71%	
Long-duration	performances	(one	performance	occurring	
over	multiple	days	or	programming	slots)	 27.84%	
	
Summary	of	respondents’	suggestions	to	model	fees	for	each	additional	performance	
presented	after	the	1st	performance	(for	complete	responses,	please	refer	to	Appendix	1:	
Collated	Survey	Data):	

• Some	respondents	proposed	that	each	performance	(1st	performance	and	each	
additional	performance)	should	be	remunerated	equally.	One	respondent	proposed	
that	fees	should	follow	standards	established	in	other	performing	arts	sectors	(such	
as	music)	where	artists	are	provided	equal	remuneration	for	first	and	subsequent	
performances.	

• Some	respondents	agreed	that	additional	performances	should	be	remunerated	at	a	
lesser	rate	than	the	first,	but	at	a	higher	rate	than	that	currently	suggested	in	the	
CARFAC/RAAV	Fee	Schedule.	Propositions	range	from	50%	to	75%	of	the	rate	for	
the	first	performance.	

• Other	respondents	proposed	specific	minimum	amounts	for	each	additional	
performance	ranging	from	$150	to	$300.	

	
Summary	of	respondents’	suggestions	to	model	fees	for	long-duration	performances	(for	
complete	responses,	please	refer	to	Appendix	1:	Collated	Survey	Data):	

• Some	respondents	recommended	compensating	the	artist	globally	based	on	the	
number	of	days	of	performance	or	establishing	rates	per	day	or	per	programming	
slot.	

• Others	suggested	establishing	a	base	fee	for	up	to	a	maximum	number	of	
performance	hours,	and	then	an	hourly	fee	for	each	additional	hour.	

• Others	recommended	adapting	the	existing	“additional	performance”	category	for	
the	remuneration	of	durational	performances.		
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• Some	respondents	suggested	establishing	different	rates	based	on	duration	for	
performances	less	than	2	hours	(e.g.	15	min.,	30	min.,	45	min.).	

• Other	respondents	proposed	specific	minimum	amounts	ranging	from	$200	to	
$2000	depending	on	duration	or	suggested	applying	a	30%	increase	from	the	base	
rate.	

• It	should	be	noted	that	one	respondent	indicated	that	long-duration	performances	
should	not	be	remunerated	more	than	non-durational	performances	because	the	
format	of	the	performance	is	an	artistic	choice.	Further,	another	respondent	
indicated	that	presenting	a	longer	performance	did	not	necessarily	entail	more	
work	on	the	part	of	the	artist.	

	
Collective	Performance	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	if	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	
Schedule	should	establish	fees	for	the	presentation	of	collective	performance	based	on	the	
number	of	participating	artists/members	in	a	collective.	
	
A	majority	of	respondents	(62.89%)	answered	“yes.”	
It	should	be	noted	that	a	significant	number	of	respondents	(31.96%)	answered	“I	don’t	
know.”	
	
Additional	Factors	
Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	identify	other	factors	that	should	be	used	to	determine	
fees	paid	to	artists.	
	
It	should	be	noted	that	38.14%	of	respondents	selected	“none,	all	artists	should	be	paid	the	
same	fee.”	
	
Options	selected	in	order	of	importance:	
	
Duration	of	the	artwork	(short	action,	long	action,	
durational	work,	etc.)	 46.39%	
Artists'	level	of	professional	experience	(emerging,	mid-
career,	established,	etc.)	

42.27%	

Where	the	work	is	shown	(public	space,	gallery,	theatre,	
etc.)	

39.18%	

Number	of	artists	/	collectives	in	a	setting	of	multiple	
performances	in	a	single	evening	

39.18%	

Form	of	the	artwork	(intervention,	relational	project,	
performance	art,	furtive	action,	etc.)	

30.93%	

Size	of	public	 16.49%	
	
14.43%	of	respondents	selected	“other.”	Other	responses	include:	

• A	number	of	respondents	referred	to	the	presenting	institution’s	capacity	to	
remunerate	artists	based	on	its	operating	budget.	Some	respondents	proposed	the	
creation	of	additional	institutional	categories	based	on	a	further	breakdown	of	
operating	budgets.	Others	stressed	the	importance	of	remuneration	reflecting	the	
presenting	institutions’	means.	

• A	number	of	respondents	proposed	that	project-specific	factors	such	as	scale	and	
scope,	technical	and	documentation	needs,	and	materials,	equipment	and	
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installation	be	taken	into	account.	Some	respondents	also	pointed	to	the	artists’	and	
their	collaborators’	travel	as	an	important	factor	to	consider.		

• One	respondent	proposed	that	further	differentiation	could	lead	to	a	misuse	of	the	
fee	schedule	while	another	mentioned	the	need	for	nuance	due	to	the	complexity	of	
the	question.	

	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
	
Interviewed	artists	were	asked	if	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	
should	take	additional	factors	into	account	to	establish	minimum	recommended	rates	for	
performance	presentation	royalties.	This	question	was	identified	as	complicated	by	
interviewees	who	weighed	pros	and	cons	of	adding	layers	of	complexity	to	the	Schedule.	
Effectively,	interviewees	expressed	concerns	as	to	the	possibility	of	creating	further	
hierarchy	within	section	A.1.5	Performance	Presentation	Royalties	by	providing	higher	
minimum	recommended	fees	for	certain	types	of	work	based	on	additional	criteria.	
	
Nevertheless,	interviewed	artists	generally	agreed	that	it	would	be	a	good	idea	for	the	Fee	
Schedule	to	provide	guidance	as	to	the	remuneration	of	durational	and	collective	
performance.	However,	it	is	important	to	note	that	interviewees	indicated	against	making	
fee	provisions	for	durational	and	collective	performance	prohibitive	so	as	to	not	discourage	
presenters	from	programming	these	types	of	works.	Accordingly,	some	interviewees	
proposed	that,	instead	of	establishing	separate	fees	for	durational	and	collective	
performance,	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	should	establish	
best	practice	guidelines	for	presenters,	including	considerations	for	increasing	fees	based	
on	these	criteria.	Criteria	other	than	duration	and	collective	performance	were	not	
discussed	in	great	detail	with	interviewees.	However,	it	should	be	noted	that	one	
interviewee	strongly	recommended	against	basing	artists’	fees	on	the	size	of	audience.		
	
Durational	Performance	
Some	interviewees	indicated	that	the	additional	labour	involved	in	presenting	durational	
performance	(identified	by	interviewees	as	performance	longer	than	3	or	4	hours)	or	
performance	taking	place	over	several	days	should	be	recognized	through	increased	fees.	
Interviewees	spoke	of	the	need	to	acknowledge	the	additional	financial	support	that	artists	
require,	in	these	circumstances,	because	the	work	is	presented	over	an	extended	period	of	
time.	In	this	sense,	some	interviewees	argued	for	the	Schedule	to	recommend	higher	fees	
for	durational	performance	based	on	the	fact	that	this	type	of	performance	is	more	
demanding	on	the	artist	(in	terms	of	presentation	time	and	expended	energy).	Reflecting	on	
the	absence	of	duration	being	accounted	for	as	a	factor	in	the	current	configuration	of	the	
CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule,	an	interviewee	framed	an	artist’s	
potential	thought	process	as	follows:	“will	I	make	a	choice	to	not	show	durational	work	
because	I	know	this	is	tough	on	my	body	and	I’m	getting	the	same	fee	as	the	person	who’s	
doing	a	10-minute	performance?	It’s	not	to	devalue	their	10-minute	performance,	but	does	
it	have	an	impact	on	the	creative	choices	that	I’m	making?”	
	
However,	some	interviewees	indicated	that,	if	the	Fee	Schedule	recommended	increased	
fees	for	durational	performance,	artists	might	be	driven	to	present	longer	performances	not	
out	of	aesthetic	concerns,	but	in	response	to	monetary	incentives.	Further,	some	
interviewed	artists	highlighted	the	inherent	problematic	of	such	measures,	which	would	
create	further	hierarchy	within	the	existing	recommended	fee	structure	for	the	
presentation	of	performance.	It	was	argued	that	recommending	higher	minimum	fees	for	
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certain	types	of	performance	(e.g.	durational	performance)	could	result	in	rendering	these	
practices	symbolically	more	valuable	than	others.	Moreover,	some	interviewees	posited	
that	duration	was	ultimately	an	artistic	choice,	which	should	not	be	taken	into	account	
when	recommending	minimum	performance	presentation	royalties.	Arguing	in	this	sense,	
an	interviewee	explained:	“I	would	not	expect	to	get	a	different	fee	because	it’s	durational.	
It’s	an	aesthetic	and	formal	choice	about	the	work	and	as	an	artist	I	think	it’s	my	
responsibility	to	make	that	choice	and	I	bite	the	bullet	for	that.”	Other	interviewees	argued	
that	artists	should	make	informed	decisions	as	to	whether	or	not	a	“piece	should	exist	in	a	
certain	way”	in	light	of	the	conditions	offered	by,	or	negotiated	with,	presenters.		
	
What	emerges	from	the	conversations	had	with	interviewees	is	a	general	sense	that	artists	
should	be	compensated	fairly	for	their	work,	which	includes	taking	into	account	the	
durational	aspects	of	a	performance.	However,	making	strict	recommendations	to	this	effect	
in	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	could	be	counterproductive	as	
it	would	create	a	hierarchy	of	value	between	different	types	of	performance.	Further,	given	
the	wide	spectrum	of	potential	duration	for	performance,	interviewees	questioned	the	
possibility	for	the	Schedule	to	make	adequate	minimum	fee	recommendations	for	
durational	performance.	Specifically,	interviewees	pointed	to	the	challenge	of	making	
recommendations	for	performance	presented	over	extended	periods	of	time	(e.g.	several	
months),	and	further	to	the	budgetary	challenges	that	presenters	would	face	in	these	
circumstances.	In	these	cases,	interviewees	proposed	that	understanding	the	project	
through	the	framework	of	a	residency,	or	as	a	co-presentation	between	the	presenter	and	
the	artist,	may	prove	more	productive	to	conceive	of	the	level	of	support	required	by	the	
artist	from	the	presenter.	As	one	interviewee	put	it,	“it’s	about	figuring	out	a	happy	medium;	
that	the	artist	feels	validated	in	what	they	are	doing	and	the	time	they’ve	spent,	but	also	at	
the	same	time	realizing	that	there	are	restrictions.”	
	
In	any	case,	it	should	be	noted	that	interviewees	did	not	recommend	making	provisions	in	
the	Schedule	for	performance	presentation	fees	based	on	specific	performance	durations	
broken	down	in	minutes	and	hours	(e.g.	10	min.,	30	min.,	1	hour,	2	hours,	etc.).	Effectively,	
interviewees	indicated	that	remunerating	performance	based	on	the	specific	duration	of	the	
piece,	as	is	the	case	for	video	screenings,	would	not	be	appropriate.		
	
Further,	should	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule	make	
recommendations	regarding	fees	for	durational	performance,	interviewed	artists	generally	
agreed	that	following	the	model	established	though	the	existing	Single	Performance	
(Festival)	Each	Additional	Performance	category¾i.e.	30%	of	single	work	rate	per	
additional	performance)¾would	be	a	good	starting	point.	The	idea	would	thereby	be	to	
remunerate	each	additional	day	or	programming	slot	through	which	the	performance	
unfolds	at	30%	of	the	single	work	rate.	Further,	this	remuneration	model	could	be	extended	
to	performance	presented	in	contexts	other	than	festivals	(e.g.	performance	presented	as	
part	of	an	exhibition).	Other	recommendations	include	the	possibility	of	establishing	a	fee	
for	the	first	day	of	the	performance,	and	then	a	separate	fee	for	each	additional	day,	which,	
if	the	performance	unfolds	over	several	weeks,	could	turn	into	weekly	fees.	It	was	noted	
that	this	proposition	could	alleviate	the	potential	financial	burden	put	on	presenters	in	the	
case	of	performance	presented	over	several	weeks/months.	Effectively,	interviewees	
stressed	the	importance	of	budgetary	considerations	not	restricting	the	possibility	to	
program	this	type	of	performance.	The	possibility	of	establishing	fees	on	a	project-by-
project	basis	was	also	highlighted	by	interviewees	as	an	avenue	to	consider,	with	emphasis	
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placed	on	presenters	being	open	to	negotiating	adequate	fees	for	artists	based	on	the	
parameters	of	their	proposed	projects.				
	
Collective	Performance	
The	general	consensus	among	interviewed	artists	is	that	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	should	make	recommendations	as	to	the	remuneration	of	
performance	presented	by	artists’	collectives.	Interviewees	agreed	that	the	Schedule	should	
recommend	higher	fees	for	small	artists’	collectives,	such	as	duos	and	trios.	Interviewees	
indicated	that	artists’	duos	and	trios	are	fairly	established	in	performance	and	posited	that,	
in	this	type	of	collaboration,	all	members	of	the	collective	generally	have	input	into	the	
creative	aspects	of	the	work.	Interviewees	further	indicated	that	collectives	often	split	a	
single	artist’s	fee	equally	among	their	members,	which	can	result	in	individual	members	
receiving	low	fees	for	their	contribution	to	a	given	performance	project.	Accordingly,	it	was	
argued	that	minimum	recommended	fees	should	be	increased,	in	the	case	of	small	artists’	
collectives,	so	as	to	ensure	that	individual	collective	members	receive	adequate	
remuneration	for	their	work.	Some	interviewees	proposed	that	minimum	recommended	
fees	should	be	doubled¾in	the	case	of	a	duo¾or	tripled¾in	the	case	of	a	trio.	In	this	
scenario,	fees	split	among	members	of	a	collective	would	be	equivalent	to	a	single	artist’s	
fee.		
	
However,	interviewees	were	cautious	as	to	supporting	a	model	whereby	the	Schedule	
would	recommend	that	each	member	of	a	collective,	regardless	of	its	size,	be	allocated	a	
single	artist’s	fee.	Effectively,	interviewees	proposed	that	such	model	would	likely	prohibit	
the	programming	of	collective	performance	as	this	would	put	significant	pressure	on	
presenters’	budgets.	An	interviewee	presented	the	issue	as	follows:	“making	firm	rules	can	
work	against	making	something	happen.	They’ll	say,	‘my	God	you	have	15	people	are	you	
kidding	we	can’t	afford	that,’	and	that	means	you	won’t	get	to	show	that	kind	of	work.”	
Further,	as	discussed	in	earlier	sections	of	this	report	(3.2.2	Costs	Associated	with	
Performance	and	4.2.1	Payment	of	Performance	Presentation	Royalties),	interviewees	
established	distinctions	between	different	types	of	collaborative	relationships.	In	the	case	of	
performance	presented	by	larger	groups,	interviewees	indicated	that	it	is	unlikely	that	all	
performers	have	equal	creative	input	into	the	work.	Accordingly,	it	should	not	be	expected	
that	each	performer	be	allocated	a	fee	equivalent	to	a	single	artist’s	fee.	Rather	as	discussed	
in	section	3.2.2	Costs	Associated	with	Performance,	presentation	fees	provided	to	these	
performers	can	be	understood	in	similar	terms	as	production	or	material	expenses.	In	these	
cases,	it	was	proposed	that	different	fee	scales	be	established	and/or	that	the	remuneration	
of	performers	other	than	the	core	creators	of	a	work	be	accounted	for	as	part	of	production	
expenses	incurred	by	presenters.		

7 Concluding Remarks and Additional Considerations 
	
FINDINGS FROM SURVEY RESPONSES 
	
Key	ideas	from	responses	provided	by	respondents	to	the	survey’s	open-ended	concluding	
question,	which	asked	respondents	to	provide	additional	information/feedback	are	
summarized	below	(for	complete	responses,	please	refer	to	Appendix	1:	Collated	Survey	
Data):	
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• One	respondent	cautioned	against	increasing	minimum	fees	as	this	could	lead	to	
less	opportunities	to	present	performance	work.	The	respondent	stressed	the	
importance	of	consulting	with	presenters	on	this	matter.	

• One	respondent	stressed	the	importance	of	not	basing	fees	on	artists’	career	levels.	
• One	respondent	proposed	that	symposiums	be	subjected	to	paying	CARFAC/RAAC	

Minimum	Recommended	Fees.	
• One	respondent	denounced	issues	of	ageism	and	sexism	experienced	in	the	sector.		
• One	respondent	indicated	that	they	should	have	been	paid	to	fill	out	the	survey.	

	
FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEW RESPONSES 
 
Interviewees	were	asked	to	provide	suggestions	as	to	other	initiatives	CARFAC/RAAV	could	
undertake	to	better	support	performance	artists.	A	number	of	interviewees	highlighted	the	
need	for	increased	advocacy	and	education	around	the	payment	or	artists’	fees,	and	further,	
around	artists’	right	to	negotiate	fees	with	presenters.	As	discussed	in	section	6.1	Structure	
and	Clarity	of	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	Recommended	Performance	Presentation	Royalties,	
interviewees	highlighted	the	fact	that	fees	included	in	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Fee	Schedule	are	
minimum	recommended	rates,	which	implies	that	these	rates	serve	as	starting	points	for	
artists	and	presenters	to	negotiate.	Interviewees	denounced	the	reluctance	of	some	
presenters	to	negotiate	artists’	fees	and	recognized	that	artists	may	encounter	significant	
challenges	negotiating	adequate	support	for	their	work.	However,	as	demonstrated	in	this	
report,	the	specificities	of	performance	practices	call	for	presenters	to	be	open	to	
negotiating	fair	presentation	fees	with	artists,	among	other	conditions.		
	
Further,	interviewees	indicated	that	more	educational	material,	for	both	artists	and	
presenters,	are	needed	to	ensure	equitable	practices	with	regard	to	documentation	of	
performance.	The	production	of	best	practice	guidelines	and	templates	was	recommended.	
	
Finally,	interviewees	recognized	the	important	role	played	by	organizations	such	as	
CARFAC	and	RAAV	in	advocating	for	better	working	conditions	for	artists.	An	interviewee	
exclaimed:	“I	think	you	guys	do	a	really	good	job.	I’m	glad	we	have	CARFAC	because	if	we	
didn’t,	I	think	the	conditions	would	be	worse.”	On	this	note,	it	should	be	mentioned	that	
interviewed	artists	were	glad	to	see	CARFAC/RAAV	undertake	research	into	the	realities	
and	needs	of	performance	artists	and	recognized	the	importance	of	reviewing	section	A.1.5	
of	the	Fee	Schedule	(Performance	Presentation	Royalties)	in	light	of	research	findings.		

8 Recommendations 
	
Based	on	research	findings,	the	following	recommendations	have	been	outlined:		
	
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE STRUCTURE OF SECTION A.1.5 
PERFORMANCE PRESENTATION ROYALTIES 
 
Recommendation	1:	
Research	findings	indicate	that	the	structure	of	section	A.1.5	of	the	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	(Performance	Presentation	Royalties)	can	lead	to	confusion,	
with	potential	negative	impacts	on	the	remuneration	of	artists.	To	increase	clarity	of	
recommended	fees	and	fee	categories,	it	is	recommended	that	all	performance	presentation	
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royalties	be	presented	in	a	grid	similar	to	that	included	in	the	research	survey.	Minimum	
recommended	fees	for	the	following	categories	should	be	clearly	laid	out:	

• Major	solo	performance	
• Performance	presented	in	the	context	of	a	group	exhibition	
• Performance	presented	in	addition	to	a	solo	exhibition	
• Performance	presented	in	addition	to	another	work	by	the	same	artist	presented	in	

the	context	of	a	group	exhibition	
	
Recommendation	2:	
To	further	increase	clarity	of	minimum	recommended	fee	categories	for	performance	
presentation	royalties	and	to	ensure	that	artists	are	remunerated	according	to	these	
recommended	minimums,	it	is	recommended	that	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	provide	definitions	for	the	following	terms:	

• Major	solo	performance	
• Performance	presented	in	addition	to	a	solo	exhibition	(as	opposed	to	performance	

included	as	part	of	a	solo	exhibition)	
• Performance	presented	in	addition	to	another	work	by	the	same	artist	presented	in	

the	context	of	a	group	exhibition	(as	opposed	to	performance	included	as	part	of	a	
group	exhibition)	

	
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING FEES LISTED UNDER SECTION A.1.5.1 
PERFORMANCE PRESENTATION ROYALTIES 
	
Recommendation	3:	
Research	findings	indicate	that	minimum	recommended	fees	included	in	section	A.1.5.1	of	
the	Fee	Schedule	should	be	increased.	Accordingly,	it	is	recommended	that	minimum	
recommended	fees	for	the	following	performance	presentation	royalty	categories	be	
increased:	

• Single	performance	within	an	ongoing	showcase	or	event:	Single	Performance	
(Festival)	1st	Performance		

• Performance	works	in	a	setting	of	multiple	performances	in	a	single	evening:	Single	
Performance	(Single	Event)		

	
Following	the	above-recommended	increase,	CARFAC/RAAV	should	consider	revising	the	
baseline	for	establishing	fees	for	Single	Performance	(Festival)	Each	Additional	
Performance,	which	is	currently	set	at	30%	of	the	Single	Work	Rate.	The	rate	should,	at	
minimum,	be	set	at	30%	of	the	new	rate	for	Single	Performance	(Festival)	1st	Performance.	
	
Recommendation	4:	
It	is	recommended	that	CARFAC/RAAV	consult	with	ARCA	to	determine	appropriate	
increased	minimum	recommended	fees	listed	under	section	A.1.5.1	of	the	Fee	Schedule.	It	
should	be	noted	that	research	findings	from	the	consultation	undertaken	by	ARCA	
regarding	professional	conditions	for	performance	artists	also	indicated	that	fees	listed	
under	section	A.1.5.1	of	the	Fee	Schedule	should	be	increased.		
	
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS FOR MINIMUM 
RECOMMENDED FEES 
	
Recommendation	5:	



	 57	

Based	on	research	findings,	it	is	recommended	that	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	make	provisions	for	the	remuneration	of	durational	
performance.	However,	research	findings	are	inconclusive	as	to	whether	or	not	specific	fees	
for	durational	performance	should	be	outlined.	It	is	recommended	that	CARFAC/RAAV	
consult	with	presenters	as	to	the	feasibility	of	developing	specific	minimum	recommended	
fees	for	durational	performance	across	all	performance	presentation	royalty	categories.		
	
If	a	fee	structure	for	durational	performance	is	not	adopted,	it	is	recommended	that	
CARFAC/RAAV	develop	best	practice	guidelines	for	the	remuneration	of	durational	
performance,	across	all	performance	presentation	royalty	categories,	so	as	to	facilitate	
artists’	negotiation	with	presenters.	These	guidelines	should	be	integrated	in	the	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	to	facilitate	artists’	negotiation	with	presenters.		
	
A	clear	definition	of	durational	performance	should	also	be	provided	in	the	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule.	
	
Recommendation	6:	
Based	on	research	findings,	it	is	recommended	that	the	CARFAC/RAAV	Minimum	
Recommended	Fee	Schedule	make	provisions	for	the	remuneration	of	performance	
presented	by	small	collectives	(duos	and	trios).	It	is	recommended	that	specific	minimum	
recommended	fees	for	small	collectives	be	outlined	across	all	performance	presentation	
royalty	categories.		
	
Further,	it	is	recommended	that	CARFAC/RAAV	develop	best	practice	guidelines	for	the	
remuneration	of	performance	by	large	collectives	across	all	performance	presentation	
royalty	categories.	These	guidelines	should	be	integrated	in	the	Minimum	Recommended	
Fee	Schedule	to	facilitate	artists’	negotiation	with	presenters.	
	
Recommendation	7:	
It	is	recommended	that	CARFAC/RAAV	develop	minimum	recommended	fees	for	
performance	presented	in	the	context	of	a	conference	or	symposium.		
	
	
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING BEST PRACTICE GUIDELINES FOR 
PRESENTERS 
	
Recommendation	8:	
Further	to	the	development	of	best	practice	guidelines	recommended	above,	it	is	
recommended	that	CARFAV/RAAV	encourage	presenters	to	provide	increased	support	to	
performance	artists	by	developing	best	practice	guidelines	regarding	the	following	items:		

• Financial	support	for	an	artist’s	travel,	accommodations,	and	per	diems	
• Financial	support	for	a	materials/presentation	budget,	which	may	include	fees	for	

additional	performers	
• Disbursement	of	professional	fees	for	installation/preparation	for	time	spent	on	site	

rehearsing/installing	in	advance	of	presenting	the	performance	
• Documentation	of	performance	undertaken	by	presenters	and/or	by	presenters	

through	a	third-party	documenter,	including	provisions	regarding	ownership	of	
copyright		
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EDUCATION AND ADVOCACY 
	
Recommendation	9:	
CARFAC/RAAV	should	further	educate	presenters	and	artists	about	minimum	
recommended	fees	for	performance	presentation	royalties,	in	particular	fees	for:	

• Major	solo	performance	
• Performance	presented	in	addition	to	a	solo	exhibition	
• Performance	presented	in	addition	to	another	work	by	the	same	artist	presented	in	

the	context	of	a	group	exhibition	
	
Recommendation	10:	
CARFAC/RAAV	should	further	educate	presenters	as	to	the	specificities	of	performance,	and	
the	specific	needs	of	performance	artists	as	outlined	in	this	report.	
	
Recommendation	11:	
CARFAC/RAAV	should	further	educate	presenters	and	artists	about	artists’	right	to	
negotiate	fees	based	on	minimum	recommended	fees	outlined	in	the	CARFAC/RAAV	
Minimum	Recommended	Fee	Schedule.	
	
Recommendation	12:	
CARFAC/RAAV	should	further	encourage	presenters	to	pay	copyright	reproduction	
royalties	to	artists	for	the	use	of	documentation	of	performances.	
	
Recommendation	13:	
CARFAC/RAAV	should	develop	best	practice	guidelines	and	contract	templates	for	artists	
who	work	with	photographers/videographers	to	document	their	work	with	the	goal	of	
ensuring	that	artists	retain	ownership	of	copyright	over	the	use	of	their	documentation	of	
their	work	and	that	photographers/videographers	are	compensated	fairly.	
	
Recommendation	14:	
CARFAC/RAAV	should	encourage	the	production	of	critical	discourse	about	performance	in	
Canada,	including	increased	writing	about	performance	and	the	integration	of	performance	
in	higher	education	institutions’	curriculums.	


