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Foreword

~

I am delighted to present this study on artistic mobility in Africa subject that is
deeply close to my heart, not only as a researcher and practitioner in the cultural
AaSOU2NE o0dzi It az2 | a turayand crdigelrdistHes, a2 INJ|! FNRX Ol Q:
firmly believe in their power to foster connection, peace and brotherhood amongst
people.

We are living through a time of upheaval.

Whilst the world teeters between geopolitical crises, moral collapse and
democratic exhastion, artistsand creative workersontinue, tirelessly, to create,
G2 aLlsSr1 2dzi FyR (G2 NBaArAaldged ¢ KabBdhopes, NNE KdzY !l y A
as well as love and justice.

In this context, championing African artistic mobility is not a luxurig. & political
act. It is asserting our right to move freely, to learn, to pass on knowledge, and to
GStf GKS g2NIRQa aid2NB FTNRBY 2dzNJ 26y dSNNRG2 N

Artistic mobility is not merely about the movement of artistst is alout shifting
imaginaries, decolonising cultural flows, breaking free from the-simefits-all model
dictated by dominant cultures, and defending diversity.

This study is an invitation to see things differently. To rethink mobility as a cultural
right, avital infrastructure, a peaceful tool for reconnecting peoples and restoring
the dignity of free movement.

As for my own continent, Africafor many years now, | have observed just how
YdzOK I NIA&aGaQ Yz2oAftAde Aa 020K | @AGHE F2NDOS

It is oten discussed in the context of international programmes, Ng®tbuth
cooperation and externally funded residencies. But all too rarely do we pause to
look at what is happening amongst us, here in Africeiernal movements, regional
solidarity and endogeous initiatives that breathe life into creative practice on a
daily basis.

This study arose from the conviction that we needed to shift our perspective-Intra

African artistic mobility is neither a marginal phenomenon nor a mere dependence
on internationd aid. It reflects local energy, collective expertise and an ability to

devise models of cultural cooperation deeply rooted in our realities.

Through this research, we sought to highlight local dynamics, document what
already exists, and also to recogniaad celebrate the role of African artists,
institutions and communities who, often with limited resources, succeed in building
bridges and creating spaces for freedom and exchange.

Our approach was intended to be both rigorous and huroantred.
Weworkedg A 0 K S ELISNI & ¥ NE Yrediohst listén&d3o n@ thanA y[Sy G Q& & d
603 voices through the continentide questionnaire, and conducted interviews
with representatives of governments, networks, funders and artistic collectives.

Beyond the figures andnalyses, this report is a call &xtion.
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It calls on decisiomakers, funders, institutions and artists themselves to rethink
mobility not as a privilege or a favour, but as a cultural right and a catalyst for
change. Supporting intrAfrican mobiliy means investing in creativity, in mutual
understanding, and in building a united, interconnected and sustainable African
cultural space.

I would like to thank the ten regional experts and the more than six hundred artists,
practitioners and institutionsvho agreed to take part in this study.

To African artists and creative professionals, | salute their commitment, creativity
and courage, which give this work its strengthat of an Africa standing tall, which
looks at itself, reflects on itself and coects with itself, for itself, and with the
world.

W2 S Ydzad ONAGS 2dzNJ 26y yIFNNIGAG@Sa | YR F2NE
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Culture Funding Watch (CFW)a platform for mobilising sustainable
resources dedicated tareators in the Global South. Its mission is to support
practitioners and professionals in the arts and culture sector in accessing resources,
whilst working towards sustainable, transparent and smart funding for the cultural and
creative industries (CCI).

CFW builds the capacity of the cultural and creative industries through three
pillars access, knowledge and community. By facilitating access to information,
data and resources, building skills, and conducting research and advocacy on
cultural funding, EW acts as a strategic facilitator. The organisation thus promotes
the sector and connects artists, pohloyakers, cultural managers and
entrepreneurs with the resources they need to increase their impact and ensure
their growth.

https://culturefundingwatch.com

DECONFINING a fouryear EWUfunded project bringing together cultural
practitioners, artists, policynakers and audiences from two continemg&urope and
Africa. Dedicated to fostering a bettanderstanding of forms of confinement (social,
political and economic) from different perspectives, the project aims to explore and
develop new forms of intercontinental artistic and cultural cooperation (and in the
field of cultural policy), as well as torovide better access and information for
intercontinental mobility and careation.

http://deconfining.eu
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- INTRODUCTION

In Africa, artistic mobility is not merely a matter of artists travelling or works
being disseminated. It is a vital force a constant flow of ideas, talentna
experiences that sustains the continent's creativity. It connects regions and
carries individual imaginations across borders, enabling the exchange of
knowledge and preserving the bridges between Africa's richly open cultures.
Mobility nurtures the divesity of artistic expression, deepens community ties
and contributes, as part of a broader movement, to the emergence of a more
integrated and cohesive African cultural space.

Yet, despite its fundamental role, this mobility remains poorly understood and,
above all, has been scarcely studied in its #ffeican dimension. Numerous
research projects, programmes and policies have focused on exchanges
between Africa and the rest of the world, particularly within the framework of
international cooperation oNorth-South cultural mobility programmes. This
work has helped to document certain trends and improve funding
mechanisms. However, thesheds very little light oranother reality: that of
intra-continental mobility, of SouttSouth flows and of networks dkfrican
artists, collectives and institutions thaire forging new forms of collaboration
every day

This gap carries significant implications for how we understand and analyse artistic
mobility in Africa. It perpetuates the notion that African artistiobility can only exist
through the support of external partners, reinforcing the misguided assumption that
nothing meaningful is happening locally. The reality tells a different story. Across every
region, endogenous initiatives are taking rootselfmanaged artist residencies,
travelling festivals, hybrid creative spaces, cultural cooperatives, and digital platforms
connecting African artists, organisers and audiences. Driven largely by local actors and
supporters without substantial international backinthese initiatives demonstrate

that African creativity and solidarity are powerful forces capable of reshaping how
culture is circulated, produced and shared.

The aim of this study is therefore cleato bring these invisible dynamics to

light. In thiscontext, to understand intréAfrican artistic mobility, it is equally

crucial to recognise that the issue is not solely about funding or access to

mobility grants. Rather, it is part of a complex set of factorspolitical,

economic, geographical, techmglical and symbolia G KI G &aKIF LIS | NGAA&dG



trajectories and profoundly influence the development of the cultural and
creative industries (CCI) on the continent.

Our approach therefore seeks to explore mobility in all its facets

- The individual journeysfartists who, from Dakar to Nairobi, are charting
new creative paths;

- The mobility hubs emerging as new regional cultural centrelsccra, Tunis,
Johannesburg, Kigali, Lagos and beyond;

- The persistent structural barriers that continue to constrain moeem visa
restrictions, insufficient domestic funding and inadequate infrastructure.

By shedding light on these practices, this study aims to deepen our
understanding of intraAfrican artistic mobility and to inform the development

of more inclusive puld policies. It seeks to reframe mobility not as a mere

aid mechanism, but as a fundamental cultural right, an instrument of social
cohesion, and a transformative lever for the continent's creative economies.

Beyond the figures and programmes, this rasdh ultimately seeks to
celebrate the dynamism of a continent in motioane where artists despite
borders, scarce resources and countless constraintontinue to invent new
ways of moving, new narratives, and new ways of being together.






. METHODOLOGY

1. A Critical andConstructive alApproach

The methodological approach underpinning this study is based on a ceatraiction :to challenge

the assumptions that intrd\frican artistic mobility is marginal, fragile evholly dependent on
international aid, and to draw on a broader evidence base than calls for applications to mobility grants
T instruments that originate primarily from the Global North. While these perceptions are rooted in
partial realitiest notably the lack of public funding, the scarcity of structured support mechanisms
and reliance on certain external partnarsthey do not capture the complexity or richness of the local
dynamics at work across the continent.

Our approach has therefore been criticgt constructive, seeking to acknowledge existing
limitations whilst highlighting the efforts, initiatives and endogenous resources deployed by African
actors : states, local authorities, local foundations, private patrons, cultural institutions and
professional networks.

The aim is not to catalogue what is not working, but rather to build an objective picture of what already
existst to assess its reach where the evidence allows, to identify promising practices and to draw
from them lessons capable of strgthening the longerm sustainability of African cultural mobility.

Put simply, the aim is to give credit where crediig :to recognise and document what Africans are
already doing to support their artists and nurture intantinental exchange.

2. A Tripartite Approach

The methodology was structured around three main, complemengrgnds :

21. Researctbocumentation& Critical Analysi©f Existing Sources

A comprehensive literature review was conducted to map available publications, reports and studies
on artistic mobility in Africa. This stage enabled us to take stock of existing knowledge, assess the
predominant analytical frameworks which tend to privilege international cooperation over irntra
continental dynamics and identify the gaps that persigt research on intréAfrican mobility. The

data gathered were examined critically to surface broader trends, methodological limitations and
recurring blind spots in the existing literature.

22. Regionaldata collection byAfricanexpertst
Seven regional exper from across the continent, selected for theirdepth knowledge of
local cultural and institutional contexts, were mobilised to conduct qualitative and

1 Joel Komlan Senam Hevi, Alejandro de los Santos Pérez, Ouafa Belgacem, Zambuko Melody, Modikwa shireletso, Ama Ofeibea
Tetteh, Koffi Kouame Aurelien
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quantitative data collection in their respective areas. Each expert was responsible for a group
of oountries and worked according to a harmonised methodological framework. The
information gathered focused in particular on:

- local definitions and conceptions of artistic mobility;

- the integration (or lack thereof) of mobility into national public policies;

-the identification of stakeholders and institutions (ministries, agencies, foundations,
private patrons, etc.) that directly or indirectly support mobility;

- existing funding mechanisms and support schemes.

This decentralised approach made it possible ¢oaaunt for the diversity of regional contexts and to
develop a more granular understanding of local practices and conditions.

23. Continental survey andn-depth interviews

To supplement the regional data, a continental questionnaire was distributed in five
languages (French, English, Arabic, Spanish and Portuguese) to ensure broad and inclusive
participation. This questionnaire, comprising more than 50 questions, focused on mobility
dynamics, preferred routes and destinations, funding methods, obstacles eteredn
perceptions and best practices identified by the stakeholders themselves.

In total, over 600 responses were collected, covering a wide range of profiles (artists, cultural
operators, decisionmakers, etc.).

In addition, 21 irdepth individual interiews, each lasting approximately one hour, were
conducted with representatives from governments, public institutions, international
organisations, funders and cultural sector stakeholders. These conversations allowed us to
explore key qualitative dimensianin greater depth, identify relevant case studies and
document innovative initiatives that speak to the vitality and resourcefulness of local
responses to the challenges of artistic mobility.

3. A Methodology Focused ofRecognition& Action

This combinatin of literature review, decentralised data collection and participatory
research is designed to deliver a critical, empirical and fori@ao#ing analysis of artistic
mobility in Africa. It seeks not only to deepen our understanding of the drivers awd b
mobility across the continent, but also to bring local initiatives to the fore and equip decision
makers with evidencdased insights into avenues femprovements

The study thus proposes an approach that does not view mobility solely throughitme pf
funding or international programmes, but as a living system, driven by African actors who
invent, experiment and adapt their models to the realities on the ground.

12



4. A DualFocus Analytical Framework

The study adopts a conceptual frameworkrdaining two levels of analysis:

Intra-Africanartistic mobility

This encompasses all forms of movement of artists and works within the continent,
whether crossborder, regional or interegional. It focuses on SowSouth flows,
emerging hubs and models bérizontal cooperation.

International African artistic mobility

It examines the external trajectories of African artists, the dominant destinations
(Europe, the Americas, Asia, etc.) and the missing links. The aim is to identify possible
correlations: countries or regions where strong internal mobility also facilitates access
to international mobility, or vice versa.

This dual focus enables African artistic mobility to be situated within a global system where
internal and external flows are not opposedtbuutually reinforcing.

5. A Perspective Rooted iAfrican Reaality

This study is distinguished by its endogenous grounding. It draws on definitions, indicators and
analytical frameworks coonstructed with African experts and practitioners, so as to reftaet
diversity of contexts and the richness of local practices across the continent.

By adopting an empirical and participatory approach, it seeks to:

- recognise the initiatives and models that have emerged from the continent;
- reframe African artistic mobtlf within a global yet decentralised perspective, in
which Africa is a producer of knowledge, rather than merely an object of study.

This vision positions artistic mobility not as a privilege or a dependency, but as an instrument
of resilience and a drivesf creative integration across the continent and beyond.

6. The SubRegional Approach aDifferentiated &
ContextualisedAnalysis

In order to reflect the diversity of the African continent and avoid a homogenising lens, this
study adopted a subegional appoach. This methodological choice rests on the recognition
that artistic mobility dynamics are shaped by political, economic, geographical and cultural
contexts that are specific to each region. Regulatory frameworks, cultural infrastructure,
government piorities and cooperation networks vary considerably from one area to the next,
making a differentiated reading essential to capturing local realities with precision.

13



This approach also makes it possible to better identify the complementarities and disparit
between regions, as well as the crasgjional flows of exchange that structure intfdrican
mobility.

For the purposes of this study, the sukgional breakdown follows the framework commonly
used by the African Union and the continent's principatitntional bodies, while also taking
into account linguistic, historical and cultural cooperation proximities.

Five sukregions weregetained :

North Africa ¢ comprising Algeria, Egypt,
Libya, Morocco, Mauritania and Tunisia.

West Africa ¢ comprising tle ECOWAS
O2dzy i NASa o6. SyAyzx [ | LIS
The Gambia, Sudan, Ghana, Guinea,
Equatorial Guinea, Guindsissau, Liberia,
Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Togo) and
Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger

Central Africa ¢ comprising Cameroon,
Angola, Congohe Democratic Republic of
the Congo, Gabon, the Central African
Republic, Sdo Tomé and Principe, and Chad.

East Africa ¢ comprising Burundi, the
Comoros, Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya,
Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, Rwanda, tgeh8kes, Somalia,
South Sudan, Tanzania and Uganda.

Southern Africa¢ including South Africa, Botswana, Eswatini, Namibia, Zambia and
Zimbabwe.

This division makes it possible to:

- put the data into context and identify regional specificities;
- highlight neéworks of stakeholders and emerging cultural hubs at-sedional level;
- detect crossregional correlations in the flows of artists and works;

- and, finally, to formulate recommendations tailored to eaggrographicatontext

In this way, the sulbegional gproach contributes to a more nuanced and balanced
understanding of African artistic mobility, whilst facilitating comparison, knowlestgeing
and the development of tailored public policies.

2 List of countries classified by suégion taken fromhttps://www.afdb.org/fr/countries
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/. Operational Definitions

To ensure analytical consistencyetfollowing definitions have been adopted:

Artistic mobility: any process of physical, virtual, or symbolic movement that allows an artist,
an artwork, or a cultural practitioner to travel or circulate for the purpose of creation,
training, disseminationgr cooperation.

Intra-African mobility: the entire range of artistic movements occurring between African
countries or across regions of the continent.

International mobility of African artists the circulation of African creators toward

destinations outsid the continent, including participation in residencies, festivals, fairs,
markets, or international cooperation projects.

8. Methodology In Figures

The study collected 603 questionnaires from 49 African countbiesuntries are completely
absent: Djibouti The Gambia, Sierra Leone, Somalia and South S@itamtries present but with
very low visibility: Eritrea (mentioned once) and Eswatini (mentioned once)

Graph 1 Number of countries by sutegion

~ 13 13
REGIONAL EXPERTS .
7 experts from the continent's five major regions (North,
West, East, Centre, South) have collected and documented 10
data according to a common methodological framework. )
X 8 7
COUNTRIES COVERED 6
49 African countries represented through the collection of
information and the responses received. ”
.
<
WORKING LANGUAGES
5 languages: French and English, Arabic, Spanish, and 5
Portuguese, — to ensure linguistic inclusivity and NA WA CA EA SA

continental representativeness.

CONTINENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

49 questions covering definitions, financing mechanisms,
flows, regulatory frameworks, infrastructure, obstacles,
perceptions, and best practices of artistic mobility.

603 responses collected from artists, cultural operators,
public institutions, donors, and professional organizations.

6 03 QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

/
~

QUALITATIVE INTERVIEWS

25 individual interviews conducted (average duration:
1 hour) with representatives of governments, institutions, countries
and cultural organizations. )

CASE STUDIES AND INNOVATIVE PRACTICES
Identification of endogenous models, cultural hubs, and
innovative devices fostering mobility at regional and
continental scales.

| ANALYSIS TOOLS B ONA B WA B CA BN EA BN SA

49

o Thematic analysis of interviews
o Crossing of quantitative and qualitative data
o Regional and typological comparison of practices )

Graph 2: Sub regional representation of countries
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[1I- DEFINITIONS AND EXPERIENCES
OF MOBILITY

1. Cross Analysis ofDefinitions

This chapter presents a qualitative and quantitative analysis of representations of artistic

mobility as expressed by professionals in the cultural and creative industries (CCI) across the

African continent. It draws on two complementary data sets

. firstly, qualitative accounts gathered through semi-structured interviews with cultural

professionals; and secondly, 603 open-e nd e d responses to the questi
definition of mobility?d, coll ected via a-questi ol
regions. A comparison of these two sources reveals a multidimensional and convergent

conception of mobility that is at once physical, informational, financial and educational.

The definitions gathered converge towards a transversal vision that encompasses not only
physical movement, but also the objectives of learning, dissemination, exchange and access
to resources. Mobility is understood in a multidimensiorsgnse, articulating physical
displacement, exchange, training and the circulation of resources. None of these dimensions
alone is sufficient to capture the full conception that practitioners and stakeholders hold of

this concept.

The following table shosvthe frequency of the main themes, calculateaised on the
occurrence of characteristic terms and expressions in the responses.

Table It Thematic mapping of definitions of mobility (n = 603)

Main theme No. % Exampleresponse

Physical movement travel 205 34.0% Waz2@Ay3d FTNRY 2yS L
Crossborder / international mobility ~ 104 17.2% W¢ SY LI2 NIONENRGNE v &
Exchange, networking, collaboratior 90 149% W/ dzf G dzN> £ SEOKLI y3sg
Circulation ofworks 80 133% W5AaaSYAN WM &2 O
Access to information opportunities /7 128% W! OO0OSaa a2 1yz2eftsS
Training /learning 75 124% We¢ NI ¢St G2 €SI Ny 2
Funding /material support 48 8.0% WCdzyRa F2NJ GNI @S¢

Freedom / absence dbarriers 43 7% WCNBSR2Y @AGK2dzi NI
Access to the public market 40 6.6% awSl OK yS¢g | dzRASyYC
Artist residencies 14 23% W!I NIAald NBAGNRSY D2y
Universalright 13 22% WEKS dzyAOSNAFE NA =

Y288Y8yiQ
Digital/virtual mobility 6 10% a5A3IAGFE G22fta Syl

Source: online questionnaire. Thematic coding via lexical analysis.
Note: the percentages are not mutually exclusive, as a single response may relate to several themes.

17



The table calls foseveralobservations The dimension of physical movement is the most
frequently mentioned (8 %), followed by cros$®order and international mobility (17.20.
These two dimensions, which can be regarded as two facets of the same caalityement
through spaceq together form the dominant foundation of perceptions of mobility. They
confirm what the qualitative interviews had already highlighted.

Next come the themesfexchange and networking (144, the circulation of works (13%)

and access to infonation (12.80). These three dimensions, which go beyond mere physical
movement, reflect a broader and more functional conception of mobility, shared by a
significant proportion of respondents.

Finally, themes such as funding (&) freedom of movemen{7.1%) and market access (6.6
%) complete the picture, revealing the material and institutional conditions without which
mobility remains an aspiration without concrete realisation.

11 ThePhysicaDimension: Freedom of Movement as &undamental
Right

In the qualitative interviews, this dimension is clearly articulated by Humphrey (Malawi), for

whom mobility is first and foremosit he abi |l ity to move b@®dweé&m adi |
formulation encapsulates a fundament@mand that of the right to feedom of movement

for African artists, in a context where visa regimes and migration policies constitute structural
barriers to African cultural development.

Aiités simply a straightforward process enabli
borders, and present their work, their aspirationsi wh at ever t hat may be. 0

T Humphrey, Malawi

It is worth noting the geographical nuance introduced by Ana (Cape Verde), who emphasises
that in an archipelago, mobility begins between islands before crossingyadbiorders jthis

is also confirmed by the quantitative data. Several respondents mentiomatibnal and

local mobility, pointing out that the hierarchy of local, national, regional and international
scales is not universal and must be contextualised.

12 The Informational Dimension Access to Knowledge as a

Prerequisite for Mobility
A second dimension, less obvious but just as fundamental, emerges from both sk of
that of the flow of information. In the qualitative interviews, Bréma (Mali) exprestes
F2NOSTFdzt £t & 0@ RSFRIYANIIA OV 200AA26YyAQTBe SyaO 2 WAYF BENIY =
movement but also access to information and the ability to transform it into opportunities.

18
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T Bréma, Mali

This perspective is statistically significant: 12080f the 603 responses incorporate the
informational dimension and access opportunities into their definition of mobility. One
respondent puts it particularly clearly:

AMobil ity is the ability to take advantage ¢
without having to miss out on them for financial, administrative, bureaucratic or political
reasons. 0 Another adds: AHaving access to eV
tool s. . o]

T Respondent, questionnaire

indicating that access to information is in itself a component of mobility, and not merely a
prerequisite.

Luhena (Cap¥®erde) expands on this idea in the qualitative interviews by emphasising the
regulatory dimension being mobile means being able to accés® dzf (1 dzNJ f dzy RS NA& |
NBE3IdzZA F GA2ya yR 1l ga 2F Fy20KSNJ O2dzy i NR ¢ @

This aspect is confirmed in the quantitative ddbty responses emphasising that mobility
requires knowledge of the legal and administrative frameworks of destination countries
knowledge that few African artists possess due to a lack of resources and appropriate
information platforms.

This broader concdjon is of paramount importance. It means that an artist who is physically
mobile but lacks information on available opportunities, regulations or funding is not truly
mobile in the functional sense of the term. Informational mobility is thus a prereguisit
physical mobility.

13 The Financial and Material DimensianThe Mobility of Resources

The third dimension, that of funding and mait&r support, is addressed in & of the
quantitative responses a modest proportion in terms of frequency, but one ohsiderable
qualitative importance.

Many respondents define mobility first and foremost by its funding conditions

t S
when invited to event s o6, emorberingtbadgrant awvasdeda mor e
to an individual or organisation as a contribution towards the expenses and costs
incurred during a project abroad?d.

T Respondent, questionnaire

6Funds o] uppor:t the artist with travel, acec
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14 The Educational and Professional Dimensiodobility as Training
and Exchage

This dimensiorg that of training and professional exchangds present in 12.4% of the
quantitative responses relating to training and in 1%®elating to exchange and networking
T a total of 27.3% a significant proportion that exceeds all pravdodimensions, with the
exception of physical movement.

Both the qualitative and quantitative data overwhelmingly confirm this dimension. Terms
ddzOK a4 WSEOKI y3SQs WaKIFINAy3IQs WwO2tfl 02N (A2
of responses, wit particular emphasis on the idea of cultural crpsdlinisation

6Mobi lity, in my experience, I woul d define a
where you are based to new pl aces. |l t6s about
creative expression, but also about engaging in dialogue and interacting with unfamiliar
forms of expression. This broadens your perspective, expands your network and
provides you with diverse experiences from wh

T Respondent, questionnaire

1.5 Mobility as Freedom and a Right

The fifth dimensiorg that of mobility as a righg; is explicitly present in the responses relating

02 0KS (0KSYS 2F WFNBSR2Y Kk 0aSyoOS 2F o6l NNRS
transcends the functional orpmrational definition of mobility to place it within the realm of
fundamental human rights.

Thisreflects a keen awareness of the obstactegisa requirements, migration restrictions
and discriminatiorg that African artists face in their attempts to traelvinternationally.

1.6 Digital Mobility : An Emerging Sixth Dimension

A sixth dimension emerges from the quantitative corpus data, in a far more subtle but
analytically interesting waythat of digital mobility. It refers to the ability of artists and works

to circulate within immaterial spacesplatforms, networks and data flowsindependently

of any physical movement. Although it is explicitly named as such in only a limited number of
responses (% of the corpus), its latent presence is in fact much more wptead once the
focus is broadened to include related concepts such as accessibility, visibility, the circulation
of works and networking without geographical constraints.

The digital dimension of mobility reflects a profound strategic logic within thieafrcontext.
Faced with structural obstaclesuch as visa, transport costs and underfundidgital
technolayy is citedas a means of alternative or circumventing mobility.
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OMobil ity (S rooted in the ability @&nd share

knowledge, regardless of other physical constraints such as proximity, geographical

proxi mity, the ability to travel, eligibility
T Respondent, questionnaire

A word of caution: almost all respondents who mention the digiddianension view it as
complementary to, rather than an alternative to, physical mobility:

NnBei ng abl e plyscalmywane ¥viotthual |y without any rest
T Respondent, questionnaire

¢KS LIKNIasS aLKeaAaOoltfe ItheRvo dirheddiodzlafefcandeivell & & A :
together, as two sides of the same freedom of movement.

A crossanalysis of qualitative testimonies and quantitative responses paints a picture of
African artistic mobility that is at once desired, theorised and hindereakebolders in the
sector have a rich and multidimensional understanding af physical, informational,
financial, educational and normativewhich goes far beyond the simple act of moving from
one point to another.

Towards an Operational an@onsensudasd Definition

Artistic mobility, as expressed by the professionals and artists who responded to this study,
can be defined as an integrated system of facilitation enabling artists and cultural
professionals to: move freely across administrative and geddcapborders, from the local

to the international level; access information on opportunities, regulations and foreign
cultural environments; share their works and practices with diverse audiences beyond their
usual area of operation; exchange ideas, undke training and careate with peers at
regional and international levels; and have sufficient financial resources to ensure that such
movement is genuinely possible, productive and sustainable.

This definition is consistent with that proposed by UNES®KIch several respondents

explicitly cite irtheirreplies:«c | ANBS A GK | b9{/ hQa R®AE&YyAGAZ2Y
movement aimed at accessing career opportunities, collaborators, audiences and markets
abroad.» whilst enriching it with addibnal dimensions: the mobility of works, the
educational dimension and its grounding in fundamental rights.

21



2. Participant Profiles and&Gector Dynamics

Analysis of socio-demographic data has revealed disparities between the various African
sub-regions, reflecting distinct structural and cultural realities.

The analytical summary of the study participan
into their socio-demographic and professional characteristics. An examination of the

distribution by gender and age, as well as an analysis of the cultural sectors and types of

organisations represented, has highlighted key characteristics of cultural professionals in

Africa: a predominance of the middle age group (30150 years) and marked gender

imbalances across sub-regions, with an overall male dominance (with the notable

exception of North Africa).

Far from being mere statistical data, these profiles reflect deep-seated structural
dynamics within Africads cultural and creative

21 Generational Dynamics

An examination of the age pyramid reveals that the majority of artists are in the prime of their
professional careers, mainly concentrated in theg30 age group. The 820 age group is
particularly well represented, accounting for 58in SouthernAfrica and 48.33%6in Central
Africa.

Graph 3 Breakdown by age and swbgion
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At the continental level, the older age brackets (50 and above) remain in the minority,
reflecting the more limited representation of artists at a mature sta§éheir careers.
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Overall, this age profile points to a dynamic artistic sector driven by intermediate generations
in a phase of career consolidation or expansion. This concentration raises a crucial question
when set against the demographic realitiefstioe continent.

Africa has the youngest population in the world, with a median age &fygars and nearly
60%o0f its population (around 890 million people) under the age of 25. This young population
is often presented as the main driving force behihe tAfrican creative economy, which is
expected to stimulate digital innovation and cultural consumption. However, the relative
underrepresentation othe very young people (under 30) in international mobility within our
sample suggests a disconnect betwesgtistic practice and professionalisation.

This situation can be explained by the fact that international mobility and the development
of a cultural career require social, financial and institutional capital that takes years to build
up. Young creatorsalthough numerically in the majority and the driving force behind new
trends (such as Afrobeats music or gaming), often come up against the informal nature of the
sector and the complexity of accessing stapt funding mechanisms. The D age group
thusrepresents those who have managed to navigate these structural challenges to establish
international networks and gain access to the scarce funding available.

22 Gender Asymmetry Structural andCulturalBarriers

The data collected reveals a male dominamtanost subregions (Central, West and East
Africa), reflecting a systemic reality confirmed by numerous studies and publications which
highlight that, despite their driving role in economic growth, women in the creative sector
continue to be marginalisedy systemic gender bias, cultural taboos and unequal access to
opportunities

North Africa stands out with a slight female majority (52%41suggesting active participation
and greater visibility among female artists linked to a different structure @tial policies
and more equal access to higher education in the arts.

Conversely, a strong male predominance characterises Central Africa @29.8fest Africa

(73.48%) and East Africa (69.2%). Southern Africa presents a more balanced profile, with
58.11% men and 41.22%women. These disparities reflect differing realities that stem from
the historical structure of local artistic communities, visibility biases and gender dynamics.

3 FNAOI Q& / NBFGADBS D2t RYAYSY !yvi201Ay3 DNRsGK ! YAR DSYRSNBR



Graph 4 Breakdown by gender and subgion
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This imbalance reflecisconomic and funding barriers, as well as saxitiural and security
barriers. According to a report by the Boston Consulting Gtoupmen receive less than 10

% of the funding available in the African creative sector, a proportion that sometimes falls
below 1%in countries such as Nigeria. This lackesourcedrastically limits their ability to
fund international mobility projects, to structure their businesses or to take professional risks.

Artistic professionalisation is often perceived as incaiifde with traditional gender roles
(household management, motherhood). Women in the creative sector frequently have to
juggle their jobs with family responsibilities, leading to career breaks and/or them giving up
their careers altogether.

Furthermore, security concerns constitutan other major barrieto mobility andto the

pursuit of the profession, particularly for those working in the performing arts, music or event
management, where irregular working hours are the norm. These sometimes hostilengrork
SYGANRYYSyGa RA&AO0O2dzN> 3S 42YSyQa LI NIOAOALI GA:
networks essential for mobility.

23 SectorielDynamics

The performing arts stand out as the dominant sector across alftegibons. It accounts for
more than half ofespondents in Central Africa (54.2¢4 and stands at around 488 %in
East and Southern Africa. This high concentration highlights the importance of traditional

4 Signé, L. (2026). Therise of Afica ONB I 1A BS S$O02y2Yed . NR2|Ay3a LyadAaddziazyo
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and contemporary forms of the performing arts (music, dance, theatre) in the dynamics of
cultural creation and circulation across the continent.

The visual arts and crafts occupy a prominent position in North Africa (29.a@8d Southern
Africa (23.63%). This significant representation reflects a dense visual arts scene, which is
consistent wih national policies supporting crafts and the creative industries, such as the
/ NBI GADPS ¢dzyAaAl LINRPIANIYYSSES GKS bl A2yl
programmes in Egypt.

Table 2 Distribution of cultural sectofby subregion

Central East Souther

Dominart sector Africa Africa  n Africa

Performance &Celebration 28.68% 37.02% 54.24% 44.58% 48.65%
Visual arts anccrafts 31.78% 17.13% 8.47% 14.46% 23.65%
Broadcasting & Media 15.50% 18.23% 13.56% 18.07% 10.14%

Other sectorg book publishing, heritage and designare more weakly represented in the sample,
indicating a relatively lower weight and/or a different structuring of these fields in relation to the
challenges of mobility.
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3. Experiences oMobility

Beyond quantitative analysis, this chapter seeks to provide an assessment
of the quality of the intra-African artistic mobility experience. In complement
to the binary indicator of whether or not mobility has been accessed, we
have sought to apprehend this quality through the following criteria: To
these five dimensions are added two cross-cutting variables:

- Frequency of access: How often does an artist or cultural
professional receive support for mobility during their career, and do
existing schemes provide long-term support?

- The duration of supported stays: How long can beneficiaries actually
remain in the host country or region for each mobility programme?

- Geographical reach: Through an analysis of the extent of travel and
the number of countries visited as part of supported mobility
initiatives.

- The scope of financial support: What types of expenses are covered
by mobility grants i transport, accommodation, daily allowances,
insurance, equipment, vaccinations i and which costs remain the
responsibility of the artist?

- Mobility objectives: What aims are targeted and supported by existing
schemes | training, dissemination, networking, residencies, research
I and to what extent do these correspond to the actual needs of the
continentodés cusPtural practitioner

To these five dimensions are added two cross-cutting variables: gender and
the career stage of beneficiaries, which allow us to examine the extent to
which access to funding is equitably distributed between men and women
on the one hand, and between different generations of -cultural
professionals on the other.

"My understandhg is basically the ability to move things around, be it people or resourc
can be people, it can be resources, whether it's financial or other types of necessary m
resources. That's how | understand mobilityRespondant Botswana
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31 ACCESS TO MOBILITY
311 Limited access to mobility, dominated bwyternational
funding

Data collected from participants shows that funding for artistic mobility remains selective and
difficult to acess for the majority of cultural practitiongron the continent. When askedHave

you ever secured funding to support artistic mobifity 56.72% of respondents answered in the
negative, compared with 43.Z8&who stated they had benefited from such fund at least once.

This result raises a fundamental question: do existing support schemes have the capacity and
reach necessary to reach cultural practitioners, regardless of their geographical location, artistic
discipline or experience in seeking funding

Graph 5 Access to funding for artistic mobility

S Yes
43,3%
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This trend is evident across all stdgions of the continent.

Graph 6 Access to funding for artistic mobility by stdgion
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The breakdown of funding sources reveals a marked orientation towatdsnex resources.
63.6 % of respondents reportedhaving received international funding from a foreign
institution or organisationt compared with 36.4%6 funded by national sources, whether
public institutions, private foundations or cultural organisatiayserating within their own
country.

Graph 7 Source of Funding
When considered in relation to
the sample as a whole, the

36,4% differences between

National

: international and national
Funding

funding vary significantly from

63,6 %

International
Funding

one subregion to another. The
gap is widest in WedAfrica (14
% international funding
compared with 6.4%0 national funding), followed by North Africa (11%compared with 6
%), Central Africa @hversus 30 and East Africa (5% versus 3.240. Southern Africa, with
a gap of less than one percentage pgdi®.9%versus 940, remains the only subegion where
this reliance on external funding remains marginal.

Map 8 Geographical distribution of access to funding for artistic mobility in Africa
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Graph 9 Sources of funding sub-region
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A revealing inconsistency : the very concept of funding Analysis of the data

revealed an instructive inconsistency in the responses : whilst 261 respondents

stated that they had oOraised fundsbo, 392 res
details of the amounts received in response to the question « What is the value

of the funding received?». This discrepancy of 131 respondents suggests that

the very concept of 6fundingé 1is under stood
stakehol der s. Many appear t o dhgformale O6fundr ai
institutional grants, excluding other forms of support (sponsorship, direct

reimbursement of expenses, donations). This conceptual fragmentation

highlights an urgent need to improve financial literacy.

*For detailed analyses of the amounts (sections 3.3 and following), the
expanded sample of 392 respondents who had actually received support will be
used.

Taken together, these findings reveal that the significance of external funding for artistic
mobility in Africa is not absolute, and that itdensity varies considerably across regions.

312. Low cumulative momentum irmobility

t I NOAOALI yiaQ NBalLkRyaSa AYyRAOFGS GKIF G &dzLiiz
short stays and dimited geographical reach to a small number of countries. SEhe
constraints, evident both in the number of grants received per individual and in the
geographical scope of the mobility covered, limit the reach of support schemes and their

ability to have a lasting impact on the career paths of the artistsautidiral practitioners
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3121 Limitedfrequency of support

Graphl0: Access to funding for artistic mobility
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The frequency with which individuals
receive support is one of the most significant
telling indicators of the  structural
characteristics of existing schemeAmong
respondents who declared having previbus
benefited from mobility support, 74% received
only one or two grants in total. A further 19%
received support for between two and five trips,
while the higher brackets remain marginabnly

2510 @ Morethan i 494 received support for between six and ten trips,

More than threequarters of artists and cultural professionals who have had access to funding

have only been able to benefit from it once or twice, which leaves even less scope for building

a coherent and cumulative international career path

This trend is replicated across all sidgions, albeit to varying degrees. In Central Africa, the

situation is particularly pronounced: no respondent reported having received support for

more than five trips.

Graph 11 Number of artistic mobility granteceived by sulsegion
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This low level of cumulative access per individual reveals a distribution model that is still
insufficiently geared towards the lortgrm support of artistic careers.

Several factors explain this situation. On the one hand, thisra persistent imbalance
betweenthe available support and the scale of demand, which limits the resources that can
be allocated per beneficiary. On the other hand, the domirsaléctioncriteria in the sector
prioritise quantitative indicatorg number of new recipients, geographical distribution, the
imperative of fairness between applicangsat the expense of a longerm approach to
consolidating individual career trajectories.

As a result, it is difficult for any one artist, over the course of thaieer, to gain access to a
sufficient level of support to build a stable international presence.

3122. Shortterm mobility

Beyond frequency, the duration of supported stays provides a further indicator of the
limitations of existing schemes in terms of impadihe data collected also reveal a
concentration in the shortest timeframess8% of respondents receiveupport for projects
lasting fewer than ten days, of which 20 were for fewer than five days and 3&for a
duration of between five and ten days. Ate other end of the scale, 2% of respondents
received support for mobility lasting between ten and thirty days, and onBpfi8 a duration
exceeding thirty days.

Graph 12 Duration of artistic mobility
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These figures paint a picture of mobility chaterised by high intensity over a short period,
geared more towards distribution and networkiqgparticipation in a festival, a conference
or a trade fairg rather than towards processes of immersion or transformation.
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Whilst shortterm formats have tkir own value and meet real needs, their clear
predominance in the patterns observed leaves little scoparfore immersiveformatsg
longterm residencies, mukdate tours, creative collaborations which are, however, the
ones that most often enable dstts to take their international careers to the next level.

3123 Limited andundiversifiedinternational mobility

The fact that 826 0f respondents had visited between one and five countries indicates that
the vast majority of African cultural practitionersistiave international experience that is
geographically limited. This situation reflects financial, administrative and structural
constraints that continue to hinder access to mobility opportunitiebe cost of travel, the
complexity of visa procedureghe underdevelopment of regional distribution and -co
production networks, and the uneven availability of support acrossregions.

The proportion of participants who have visited more than five countrie$4lsuggests that,
for the majority of respondnts, mobility remains infrequent and is not yet sufficiently
cumulative to generate the desired networking and market effects.

Graph 13 Number of countries visited
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These observations areflected at the subregional ével, where the same general trends are
confirmed, albeit with arying degrees of intensity across the different areas of the continent.
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Graph 14 Number of countries visited by subgion
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Taken together, the three dimensions analysed in this sectioequency of support, duration
of staysand geographical spe ¢ point to the same conclusionsustained artistic mobility in
Africa remains largely sporadic, shtetm and geographically undiversified.

Yet it is precisely the accumulation and diversification of experiences that enable an artist or
cultural proessional to build a sustainable network, gain access to new markets and establish
a recognised international presence. Unless the approach to funding shifts towards more
continuous and bettetargeted support, mobility support schemes will continue to $hlbrt

of their potential and their capacity to bring about lasting change in the career trajectories of

African artists.

313. Gender Disparities i\ccess to funding
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Data crossanalysed by gendemal access to funding reveal a result that calls for a nuanced
interpretation of figures based on absolute numbers. Indeed, in terms of the total number of
beneficiaries, men are actually ovexpresented (166 men reported having raised funds,
compared with92 women), which might at first glance suggest that men have an advantage
in accessing funding.

However, when these figures are set against the total number of respondents by gender, the
rates of access appear almaslentical :43.2 % of men who responde reported having
received mobility support, compared with 434of womenc a difference of 0.2 percentage
points, which is statistically negligible.

But an analysis based on the ratio reveals a differeality : using a ratio neutralises the
differences in size between the male and female populations and thus provides a more
relevant measure of equity of access.

The equity ratio, calculated by dividing the access rate for women by that for men in
each country, provides a more detailed picture than themll snapshot presented in
the previous section.

A ratio of 1.0 indicates perfect equity; a ratio greater than 1.0 means that women have better
access; a ratio less than 1.0 indicates the opposite. The analysis covers a sample of countries
with a sufficent number of respondents (at least 30 respondents reporting that they had
received mobility support, comprising at least 15 women and 15 men).

Graph 16 Equity ratio by country access to funding for artistic mobility
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The continental median of 0.89 reflects a slight bias in favour of men, but masks considerable
disparities from one country to another.

Among the countries where women have the best remtieccess, Tunisia stands out with a ratio of
1.51 (61.5% versus 40.7%). This is a country where women benefit from structurally more
favourable access to mobility funding schemes, which also reflects a greater female presence in the
cultural sector.

Conersely, Nigeria (0.67) and Kenya (0.45) record the most pronounced gaps in favour of men.
In Kenya, for example, 409 of male respondents had raised funds, compared with just 18.2
%of women.

Other countries stand out for their neaqualsituation :South Africa (1.04), where the rate of
access for women and men is virtually identical, regardless of the absolute level of access
observed in that country.

314. Access to finance linked to theareercycle
Data crossanalysed by age and access to funding reveaharease in the access rate as artists
progress in their careers, with significant variations across age groups.

Professionals in the 580 age group have the highest access rate in the sample, with%s1.9

of them reporting that they had secured mobilifiynding. The 4650 age group shows a very
similar profile (49.3%0), followed by the 3640 age group (42.%). These three groups, which
correspond to the intermediate and advanced stages of a professional career, also account for
the largest absolute nundrs in the sample and record access rates significantly higher than
the overall sample average (434.

Graph 17 Access to funding for artistic mobility by age group
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Table 3 Breakdown of respondents by age group and access to mobility funding

Age No Yes Total
group

0¢20 0.2% 0.2% 0.3%
20¢30 14.3% 8.8% 23.1%
30¢40 25.0% 18.2% 43.3%
40¢50 11.4% 11.1% 22.6%
50¢60 4.3% 4.6% 9.0%

+60 1.5% 0.3% 1.8%
Total 56.7% 43.3% 100%

Funded artistic mobility remains a phenomenon concentrated mainly amorgethged 3650,
that is to say, the period during which professional careers are established and consolidajed.

The 2@30 age group stands out for having the lowest rate of access, with?88fkespondents
having received support. This gap of more thamp&Bcentage points compared with the &80

age group illustrates a wallocumented reality in the culturadector :young professionals face
specific barriers to access less experience in seeking funding, professional networks still under
development, andh lack of references or previous projects that might bolster the credibility of an
application.

Mobility, although crucial in the early years of a career for building a network and accessing
new markets, thus remains less accessible to those who needst.m

At the other end of the spectrum, the ovw®0s age group has the lowest access rate of all
(1.8%), although the very small sample size of this group (11 respondents) means this result
should be interpreted with caution. It nevertheless suggests thability patterns change
towards the end of a career, possibly due to a reduced reliance on formal funding schemes,
or more frequent use of personal resources or informal networks built up over the years.

These results indicate that existing support schentend to benefit professionals in the

middle and later stages of their active careers more, and highlight the value of developing
mechanisms specifically tailored to young artists and cultural practitioners, who nevertheless
constitute the pool from whichthe renewal of artistic practices and the lotgrm
RSOSt2LIYSyid 2F GKS O2ylGAySyidQa Odz GdzNIF t SO2a
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32 Perceptions of theMobility

The responses reveal a generally negative perception, with mobility seen as difficult:

According to respondents63.8 % rate
mobility as difficult or very difficult,

@ oiFricuLT 42,60%

compared with only 35.860who consider it

® casy 25,00%

easy or very easylhe high proportion of

VERY DIFFCULT

negative responses reflects the existence

VERY EASY

multiple barriers that limit the movement of

artists across the continenfThese obstacles

mainly relate to: Graph 18 a2 0 A f A lperaePtiorRiik Afri€ar

- Administrative constraints:complex visa procedures, a lack of clarity in regulations,
delays and high costs.

- Logistical limitations:poor transport links between African countries, high travel
costs.

- Insufficient funding: a mismatch between actual needs and available support.

- Fragmentation of institutional frameworksa lack of harmonised policies to facilitate
cultural mobility.

The second major finding arising from the analysis of this data is the existence ofiaagnif

A L) 60SG6SSYy GKS NBLE2NISR LINRPGAAAZY 27F &dzLJdLi2 |
% of respondents state that national institutions offer support for mobility, 63@
nevertheless find mobility difficult. This paradox confirms the findingosein the previous

section :the imbalance in the quality and quantity of provision and the mismatch between

the support provided and the actual needs of artists and creative professionals.

3.3. Who Funds Mobility?

An analysis of the objectives, types of ergiture and amounts allocated within the
framework of support for artistic mobility sheds further light on the nature and scope of
existing funding schemes. It enables us to assess not only the level of resources mobilised,
but also the extent to which #se resources are capable of meeting the actual needs of
international artistic mobility.

331 A concentration in thdowest funding brackets

Analysis of the value of the support received reveals a funding structure heavily skewed
towards modest amounts. Thué3.4%of beneficiaries who received mobility support were
awarded an amount of between 500 and 1,000 US dollars.
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The US$1,00{2,000 bracket accounts for
vsoousy 1190 240 % of responses, bringing the
proportion of recipients who received less
3000-5000U0 10-5%than US$2,000 to 67.44 The higher
100% 00-3000uso _10.5% Orackets are significantly lesspresented :
: 10.5%for amounts between US$2,000 and
ooz 9 US$3,000, 10.5% for those between

so0-to00uso 43.4%US$3,000 and US$5,000, and only 1%.7
for grants exceeding US$5,000.

TOTAL

Graph 19 Breakdown of mobility funding by amount avded

This predominance of modest amounts must be interpreted in the light of the actual costs of
intra-African mobility. A trip between two African countries generally costs between $1,500
and $3,000 in total, including air travel, accommodation, visa fe®d a daily allowance. The
fact that 67.4% of grants are below $2,000 indicates that, for the majority of beneficiaries,
the funding received covers only part of the expenses incurred.

This partial coverage forces artists and cultural practitionersuigpement their mobility
budgets through their own means or other sources of funding, thereby exacerbating
inequalities.

332. Significantregional variations
Graph 20 Value of funding by sulegion
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Table 5 Regional profiles of mobility funding by stdmion

. Micro- .
Region ) Access tdHigh-ValueGrants
funding
intensity
WestAfrica 43% High (17% in the $3,0@85,000 bracket) Diverse ancambitious
EastAfrica 48% Very limited (4% in the 3,0@6,000USD range) Confined tomicro-projects
Sauthern Africa 50% Moderate (5% in the 3,0@®,000USD range) In line with theaverage
Selectiveand ambitious
CentralAfrica 38% Very high (20% above 5,0Q5D)
North Africa 36% High (13% above 5,000 USD) Balanced and diversified

EastAfrica : This region shows a high concentration of miirmncing. Of the total funding
reported, 48% falls within the 50@1,000 USD bracket, which is higher than the overall
average. Access to substantial funding remains Weriyed : only 4%in the 3,00@5,000 USD
bracket and &oabove 5,000 USD.

SouthernAfrica : This region mirrors the general continental trend, withs0f funding in
the US$5001,000 bracket and a distribution similar to that of other regions for the higher
brackets (2% for US$3,005,000and 12%for >US$5,000).

West Africa : The general trend towards a concentration on mifireancing is partially
confirmed. Of the 120 loans reported, &afall within the 50@1,000 USD bracket. However,
this region benefits from significant access to &atgans :17 % in the 3,00@5,000 USD
bracket and @0above 5,000 USD.

Central Africa : This region presents a markedly different profile. Although?88f funding

falls within the USD 5@@,000 bracket (a proportion below the average), it has a high share
of substantiafunding :12 %in the USD 3,00{5,000 bracket and 2&%above USD 5,000. This
indicates that Central Africa, whilst receiving less funding in absolute terms, benefits from a
structure geared towards largescale projects.

North Africa : Thisregion is characterised by a more balanced distribution across the various
funding brackets. It has a significant presence in the intermediate and high catepdgés

in the USD 1,0G0{2,000 bracket (compared with an average of%¢ 9%in the USD 2 @0q
3,000 bracket, 106in the USD 3,00{5,000 bracket, and 1%above USD 5,000.
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333. A correlation between the amount of suppor& careerstage

CrossNBFSNBYyOAYy3d (KS FdzyRAYy3I FY2dzyida 6AGK GKS
on the fundingdynanics :the 30¢39 age group is consistently the best represented across all

funding levels, with shares ranging from 2®(500c1,000 bracket) to 544 (3,000;5,000

bracket). This finding confirms what had already been observed in the analysis of overall
acces :mid-career professionals form the core of the beneficiary population, regardless of

the funding level considered.

Graph 21 Amounts of funding awarded for mobility by age group
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Two trends deserve particular attention. On the one hand, the220age goup is more
heavily represented in the lowest fundingrackets :24 % in the $50@1,000 bracket,
compared with just 1®6in the $3,00@5,000 and over $5,000 brackefBhis suggests that
young professionals not only have less frequent access to fundirgh¢as in thesection :
Participant profile), but also tend to receive smaller amounts when they do gain access, which
further reduces their ability to finance a full international mobility experience.

On the other hand, the 559 age group accounts for ralatively high proportion of the
largest grants (2@6 for amounts over $5,000), which contrasts with their modest overall
access rate and suggests that senior professionals who do secure funding tend to benefit from
more substantial amounts, perhaps due targerscale projects or a more established
application profile.

334. A quantitative and qualitativegenderdisparity

In absolute terms, men receive nearly twice as much funding as woriéf grants (664
compared with 132 for women (3%) out of the 392 gaints recorded.
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For women, 48.9%60f grants fall within the USD 500,000 bracket, and only 16%exceed
USD 3,000. For men, the concentration in the lower bracket is less pronounced¥40.7
whilst 24.8%o0f their grantsexceed USD 3,000. This differemegeals that gender inequality
in mobility funding is both quantitative and qualitative.

Graph 22 Breakdown of mobility funding amounts by gender (n = 392)
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Women therefore not only receive less funding in absolute terms, but also have access to
smalleramounts. With the majority of grants being under 1,000 USD, women are generally
only able to fund short trips or smadkcale projects. Conversely, grants to fund extended
residencies, intensive training courses or laggale collaborative projects are
disproportionately awarded to men.

This gender dimension significantly alters the interpretation of the previous analysis. Whilst
we previously observed that the 235 age group accounted for between #and 54% of
funding, we must now recognise that thiiencentration masks a gendered reality: women in
this age group are likely to receive much smaller amounts than their male counterparts,
limiting their ability to turn their mobility into transformative career opportunities.

335. Asectoralhierarchy
Graph 23Distribution of mobility funding by sector
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m Design & Creative Services 15 (15.3%) 3(1.3%) 1 15 (37.7%) Total: 23

0 Books & Press [RENCEEAN 08 ) 8 (8.6%) 15 Total: 15
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Distribution Overview

Total 500-1000 USD: 160 (42.9%) 1000-2000 USD: 91(23.6%) 2000-3000 USD: 42 (13.6%)  3000-5000 USD: 39 (19.9%) >5000 USD: 13
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The mobility sector reveals a marked concentration of resources in a few sectors. The
performing arts (Performance & Celebration) account for 48.6f funding. Together with

the visual arts (18.0909 and he audiovisual sector (15%), these three sectors monopolise
81.5%o0f the resources available for mobility.

In contrast, entire sectors remain marginalised. Publishing and the press account for only 3.8
% of funding, whilst heritage receives 10% Ths hierarchy reveals an institutional
conception of mobility that is heavily geared towards the performing arts and evas¢d
dissemination, to the detriment of sectors requiring time, such as writing or preservation.

3.3.6 Funding geared towards disseminaticaand skills
development objectives

Graph24: Main types of activities funded under mobility schemes
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Graph25: Distribution of the main objectives of mobility funding

An indepth analysis of mobility
@ Capacity Building 32% i i .
objectives reveals a clear concentration
@ Research 15% of grantsaround two main pillars, which
@ together account for nearly 5%of uses.
Dissemination 21%
" Exchange / - i ini i ildi
Y i 4o, Firstly, training / capacity building /
education, including work placements
Creation 1%

and volunteering (324 of which 28%is
for training proper and 46for work placements/volunteering).

This reflects a structural need to develop skills, but one that is met far more through-short
term formats (workshops, training sessions) than through longer, more immersive
professional placements.
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The second pillar concerns promotion and engagement aithiences festival appearances
and tours account for 2%of mobility®.

This high concentration indicates that mobility is primarily used as a means of raising visibility
and promoting artistic work, and as a tool for professional development and learning.

Festivals appear to be key venues for the circulation of work, whilst training reflects a
structural need for skills development.

Next come networking, research and, finally, creatidfhen combining networking (1%,
forums (2%) and professional sumngt(4%), this pillar of global connection accounts for 18
% of use$ . This demonstrates that mobility is a strategic tool for integration into cultural
ecosystems, essential for developipgpfessional networks, establishing collaborations and
becoming pa of wider artistic circuits.

Research and creation share fourth and fifth place, with %bof responses for
research/conferences and only ¥dfor creation.

Mobility linked purely to research exchanges is limited 8#4ndicating underinvestment in
both longterm and shoriterm academic mobility. Mobility for artistic residencies accounts
for only 11% revealing a significant gap for the essential activity of creative work. This
demonstrates that irdepth creative experiences remain less accessibless frequent than
eventbased mobility.

3.3.7Intra-sectoralStructural Inequalities

Graph 26: Correlation between the cultural sector & the amount of funding for mobility
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(of the total)

5 Although touring involves a multate itinerary and a festival is a omdf event, both fulfil the same crucial
requirement: the dissemination of works beyond their country of origin.

6 The distinction here dis in the format: a forum or business summit provides a formal setting for raved
discussion, whilst networking transforms these meetings into opportunities for direct partnerships.
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Table No. 6Sectoral profiles of funding for mobility

Total 500q 1,000 200Qg 1510]0]0)

Funding 1000 2,000 3,000
Performance
& Celebration 188 79 46 21 21 21
Audiovisual
& Interactive Media 58 26 14 8 3 07
Heritage
& Cultural andNatural 49 1 2 3 2 0
Design
& CreativeServices 28 9 9 3 5 2
Design
& CreativeServices 23 14 3 0 1 5
Books &Press 15 4 8 0 1
Heritage 12 3 4 1 >

An analysis of the correlation between sector and funding amounts provides an insight into
the micro-ecosystem within a given sector. It also reveals structural inequalities:

-Performance & Ce=monies benefits from a more balanced distribution, with
significant access to amounts above 3,000 USD. (This reflects group mobility)

-Visual Arts & Crafts showan intermediate distribution, with a notable presence in
the 1,00@3,000 USD brackets, but me limited access to the highest funding
amounts.

-Audiovisual & Interactive Mediaalthough fewer in absolute terms, benefit from a
relative concentration in the higher funding brackets, suggesting that when this sector
is funded, it receives more substaaltsupport.

-Books & Press, Heritage, and Design & Creative Sendcesoncentrated in micro
funding (50@1,000 USD), which drastically limits the gemf the projects theyxan
undertake.

Implications for theAfricanCultural Ecosystem

This sectoral hiarchy raises several criticgliestions :

1- A bias towards the performingrts: ¢ KS LINBR2 YA Yyl yOS 27
/| SNBY2yASaQ é6cnn AyaualyoOSa O0O2YLJ}l NBR
funding schemes favour events and performances at the expehether forms

of cultural expression. This may reinforce a narrow view of culture and marginalise
essential sectors such as publishing and the press.

2- Marginalisation of heritage angublishing :The virtual absence of support for
mobility schemes for pressionals in the heritage and publishing sectors is

Wt
& A
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particularly worrying. These sectors play a crucial role in the preservation and
transmission of African cultural knowledge, yet they receive only a tiny fraction of the
funding.

3- Limited potential forinnovation : Design & Creative Services, a key sector for
innovation and creative entrepreneurship, receives very little support. This may
hinder the emergence of a dynamic creative economy in Africa.

4- Reinforcing effects : Wellfunded sectors (Performing Ayt & Ceremonies,
Audiovisual) have access to larger sums, enabling them to fund more ambitious
projects, attract more talent, and consolidate their position. Conversely, marginalised
sectors remain trapped in a cycle of underfunding.

3.4. What Expenses Are Cowel?

Cultural practitioners who have experienced mobility were asked to assess the coverage of
seven categories of costs essential to mobility, ranking them from 1 (easy to fund) to 5
(difficult to fund). This section analyses the hierarchy of cost covesagkits regional
variations, revealing structural gaps

Methodological note: Analysis ofoveredcosts

Definition and population analysed : This section analyses the coverage of mobility costs for all
respondents who answered the cost ranking question (N = 2661 288 depending on the type of cost),
regardless of their funding status. Unlike the previous sections, which focus on the 261 respondents
who received formal funding or the 392 who received funding of any kind, this analysis includes mobility
IN GENERAL, whether funded or not.

Ranking methodology: Respondents ranked each type of cost from 1 (easy to fund) to 5 (difficult to
fund). The percentages presented in this section represent the proportion of respondents who assigned
each rank to each type of cost.

Important: Totals vary by type of cost (2661 288) as each respondent could tick several boxes or none
at all for a given type of cost. This variation is normal and reflects the different response rates across
categories.

Interpretation of the rankings :
ARank 1 (Easy to fund): The cost is consistently covered by the funding received or is inexpensive.

ARank 5 (Difficult to fund): The cost is rarely covered by funding and must be self-funded or remains a
barrier to mobility.

Coverage hierarchy : The overall hierarchy is calculated by comparing the percentages of Rank 1
(easy) and Rank 5 (difficult) for each type of cost. Costs with a high percentage in Rank 1 and a low
percentage in Rank 5 are considered well covered, whilst those with a low percentage in Rank 1 and
a high percentage in Rank 5 are considered poorly covered.

Regional variations :Regional variations are analysed by comparing the percentages of Rank 1 (easy
to finance) for each type of cost across the five regions (AA, AC, AN, AE, AO). This approach makes
it possible to identify the regions where coverage is better or weaker for each cost category.

Limitations : Sample sizes vary by region and type of cost, with some cells having very small sample
sizes (e.g. Central Africa, N=141 18). The results for these regions should be interpreted with caution.
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34.1. Structural gaps relating t@overedcosts

The analysis reveals a hierarchy in the coverage of mobility costs. Transport and healthcare

costs are the most accessible, whilst administrative ariddieoss remain the most difficult
to cover.

Graph 27 Level of difficulty in covering the main mobility costs
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The three categories of costs that are most easily funded are:

I-vaccinations39.1%of respondents (104/266) rate this as easy to fund.
2- Flights:38.9%o0f respondents (112/288) rate these as easy to finance.

3- Accommodation: 35.7 % of respondents (102 out of 286) rated this as easy to
finance.

These three categories reflect the priorities @inders: compulsory healthcare costs

(vaccinations), main transport (flights) and basic accommodation. Together, they represent
the minimum investment required to make mobility possible.

Costs most difficult to cover (Rank&W5 A FFA Odzt G G2 Fdzy RQU
The thiee categories of costs that are most difficult to fund are:

1- Visas:29.3%o0f respondents (82/280) classify these as difficult to fund.
2- Insurance:29.5%of respondents (80/271) rated this as difficult to finance.
3-Vaccination:28.9%of respondents (77/26&)ated this as difficult to fund.

This polarisation is telling: visas and insurance, although critical, remain largely uncovered by
FdzyRAy3d I OOAYlIdA2yas RSALIAGS o6SAy3a KAIKE @
difficult by 28.9%o0f respondets, indicating significant variability depending on destination

and funding provider.

7Vaccination costs are sinificantosts forintra-africainmoblity.
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Intermediate costs
Per diem/daily expenses (28%WS | 4 @ PR M A®P Odzf G QO | YR 34 dzA LIY S

WS a8 QEWRAMFGM Odzf G Q0 2 OO dzLR with yeovekagel thailds SeRsA | G S
systematic and more variable depending on context and sector

Regionalvariations:
Regional analysis reveals significant disparities in the coverage ofdbstse

Graph 28 Regional variation in the coverage of travel expanse
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Coverage of flight costs ranges from 32{North Africa) to 43.86(Central Africa) for the
WSl ae G2 FdzyRQ OFGS3I2NRO®

Graph 29 Regional differences fiight cost coverage
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Central& West Africa show greater accestiyito flights (4344%), whilst North Africa has
the lowest (32.®%0), with a significant proportion finding flights difficult to afford (344p.
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- Vaccination
Vaccination coverage shows the greatest regional variation, ranging fron¥@Zehtral
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Graph 30 Regional differences in vaccination coverage

North Africa hagthe highest coverage rate (48, whilst Central Africa has the lowest (21.4
%). East Africa stands out for having a higbpgortion of respondents who find vaccination
difficult to afford (36.7%4).

- Accommodation
Accommodation is relatively well covered in most regions, with rate¥ &l a& G2 |

ranging from 29.8%6(North Africa) to 43.40(East Africa).

Graph 31 Regimal differences in accommodation coverage
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East Africa offers the best accommodation coverage (43.4vhilst Central Africa has no
respondents who found accommodation difficult to finance (although the sample size is
small: N=16). North Africa has tlmalest rate (29.6/0), suggesting less developed coverage
in this region.
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- Visas
Aal O2@SN)Y3IS Aa 3ISYSNIffte f Ba2Easdlica)WSI ae
to 43.8% (Central Africa).

I+

Graph 32 Regional differences in visa coverage
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Certral and West Africa offer greater affordability of visa feesqdil %), whilst East and
Southern Africa have low rates @1%) with a significant proportion finding visas difficult
to afford (3334%). This disparity reflects differences in mobility pediand regional
agreements.

- Per diem /Dailyexpenses
Coverage of per diem ranges from 220§North Africa) to 44.46(Central Africa) for
0KS WwWSlFrae G2 IFTF2NRQ OFGS3I2NEO®

Graph 33 Regional differences in per diem/daily expenses coverage

Easy access (%) n Difficult access (%) N (respondents)

O Norh i 0 2
@ soutem s a4 w
QO westaiica 40 o
O et uo 0
@ Central Africa (AC) 14

0'% 1(2:% 20‘% 30I% 40I% 5(;% GOI% 70|% 8(;%
Central Afria has the highest rate (44%), whilst North Africa has the lowest (228, with
a high proportion finding per diems difficult to fund (284.

- Insurance
Insurance cover is generally low and highly variable, with rateg fF a Af & | FF2 NRI 0

ranging from 21.4%6(Central Africa) to 36.%(North Africa).
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Graph 34 Regional differences in insurance coverage
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East Africa stands out negatively, with %lof respondents finding insurance difficult to
afford ¢ the highest rate of all regions in thiategory. North Africa offers the best coverage
(36.5%), but remains below 49a

- Equipment /Costumes

/ 2SN 3S F2NJ SljdzA LIYSyid yR O2aidzyrSa Aa (GKS
from 13.3%(Central Africa) to 31.% (West Africa).

Graph 35 Regional differences in equipment coverage
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Central Africa has the lowest rate (134, whilst West Africa offers the best coverage (31.7
%). This category of expenditure is the least standardised, reflecting the wide variability in
needs acrosartistic disciplines and project types, but above all revealing a structural shortfall
that is particularly detrimental to the African performing arts.

An analysis of the costs covered thus reveals three major structural shortcomings in the
funding of artstic mobility in Africa:

- Insufficiently covered administrative cost¥isas and insurance, although critical, are
classified as difficult to fund by 290 % of respondents. These mandatory costs,
which are often overlooked by funders, represent a signifidzarrier for artists.

- Partially covered living expense®er diems and equipment, which are essential to the
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quality of mobility, are covered by less than 80 of funding (per diems: 28.64
equipment: 26.9%). This insufficient coverage forces artists deltfund a significant
portion of their daily expenses and material needs.

- Marked regional disparitiesRegional variations reveal a fragmentation in funding for
mobility in Africa, with some regions (Central Africa, West Africa) offering better caerag
than others (East Africa, North Africa).

Taken together, these findings paint a picture in which support for artistic mobility, whilst
existing, remains, for the majority of beneficiaries, below the levels required for fully
operational mobility. The carentration in the brackets below 2,000 dollars, combined with

the low frequency of suppordocumented in section 2.2.1, indicates that existing schemes

often cover only part of the actual costs of international mobility, leaving artists and cultural
professionals to bear a significant share of the funding burden themselves. This situation is

likely to exacerbate the inequalities in access already observed, insofar as the ability to top

dzLJ LI NI Al f FdzyRAy3d RSLISYyRa fI NBHStfe 2y (KS oS

The quality of support for mobility, assessed in terms of financial amounts, therefore reveals
a fragmented and unequal landscape, where certain regions and demographic groups enjoy
significantly better access to structural funding, whilst others remainfined to micrc
funding that limits opportunities for longerm professional development.

3.5Who Supports Mobility?
351 ANALYSIS OFATIONAISUPPORT

Beyond international funding, this section examines the quality and accessibility of the
support for cultural mobility offered by national stakeholders. In the absence of official data
and given the scarcity of open-source information, the main objective of this analysis is to
understand the extent to which African artists and cultural operators have access to domestic
support mechanisms, and how these contribute to facilitating regional and intercontinental
artistic mobility.

This analysis is structured around four key dimensions

-Awareness. Are artists and cultural operators aware of the existence of national
support for mobility?

-Accessibility: Do these national institutions actually fund artistic mobility?

-The nature of support What types of support do these institutions offer (financial,
logistical, networking, etc.)?

-Perception of quality: How do artists asess the ease of undertaking mobility
in this context?

3511 Limited Awareness oNational Support

In response to the question designed to analyse awareness of the existence of local support
schemes, nearly twthirds (62%) of respondents were unaware of or ume about the
existence of national support for mobility, compared with only%®8vho answered in the
affirmative.
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Aware of the lack of conceptual clarity and terminological precision amongst respondents,
we reformulated this question as follows W 5 Ianstituo@ssupport the participation of
artists and creative professionals in festivals, professional forums, conferences and training
O2dzZNEASAKQ YR AG ¢la FaiSR F3aFAYy fFGSNI AY
overall rate of affirnative responses stood at 34

Graph36: Awarenes®f non-public national support
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. More than 6 in 10 respondents are unaware of
3ﬂ|] the existence of national support for cultural
mobility in Africa.

Graph 25: Local institutions support

Graph 37 Local institutions supporting artists and creative professionals byegibn
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This paradox highlights a probleofi information and visibility. Beyond the possibility of a
genuine lack of support in certain contexts, this observation confirms and underscores the
well-documented structural weaknesses in the development of the cultural and creative
industries in Africanotably:

- Low visibility of local mechanisms supporting mobilitiNational public and non
public institutions that offer support do not publicise this sufficiently amongst artists
and cultural operators, thereby creating a critical information asymmetry.

- Fragmentation of support provision.Funding and support exist in various
institutional forms (ministries, foundations, local authorities) without centralised
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coordination or communication, making access to resources opaque and difficult.

- Shortcomings in geernance and transparencyl.hese problems affect both public
institutions and private organisations, and are exacerbatedirbiged capacity in
terms of information management and the collection of reliable data.

Although regional disparities are eviderihe overall imbalance between those who are
aware of the support available and those who are not remains a dominant feature.

Graph 38 Awareness of national support schemes by Africanregions
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The majority of respondents in each African region do not know about
the existence of national support for cultural mobility.

Table 7 Comparison of awarenegsvelsof national mobilty support schemes

> % Do not
Aware (YES; U 1y29 K
know

Country

Democratic

Republic of the 9 39.1% 14 60.9% 23
Congo

Egypt 9 34.6% 17 65.4% 26
Kenya 8 25.0% 24 75.0% 32
Morocco 12 54.5% 10 45.5% 22
Nigeria 11 27.5% 29 72.5% 40
SouthAfrica 17 53.1% 15 46.9% 32
Senegal 14 66.7% 7 33.3% 21
Tunisia 23 34.3% 44 65.7% 67
Zimbabwe 12 36.4% 21 63.6% 33
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It is clear that the lack of data contributes to obscuring the actual contribution of local
institutions to supporting mobility in Africa. However, it is well established that the majority
of major national events (festivals, conferences, forums and meetings) are heavily funded by
governments and local sponsors, and that they systematically offer mobiatytgto their
national and international participants.

In order to capture this aspect, we have included indirect indicators in the study. Whilst we
are well aware of their limitations, these indicators nevertheless enable us to identify a
general trend.We therefore formulated the following questiod W5 A R & 2dz NBOSA (L
adzLILI2 NI FNRY 2NHIyAalGA2ya 206KSNI GKFyYy Ay idSNy

The results reveal that 3% of respondents who received mobility support stated that they
had been supported bpodies other than international organisations. This figure confirms
the existence of a significant local contribution, which is often urtlsrumented in macro
economic analyses of the sector.

Graph39: Existence of national mobility support schemes
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This trend is confirmed at the stregional level, revealing significant disparities in access to
local support. In some regions, notably North Africa and Southern Africa, access to local
support exceeds that of international support. By contrast, in almost all otheregions,
the gapsin favour of international aid remain minimal, calling into question the dominant
narrative that cultural mobility in Africa depends primarily on international funding.
Graph 40 Availability of national mobility support schemes by safgion
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Graph 41 Regional distribution of recipients and narcipients of local support for mobility
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3512 A Diverse butUnbalancedRange of Opportunities

An analysis of the data on the quality of local mobility support reveals a diverse but
unbalanced provision. Direct fundjn networking, cooperation and accommodation
constitute the four main pillars of support provision. There is a marked concentration on
certain types of support: direct funding alone accounts for92af the total provision. This
dominance of financial sumpt is accompanied by a neéotal absence of complementary
elements essential to effective mobility. Administrative support for visas, information and
communication, as well as export support, remain marginal in the continental provision.

Graph 42 Typesof support for mobiliy provided by local institution
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Regional disparities exacerbate this structural imbalance. Southern Africa offers a range of
support characterised by a particular focus on networking (38 mentions) and direct funding
(53 mentims), whilst Central Africa offers limited support across all types of assistance
(funding: 20 mentions, accommodation: 15 mentions, cooperation: 10 mentions).
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Graph 43 Type of mobility support provided by local authorities, by-sedion
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One of the majr limitations of local provision is its inability to address the actual barriers to
mobility. Indeed, although funding accounts for #@f mentions, it is not accompanied by
commensurate administrative support visa support is limited to &6 of mentions
information and communication to % and export assistance to just¥%of mentions. This
imbalance reveals a critical shortfall in the provision of citm#ting services essential to
effective mobility.

3.6. The Benefits aMobility

This section exameés these benefits at two levels: the international level (mobility to Europe,
the America® Asia)& the intra-African level (mobility within the continent). Whilst obstacles
and barriers reveal what hinders mobility, the perceived benefits reveal whatslit.

The predominant benefits associated with international mobility are networking and
collaboration, which account for 3% followed by training and creativity (289 and
economic benefits (209).

Graph 44 Benefits of international mobility Graph 45 Benefits of national mobility
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The analysed responses, interviews and qualitative feedback highlight that the benefits of
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national mobility extend beyond the simple act of travelling. It is seen as a key driver for
inclusion, economic development, ltwral exchange, collaboration and the promotion of
national heritage. Concrete initiatives aimed at facilitating this mobility are crucial for
strengthening the cultural fabric across the country and for providing opportunities to a
greater number of stad&holders. National mobility thus emerges as an important foundation
for a dynamic and diverse cultural scene.

Several key advantages are attributed to national mobility, as percebyedhe
stakeholders interviewed; the most significant benefits and reagrthemes highlighted in
the responses collected are:

1. Accessibility and Inclusion (as opposed to international mobility):key point is

that national mobility is perceived as more accessible and inclusive than international
mobility. It does not necessidy require long, costly journeys (such as by aeroplane)
and can involve shorter, more frequent trips within the country. This makes it possible
to involve a greater number of cultural stakeholders.

2. Economic Development and Market OpportunitiesDomestic nobility is
recognised as a driver of economic development, creating market opportunities for
artists and cultural organisations across the country. It facilitates access to new
audiences and new sources of income at a national level.

3. Cultural Exchange anbiversity: A major benefit highlighted is the promotion of
cultural exchange between different regions within the same country. Despite an
overarching national culture, there are significant local cultural distinctiveness.
Mobility enables these to be diseered, fosters mutual understanding and enriches
the national cultural landscape as a whole.

4. National Collaboration and NetworkingMobility facilitates meetings and
collaboration between cultural actors (artists, organisations, institutions) based in
different parts of the country. These collaborations can lead to innovative projects,
the sharing of skills and the creation of a stronger national professional network.

The cultural and heritage development dimensions are also identified as major benefits of
national mobility, going beyond purely economic aspects.

4. Mobility Practices
41 Mobility Flows

Moving beyond the quantitative measurement of mobility, this section examines mobility
practices through foudimensions Incomingandoutgoingflows to identify tends and main
destinations ;the continental and regional hubs that structure theews ;the modes of
transport used, which reflect accessalities ;and, finally, the needs expressed (desired
flows) and future preferred destinations of professionalfis multidimensional approach
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enables us to explore the mechanisms that shape mobility, in particular the influence of
funding on travel patterns and the gaps between available provision and actual needs.

The analysis of flows is structured around thosenplementary axes based on the responses
to the survey of 603 respondents:

Methodological note:

This section examines cultural mobility flows based on the experiences reported by 603 cultural
professionals and artist across the five African sub-regions. Respondents describe their personal
experiences and mobility journeys, without claiming to provide exhaustive or representative data on
all mobility flows across the continent.

This approach takes into account several potential biases inherent in self-reported data:
- Recall bias: respondents may omit or overestimate certain destinations, particularly those
relating to mobility that took place some time ago.

- Social desirability bias: an over-representation of destinations perceived as
prestigious, such as France, Germany or the United States, may be observed.

- Visibility bias: the best-known destinations are cited more frequently, whilst emerging or
less publicised destinations may be under-represented.

Our approach is therefore primarily exploratory and descriptive. It aims to document the main patterns
of mobility observed rather than to establish causal relationships or test explanatory hypotheses.

- Incomingmobility: Countries from which artists, creatives and entrepreneurs arrive
to work, perform or take part in residencies in Africa.

- Outgoingmobility: Couwntries to which African artists, creatives and
entrepreneurs travel to visit, work, create or netwotk.

- Desired mobility:Top destinations where respondents would like to receive
support for mobility®.

411 Incomingmobility
Incomingmobility to Africa is a futiamental factor in understanding the attractiveness of
African destinations and the movement patterns of international cultural actors.

Analysis of countries of origin reveals
highly diverse distribution, with 2,497

48,9%

mentions of flows spread across 1,1151,1%
%~ Non-African Flows

African Flows — \_g}
unique flows linking 155 countries of origi K=8
to 36 African host countries. This diversii
shows thatincomingmobility to Africa is not
concentrated around a few major flows, br

rather distributed across a large number of specific mobility rouédgcan sources account

8 Question asked to respondant§Vhat are the " incoming mobilitycountries(what are the countries of artists,
creatifs, entrepreneurs that get to your country to work, perform, residency etc in a mobility program)

9What are the " outgoing mobility¢ountries (countries towards which to artists, creatifs and entreprneurs from
your countries go to visit, work, create, connect etc)

10 Mobilité désirée: List the top 5 countries/destinations you would like to have a mobility support program to.
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for 1,279 mentions (51.26 of the total), whilst norAfrican sources account for 1,218
mentions (48.8% of the total). This neaparity indicates that incoming mobility to Africa
stems in equal measure from

African and international soges. South Africa emerges as the leading source with 156
mentions, whilst France and Germany are the leading-Abitan sources with 150 and 114
mentions respectively.

In terms of destination countries, Nigeria emerges as the dominant hub, attracting 303
mentions (12.13%), establishing the country as the main destination fscomingmobility.
South Africa and Zimbabwe complete the trio of major destination countries, accounting for
a combined total of 774 mentions, or 31%of total Incomingmobility.

4111 Distribution of Countriesof Origin

The top 20 countries of origin account for 1,330 mentions, representing 54.86 total
Incoming mobility. This moderate concentration indicates thlacoming mobility is well
distributed across several major sourcesthwa significant long tail of countries making
secondary contributions.

The top 20 countries of origin includé&outh Africa (156), France (150), Germany (114), the
United States (95), Nigeria (88), the United Kingdom (66), Ghana (64), Burkina Fatbhe (64),
Republicof the Congo (62), Democratic Republic of the Congo (53), Canada (51), Kenya (48),
Rwanda(48), Mali (43), Tanzania (42), Botswana (41), TogoC&8yeroon (37), China (37),

Ivory Coast (33).

Map No. 1 Number of mentions ofountries of orign for artistic mobility (Top 20).
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African countries feature prominently in this list. African sources account for 1,277 mention$451.1
of the total), whilst norAfrican sources account for 1,220 mentions (#8&f the total), withfourteen

of the top twenty origins, reflecting the significance of in&k&ican mobility. This establishes Africa as
a major destination focultural actors in both categories.

Graph 47. Non-African flows by region of origilncomingmobility to Africg
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Non-African countries (France, Germany, the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada
and China, etc.) illustrate the continued existence of close links between African cultural
ecosystems and international networks. This pattern highlights tred shtracAfrican and
international nature of the mobility dynamics observed.

China, the only Asian country in the top 20 countries of origin for migration to Africa, reflects

GKS O2dzyiNEQa 3ANRgAY3IA AYLRZNII yOSingiefondmicNRA Ol y

influence on the African continent.

4112 Major Reception Hubs

Analysis of host countries reveals a moderate concentration around major hubs, which are
concentrated in three African regions: West Africa (Nigeria, Ghana, Burkina Faso, Mali),
SouthernAfrica (South Africa, Zimbabwe, Zambia), and East Africa (Kenya, Rwanda, Uganda,
Tanzania). This regional distribution shows tlmeriomingmobility is structured around major
regional hubs rather than being evenly distributed across the continent.

4113 Distribution of HostCountries

The top 10 destinations account for 1,615 mentions, representing 86 total Incoming
mobility. This moderate concentration indicates thacomingmobility is well structured
around major hubs, with a significant proportionwilong to secondary destinations.
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Map No. 2 Main Host Countries
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The top 10 receiving countriésclude :Nigeria (303), South Africa (245), Zimbabwe (226), Kenya
(160), Rwanda (138), Ghana (117), Uganda (112), Burkina Faso (109), Maa(h0b8),(102)

Nigeria emerges as the dominant hub, attracting 303 mentions (1Zgl&stablishing
the country as the main destination for incoming migration.

South Africa ranksecond with 245 mentions (9.84), whilst Zimbabwe ranks thingbsition
with 226 mentiong9.05%). These three destinations account for 774 mentions, or 31.0% of
total Incomingmobility, revealing a significant concentration.

Non-Africanflows

The 1,218 mentions of neAfrican flows represent 48.%0 of total incoming mobility. The
regional digribution of nonAfrican origins reveals a clear predominance of Europe, which
accounts for 638 mentions (52%4of non-African flows), followed by Asia with 193 mentions
(15.8%) and North America with 152 mentions (124. This distribution shows thaAfrica
mainly attracts European cultural practitioners, with a significant presence of Asian and North
American practitioners.

Among the major nofAfrican countries of origin, France emerges as the dominant source
with 150 mentions (12.3 % of neAfrican fows), Germany ranks second with 114 mentions
OpPo 203X KAt AL [/ KAYL NI yi{a GKANR gAGK orT
importance as a source of mobility to Africa.
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Map No. 3 NonAfrican flows of artistic mobility: origins and destinations
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In terms of destinations, neAfrican flows are distributed evenly across the three major
African hubs: South Africa (82 mentions), Nigeria (78 mentions) and Zimbabwe (49 mentions).
This distribution reveals that international cultural actors are moviogyards the major
African hubs, establishing these destinations as the mainn@izgor international mobility

4114 Hubs of origin foincomingmobility

Europe: TheMajor Hub

Europe accounts for 638 mentions, establishing the continent as the major sourmemwiing
mobility. This predominance highlights the enduring importance of cultural and economic ties
0SG6SSY 9dzNRLIS YR ! FNAOIZ |a ¢Sttt Fa ! FNR

Map No. 4 European Flows to Africa
Non-African flows are

MAJOR NON-AFRICAN SOURCE COUNTRIES DESTINATIONS OF NON-AFRICAN FLOWS IN AFRICA
distributed in a balanced

1§ France == Germany way among three major
150 mentions 114 mentions

(123%) (9.3%) African hubs: South Africa
(82 mentions), Nigeria (78
mentions), and Zimbabwe
(49 mentions).
This distribution reveals that
international cultural actors

Canada

(78%) Royaune, UK #
66
UsA, UsA (5.4%) of
95
(7.8%)

B 3.China
37 mentions
(3.0%)

are moving towards major
African hubs, establishing
these destinations as the
primary attractors of
international mobility.

TOP 10 AFRICAN DESTINATIONS
FOR NON-AFRICAN FLOWS
TOP 10 NON-AFRICAN SOURCE COUNTRIES
RANG COUNTRY MENTIONS % DES FLUX RANG  COUNTRY  MENTIONS % DES FLUX
1 18 France 150 123% 1 @ SouthAfrica 82 299%
- X
2 Germany 14 9.3% o it a s the 2 @ Nigeria 78 285%
3 [ China 37 93% dominant source with 150 3 © Zimbabwe 49 199%
4 B8 USA 56 78% mentions (12.3% of non-African 4 ® Ghana 28 102%
5 W 46 54% flows). Germany holds 5 © for
A ya 2 81%
6 1 Canada 51 42% second position with 114 ; i 1 %
7 BABe 2% 26% mentions (9.3%), while China 6 ® Mali 9 65
s s"""l'z::‘ J » 108 occupies third place with 37 7 ® zZambia u o ss%
= - mentions (3.0%), revealing 8 @ BukinaFsso 14 55%
9 I Spain 2 16% China's growing importance as a
10 « Japan 18 18% mobility source towards Africa. 9 ® Rwanda 14 55%
10 @ Uganda 12 44%
N
I >100mentions WM 50-99mentions MM 20 - 49 mentions <20 mentions
0 750 1500 2250 3000 km
3
Source : Africa Mobility Infopoint Survey - 2025 (N=1,217 non-African mentions)

62



Within the European hub, France dominates by a wide margin with 150 mentions (23.5 % of
the hub), establishing the country as the major source of cultural mobility to Africa. Germany
ranks second with 114 mentions (17.9 %), whilst the United Kingdom ranks thirds@ith
mentions (10.3 %). These three countries account for a total of 330 mentions, representing
51.7 % of European mobility to Africa.

The main destinations for European cultural actors are South Africa (82 mentions), Nigeria
(78 mentions) and Zimbabwe (4% mtions). This distribution reveals that European cultural
actors are concentrated in the three major African hubs, with a slight preference for South
Africa and Nigeria.

Asia: TheEmerging Hub

Asia accounts for 193 mentions (134of non-African flows) establishing the continent as

the second major hub for incoming mobility to Africa. This significant presence highlights
laAl Qa SYSNHSYyOS |a | a2dz2NOS 2F Odz G dzNJ f
Asian cultural actors in the Africaontinent.

Map No. 5 Asian Flows to Africa

Within the Asian hub, China dominates with 37 mentions (28.@f the hub). India ranks
second with 28 mentions (14%), whilst Japan ranks third with 22 mentions (1%# These

three countries account foa combined total of 87 mentions, representing 484lbof Asian
mobility to Africa.

The main destinations for Asian cultural actors are Nigeria (27 mentions), Zimbabwe (25
mentions) and South Africa (22 mentions). This distribution reveals that Asianataltiors

also focus on the three major African hubs, with a slight preference for Nigeria.
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