 Erasmus University of Rotterdam


Faculty History of Arts

Cultural Economics and Cultural Entrepreneurship
  Master Thesis
“The impact of the Tiger Awards on the cultural diversity in the Dutch cinemas”





Katerina Kanavari
326324
July, 2009
Erasmus University, Rotterdam
Contents
1. Abstract ……………………………………………………………………….4

2.  Key Words…………...……………………………………………………….5
3. Outline ………………………………………………………………………..6
4. Definition of Cultural Diversity ………………………………………...……6
a. First Dimension: diversity as a mix of variety, balance and disparity ...7   

b. Second Dimension: Supplied and consumed diversity ……………….…..7
c. Third Dimension: Product, Producer and the Consumer Diversity ……8
5. Approaches on cultural diversity …………………………………………….8
6. Links to Globalization ……………………….…………………………….....9
a. General Approaches ...........................................................................10
b. Empirical models ………………………………………………………………...11
7. Ambiguous issues on cultural diversity ..........................................................11
a. Diversity and concentration ................................................................11
b. Diversity and promotional strategies ...................................................12   
c. Diversity and vertical integration .........................................................12   
d. Diversity and public policy ..................................................................12
8. The peculiarity of film industry ………………………………………...…...12
9. The role of festivals on cultural diversity .......................................................15
a. Introduction ……………………………………………………………………….15
b. Evolution ……………………………………………………………………….....15
c. Cultural diversity ……………………………………………………………..…17
CASE STUDY ON THE IFFR
1. Introduction ...................................................................................................19
2. Concept ..........................................................................................................20 
3. Supporting the filmmakers .............................................................................20
4. Financial Resources ........................................................................................21
5. Reasons that distinguish the IFFR as a very interesting case ........................ 21
6. Methodology ……………………………………………………………......23
a. The three dimensions of diversity: variety, balance, disparity .............23
b. The distinction between supplied diversity and consumed diversity .....24
c. The variables ............................................................................................25
d. Distinction between Fringe and Developed countries/ actors 
and links with distribution.......................... ............................................ 26
e.  Interview ................................................................................................28
7. Results and Conclusions on the Data Analysis ……………………………...28
8. Conclusions on the interview ………………………………………………..38
9. Discussion- Comments on the results ……………………………………….40
10. Suggestions for further research .....................................................................41
11. BIBLIOGRAPHY ………………………………………………………….43
1. Abstract

The international debates within the WTO (World Trade Organization), generated by those countries which confronted cultural goods as “an exception” to the international laws, led to the positioning of UNESCO towards this controversial matter.  First UNESCO initiated a broad definition of the term referring to a very wide variety of cultural products (connected to “tradition”), attempting to compose a legal framework which would include as many members as possible.  The term of cultural diversity is misunderstood by a lot of countries, especially in the past as it was treated like the preservation and promotion of the national cultural goods.  On the opposite diversity coincides with the supply of a plethora of differentiated cultural goods in an equal rate of exposition. It is interesting to study the contribution of film festivals on cultural diversity, first of all because most of the time they represent a version of the national cultural policy and secondly because their whole concept is on the direction of promoting diversity.  Studying the evolution of the festivals, we come through all these international reflections; compared to the past, the festivals nowadays are more democratized and concerned about diversity, including in their program diverse movies of origin and genre.  Indeed cultural diversity remains a venture to get fulfilled, but at least the direction of the festivals is more internationally oriented than in past, when each organization was pursuing the promotion of its national productions.
In this research paper we focus on the case study of the International Film Festival of Rotterdam (IFFR) which is the main hub in the Netherlands for innovation and promotion of fringe countries.  We approach the contribution of the Tiger Awards to the prospects of the movies from fringe countries during the years 1998- 2008; we use the distribution in the Netherlands to measure this variable.  The main reason is that distribution is connected to the diversity of supply which has a positive relation according to theory with consumed diversity. Our results showed a low performance of the IFFR the last five years concerning the distributed movies and the number of screenings in the Dutch cinemas.  Nevertheless the “share” of the awarded movies from fringe countries on the given distribution is very high; however since 2003 the festival started to promote non awarded films from fringe countries weakening the value of its awards. 
The main difficulty not only of the IFFR but of the film festivals in general, considering the dissemination of their films to the screens, is the inaccessibility of the distribution channels.  
The distributers do not seem willing to include in their program films of fringe origins as this practice is rather risky and less profitable.  So it turns out to be a challenge for the festivals the fulfillment of theatrical distribution as it reinforces their influence and prestige in the realm of film.  
However, certain festivals such as the IFFR devote their efforts to DVD releases as they are easier to achieve and less time and capital consuming.  Given the limited funds (mostly from the regional and national government) and human resources of the IFFR these aspects have been taken seriously into consideration.  Nevertheless the distribution department did not provide us a concrete explanation of the current obscure distribution performance.
In the end of our analysis several discussion matters are stated and some suggestions for further research on the field of cultural diversity as well.
2. Key Words
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3. Outline
This research paper deals with the issue of cultural diversity in the film industry in the Dutch market.  As it is scientifically accepted, definition represents an indispensable step before measurement.  Following this method, we will introduce this research paper by defining the cultural diversity from our perspective, taking into account the existing literature on this concept.  Based on the previous methodologies, we are going to identify and the select the main variables of the research which will allow eventually entering the field of measurement – in the case study of the Rotterdam Film Festival.  Afterwards considering the results of our data analysis, we introduce an interview we had with the head of the Distribution Department of the IFFR seeking for a feedback on our conclusions.   
4. Definition of Cultural Diversity
According to the UNESCO‘s Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions (declared on October 2005), “Cultural diversity” refers to the manifold ways in which the cultures of groups and societies find expression; these expressions are passed on within and among groups and societies.  As the article 4 mentions, “the cultural diversity is made manifest not only through the varied ways in which the cultural heritage of humanity is expressed, augmented and transmitted through the variety of cultural expressions, but also through diverse modes of artistic creation, production, dissemination, distribution and enjoyment, whatever the means and technologies used”.  The definition encompassed for the “Cultural expressions” by the committee is: those expressions that result from the creativity of individuals, groups and societies, and that have cultural content.

Although the Convention poses an accurate framework for developing cultural policies between the countries which have adopted it (more than sixty), the definitions declared are still rather vague.  For this reason, we are going to look for other concepts to base our research which will fulfill the primary goal of measurement.

The Three-Dimensional Definition 

a. First Dimension: diversity as a mix of variety, balance and disparity    

Diversity is a mixture of variety, balance and disparity (Stirling, 1999; Moreau and Peltier, 2004); ceteris paribus all other variables being equal, the greater the variety balance, disparity, the greater the diversity.  The influence of models of biodiversity on the above definition reveals the contribution of prior representations of diversity.  This adoption of dominating concepts and parameters of different scientific fields reinforces the argument that these dimensions emerge from a complete definition 1.
According to definition, to estimate the diversity of a system – film industry in our case-, this system must preliminary been separated into different categories.  Variety represents the number of different types.  To be more precise, in the film industry this variable corresponds to the number of different films which are projected by the Dutch cinemas for instance, the bigger the number of films the bigger the variety respectively.  Balance, represents the proportion of every type compared to the total number of the available types.  Back to our example, the frequency of the projection of every movie coincides with this variable; the more we reduce the frequency of the most broadcast movies, the more we increase the balance and therefore diversity, ceteris paribus.  Finally, disparity refers to the dissimilarity of the available e.g. movies; for instance, by replacing some popular American movies with independent productions of the Middle East the dissimilarity is increasing.
According to Stirling2 (1998) , we must make certain assumptions about disparity, because even though every variable of the first dimension seems to evolve independently, in fact, there is an inevitable underlying link between the parameters of diversity.  It is evident that if we increase the variety of a cinema program by including more films, the balance will be also influenced.
b. Second Dimension: Supplied and consumed diversity

If we accept that cultural diversity is comparable to that of production, then as it happens in every market we assume that there are two kinds of cultural diversity as well: the supplied (dependent on the producers) and the consumed (dependent on the demanders/ customers).
1.  For the purposes of the research on cultural diversity the term ‘balance’  is used to represent the even spread of a cultural product or form of expression, as the term ‘evenness’ is used by the ecologists’ definition. 

2. He first introduced this theory on 1998 about the first dimension which is widely applicable to different kinds of diversity.  As a matter of fact, Stirling is involved with technological diversity. Fragments of his approach can be found in biodiversity, diversity of production, finance, psychology, as well as the communication field. 
According to bibliography (Eauton and Lipsey, 1989; Van Cuilenburg and Van der Wurf, 2001), supplied diversity refers to what it is rendered available. By the term suppliers we include both producers and intermediaries. Correspondingly, consumed diversity has a broad sense encompassing both consumers and other actors of the supply chain (Business to Business Marketing- B2B).  On the contrary, when we refer to demanded diversity we mean something completely different; this term reflects the tastes of the customers independently to supply so it is almost impossible to measure.
Especially in this research paper, as it is illustrated bellow, we are going to focus on the distribution channels to assess the impact of the Rotterdam Film Festival on the Dutch cinemas.

c. Third Dimension: Product, Producer and the Consumer Diversity
Product diversity corresponds to the diversity of features between the products either produced or consumed; producer diversity refers to the diversity of actors in the production as well as in the supply chain.  The underlying link between the creator and the product is inevitable especially in the field of art.  However, if we take into account the huge budget which is dedicated to promotion and advertising (in order to make the products to look different) for instance in the film industry, the derived benefits on the promoted image of both the product and the creator are indisputable.  
Consumer diversity represents the diversity of tastes of the target-market not from an economic perspective as demanded diversity does but as an outcome of identities, beliefs and habits.  It is linked to the supply, as the main goal of the marketing and consumer research is to reflect the customer’s preferences on the product.   
Concluding from the above approaches we accept the definition of diversity as the variety, balance, disparity of products in the way they are made available and then consumed; of producers according to their potential market power and the way this power is expressed; and of the consumer as far as his tastes and different identities are concerned (Heritiana Ranaivoson, 2007).
5. Approaches on cultural diversity 
Cultural diversity, particularly as far the media and cultural industries are concerned, has been approached by researchers in many different directions, using disciplines either from economics and communication or management and sociology.  These studies attempt to explain both the reasons and the ways the cultural diversity evolved in each sector or in a more general perspective.

To be more precise, the most current literature on the theoretical models encompasses the superstar phenomenon (Moureau, 2006; Adler, 2006), the evolution on music industry (Allain and Waelbroeck, 2006) and the press (Gabszewicz et al., 2001; Gabszewicz et al., 2002).  Empirical models have been developed in all the sectors of cultural industries; particularly for the cinema Moreau and Peltier (2004) conducted a study on the evolution of this industry including the biggest countries- actors on the field.  Van der Wurff (2002), Van der Wurff and Van Cuilenburg (2001) and Sarrina Li and Chiang (2001) have investigated the connection between intensity of competition and diversity of television programming. However, their definition of cultural diversity is rather restrictive and their methodology does not permit to draw international comparisons.
The general approaches of how diversity occurs, mostly concern the underlying connection with the free trade arrangements of the cultural expressions (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, World Trade Organization) and therefore they are inevitably linked to the globalization phenomenon (Cowen 2000; Caplan and Cowen, 2004: Van der Wurff, 2004; Paris, 2005; Flores, 2006) . As a matter of fact, the extensive study of globalization began after the World War II when a lot of international agreements took place for the formation of a global market with widely accepted and respected regulations.  For instance, a presumption of this direction was the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade in 1947.  However the term globalization has been used by the sociologists since the 1960s and by economists not until 1980.
In the following section, we are going to illustrate the main pivots which connect cultural diversity to globalization drawing the main concept from both empirical and general studies of the most known researchers. The focus will be particularly on the Film industry which is the initial field of this research paper. The necessity to include the globalization parameter emerges as it contributes to position the film festivals in the global film market and distribution.
6. Links to Globalization

Globalization turns out be a very wide phenomenon with various effects on many aspects.  Although the initial categorization includes social, economic and political approaches, these perspectives most of time overlap each other, emerging the complicity and the extent of this venture.  In the following analysis, we will endorse as definition of globalization, the integration of previously separated markets.  As a matter of fact, there is not a general conclusion about its effects on cultural industries as each market encompasses specific characteristics which require special treatment.
a. General Approaches
If we approach cultural industries as a whole, the homogenization of the previously separated markets combined with the outrageous contribution of the technological innovations has resulted in a more diverse menu of choices and has enhanced a lot of regions to develop cultural identities.  The relatively low production costs in each of these cultural sectors leave space for a lot of producers to participate.  However, the cross-cultural trade in the realm of cinema did not reinforce the cultural diversity.  A lot of scholars have seen especially film industry as a paradigmatic example of the catastrophic consequences of globalization may lead to.  
According to T. Cowen and B. Caplan (2004), indeed, decentralized production has been less occurred in the case of movies.  Most of the movies distributed in the world come from Hollywood, Bollywood, or to a lesser extent Hong Kong.  As far as Europe is concerned, Hollywood market share is frequently above eighty percent.  For whatever reason, it appears that movies are produced more efficiently from a clustered geographic center (Cowen 2002).  Therefore, European and other global talents tend to congregate in this center rather than working in their national market.  Indisputably, this tendency makes it harder for each country to have a commercially thriving movie sector of its own.  The peculiarity of film industry will be clarified more in the following sections.

The main conclusions of Caplan and Cowen are concrete; an economic approach to product diversity begins with the idea of trade.  In the absence of significant fixed costs, a market economy will supply however as much diversity as consumers are willing to pay for.  In the limit, if fixed costs approach zero, and transactions costs are minimal as well, the extent of product diversity will reflect an optimum.  Therefore, viewed dynamically, trade spreads technologies around the world, causing fixed costs to fall and the number of available products to increase.  Whether this theoretical approach is applied into reality or not, represents still a controversial subject among researchers.  
According to B. Caplan and T.Cowen (2004), trade and competition are, most of the time, beneficent cultural forces; no great culture has arisen in isolation, therefore all of them owe their existence to the international economy. As a matter of fact, a lot of researchers have misunderstood this term because the data show that consumer choice – the most relevant measure of cultural diversity – is expanding, not shrinking. However, cultural competition is not without losers, but selective attrition is a significant step for future cultural prosperity.  According to them, none of this denies the possible existence of cultural market failures in enhancing cultural diversity, especially in the case of cinema.
b. Empirical models
Moreau and Peltier (2004) conducted an empirical study on the evolution of cultural diversity in the movie industry between 1990 and 2000 in European Union, United States, France, Hungary, Mexico and South Korea. The promotion and preservation of cultural diversity has remained a core issue in international debates about free trade; their survey suggests that a policy which supports cultural diversity on the supply side seems to match consumers’ preferences.  Furthermore, according to the exposed evidence, cultural diversity is higher in countries where the movie industry receives strong public support (France, European Union, South Korea).
Indeed cultural diversity seems to have reached a satisfactory level, but in fact it is threatened by the concentration of consumption on a small number of films and by the low diversity on the screens and in admissions in terms of geographical origin (Moreau and Peltier; 2004).  The ability to measure cultural diversity is indispensable and to evaluate both the consequences of this concentration and the effectiveness of cultural policies, for instance in subsidizing the film festivals. 

Particularly, the aim in this paper is the diagnosis of the condition and evolution of cultural diversity of the IFFR and its impact on the Dutch cinemas as far as the productions of fringe countries are concerned. 
7. Ambiguous issues on cultural diversity
Several researchers have analyzed thoroughly the underlying relation of certain factors of cultural diversity.  Below we are going to indicate briefly the most important ones according to literature in order to consolidate the frame in which the festivals are supposed to position themselves.  
a. Diversity and concentration.   It appears that the relation between industrial concentration and diversity is obscure and ambiguous, which renders a possible consensus among researchers rather difficult to reach.  Not surprisingly either extreme concentration or extreme competition (as the firms tend to imitate each other) turns out to be harmful to diversity. According to Van der Wurff and Van Cuilenburg (2001), fierce competition appears to reduce prices and diversity, moderate competition turns out to maintain prices at a high level but with more diversity and collusion leads to high prices and low diversity. As a consequence, the evaluation -in terms of industries (referring not only to the film industry but in a broad sense) and countries- of the competition and its nature indisputably reveals the consequences for cultural diversity.

b. Diversity and promotional strategies.   The present tendency of most companies is represented through strategies which increase the appearance of variety through the introduction of “new” products while the accessibility of most of them is getting reduced. Considering the concentration of production, this diversification is rather fictitious, as it is based on promotional activities.
As a consequence, more and more products have an extremely short life, which does not give them enough time to reach their demand. 

c. Diversity and vertical integration.   In several countries such as Hungary it appears that in the film industry sector the distribution channels have developed partnerships with the biggest film studios (like Paramount, Universal,  Hollywood studios) to reassure their distribution on the national screens which indisputably contributes to the fall of diversity.  This privileged confrontation occurs in other cultural industries as well.  Nevertheless in the movie field it seems to obtain extreme dimensions, making the venture of festivals which aim to the dissemination of cultural diversity extremely difficult.
d. Diversity and public policy. The measurement of cultural diversity can be used as a very efficient tool for the evaluation of the various cultural policies. Instruments like quotas, support for production or distribution have specific impact on diversity, and usually they have a positive outcome especially in countries where the American film industry is hegemonic.  Nevertheless, if the protectionism is narrowly supporting only the domestic productions then the cultural diversity is not reinforced.  The case of France can be used as an example which introduced favourable measures for the development of its national industry.   
8. The peculiarity of film industry

Indeed, cinema is a representative example of a case of a globalized market.  While the debate about diversity and homogenisation is still intense as far as the other cultural industries are concerned, in the case of producing and distributing movies the scene is rather ominous.  The Hollywood movies dominate in the cinemas internationally. Although countries like Hong Kong, India, China have achieved to produce some award winning movies (the last twenty years), the huge export success of the American productions is still dominating universally.  The European cinema shows some sighs of commercial revitalizing whereas countries like these in Africa remain completely unexplored by the film industry. 
In a first glance, we may argue that the reason lies in the high production costs which only a strong economy can afford. In numeric terms, most of the movies come from Asia. Indeed, the European film production overcomes as well that of the USA which force us to seek for other possible causes such as high MAP costs (Marketing-Advertising-Promotion), control of distribution channels, major foreign language advantage, and influence on media internationally etc.  Therefore, it becomes more than evident that the film industry has to deal with an imperfect competition which favours the big producers and orients the market to the direction of homogenisation of cultural products as a consequence of the concentrated production.  Nevertheless, it is better to confront Hollywood like an integration engine of the international inspiration, which makes its productions to be considered as much cosmopolitan as American ones.  Therefore the domination of Hollywood is not a surprise.  As a matter of fact the average budget of a film in a major Hollywood studio has been estimated at $34 million (Cowen 2000) as opposed to the Europeans who invest much less capital for each production.  This variation in the budget reveals the importance of marketing and audience research for American moviemakers.  So it is becoming more evident that the American productions are destined for global export success where as their European counterparts produce mainly for the local audiences.  Moreover we should not underestimate the unfavourable impact of the television on the European film revenues.  On the contrary the American producers overcame much earlier this threat and they turned it into advantage. They separated their productions (TV series, films for the small screen, DVDs and cinema) to correspond better to the customer’s needs.  
According to Martin Dale (1997), who is a film industry analyst, the governments in Europe provide at least the 70% of the funding for the average film, if we take all the subsidies into account.  For this reason a lot of researchers speculate that the state has become the main customer of these productions; the main target is to serve the domestic demand and the wishes of the cinematic bureaucrats instead of the international exports.  Furthermore the “art house” style of the European cinema mostly attracts the old audiences and it is a difficult venture to promote it abroad as the main customers of the cinemas universally are young people.
As Tyler Cowen advocates, we cannot talk about an American cultural imperialism but only about the incapability of the European one to compete him efficiently.  According to him, the best way for Europe to recover is through the rediscovery of a both commercial and creative dynamic; the prosperity in a narrow protectionist frame seems rather ominous. 
On the other hand, this argument remains too vague.  First of all, the cultural policy of subsidies is a motive for the productions which do not have enough support to get developed; it does not exclude the entrance in international markets or investments of the global capital.  Indeed, it offers an alternative way.  Secondly, if the matter of diversity comes into question, then the frame of the free market cannot provide access to movies which do not guarantee commercial success.  Therefore, if the main pivot is the profit via commercial success and not the cultural diversity by projecting as much different films as possible, then it is difficult to combine both.  There is a whole philosophy behind each of these terms; the researchers still are not in a position to propose any model in order to achieve the favourable results except for the partial –as proven above- measure of subsidies.
The cinemas which by mission encompass in their broadcast independent productions cannot be used as an argument against subsidies because in all almost case they depend their existence to governmental funding as well.

If we approach the paradigmatic example of the fringe countries which do not dispose enough capital to develop and expose their cultural products to the wide global audience, then viewing the free market system as a solution collapse.  Several supporters of the free market model advocate that in any case the global cinema is flourishing today, pronouncing not only big countries like India and China but also smaller once like Iran and Taiwan.  In the first case, we can easily compare India and China to the USA as all of them have developed prosperous economies and their local audience is huge (as a matter of fact China has the advantage to expose its films to neighbour countries which speak the same language).  In the case of Iran and Taiwan, the extent of success is limited in a much smaller scale and indeed it owes its existence to the various film festivals.  Actually, fringe countries (which are seeking for possibilities to expose their productions), in the first place they address to festivals and then depending on the award or the publicity they get, they gain more potential to access the global distributors.  
As we are going to elaborate more below, the concept of festivals is very interesting because theoretically most of the time combines both commercial success (most of the projections are sold out) and cultural diversity.  I mention ‘theoretically’ because if the impact of the festival in the global or even local market has no influence at all then this combination does not exist anymore.  Nevertheless we cannot suppose as commercial success a movie which was projected once or twice and it was sold out.  More arguments on this problematic (linked with the concept of cultural policies and subsidies), are going to illustrate this subject in the following section.  
9. The role of festivals on cultural diversity

a. Introduction
According to definition a film festival is an organized presentation of films in one or more cinemas or screen venues with extended duration, usually taking place in a single place and in a specific date (most of the time they are annual events).  The kind of films encompassed in the program depends on the main concept/ focus of each festival.  Nevertheless, it is common every festival to separate in different categories the films competing for an award; as a consequence a lot of festivals may include both new and old releases, international and local productions, upcoming and established directors, or specific genres as well.  All of these features form and reveal the individual character of every festival.  
As a matter of fact, the first major film festival with international impact was established in Venice in 1938.  Other big festivals such as these of Berlin, Edinburgh, Cannes and Moscow started around the same period (date back to the ‘30s, ‘40s and ‘50s).  The Edinburgh International Film Festival was started in 1947 and it owes the longest continually running in the globe.  The first film festival in North America was introduced in 1953, known as the Columbus International Film and Video Festival. Actually the festival which played an important role in introducing foreign films to American public started four years later in San Francisco.  
Nowadays, the number of film festivals around the world count to thousands, with different profiles, sizes, locations and impact (for instance we may refer to gay and lesbian or horror film festivals). 
In Europe the five biggest film festivals are these of Cannes, Venice, Berlin, Lucarno and Rotterdam. The Cannes Film Festival has been recognized as most influential and prestigious film festival in the globe according to the International Federation of Film Producers Associations (FIAPF).
b. Evolution

The evolution of the festivals, according to analysts is more than evident.  A lot of severe historical events between the 1930s and the end of the century determined the profile of the biggest festivals.  
A conspicuous example of this evolution is the most important event of the film sphere by our time, the Film Festival of Cannes.  This festival experienced radical reformations in the very end of ‘60s.  To be more precise, before 1968, it was more a conservative organization, serving mainly the interests of the French Film Productions; the focus of the management was less interested on projecting and promoting the international films and the upcoming directors.  Not surprisingly, this situation reached the peak with the general turmoil which was disseminated in France in May 1968; Paris was emerged as the main core of the whole revolt.  The Cinémathèque Française did not remain intact of this outbreak of anger.  The eviction of its President provoked great dissatisfaction in the majority of the people of the French film world which was expressed by the withdrawal out of the competition of certain films by their directors.  Inevitably all these incidences led to the stoppage of the festival in 19 of May as Louis Malle with a group of directors took over the big projection hall, known as the Palais.  The outcome was briefly the reinstatement of the President and a lot of changes in the organization of the festival.  First of all, the Director’s night was introduced; the idea was to form a non competitive section which encompasses a selection of international films and is distinguished for the independent judgment in the selection of the program.
In the following years the democratization of the festivals continued with a creative dynamic; the selection of the films was apt to a special committee of the festival and not to the participating countries as it used to be.  Two special committees were composed one for the selection of the French movies and another for the international ones.  The festival made possible for more countries to participate and introduced different sections for the experimental films and the upcoming directors.    
Another established regulation, as far as the big festivals are concerned, is to charge the filmmakers an entry fee in order to submit their work (e.g. Cannes Film Festival, Sundance Film Festival, Toronto International Film Festival).  Even the smaller ones seem to follow this charging tradition; especially in the USA it is considered a commonplace.  However, Rotterdam film Festival turned out to be the exception and does not require filmmakers to pay an entry fee to have their works considered for screening.  However, usually in this kind of festivals the acceptance of films is usually more limited and they do not attract big names among their audiences.   Mostly they focus on experimental forms and for that reason new artists are more welcomed as opposed to the other big festivals.  Indisputably, such kind of policy represents an innovation in the way the festivals approach the film and video makers; the contribution on cultural diversity through these deregulations is becoming a reality.

In the above paragraphs we referred to certain changes that occurred in the policies of the festivals and determined their evolution.  However, the real revolution in the field began the last years with the synthesis of online film festivals.  The new horizons that the Web reveals, has an impact on most of the cultural industries and the sphere of the film is not an exemption. According to certain analysts, the step forward seems to integrate both real- world projections and innovating online festivals.    
It is a common way for the new filmmakers to submit a short film (as an introduction to their work) in the online festivals; the dynamic of these competitions can turn out to be an important consideration in the film field and open new possibilities for the upcoming artists.   The long-term ambition of online-only film festivals is to capture the prestige of the big real-world festivals (e.g. Sundance, Cannes) in the digital realm. 
For instance we may refer to the Haydenfilms Online Festival which introduced itself first time to the online public in 2004.  As a matter of fact, the management of this festival is actively pursuing partnerships with the real-world film festivals in the perspective to offer filmmakers the benefits of both types of experience. 

Even though the traditional screening remains the ideal scenario for most of the film makers, it is true that a lot of them seek for opportunities and support in the online world.  This tendency is becoming more and more prominent; the screen of the laptop is becoming an increasingly common way to view a film and it is actually starting to influence the style of new productions. But for both filmmakers and institutions, when the matter of profitability in the digital world comes into question, still there is not an accurate plan of how to make money out of it. The logic behind the online distribution is exactly this: more views via the internet will somehow get translated into more revenue for filmmakers. Online film festivals and the filmmakers who enter them have to expect that this hypothesis will turn out to be true.
c. Cultural diversity

As proven in the above paragraphs we should not take for granted that the festivals promote the global cultural diversity instead of their favorable (for various reasons) productions.  In order the treatment to be as equal as possible, the democratization of the whole organization is actually a prerequisite.  The direction of the current festivals is rather optimistic as more and more participation of different countries is now possible.  As the festivals are not in isolated spheres but instead they highly influence each other, the creative dynamic represents a general phenomenon.  The contribution of the internet in this perspective is worthwhile.
Actually the online way of distributing videos and movies has enhanced in a great scale the cultural diversity in the film sphere.  

The most appropriate approach of testing cultural diversity on the festivals is through the definition that we mentioned in the first section.  Starting from the variety, the more different films screening during the festivals the more diversity is fulfilled.  In the same way, to increase balance, the festivals should reduce the frequency of the most broadcast films.  Finally, disparity depends on the dissimilarity of the films projected (e.g. different origin, genre, upcoming and established artist etc).  Taking for granted the limitation of time and place, it is difficult to enforce all these variables, but the favorable equilibrium among them is always possible if it is pursued for real.  The alternative of extending the duration of the festivals and the number of the screens does not seem to be that tempting for various reasons.  The short-term goal of almost any cultural organization is to make a plan economically feasible and the long-term one is to achieve the influence and the prestige of the biggest competitors.  Encompassing this logic, it is consequent most of the festivals to aim to the organization of a big event, with as much as known ‘names’ as possible; building their ‘brand’ highly depends on the choice of the films and the percentage of the known artists.  The more selective and limited is the participation, the more challenging is for the filmmakers to apply. 
The internet gave another alternative in this concept.  The innovation occurred, made the online festivals a very promising venture.  The limitations, which we previously mentioned, have been almost overcome due to the digital technology.  Now we are talking with different terms; the number of screenings is apt to individuals who decide the time, the place and the kind of film they are going to watch.  The laptop screen gave the filmmakers more possibilities to expose their work as the cost of these online organizations is not that high (compared to the real- world festivals) and their profit is directly connected to the number of participations (applying and voting through ‘sms’, number of views of each video etc.).  As a consequence we conclude that cultural diversity by our time has more space to develop in the digital rather than the real world.  
However, for both online and real-world festivals, it is essential in order to augment or conserve their fame, to have an impact in the distribution channels.  For instance, if the awarded movies of a festival never reach the cinema screens, then it does not contribute to the enrichment of the broadcast with new and different productions and it does not support the participating artists as well.  So we are about to argue that such kind of festivals (without any influential power) do not really contribute a lot to cultural diversity; they keep all this creativity for themselves without make it  accessible to the broad audiences through partnerships with the cinemas.  In this paper we are encompassing this logic to analyze the impact of the Rotterdam Film Festival (as far as the fringe countries are concerned) through measuring the movies which found distribution in the Dutch market.
On the other hand, it is essential to recognize that any film festival is a part of the large film and distribution market.  From this perspective, even a festival which is very specialized, with little internal diversity in its program, -as long as it does not exhibit and promote films which are already in the mainstream- it contributes to the cultural diversity in the market at large.  As we mentioned before, the extent of this contribution depends on the influence of each festival in the distribution channels and consequently in the realm of the film industry.  Particularly, the IFFR belongs to the generalist festivals as it encompasses both in its program diverse movies from fringe countries and focuses on their promotion as well.  So from this point of view, the screenings during the festival reinforce the cultural diversity in the Dutch market as the kind of the exhibited movies does not belong to the mainstream and has little chance to find access in the Dutch distribution channels (without the mediation of the IFFR).    
CASE STUDY
1. Introduction

The International Film Festival Rotterdam (IFFR) is an annual event in the end of January held in various cinema screens in Rotterdam.  It is one of the larger film festivals in Europe, the so called ‘the Big Five’, together with these of Cannes, Venice, Berlin and Locarno. The festival uses a tiger as its characteristic symbol.

The founder of the first festival, called by that time as 'Film International', was Hubert Bals, who organised and introduced his venture in June 1972.  Actually, since the very beginning, the festival has encompassed in its main pivot the promotion of the alternative, innovative and non-commercial films, paying special attention to the productions of the Far East and developing countries in general.  In the mid-1980s the festival confronted some financial difficulties.  Despite this fact, since then it has experienced remarkable growth, reaching for instance 367,000 visitors in 2007.

After the sudden death of the festival’s instigator in 1988, the Hubert Bals fund was initiated which used for supporting and financing filmmakers from the developing countries.

It was in 1995 when the non-competitive concept of the IFFR altered.  That year the VPRO Tiger Awards were introduced.  They were supposed to be three yearly prizes for young filmmakers making their first or second film. The next year, Simon Field, who formerly was the Cinema Director at the London Institute of Contemporary Arts, became the director of the IFFR. In 2004 Sandra den Hamer followed and since 2007 the leadership belongs to Rutger Wolfson.

This brief information indicates the thirty six years old history of the festival and contributes to the better understanding of the current profile of the festival. 
2. Concept
As far as the advocated mission of the organization is concerned, The International Film Festival Rotterdam has to fulfill a great venture. According to the initial concept, the festival aims to offer a quality selection of worldwide independent, innovative and experimental movies as well as a series of film-related visual arts exhibitions and live performances. It is mainly devoted to actively support independent filmmaking from around the world.  The IFFR represents the essential hub in Netherlands for discovering film talent, for catching premieres and for exploring its competitions.  As a matter of fact, the festival makes available the main sections of recent feature films, short films and documentaries, visual arts exhibitions, theme sections and as a consequence it gives a lot of space for cultural debates. 
Since the profile of the organization changed and became more commercial and competitive, hundreds of filmmakers and other artists have presented their work to the large and diverse audience of the festival.  The 24 screening venues devoted to the event are positioned within the centre of Rotterdam contributing to the image and the prestige of festival. Every year, the festival attracts more than 3,000 press and film industry representatives who come to report and catch the buzz on its premieres.  The CineMart which turns out to be the largest co-production market for film projects is also an important attraction for the media.  By this time, the International Film Festival of Rotterdam has experienced already 38 editions, and its future evolution seems very ambitious.
As far as the screenings are concerned, the festival keeps the original language version of the films and provides most of time English subtitles (however some movies are screened with the Dutch ones.).
3. Supporting the filmmakers

The International Film Festival Rotterdam, attempts to build an important name among the festivals by increasing its influence in the international film market and distribution.  Particularly, the IFFR is eager to support actively, on an international scale, the realization of auteur cinema, the expertise of independent filmmakers, producers and film critics. To achieve this venture, the festival organises its international co-production version CineMart  and in combination with the Hubert Bals Fund it is offering financial support to film projects from developing or southern countries, trainee projects (Rotterdam Lab and IFFR Trainee Project for Young Film Critics, Passions and Promises) and film debates as well.
Going back to the national level, the festival promotes the distribution and knowledge of independent cinema in collaboration with Dutch arthouse film theatres and Dutch public television networks NPS and VPRO.  The festival also provides several DVD label Tiger Releases. Furthermore, the festival takes actively part in the educational direction by organising educational activities for university and college students in the national, local and regional scale(indicatory we may mention the Rotterdam Film Course and the Meet the Maestro and Filmblik Rotterdam).
 
4. Financial Sources

The main financial support of the festival comes from subsidies by the national and local government.  However, it would be impossible for the festival to occur without the financial contribution of its large festival audience, the work of hundreds of volunteers and the support from the festival's business partners.  Finally, as far as certain theme sections, collaborations with other Rotterdam cultural institutions and special projects are concerned, the festival receives donations from private funds as well.  Not surprisingly, the festival uses multiple sources to fund its actions, both from the market and the government.  This is an effort to reassure as much capital as possible in order to support and develop its organization and enrich the derived possibilities for the participating artists.
5. Reasons that distinguish the IFFR as a very interesting case 
The International Film Festival of Rotterdam encompasses certain features which distinguish it from the other festivals of similar size. 
First of all, it is one of the five biggest European festivals; this is very important because usually the established ones are afraid of innovating films and new directors to protect their prestige.
The film festival is known for the great variety of international films included in its programme; actually it is hard to find a festival enriched with so much cultural diversity.   A lot of unknown, upcoming directors, innovating films and videos, plethora of different origins (it is impressive how many fringe countries are participating) are the main elements composing the unique mosaic of diversity in the IFFR.

It is also famous for being very open to public.  No red carpets for filmmakers and actors, but mingling with the audience is the concept.  Obviously, the festival is eager to achieve the favourable popularity and prestige of the bigger ones but by following another direction: not this of luxury and celebrities but this of the promising programming with screenings from all over the world.   The main promotion line is to organize an event for the artists and the public.  As a matter of fact, there are no exclusive screenings for guests only, but on the contrary the 90% of the tickets are sold to the regular crowd which is usually waiting for hours in the queue to get a ticket.  In the evening, after the screenings, parties are organized for both artists and interested people, attracting visitors from all over the globe who have the chance to interact culturally and entertain themselves at the same time.

Another factor which reveals the alternative character of the festival and reminds something from the non commercial past of the IFFR is the fact that the film screenings are without trailers or other commercials.

Taking for granted that the Netherlands is a relatively small country under the influence of the bigger actors on the film industry field (such USA, UK, France etc.), the mission of the IFFR  has specific characteristics that make them interesting from a research perspective.  Furthermore, a lot of conclusions can be drawn concerning the cultural policy field.  For instance the IFFR enjoys great support from the local and the national government through subsidies but it is incapable to disseminate the generated cultural diversity (as we saw through the research) due to the inaccessibility of the distribution channels.  So the matter coming into question is effectiveness of such a policy, in other words to support only the supply. It is worth to mention at this point the example of France which imposed quotas to cinemas; actually they did not apply this protectionist policy to promote cultural diversity but to support solely their national cultural goods.    We have exposed our position on this matter above underlining that cultural diversity is enhanced only through the supply of films from different countries. 

The peculiarity of the festival is as well its experimental character expressed through the selection of the projected films; the IFFR has been established as one of the most prominent showcases of emerging digital film and video.  Indicatory, during the festival plenty of experimental animation, web-based entertainment forms, and music video are broadcasted.
 However, this innovative and multiethnic strategy can turn out to be very difficult to support actively.  The precarious venture of promoting the awarded films of the festival can lead to failure if it is not pursuit with consistency and intensiveness.  In this research paper we deal with this controversial subject; we investigate how many of the awarded by the IFFR films which have been produced by fringe countries found distribution.  If we think thoroughly about it, an innovative film, produced in a developing country from an upcoming director who has made only one or two movies, it has very little chance to found distribution to cinemas.  Our goal is to check the performance of the IFFR in this field.

Promoting cultural diversity and measuring the outcome of this action through data like distribution channels, box office, screening times is a very creative procedure for feedback and self evaluation.
6. Methodology

a. The three dimensions of diversity: variety, balance, disparity

As we mentioned in the beginning, initially to deal with the cultural diversity aspect we used the literature devoted to biodiversity, technological diversity or to the optimal diversity of a financial portfolio; these approaches encompass three key properties of diversity (see Stirling [1999] for a survey).   We are going to elaborate more on these dimensions in order to add some essential aspects that we skipped before; it is very important as through this procedure the followed methodology is explained clearly. 

These three dimensions establish necessary but individually insufficient conditions to the existence of diversity.  Applying the three dimensional model to the film industry, these three dimensions of diversity can be represented in terms of three species: the film, the genre and the geographical origin (Moreau and Peltier, 2004). According to the first dimension of analysis, each film is considered unique. Therefore, diversity increases in direct proportion to the number of films; this term includes as well the extent to which occupation of screens and shares in receipts are uniformly distributed between the films and the extent to which the films are as “different” as possible. The second unit of analysis, the genre, diversity increases in direct proportion to the number of genres available (comedies, drama, horror, etc.). Finally, according to the third dimension of analysis, geographical origin, film diversity in a given country increases in direct proportion to the number of different geographical origins available; the extent to which these origins are equally well represented and the extent to which they display marked specificities that distinguish them clearly from each other. The quantitative assessment of variety and balance is relatively simple: variety is a simple positive integer and balance is very close to variance. Disparity is much more difficult to proceed. For that reason researchers use mostly the tools of variety and balance to assess cultural -and not only- diversity.   Whatever the subject of analysis is (for instance, biodiversity, technological diversity or cultural diversity) the measurement of disparity in the first place requires the establishment of a taxonomy; in other words this term describes a partition of a set of elements in exhaustive and separate categories. There are widely accepted taxonomies of cultural goods that could serve as a basis for analysis. However, a lot of crucial problems occur such as evaluation of the distance between different films, genres and origins. It is worthy to mention that the most successful economic study which was carried out by Weitzman (1992, 1993) -in the field of the preservation of biodiversity- is impossible to be applied to the field of cultural diversity as it requires perfect taxonomies.  As a conclusion, as many researchers agree, any attempt to assess quantitatively disparity between the cultural goods turns out to be rather controversial and ambiguous, and instead of fulfilling its goal it makes the proposed tool weaker.

The above considerations have led us to assess the evaluation of cultural diversity through the criteria of variety and balance.

b. The distinction between supplied diversity and consumed diversity

In terms of cultural diversity, the supply and demand sides of the market each display their own features. As a consequence, it is essential to distinguish the diversity supplied from the diversity consumed and to analyse the degree to which diversity supplied corresponds to the diversity consumed (in other words the interaction of these two terms).  

This approach in terms of supplied and consumed diversity is similar to the distinction between open diversity and reflective diversity introduced by Van der Wurff and Van Cuilenburg (2001).  According to these theorists, open diversity is calculated on the basis of the gap between production equilibrium and perfect theoretical equilibrium. The smaller is the gap, the greater becomes the diversity.  Respectively, the reflective diversity is calculated on the basis of the gap between production equilibrium and consumption equilibrium; a small gap corresponds to a high degree of diversity here as well. Therefore, reflexive diversity measures the level of response of supply to demand. The idea underlying the reflective diversity is that the supplied diversity should reflect the diversity demanded.

However, in the cultural industries it is a common place to supply a greater amount of diversity than will be consumed in the end. According to Caves (2000), if we face the cultural goods as any given product, then we understand better the uncertainty about the future success and it becomes logical to produce more with the prospect of maximising the chances that one of the products will meet the desires of the consumers. Nevertheless, on the other hand we have the strategy of the large companies of the film industry, which expect to reduce the number of films produced; at the same time they try to reassure the demand for each film through massive advertising campaigns. Then it is obvious that by following such a strategy, the objective of increasing cultural diversity is rather an ideal concept than a reality. Then the necessity of the distinction between supplied and consumed diversity emerges as the most appropriate way to approach this.

The problematic of cultural diversity that emerges from the above argumentation is composed as such:  cultural diversity should not be linked either to the preservation or development of only the nationally produced films as far as the supply and demand within a country is concerned; however we face pretty often this phenomenon.

To complete this section, the cultural diversity should engage the quantitative and qualitative diversity of the production and consumption of cultural goods and services.   Cultural diversity represents the provided possibility to consumers to have access to a wide supply of cultural products comprised of diversified films (referring to the terms of genre and origin) of well-balanced amounts. Finally, it is essential to mention the importance of the effective consumption of this plethora of diversified films.

c. The variables

Ideally, the evaluation of cultural diversity in the film industry relies on both supplied and consumed diversity and on three dimensions that we described before (variety, balance and disparity) and on three compartments of the analysis (film, genre, geographical origin).In this research paper we chose to approach cultural diversity through two dimensions (variety and balance) and on two units of analysis (film and geographical origin).  The genre data were hard to find that is one of the reasons that we focused our data analysis on the individual films and the countries of origin.  As a matter of fact, we made a distinction between the productions from fringe countries and developed ones (we are always referring to the field of film industry).  This categorization occurred through the use of several criteria.  As we are going to elaborate in the following paragraphs these criteria are specially based on the features of the Netherlands and correspond to the prevailing conditions of the Dutch film market and the distribution channels as well.  Finally, the films were distinguished between the awarded and non-awarded ones in order to measure the value and the impact of the IFFR awards. Finally it is important to mention that some films featured in the IFFR would have gotten distribution deals anyway without any mediation of the festival.  Indeed a lot of movies which got one or more Tiger Awards had found distributor in the Netherlands already (e.g. Persepolis, Slumdog Millionaire etc.)  The participation in the IFFR is decisive mainly for movies from fringe countries which would not have found distribution in the Netherlands without the promotional actions of the festival. 
d. Distinction between Fringe and Developed countries/ actors and links with distribution   

In this research paper we attempt to evaluate the value of the IFFR awards as far as the films from fringe countries are concerned.  To be more precise we focused our analysis on the movies from specific regions which have little or no chance to find distribution in the Netherlands.  As we mentioned thoroughly above the more diverse origins participate to the broadcast of the cinemas the more the cultural diversity in this domain is enhanced.  Therefore the matter coming into question is the role and the power of the IFFR to determine a reinforcement of cultural diversity in the Dutch screens.  We did not studied the cultural diversity within the International Film Festival of Rotterdam as due to the limited duration and screening places of this event, inevitably it is conserved for a privileged “elite” .  The limitation of time and space exists in every similar organization, although in the online festival occurs in a much smaller scale thanks to the advantages of digital technology and that is why it has helped the democratization of the information and cultural goods.  For the above reasons we tried to measure the contribution of the IFFR on cultural diversity, not in the narrow sphere of the festival but in the Dutch market.  In other words, we attempted to define the degree the cultural diversity in the festival is disseminated to the wide public through the distribution channels. There was no other way to evaluate this than investigating the distribution performance of the films projected during the IFFR.  Having explained the necessity of the separation of the origins between the fringe and developed countries in order to have a pattern to measure cultural diversity, it is time to illustrate how this separation took place.  First of all, it is clear that we could not make any selection of the fringe countries or comparison, if we did not investigate which films of specific origin have a privileged position in the cinemas in the Netherlands; in other words which countries belong to the “developed” ones according to the Dutch standards.  So the countries we included in this group after studying the more broadcasted origins of films in the cinemas are productions from the USA, United Kingdom, France and Germany.  All the rest, we made the hypothesis that they correspond to the fringe countries group as they have very little chance compared to other group to make it to the Dutch screens.  The step that followed was to select the awarded films of the IFFR which come from fringe countries, the last eleven years (1998-2008).  Then we checked which of these films found national distribution.  As a matter of fact, the variety supplied is measured by the number of films released in Netherlands under the aegis of the IFFR in one year. As it is logical, the films that made it to the screen were first awarded and then the same year via the festival they found distribution in the Netherlands.  So we took every edition of the IFFR between the years 1998-2008 and then from the awarded films of each year we selected the distributed ones.  In order to check the value of the awards for the awarded films from fringe countries we had to make comparisons not only with the awarded films from developed countries but also with the non-awarded films from fringe countries that found distribution through the IFFR. The point of awards corresponds to the competitive nature of the festival and represents the value of its “name-brand” among the filmmakers and the people of this field. 

 To achieve the favourable results we used the SPSS programme to analyse our data.  We especially focused on the descriptive statistics as no correlations were needed; the way our variables interact it is straightforward as we already know from the theory. The more awarded movies from fringe countries are distributed, the greater the value of IFFR awards is and consequently the bigger its contribution to the cultural diversity in the Dutch cinemas. 

However, we cannot make safe conclusions only with the distribution results as we still do not know the extent of exposure of each film; that is why we analyzed the screenings as well.  The higher the number of screenings is, the greater the chances, a priori, that each film will be widely available in space (geographical coverage) and time (number of days the films are screened).  As we also analyzed the box office results, mostly to get a feedback of the IFFR’s performance on distribution and to have a picture of the evolution through time, we reached the above hypothesis as well.  Nevertheless, in the available data we had the days of screenings and the box office of each day; the amount of screenings had a positive relation to the number of visitors and increased gradually through time. We state the previous argument in order to understand the way the distributers work.  It is important for our case as most of the time the distributers are confronted as supply. But according to our perspective the IFFR is the main hub of cultural diversity in the Netherlands and its goal is to promote the movies from fringe countries to the distribution channels.  So you can conclude that the distributers are the customers of the IFFR and the festival the main provider of supply in films from fringe countries (B2B). 

At this point, we should clarify more the methodology that we followed in order to overcome the lag between participation in the IFFR, getting a distribution deal and any revenues from the screenings.  In the first place, all the distributed movies got a distribution deal the year they were featured in the Festival (it is the same situation with the DVD releases), so we did not confront any difficulty in this direction.  As far as the screenings and the box office are concerned, we had to organize the data in a different way so to make comparisons through time and not among the performances of each movie.  The revenues and the screenings were split through time (e.g. Wild Bees 2003:13 screenings, 517 Euros. 2006: 2 screenings, 517 Euros).  So we analyzed each year separately; how many new movies year introduced, how many films came from fringe and non-fringe countries, how many were awarded and what are the screenings and the box office of each category.  Afterwards we proceeded to the comparison of the results of each year and we illustrated the evolution of the IFFR distribution.    
Finally, as far as the sources of the research are concerned, the quantitative data have been gathered from the Film Museum in Amsterdam (the distributed films, the box office and the number of screenings) and the International Film Festival of Rotterdam (the awarded films and the origin of the films).  The qualitative data were collected through the interview with the head of the distribution department of the IFFR that we describe below. 

e. Interview

The interview with Mrs. Jansen occurred just after the completion of the data analysis and the formulation of the results and conclusions.  We preferred that timing because it gave us the opportunity to expose our results, to make more focused questions and to support them with statistical evidence and finally to engage their perspective of the situation as specialists on the field.  As a matter of fact our ambitions got fulfilled and the interaction with the distribution department turned out to be very creative as Mrs Jansen pinpointed several aspects to explain the evolution of the festival and the difficulties of distribution.

7. Results and Conclusions on the Data Analysis
Whatever mission or achievements are declared by every organization -in our case by the Film Festival of Rotterdam- should be measurable.  The possibility to compare the occurred results to the favorable or expected ones (and make conclusions about the performance of the management through certain period of time), is very important for the evaluation process.  
Particularly, the initial concept of the IFFR is referring to the effort of disseminating the experimental and innovating films with intensive emphasis on fringe countries, as we elaborated above.  In order to measure this long-term plan, we selected all the available data of the last 11 years (1998-2008) concerning both the awards and the distribution of the films in the Dutch screens.  More detailed information about the followed methodology can be found in the homonymous chapter.  Our goal was to test the performance of the IFFR in distributing the awarded films from fringe countries in the Dutch cinemas.  The results of the research a lot of times turned out to be unexpected.  The way we are going to set out the results, is representative of the logic that we indicate in the methodology part. 

 To begin with, through the separation of the awarded movies into these coming from fringe countries and the others from developed ones (as far as the film sector is concerned), certain interesting points are coming out.  Not surprisingly, due to the commercialized and competitive character of the festival some new awards have been introduced (Art France Cinema Awards since 2005 and Dioraphte Award since 2008, both promoting particularly the fringe countries) increasing the number of the awarded movies.   In the last four years (2005-2008) the average awarded movies every year count to 11. 
Officially the awards of the IFFR now are 11:
Feature Films Awards
·  VPRO Tiger Awards (three prizes of € 15,000 each awarded by an international committee) 

· Dioraphte Award (a prize of  € 10,000 awarded to a film from the Hubert Bals Fund) 

· KPN Audience Award (a prize of € 7,500 conferred by the IFFR's audience upon their favorite film) 

· MovieSquad Award (a prize of € 2,000 awarded by a jury of young adults, to promote the winning film in Dutch art house cinemas) 

· FIPRESCI Award (awarded by a jury of international film critics) 

· KNF Award (awarded by the Circle of Dutch Film Journalists; this award provides free Dutch subtitling to promote theatrical distribution of the winning film in the Netherlands) 

· NETPAC Award (awarded to the best Asian feature film by a committee from the Network for the Promotion of Asian Cinema)

Short films awards 
· Tiger Awards for Short Film (three prizes of € 3,000 each awarded by an international committee) 

· NPS New Arrivals Award (a prize of € 1,000 awarded by an international committee)   

CineMart awards
· Prins Claus Film Fund Grant (a prize of € 15,000 awarded to the best CineMart project from a developing country) 

· Arte France Cinema Awards (a prize of € 10,000 awarded to a CineMart project) 
(Source: www.filmfestivalrotterdam.com)

In our data analysis we excluded the short films awards as we investigated the diffusion of the cultural diversity generated in the IFFR through the distribution channels.  It is evident that the short film movies are very difficult to promote primarily because of their length and of the unpopularity of the director (usually the filmmakers submit short films as a first step to introduce themselves to the audience). So we are going to deal with the rest 9 awards as mentioned above.

If we look thoroughly to the description and the intention of each award it becomes evident that the intention of the IFFR is to promote the fringe countries productions.  Awards like the Prins Claus Film Fund Grant, the Arte France Cinema Awards, Dioraphte Award and Netpac Award reveal this direction (both CineMart and Hubert Bals Fund are dedicated to film projects from developing countries).  From the data analysis we observe that the last seven years almost 11 movies in average have been awarded in every festival’s edition. The 73% of these awarded movies concern productions occurred in fringe countries.
Eventually, as far as the cultural diversity in the festival’s broadcasting is concerned (and it actually represents the first step of our analysis), we can conclude that it has reached a very high level compared to the performance of other popular festivals.  To be more precise, according to literature cultural diversity depends on the variables of variety, balance and disparity.  The variety of the programmed films in the IFFR is really enriched with a lot of different participating movies and the balanced is fulfilled through the as equal as possible treatment of the broadcasted ones.  The variable that concerns us the most in this project is that of disparity.  The disparity refers to the dissimilarity of the available films.  Considering the evidence of the awarded films as representative of the participating movies, we may conclude that the disparity expressed through the awards is respectively representative of the disparity in the IFFR.  In average, the last eleven years that we are studying in this research (1998-2008), the 70% of the awarded movies are coming from fringe countries.  This percentage is more than consequent with the advocated mission of the IFFR.  Especially if we think that the range of the fringe countries is much wider compared to that of the developed ones, we comprehend the need of achieving a higher participation of fringe countries than the developed ones in order to increase the diversity. 
If we include the above partial conclusion, we end up with the argument that the IFFR itself represents an organization which actively enhances the cultural diversity in its program through the participation of dissimilar films from different countries.  Now the matter coming into question is the extent of the impact of this diversity in the real market out of the limited place and time of the festival.
The number of the awarded films varies every year as you can see in the table 1.  This happens not only because of the increase of the awards but also because some movies received more than one film distinctions (so we do not count the same movie twice). 
 Table 1 

Analysis of the awarded films and their distribution using the criterion of fringe and non- fringe origins
	Edition of the Festival
	Number of Awarded Films
	Awarded films from fringe countries (%)
	Awarded films from fringe countries that found distribution
	Awarded films from non fringe countries that found distribution

	
	
	
	Number
	(%)
	number
	(%)

	1998
	9
	44%
	1
	25%
	0
	0%

	1999
	8
	50%
	2
	50%
	1
	25%

	2000
	8
	100%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	2001
	8
	50%
	2
	50%
	1
	25%

	2002
	12
	83%
	2
	20%
	1
	50%

	2003
	9
	89%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	2004
	8
	75%
	2
	33%
	0
	0%

	2005
	12
	67%
	1
	12,5%
	0
	0%

	2006
	11
	73%
	1
	12,5%
	0
	0%

	2007
	12
	58%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	2008
	10
	70%
	1
	14,5%
	0
	0%


Going back to the description of the awards, the MovieSqaud and KNF award correspond directly to our initial pivot, this of distribution in Netherlands.  To be more precise, the MovieSqaud award promises to promote the winning film in Dutch art house cinemas and the KNF provides free Dutch subtitling to promote theatrical distribution of the winning film in the Netherlands.  Coming up with an evaluation of the impact of these awards, we should check how many of the awarded movies found distribution in Netherlands.  As a matter of fact, during these 11 years, only two movies which won the MovieSquad award were distributed in the Dutch screens, “25 Watts”(Uruguay) in 2001 and “Summer in the Golden Valley” in 2004 (Bosnia-Herzegovina).  Respectively, as far as the KNF award is concerned we face a similar situation; only two of the awarded movies found distribution, “La Vida es silbar” (Cuba) in 1999 and “The missing” (Taiwan) in 2004.  So the chance of the distinguished movies with either the MovieSquad or KNF award to find distribution is less than 20%.  For a specialized award on distribution, this is not a performance that fulfills the initial goal.  Nevertheless, the 100% of the distributed movies came from fringe countries.  As a conclusion, in this point, we may argue that the value of these awards for the fringe countries is pretty low not because the films of the developed ones are getting more promotion and distribution (actually, with the available data we may claim rather the opposite).  In fact, the awarded (with these two prizes) movies both from fringe and developed countries do not have more probabilities than the other awarded films to find distribution as the promise declared by these prizes is not getting fulfilled but in a very limited extent.
If we examine the general picture of the awarded films which were distributed in the Netherlands, we are going to face a rather unsatisfactory (compared to past performances and general expectations) performance as well.  During the period 1998-2008, on the whole only the 16, 7 % of the awarded films from fringe countries found national distribution.  Particularly the last six years (2003-2008), this percentage has experienced an even bigger decrease to 12%.  So the favorable dissemination of the cultural products from the fringe countries instead of fulfilling a progress, it is actually follow a descensional rote.
By comparing the performance of the awarded films from developed countries to the fringe ones, the emerging gap is conspicuous.  The period 1998- 2008, altogether the 9% of the films with non fringe origins reached the Dutch screens.  Specially, the last six years this percentage came to zero as none of the awarded films from developed countries made it to the cinemas.  The whole problematic lies to the fact that the awarded movies by the IFFR  have little chance to make it on the national distribution channels; indicatory, in 2000, 2003 and 2007 none of the films which took a prize found a distributor.  So the previous assumption about the incapability of the festival to promote efficiently the awarded movies is getting confirmed by these data as well.  The percentage of the distributed movies from fringe countries occupies in an advantageous position next to the developed ones, but still the results are not satisfactory enough as the number of the distributed films is very low.
 If we examine the available data in a more spherical perspective, we come up with some interesting conclusions. As a matter of fact the distributed films under the aegis of the IFFR are more than those we examined before.  That happens because the 39, 5% of the movies which got distribution in the Netherlands, did not receive an IFFR award but they were just participating in its program during the festival or gained financial support from the Hubert Bols Fund in order to get developed (see Table 2). 
Table 2
 Distinction of the distributed films by the IFFR between movies from fringe countries and the awarded ones
	Edition of the Festival
	Number of distributed films by the IFFR
	Percentage of the distributed films from fringe countries
	Percentage of the distributed films

which took an award

	1998
	1
	100%
	100%

	1999
	3
	67%
	100%

	2000
	0
	0%
	0%

	2001
	3
	67%
	100%

	2002
	3
	67%
	100%

	2003
	3
	100%
	0%

	2004
	2
	100%
	100%

	2005
	3
	100%
	33%

	2006
	1
	100%
	100%

	2007
	1
	100%
	0%

	2008
	3
	100%
	33%


 As we mentioned before, especially in 2000, 2003 and 2007 the 100% of the distributed movies did not receive any prize in the festival.  The most interesting outcome of this approach emerges when we look through the last six years. During this period the 100% of the films (both awarded and not) which found distribution came from fringe countries; the 33,8 % of them were awarded as well.   The essential point here is that indeed the Film Festival of Rotterdam mainly promotes the productions from the fringe countries, with no clear direction as far as the value of awards is concerned.  Viewing the statistical tables, it is evident that the awarded movies from fringe countries over all have more probabilities to find distribution than the movies from fringe countries which did not receive any award.  This occurs not only because the number of the awarded and distributed movies usually overcomes that of the non awarded ones but also because the range of the awarded ones is much smaller (varies 8 to 12) compared to all the participating movies in the IFFR.
In the second place, in order to comprehend the reason of the low performance of the IFFR in the distribution sector, we are going to investigate the data of the awarded movies in the real market.  The unsatisfactory feedback lies mainly on the inconsequent performance of the distribution department; the last eleven years the distributed movies vary from 0 to 3.  Furthermore, we cannot recognize any evolution or progress as the data indicate an effort which has not been stabilized even during the last years (2006: 1 movie was distributed, 2007: 1 movie as well and in 2008: 3 movies were distributed).  
Before we focus on the box office data, it is important to read into the data of distribution with more detail. As a matter of fact, by investigating how many films from fringe countries found distribution without getting through the exact number of screenings, we will not pursuit to fulfill a complete research.  The above argument emerges as if we examine only whether or not the movies found distribution, in fact we are skipping the essential aspect of the extent of this distribution. The only and most appropriate way to measure the dimensions of the distribution is through the number of screenings (table 3).  
Table 3
Analysis of the screenings of the distributed films by the IFFR
	Year of the screenings in the Dutch Cinemas
	Number of screenings of the IFFR films
	Percentage of the awarded films from fringe countries
	Percentage of the non awarded films from fringe countries
	Percentage of the films from developed countries

	1998
	23
	100%
	0%
	0%

	1999
	119
	60,5%
	0%
	39,5%

	2000
	54
	88,8%
	0%
	11,2%

	2001
	74
	86,5%
	0%
	13,5%

	2002
	135
	47,4%
	0%
	52,6%

	2003
	60
	35%
	38,4%
	26,6%

	2004
	44
	36,4%
	61,3%
	2,3%

	2005
	27
	66,6%
	18,6%
	14,8%

	2006
	37
	44,4%
	51,9%
	3,7%

	2007
	21
	38%
	57,3%
	4,7%

	2008
	24
	20,8%
	79,2%
	0%


The categorization of the films in this part differs to what it was followed before (tables 1and 2). As we explain with more detail in the methodology section, when we checked the distribution of the movies, we investigated the different editions of the IFFR (e.g. edition in 1998, in 1999 etc).  We followed this skeptic, as we wanted to find which of the awarded movies of each edition found distribution.  Getting into the screenings discussion, the data became more complicated as most of the distributed films were screened not only the year that participated or took an award in the festival but also the following years.  As a consequence, we come up with the fact for instance that in 2000 none of the awarded and non awarded films from fringe or developed countries were distributed, however the screenings of the IFFR movies by that year reached the 74 and the box office was 18.266,05 €.  Compared to the performance of the IFFR movies during the last five years, the numbers above turned out to be very satisfactory, especially if we take into account the fact that none of new movies by that year found distribution.  The conclusions emerging through the comparisons among the tested years, take into account the best and worst performance during the period 1998-2008 in order to define a scale to measure the performance of the IFFR.  
To make concrete the logic which we encompassed in this part, we selected all the available data and we studied the box office, the screenings and the cultural diversity of the projections of each year.  We ended up with this process instead of checking the box office and the screenings of each movie through time because in this way we can draw conclusions about the evolution of the tested variables during the past years.
Going back to the analysis of the data concerning the screenings of the IFFR films, we experience a fluctuation of the size of the variables.  Indeed, the pick of the number of screenings occurred in 2002 with 135 projections in total; the screenings were almost equally distributed between the awarded movies from fringe and developed countries (47, 4% and 52, 6% respectively).  However, the distributed films from fringe countries overcame in number these from the developed ones.  It is interesting to mention that by the year of 2003 the screenings experienced decrease which has been somehow stabilized between 21 and 24 the last two years (2007, 2008).  To be more precise, in average the projections from 1999 until 2003 reached the 88 per year whereas this rate fell to 30 projections per year during the period 2004-2008.
The policy to promote for distribution non awarded films from fringe countries did not exist from the beginning; as a matter of fact it was introduced in 2003 and coincides with the descensional course of the screenings.  Indicatory, in 2008 (which is the last year that we have complete evidence) the percentage of the screenings of non awarded countries reached the peak with 79, 2% and that of the awarded films from both fringe and developed regions the bottom with 20, 8% and 0% participation respectively.  It is important to underline that particularly this year the box office results revealed an 62,6% participation of the awarded movies from fringe countries and a 57,4% of the non awarded (table 4).  So we come to conclusion that more screenings do not reassure commercial success even though they indisputably contribute to the general commercial performance of each film.  We are going to elaborate more about this relation in the next paragraph, analyzing the box office data.  To sum up, as far as the screenings are concerned, the spherical impression of the IFFR direction is the promotion of the productions from fringe countries.  This deduction emerges as in all the cases (apart from the year 2002) the percentage of the screenings concerning the awarded and non awarded films from fringe countries, counted separately, overcomes by far that of the developed ones.  However, the penetration of non awarded films from fringe countries to the distribution channels contributed long term to the gradual diminution of the screenings of the awarded films from both fringe and developed countries.  Nevertheless, this strategy reinforced the position of the productions from fringe countries in the Dutch cinemas in general; it enlightened as well the accurate dedication of the IFFR to the support of independent cinema from these regions regardless the competitive nature of the festival.
Entering the section of the box office data, we have to mention the importance of this evidence as far as the evaluation of the distribution strategy of the IFFR is concerned.  We are not going to get involved to the section of the consumed diversity but instead our intention is to get a feedback from the distribution channels.   Checking the turnover of the IFFR films from fringe countries in the Dutch screens helps us to make some conclusions about the progress of the festival’s distribution and as a consequence about the challenge of participating in the IFFR or even distributing the movies under its aegis.
If we compare the performance of the IFFR films between the period of 1999-2003 and 2004- 2008, the emerging gap it is hard to explain.  Actually instead of progress the box office of the IFFR films experience an obvious decline as we can see in the table n.4.  Particularly the first period (1999-2003) the box office accumulated in average 31.140 € per year; the last five years (2004-2008) this amount has fallen to 5.991€.  This declining rote coincides with the introduction of non awarded films to distribution channels in 2003.  Until that year the distribution encompassed only the awarded films, with the productions of fringe countries overcoming by far the box office of the developed ones (except for 2002).  We have to admit that in 2008, there was the biggest box office of the last five years (9.333, 7 €) with the screened movies coming from only fringe countries.  
In our attempt to explain the fluctuations of the box office (table 4), we ended up that for instance in the years of 1999 (box office: 46.702 €), 2001 (box office: 36.944,02 €) and 2002 (box office: 38.976,91 €) when the income from the ticket reached the peak it was because of one or more films per year which turned out to be a commercial success.  Back to the awarded films, we have to recognize that the IFFR generated the two movies with the biggest commercial success in the Netherlands the last eleven years (1998-2008).  To be more precise, it was “La Vida Es Silbar” from Cuba which was awarded in 1999 with the KPN prize and the “25 Watts” from Uruguay which was awarded in 2001 with the VPRO prize; the box office reached the 39.127 € and 33.583, 18 €, respectively.     These films were a fulfillment for the IFFR first of all because they were coming from fringe countries dominating the festival the main hub in Netherlands for the discovery and dissemination of independent productions from undeveloped on the field states.  Secondly, if we engage a more managerial approach of cultural diversity, these successful films generated an unprecedented dynamic for the IFFR.  Signs of this escalation can be found in the numbers of the box office, the screenings and the distribution of the awarded films from fringe countries each year.  To clarify the impact of this commercial success, these movies kept being screened during the following years as well contributing not only to the box office results but also to the commercial performance of the other films with the “signature” of the festival; by that time the IFFR somehow turned out to be in the mind of people a guarantee of quality.  As a consequence the period 1999-2003 the IFFR distribution experienced prosperity; the reasons we stated above explain a lot about the unfavorable situation of the following years (especially during the years 2004-2007).  It was this stimulus of a high standards film which would fulfill the expectations of the public about the IFFR that it was missing.

Table 4
Analysis of the Box Office of the distributed films by the IFFR 
	Year of the screenings in the Dutch Cinemas
	BOX OFFICE
	Percentage of the awarded films from fringe countries
	Percentage of the non awarded films from fringe countries
	Percentage of the films from developed countries

	1998
	9.691,46
	100%
	0%
	0%

	1999
	46.702,6
	61,6%
	0%
	38,4%

	2000
	18.266,05
	90,5%
	0%
	9,5%

	2001
	36.944,02
	93%
	0%
	7%

	2002
	38.976,91
	35,2%
	0%
	64,8%

	2003
	14.810,08
	39%
	17,6%
	43,4%

	2004
	8.298,15
	25%
	73,5%
	1,5%

	2005
	6.066,32
	70,4%
	24,4%
	5,2%

	2006
	3.416,18
	35%
	55,9%
	9,1%

	2007
	2.840,27
	45,1%
	54,4%
	0,5%

	2008
	9.333,7
	62,6%
	57,4%
	0%


To sum up the above conclusions, it is more than evident that the main priority of the festival is the emergence of the independent productions of fringe countries in the Netherlands.  Taking for granted the performance of the distribution department, if we compare the available data of the fringe and developed countries, the foremost position of fringe productions turns out to be indisputable during all these years that we studied.  As far as the promotion of the awarded films from fringe countries is concerned, since the introduction of the promoting policy of non awarded films from fringe countries (usually this distribution concerns movies which have won financial support from the IFFR), the attention on the awarded ones has been limited.  As a consequence, prizes like the MovieSqaud and KNF award seem to lose prestige as they do not fulfill their promises to the awarded filmmakers; the declared benefit of these prizes is according to the official description the distribution in the Netherlands.  Another crucial factor is the rather insufficient distribution of the new movies of the festival.  Indeed, the number of the distributed films during the period 1998-2008 varies between 1- 3 movies per year showing no signs of a clear trend.
Briefly, the direction of the festival to support the productions of the fringe countries, both awarded or not, is clear; the problematic situation lies on the distribution performance which especially the last years has not shown any progress.  To close this section in a more optimistic perspective, the previous year (2008) revealed some recovery results both in distribution and box-office (see tables 2 and 4 respectively). 
8. Conclusions on the interview
The interview was with the head of the distribution department (Mrs. Juliette Jansen) and occurred after the data analysis so we had the chance to expose and discuss our results.  The discussion concerned all the problematic that we argued above.  About the way that we followed in order to realize this interview with Mrs. Jansen, you can find more on the methodology part. 
To begin with, as far as the intentions of the IFFR on the promotion of cultural diversity in the film industry are concerned, it is clear that this represents a priority for them.  As Mrs. J. Jansen mentioned “We pay a lot of attention on the promotion of cultural diversity.  The distributed films come from regions such as Asia and Latin America”. Indeed, evidence of this direction, is the selection and distribution of films from fringe countries coming from fringe countries all over the world.  Furthermore, for the more intensive dissemination of the cultural diversity they provide all the subtitles of the distributed films, as they informed us.
The management of the progress or not of the distribution performance (concerning the films from fringe countries) occurs “through mainly the feedback from the box office results and the DVD releases” as Mrs. J. Jansen underlined.  
Going back to the analysis of the data, we expressed the conclusions of our research seeking for the explanation of the IFFR.  To be more precise, we mentioned before that prizes like the MovieSqaud and KNF award promise distribution to the Dutch screens but in fact, only 4 movies of the awarded ones found distribution the last decade: “25 Watts” from Uruguay (2001), “The Missing” from Taiwan (2004), “La Vida Es Silbar” from Cuba (1999) and “Summer in the Golden Valley” from Bosnia and Herzegovina (2004).   As it is obvious these awards mostly concern movies from fringe countries.  The given explanation from the IFFR is that “the situation is not completely under our control as it is too hard to draw the attention of the distributers on the productions of developing countries”.  Moreover, for some movies, as they told us, the IFFR does not have in its disposal the rights to promote a theatrical release.  Finally, some productions have found a distributor already. So some films which were featured in the IFFR would have gotten distribution deals anyway without the mediation of the festival. Nevertheless, retrospectively the films which won a Tiger Award and had already found distributor in the Netherlands, mainly are coming from non-fringe countries. The approach of Mrs. J. Jansen clarifies a lot of aspects of the distribution projects but still it is vague and incapable to explain the fluctuations through time.  The concentration of the awarded films that found distribution around the period 1999-2004 is conspicuous. 
As far as the limited distribution (1-3 new releases per year) is concerned, the distribution department alleged that the unsatisfactory performance exists due to the insufficient financial and human resources; indeed the department consists of two employees.  As the theatrical releases are very expensive and time consuming, this barrier seems very big for the IFFR to overcome.  For these reasons, and that it is the main conclusion of the discussion the festival does not focus on the distribution channels of the cinemas but instead it prefers the DVD releases which are much easier to fulfill (the costs are much lower).   This statement explains a lot about the descensional course of the IFFR’s theatrical releases.
Another issue which has to be enlightened is the fall of the box office and of the number of screenings (referring mainly to fringe countries movies) compared to 5-6 years ago.  The IFFR does not have an explanation about that.  Although, the IFFR argue that their main principle for the formation of their distribution policy is the receiving feedback from the box office, they did not manage to recover their results.  According to the distribution department, “nowadays it is somehow more difficult to promote films from fringe countries in the Netherlands”.  “With no media support and exposure”, and with the existing distribution channel been occupied by the dominating actors/ countries in the film industry, the venture of the IFFR seems too hard to achieve. 
About their policy to promote non-awarded films from fringe countries (a strategy initiated in 2003), the IFFR declares that “we have never claimed the priority of the awarded ones”.  According to the distribution department, their initial goal is to promote the productions of the fringe countries in general regardless of the award distinction. Indeed, as they stated “if a movie is worthwhile, it has more probabilities to attract the interest of the distributor and make it to the theatrical screen”.  This factor is even more essential if we take into consideration the limited size of the Netherlands, which gives the distributors the power to choose whichever of the participating movies they want.  “This policy”, as characteristically Mrs. Jansen admitted “will probably have a negative impact on the value of the awards”.  
All in all, the festival does not have enough human resources and funding to expand its activities or improve them.  Nevertheless, it does not have a concrete perception of the reasons for the low performance the last five years.  Therefore, there is neither an efficient plan for the future in order to achieve better distribution; so in my opinion the progress of the IFFR in following years seems rather obscure.  They hope the dissemination of the cultural diversity will occur through the festival, the financial support of certain films and the DVD releases; insisting on the theatrical distribution of their films, it is not in their plan for the next years.
9. Discussion- Comments on the results
Through the tables which summarize all the data collected in the form of percentages over the period 1998-2008, we are able to sketch out the participation of each group to the distribution channels (awarded films from fringe countries, non-awarded films from fringe countries and awarded films from developed countries).  It is worth mentioning that we did not come with the idea to include the category “non-awarded films from fringe countries” from the beginning.  The available data informed us about the existence of this group in the distribution channels.  It was really strange if we think about the difficulties the IFFR facing to access these channels; promoting other films, while the awarded ones have not still distribution is not that sensible for an organisation which endeavours to get developed and reinforce its awards. Nevertheless as far as the cultural diversity is concerned, it is enhanced as all these non awarded films are coming from fringe countries.  However if we approach the same matter from a long term perspective, we are going to discover that this policy contributes to the weakness of the value of awards and as a consequence to the limitation of the prestige of The International Film Festival of Rotterdam. Not surprisingly, the festival will not represent a challenge in the sphere of the filmmakers as it is power to promote them to the wide public will be in a very small scale.   
Considering the results of the data, the descensional course of the IFFR the last years compared to the past is more than obvious.  The reasons were approached according to our estimation, as the IFFR does not seem to have an accurate image of the situation.  The fact that they are not focusing their effort to the theatrical distribution is enough to explain a lot about the above phenomenon.
The unexpected aspect of this discussion is that while the visitors of the IFFR are augmenting every year, it does not have any impact on the visitors of the screenings in the Dutch cinemas.

It is also important to mention their approach towards our research.  As a matter of fact they were not willing at all to provide us the data that we needed to realize our research, so we had to look for them in other organizations; finally it was the Film Museum of Amsterdam which gave us all data that their library had in its catalogues.  

 The conclusions of both the data analysis and the interview focus the attention on the accessibility of supply (cinemas).  It is really hard for films from fringe countries to draw the interest of the distributers. The contribution of the IFFR to cultural diversity in still essential as it is the only big festival is the Netherlands with such intentions.  Although compared to the past this contribution is much lower and the impact of its awards is getting less as well.
10. Suggestions for further research  
This research paper attempted to provide a deeper understanding of the IFFRs contribution on the cultural diversity in the Dutch market.  In the beginning we tried to offer a general approach of the festivals, why they were introduced, how they evolved and what are their prospects for their further development.  We ended up investigating the case of the International Film Festival of Rotterdam, which is distinguished for all these special features that render it a very interesting subject to study. Afterwards we came up with all the difficulties that both developing and developed film festivals have to deal with; these problems are not other than the fight and incessant effort to disseminate their movies through the distribution channels.  For that reason, some “real time” festivals pay more attention to the DVD releases as they are cheaper and easier to achieve.  The “online” festivals, although in the first place seemed to have overcome this barrier of distribution through the laptop screen (which is ideal especially for video productions), as they are developing and they are encompassing more films in their program, they face as well the necessity of distribution in cinemas.  The more screenings are in the theatres, the more the chances that a lot of people they are going to watch the movie (positive impact of the supplied diversity on the consumed one) and the bigger the prospects for the festival to get enlarged. 
It is true that the empirical research on cultural diversity is limited although the scientific and political circles recognize its importance.  Problems with the availability of data and the difficulties in measurement are some of the main suspending factors of this field.      
Therefore there is a lot of space for further research.  Particularly, as far as the IFFR is concerned, more analysis can be held on the international distribution of the festival or on the consumed diversity in the Netherlands.
In my opinion, nowadays the most challenging case for studying is the online festivals.  The reasons that distinguish these festivals are specific and give a new dimension to the formed scenery by the dominating real time festivals.  First of all, the online festivals are something new by their nature, having accumulated all the benefits of the digital technology; so from the production side, the technological innovations found now applications to the organization of festivals and distribution to audiences.  Secondly, we experience a period when the Internet is getting more conservative as a lot of companies claim violation of copyright, destroying the plethora of cultural products that it used to be online.  The venture of the online festivals is an attempt to recover this trend as it makes possible the free dissemination of cultural products.
Finally, these festivals do not require the filmmakers to pay in order to consider their applications, enhancing the cultural diversity of their organization.  This effort is maybe still too fresh to make any conclusions on its efficiency but as its vibe is very positive, we should keep an eye on it as the emerging results can be very creative.
In the cultural policy field, there are still a lot of debates globally about the practices which are appropriate for the cultural exchange between countries.  Indeed, there is not a universally accepted model, as most of the countries try to oppose some barriers and limitations to free trade regulations on the cultural field in order to protect their national production.  We have explained in a previous section why this logic leads to a dead end as well for the cultural diversity.   So an empirical research on the cultural policies followed the most universally, it will turn out to be very important for improvements and suggestions about their efficiency.
We have just indicated some dimensions on the fields of cultural diversity, film festivals and cultural policies which are very challenging further research; but there are still a lot of other interesting cases in this domain.
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