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Preface

Prosperity makes decision-making complex becausetychas the means available to look
after many interests, institutionalized in decisiaking procedures that developed over the
past centuries. The supply of government policrefr@e admission to national museums in
both countries illustrates that. But this reseaaislo sheds a light on several aspects on which
interest groups cannot always anticipate, indepanafethe complexity of society, such as the
use of emotions in bargaining, a veto right thatasetimes exercised by political leaders,
and external interests that suddenly influencesil@ecimaking.
This balance of control versus unpredictabilityl\wdep on fascinating me after the
completion of this thesis. Writing it has beenimstating introduction to the scientific
tradition which public choice scholars have buwlehalyse the patterns that characterize non-
market decision-making.

Furthermore, | am grateful to all intervieweestfogir openness and willingness to
contribute, and | would like to thank my supervsstor their compliance to my suddenly

quite tight schedule, as well as for all other softadvice | received.






Introduction

An old fascination

In the past year | have done an internship at tieDMinistry of Education, Culture &
Science. A phenomenon that very much interesteduriag these months was how decisions
were made, and how difficult it is to ensure tlegse result in an optimal allocation of
resources. Second, during my studies | have h&agsinterest in public and private

funding of the arts, which is not surprising comsidg the field in which | will graduate.

This thesis is a combination of these interestsiéeas. | will use the debate on free
admission to museums in the Netherlands and Englardcase study for public choice
theory, from the perspective of cultural economid¢gave chosen this theoretical framework
because | consider public choice theory -beingcame@mic analysis of non-market decision-
making-, as one of the most exciting theories aéal at the moment that could give us new

insights in public financing of the arts.

Nowadays, cultural policy is increasingly focussadts contribution to economic
development and on encouraging cultural entreprsheuin both the publicly supported arts
and in the private cultural industries. Economipatt studies and willingness to pay studies
are used as ammunition in the discussion on theossiz importance of the sector, steering
the underlying and never ending debate on the l&veliblic subsidy to the arts in a world in
which the business sector starts to have an inagagerest in the creativity symbolizing the
arts, eager to incorporate it in renewal and c@@oresponsibility programmes.

As once mentioned by Ruth Towse, a driving forca great deal of change at the
moment is digitalisation and the internet. This lihind many of the copyright law reforms.
Central to the creative economy is the importarfapyright and other intellectual property
rights that intend to protect, reward, and providentives to both the creative artists who

produce the primary content and the industriesriaket and process their work.

The added value of this research

As one understands, cultural economics is deveipipself in many directions besides
traditionally focussing on the economic rationalegublic support. But concerning public
support, there are still questions that wait t@abswered. In my opinion the question with
regard to public support to the arts should be hdreto subsidise, but how much, and in what



form to subsidise. Exchanges in the arts secton fobcomplex network that can be
interpreted as a combination of different principgent relationships that so far barely have
been analysed, but do influence how much and irt fanan the arts, and in this case,
museums are subsidised.

Public choice theory is known for measuring sudati@enships. In that light, | am
curious as to what public choice theory could teose who design decision-making
procedures in the arts. Further, public choicethencharacterized by scattered knowledge
on the channels of influence and the efficacy bblang in a multi-stage organisation of
policy making. Because such situations are oftdretéound in the arts, as well as in these
two public policy cases, this research will hoplgfabntribute to the development of public
choice theory.

And from the point of view of the cultural sectiris my wish to increase insight in
the allocation mechanism of both governments; wheabpportunities for lobbying within the
system are, how museums organise production, acahtgpare this with the assumptions as
expressed in Public Choice Theory. It could giv@ght in the institutional problem of
selecting the optimal incentive schemes to redofermation rents and improve social

welfare.

Why free admission?

The substantial amount of economic analysis ottrsequences and effectiveness of free
admission plus the many stakeholders involved gistten-making in both countries, make it
an excellent opportunity to analyse governmenteisiten-making in the arts from a public
choice perspective. It is interesting to comparehat extent the differences in decision-
making are inherent to institutional structuresj #re opportunities it provides to influence
the allocation of resources. The main reason forparing England and the Netherlands is
that England is the only European country whereydntthe core collections of national
museums recently became free for all, while thecBWMinister decided at 21 June 2007 that
national museums will be free to children untilythern thirteen years old from 2009 on.
Further, due to a stronger tradition of privatemgy museums seem to have a more
prominent position in society than in the Nethedsnwvhich might influence the extent to
which interest groups mobilise themselves if it esnto defending or campaigning for
museums interests. Comparing the Netherlands aglauithmight reveal different patterns of

advocacy by museums.
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Research questions

The central research question that results frorseticensiderations and theory is the
following: How did interest groups, bureaucrats] #&gislators influence decision-making in
the case of free admission to national museuntseiMetherlands and England in the period
between 2001- 2007 ( the Netherlands), and betd886-2002 (England), and have they

been successful?

The domain of research has been set in accordaltit@alitical decision-making on free
admission. The lobby by interest groups and musenrmsgland started in 1996, with
National museums being free since 2001. In the &tkthds free admission was first brought
up by the Secretary of State for Arts and Cultar20d01, and then disappeared from the
agenda in 2002. After an interval of three yealsag been very actively promoted by
Members of Parliament since 2005, but opposed by the Secretary of State as well as the
majority of the sector. Recently, the newly appedhMinister for Education, Culture &
Science announced that he will implement free aslionsfor children up to thirteen in
national museums from 2009. As this was not knoithetime | set the domain of research
and because the debate was most intense befdi@iter Cabinet resigned in November
2006, | focused on the period from 2001 till 200/e subject of analysis will therefore be
the period from 2001 till the composition of thexneabinet. Where necessary, references

will be made to the situation after December 2006.

The supporting research questions are:

1. In what way have arguments been used in both desritrat are in accordance with
economic reasoning on how to increase access?

2. Did interest groups in both countries develop eral influencing strategy regarding
free admission to museums?

3. Was this strategy genuinely different for stakeboddn England than in the
Netherlands?

4. Was ‘representation” the most important meansflofincing in England, while
“pressure” was that in the Netherlands?

5. If interest groups chose to “lobby’, did they mpkibby politicians directly?

6. What are the direct and indirect monetary costshiihae been made influencing

decision-making by stakeholders in both countries?

11



Structure of the thesis

In order to be able to answer these questions gdyoie structure of this thesis is the
following: The first chapter describes the ecormoriganization of museums, its rationale
for government support, and the scientific arguma@mfavour or against pricing policies.

The second chapter explains what public choicerthemmprises and how it differs
from traditional welfare economics. Additionallywill deal with the limitations of models
simulating decision-making processes, and whabkas done on this matter in the field of
arts and culture.

The third chapter will be used to analyse and comfiee Dutch and English museums
policy of the past 30 years and its instrumentglemsizing access policies, matters of
ownership & control, costs and actors. It is folemhby a short chapter explaining the
research design and the effectiveness of the chrosémods.

Chapter five will be a case study of how interesugs, bureaucrats and legislators
influenced decision-making on free admission teomal museums in England, with a similar
pattern in chapter six for the Dutch situation. filea seven acts as the concluding chapter in

which the research questions are being answerkolwén by recommendations.

Research findings

The case studies demonstrate that decision-makersoaalways interested in informational
problems about the economic consequences of mmlasewell as their valuation, but more in
implementing what they believe to be right. In caléee these, the possibility that the
outcome of the free admission policy increasesasoatlfare depends on the functioning of
the political market, but not so much on the capyad politicians to control the bureaucratic
tier. Due to social ties there are much more vargimannels of influence that also have a
bearing on the decision-making process, beyondelagon between politicians and
bureaucrats.

Although not all stakeholders like to see theipgH being labelled as a campaign,
they did mostly all had a strategy on how and wieetcommunicate their message or exert
pressure. The whole process shows the strong mdeuef the upper legislatorial tier if
backed by the sector to which the plans may applthe end only a part of the plan has been
implemented, on their conditions. However, in thetlérlands we cannot speak of a
campaign such as in England.

Representation and especially having access toléugh decision-makers was crucial

to being heard in England. In the Netherlands,queshas been a powerful instrument for the
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coalition to influence decision-making with. Othmeeans used to exercise influence, such as
lobbying through strategic transmission of inforimat pressure, and social ties have also
been important. In fact it is hard to say what besn the most popular means because social
ties are not a means on its own, but a prerequ@itebbying. | have doubts if motions and
amendments are a strong form of lobbying, or a méaexert pressure. Although these do
inflict a direct cost on the policymaker, it camsetimes take very long before they are going
to be implemented, and the Secretary or Ministeofries to qualify them.

Interest groups indeed solely lobbied Members dlidaent (NL), Lords (England),
as well as Ministers and Secretaries of State.spleeial advisers to the Ministers and
Secretaries of State appeared to act as gate ketepbe upper legislatorial tier. Because the
campaigns had a political impetus it is not thapssing that most activities were targeted at
influencing the legislatorial tier. Characteristtbsit appeared to be instrumental for the
strength and success of interest groups were havimgh social status and encountering
favourable oppositional and coalitional forcesha political arena.

The ultimate decision that free admission wouldgdzetly) secured has been paid for
in an indirect way in both countries. It has mogthen time and effort that has been invested
to realize it, besides the research commission&t Mterviewees could not even estimate
how many hours they invested in it, because thatdelas spread over such a long period.
That also makes it very difficult to relate timeegpto payments. Furthermore, some of the
English stakeholders involved are charities pardofomembership by individuals, firms and
arts organisations. As such, their expenditurdses do not or not directly have an effect on
public spendingNone of the organisations hired professional lostsyio press their case in

Parliament.

Have they been successful?

The Dutch decision to compensate national museanyéviding free admission for
children up to thirteen years can be seen as aryiér both the advocates and opponents. It
must be a relief for the coalition that finally tB®vernment has partly met their wishes. On
the other hand the Government came of well becialises done the minimum to meet the
request of the coalition. It is the national musesuhat have really come out as the winners,
as they are being compensated for something tihegdy partly provide. This decision
eliminates a debate on what way society should fandeums; only directly funding

maintenance and display of the collection, or caradiwith a budget for educational
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activities and the like. It is questionable if ssigiwill be better off by the introduction of this
policy. It is not likely that free admission in ghiorm will increase access.

The English non-charging national museums hava baatively successful because
their problem has been recognised and partly spbsedi the charging national museums have
been relatively well compensated. Further, theslatprial and bureaucratic tier must have
also been pleased with the outcome. In terms ofidRlelations it has already been a success
for both the Government and the Department for @alMedia and Sport, constantly being
communicated as one of the achievements of theurabovernment in its battle against
social exclusion. However, it still has to be shaat free admission is also a success in
terms of meeting the objectives of the policy: @ased access. The first results are to be
expected in late 2007.

Looking back, the single most important featursuwfcess seems to be whether
interest groups have been able to match their galuth those of decision-makers, being

bureaucrats, or more important legislators.
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Chapter 1. The economics of museums, its rationafer government
support and charging

1.1  Introduction

The theoretical framework for this thesis has hg@vided by cultural economics and public
choice theory. Public choice theory deals with eonemic analysis of non-market decision-
making, interested in how resources are allocaibolviing a decision-making process. By
doing so it shows that welfare economic argumeatsat always motivate government
decisions. In that sense, it is supplementary tecamomic rationale for public support of the
arts.

In order to understand what the economic frameuwsovihich influences how a
museum allocates its resources and what the econorplications are of the policies it
chooses to implement, it is necessary to havehhsigthe economic organisation of
museums. Further, it helps to understand the ecmn@mnsequences of the different
scenarios for free admission (for children andeluerly, for everybody etc.). Cultural
economics provides this framework, which will betsked in this chapter. This also means
that research on pricing structures and (visiterhdnd will be reviewed. Later on, this makes
it possible in combination with the case studieadsess in what way arguments have been
used in both countries. | will investigate if thane in accordance with economic reasoning
on how to increase access, and what the actuaicatipins of decisions are. As a start, the
origin of cultural economics as a branch of ecorusmill be explained.

1.2 Cultural economics
Traditionally, economics paid scarce attentiorh®adrts. Some economists have dealt with
the issue, especially in German and English spgatonntries. During the past forty years,
economists have started to look at this sectota@lo the economic analysis of supply and
demand characteristics, resource allocation dewsioarts administration, the case for
public support and the efficiency of it, as welltapics such as the creative industries, the art
market and international trade in cultural goodsl the labour market for artists and
intellectual property rights.

According to Zimmer and Toepler (1999), the disecywd arts and culture as a

specific policy arena was closely connected toetkgansion of the welfare state. The
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breakthrough took place during the hey-day of tiad democratic doctrine with its
emphasis on equity and egalitarism. Because dffigiarguments have come to dominate the
debate in cultural economics, public policy reskdras almost exclusively focussed on the
role of the government.

As is common within economics, the existence ieéent theoretical approaches has
resulted in the creation of different groups oterdl economists. Some authors such as
Peacock initially used purely neo-classical ecomaimols to apply to the arts. Other
economists such as Klamer, Throsby, Hutter and &rgye that it is partly necessary to
adjust economics to apply to the arts, by includiisgiplines such as psychology, sociology,
law, and anthropology. Nowadays it is generallyegted that in order to further reach
theoretical and empirical progress, a variety @neenic theory and techniques could help
define theory more precise, such as public chdieeri.

With this in mind, we can now turn to how museurase been analysed and defined

from a cultural economic perspective.

1.3  The economic organisation of museums

We all know that museums preserve country’s objet&lucational and cultural value.

Many of them are research institutions and visattractions. As a result, they use substantial
amounts of labour and capital in performing thagks.

According to Johnson and Thomas (1998:75), musenaysbe viewed as productive
units (firms). In order to achieve certain objeesythey engage in the transmission of inputs
into a mix of outputs that are valued by othersdaBned by Peacock and Godfrey
(1974:370), on the input side, labour consists edmbination of highly specialized skills by
art experts, historians, restorers, marketing persband relatively unskilled staff such as
attendants, cleaners & sales staff. As a resudtstipply side tends to be marked by relatively
high fixed costs, reflecting the staff costs arnel¢bsts for maintenance and upkeep of the
collection. The marginal costs of servicing addiibvisitors are likely to be very low up to
capacity limits. This indicates that the long rmer@ge costs cannot decrease much; museums
are characterized by limited economies of scale. Stbck of capital inputs takes the form of
the museums” collection, and private and publidiog, and sometimes its premises and land
if owned by the Board of Trustees.

Peacock and Godfrey (1974:22) mention that the rapbcharacteristic of the range
of products that a museum produces is that theysrgaot of it cannot really be traded.

Consumer participation is essential to the prooégsoduction. It may be prolonged without

16



attendance by reproductions or digital access amhgthere is a parallel here between
museums, theatre and performances), and those evhotdhemselves enjoy the products in
question may derive satisfaction from the enjoynimnbthers. Publications and videos may
even be a substitute for a visit, and a lucratoree of income. In that respect, Johnson
(1998) rightly emphasizes that it is surprising tih@ debate over charging does not seem to
extend to those forms of output, but only on frémesion to the museum itself.

1.3.1 Objective function

Museums are often non-profit organisations thafamded by various organisations, and
constrained by limited resources. As such, the omsmanagement and its funding bodies
have a say in what Peacock, Godfrey (1974), andshyr(1994) used to call the “objective
function”; the objectives pursued by the respedtiveling bodies and/or managers that
determine the required input mixes necessary tdym® the desired output. According to
Johnson and Thomas (1998), these funding bodiss gaiestions about how different
objectives relate to each other, how decisionseaehed on what mix of outputs to produce
(e.g. conservation, and outputs related to vigiqrerience such as display, education,
entertainment and so on). They also have an oponathe perceived efficiency with which

the different outputs are produced, the naturedmteérminants of demand, and how museums
relate to each other in the market place for fieaaued visitors. Such objective functions are
also central in public choice theory; logically $keare composed to assess whether or not an
interest groups objective function is maximised.

Funding Agreements often reflect the pursued oimedtinction by the funding
bodies. In England for example, the DepartmenClaiture, Media and Sport works with
Funding Agreements for its national museums, irciiiiis stated what levels of
performance have to be met by the respective musduarthe Netherlands the Handboek
Verantwoording Rijksmusea has the same functidghpagh performance contracts are not as
detailed as those in England.

On the contrary, contracts with private funding ilesdare often aimed at results that
benefit the organisation and its employees sudreasentrance or events, instead of
optimalising national welfare, such as are assutnd@ the intention of the government.
However, one has to realize that the negotiateéfiisnn essence do not really differ that
much, only the scope is different.

Maximizing the relevant objective function could sagébject to one major constraint

caused by the frozen nature of the capital stoekabse parts of the collection often cannot
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be sold. Anyhow, recently, in the Netherlands anthe United Kingdom there has been a
trend of deaccessioning by selling items from thiéection that do not fit in the collection
policy, in order to fund other purchases.

Related to the objective function, it is assumed dtonomists have little to contribute
to what the proper objectives and outputs of musearr®, although they can examine the
economic implications of different objectives. Ity wpinion economists should either be less
modest or less rigid because there is no reaspacedly in the public realm, not to use this
information in decisions on the allocation of res@s and its opportunity costs. There might
be limitations to the techniques developed whickehta be taken into account, but that is no
excuse not to include economic analysis in decisiaking on arts policy.

In the light of political decision-making on musesyone must realize that the mix of
types of governing authorities varies across locatover time and by museum type. It might
predict their institutional behaviour because &ysl a role in the delivery of museum services
offered to the public, as Schuster (1998:31) arglredddition to the above standing, the
policy objectives available to managers of cultar@anisations are often alike, nevertheless
the weighting of strategic choices depend on thevamce of policy objectives in relation to
each other. The existence of an objective funafio®s not mean that it is maximised during
negotiations between financers and museums. Bajhtmbot have the incentive to do so,

and/or other interests prevail.

1.4  Why museums are often non-profit organisations

In fact, there are no technical characteristicsmo$eums and galleries that do not make it
possible to exploit them like any other profit firmecause those who do not want to pay for
the goods and services offered can be excludéeyf tesist paying entrance fees. But Dutch
and English national museums are all non-profiaargations governed by an independent
Board of Trustees. It are hybrid organisations (Stér:1998), because they have a
substantial amount of autonomy and may raise finoas private sources so that they
function much like entities that are formally priganon-profit organisations.

However, there are several explanations as to wist museums have a non-profit
structure. Just as e.g. in the performing arts gfemnn, 1986), the fixed costs are high
comparable to the variable costs. That makesfitdit to fully recoup costs by charges paid
by direct users, except for long run exhibitionblackbusters. If a museum requires grants

and gifts in addition to income from sale and s&esiin order to survive, the non-profit form
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is the only practicable corporate structure tos$atlifferent stakeholders and especially
donors, caused by the externality argument thattached to their output on which later more
in reasons for public support.

On the other hand, as Hansmann (1980) assertedpthprofit firm is well suited to
deal with situations in which consumers are incépabevaluating the goods delivered or
promised. Non-profit firms will not have the incesmt to take advantage of consumers
because there is no gain to managers from doingrsosurplus of the revenue or
expenditure may not be appropriated by the managjehe organisation, but must be
reinvested in ways that further the purposes obtiganisation.

Obviously, these museums will not continue to exrdess the organizers and
managers expect and realize some economic rewactisling compensation for their
services and non financial rewards such as perstaiails, may be derived from the fact that
they are responsible for producing cultural goauts services that would be absent without
their effort. This theory of incentives, which Hasen developed by e.g. Barnard (1938), will
recur in the next chapter on public choice. Anneséing question for which evidence will be
sought to be able to answer it is therefore if bow the governance of museums influences

their chosen strategies to decision-making reggrftee entrance.

1.5 Transaction cost theory

Besides asking why museums are non profit orgaaisgtone could also ask why they even
exist at all, and if it is not cheaper to hire pensel every time society requires an exhibition.
Transaction cost theory aims to provide an explandor the existence of museums, and
their contractual relations with and expectatiamwseards other organisations that they
maintain relations with.

Transaction costs are incurred costs when negaiiationitoring and controlling
exchanges, which come about due to the need tatong@arformance and safeguard elements
of production and know-how. The existence of tratiea costs has also been used to explain
the existence of bureaucracy. It is too expensivantract out all the activities necessary in
the production process and therefore it is betienake long term deals with employees. This
type of explanation has been applied to both thafa (Coase, 1937; Williamson, 1975) and
the public sphere (Williamson, 2000). Incompletatcacts are a common phenomenon in
many sectors of the arts and cultural industriest, s in other sectors. In the film and music

industry for example, producers buy the optionrmdpce a script into a movie once new
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information shows that chances increase that itheila profitable project to minimise risk
and thus costs (Caves, 2001:8).

Apparently, due to incomplete contracts which edituations of asymmetric
information that caused free riding and moral hdzémvas socially more efficient to
establish museums. We will see in the case studhesher the remaining transaction costs
inherent to the systems of decision-making mighté@nce the costs made in favour or

against free admission.

1.6  Public good aspects of museum output

Now that it has been explained how museums orgamuction, based on their specific
characteristics, one might be interested in howdtienale for government support relates to
these characteristics (and has influenced thearosgtional structure).

Whether or not the arts should be supported ismative issue, which focuses on the
guestion of whether the private market misalloc#ftesesources in the domain of the arts. A
rationale for government support is based on tearaed occurrence of market failure.

Policy objectives based upon an economic ratioadesfficiency and equity.
Efficiency considers the optimal relationships kestw inputs and outputs. The social
efficiency case for intervention in the market &sieally that free market forces cannot work
to provide the social optimal outcome (Towse, 19)9Usually it also compromises
effectiveness. This is defined by Gillespy (200pa8 to how far objectives are reached with
measured output. Equity is mainly about the diatrdn of opportunities to benefit from
artistic activity and about the distribution of tas

On the demand side several market failures aregréped that are categorized as efficiency
arguments. These are the external benefits defiwed production & consumption; that
museums may be seen as providing merit goods betlagg generate a better educated and
informed public and may stimulate collective pulrede. The equity argument stimulating
public intervention is that only experts’ posses itiformation that consumers need to
demand the goods that museums produce. In additisn;onsidered as a positive form of
income distribution to the benefit of the less wifl At last, people may value the option of
visiting a museum for themselves or future genenati although never attending one. To
express this wish the government allocates ressuoceuseums.

From the supply side, public funding may alsoustified on the grounds that a

welfare optimizing price, based on marginal cosiuld be near to zero, at least up to
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capacity limits, and would therefore not ensurauicial viability (Johnson, 2003:318). The
provision of museums is a case of supplier indutsdand because information problems are
solved by regulation instead of informing consundérsctly. The government controls the
supply so that it conforms to expert designateddsieds, which apparently have a lot of
power in the arts.

The case against public funding is that it mayoemnage inefficiency, lead to
government failure and favour the well-off. Thssbiecause in general the audience, which
concludes a number of tourists, is well educatenn fthe upper or middle class and with
well-paying jobs (Kaminski, 1988). Cultural econatsicommitted to free market ideas
remain unconvinced that the market failures reaXigt to any relevant extent. To a certain
extent this discussion remains a matter of belkeflise research on supply and demand for
museum services cannot exactly be determined.

Having said this, the question remains whetheubsislise organisations (supply) or
individuals (demand). West (1986) and Grampp (1@8&)uss the issue of arts vouchers vs.
grants, and second, to subsidise directly or itliyeWhat is striking about the entire and
somewhat old-fashioned debate is the virtually ersal consensus among economists in
favour of public subsidies to the arts with onlya@pp (1989), and Cowen (1998/2006) as
the radical right standing out against the resauour of letting markets rule without
interference of the state. Because market failcaesot really be quantified, to a certain
extent it all remains a matter of rhetoric for tedievers and non-believers in direct public
support to the arts. In his latest book and beingrabeliever, Tyler Cowen presents his
“solution” to the debate on public support to the. dde hopes to bridge the gap between what
he sees as the two opposed parties, the econ@ndi@estheticians, by means of
decentralization of funding and indirect subsidie$he arts (2006:139). This might sidestep
many difficult and irresolvable questions abouttlaetics (value judgements).

Nevertheless, some unintended side effects otuistnal structures are difficult to
change because these are path-dependent. Secwathmgent intervention is also subject to

failure, a notion which is central to public choibeory.

1.7  Pricing policies

Regarding the economics of museums, the questioharfjing for admission to publicly
financed museums is where economists confrontdbayéefficiency case most clearly.
According to Blaug (2001:127) it was first beingsed by Robbins (1971) and Frey (1994).

21



Related to the social objective of access the mgawi access becomes one of equity,
assuming that barriers to consumption are partbepelated. And from the point of view of
a museum maximizing its income free admission isféiniency case. However, given the
different functions of museums ( collecting, pressg, exhibiting, studying) and the multiple
objectives of its principals and agents ( trustdesors, public funding agencies, directors
and officers of museums), it is not at all cleat jpwhat is meant by the efficiency of

museums’ activities.

In relation to the discussion on free admissioteroarguments against have been used that
are to a certain extent based on economic analf/giscing policies. For a museum, the
revenue from entry charges has everything to db eldsticity of demand. The effective price
faced by the visitor of a museum comprises seaeahents which include the cost of
travelling to the attraction, additional costs ohsumptions and finally, the entrance fee.
Thus it is likely that in demand studies the obedrentrance price elasticity of demand will
be small. According to Darnell (1998:189) demansiigl to be price inelastic if, as the price
rises by 10%, demand falls less than 10%. If denmpdce elastic, demand would fall by
more than 10%. Of course this holds for a finitegeaof prices, there must be a price beyond
which demand is zero. Overall, price elasticityrafseums is known to vary on average
between —0.2 and —0.1: a price increase of 1%tsesud decline of museum visits of 0.1/0.2
% (Goudriaan et al, 2007:66).

Internationally, relatively few studies have foced®n price elasticity of demand for
museums. Recently, the Dutch Government commisgiarailtural sector wide research to
obtain insight in the price elasticity of demandhe arts and heritage. The results are not yet
available, but a preliminary study (Goudriaan e2807) already gives an overview of other
studies that have measured price elasticity of dehsee figure below). As to be expected,
the price elasticity of entrance fees are low siheeeffective price faced by the visitor of a
museum comprises of more elements than solelydket price. Especially for foreign

visitors, ticket prices stand not in proportiortiavel costs.
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Price elasticity museum visits

Study Museum Price elasticity
O’Hare (1975) Boston Museum of Fine Arts -0.10
Goudriaan (1984/1990) 10 National Museums ( théndliéands) -0.14/-0.11
Darnell et al (1990) Beamish Open Air Museum (UK) 0.55

Darnell et al (1998) Bowes Museum (UK) -0.26
Luksetich & Partridge (199755 museums, itemized to 7 collection types ( USA)Y0.23/0.00

* Visual arts, zoology, heritage sites, historytumal history, scientific and general. The pricasticity
of heritage sites, history, natural history andegahmuseums does not significantly differ fromazer

Source: Goudriaan et al (2007:66),originally dedifiom Frey and Meier (2006) and Goudriaan et @02

Of course, price elasticity of demand varies pes@mn according to the nature of the
collection, its location and the number of foretgarists that a museum welcomes per year.
Price elasticity is relatively low for modern art historical museums. Further, Luksetich &
Partridge (1997) concluded that the adverse eftdcsimission charges on attendance are
easy to alleviate, because they found that qu@gyined as collection value) has important
effects on museum demand.

As Darnell explains, if these effects are notdiks the government, it could either
shift the demand curve by advertising the museumproving the quality of the
presentation of the exhibits, abandon entrance(fees certain extent) or set targets for the
number of visits by members of lower socio econognauips in the Funding Agreements
with museums (as is being done in England).Whenmgakis decision, it is of interest to
know how sensitive demand is to such changes.

If demand is insensitive, one should search foeoimeans to reach access targets,
while considering the costs of shifting demand.ically, before any decision on access
targets can be made, the costs of different sagharid the sensitivity of demand should be
measured. Effects that are important are the oglddetween visitor spending and admission
prices. Indirect costs of free admission are thesjtde effects on donations, sponsorship,
volunteer’s efforts and admission prices (of ofihstitutions). Only if potential revenues and
opportunity costs are modelled, optimal pricingl\wé reached.

Ideally, sensitivity of demand is also why prigsatimination schemes should exist.
Organisations who are price discriminating effesywill extract a higher full price from

less price elastic visitors than from more pricesgt visitors. Further, a zero price removes
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price constraints related to access, but it maygedhe funding available for other objectives
such as conservation, display, research and educati

As Van der Ploeg (2005:14) concluded based on relséy Maddison & Foster
(2003) free admission was harmful for the British9dum due to congestion, especially
because exhibits are unique and not reproducitdmdJdsaluation data before realisation of
the Great Court by Norman Foster, they estimatatittte congestion costs imposed by the
marginal visitor to the British Museum are eightipds. This seems high, since one should
also add other marginal costs of admission (sggumaintenance, cleaning etc.).

To estimate the crowding and museum recognitifates of free admission over
time, it would require demographic and behaviodedh on visitors over a continuous
interval of time. This is what is being done in Emgl since the introduction of free

admission. The effects of the policy will be delsed in chapter 3.

It is not only the elasticity of demand of the priaf a museum visit that has a bearing upon
the effectiveness of free admission or the optiwe) to achieve it. Taste formation and the
perception of quality also play a role. If the quyabf displaying the collection of a museum
is low, free admission might not bring more visstan. The question is then if quality should
be provided at all costs and how objective qualitigements are.

Moreover, the idea that early exposure to thearisvestment in human capital
increases interest in art consumption has beerosigopby various studies; Ekelund and
Ritenour, 1999; Smith, 1998; Dobson and West, 188Cain, 1995; Lévy-Garboua and
Montmarquette, 1996. Related to taste formatidhasssue of quality. Regarding the
performing arts, Tobias (2004) referred to a stat@rby Léevy-Garboua and Montmarquette
(1996) that when tastes are given but unknown,woess only discover them through
learning by consuming. Hence, the subjective permepf quality and thus the demand for

theatre may also depend on earlier exposure. This ltrue for museums as well.

1.8  Alternative methods to measure consumer demarahd objectify decision-making
There are several methods by which demand as griliss to pay for museum visits can be
measured, which are also instruments for museunhsheir funding bodies to shape their
policies with, measuring which scenario’s increasiingness to pay, improve access or
indicate performance against targets. For examglerenda allow people to express directly
their preferences and their willingness to payaf@pecific service or good. The use of this

instrument would directly influence the decisionkimg process leaving less space for
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bureaucrats to manoeuvre. On the other hand, paoplagcan influence the outcome,
participation may be limited and its realisatioigpensive.

Next to referenda, economists propose the usehef ohethods to detect people’s willingness
to pay for art and culture. Frey and Oberholzer-@©88) put forward a couple of methods
by which this could be compared: Hedonic pricimg, Travel Cost Method, Contingent
Valuation, Cost-Benefit Analyses and combining ¢hesthods with referenda.

For the purpose of this thesis we will explain @@ntingent Valuation Method in
greater detail. The Contingent Valuation Method f)\¢tan reveal the divergence between
objectives and willingness to pay to alter theses & non-market valuation technique that has
primarily been used by economists to value enviremia goods with public good
characteristics such as non-excludability and neaifly in consumption (Poor & Smith,

2004; 217).

CVM could be used to compare policy objectivesnimiseums based on an economic
rationale, divided into efficiency and equity olijees, efficiency being concerned with
output measures such as quantity, quality, typeark etc., and equity with fairness, in
particular access, in order to correct market failbhecause there are certain externalities of
consumption which would be underprovided by theka{Towse, 2003; 44), with
willingness to pay for museums. The outcome coeldided to alter the efficiency of policy
objectives set and performance indicators relaiesaluate them, assumed that respondents
have been fully aware of the demand of future gtiras for some aspects of the museums
resources such as the preservation of the colteciad that the quality of the survey design
has been well, besides a fair distribution of widless to pay values.

Ultimately, the question remains whose valuestduhose of the population
enclosed in a CVM study and those of bureaucraesrge. The political decision makers
might have different (paternalistic) objectivesdam the end allocate the funds different from
general interest although they might have got adanfrom the electorate. Regarding free
admission, we will see if there has been a divergdretween objectives of decision makers

within and outside museums.

1.9 Performance indicators
Accordingly, when a subsidy is allocated, the reiogj and granting organisation can have
many reasons to adapt actual performance to thieireist. That is where research on

performance indicators comes in. According to Trcha(2003; 373), performance indicators
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are a safeguard to minimise discretionary behawaouhe part of museums and their
financiers, dependent on their contractual powdfei2nt decision makers such as museum
directors, museum management, visitors, fundraigetgicians, bureaucrats, and donors
may have different interests regarding museumsitie and hence may prefer different
indicators. But performance indicators will oftem tssed for control purposes rather than for
organizational learning, while still providing threcentive for grant maximization. Those who
compile data might tend to distort information nder to present themselves in the best light.
At the moment the use of performance indicatowgidely accepted and therefore would be
interesting to assess whether this increased taamspy would increase the willingness to pay
for the non-market value of museums or the arexpsessed in CVM studies.

But incentives to overcome these information protdehat lead to adverse selection
and moral hazard are weak, because in the artameotfocus on the price level as measure
of value. Further, there could be a bureaucratistance to such an analysis and there is a
fear to restrain artistic, creative and culturaefilom. This makes it difficult to allocate

subsidy in a satisfying way.

Anyhow, a scientific instrument that comes closa fmtentially fair and effective manner by
which to measure the relative efficiency of muse@assne big performance indicator is Data
Envelopment Analysis. Basso and Funari (2004) amliee Pignataro (2002; 67) put forward
the Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) to evaluaterdiative technical efficiency of
museums. It represents the ability to maximizesatim@unt of output given the input available
or to use smaller quantities of input to achieveghme output as being the natural objective
of any organisation. An index is build based upevesghting process of inputs and outputs,
where the weights should reflect the relative inigace given by the decision maker resulting
in a conclusion about increasing or constant rettorscale. It could be used to analyze the
relative efficiency of any given set of organizasoA disadvantage of this approach is that it
cannot be applied to an individual museum on ita,aand it is not convenient to include non-
relevant inputs and outputs, otherwise a museurtddmijudged on its minor features. It is
promising that it is able to integrate other qadiNe or quantitative approaches in the analysis
of museum performance and it could include envirental factors so that one can compare

different museums operating in different environtaénonditions.
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1.10 Concluding remarks

All together, | am afraid that we just have to gtdbat the determination of the value of
museums, and as a result the awarding of the esjtunding, remains a tricky business. The
policy objective function is not adequate or congiéit contains only economic value, on
the supposition that his captures all that mattus these two aspects are so strongly
interrelated that you cannot speak about one withmntioning the other. For example, how
to calculate the rate of present value of museunaesder to define how much to invest for
future generations? Some economists such as Th(@8b$:149) and Klamer (1996)
therefore use the concept of cultural capital asedul concept to think not only in economic
terms but in cultural terms as well. Both simplgwe to admit cultural value alongside
economic value in the consideration of the ovevallie of cultural goods and services. This
can be done by allowing individuals to rank cultuiajects or events according to cultural

value, as well as in terms of willingness to pay.
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Chapter 2. Public choice theory and museums

2.1  Introduction

What can be learned from the former chapter isttieafact that there is a rationale for public
intervention in the markets for museums does n@mtleat an allocation of resources to
museums results in more or better museums, ocattgamore visitors. One should be careful
to distinguish between the well-developed argumemtgovernment financing of public
services and the arguments for the bureaucratiglgp these services, as also argued by
Niskanen (1994:9). In the former chapter, | theretouched upon reasons why museum
managers and museum funding bodies might not alaigsate resources in a way that
increases welfare.

What has been described as government failuresadsif market failure, is one of the
major claims made by public choice theory in thatssumes that fully informed and far
sighted planners do not exist. By applying pubhoice theory, this chapter gives insight
about theories and models that deal with the dilmcanechanism of the government and its
stakeholders. Further, it deals with the limitati@i models simulating decision-making
processes, plus what has been done on this mattes field of arts and culture. It will be
instrumental to analyse the decision-making prooéf®e admission to national museums in
England and the Netherlands in the following chiept8o what are the risks of letting the

bureaucratic tier decide on the allocation of busige

2.2  Backto the roots

Public choice theory is the economic study of narkat decision-making, or simply the
application of economics to political science (Meel1989:1). The subject matter of public
choice theory is the same as that of politicalrsme the theory of the state, voting rules, voter
behaviour, party politics, and bureaucracy andrsdPoiblic choice has a strong root in
positive analysis (what if), but is also used formative purposes (what ought to be) to
identify a problem or suggest how the performarfadb® system could be improved by
changes in constitutional rules. The developmethedry started with a (neoclassical)
normative approach directed at how to design unstihs that would lead to Pareto
improvements. It deals with the examination of wdiial and group decision making in the

conduct of transactions which, while analogoustisé of the market, do not replicate market
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situations in which the outcome of those decisioilisbe a set of prices and outputs. And if
markets cannot be established in public goods, tteentral problem becomes one of
examining the institutional problem of selecting thest possible incentive schemes (such as
voting systems or other decision-making systeme)would reduce information rents in
order to increase social welfare (Peacock, 1992).

Prior to public choice theory, many momists tend to consider the government as an
agent outside the scope of economic theory whasedapend on different considerations
than those driving economic agents. It was thesitatiof the pioneers of public choice
(Downs, 1957; Buchanan & Tullock, 1962) to equattiehavioural motivation of the@mo
politicus with that of thehomo economicuergson (1938) and Arrow (1951) inspired
Downs”An Economic Theory of Democra®57) classic. In his model, the government
already appears not merely as a voting rule okidbax into which information on voter
preferences is fed, but as an institution madefupad people each with their own set of
incentives and constraints.

Public choice theory originates from incentivesdty (Barnard, 1938) that originally
focused on decision-making in markets. The immediause for the development of public
choice theory was the stronger role of governmigntsgulating markets in the 1930s and the
discussion on optimal social welfare functions theived from it. In the beginning, there
were different views about the effects of lobbyorgwelfare. The Chicago school (Stigler,
Peltzman, and Becker) argued that competition betvi@bbies would discipline policy
making and lead to an efficient outcome. The Vigschool (Tullock, Tollison, and
Buchanan) emphasized those private agents wastgrces in rent-seeking activities and that
policy makers would choose inefficient forms ofistidbution in order to disguise the
transfers to powerful interest groups. These atdiffidifferences between the Chicago and
Virginia school are now outmoded views. In an eathge both schools focussed on the
demand side, because they assumed all the act&rptace on the side of interest groups.
The government remained a black box ignoring tipplsuside; the political and regulatory
institutions as well as the extent of informati@yrmmetries. It contradicts the earlier, more
complete approach that Downs already proposedikigg internal processes into account.

Essentially, the invention of public choice theargs to introduce information
asymmetries in the problem of designing democrastitutions. In spite of the unrealistic
fundamental assumption such as the unlimited waokavailable contracts and a fully
rational and benevolent judicial system, this ati@gpproach has offered a powerful

methodology for investigating information rentgiolitical decision-making. That is helpful
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because policymakers are confronted with inforrmatigproblems about the economic
consequences of policies, as well as their valodiijocitizens. And citizens seek for ways in

which to become well informed to guarantee thair inéerests are being represented.

2.3 Principal-Agent Relationships
To understand the transactions among politiciansgducrats, voters and interest groups one
could think of a chain of principal-agent relatibiss (Trimarchi, 2003, Mignosa, 2005:39).
In a representative democracy, politicians areatfents of the electorate whose preferences
they are supposed to represent, interpret andzeedi the same time politicians are the
principals of bureaucrats. The latter are the agehib should implement the decision of the
principals, the politicians. Both bureaucrats aalitigians can be the principals of the
museum director, the agent. Depending on the typleasion that needs to be made actors
switch between these roles.

Often, agents have an information ath@® over the principal, such as museums
Directors have that over politicians or bureaucragents can exploit the information they
have to pursue their own objectives, even if thayflect with those of the principal, because
of incomplete principal-agent contracts, the difftg of monitoring and the lack of
incentives. Public policies would then satisfy speinterests, namely the agents’ interests
instead of social welfare, which is the electomf@eference. The possibility that the outcome
of public policies maximises social welfare depeadghe functioning of the “political
market” and on the capacity of politicians to cohlrureaucrats (Mignosa, 2005:39). The
awareness of public choice scholars of such presessy much showed me that it is
important to bring about the information advantagiestakeholders and how these have been
used in the process. Therefore, | intend to detbigruestionnaire for the qualitative
interviews in such a way that the answers couléakwhat the nature was of relationships

they maintained with each other.

2.4  Interest group behaviour

In the public policy sphere, principals and agdvatge different means at their disposal to
influence decision-making with. Eagbting system or decision-making procedure has
implications for the allocation of public goodschease of the opportunities it offers interest
groups to influence policy making. Policies caraffected by interest groups in two ways:
directly by influencing the behaviour of policy neak and indirectly, by influencing the

behaviour of voters. Depending on the stage ofsi@timaking, the nature of the issue, and
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their resources, interest groups (agents) consadesmpaign by means of offering
contributions such as campaign donations, or bynsieéstrategic transmission of
information to influence decision-making. As a fiesilneoretical and empirical models
investigating market and non-market decision-malksrgased on different assumptions about
means and channels used. All together, there isetmus about the means and channels
worked with. The following definitions will therefe help to break down the means and
channels used in England and the Netherlands, avellieen useful to structure questions of
the questionnaire by aiming to obtain an overviéwhe approach of the various

stakeholders.

2.5  Definitions

The definition of exertingnfluenceon decision making varies according to the fodus®
theoretical models on the transmission of infororatir "goods and services” (jobs, money
etc.). An interest group can be any sender thatihasterest in a certain outcome of a
decision making process. A civil servant has teimployed by the government, and a
politician has to be a member of a political pantyl/or have a seat in parliament. More
problematic are the definitions of the multiple meand channels that interest groapd
bureaucrats or politicians can use, as formulayelézza & Van Winden (2003). The
multiple means available are defined as lobbyimgsgure, structural coercion and
representation.

Lobbying is usually associated with maintainingputation while pressure is
typically exerted to build up a reputation. Accaorglito Sloof and Van Winden (2000:82)
lobbying has been modelled in literature as pagxgicit bribes, implicit payments through
‘wining and dining”, or as a means of strategiorimation transmission. In this particular
case lobbying must often equal strategic transomssf information because it is highly
unlikely that politicians or the arts world havesbeable and willing to bribe Secretary’s of
State, bureaucrats or politicians. Moreover, theead free admission very much centred on
the perceived need for it, which makes is plauditide (scientific) information on the
development of visitors and costs has played aa&eamie convincing opponents. However,
what equals lobbying on free admission in Englamdithe Netherlands needs to be
concluded from the case studies.

The difference between lobbying and pressure isligigted in the article by Sloof &
Van Winden (2000:83). Lobbying is associated wittiral of verbal persuasion (words;

please do this...) and pressure with explicit enfioreet of a threat (actions; if not I will...).
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In their model the difference between lobbying anessure was reflected in two
assumptions; in contrast to lobbying, exerting pues inflicts a future cost on the
policymaker, and contrary to the opportunitiesdrerting pressure, the opportunities to
lobby are independent of the e.g. policymakersobast Giving access to lobbyists and
listening to their speeches bears some opporteniis for the policymaker or politician, and
the same holds for threats. However, these cost®arin comparison with the costs of the
actual enforcement of a threat. Thus, lobbyingeidal persuasion by speech and on paper
and without threats, while pressure includes tisreat

Structural coercion (Van Winden, 2002:16) refersdastraints on the behaviour of a
policymaker, interest group or politician which @@ related to direct influence attempts.
This could be technological developments or a bdaiin. It has not very well been defined
in literature, and it is not very likely that theategory will appear often in the case of free
admission in both countries, although it can bdegfisive importance for the feasibility of a
proposed decision. An example could be the chahgewers such as in 1997 when the
Labour Party won the elections, which turned ouigan favour of the case for free
admission. It created a momentum for an intenseylob realize free admission.

Ultimately, representation is the presentatiomtérests directly among policymakers,
interest groups or politicians (Van Winden, 2002:16may be achieved through “multiple
positions” (e.g. obtaining the position of policykea), ‘revolving doors ~ (offering future
career opportunities) and “social ties” (ties fnfdship). What is difficult is that lobbying is
closely related to social ties, because verbaluasien is only possible when one has
established access (because of friendship or vetekions) to those that need to be convinced
or work for you. Social ties make lobbying easkegarding social ties, | will therefore pay
special attention taewlycreated ties of “friendship” for the purpose afcteng campaign
goals in the case studies. Because there are nelsnadorporating representation as a type
of influence it is not possible to relate the omeoof the case studies to earlier research.
Nevertheless, in literature it is widely assumed] sometimes empirically proved that
interest groups prefer to influence legislatordwgitmilar attitudes and/or “friends’, and that
those influence attempts are more successful [Bdt&an Winden, 1992:284, and Sloof &
Van Winden, 2000).
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The multiple channels are described as the bestavagproach policymakers at the
legislative or bureaucratic tier at national ordblevel by interest groups (Van Winden,
2002:16). But also whether an interest group dekcidego for it alone, hire professionals,
form alliances with others or support an intermedaganization. For this purpose | do not
consider these last options as multiple levelseps,tbut more as a strategy to succeed
convincing those at the bureaucratic or legislatdarer. Therefore, | define multiple channels
as the choice to approach policymakers or politgiat the legislative or bureaucratic tier at
national or local level. On the other hand it clso &e a strategy by a bureaucrat to approach
interest groups to lobby politicians (Legislativer), and vice versa.

To conclude, several means are available to burats,dtegislators and interest groups to
influence decision-making in the Dutch and Engghation. These can be classified in one

of the four categories:

Means of Influence

Lobbying Pressure Structural Coercion | Representatin

Unofficial/informal Motions Change of powers Efforts to obtain posgipn

meetings/briefings

Official/formal Amendments - Jobs offered to opponent
Meetings/briefings

Telephone Sanctions - Social ties-Building new
Conversations relationships: networking
Letters - - -

Memoranda - - -

Research reports -

Parliamentary debates| - - -

During the case studies we will see whether thisgmaization is appropriate or not, and how

it has to be expanded.

2.6 Modelling decision-making processes
So how do public choice scholars model non-marketsibn-making processes in order to

falsify hypotheses to falsify theory?
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Originally, scholars focussed on vote functiong tieflect different voting systems in order to
design a decision-making structure that would ctfilee interest of voters in increasing
welfare. But voters are not always a factor ofuafice. They can choose to keep aloof from
elections or referenda because they are ratiomilyrant, such as regarding the arts. Further,
voters sometimes do not have a say in decisionimgakuch as when the Arts Council
England or the Dutch Council for Culture advise 8eeretary of State on the allocation of
budgets.

Because vote functions deny the excgei interest groups in society, scholars
developed theoretical models of interest group Weliain which a voting system is
irrelevant. An example of one of the first modal8ecker (1983). These models revealed a
focus on the modelling of how interest groups ingabpressure to obtain a specific rent such
as a license, or funded political campaigns in otdeeceive a contestable rent later on.

But interest groups cannot only mobihesources or votes, they are also sources of
information for bureaucrats and politicians. Theref the models of interest group behaviour
developed initially in two directions. Becker (1988tigler (1971) and Peltzman (1976)
focussed on the electoral role of interest grouqastheir ability to mobilize resources and/or
votes. And for example Moe (1989) and Wilson (198@Jussed on the role of interest groups
as sources of information (asymmetric informatifmm)both bureaucrats and politicians.

The government remained a sort of black box indhmaedels, theoretically not able to
respond to the signals and offers of interest gsoliperefore interest group models were
developed that took into account the maximizatimbfem of the legislator, and often
investigated the influence of interest groups &@gtim the definition of the objective function
of the policy makers. These works have tried taicedhe gap between the theory of interest
groups (Becker, 1983) and the theory of bureaucfiiskanen, 1971). It explicitly

introduced lobbying in the interaction between fpmAns and regulatory agencies, while
retaining a principal-agent structure. As Mazzad®09/50) described, this idea developed in
two directions. It developed into a theory of regaty capture (Spiller, 1990 & Laffont and
Tirole, 1991) that assumes that bureaucrats aoenanon agent of two principals: interest
groups and legislators. The agent can extract femtsthe competition between the
principals by obtaining their favours. At the satinee, the existence of those rents implies a
competition among individuals applying to becomegant. The other group of papers

follows a different approach where interest groigyeur the supervision of the legislator, by
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acting as watch dogs of the latter and providingatale information on an agency
performance (Banks & Weingast, 1992).

What such models do not incorporatdeésgossibility that bureaucrats and interest
groups share an interest and combine forces teeinfle the legislatorial tier. | am curious as

to whether the case studies will show they did.

While the above standing explains the common agesmtowards non-market decision-
making, recently developed models have becomeasurgly complex, making the often
quite abstract assumptions more realistic. A firgention is that while in earlier models the
costs of lobbying were assumed to be exogenousebently developed models assume that
costs are endogenous. In new models interest gaegde themselves what resources are
allocated to influence decision-making in competitivith another interest group in order to
receive a contestable rent. Initially, endogenamlgp models described how self-interested
agents influence choices made regarding governpwities (Mazza and Van Winden,
1998/2003), and rent-seeking models described lksaurces are expended by interest
groups in the same quest for political favours.edthodels combined endogenous policy
with rent-seeking outlays (Bennedsen & Feldman0,120or focussed on the use of
campaign contributions to influence policy (GrossmaHelpman, 1996).

Normally only single policymakers of levels of gonment are portrayed as subject to
influence. But as Mazza and Van Winden (1998) argaeernment organisations are usually
structured in more than one decision-making le@eherally at least two levels of policy
discretion exist, in the form of a legislature andureaucracy, with different means available
to influence them. Their model of endogenous patiagcerning a hierarchical government
(2003) therefore received a warm welcome.

Further, interest groups using different meanstioéncing different tiers of decision-
making at the same time are now also being moddllealving conclusions from studies
focusing on just one means or channel can be dangidoecause the use and impact of these
different instruments is not likely to be independd hat makes it difficult to explain why
different groups use different means and why tla@seomplementary or substitutes in
producing influence, which are so important for tlase studies. The conclusions derived
from theoretical and empirical models that do ipcoate different means or channels (on

which more below), have also very much guided tmentilation of the research questions.
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2.7  Multiple means and channels
So which insights are offered by models that inocage different means and channels?

2.7.1 Multiple means

Looking for theoretical models that incorporateshetst group activities other than campaign
contributions, it must be said that these are aotee as empirical models doing so. Sloof
and Van Winden (2000) incorporate both lobbying pressure in a model, of which the
outcomes are interesting. Both lobbying and presate modelled as a means of strategic
information transmission, with the former beingeimreted as persuasion through "words and
the latter through “action”. The model consistarofnterest group with a strong and a weak
reputation and a policymaker. After the preliminboybying stage, there are two rounds of
the policymaker choosing action X and the integestip subsequently choosing its reaction
Y.

It appears that pressure is never tseathintain a reputation, whereas lobbying is.
When the weak interest group is actually given dpigortunity to exert pressure by the
policymaker, it has to take it to build up a repuata, while this does not necessarily hold for
lobbying. If the interest group does not get thparfunity to exert pressure (repeated)
lobbying may substitute for it. To maintain a regiidgn, the established interest group may
still once in a while have "to show their teethonder to keep a reputation for being strong
(2000:110). The question is now whether pressuiredsed only used to build a reputation
regarding the debate on free admission in Engladdize Netherlands.

Another theoretical model combiningeliént means being mentioned by Van
Winden (2002) is developed by Bennedsen and Feld2@01). They combine a common
agency model with a persuasion game to allow areast group the choice between lobbying
and pressure via contributions. According to tlaeialysis contributions are a more effective
means of influence, which may crowd out the se&ockransmission of information.
However, it is highly unlikely that the respectiméerest groups will have the opportunity to
offer contributions to policymakers or politiciaf&obably their conclusions cannot be

compared to the case studies.

37



2.7.2 Multiple channels

In addition to the model by Sloof and Van Winde@@®Q) on the preferred means used to
influence decision-making by interest groups, ti@3®model of an Endogenous Model of
Hierarchical Government by Mazza & Van Winden goad one to get insight in the
theoretical allocation of contributions by intergsbups at different tiers.

It assumes that policies are the outcofithoices of a legislator deciding on the size
of a budget to be spent by a bureaucrat. Two grimigis/ both L and B about the division of
the budget. But B can only disregard the prefereiofé. at a personal cost, for example in
terms of career prospects or loyalty. Assuming liwalh groups are completely informed
about L and B’s preferences, they start to offatrdoutions to L and B. The authors simulate
the policies selected in case one of two lobbids#t stages (monopsonistic lobbying), and
those selected in case the two groups lobby attir) compared to a situation without
lobbying.

All together, they concluded that lolilgyhas ambiguous effects on the payoffs of the
policymakers and interest groups. What they séwaiscompetitive lobbying favours B
because both groups compensate B for moving away tine policy that B finds optimal. But
if one lobby is hardly effective, it harms both hdaB. And if the political influence of the
groups is comparable, both groups will lose becafisige then wasteful expenditures
because nobody wins. Is that what the case studliesemonstrate as well?

Relating the outcomes to the questmn lobbying increases the size of the public
sector in spending terms, they thus concludedthigagffectiveness of a group lobbying B
may not only negatively affect the budget provite®, but even the level of the public good
provided to that group. It is wise to lobby L adiweecause if L does not want B to lobby, it
manipulates the budget so that the interest grand€B may be worse off, while the other
interest group may be better off. In the end isteeems as if L mostly boosts the size of the
public sector, although it is often thought thadd®s so.

What the authors offer as a potenti@lanation is that normally authors mistake
bureaucratic discretion for scarce monitoring lgidtors due to ineffectiveness of control.
It could be ineffective to monitor B if all groupsve access to lobbying, because if
competition among lobbies is balanced, the poletgaed by B will match the preferences of
L. This explains why it is or can be profitablelébby L instead of B, if the lobby of L
results in a stronger control of L over B, becainse results in reduced lobbying expenditure.

Following such a line of reasoning, the questioconees how the interest groups in the case
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studies perceived the need to lobby L or B, artdafy made such choices consciously
considering the controlling powers of L.

Just as Mazza & Van Winden (2003) sstggk Sloof (1996) found that for the
legislator delegation is thus a trade off betweamoae informed policy and the risk of
bureaucratic drift. It resulted that the interaestup would lobby the legislator for delegation
if the cost of lobbying the bureaucrat is largertlof lobbying the legislator. This issue will
be considered, as we will look in the next chaptehe institutional framework that guides or
structures museums policy in both countries, cansid the room to move of the
stakeholders involved during the debate on freeisglan, following the case studies with the

actual actions.

2.7.3 Characteristics of influential interest graup

Studies have also provided insight in the charesties that influence the success of interest
groups. The question after the issue who to appraadiow to do so. Johnson (1996)
modelled the choice between working alone and diaifobbyist. Interesting is that he
concludes that internal political staff of a giv@me is more effective than influence
purchased on the market from outside the firm. l@nather hand, an internal department is
more costly, and thus the corporation trades ditipal influence with the expense of an
internal political department (1996:331). One wasdehat seemed more efficient for interest
groups campaigning for or against free admission.

Focussing on the theoretical charasties of successful interest groups, Katz and
Tokatlidu (1996) conclude that large groups beresis than small groups from entering in
the second round of the contest because the gdribe dirst round has to be divided among
more members. In addition, changes in the sizenefgyoup affects the first-round rent
seeking expenditures of the other group which hassétive influence on how the rent is
divided among the two groups after the second round

Based on a review of empirical modélmterest group behaviour, Potters and Sloof
(1996:407) further expand on the internal varialhes affect the strength (and thus political
success) of an interest group. In general, largegaographically concentrated groups are
usually stronger, while the results for the effeftsncome were ambiguous. But being in
need, having a strong bargaining position and b bagial status does help to get favourable
government intervention. The external variables itndicate strength is the extent of
oppositional and coalitional forces an interesugres likely to encounter in the political

arena, either organized or unorganized. If theretanuch opposition by policy makers and
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politicians the interest group tends to be moregxful. “Since greater competition expands
the scope of conflict within the political systemterest group power would be checked by
the need of the political parties to broaden prditsupport for their candidates and policies
(Ibid: 421) . I am curious which characteristi¢srderest groups and the political system
have had a positive influence on the achievemdntertain groups campaigning for free

admission, something which must come about duhegriterviews.

Further, moving from theoretical models to empirmaes, it has also been shown that
lobbying activities do have a significant impactpolicy outcomes and/or regulation. For
example, Potters & Sloof (1996) and Hoyt and To&@98) find lobbying expenditures by
the National Education Association to have a sigaift impact on salary and teaching staff.
But often these models only measure the impactsuigle group.

However, it is interesting having Poit& Sloof (1996) mentioning that Jones and
Kaiser (1987) found that campaign contributionsesgpo have a larger effect when there is
low public visibility. That says something aboug tstrong influence of the media
manipulating the public, and the strong valuesqgyohiakers attach to that regarding policy
decisions. Remarkably is that the media are nosidened as an interest group by itself in
models, although they appear to have an influendad® outcome of a lobby. Having read

this, | wonder what value is attached to the medthe free admission case.

2.8  Public Choice Theory and the arts

Theoretical and empirical progress made by pulblaiae scholars has filtered through to
cultural economics, not in the least because ec@tsspecialised in public economics and
information theory also have an interest in thenecoics of the arts and culture. Outcomes
largely subscribe to findings of mainstream pubhoice literature. Due to hybrid funding
structures, the cultural sector provides a wedltiniged institutional settings that provide
insight in the consequences of different sortsaMfegnment intervention and information
asymmetries. So how has public choice theory bppheal in the arts and how relevant are
the outcomes for the case studies?

Grampp (1989) was the first to argue that-seeking is an important reason why
governments assist the arts. General literatut@®mnole of regulation in heritage policies can
be found in publications by Peacock and Godfrey4)9Peacock (1994/1998), Rizzo and
Towse (2002) and Mignosa (2005). Mazza (2002) mteskeexplanations for the centralised
decision-making process characterizing the admatish of cultural heritage in Sicily, and
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concluded that the institutional framework was cstesit with his hypothesis that the regional
legislators aim to serve the interests of his/logristtuency.

Mignosa (2005) deepened the analysisisfthenomenon. In her case studies of
Scotland and Sicily, Mignosa compared the decisiaking process in both countries with
theory of bureaucracy and devolution. As both tiesoalready predicted, the cases
demonstrated that mainly bureaucrats were in chafrgecision-making. Because they are
risk averse, they choose conservation projects lgher chances of success and because it
brings them more prestige personally. Budget masation is therefore something they are
familiar with. One wonders if bureaucrats in thése have also had such influence on the
outcomes.

Searching for literature in culturabaomics on how lobbies are organized and what
the determinants of interest group behaviour ape)yf came across a thesis by Terpstra
(2006). She mentioned the conditions necessargrf@ffective lobby, which could be
summarized as having consistent arguments, catmnany informal lobby activities, and to
obtain a strategic information position. As sucbaincides with findings by public choice
scholars.

Austen-Smith (1984) developed a thecaeframework for analyzing public funding
for arts markets in which both a national-levesaxuncil and local governments are
potential donors. It is not immediately relevanttluis thesis because it focuses on rent-
seeking behaviour by local governments. But hichaion is interesting because he is
convinced that theatre management recognizedhbet tvas a game to be played. Actual
grants in theatres were generated as equilibriucomes to a game played between the
donors in each district. His and Jenkins work (12880) on grant-giving by the Arts Council
of Great Britain and others to provincial reperttrgatres in England was aimed at the
development and testing of theatre managementsivimir in response to subsidies. It
appeared thateteris paribudarger capacities and longer seasons are assbovdatesmaller
grants and higher production and previous Coumaihtg with higher grants. Further,
subsidies encourage presentation of relativelydrid¢gwvels of minority interest plays, but also
slightly discourage high levels of activity. Howeythe data set used was not yet substantive
enough to draw solid conclusions.

Maybe inspired by Austen Smith, Schi#zRose (1998) studied funding of the
Kulturorchester in the various regions of Germabschestras are heavily funded in
Germany: 94.6 % of public subsidy comes from l@calncils counting for 80% of the total

budget of these orchestras. They concluded thdetied of orchestra support depends
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positively on the size of the overall and the aaltbbudget and negatively on the level of
public debt.

Although it is positive that these findsngnderline that there is no reason to diverge
from the framework that is used in public choicedty to apply to museums policy, the
findings of Krebs and Pommerehne (1995) did shigghfion an underexposed aspect of
decision-making that is at least relevant to theégoming arts. Krebs and Pommerehne
investigated the politico-economic interactionsGarman public performing arts institutions.
It is interesting that they concluded a variallte liicket price is not important to interactions
between funding bodies and Directors. They argisepgtobably caused by a refuge in the
realm of the non measurable indicators of perfolgedyy theatre managers. This implies that
the legislator to a certain extent prefers to leble rhetoric instead of measurable indicators
of performance. This assumption inspired me tosssadether stakeholders in the debate on
free admission also preferred to substantiate ttasie based on non measurable indicators of
performance, and what would cause that.

Klamer (1996) also recognized this vétar and argued that arts managers prefer to
emphasize the non measurable aspects of perfornhaceese they have a different
definition of utility. He compares the arts and momics with a square and a circle. The
square stands for science and rationality, théecfor passion, emotion and morality. In
economic science the objective is to capture tlempimena to be explained in square terms,
which are terms that can be quantified. Culturehensense of shared values has no place in
such analysis because it does not fit the squdaenét suggests making utility, in his opinion
the only element of the circle in the square, thigexct of inquiry. Although this is a noble
idea, | am not convinced that the level of utibtyciety perceives from the arts will ever meet
the utility value it attaches to e.g. the buildwfgnore schools and hospitals. Therefore, it
might remain a wise strategy for arts managersittetiine the non measurable value of the
arts, as long as a rational cost-benefit analygghihshow that they do not produce enough
value compared to their public spending targets.viBuwill see how that worked in the
debate on free admission.

An article that provides valuable ifggyin a rationale for free admission from a
principal-agent perspective is a study on optimaglipg and grant policies for museums by
Prieto-Rodriguez and Fernandez-Blanco (2006).iftspired by the free admission policy of
the English Government. They developed a princggnt model for museum financing and
considered two sources of income: public grantstenket revenues. Using this framework

they determined the optimal financing policy and dptimal managerial effort both when
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there is symmetric (where the public agency cartrobthe manager’s effort) and asymmetric
(the effort cannot be controlled) information. Tih@iodel justifies public funding of

museums under symmetric information; the publid¢a@dras to cover the deficit of the
museum budget where it has not been covered bsttsges. Under asymmetric information,
the budget has to be linked to results becausprtheipal needs to provide some incentives
to the manager in order to get high effort levatseffort is difficult to control. It is argued

that ticket prices should be set by the public agen accordance with the social valuation of
a visit, so that grants can be used as the ina@niechanism to achieve optimal managerial
effort. The authors conclude that the decisionravige free admission to all national
museums in England is therefore a good decisian tree perspective of optimising grant
policies. However, a drawback of their approactéd results are based on the condition that
the principal can fix a public valuation for eadhito the museum.This is questionable
because such undertakings can be subject to goeetrfailure if experts become involved. It
is also difficult to measure willingness to pay éomuseum visit-urther, the authors
assumed that museums operate at low congestiols kve that marginal costs can be zero
which have an effect on optimal prices. This isneaflistic. Nevertheless, it sheds a new light
on an incentive to provide free admission or foy atiner pricing policy by the Government.
We will see if that has played a role in Englanteve the Government favoured free
admission.

Equally interesting is the study by Mebn (2004) in which he examines the causal
influences determining differences in the leveteftral government funding provided to
English national museums. He tested the hypotliesisncreasing non-grant income is met
by an equivalent reduction in subsequent levelgosErnment grant, and he found strong
evidence that it indeed results in a future redunctif central government funding.

From a similar theoretical and normatipproach, Van der Ploeg (2005:34)
formalized what happens if cultural policy is deleg to an Arts Council, while a Minister is
able to set its mission. In a comprehensive wagke¢ches the optimal strategy on how to
delegate this task to the Arts Council, without mlbdg the opportunities to lobby the Arts
Council or Minister. By giving the Arts Council &é&d mission, society is stuck with the risk
that they cannot respond if afterwards an extrecpgoal is important as well. The Minister
of Culture can respond to changing preferenceslamndtes effort only to the task ex post
preferred by the electorate. This advantage isaatrong if voters are not too risk averse and
relatively certain about their ex-post preferenteshat case it seemed best to let the Minister

of Culture set the mission of the Arts Council.
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As an excellent example of governmaiitife, Frey (2000) investigated the
consequences of rent-seeking by the managemem &alzburg Festival in Austrian and by
the officials that provide the festival a governingrant if the budget restrictions are
extremely weak. Because a law has been promul@ateidg the state to carry whatever
deficit arises, the directorate of the festivalques a remarkable redistributive policy.
Entrance tickets are sold at prices below the gajwim price, which results in demand
exceeding supply. The festival direction claimedharge socially appropriate prices,
although the resulting costs have to be born byakpayer. The festival was also able to
hand out tickets to Festival administration work@ress and individuals from which political
support may be expected. Further, artists and astration workers received considerably
higher wages than elsewhere. At last, the orgasethe Festival have little incentive to
keep down costs; thus plays have been selectedendent of the expected monetary net
return, sometimes violating cost consideratiortsd:12).

This all underlines the various rerglgeg problems that arise from strong
government involvement. However, literature doeisyet provide empirical insight in how
arts organisations (or interest groups), and musenrparticular, actually influence decision-

making, especially in the agenda setting stage eHdly the case studies will do so.

2.9  Criticisms on Public Choice Theory

Although literature provides many analytical le&mishow to approach the debate on free
admission, one should not forget that in realdiéeision-making processes develop
themselves beyond the insights public choice thbasyto offer. Public choice theory does
give a frame of reference and/or sketches the lishdisadvantages of certain institutional
systems. But by doing so it can never fully meetdbmplex reality, which is also one of the
major criticisms on public choice theory.

It is very well possible to construanadel that would track decisions within one
organisation accurately by doing interviews, cdllegdata and working together with
sociologists, psychologists and economists. Bearit never be exactly re-used, and applied to
another organisation. That also makes the searchdaiversal model to explain behaviour
of political actors ridiculous. In general it wdlways remain difficult to judge the
effectiveness of the performance of a politicalrezuy, because we can never compare it to a
political economy where interest group activit@issent, neither do we have an exact

specification of the kind of activities were resoes are being spent on in empirical models.
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We still do not know much about the nature of trechanism through which money or effort
buys votes or support.

It must not be a surprise that this is being reeghby public choice scholars. This
already resulted in an increased modelling of groeipaviour and social interest groups, to
which these case studies also help to add insilghfact, the “unreality” of public choice has
never really been overlooked, but the pioneeraubfip choice just believed that the ultimate
defence of the.... behavioural assumption must bereralp (Van Winden, 2006:5).
Apparently, it was not possible to model agents tiod only made rational cost-benefit
calculations, but who also let their harts speak @ametimes would behave irrational. That is
also why two major criticasters of the rational ickecapproach, the political scientists Green
& Shapiro (1994), were sympathetic to Simon (194 studied organizational behaviour
that built on the assumption that individuals ats$iers instead of maximizers. However,
the current trend to complete public choice thewith the affective side of human decision-
making responds to the cry for more realistic medil order to add such notions to theory,
Van Winden (2006:14) suggests trying to measurethetional responses to e.g. taxation
and expenditure because they can if negative bedened as an emotional hazard and thus a
social welfare loss that politicians might wantake into account. Models that are built on
such notions are promising. The first results bblatory experiments on the dynamics of
social structures in groups and emotions in banggiare very helpful in understanding the
social (affective) aspects of decision-making id aetween groups ( See Sonnemans et al,
2006 or Ben-Shakar et al, 2007).

Besides fundamental criticism on the concept ofipuhoice theory there is also room for
improvement of a couple of other aspects regartfiagnodelling of interest group behaviour.
For example, the focus on campaign contributiomensarkable. Many campaigns by interest
groups in the agenda setting stage have nothidg teith manipulating a budget, but with
trying to avoid a policy being implemented at allibfluencing the composition of the
objective function of the legislator and bureaucsath as concerning free admission to
museums.

In addition, it has never been mentioned that thgigal strength of an interest group
influencing the social welfare function attachedthy legislator to this group is probably not
so much related to size or geographical conceatrakiut to political party affiliations.

Maybe political party affiliations and social tiesgeneral have a larger bearing on the
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composition of the social welfare function thategislator attaches to a problem, rather than
its wish to enforce efficiency or equity.

Lack of data sometimes constrains gsessment of the influence of interest groups
on public policy. For example, the analysis of irctpaf interest group actions is largely
concentrated on legislative voting (aimed at theefican situation). Often the success or
failure of an interest group in influencing policyone particular area is evaluated, while an
interest group may well try to affect policy conu@g a variety of issues. Further, proxies for
relevant but unobservable variables are oftendealig causing problems of interpretation as
well as over- or underestimation of the (relativéluence of groups (Van Winden, 1999:21).

Models using an influence and coopeeagjame function that model interest group
competition (Becker, 1983) (Mazza & Van Winden, 2)@&ssume that influence is produced
by spending resources. However, Potters and Vam#i(1992:285) mention that it is not
modelled on what these resources are being spehtylay these should receive a favourable
response from the policymaker. Often, there iseafty on lying although reputation
(credibility and reliability) is very important fanterest groups focussing on the strategic
transmission of information, because it should eratthile developing and maintaining
relationships.

Perhaps, the largest progress in the study ofastgroup influence could be made by
broadening the scope of systematic empirical ing{ifotters & Sloof, 1996:433). On the
other hand systematic theoretical progress candukery doing more laboratory and
computer experiments, as often suggested by palbdicce scholars. By measuring behaviour
under controlled conditions scholars can develdfebbehavioural hypotheses. Further
empirical testing could then provide a better fithvithe assumptions of these models. | would
be interested in an integrated model, in which@ashbetween multi tiered lobbying by
means of lobbying and/or pressure is extended awtieight to balance the size of interest
groups and the strength of their social ties. Eivgliresearch could provide likely proxies to

value size and social ties.

2.10 Conclusion

Central in this chapter stood the theories and tsdtiat deal with the allocation mechanism
of the government and its stakeholders developeéruhe header of public choice theory,
pointed at museums and its stakeholders in paaticAk such, public choice theory has
offered a powerful methodology for investigatindpimmation rents in political decision-

making, thinking about the transactions among wits, bureaucrats and interest groups as
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a chain of principal-agent relationships. As weéhagen, principals and agents have multiple
means and channels at their disposal to influercesidn-making with. These are lobbying,
pressure, structural coercion and representatitimedegislative or bureaucratic tier.

Interesting is then of course to know what to atsehich point in the decision-making
process. It is assumed that pressure is nevertasadintain a reputation, whereas lobbying
is (Sloof and Van Winden, 2000). Theory also offeaa explanation as for why interest
groups would rather lobby a legislator than a buceat, as long as the cost of lobbying the
bureaucrat is larger than of lobbying the legislalio the case studies we will see if the
stakeholders choose a similar approach.

Hypothesizing what variables influetice political relevance and strength of interest
groups, it has been found that large and geogralphiconcentrated groups with members
that have a high social status are usually stroriges external variables that indicate strength
refer to the oppositional and coalitional forcedragarest group is likely to encounter in the
political arena (Potters & Sloof, 1996). Such casans very much structure a search for
particular characteristics of the decision-makingcpss and the behaviour of interest groups
that have been involved in the debate on free alomsAnd since the application of public
choice theory in the arts largely subscribes tactheclusions of public choice literature, there
are no drawbacks to a direct application of puttioice theory on museums policy. A
remarkable insight that an article by Krebs and Penehne (1995) provided me with is the
assumed refuge of theatre managers in the non nagésindicators of performance during
budget negotiations. This inspires me to questionhat way arguments have been used in
both countries that are in accordance with econeeasoning on how to increase access,
which needs to be concluded from the case studies.

By doing so, we have to remain aware of what gutiioice theory cannot offer,
namely an instant reproduction and prediction afitg Although scholars develop
increasingly complex models, incorporating difféarereans and channels, its biggest
achievement is simply that it helps to sketch thplications of the design of procedures and
institutions, and that it gives insight in the aitti of democracy. Eventually, it helps to show
how managerial strategies positively or negativellyence the effectiveness of Dutch
museums policy and what the likely positive andatieg effects are of developing different
decision-making structures for museums policy.

In the next chapters we will see what insightsait bring us, applying the above

mentioned outcomes and observations on Dutch agtisBrmuseums policy.
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Chapter 3. Museums policy in the Netherlands and ikgland

3.1 Introduction

The governments of both the Netherlands and Endlahdve in direct and indirect
government support to the arts. But what type ekgaance have they chosen for to support
the arts with? What are the politico-economic iatéions between museums and the national
government? What are the institutional opportusit@influence decision-making and does
that correspond with the insights the former chaptevided us with?

In this chapter Dutch and English museums govemand policy will be analysed
and compared, emphasizing access policies. Thisere as a background for the empirical
chapters, where we will assess the relevance grictajon of public choice theory to the
free admission case. Describing the institutiotraictures helps to understand the latitude of
the actors. Thus, this chapter will reveal theiingbnal boundaries that restrict intervention
and have a bearing on the principal-agent relatigussthat appeared during the debate on free
admission.

It is the last piece of the puzzle that has todmcdbed before we can actually analyse
how the different stakeholders influenced the adgeee admission to museums, using the
instruments they had at their disposal derived ftbeir nation’s institutional endowment. Let
us first look at the funding of museums in England the Netherlands from a European
perspective.

3.2  National funding for the arts and culture in Ergland and the Netherlands
While European countries have provided substastipport for the arts and culture for a
number of centuries, the development of explicituzal policies is a relatively recent
phenomenon. For example in the Netherlands, a Myni$ Education, Arts and Science was
founded in 1918 (Ministry of Education, Culture @cience, 2002). In England the Arts
Council was set up in 1946. Thereafter, the Fravuhstry of Culture was founded in 1959,
and the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) watablished in the United States in 1965;
in the same year the first junior Minister with sja responsibility for cultural policy was
appointed in England (Zimmer & Toepler, 1999:33).

A recent study on how the arts and culture arenfted in the European Union by
Klamer et al (2006) as well as tB®uncil of Europe/ERICarts "Compendium of Cultural
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Policies and Trends in Europe, 8th edition"( 200Ww.culturalpolicies.netlast accessed 15

July 2007)provides us relevant data about funding in theegetype countries today.

3.2.1 Direct funding of the arts

As mentioned in the first chapter, governments suphe arts for several reasons. Support

can be given through direct subsidies (the Europeaition) or through tax incentives (the

American tradition). England and the Netherlandsaisixture of the two. In the

Netherlands, the centre of gravity of funding te #rts and culture are the performing arts

(except Public Broadcasting), followed by museund lzeritage.

In€ 2001 2007 2003 2004 2005 2004
Arts 336.700.00 358.600.00 360.200.00 363.200.00 370.000.00| 380.500.000
Libraries 43.300.00 46.800.00 48.800.00 47.300.00 50.600.00{ 53.500.000
Media 836.100.00 881.300.00 880.700.00 867.500.00 845.000.00] 758.500.000
Museums & Heritage 260.100.00 232.100.00 237.400.00 273.000.00 377.800.00] 403.500.000
Total 147620000 151880000 152710000 155100000 164340000( 1596000000

Including foundations

Source: Kerncijfers OCW 2001-2005, p.
131& Kerncijfers OCW 2002-20086, p.
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In the United Kingdom expenditures on the arts laeritage are reported separately for

Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland, and England. éle#, in England museums and galleries

have the highest spending priority according tofidgnere below.

Historic Other
buildings, gambling
monumentg Broadcasting and
Museums and Libraries| The arts and sites and medig gaming Culture
£ million _ |Galleries(England) (England)| (England) (England) (UK) bodieg Onling
1996/97 219 121 195 162 97, —
1997/98 22 102 196 156 43 -
1998/99 241 123 193 143 99 —
1999/00 270 105 23( 145 99 — .
2000/01 294 114 239 145 104 — 1
2001/02 323 117 254 14Q 103
Total 157( 682 1307 891 545

Source: Department for Culture, Media and Sport

According to the figures above and counting a pafjoah of 16.3 million inhabitants over
2005 in the Netherlands and 49.1 million inhabgantEngland over 2001 it can be said that

central government cultural expenditure amoun&$ad.28 per capita over 2005 (except
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broadcasting expenditure) in the Netherlands, a#dl7.02 (€ 27,23) in England over
2001/2002 (except broadcasting expenditure).

3.2.2 Decentralization

However, that does not say anything about the dana@ of local, regional or central
government funding. According to tii®mpendium of Cultural Policies and Trends in
Europe England was over 2003/2004 characterized by a domomof local government
funding of 59.6% of total public expenditure ontaué and central expenditure on 40.4%. In
the Netherlands (2004) local cultural expendituevpils at 63% of total support, and central
cultural expenditure at 29%, if we do not consicleradcasting expenditure. Throughout
Europe the figures differ. Central Eastern Europmamtries are characterized by
percentages of central government funding of artsculture above 60%, except for Poland
(2005: 20.2%) and Romania (2005: 44%) which areenctose to the English and Dutch
situation. Italy (2000: 52.2%) and France (19963b6%) are somewhere in the middle, while
in Germany (2003: 13.4%) and Spain (2003: 17.1@gional and local authorities are
responsible for the gross of cultural expenditure.

3.2.3 Indirect spending on the arts
The funding of artists and institutions compromideect government funding, as well as at
arms” length funding through allocating budgetfotmdations which on behalf of the
government individually make funding decisions. léaer, indirect funding of the arts and
culture through tax incentives and National GanthBodies also provide substantial
amounts of income to cultural institutions andststi

Decision-making about the distribution of lottemn@ls to culture is the responsibility
of existing government agencies, (Estonia, Sweded United Kingdom), non profit
organisations (Germany & the Netherlands) or diydzy the lottery company itself. State
expenditure on culture is extensively supportedungs from the (state-owned) lotteries in
Finland (54% in 2005), Italy (35%) and the Unitemh¢@ddom (38%). Annually, lottery funding
for culture represents 17.7% for Poland and 9.4%eNetherlands (Klamer et al, 2006:31).

Private interventions (gifts, sponsorship and tke)lare a third source of income. As
stated in th&€ompendium of Cultural Policies and Trends in Eetap England private
investments amounted £0452.1 million (€ 723.36). This is derived from tAgs & Business

2004/2005 Private Investment Benchmarking Surveg,cvers business investment,
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individual giving and trust and foundation investrhdn the Netherlands, private investments
totaled € 619 million over 2003 (Schuyt & Gouwerthet005:11).

Especially in the Netherlands, private giving isngefacilitated by tax incentives
which thus implicate that part of the private inwesnts are indirectly paid for by taxpayers.
A strong argument in favour of tax incentives foe &rts is that tax incentives can encourage
a demand-driven supply of the arts and heritage.stpply-driven approach mainly caters to
the tastes of the professionals who decide onltbeasion of direct subsidies and do not
always have to take into account the preferencéseobroader public.

Unfortunately, the lack of information on tax inti@as makes it difficult to state their
effectiveness; the costs of tax incentives fordtie are still less visible and less controllable
than the costs of direct subsidies, as tax incestare often structured with an open-end
budget (Hemels, 2005:439). The Dutch Governmeneapced that the costs are less
controllable when introducing a tax incentive foivpte investors in Dutch films in 2003.
Over 2003-2007 the fiscal advantages of this schetaéed around € 200 million. Hemels
(2005:440) has tried to measure the annual monetdng of Dutch tax incentives and
estimates that at least € 809 million is spenth@rincentives for the arts in 2005. Compared
to direct central Government funding of € 798, 4lioni over 2005, this is a lot of money. In
general, Hemels counted 36 tax incentives acrossaegax laws, such as Value Added Tax,
Personal Income Tax, Corporate Income Tax andkke |

Although the total value of tax advantages in Endlhas not been measured, the
Government has designed various incentives to Hieprivate sector giving to the arts or
museums. As a result of the free admission campaigseums are able to reclaim VAT
without charging for admission. The Government gtates private sector giving through the
Private Treaty Sales Scheme, so that an owner egotiate a reduced sale price with an
approved institution in exchange for an agreed dialu on tax liability. Further, it provides
acceptance in lieu schemes whereby ownership désnafrarts that satisfy a pre-eminence
test may be transferred to a museum and avoid abud of the inheritance tax due. There is a

Business Sponsorship Incentive Scheme and giftasif to charities attract income tax relief.

While European governments favour direct suppotii¢oarts, the United States are the
champion of the indirect approach. According to €o¥2006:33) rough estimates suggest
that Americans donated over $ 29.4 billion (€ Zdillfon) to the category Arts, Culture and
the Humanities in 2003. This amounts to $ 100 (€pAt capita. If one considers this as

government policy one could say that the USA subsgdldemand while in Europe
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governments focus on supply side funding. Includiatate taxes and other direct donations
to non profits the fiscal sacrifice is in the ramaje 26-41 billion (€ 19.2 — 30 billion) to
support the arts. American foundations gave ove0Xh estimated $ 1.55 billion (€ 1.2
billion) to the arts, including museums.

In comparison, the most prestigious American amgi@am by the government
conducted by the National Endowment for the ArtEfNworks with an annual budget of
about $ 122 million (€ 88.7 million). It is an ingendent government agency whose chair
reports directly to the president. Other governralesutts support comes from a wide range of
public sector institutions, such as the Smithsoimatitution which runs fifteen museums, a
research institute and the National Zoo. It isratependent institution inside the federal
government with a budget of about $ 498 milliorBEL million) annually. Subsequently
there is the National Gallery of Art which alsoeges its funds from federal government, not
to forget state and regional arts agencies sutieaNew York State Council of the Arts
which budget approximates the NEA budget. So agttadition of indirect support of
museums, does not imply that the Government isrdfasea decision-maker. At that point the

American situation resembles the English and Dsiithation.

3.3 Governance of museums and galleries in England
Having an idea of what is being spent on arts aifie, we continue with how museums are
being governed in England. Since its foundatioh982 the DCMS, and before 1997 the
Department of National Heritage (DNH), has four powesources: ministerial activism, the
arms length principle, systematic scrutiny, ledisla policy guidance and finance. While
DCMS is theoretically responsible for directing afichmpioning the interests of the sector, in
practice its remit is restricted to England, andhynaf its policies and legislation refer only to
the national museums directly funded by the govemmrhe Scottish Executive, the
National Assembly of Wales and the Northern Irel&sdembly are responsible for museums
policy in their respective countries. The most imi@ot documents that define the legislative
functions and responsibilities of the Boards ofstees of the national museums towards the
Government and vice versa are the National Herifegel 982, the Museums and Galleries
Act 1992, the British Museum Act 1963, and the Mume and Galleries Admission
(Admission Charges) Act of 1972.

There are nearly 2000 registered museums andigalia the UK with about 1500 of
these in England. Of the 19 museums that the Muséuilbnaries and Galleries Unit of the
Department for Culture, Media & Sport (further gpneferred to as DCMS) funded between

53



1997-2002, 17 are recently classified as Non-Depamtal Public Bodies (NDPBs), as well
as the Museums, Library & Archives Council (MLA Guml), which was at that time known
as the Museums & Galleries Commission (MGC) andesR001 as the MLA Council. Of the
17 NDPB museums, 15 are regarded as ‘national’ omsgdefined as collections of national
importance that have been established by statatéoanvhich Government provides a
substantial component of annual funding. The remgitwo museums sponsored by DCMS
at that time that were not classified as NDPBsudelone major local authority service (Tyne
& Wear Museums) and the National Coalmining Muséluranded by DCMS since 2001)
which is an independent charity.

The museums and galleries that are NDPBs are geddryindependent Boards of
Trustees whose members are generally appointeet éyhthe Prime Minister or Secretary of
State according to rules laid down by the Commissidor Public Appointments and
controlled by charity. The collection and land tiner property belongs to the museum or
gallery itself, being governed by the Board. Howetlee Board is only allowed to sell parts
of the collection under very strict conditions. tRarits premises or land can only be sold
after approval of the Secretary of State or Primeidter. The Directors are appointed by the
Board with the approval of the Prime Minister ocfeary of State, whilst DCMS has no
influence on appointments in non-NDPB museums. Tifastees are not civil servants and
receive allowances in respect of expenses or liogneration as the Secretary of State
may determine with the Treasury’s approval, buy e otherwise unpaid. These bodies are
also exempt charities. Trustees are selected oretisenmendations of an independent panel
having regard to the skill needs of the Board. Department is not involved in the day to
day running of the museums and galleries thatahsprs but is accountable to Parliament for
the grant-in-aid that it pays them. They, in tura accountable to ministers and through
ministers to Parliament for the public money tiatytspend and for the effective and
efficient management of their institutions.

Over 1996-2002, 11-12 people were responsibledeeming the national museums,
being located in the museum & galleries divisiod #me museums & cultural property

division at DCMS, of a total number of 25 civil gants working on culture.

3.4  Governmental advisory body

As mentioned, the Museums & Galleries Commissio@)l was designated as the public
body that has an advisory role to DCMS, in practi@@nly representing the interests of the
regional museums that DCMS funds through speo#fatas programmes as well, although
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those museums remain the primary responsibilitheflocal government. The MGC
comprised of 15 unpaid Commissioners appointedibyPrime Minister together with 46

professional staff in 1999.

3.5 Central Government funding of national museum# England

Compared to other European countries and the USitatds, the English system to fund
museums and galleries is a combination of tradstidiere is a culture of private giving,
being encouraged by legislation. On the other aadational museums are funded directly
by the central Government itself. Grant-in-aid agus for about 30% to 60% of the income
of these museums. These 19 museums operate id@othiferent venues, about half of
which are in the regions and half in London. Thesge from Sir John Soane’s Museum
with just over 20 staff to the British Museum wifer 1,000.

The Department pointed out that whilst the realigalf government support for
museums and galleries fell by 15 % between 1992Z-1i3%as been increased, in total by 17
per cent over 1998-2002. However, the Departmesat sdid that half of this increase was to
compensate those institutions that previously awhfgr income lost through going free.
Another source of income controlled by DCMS is lttexitage Lottery Fund, set up by
Parliament in 1994 and controlled by DCMS to dmite a share of money raised by the
National Lottery. The money raised is paid into Naional Lottery Development Fund,
administered by DCMS. Its eleven distributing bedech as the Heritage Lottery Fund draw
funds from this source. Again, these are NDPBsaipey independently but within a policy
framework determined by DCMS. Over 1997-2002, iswasponsible for an enormous

amount of indirect funding being granted to museums

Exploitation Funding Museums and

Galleries by DCMS

(£ million) 1996/1997| 1997/1998| 1998/1999 1999/2000 2000/200[1001/2002 | Total
Museums and Galleries

(19) 219 223 241 270 294 323 1.57(
Of which administration

costs M&G Div. DCMS 3 3 3 4 4 4 21
Heritage Lottery Funds

M&G Grants* 322.6 173.9 173.5 117.4 116.2 134.4 1.034
Museums Libraries and

[Archives Council 10.2 9.4 11.§ 16.3 16.8 24.] 89
Total 554.§ 409.3 429.3 408.1 431.( 485.5 271§

* To all museums
Source: DCMS Annual
Reports/Heritage Lottery
Fund
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Covernment unding: national nuseums and galenes

cash
1989-90 prices

Central Government Funding
Source: House of Commons, CMS Committee (2002:12)

These museums and galleries have also acquirethfufrdm additional sources, and on
average this has amounted to about 27% of revesugear. These additional sources are
funds from sponsorship, donations, legacies aner atharitable giving as well as from other
charges for services that they provide, also estiarges from special exhibitions. In 2001-
2002 for example, the Tate raised over 50 % ddmtsual income itself, the bulk of it from
trading (House of Commons, CMS Committee, 2002:&v.2

3.6  Monitoring of national museums

In practice, it is accepted that the Departmensdu# get involved in many areas of the
museums’ operations, including acquisitions, exttaohs; conservation, curatorial decisions,
business management, and income generation (sge bglow). Rather, DCMS exerts
influence over the museums through funding allecetiand through the powers set out in the
financial memoranda and management statementssibegion policies such as admission
charges are formally and ultimately a matter faheBoard to determine in the light of the
interpretation of their statutory responsibilitefscaring for the collections and providing
public access. However, the money they receive ID@MS comes with strings attached,

and one of the strings may be that they maintaie éntry.
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Where does DCMS/Government intervene in the runningf the sponsored museums?

Yes No

Allocation of grant in aid Additions to the collems (though
disposals are restricted by statute)

Approval to capital projects above a Exhibitions schedule

delegated limit

Approval of pay settlements Personnel policies

Appointments to the Board Approval of strategiagla

Free admission Lottery bids

Answering questions in Parliament Income generaimivities

Source: DCMS, B. Cowell

Since 1999, the Government’s objectives are actitw®ugh individual funding agreements
with each sponsored body that set out what the kailprovide in return for grant-in-aid

that it receives against performance targetsl(ic Service Agreement Targetsonitored by
the Department and determined throughGlenprehensive Spending Revipublished by

the Treasury. Ministers sign three year fundingeagrents with each of the bodies, setting
out levels of funding and targets for performanctsik key areas. The bodies are obliged in
return to prepare six-month and annual reportsrogrpss towards achieving the funding
agreement targets. These set out the financiaadmdnistrative boundaries within which the
institutions are expected to operate, for exanmglguirement for monthly statement of
financial information, treatment of gifts and ddoas, pay of staff, insurance, external audit.
In addition, the museums report on a ‘balancedesard’ of 23 performance measures, which
are currently under review.

Before 1999, there were only one year funding egents, without performance
indicators. The three year agreements have beehlisbied on instigation of the National
Heritage Select Committee (1996) so that the “$agref State shouldot be inhibited from
intervening in the operations of funded bodiesy(@ia 1997:452). This because being the
smallest Government department with a high numb8IiD#PBs, the nature of its relationship
with and the degree of its influence over its NDRPBsrucial for achieving its policy

objectives. Apparently, the arm had to be madetshor

3.6.1 Assymetric information
As a consequence of the strong wish of DCMS to tlaggossibility to intervene in the
operations of the funded bodies, there has beee satitism on the process of allocating

funds to national museums during those years. Alcgrto the Director of the British
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Museum, Mr Neil MacGregor in 2002, ‘the processnghe gentlest formulation opaque’
(House of Commons Culture Media & Sport (CMS) Comtbeei, 2002:17). The Director of
the Natural History Museum, Sir Neil Chalmers, suped this description saying "We write
what we think is a very clear statement of whatfature funding needs are...What emerges
is a very short letter saying, we are now goingit@ you a sum of money'. In reply to these
statements the Secretary of State said that reqthénsettlement was the result of quite a lot
of discussion with the Public Expenditure Commitieed negotiations with the Treasury and
Department of Education & Skills. She has the impi@n that the Directors simplified the
process. At the same time this also revealed & quitard looking perspective.

The Select Committee therefore concluded thatéhmgghasis upon discussions within
the Government more than discussions with instihgiprobably reflects the real balance of
priorities for occupants of her cabinet seat™ (Jdid). Their recommendation was that "if in
reality decisions are dependent on the Treasuiatsthen either the Treasury must be
involved round a table or the other parties resitiguld not waste each other’s time™ (Ibid,
p.18).

In the written Government response (February 2003) to these statements, the
Government explained that decisions about fundiagevbased on three main considerations:
the strength of the case, the availability of furaded the strength of the accelerative to
competing demands. They also explained that duhe@002 Spending Review, officials
gathered evidence from the sponsored Museums alteri€s, in consultation with the
National Museums Directors' Conference. This was tlised to support the Secretary of
State’s overall case for funding in discussionfwiteasury and Cabinet and subsequently to
inform the allocations. Prior to the allocationsriwere discussions with representatives of
the Museums and Galleries at both official and stérial level. By saying so, DCMS does
not weaken the argument that the discussions bat@egernment and Treasury are quite

opaque.

3.7  Access policies of museums and galleries in Hagd

In the period towards the introduction of free asgion, England’s museums policy has very
much been revised in general. In the mid ninetres UK had no coherent museums policy. It
largely developed in response to events or issgs.started to change in the late nineties
with DCMS publications such as Museums for the M@r$09), in which the Department
described its long term strategy stressing acaesghich free admission would perfectly fit,

from an ideological perspective.
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General admission charges for national museumsgalteties were first announced
by the Heath Conservative Government in 1970 irotal raise an estimated € 1, 5 million
per annum. The Museums and Galleries Admission (8sion Charges) Act of 1972, which
was implemented from January 1974 allowed the natimuseums to introduce admission
charges as they seemed necessary. Before, fonaddento charge.

Charges were again abolished in the spring of 1§Ahe newly elected Labour
Government. Afterwards, the successive Conserv@osernments after 1979 did not
reintroduce compulsory charges, but stressed tassanmatter for the Boards of Trustees. But
due to declining budgets, a number of museumsdaotred charges for their permanent
collections during the 1980s, beginning with theidizal Maritime Museum in 1984.
However, many flagship institutions remained frie¢hee time, on instigation of its Boards of
Trustees as a matter of principle.

Museums had been subject to various pressures $883/1994, most of which also
typified the previous decade. They were expectedttact private finance and generate own
income, improve visitor numbers and if necessagr@d visitors if it improved service
provision. Contradictory to these tendencies wagé¢hemergence of the debate about
admission charges in the second half of the 198t the increasing feeling that museums
could help realize social change. The admissiongihg debate was boosted by the Victoria
& Albert’s decision to introduce compulsory chargasd the prospect of the British Museum
charging, caused by a fear that the Lottery capitaded developments could only be
sustained by revenues from charging, succeedelebgantroversial findings of the Museum
& Galleries Commission’s enquiry into admissionrgjes (Bailey et al1l998) which cast
doubt on the assumption that charges necessaliéigt aisitor numbers and profiles. The
debate revolved around the moral principle of ieeess and museums ability to reach a
wider audience.

In the months before the 1997 election, the Depamtrof National Heritage, at that
time within DCMS responsible for museums policyyglat to change the climate for
museums. It published two publications dedicatetiticeums, one on museums education
(Setting the Scen@996) and a review of museums poliéygasures in Trustl996), the first
since the 1930’s. It also contained various prdpdeancrease access in general. A number
of these recommendations were implemented befereldttions such as the granting of new
powers to the Heritage Lottery Fund to enable #iupport access under the National Heritage
Act.
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Since the May 1997 elections, the DCMS museumgydibased on the same
principles as its other activities: access, exoelg innovation, education and fostering the
creative industries. The policy commitment from theset has thus been to deliver
accessibility through free access to the permaratgction. The second objective was to
strengthen museums and galleries core servicegvielop their educational services,
particularly for children and to improve delivery building up the capacity of regional
museums. DCMS devised access standards (DCMS,,1898)oped its own code of
practice on access to museums and galleries, arstidad that the production of access plans
became a future condition of its grant funding gdusmoted museums as Centres for Social
Change (DCMS, 2000). Since 2002, DCMS providedtaaidil funding for the regional
museums through the Renaissance to the RegionsalRtowg, a large capital investment in
new developments at national museums and gallefi&449.2 million (€ 238.4 million),
supported by 224.4 million (€ 359.1 million) from the Heritag®ttery Fund and the
Millennium Commission. This was not at all a bagtggy since barriers to visiting according
to a 2001 MORI survey of museums and gallery udetission charges are not the only
barrier to visiting. For example, admission changgsally compromise at most 25% of the

effective costs of a visit (Goudriaan et al, 20@§:Z he identified barriers were:

Barriers to visiting

41%Nothing | want to see

12%Museums are boring

12%Difficult to get/Health reasons

10%Admission Charges to high
8%Poor Transport/too far to travel
8%inconvenient opening hours
69%9My children wouldn't be interested
6%No time

Source: MORI (2001)

The result of the commitment of the Department N@isters, interest groups and media to
free admission to the core collections of the mationuseums and galleries was a phased
programme, in the words of DCMS “according to ptyogroups and the availability of
funds’. In April 1999 admission charges for chitdwmere dropped, in April 2000 free
admission for people over 60 was introduced antl Becember 2001 free admission for all
was introduced after the Treasury agreed to an dment of the VAT regime, because

initially museums could not reclaim VAT for busiseactivities if not charging.
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Compensation for these charges provided by the ifrapat totalleck 106.2 million (€
169.92 million) from 1999/2000 up to 2004/2005 (Hdewf Commons, 10 February 2005).
From 2004/2005 onwards, a separate amount is mhtipa funding for free admission is
taken into account in the allocation of all funddXCMS sponsored museums.

Although it was quite an achievement as we willatode from the lobby process to
be described in the fifth chapter, it should nofdrgotten that most museums already did not
charged for their core collection and that chargmgeums did not charged or less at the end

of the day anyway. The overview below gives insigithe consequences of the policy.

National Museums and Galleries
Always Free Free from | December 2001
The British Museum The Imperial War Museum
The National Gallery The National Maritime Museum
The National Portrait Gallery The Natural History Museum
Tate Modern The National Museum of Science and Industry
Tate Britain group (NMSI)
Tate Liverpool The Royal Armouries in Leeds and at Fort
Sir John Soane’s Museum Nelson, Portsmouth
The Wallace Collection The Museum of London
The Geffrye Museum The Museum of Science and Industry in
The Horniman Museum Manchester
The National Museum of Photography, Film and | The National Museums and Galleries in
Television in Bradford (part of NMSI) Merseyside
The Bethnal Green National Museum of
Childhood (part of the V&A) Free in 2002
The Tyne and Wear Museums The National Coal Mining Museum for England
(from April)
Free from November 2001 The Imperial War Museum of the North,
The Victoria and Albert (V&A) Trafford (opened to the public on 5 July)
The National Museum of the Performing Arts
(part of the V&A)
Those which continue to charge for adults
The Imperial War Museum’s Cabinet War Rooms, HMS Belfast and Duxford airfield; Tate St Ives;
Wellington Museum, Apsley House; Royal Armouries at the Tower of London (included within the
Tower of London entry fee charged by Historic Royal Palaces) ‘

Source: House of Commons, CMS Committee, 2002:12

3.8  Effects of free admission

Before starting off with Dutch governance of musewand museums policy, it might be
informative to pay attention to the actual effemttéree admission as far as these are being
measured to date. Usually, free admission leads facrease in visitors of 30-40%
(Goudriaan et al, 2006:22). Research undertakdvi®R| and presented at the Museums
Association conference in September 2002 showedthgbo of those interviewed had visited
a museum or gallery in the previous 12 monthsrom35 % at the same time in 2001. In the

first year after the introduction of free admissigisitor numbers increased with 69.2%. Over
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the past three years it can be concluded thasvisiteased by 74. 8%, but the increase
differs between museums from +19.3% to +113. 4% figire below). Although this seems
a big success, DCMS and the museums have oftenpoegshed for how they represented
their figures. This because a "new” visitor jusangethat his person had not visited a museum
in the past twelve months, and a "new’ visitoihef National Gallery can be an existing
visitor of the Victoria & Albert. Further, althougibout 50% of the new visits have been
made by “new” visitors (HopkinsVanMil, 2007), itniet just free admission that shows such
an increase in visits. A widespread publicity caigpand the other (Heritage Lottery Fund
& DCMS) investments in infrastructure and displagstainly helped. In addition, the many
marketing initiatives surrounding temporary exhdsis for which was/is being charged may
also have partially caused increased visits. Ihdhae, a visit to the core collection is a paid

visit to the temporary exhibition.

Development visitor numbers English national museum after free admission

Visitors 00/01(% Increase 01/02

% Increase 02/03

% Increase 03/04

% Total Increase 00/01-03/0

Free since 2001 7818000 69.2 1.2 1.7 74.9
Always free 19229000 2.1 -3.7) 11.4 9.6
Total 26947000 21.4 -1.5 7.4 28.5

Source: Goudriaan et al, February 2006, p. 27 dital source:DCMS)

An interesting side effect is that the nationakt thave always been free do not attract as
many visits as those who previously did not. Farmegle, visits to the British Museum
increased with an average 9.6% over three yearsdiiaan et al, 2006). Those that face
declining visitor numbers complain that income froaseum shops and restaurants decline
as well (Goudriaan et al, 2006, see figure beldmv2004, the National Audit Office came to
similar conclusions. The income of museums frommeantial activities increased in the first
year after free admission was introduced fgo&1.2 million (€ 30. 4 million) t& 21.9

million (€ 31. 4 million) (+3. 4%). This implicatesdecline of spending per visit of 20%. Of
course not all commercial activities are profitalee profit margin is circa 15% and there

are large differences in the potential for comnaractivities between museums.
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Development spending in three English national musens 2002

Example 1 Example 2 Example 3
National Railway MuseumNatural History Museum|Museum of Science & Industny
York London Manchester

Visitors 33%+ 70%+ 67%+

Spending

Museum shop 6.5%+ 2.5%- 38%-+

Restaurant 6.5%+ 14%- 65%-+

Spending per visi

Museum shop 20%- 43%- 18%-

Restaurant 20%- 50%- 1%-

Source: House of Commons, Culture, Media & Spodm@ittee (2002)

Another negative aspect is the substitution efi@ctharging museums. Since free admission
has been introduced visits to non-national musewme decreased with 15% in York.
Further, ignorant visitors who suppose all musearedree now complain at the desks of
charging museums for having to pay for a visit (Gaan et al, 2006:28).

Analysis by socio-economic class showed that overeayear period, people from
almost all groups had made more museum visits;mxXoethe DE socio-economic group,
which stabilized at the 1999 level. Anyhow, thecass of the policy now depends on if the
public service agreement target on free admissitirbesmet by the national museums. In
order to ensure that spending meets expectatiddb]Pand the Treasury agreed that one of
its three public service agreement targets isttl@humber of priority groups (C2/D/E socio-
economic groups) accessing museums and gallediestoans must be increased by 2% in
2008. This performance indicator is part of theding Agreements. The results are to be
monitored through the firgtaking Part-The National Survey of Culture, Leisanel Sports
that started in 2005/2006. The 2005/2006 outcommestion as the baselines. As such, the
first results can be provided in late 2007, whiaelvdto be matched with the figures of the
national museums. Over July 2005-July 2006, 28%@&ibers of C2DE groups have visited
a museum at least once. In late 2007 at leastcepge of 30% has to be reported to meet

expectations.
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Impact Free Admission: Visitor Patterns England (%)

1999 20027 2004

Age

15-34 35 45 34
35-54 33 43 43
55+ 42 48 35

Socio-Economic Class

IAB (higher middle class) 56 62 59

C1 (lower middle class) 39 53 46

C2 (skilled working class) 29 39 25

DE (working class+those at the lowest 23 25 20
levels of subsistence)

Total 35 45 37

Source: Goudriaan et al, 2006, p. 29 (Original seuMORI (2003/2004))

3.9 Governance and funding of national museums irheé Netherlands
The Department of Education, Culture & Sciencecaltes an average of € 150 million per
year towards the Dutch museums over 2001-2006 bAtaatial part of its annual budget, 101
million, has been divided based on the Cultuur20@1-2004 of which € 79 million a year
has been allocated to the former national musewmish have been privatized since 1993.
The Department allocated funding for individualeeoff projects of museums and visual
artists to the Mondriaan Foundation. Accordinght® €Central Bureau for Statistics (CBS),
there are 828 museums in the Netherlands, whicheang visited by 20 million visitors
annually, of which 4. 9 million visits accounts the 20 national museums over 2006.
Government funding to former National museums (@@kes up 50-85 % of a
museums income. Over 2001-2007, 11 of the 35 empkoyf the Department of Cultural
Heritage worked on the development and implemaeortaif museums policy. Unfortunately,
the administration costs of the Department werg auhilable for the Department as a whole,
instead of itemized per field. It totalled at ab&W®& million annually.
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Exploitation Funding Dutch Museums

by OCW

(x € million) 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Totdl
Museums (40) 138.4 141.4 140.6 157.% 166.7 158.5 903.3
( National) Museums subject to free

adm. 74.0 73.3 73.3 74.5 114.2 121.9 531.7
Administration costs Department

Cultural Heritage 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 3.3 3.3
Mondriaan Foundation* 12.8 13.9 20.] 24.7 22.6 17.] 111.2
NMV** 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.7 4.0
Arts Council*** 2.5 3.1 3.0 3.4 3.1 3.2 18.4
Total 228.7 232.3 237.6 242.5 261.7 304.7 1571.4

* Project funds for all museums and
cultural heritage

** Museums Association
*** Costs cannot be specified to Museums
Commission only

Source: OCW Kerncijfers 03/04/05/06

Just as in England, central Government fundingpécairts and heritage has its
legislative base in a number of laws, includingcsiieones such as the Specific Cultural
Policy Act, which regulates the subsidies grantedrts and culture. The Specific Cultural
Policy Act (1993) obliges the Government to formele aims of its cultural policy every
four years, and it allows the Government to furtd and culture of national importance,
based on considerations of quality and diversitytter, the law provides the Government
with three categories of grant-in-aid to subsidisearts and heritage. It distinguishes
between multi-annual subsidies to institutionsjgmbsubsidies and specific subsidies.

A logical result of the obligation to formulate theals of its national cultural policy
every four years is a four year funding structuregwn as the Cultuurnota which also secures
the exploitation funding of national museums an@tiler arts organisations to be funded by
the national Government. These funds are distribatethe basis of evaluated subsidy
requests, after advice of the Council of Culturd dabates in the Lower Chamber. The
Council for Culture does not limit its role soletythe performing arts such as in England, but

to the cultural sector as a whole.

3.9.1 Government advisory body

Ideally, the Secretary of State for Art and Cultisreesponsible for the Dutch cultural policy
and its implementation, but does not make any valdgements. These are left to the
Council for Culture of which all members are appethby the Governmeiaindthe Crown,
and which advises the Secretary of State, as weheaMondriaan Foundation who has its

own and much smaller budget that can be allocateording to their own goals. The Council
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for Culture (since 1997) is the successor of thar€d for the Arts, established in 1947, the
Media Council, and the Council for the Librarigsislindependent to the Government and
advises the Government on all aspects of its lagtstage and media policy, if it is being

asked or if it feels free to do so.

However, the Minister or Secretary of State fortGud has the final say in the allocation of
the available funds. (It depends on the coalitigreament whether the Minister for Education
& Science will also be responsible for Cultureaseparately appointed Secretary of State).
What in the Netherlands is being called the Cultota systematiek (Cultuurnota
system) is being developed in the two years thextgute a new Cultuurnota period (Currently
2005-2008). After the Government advisory body,@oeincil for Culture, has published its
preliminary advice, it is to be discussed by theister or Secretary with IPO/VNG
(Association of Provincial authorities and the asstoon of Dutch local councils) and the city
counsellors for Culture of the biggest cities. Wik advice of the Council for Culture as a
background, usually the level of cultural servittest is provided throughout the country is to
be discussed. Often, the Council for Culture alyeahsiders the cultural profile and
ambitions of the Provincial and local Authoritiegéther with the ambitions of the
Government in its preliminary advice which stedis development of policy objectives by
the Minister. Accordingly, the Minister formulatiés policy goals for the next four years in a
Uitgangspuntenbrief which is to be debated in Baréint. This is where objectives such as
free admission fit in, and that is also how theent Minister published its ambition to secure
free admission for children up to thirteen from 20@hich is also the start of the new
Cultuurnota period 2009-2012. About six monthsrafeeds the application procedure is
opened up to all cultural organisations which regfunding. The Council for Culture then
advises which applicants to support and till whaeet, while officials also match the plans
of applicants with the formulated policy goals. &rthe Ministry of Education, Culture and
Science aims to fine-tune its policies with thealoend Provincial authorities who have
separate arts policies, the Minister negotiatesnipdications of its intended grant provision
with IPO/VNG, and the city counsellors for cultwkthe biggest cities and/or regions. Only
after these steps, the Cultuurnota and the gravasded (based on the Uitgangspuntenbrief)
are being published and debated in the Lower Hdeesdiament is very powerful in the last
stage of this process because it needs to vote fagainst the actual implementation of the
Cultuurnotawhich is being defended by the Minister or SecsetaParliamentAs one

might understand, there is ample room to influesheasion-making by stakeholders before
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the plans are to be debated in Parliament, for pl@mthe Council for Culture advised
negatively. As a last stage in the process, thestéinsets agreements (Cultuurconvenanten)
with the local authorities and Provincial Authaggiafter the Cultuurnota is debated in
Parliament on maintenance and empowerment ofultistiis, as well as on the shared
allocation of resources.

The whole process shows the strong influence therme Government has through
the Cultuurnota systematiek on the formulationafqy goals of both local councils and
Provincial Authorities. In this light it is not rearkable to hear the Minister say that he in the
end wants to see all Dutch museums to be freehitdren up to thirteen, although he only
has the authority to settle this with the museumas are funded by the central Government
(Ministry of Education, Culture & Science, 22 JJ&7). In the process towards the
publication of the Cultuurnota such aims are tmégotiated with the other two governmental
tiers.

However, the Dutch system is moving towards theliEhgystem of Funding
Agreements as of 2009. In 2005, the Secretary arosabithat she wanted to revise the
Cultuurnota systematiek because it functioned wely as an instrument of control, but not
as a policy instrument. Therefore, she proposegparate policy development and
implementation, as it is now combined in the Cultwia. The MPs Nijs (VVD) and Leerdam
(PvdA) then asked her to consider the English Bdancil model as an alternative, which
she did. But together with the Lower House shed#tio reject the English Arts Council
model because the Ministry and Government wouldchaet any direct influence on the
policy of such a council, and because she highlyadathe current practice that both local
and Provincial Authorities have a say in decisiomking. An Arts Council model would not
reflect any of their interests. From a principakagperspective, it also helped to secure high
commitment of lower tiers of decision-making towardational cultural policy objectives.

As a result it was proposed to give the MinisterEducation, Culture & Science the
possibility to fund three categories of institusomnstitutions of national importance will be
directly funded by the Ministry, without direct @rference of the Council for Culture (Such
as the museums funded by DCMS). The Council fotu€aildoes advise which institutions to
include in this category. Others have to applydi@nts at one of the various sector
foundations, for the museums sector the Mondriaaméation. Third, all institutions can
apply for specific grants for special projectsha sector foundations, independent of their
exploitation subsidies. As such, the Ministry gsamiore authority to foundations, while it

still produces a Cultuurnota every four year thetdd be debated on its merits, instead of on
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the financial implications attached. At 19 April®Q Parliament agreed to the necessary
adjustment to the Specific Cultural Policy Act tigates the Minister the legal instruments to
establish such categories. The national museunhatbao provide free admission would all
fall in the first category with a long-term fundipgrspective (25 years, revision every four
years).As a result, national museums will in theifet be more closely monitored by the
DCH.

3.9.2 Mondriaan Foundation

In the new funding strategy, the Mondriaan Fourahatvill obtain a greater role. The
foundation was established in 1994, and the BoaddCarector are being appointed by the
Secretary of State. Its goal is to enlarge andneiieterest in and the demand for Dutch
visual arts, design and cultural heritage. The Bation receives advice from committees of
experts on the artistic and cultural-historicalexgp of each applicatipaf which the
members are being appointed by the Director. Eapfgciow the budgets of the Foundation
are increasing, due to its extra tasks from 20Q8%eums have had strong criticism on the
straitjacket in which their plans have to fit. lreir opinion, the Foundation too much has its
own policy (Volkskrant, 15 November 2006).Logicalllzgey do not look forward to a second
or stronger principal that wants to exercise infleeeon the outputs produced.

Other foundations allocating funding to museumsparneate initiatives and do not
function at the arm’s length of the government,wotth considering in this context.
Nevertheless, this delegation of decision-making negult in advantages of information or
in pursuing personal goals, and experts play tleeabgatekeepers.

Although the extent of network control that the Miny of Education, Culture and Science

currently exercises might surprise the readerDiygartment further tightens the reins

through Beheersovereenkomsten ( Maintenance agrégnvath the museums it is funding.
Since their privatisation in 1993, the national ewss are foundations with a Director

and Board of Trustees, who often do not own thelevhollection and premises they have at

their disposal. The buildings are mostly ownedhmyRijksgebouwendienst, who manages the

properties of the State. As such, the museums &aeptal agreement of 15 years with the

State. They pay monthly rents to the Departme@uwfural Heritage, for which they are

being compensated through the Cultuurnota. The péthe collections of the former

national museums that are owned by the State amg balled the National Collection. In

order to ensure the maintenance and display ottiisction, the State has long term
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preservation agreements with the former nationadeums (30 years). Again, the museums
are paid by the State for this agreement througtCilltuurnota. As the State and not the
Board owns this collection, its state is being nameid by the Instituut Collectie Nederland
(ICN) and the Cultural Heritage Inspection. Obviguthose museums also hold collections
which they preserve on behalf of others or have lgganted to the museum and not to the
State.

The Boards are directly appointed by the SecreiaMinister without interference of
a charity that deals with public appointments sagln England. The Director is appointed by
the Chairman of the Board. In that case no apprievatcessary. Usually, the Department for
Cultural Heritage advises on the appointments.

In England the most important museums in termgpfitation are almost always also
national museums. In the Netherlands this is differA couple of leading museums are
solely funded by the local government such as Bamgwvan Beuningen in Rotterdam or the
Van Abbe Museum in Eindhoven. Most large cities Gd@ndam, Rotterdam, etc.) established
their own Council for Culture, who advises the @bunsellor on the division of a budget
allocated by the local government. As such, thieistaf the museums funded by local
authorities and the fine-tuning of policy objecs8vaend funds reveals a quite complex funding
structure of the museums sector, which has a liganrthe stakeholders that have an interest
in decision-making on "national” museums. Espeagialhce co-funding by national and local
authorities does occur for special projects sudh@sestoration of the Rijksmuseum in

Amsterdam.

3.10 Monitoring Dutch national museums

In order to be able to advise the Minister, thesATbuncil also monitors the museums funded
through the Cultuurnota (all national museums).ylpr@vide the Arts Council every year
with an annual report, a management report andjagireport in a standardized format.
Overall, the outcome of funding agreements areexaluated by any system of performance
indicators such as in England, but mostly qualiedyi monitored by the Museums Committee
of the Arts Council ( 5 members) through detaileplarts provided by museums and
conversations with the museum committee of the Cibant on efficiency and effectiveness,
only on ostensible satisfying behaviour. Whetherehare specific guidelines for these
assessments is not clear, although abstract olgsaire discussed in "Museum beleid” (Arts

Council, 2003), such as that the museums actiite® to be interesting for the whole
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population, are of high quality and representatoreheir collection and have a high level of
service provision. The CBS measures visitor numlpadicipation and expenditures.
Further, once a year, the museums need to provedBépartment of Cultural
Heritage an annual report and voluntarily with pomt on their activities, according to the
formats published in the Handboek Verantwoordingdgiesubsidieerde Musea. The
Department does monitor the amount of school vieithe museums, though without strings

attached.

3.10.1 Criticism on funding: transaction costs

Just as the realization of the English Funding Agrents have been criticised, there is a lot
of criticism on the assumed sizeable transacti@bsdaherent to the Dutch system. Because
the system is open to every arts organisation pptications are judged on their merits, the
number of applications increases every four ydaging a bearing upon the administrative
costs of the Cultuurnosystematiek, which decreases the means availablotate
subsidies. Further, an increasing number of orgdiniss lodge an appeal against the
ministerial decision, which leads to increasingalezpsts at the Department and Council for
Culture. Nevertheless, it is the question if thewhsystem will diminish such costs as the
legal protection remains and the Department fotu€al Heritage tightens its grip on the
museums it is funding.

However, Van Klink (2005:288) tried to give an iadiion of the transaction costs
inherent to the funding of the performing artshe Netherlands (see figure below). Although
he only looks at the institutional structure pradgca cultural policy, instead of the costs
made by the producing institutions and generaliower all sub sectors, it does give an
impression of costs made. Unfortunately we canootpgare the costs in what he calls a top
down (e.g. France) versus an arms” length systemmldBd) because it has never been
researched. Anyhow, Van Klink claims that the topvd model and the Arts Council model
are more efficient than the Dutch (intermediatedeid2005:290) because individual artists
cannot as easily lobby for subsidy as in the toprdmodel, and because an Arts Council is
better equipped to declare an expert opinion ofityuAlthough | cannot agree with his line
of reasoning as he conveniently forgets to merttiah experts at councils can also be
influenced, or that a government could employ eixp#icials and what the costs are of such
behaviour, his overview at least gives an idedefdosts made in the current Dutch system of

the provision of public funding to the performingsa
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Transaction Costs Dutch

Governance System Performing arts
Incidental ( every 4 years
1|Sector costs 11
2/Annual exploitation Arts Council 35
3Legal costs government/sector 0,5
4IPeak load government -
€ 15 Min
Structural
1/Staff costs il
2|Foundations o
3/Accountability costs institutions 1.2
4lArts Council as distributive org.
€ 6,2 Min

Source: Van Klink (2005:288)

3.11 Access policies of museums funded by the caltGGovernment in the Netherlands
Apart from the general method by which the Minidtas chosen to allocate funds for its
cultural and museums policy, it is time to go mdeeply into specific museums policy
objectives of the past years. Quite recently, ther&ary of State for Culture and Media,
Medy van der Laan (May 2003-July 2006) publisheg& museums strategy ‘Bewaren om
teweeg te brengeii2 December 2005), the second separate museumyg paper since 1976
(‘Naar een nieuw museumbeleid’), with a strong eaghon the need for museums to adapt
to new visitor groups and modernize their exhiloisi@nd education material. The renewed
focus upon what museums society has to offer wassense a continuation of the policy of
one of her predecessors Van der Ploeg, and wasgtral succession to earlier policy
programmes that dealt with the division of respbitifes among the several authorities and
museums and their privatisation, as well as amsite programme to restore deprived
collections (Deltaplan Cultuurbehoud).

Anyhow, the idea was to reach this by emphasizaogss through facilitating the
supply side, as was being advocated in this paagument. There was not a word in it on
free admission, or extra impulses, the sole purp@seto get society to think about the role
that its museums should have. In terms of fundimgseums did also not really have
something to complain about. Since the late eighBecretaries of State have always been
able to secure enough funds for museums, in cgrivathe performing arts that were more
often subject to cut backs. Although access haaysween an issue for policymakers in

every Cultuurnota, the extent to which it is a pcdil priority varies.
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Before Medy van der Laan, the Secretary of Stat& Ran der Ploeg (1998-2002)
very much stressed access and participation i@hiisiurnota Cultuur als Confrontatie
(2001-2004). Van der Ploeg wanted to introducesa Wweekday for children, but there was no
majority for his idea in Parliament. He was takgrthe idea of free admission for children up
to 19 years following the outcomes of a reportlmaccessibility of museums (Commissie
Ex, 2000), that he commissioned. Based on the mésde explicitly favoured free
admission for specific groups as an instrumentregaiocial exclusion and for education,
completely in line with his policy strongly underiing participation. Ideologically the English
Secretary of State Chris Smith (1997-2001) and Raskder Ploeg were close. In 2001 the
Actieplan Cultuurbereik 2001-20¢€ultural Outreachplan) was introduced as well,alths
being continued over 2005-2008 by Van der Laawak the first programme of its kind in
which the National, Provincial and Local Authoritieombined their forces according to the
principle of matching funds, to increase partidipain the arts and heritage. The
Government invested € 13.4 million, matched bydther authorities. An important aspect of
the programme is to encourage structural cooperaidween cultural institutions of any kind
and schoolsCurrently, 38% of Dutch citizens visits museum aaityu Itemized in education
levels it means that 16% of those with primary €th»6% of those who have completed
VMBO, 26% of those with a HAVO/VWO diploma and 58%those who obtained a
bachelor or master degree at least visit a musewa a year ( Van den Broek, Huysmans,
Haan, 2005:13). Because there is no direct reldtetween educational level and socio-
economic class, these numbers cannot really be m@dpo English numbers although it
does give an indication. Interesting to note ishfer that the average price of a normal ticket
without reduction to the 20 most visited museun® 05 (2007), and this list includes 9
national museums that are subject to free admig&ondriaan et al, 2007:22).

Anyhow, the current debate on free admission stan@arliament in 2005 just before
the presentation of ‘Bewaren om teweeg te brenges, being accelerated during the Budget
Negotiations of the Ministry of Education, Cultied Science in November 2005 by the
spokesman for culture of three political partie¥D/ PvdA, and SP), who also initiated the
Arts Council discussion. The idea of free admissiort of came out of the blue, lacking the
political ground swell that characterized the Esiglprocess. Their ideas were immediately
being opposed by the Secretary of State for Cyltaeenational museums themselves and
officials. As such, the Dutch political case foedradmission to national museums did not

have the same strong political impetus as in Britai
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Having the wish to provide free admission to théidweal Collection, the debate
focussed on the 20 museums that have a Beheersakerast (preservation agreement) with
the Department of Cultural heritage because thegepwve parts of the National Collection.
Other institutions subsidised by the Departmennalohave this responsibility, and have thus
not been included (See list below). Costs havelzdsm calculated based on these 20
museums. The costs are based on assumptions déowethe effects of free admission in
France, where national museums are free accessfmday per month, as well as on
general literature on the effects of free admis¢®oudriaan et al, 2002:118-122). In Chapter
6 we will further expand on the means and charnmssl in the debate to influence decision-
making with, which have led to the outcome tha¢ faedmission to the former national

museums will be provided for children up to thirtdeom 2009.

Dutch (National) Museums subject to free admission

Museum Boerhaave

Museum Catharijneconvent

Geld- en Bankmuseum

Kroller Muller Museum

Paleis het Loo

Mauritshuis

Museum Meermanno-Westreenianum

Muiderslot

O [0 [N |0 [D W IN |-

Naturalis

[EEY
(@]

Rijksmuseum van Oudheden

=
=

Afrika Museum

=
N

Rijksmuseum Amsterdam

[EEY
w

Nederlands Scheepvaartmuseum Amsterdam

[EEN
D

Rijksmuseum Twente

=
a

Van Gogh Museum

=
D

Rijksmuseum voor Volkenkunde

Zuiderzeemuseum

[
~

Joods Historisch Museum

[EnY
']

19Princessehof

20Teylers Museum

Source: Goudriaan et al, 2002
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Costs free admission and influence on visitor numios Dutch
national museums

Extra Increase | Compensation| Compensation | Additional Costs Nat. Comp. Other | Total costs

Costs in € visitors Visitors visits future demand costs (a) Museums (b) Museums (c)
Free admission 1
\weekday 67.00( 0,3% 4.400.000 800.000 400.000 5.600.000 200.000 5.800.900
Free Sunday per
week 100.00 0,5% 9.500.000 1.500.000 800.000 1.800.000 300.000 12.100.0p0
Free Sunday per
month 51.00( 0,3% 2.300.000 500.000 200.000 3.000.000 100.000 3.100.000
Free admission 1-
18 years old 389.00 2,0% 2.200.000 2.300.000 1.800.000 5.600.000 500.000 6.100.0P0
Free admission to
all 592.00 3,0% 29.900.000 11.900.000 6.000.000{ 47.900.000 3.600.000 51.500.000
Free admission
core collection 503.00 2,6% 24.000.000 9.500.000 4.800.000 38.300.000 2.900.000 41.200.000

(a) Maintenance
costs
(b) Sum Columi
3.4,5

(c) Costs national museums plus compensation otkseums ( 2005

price level)

Source: Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 303QN200, p. 7& nr. 205, p. 3 ( Original
source: Goudriaan et al 2006)
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3.12 Concluding remarks: comparing England and thé\etherlands

This chapter revealed the institutional boundahes restrict or stimulate intervention and
have a bearing upon principal-agent relationships ¢haracterise the development of
museums policy in both countries. Both in England & the Netherlands, the
implementation of a cultural policy is laid downlegislation and pseudo legislation (The
convenanten in the Netherlands). It may be surgyir the reader that funding and
governance of (former) national museums is so glydiusbanded itoth countries by
Departments responsible for museums policy of sinsize.

This contradicts the assumption of Van der Pl@8§%:29). He assumes that Europe
has three basic systems of allocating supply volsubsidies. The French and Italian systems
are top-down and state-driven, so bureaucrats aliticians have a strong say in who gets
subsidy. At the other end Van der Ploeg projeasahtish system because in England the
Arts Council takes responsibility for allocatingnfis to the applicants out of reach of
democratic checks and balances. As such, therdédsheuess room for political lobbying and
rent seeking (and no danger of a state taste lmingsed). But English national museums are
directly funded and monitored by DCMS, so not afids are allocated outside the
Government, having implications for the statushaf English system.

Although in general the mix of types of governingherities is more complex in the
Netherlands than in England, the delivery of museservices offered to the public is
carefully guided by the national Government, theadlte principal if it comes to cultural
policy making in both systems. The Museums SpohgoiBivision at DCMS and the
Department of Cultural Heritage at the Dutch Minysif Education have obtained the
exclusive rights to impose their respective museabjsctive functions on the national
museums through the Funding Agreements and the@ultta. In order to overcome
information constraints and thus minimise any seeking behaviour on behalf of the
national museums and to diminish transaction cpst$ormance indicators (England) and/or
monitoring are used as a safeguard to minimiseetisnary behaviour on the part of the
agents; museums.

Whereas the Dutch national government does nty iiatribute authority among
different levels of government regarding the musgitrs directly funding, and with which it
has signed Beheersovereenkomsten, it is interetstingte how the national government
anticipates on the substantial role (also in tesfifsinding!) that the local and Provincial
authorities have, by involving them into the Cuhunta systematiek. It might be cost

efficient as funding is aimed at similar policy ebijives, but it could also lead to the
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oversupply of public goods compared to the demdroical communities. By involving local
and provincial authorities, the national governmedfféctively reduces competition and
transaction costs and exert a high amount of n&wantrol. On the other hand, this structure
gives lower tiers of decision-making an opportumdtyconvince the national government to
preserve or stimulate what they consider important.

An important detail is that till recently the DutEfepartment of Cultural Heritage did
not had the luxury of Cabinet representation, asfStas had since its instigation.
Normally, Cabinet representation is known to giveearetary or Minister greater authority in
his/her relationship with the policy networks aridey Departments (Taylor, 1997:454).
Although we cannot judge the effect of Cabinet @spntation on Departmental influence, the
Dutch situation does show that incorporating l@a provincial authorities in decision-
making is a good substitute for Cabinet represimiaas long as government involvement in
the cultural sector is substantial in terms of fugd

In general, both governments maintain a systepobifical decision-making instead
of public decision-making through funding the sypgide: mainly subsidising institutions
instead of potential visitors. There is a gap betweultural policy and people’s preferences:
experts play the role of gatekeepers, which athigncase the Council for Culture and to a
lesser extent the Museums and Galleries Commigbiow MLA Council). As such, both
governments have an interest in efficiency objedtithat increase the efficiency of funded
institutions, as well as an interest in equity objees to ensure that the output museums
produce are available for everyone. How these ereally designed very much depends on
the political colour of the appointed Secretary/aniilinister.

An additional means to tighten the influence amdtrategic direction of museums is
the institutional use (legally required) of sodiak as a system of appointments. Whereas in
the Netherlands the Secretary or Minister appdhdsBoard of Trustees and the members of
the Council for Culture (being advised by the Dapant for Cultural Heritage), in England
the museums and galleries that are NDPBs are geddiyindependent Boards of Trustees
whose members are generally appointed either bipttinee Minister or Secretary of State
according to rules laid down by the Commissioneoblic Appointments and controlled by
charity. Through the establishment of a systenppbatments that is being controlled by
charity, the English system seems to value accbilityehigher than the Dutch Government
where this is absent.

In general, and as to be expected, the Boardsustfes of English national museums

function slightly more independent (at arms’ lefdtbm the national Government than the
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Dutch Boards, because the English Boards “ownlatietand premises of the museum, which
Is one of the most important assets besides tiection that compose the stock of capital of
museums. As such, it ensures a theoretical dedfe@gacial independency which the Dutch
national museums do not have. That Dutch nationeslemms are being compensated for their
monthly rents through a policy document, namelyGéuurnota, instead of through a
separate agreement symbolises the current mergeinahistration tasks and policy guidance
at the Department. From 2009, those two objectivi#de worked on separately in the new
funding structure. And from that time on the Mieisalso diminishes the for museums
fruitful information advantages due to the curngblose monitoring system. If performance
targets will be set alongside funding agreementsaum Directors will not longer have the
relative freedom of writing their policy plans tossla the policy goals of the Department and
at the same time setting own priorities. If extramay is requested it will no longer be
possible to receive it from the Department for Guat Heritage, museums have to apply for
funding at the Mondriaan Foundation. Thus it igljkthat museum directors have to lobby
stronger than they do now in order to receive fagdor projects outside their funding
agreements, just as in England.

It is remarkable to note the lack of interestia volume of indirect subsidies to
museums through tax incentives, which are in thiéad&téands estimated at € 809 million over
2005 (Hemels: 2005). Probably those expenses aalftidtthe taxpayer are not that
interesting for both Departments as these are ilyrbeing registered by the Treasury so
that it is difficult to monitor the use, and neitheireaucrats nor legislators can derive
influence from it.

All together, the institutional structure does redtrict any of the means to influence
decision making with available to bureaucrats,upper legislatorial tier (Minister, Secretary
of State), lower tier legislators (politicians), sewms or interest groups outside the
government in both countries as defined in chaptéss to the channels available, Dutch
interest groups could benefit from lobbying thedlognd regional authorities as well as the
national authorities, because the Dutch systemradihg for culture requires support among
various levels of government. In England the naigovernment sets its cultural policy
objectives more independent from the lower tierdexfision-making, or grants it to
institutions that function at arms” length suchhesArts Council. The forthcoming two case
studies will demonstrate how all stakeholders imgdlhave tried to impose their views on
each other and how they have used the supposetisafifea free admission policy in the

debate.
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Chapter 4. Research design and evaluation

4.1  Methodological position

Having formulated the theoretical framework thaidgs this research, and working towards
the empirical chapters, | will now first reflectaypthe methodological position | took
towards how to gain knowledge on the social realitinfluencing government policy on free
admission to national museums.

The central question of this research is to adsessinterest groups, bureaucrats and
legislators influence decision-making in the caSre®e admission to national museums in the
Netherlands and England, and if they have beeressfd in achieving their aims. Having a
comparative nature, the aim is thus to analysedla¢ionships between ‘independent’
variables (means and channels) that influencedégendent ‘variable (influence) in both
England and the Netherlands, guided by principahlhatheory and studies on the use of
multiple means and channels for influencing deaisitaking (Mazza & Van Winden, 2003
and Sloof & Van Winden, 2000).

Although normally the methodological position ofigia choice scholars is that of the
empiricist, aiming to describe laws governing sbfaats and thus emphasizing methods of
data collection and analysis that are largely gtative, | am forced to take an interpretive
position towards how to gain knowledge on the daed@lity of influencing government
policy on free admission to national museums,amlto understand behaviour and choices
in these two cases. Moreover, the value of a giadive approach is questionable, as there are
some methodological drawbacks to the models deedlophich | cannot deal with (which
have been aired in chapter 2). Furthermore, there@large datasets available that could be

used, neither can these be collected for the parpbthis thesis.

4.2  Qualitative research methods

Concerning free admission, | believe that stakedrddvords provide greater access to their
subjective meaning than do statistical trends. @eonfronted with two decision-making
processes that we would not necessarily betterrstahel by quantifying the means and
channels used, | decided to combine qualitativearet methods. This is because as we will
read in the next two empirical chapters, thereotsnecessarily a relation between how often

interest groups have written letters or have mét e Secretary of State and their actual
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influence on the decision not to charge. Furtherm@alysis of written sources such as letters,
reports of debates and government documents (vetnecin both countries the regularly used
official forms to take an opinion forward), would/g insight in their position and arguments,
but do not guarantee insight in the possibly hidideentives of interest groups to intervene
in the debate, nor would it be instrumental to ss$ke value that the interest groups attached
to the performance of related organisations or appts that seems crucial to assess the
success of the various groups.

Since the research questions express a speciashie the use of representation as a
means of influence, | at least had to be ablend &#s much as possible about the
interpersonal relationships between interest gratipkfferent tiers in order to be able to

generalize from the case-studies.

4.3  Selection of research methods

Having made this choice, | considered the usesnfraey, a network analysis, a focus group
or qualitative interviews plus archival researchcls groups did not seem reasonable
because it would encourage participants to behaategically and not to lay all their cards
on the table. During the period reserved for datkection, the Dutch Government had not
yet decided what form of free admission to intraglutherefore, the respective stakeholders
were not yet willing to discuss their roles, whiafplicated that focus groups would not
benefit the external validity and measurement vglid

Second, a network analysis would have only beettypastrumental in answering the
research questions, as it does demonstrate thmgysiref interpersonal relations between
stakeholders. However, it would not have givenghsin the value and occurrence of
lobbying, pressure and structural coercion, wheirgasviews do.

That left me the choice between a survey and qiak interviews. Qualitative
(telephone) interviews combined with archival reskaeemed to be the most informative
and systematic method to reveal the behaviourl stateholders. Of decisive importance to
this decision have been the preparatory talks thighcurrent Head of Museums and Libraries
Sponsorship at DCMS, the Director of the AssocrabbNational Museums and with the
Director of Kunsten 92 (a Dutch arts lobby orgaisn) on their views on arts lobby
processes in both countries. Independent of edmdr tiey argued that decision-making in
this case was not very well structured, which icgtied that | had to choose a method that
was flexible enough to accommodate motives behiildlsn movements in the decision-

making process. | could lose out on informationrmentives for stakeholders to interfere in

80



the decision-making by presenting them a survely pértly closed questions that could not
give room to the unexpected. This method would gbeem to search for negative instances
that would contradict the concepts | intend to measso that a better theory could be
developed. Due to the distance, | have been fdiread telephone interviews, completed with
two conversations by email with stakeholders whoeweilling to contribute but did not had
enough time for a telephone interview

As such, the breadth of a social survey is saexfifor depth, meaning that
representation and therefore external validity segm questionable. However, although |
regard myself as a co producer of the data, théhasipis on data collection and not on data
generation because in these cases | do assuntbel@incepts | intend to measure have an
existence that is independent of the language taséédscribe it. In order to establish good
concept-indicator links that ensures a high intevaédity, | tried to develop a grounded
theory from qualitative interviews and archivaleasch that answers the research questions.
Interview material is thus used both as a topicasd resource, as they are analysed for what
they say about their experiences and for how tfeermation is communicated. A
disadvantage of this method is that new case sturight exhibit properties that force further
changes in theory.

The supporting research of open-archival and opdatighed documents have again
been approached from a realist position, wherasdleeal world is assumed to have an
existence independent of language, gathering @& greolume of texts as possible and
scouring them for details of who, when, where ahédtwto use these texts as evidence,
providing facts about the social world. Becauselitnbty is both an issue during interviews

as in archival research, | have used both methwoderify statements and perspectives.

4.4  Coding

However, in order to measure the multidimensiooalcepts which are reflected in the
research questions, | tried to draw inferences fidata according to the following coding
scheme that emerged from pre-existing concerngjaestions aired in the theoretical
chapters plus the formulated research questioraue concepts such as means and
channels are multidimensional, | formulated evemi$ behaviour that could characterize
these two cases inspired by their institutionalctire, and that according to theory coincided
with the definition of means and channels. As stiod,coding scheme largely emerged

deductively, but also inductively as | later add@d categories under “pressure” (Italic) that

81



appeared to be typical examples of the behaviaegoaized as “pressure’ after having

studied the material.

Conceptual framework

Legislators
Stakeholders Means / —
outside | available T l Decision:
government 4) ;:rr?arge o
not to
Media? @ Mgans charge
\ / avialable(4)
@ Governmental l T
advisory bodies \\
@ Bureaucrats

INFLUENCE: INTEREST GROUPS

O

Means of Influence

Lobbying Pressure Structural Coercion Representatio
Unofficial/informal Motions Change of powers Efforts to obtain poskion
meetings/briefings

Official/formal Amendments Jobs offered to opponent
Meetings/briefings

Telephone Conversationg  Sanctions Social tiesHngjinew

relationships: networking

Letters A museum that starts to
charge
Memoranda Withdrawn a

bequest/picture

Research reports

Parliamentary debates
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4.5  Sampling frame

In order to operationalize the concepts so that leome measurable phenomena | chose for
a relationship between the sample and the populéiibstakeholders involved in decision-
making on free admission) that covers a relevargeaf people, but that is not designed to
represent it directly. As | did not need an exeamscription of the interviews, because | do

not intend to do a discourse and conversation aisafgimmary notes have been efficient for
the analysis.

Because there was no complete list of the exaatlptpn (stakeholders involved)
available, | chose for a non-probability samplieghnique, network sampling, aimed at
including high-level decision-makers of the vari@muganisations as these normally steer
high-level political campaigns. Initially, assungats on the relevance of stakeholders were
based on the analysis of public records, governmggratrts and newspaper articles. The
disadvantage of this method is that the more iedlatembers among the stakeholders will
not be included in the study. However, as | aintedrtalyse the general pattern of means and
channels used to influence decision-making witdpgs not threaten the measurement

validity.

4.6  Design of the questionnaire

Open ended and flexible questions are likely tongete considered response and therefore
provide better access to interviewees’ views, priations and understandings. As such, |
chose for a structured but open format.

Although I knew it would probably be impossibleapproach the decision-making
process as a structured campaign, | did committggkthto providing insight in the relative
(hidden) costs that have been made by all stakel®td convince opponents of their views.
The idea was to put off costs such as hired exggertiommissioned research and other
advocacy costs against the frequency with whickestalders have intervened publicly in the
discussion. Thus, | had to design a questionnaaewould reflect this need. Therefore, |
formulated open questions (see appendix 3) explicitvering the individual relations with
other stakeholders, the coalitions built, and the tinvested and costs made, that if being
answered can be put off against the size and buddle¢ organisation. In case the questions
would be too detailed, those would at least helpmmiss out on certain aspects. Ultimately,

the interviews have been done between April aneé 2007.
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Overall, the questionnaire has been very instriateén the telephone interviews.
Although interviewees often could not answer thaceéxjuestions, it helped them to structure
their activities according to the categories thdilig choice literature provided. During the
conversation the questions helped to fill in thaltpicture. We often started off with talking
about the stakeholders’ motives and approach aatligily moved on to the more detailed
questions. As such, it might have been wise to edritie rank of the questions, starting first
with the last ones. But that was also easily beimgnged during the conversation, always

having the possibility to expand on issues andasidns mentioned.

4.7  Qualitative data analysis

The coding of the summary notes of the interviems passages of Public Records,
newspaper articles, and Government documents tuuieth be a type of indexing, marking
sections that seemed to contribute to the conckfpeumework. The use of a specially
designed computer programme for qualitative angalgsuld have helped to develop a more
refined coding scheme and to count behaviour maeige, in order to reassure the reader
that | have not simply trawled through a mass ¢ @ad selected anecdotes that support my
bias. But working with such a programme is verygioonsuming and in this case it was not
possible to realize that. Therefore, qualitativalgsis is done without particular reference to a
specialist methodological approach. This is bearged by Seale (2004:314) as qualitative
thematic analysis, and it also worked well. Whaltliinder the analysis was that the use of
the various means to influence decision-makingad ook exactly be counted, because the
interviewees could not always answer questionsiah sletail. However, it appeared that
counting such aspects did not necessarily congtbtd the development of theory, as their
description of their general approach and the m®es a whole also revealed a preference or

need for certain behaviour.

4.8 In retrospect

Looking back, the data collected indeed providesiams to the research questions, except
for the sub question on direct and indirect mornyetasts that have been made influencing
decision-making by stakeholders. | have been abietérview representatives of all major
stakeholders in the Netherlands and almost all n&gkeholders in England. From the
perspective of the size of public sector spendmdjtae implicit costs of the institutional
endowment that facilitates Dutch and English caltpolicy it is a pity that | have not been

able to obtain good insight in costs expended #inancing decision-making on free
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admission. This is caused by three reasons. Fiialye not been able to obtain all annual
reports of the stakeholders involved that wouldehgiven me an instrument to allocate these
costs within the total budget. The fact that | dad have the funds to visit the respective
organisations in England is very much responsiielfat, which caused that there have been
limits to the willingness of stakeholders to co@terbecause they did not know me
personally.

On the other hand interviewees oftanldoot estimate time spent and costs made
because decision-making has been spread over $anf period. Third, some organisations
that have invested a considerable amount of timé&edoon a pro bono basis, or were private
organisations funded by their members, which weteoften publicly funded bodies. Their
efforts have not necessarily been paid for by tggps money, thus not having a bearing
upon the costs inherited to the design of thetunsdnal structure that facilitates museums
policy. On itself, that of course sheds a new ligihthe social costs of public/political
decision-making on museums policy.

However, | do not expect to have reddtiéerent conclusions if | had obtained all
annual reports of the organisations involved, aitiol do think that | could have drawn
inferences from data more carefully sometimes.

At last, | experienced it is wise teoed interviews instead of making summary notes
if topics discussed are politically sensitive. Altigh a researcher could never use quotes that
have not been approved, it might help to diminfghthance of the retraction of statements

afterwards.

4.9  Concluding remarks

All together, | believe the applied methodology amethods have helped to find out who the
main actors are and what their incentives have be&ampaign’ in favour of or against free
admission, because | have been able to cross theickiiew on their incentives and
approach with their opponents and colleagues, stggpby archival research. However, the
reader should judge that by him- or herself inrthgt two empirical chapters. We start with

the ‘Free for All "campaign in England.

85



86



Chapter 5. Case Study 1: The "Free for All" campan in England

5.1 Introduction
This chapter investigates the English decision-mgkirocess on admission charges to
national museums, employing the perspective ofipwbloice theory and cultural economics
as discussed in the former chapters. While anajysata, | focussed on finding out what
means and channels have been used and till whettextwhat economic rationale has
driven the behaviour of actors. In addition, | istrgated how they benefited from their
institutional power or the institutional endowmenthe governmental system through which
museums policy is financed and developed. All togetwhen, what, where and why have
been the leading questions.

Interviewees and questions can be foargpendix 1 and 3. Background information
about the objectives and origin of the various oiggtions can be found in appendix 2.
While the institutional endowment described in fibvener chapter is instrumental to
understand the choices by Government, ParliamehD&MS, | now hope to give insight in
how principal-agent relationships have been mawetharegarding free admission and how
information asymmetries have influenced the behavod actors and the rational influencing
strategy they chose to pursue their goals witht@dgkther, the researched documents and
interviews have made it quite well possible to asshe behaviour and success of
stakeholders.

| expected the English “"campaign” tetoectured. Soon, | found out that the opposite
was the case. To cite the Director of the Nati@einpaign for the Arts (NCA) who initiated
what by some is being called a campaign for fremission; "we had an approach that was
appropriate to real life. And real life is mesdyirst, an overview of the events that guides the
reader through the remaining chapter that is stradtalong interests.

5.2  Key motives and phases

Although Labour did not included free admissiontsnManifesto, earlier that year in March
1997 when Labour was still in opposition, Jack Gngham and Mark Fisher, the shadow
Ministers, published a document that entitf@eate the future: A strategy for cultural policy
and the creative economiyn a section headed "making our national insting more

accessible’ they said; "we are concerned abountifteluction of admission charges in
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national museums. These great collections have jp@erfor and maintained by the British
people. We will review the evidence of chargingnt@cevidence suggests that high charges
can lead to a big decline in attendance’. AndRel&uary 1997 in its Mansion House speech,
Tony Blair said that "they worried about the intnotion of admission charges in national
museums (National Campaign for the Arts, 1997:Bp &vidence suggests that high charges
can lead to a big decline in attendance’. Obvigukbre was a momentum to push free
admission forward because Labour came in powerag M97, with Chris Smith as a
Secretary of State for Culture (1997-2001). The axirld expected a lot from Chris Smith,
with which he was closely connected, and with hird BMark Fisher (1997-1998) as Minister
of Culture the museums world expected free admissidoe a matter of time.

Apparently, free admission appealeth&hardly measurable externality arguments
that justify public funding such as option, prestand existence values. As such, much of the
debate has focussed on the level of the consuradigydarly as a passive participant, fitting
into an equality of rights objective that matchled general ideals of the Labour Government
focussing on social inclusion. In the discussianadalsumed efficiency benefits of charging
from a managerial perspective have been of minpomance. There was a genuine belief in
the policy, although over the years research haaislithat it is very difficult to increase
participation to the arts and heritage as partrobae general issue of income distribution and
educational attainment (Johnson, 1996). Anyhow, Xfbund important national museums
on their side.

However, since the May 1997 electiond the establishment of the Labour
Government, it was the formal position of the Goveent that they have no power to decide
whether or not museum trustees impose admissiages$id It is only by persuasion that we
can get our museums and galleries to maximise scapkess we were to change the
Museums and Galleries Admission Charges Act of {94@use of Lords, 22 May 1997).
Which is not true since DCMS do has the power wepse grant allocations which would be
an incentive for museums to cooperate, but formbenent the Government hide behind
regulatory arrangements? In addition, the spokespefior DCMS and the Treasury in the
House of Lords, Lord Mcintosh of Haringey said ttreg evidence was nothing like as clear
cut as indicated: We do not know that museumsaddse of customers through introducing
charges’(House of Lords, 22 May 1997).

The official Government line did nostained Smith to state during the Labour party
conference in October 1997 that his departmenohadverriding ambition: “to enhance the

cultural life of the nation, for the many, not tiesv' (Guardian, 25 November 1997). But by
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early November both Smith and Fisher started talspé charges in the context of public
finances: We are looking at the issue of chargeadmission — a difficult issue when the
public finances have to be so carefully husban@ibd)" In early November 1997 Fisher
even told the museum world during a conferencerthegeums should take Harvey Nichols,
the most exclusive private shop in London as amga for how to run their businesses. This
went down in history as the Governments U-turn, fanced the different stakeholders to
intensify their campaigns. Eventually, Mark Fishers sacked in 1998 by the Prime Minister,
to be replaced by Alan Howarth (1998-2001). Howeitaes not clear whether Smith felt
pressure from Government or that the reaction wiisenced by the report by the Museums
and Galleries Commission, which said few new visitavould be put off by charging

(Bailey et al, 1998).

So with the Treasury refusing to allecaoney to subsidise museum and gallery
entries, the Director of the National Portrait @a}l concluded that the only hope for
preserving the principle of free entry lied withiatervention by the Prime Minister. At the
time he stated that “The only way the battle isnabie is if there is a hint of a campaign
building up. I don’t think the Labour Party wasaks to renege on free entry. They do keep
a close watch on public opinion, and | think therk be a quiet edict from Downing Street
next week (Guardian, 25 November 1997).

That was also when the NCA, the Indeeetand others enlarged their campaign,
supported by artists such as Bridget Riley and ®&lackney for free admission. As a result
the extent of support for it began to impress the® Minister and Treasury. During a pre-
budget meeting at the Royal Academy, Mr. Fishet tbat “the campaign by the two papers
before Christmas on free admission to museums &ad ery helpful” (The Independent, 22
March 1998).

However, the U-turn rather seemed teehastrategic impetus than that it was a
change of principles. In a press release ddfenf ®ecember 1997, Smith said; access is a
cornerstone of all this Government’s cultural pels; including those to museums and
galleries. "We want to see access to our cultueakires made available to the many, not just
the few'. In an article in the Evening Standarthatfirst of December he also stated that they
continued to strive to maintain the balance. De@mMB97 was an important period because
negotiations about the 1998 Budget were going a@h thie Treasury. It was therefore also not
surprising that the Trustees of the British Museébreatened DCMS in early December that

the museum would start to charge if DCMS couldrebéve its financial pressure.
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What followed was an intensive campaigrié March 1998, when DCMS publicly
announced it had been able to reserve a budgt#tdarompensation of already free museums
for free admission in the 1998 Budget becali48 million of Lottery money was reserved
for the abolition of museum charges (Kaletsky, 1aréh 1998). This meantta2 million
grant for the British Museum, V&A, Natural Histoand National (Portrait) Gallery and the
Tate over three years. It was being commented timeipress as a gesture, but not a solution,
so the next year’s Budget had to bring the finalen@bid). As such, it has always been
considered as a supply side subsidy, instead opeasating potential visitors.

Overall, the Government’'s commitmentree admission came as part of a rethink of
arts funding following the extra290 million Chris Smith won from the Treasury et
public spending round 1999 (Lister, 25 July 1998)13 December 1998 Smith announced at
BBC Radio 4 that 100 million of the money would be earmarked torgutee free
admission at al national museums, including thbaédharged already. Children would go in
free in 1999, pensioners the year thereafter arDBy there would be universal free
admission for the national museums. Shortly théeeahe arts world and Parliament lined up

for the next and last stage of the campaign ard@® AT issue against the Treasury.

5.2.1 VAT issue

Searching for aspects that could possibly poiat r@tional influencing strategy of
stakeholders, the VAT issue revealed well-consuisteategic behaviour by actors.
Although identified as a problem from the late tie€e.g. by the Director of the NCA, Lord
Freyberg and Earl Clancarty (Mail on Sunday, 23 &okier 1997), the last big obstacle that
threatened free admission was the VAT issue, whicidenly threatened Museums’ free
entry in 2000, when the Treasury Customs and Exe@seed that the decision to allow in
pensioners without paying may stop museums beilegtalveclaim VAT.

DCMS chose for an intelligent appro#tedt secured public support and pressure for
their case, because in 1999 Howarth requestedrthfeuid to draft a proposal for an
amendment of the 1994 (European) VAT Act (Art Fu2@07:3). Interest group power was
needed to broaden the support for the policy sineebsence of a network of consensus
could reduce DNH’s influence in the Governmentdpaing a loss of central control over the
policy frameworks, and a smaller chance of achgte free admission policy.

The paper drafted by the Charities Rakorm Group on behalf of the Art Fund
proposed a number of options. It was agreed kigabést chance of resolving the VAT issue

lay within bringing national museums and gallemethin the scope of Section 33 of the 1994
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VAT Act ( Art Fund, 13 January 2000). This alreadpwed local authorities and the BBC to
recover VAT, despite not being in business. AltHoofficials at the European Commission
made it clear that they regarded it as a domesitemfor the United Kingdom, the Treasury
kept on saying that European legislation would pn#\any such extension.

In fact asking for an indirect govermmthat was estimated to be in the order of £ 50
million per year (House of Lords, 29 March 2000)stdecision would fulfil an older wish of
non-charging museums that could now be arrangedruhd header of free admission.
Especially round the Millennium an enormous amairiuilding work was being carried out
at museums all over the country, and large amafrjisivate finance were being used to
enable that building work to take place. The riglswmow that those museums probably had
to pay enormous amounts of VAT on the new buildifgisey remained free. With declining
government grants (for all museums) as an incemtivcampaign for compensation for free
admission as mentioned in chapter 3, a settlenfehed/AT issue was more than welcome.
A long time it had been the position of the Goveentthat it was a matter for the museums
to negotiate with Customs & Excise and to seeketsyade them that they are still businesses
even if they have free admission (House of Lor@siviarch 2000). Again the Government
tactfully made play with the at arms’ length gowaatoe of national museums, while in fact
DCMS would later on negotiate with the Treasuryamsettlement of the problem. Especially
the last phase of the campaign around the VAT isssgejust a trial of strength, because the
arguments of the Government against the amendméhé tVAT proposal were not valid.
Possibly, it was just not wise for PR to say thatytwere unwilling to subsidise the arts
indirectly?

Anyhow, to try to get round the impassachieving legislative change, Chris Smith
introduced & 1 admission charge, which was being called thed'®in" policy and allowed
charging museums to continue to reclaim VAT.

Besides the proposal there is lots alence of other informal and formal lobbying
activities, for example by the House of Lords. ¢ 29" of March 2000 Lord Freyberg urged
the Minister to do everything he could to resolve YAT issue that threatened the
implementation of free admission. All Lords pressmpported his views, which was
indicative for the support for free admission ie tHouse of Lords.

Despite the pressure, the governmestnehyet prepared to give in. In reply to the
speakers of the 3%f March, Lord Mclntosh made the following staterné...the tax loss
could be in the region & 50-70 million in this area. We are not stupid.sTisi public money.

If the money is going out to museums and galleaiesis being recovered in the form of
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VAT, you do not seriously think that the Treasunystbms & Excise, and the DCMS have
not taken that into account not only in the wawimch the size of grant for he DCMS is
framed. A number of noble Lords have spoken assfwere somehow a quick fix. The noble
Lord, Lord Gibson, said that there was no repeiregasffect. Of course there is a
repercussive effect. If we set targets for pubkpenditure in this country in the knowledge
that some of our expenditure is gross and sumsamered in VAT, then we are locking at
the effect on public expenditure; and that is whatpublished in our Budget figures. ...l do
not say firmly and finally that there is no prospetcchange to Section 33. We shall continue
to look for possibilities for change. | am not saythat there is no possibility that other ways
may not be found of improving the funding of musewsnd galleries™ (House of Lords, 29
March 2000).

Subsequent the debate both Chris Saniththe Chairman of the Art Fund, Sir
Nicholas Goodison wrote to Gordon Brown, putting tase for an amendment to Section 33.
Later on Smith also wrote the Prime Minister sgtinut the case and asking for his personal
support. This was followed by a letter on 16 Octd®00 to the Prime Minister from Sir
Nicholas Goodison, jointly signed by 24 Chairmed &irectors of the national museums and
galleries (Art Fund, 2007:4).

As part of the 2001 Budget, the Tregsumounced at 7 March 2001 that national
museums would be added to those bodies able @mmeMAT under Section 33 of the 1994
VAT Act.

This left the national museums with a quite ungawation, because the museums that had
always been free were less compensated than thgifpanuseums. Therefore, the Director
of the Art Fund concluded that "We must congratutae Government on making free
admission a reality, but ministers must now mald$ Wwith a determination to provide our
national museums and galleries with sustained deduate core funding. If they fail, the
introduction of universal free admission could de#dow victory. (The Evening Standard, 3
December 2001) And yet the first problem rose, bseaisitor numbers increased that much

that costs rose steadily, to a level more thanvfwait the museums were being compensated.

Investigating the approach of the Secretary ofeStdto | assumed to have a decisive role in
the campaign, he stated in an email of 26 April20Mt all together the proposal to restore
free admission was very largely driven by a pdditicather than civil service or museum,

impetus. “I had decided right from the outset, whbercame Secretary of State in 1997 that |
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wanted to achieve free admission. And | set abgirtg to get all the pieces of the jigsaw in
place: persuading the Prime Minister and Chanc#ilatr it was a good idea (they didn’t
necessarily think it was at first); then securingy@ money for the museums budget from the
Treasury (this took at least two years to do); thening out the VAT problem; then
convincing some of the more reluctant Museums Darschat they should go along with it
(the Natural History Museum for example was vetyctant); and finally getting everything
agreed. It required a lot of arguing with bothi@#ls and special political advisers at 10
Downing Street and at the Treasury; it requiredtat public advocacy; it required constant
reminders to my own civil servants that this wadlyeimportant; it required several lunches
with Gordon Brown, the Chancellor; it required améwo preliminary steps (when we didn’t
have quite enough money, and hadn’t sorted the V8ae) like free admission for children,
and then free admission for pensioners; and itirequabove all a lot of determination to keep
on going. A number of the key national museum Doexplayed a part in keeping the idea
alive, even when it seemed as if it was going todyg difficult to achieve. The most
important of these were Nick Serota at Tate and MeGregor, who was then at the National
gallery. They were key allies in the fight. It'<kassic lesson in how to establish a political
goal, put a lot of political drive behind it, andtghere eventually — but it taking a lot longer

than you originally thought it would.”

The above standing explains much about the ratioflaencing strategy of the political lead
of DCMS. But luckily for Smith various non-politicatakeholders also wanted to sustain free
admission. Their approach and networks will be tdsth later. As quite a large number of
organisations were active during the process,déhwming of the chapter will be structured
along interests, instead of chronology becauseesttpsains the lobbying process more clearly.
First, some examples of the work of DCMS to achiiege admission on behalf of its

Secretary of State.

5.3 DCMS - The bureaucratic tier

According to the Head of Museums and Libraries Spoship at DCMS their argument was
mainly driven by Chris Smith, who wanted to impraczess. He believes that before 1997
there were no activities by DCMS on this mattere&qing about the role of his political
leaders, he mentioned that Alan Howarth and ChriglBwere a good team. Howarth was
very involved as well, seeing the various people gmoups outside government. Together

they realized a sufficient amount of political ese together with lobby groups, trustees and
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lords to convince the special advisors of the Pivingister and Chancellor. The personal
assistant to Chris Smith was also instrumentéhan. tHe even stated that “what we needed
were the prime ministerial advisors on our sidegjdally this is what has very much been
invested in, through informal lobbying, by the Mitér and Secretary and other politicians.
The Lords lobby was also considered importantJfMS did not had to do anything to let
that happen, since they were already committedsusl, there was a lot of cross lobbying.
Other departments besides the Treasury did noahackerest in this process and let DCMS
do their lobbying without obstruction. With the ldsron the same line as DCMS there was no
sign of a complicated principal agent relationdbgpween officials and lower-tier legislators.
Although rent-seeking behaviour by bureaucratsestoned explicitly in literature, DCMS
has in this case been very loyal to its Ministed &ecretary. A potential explanation, as
already offered by Mazza & Van Winden (2003:20)Iddae that if competition among the
lobbies is sufficiently balanced, the policy sedecby B will perfectly match the preferences
by L. Or the bureaucratic tier simply did not halkre power and/or intention within this
sphere of influence to diverge from L’s intere$tse importance of special advisors in the
process reveals the functioning of a sort of gapkes system to the upper legislatorial tier,
in which special advisors to Ministers and Secresqprepare decisions and negotiate on
behalf of their superior.

Commenting on the process and otheraatvolved, he stated that the Art Fund was
the leading lobby, backed by the enthusiastic 8mi®Mahon. Sometimes the Art Fund
interfered in a way that DCMS considered risky,hsas their direct contact with the special
advisors of the Prime Minister. From the perspectf/principal-agent theory, it is quite
logical that DCMS was frightened to share its asdesPrime Ministerial level with groups
outside Government, because they were not londerttalzontrol or foresee the full chain of
events that they hoped to orchestrate if otheesfirted. This was unusual for a Department
that had just introduced three year Funding Agregsnand performance indicators for its
national museums to carefully husband its objedtivetion.

Although DCMS was not in the positiondbby, they did meet with the Secretary and
the Art Fund twice a week during peak times, amdlethas been contact with several Lords.

Being a fully informed agent to itsmpipal, their political leaders, the task of DCMS
was very much to provide the policy framework fareduction, as later on was stated in the
annual reports. As such, their strategy was vergminfluenced by the technical
possibilities; they sought for constraints thatdezkto be relieved and advised their superiors

from their perspective. The Head of Museums Spahgoistated that compared to other arts
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policies their investment has been fairly subsgdituit not exceptionally heavy. In terms of
cost it was not an expensive policy to implemelh@ecial expertise was in house, with two
to four officials working on it during 1997-2001rf60% of their time in peak times.

From the viewpoint of DCMS breakthroagh the process have been the "quid’s in’
campaign, the VAT solution, in which they were atd by the Art Fund, the clearance from
the European Commission and afterwards to sudtaisuccess of the policy by continuous
monitoring of visitor numbers. These self-namednesias very much underline that they
indeed derived their success from supporting thiéiqgad campaign by well planned and

considered (temporary) policy plans, in line whieit role facilitating the legislatorial tier.

In order to steer the debate and have the arguni2@tdS/ the Government decided to
review admission charges, of which the results watially to be published in November
1997, before grant allocations were made in lateeD#er. Such actions underline their
search for an informed policy, although it wasrastental to an already existing conviction,
instead that it guided policy development. Butriagults were delayed for a political reason
since the Trustees of the British Museum plannedeet at the '6of December 1997 to
discuss whether to charge or not to charge (HartB®movember 1997). With behind the
scenes negotiations going on to between Treas@¥Pand the museum to see if
Government could provide additional funding to mmetvthem from charging, this was not a
good moment for a lot of media attention, especwitice the British Museum Trustees
(which was at that time the biggest London towatstaction in terms of visitor numbers, and
the countries most prestigious cultural instituyitmeatened the Government by its decision
to charge unless the Government fodirzimillion to bail it out. The media added strenggth
this statement by letting the Director of the Aunld stating that if the British Museum agrees
to charges, then others will follow like a fallihguse of cards” (The Observer, 23 November
1997). Analysing the various means and channetthae been used in the process, this is
one of the few examples of pressure, which in¢hse have not been used to built up a

reputation, but to maintain one, contrary to timelifngs of Sloof and Van Winden (2000).

5.4  Museums and Galleries Commission (MGC)

Before moving to the incentives and behaviour gaoisations not financially dependent of
the Government, first more on the insights theasdehas offered to the motives of the MGC
and its role. Being the Government advisory bodynfaseums, the MGC did not have many

contacts with the organisations that really campaagfor free admission, as the Deputy
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Director stated (1996-2000). The MGC Commissiorerdsed the Government on a
voluntarily basis, appointed by the Prime Ministefficially, the MGC was committed to the
principle of access for everyone to museums andrgzd (Guardian, 28 November 1997).
According to its Deputy Director, there was a couing conversation with the Government
on the issue. But the fact that the MGC was intdéaith DCMS to transform the
organisation into the MLA Council from 2000 cerigidiminished the power of the
organisation.

The MGC commissioned research becdesevwere concerned that emotions
obscured a more objective assessment of the fectgidings, based on work carried out by
Glasgow Caledonian University (Bailey et al, 198R) not received a very warm welcome,
probably since it stressed that the general pualdiciot really see admission charges as a
barrier. The critique was that there were too mexgmples of conjecture in the report
(Rowan, 3 December 1997). It was followed by ackediscussion in the media on how
charges affect visitor numbers, after the Direcofathe Natural History Museum publicly
stated (The Guardian, 1 December 1997) that thedggbefore and after the imposition of
admission charges in his and other national museuwens unsubstantiated.

Besides the research they commissiadhedyIGC produced briefing papers to inform
the Government of likely effects. Because thedllised different officials, depending on
their fields, there were plenty of opportunitiesdiscuss the issue. Only the Director
incidentally met the Secretary of State or Minigtediscuss free admission. Doing so, the
MGC only used the institutional advisory space gajranted by DCMS, perfectly fulfilling
its advisory role. As an advisory body for the wholuseums branch, it was also not in their
sectors interest to have an explicit opinion, beeaegional museums did oppose the plans,
afraid of substitution effects. The Deputy Diredbatieves that the MGC did try to influence

the base of the argument, but has not lobbiechisotitcome.

5.5  National museums

As Smith mentioned, museums largely jumped intooibygortunity that Smith offered them
by stating he wanted to achieve free admissiontiBere was a divide between those that
were pro and against charging. Those national nrmsd€National Gallery, Tate, British
Museum, National Portrait Gallery, and John Soamnsddm) that were strongly against
charging but that were afraid not being able tdanst very much campaigned for free
admission. Shortly after the Governments U-turnTthestees and Directors of the National

Gallery, Portrait Gallery, the Tate and the Britldbseum claimed that unless money was
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found to rescue them from financial pressure, theyld have little option but to start
charging the public. The non-charging museums esgadtly the same equity arguments as
the DCMS to increase their core funding and sase &dmission by higher government
grants. So how did they help Smith to realize lialg

Besides threatening the Governmentttoduce admission charges, they started a
political and media campaign supplementary to tiivities of the Art Fund and the NCA.
They used their networks, PR officers, and theptesmpose their views. For their Trustees,
free admission was the cornerstone of democratiesacto their cultural inheritance (Daily
Telegraph, 27 November 1997). In addition, the @oeof the National Gallery stated that
museums should not be forced to sacrifice the dgmiaciple of free admission for the sake
of a few pounds, because museums are not setagsrianoney or pay taxes, but for
education and lifelong learning (The Guardian, 2Z&mber 1997).

There was also a smaller lobby by reglionuseums from the Liverpool area opposing
the campaign, which found its way into the Seleat@ittee report in 2002, but in general
those regional museums and non national museunesriza\been very influential, as stated
by the Managing Director of CTRG.

The charging national museums that did not favoaweBiment compensation to provide free
for all were the Imperial War Museum, the Naturatbry Museum, and the National
Maritime Museum and to a lesser extent the Vict&ridlbert Museum, which introduced
compulsory charges in October 1997 out of financeessity. They did agitated against
decreasing Government grants (the underlying pnoplbut did not saw free admission as
symbolic to that.

In early November Alan Borg, Directdrtie Victoria & Albert Museum was quoted
by the Evening Standard as saying that to proviele éntry to museums out of the public
purse amounts to subsidy to the middle class (MemiBg Standard, 27 November 1997),
and that compensation for free admission wouldrggef-in-the-dyke-stuff. As such they
declared to have an objective function in whichceghcy was more important than equity.
He challenged the manner in which the arts wenedgoeeated like other economic sectors.
Ultimately scholarship and knowledge cannot beesttbf to that sort of efficiency audit, he
said. ‘"The issue is central funding. You've gogjéb to the centre, to the Treasury. We can
make lots of positive arguments. The contributibmaseums to things like tourism is

enormous” (Guardian, 6 February 1998).
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In reply to the announcement that &dmission was to be secured, the Director of the
Natural History Museum said: "We have not askedHis. There are advantages to charging.
We have charged for eleven years. We have recteddainces. And charging has meant we
have had to be much more responsive to our viditans we were before, because
expectations are higher’ (The Independent, 251R88). Another incentive to disagree was
probably that in the long term it would result idecreasing self-generated income for those
museums, which had to sacrifice a bit of theirfficial independence. If free admission was
going to be realized, it was in their best intetestustain the pressure as long as possible so
that they would be more compensated. That wasvisd they did, giving in just before
Smith announced his achievement, while he hasnesspre on the museums since 1999,
when the budget had been secured according toithet@r of the Imperial War Museum.

The Natural History museum for exangd®e in at 23 May 2001, when the Trustees
decided to scrap their admission charge, followethb National Maritime Museum, which
both became free from December 2001. A bit laterTttustees of the Imperial War Museum
gave in as well. There was gossip in the museunivileat Chris Smith had put large
pressure on the National History Museum’s Trustedall into line. However, the Director
of the Maritime Museum did state that the succésseoscheme in the medium to long term
depends upon a fair VAT regime and the maintenagazentral government of satisfactory
levels of grant in aid.

So how did they advocate their case?Oihector of the Imperial War Museum
strongly denied that they were engaged with otimeascampaign. He emphasized that
museums are not homogeneous, but a range of dlusmesses, that do not operate in
identical markets and have different needs. Herdest their relationship with DCMS as an
ongoing dialogue during 1997-1999, but the Trustdesided that it was better to charge for
admission because they believed this was a faieffedtive way of maximising the
resources available to them to improve and devitlefservices and facilities they could
provide to the public. The museum already offensdalints or free admission for children
and had many educational programmes. Howevernitatsbe confirmed that the charging
museums have lobbied in Parliament such as theharging museums did, except for a
view on their approach from the Director of the NCQXommenting on the resistance of the
charging museums, the Director of the National Caigipfor the Arts stated that their
campaign was indeed not very impressive although tere persistent, in her opinion

because they were a minority and because theymwe¢rgo closely connected to Labour
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Government due to history (Charges were introdiged Conservative Government). They
were a bit behind in terms of contacts.

However, when the funds had been sedur&999 DCMS started to offer individual
deals to each museum. The offer to the Imperial Miaseum has been negotiated with the
Trustees. In the case of the Imperial War MusewsDi8MS offer was to enable admission
at IWM North to be free on a permanent basis (DQM8 previously required that the new
branch's operating costs would be entirely fundedhfincome including admission fees). As
such, it was not just a matter of persuading treggihg museums, but of negotiating the
terms of persuasion with them. In this case, tre@gihg museums took advantage of the
independency of their Boards of Trustees accorttirte arms’ length principle. Their other
three branches remained charging, because theyaeeperceived as heritage sites and
English Heritage charges for its sites as welll, $ttie Director does not agree with the base
on which free admission was compensated. He ariguedmore challenging but commercial
system of compensation based on what we would éaneed from charges (adjustable for
inflation and to take account of new and improvexises) from the actual number of
visitors we received rather than what is in efeedepreciating fixed increase in the level of
core grant in aidThat also puts question marks at the value of thieypfor society in the
long term.

The agreements further resulted iméerésting concession towards public opinion.
For example, the Director of the National MaritiMeseum stated in December 2001 in the

Independent that it was great that people could visivregardless of their capacity to pay.

In a sense | am surprised that especially the manging museums still favoured the
Government to compensate for free admission becaoseof them have acquired a
superstar status (Frey, 2003). Superstar musewgreharacterized by great prominence
among tourists and have acquired world fame amioagéneral population, such as the
Museum of Modern Art in New York, or the LouvreRaris. As a result they are known to
have hybrid funding structures, attracting bothljgudnd private funding bodies. This
phenomenon has first been conceptualized by RA€81) and Adler (1985) on differences
in income between artists. In the United Kingdom Tlate Gallery, Victoria & Albert, the
British Museum and the National (Portrait) Gallerguld suit this definition. But having a
world-wide reputation and relatively easy accesgsources they should be able to find other
parties that are willing to secure free admissiothe medium or long term. Why do they

need the Government to compensate them for freésagm that they value so highly?
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Literature on the economic organisatbmuseums has taught us that museums are
confronted with relatively high fixed costs on thgply side, whereas the marginal costs of
servicing additional visitors are likely to be layp to capacity limits. They can never fully
recoup costs by charges paid by direct users. iNghunderlying problem being decreasing
government funding and a VAT ‘problem’ that had yet been solved, they might have
made their case towards the Government becausexipegted the transaction costs of
convincing the Government of compensation for &idmission to be less than if private
funding bodies would have been approached, beadisseial ties and/or because of the
opportunity Chris Smith gave them.

Another possible explanation might be that @udecreasing funding, the Boards of
Trustees might have felt that the merit good arguirtieey attached to the mix of outputs they
offered visitors has been undervalued by the Gawen. They probably sought a reward for
their efforts.

Most convincing is probably that theiomal museums wished to be compensated by
the central government because Maddison (2004)roved that increased non-grant income
results in a future reduction of central governnfantling. Apparently, the English museums
knew that they would not be able to maximise thanlgets if they would be compensated for
free admission through private funding.

The suggestions could also explairfolsas upon access as being free admission,
instead of having a broader discussion on accesthéw outputs of museums besides the visit

to an exhibition, as Johnson (1998) suggested.

5.6  National Museums Directors” Conference (NMDC)

Independent of the incentives for museums to imideedecision-making, the organisation
that ideally functions as an intermediary betweatiomal museums and the Government did
not appeared to be very influential in this case.

With its members having different viearsfree admission for all, it has mainly been
single Directors who campaigned for free admissiach as the Directors of the Tate,
National Gallery and British Museum, and not the DMas a whole. Considering the fact
that DCMS negotiated individual deals with the mumas this is not very surprising combined
with the fact that all museums individually had eesto high-level decision-makers.
Although according to the Head of the Museums Doviat DCMS they officially remained

an important spokesperson for the Government, theg not been a very powerful lobby
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club during the process. The Director of the Ndthliatory Museum characterized it as a
gentleman’s talking shop (House of Commons CMS Citee) 2002: Ev 24).

In fact, according to its Chairman over 1998-20@1e subject of entrance charges had
polarised the NMDC for years, but the arrival af thabour Government changed the basis of
the argument. Those who were strongly pro-chargeagised that it was likely that the
government would insist on making all the natiomalseums free, in which case the job of
the Directors was to argue as strongly as postibkethey should be compensated for loss of
revenue. In this they were relatively successfut,this also upset those that had remained
free (E.g. the National Gallery) since they recdilittle benefit - their grants did not increase
as much as those of the charging museums. In sudsegears the level of compensation for
charging has not increased, so that all the musewensow operating with lower budgets.
Museums that charged included special exhibitiarthé entrance charge; those that were
free charged for exhibitions™ (5 April 2007).

As a typical example of rent-seekinfdaour, the charging museums also argued
that the non-charging museums had already beendedidy receiving higher grants because
they did not charge. They argued that without camp#on, they would no longer be able to
operate their museums and would be faced with lgaartut staff, opening hours etc.

5.7  Museums Association (MA)

Contrary to the NMDC, it was a conscious decismntfie MA not to operate at the central
line in this discussion, because of the pros ams ¢o free admission and because the MA is
supposed to serve the benefits of all its memitsr&®irector did not saw it very much as a
campaign, more as a debate that developed durengetlrs, also because the museums did
not really organized themselves (but one could tipue# collective organisation is a pre-
requisite to calling it a campaign). Although thé&Mas positive about free admission, it also
very much saw the pain it caused for non-nationaenms. His members experienced
various substitution effects and angry visitors wimaught that all museums in the country
went free from December 2001. Therefore, the MArdatle themselves heard by the
Government and press, as an ongoing process diifgilelationships, but it did not so much
took the initiative, but responded to questionsoter incentive not to act on the central line
had to do with the position of the MA as a growarganisation. As the Director explained,
due to their increasing size, they became moredsti@g for the Government as a partner to

implement regional funding programmes. But thespansibility to the Government in those
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cases did not always match with their wish to renzei independent branch organisation
instead of a central Government facilitating orgation.

Nevertheless, the press fancied thga fdom the beginning and did not so much paid
attention to the downsides. He very much seesdiiegission as a political instead of
principal decision, because the Labour Governmeulidcuse it as one of its achievements,
and Smith has been essential in realizing it.

5.8  House of Lords — The upper legislatorial tier

In such campaigns with a political impetus, oneeexp Parliament to have a large influence
on decision-making. Analysing reports of debate#ten questions and newspaper articles, it
appeared that especially the House of Lords has infaential. The House of Lords, and
especially the Earl of Clancarty and Lord Freybgtgreditary Peer, trained as a fine artist)
very much kept the issue on the agenda (E.g. tleedian, 1 December 1997). Both were
very passionate about free admission.

Speaking with Freyberg about his effortd aeas, he explained that when he started to
push the issue forward in 1996, it was a consteatch for data on visitor patterns that were
often difficult to obtain. For him it was a procesfsmaking speeches, putting down questions,
writing letters to the press and a lot of lobbythgpugh debates that sometimes occupied him
all week. Besides regular consultations with pedes NCA and the Art Fund, Freyberg also
used to have many contact with VAGA, the Visualsfahd Galleries Association. Although
he could not provide me with the statistics useth@time, he was convinced that imposing
charges would have a devastating effect on visiionbers. It would harm the value of arts
education for the social fabric and the economiwelfies for museums and its direct
surroundings.

Elaborating on his contacts with otfggvernmental) organisations, he mentions that
although the bureaucratic and legislatorial tied hayood relationship, officials did have to be
convinced of the need of free admission. He tertiddx on the telephone with civil servants,
in order to explain his arguments. In his opinibe institutional memory was being lost in
DCMS because all civil servants that had dealt withlast debate on free admission during
the Heath Government in the seventies had refifed. underlines the assumed importance of
path-dependency for policy outcomes.

All together, in his opinion there was no singlgamisation that was driving the process.

Many felt strongly about it and it has really belea groundswell that made it happen,
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although he never knew till the last moment whetherGovernment would give in. That
demonstrates the exceptional influence of the PNhmaster/Treasury within the
Government. Because all parties have been uncexsdim whether the Government would
give in, one wonders how to explain the indulgeoiche Government.

He assumes that the political pressuRarliament, by the arts and in the media, as
well as the assumed regenerative benefits (forataurcof children, for the social fabric)
have been key for the final decision. In the endlas a fight of Chris Smith with the Treasury
for funding, in which Lord McIntosh has probablyelmevery instrumental, because he exactly
knew the budgets and figures, and knew where thetdd be any room left for increasing
budgets. In the end he believes that the decisiaompensate has not been a sort of a
bargain, but that it came down to Public Relatidiie Government was continuously being
portrayed as a poor custodian of the nation’s &geitin the press and Parliament, which was
devastating for the image of a Labour Government.

Freyberg assumes that Lord McIintosHafingey (Labour) has been very influential
in the final negotiations between the DCMS andTiteasury. This had everything to do with
his position. Being active in the House of Lordscei 1985, he was very experienced and
influential. As the Government spokesperson inHbese of Lords for the Treasuaynd
Culture, Media and Sport over 1997-2001, he acsettie Lords minister for both
Departments, acting as the fully informed internaeglbetween both Departments. Moreover,
he was also appointed as Deputy Chair of Commitieéseen 1997-2001, Government
Deputy Chief Whip during 1997-2003, and Deputy &eeaver 1999-2002. During debates
his double position was met with great merrimerthinHouse (29 March 2000). As Viscount
Falkland (Liberal Democrats) stated; "we have machfvarious noble Lords a foretaste of
what the noble Lord’s reply to the debate may kebthae difficulties in which he may find
himself among the various functions he performe)gqmertly... one imagines that the noble
Lord might be tempted to appear in the fashion wiusic hall comedian, perhaps in a suit of
which half is that of a tax collector and the othalf that of a Minister for the Arts and

having an argument with himself ".

5.9 House of Commons — The lower legislatorial tier

The House of Commons did not have such a promimasition as the House of Lords.
Except for a couple of questions being asked irtibese of Commons, Members of
Parliament have been (quite) absent in the disous€inly afterwards the Select Committee

of the House of Commons, the Culture Media and Spommittee investigated the funding
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and free admission issue (2002). That does not niednthey were against the idea. In the
report the Committee stated that "we wholeheartedgibport the principle of free admission

to the nation’s key artistic, cultural and scientgtorehouses, but more specific work needs to
be doe to achieve the objective of broadened acBasse the Government has called the
tune, it must keep paying the piper (2002:25).

As being said by the Director of the N®IP’s were not as active as she would have
liked them to be before 2001. In her opinion, ohthe reasons might have been that the
House of Commons was so busy debating new legislatiade by the new Government that
they simply could not pay too much attention tohsissues, as long as no legislation was
involved.

Because the House of Commons only hasdiveipto comment afterwards on the
proposed Budget, it was a logical choice of th&ettalders to campaign for free admission
through the House of Lords in the agenda settiagestBeing appointed by the Queen and
unpaid, they are considered to be more influetitiah MPs, due to their status and contacts.
This contradicts the larger responsibilities of Miesause the Lords act as a revising chamber
for legislation and its work complements the busef the Commons. That the Lords have
put such a weight in the campaign does say songe#iiout the hierarchical organisation of
English society and the importance of nobility, eihhave always valued the arts highly.
Their natural inclination towards support for thissanade them very suitable to stand up for
the principle of universal free admission.

According to the Director the NCA, thepport of the various Lords, Earls and Dukes
within the legislatorial tier very much opened doduring the campaign. As such, it appears
as if reputation has been crucial in the campasga eonvincing ‘weapon’ in a situation in
which the Prime Minister and/or the Treasury hagta right, so that only the select group

that had the position to influence them had a chafideing successful.

5.10 National Campaign for the Arts (NCA)

To come back to those organisations that reallypaagmed for free admission it can be said
that the NCA has been influential in the first piha$ the campaign. According to Lord
Freyberg the NCA was a driving force in turning tpgosition against charging into a
campaign. In 1996, the secretary of a small adwooaganisation for artists approached the
Director of the NCA about the possibility that matal museums might have to start charging.

She was strongly against the idea because as atgetishe experienced how important it
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was for disabled children to have “access’ toldm. organisation she volunteered for could
not afford to pay the entrance fees that mighinfyeoised.

With this complaint as the immediatasms, the NCA (which exists out a of a Director
and an assistant) started to think about the suapetdecided to take it forward, although it
normally foremost represents performing arts orggtions, because that are mostly their
members. Their first aim was to get this in the cuabParty Manifesto, which did not happen,
although Tony Blair did mention it in a speechsasgl earlier.

So how did they work on a ground swé&l® NCA tried to get as many people round
the table as possible. The NCA has spoken separaitdl representatives of all sorts of
organisations and artists. The group of importantidd artists such as Richard Hamilton and
Bridget Riley (who was a Trustee of the Nationall&g as well) that joined the campaign
was very active. In a letter to the Independentcédeber 1997), twelve of Britain’s most
prominent artists added their voices to the cammpaigd at 2 December 1997 a group of
artists (some of them from the Turner Prize stuirthat week) also presented a petition to
DCMS, together with a letter to be delivered to Tneasury. According to the Director, in a
meeting of Riley and the NCA with the Minister shade big fuss about the whole idea of
charging, saying it was a breach of the principlefairness and justice and she expected
better of a Labour Government. The artist RichaadniHton also designed campaign posters
that hung all over London, because they wanted waiks to be seen. The artist Sean Scully
pointed out, in an article in the Mail on Sunddagttwhen he was a painter and decorator he
had travelled every lunchtime to Tate Britain te #&n Gogh’s “The Chair” which had been
his inspiration as an artist.

Further, the NCA compiled a publicati®inee for All” with facts and figures and a
cover using the British Museum’s “Free for All” ges (National Campaign for the Arts,
1997). They joined up with the Director of the Nathl Gallery, National Portrait Gallery, the
Tate, British Museum and various smaller arts labdpyprganizations and trade unions. In
addition, they prepared briefings to the House arfds and worked together with Lord
Freyberg. According to the Director they then gkl because the Art Fund decided to
come behind them. As the only organisation havibgdget to campaign she explains their
help was very welcome. Their campaign office, peibtiand parliamentary lobbyist started to
do all the press work and put some money into¢lsearch. The Art Fund also brought the
major benefactors in. At the same time, the Nati@alery and the Tate brought in the
freelance publicists that dealt with their portbolvhich were Erica Bolton and Sarah

Macaulay of Bolton & Quinn and Hopsbawn & Macaulay.
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The NCA continued together with several Lords antté® (such as Lord Freyberg) to
convince other more reserved politicians and musaiuectors. They also got the London All
Party Group for Arts & Culture and Local Councianvolved.Speaking about aspects or
elements of their campaign that she found importre mentioned a couple of aspects that
revealed the importance of social ties as a mefumglwence.

In her opinion it was important to ¢fe right people to speak about it. They were
very sensitive to hear key players such as thesteinLord Mcintosh of Haringey saying that
"he would not pop across the road every mornirted\ational Gallery if he had to pay .

Commenting on the process, she didthadmpression that Chris Smith was quite
close to Gordon Brown and that he did not ideolalfyjoopposed it. Furthermore, he used to
be a campaigner for free admission at universitjéearly seventies. Another important
factor was that Sarah Macaulay, now Mrs Brown, svaartner in Hobsbawn Macaulay, the
PR firm that also did the PR for the National Gall&She was known to be passionate about
free admission.

But for a new Government so many thiaggsgoing on that they needed a
groundswell to realize the commitment from the Steg. The public very much had to show
the Government that they really wanted it. In 199%n the VAT issue came up, the Art

Fund took the lead in what was the second phadeafampaign.

5.11 National Art Collections Fund (Art Fund) & Charities Tax Reform Group
(CTRG)
It was the NCA that asked two members of the Arid=in 1997 to join their steering group,
and they agreed. Later on, they persuaded theriadef the Art Fund that it was a cause to
support. The Art Fund launched it as Bree for Allcampaign, and has in fact led the VAT
campaign from 1999 on instigation of Arts Minisfédan Howarth. In the summer of 1999 he
agreed to a suggestion from former MGC Commissi&@ieHugh Legatt and Sir Denis
Mahon, that the Art Fund would be an appropriatependent body to lead a campaign on
the VAT issue (Art Fund, 2007:3). Howarth suggested the CTRG should be approached
for technical advice. All this resulted in a propbgrepared by CTRG at the request of the
Art Fund, presented to the DCMS and Treasury akat®iary 2000 by the Chairman of the
Art Fund, Sir Nicholas Goodison (Art Fund, 13 Jaguz000).

The campaign office of the Art Fundgwoed visitor statistics, commented on the

debate, and continuously fed new statistics tosoamesl supporters. The Art Fund’s director
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also made numerous appearances on television diad i parliament, their lobbyist
included the ‘Free for all’ campaign in their poitb.

5.11.1 CTRG
In cooperation with the Art Fund, CTRG has beeryastive supporting the campaign during
a relatively short but intense period. For the CTRGo became involved in 1999, it was a
two level campaign: the Art Fund has dealt withpbétical/media level, whilst they did the
technical campaign. Minister Howarth, who broudta Art Fund and CTRG together, knew
CTRG from previous work. CRTG had the juridical eryse to work out the proposal for an
amendment of the VAT law, and worked on a pro bloasis. After they drafted a VAT
proposal with the help of various policy and taxiadrs they used to work with, the
Managing Director started to secure European agfov their proposal. Together with Sir
Denis Mahon, CTRG negotiated with the European C@sion directly, which was easy
because CTRG chaired the European Charities Conomisa VAT. Further, CTRG
delivered content and explanations during briefimgfe sector to agree on the way forward
organized by the Art Fund, as well as presentatiomdinisters and Parliament on the
proposal (rather than officials), often close befdebates. They briefed the Minister of their
proceedings through his parliamentary office, sithe@y had a supportive and not leading
role. She estimates to have spent approximatelyhds@s in 2000 on the campaign.

Commenting on the role of the natianakeums she registered some hesitance. Some
directors (the free admission camp) were closelglired due to social ties; they could just
get along well with decision makers in Government at the Art Fund. Together with the
Art Fund, CTRG very much brought the donors in®¢hmpaign that wanted their works to
be seen. These were newly established relationthddC TRG. It seems as if especially the
NCA and CTRG have invested in new networks, asiders within museums policy
decision-making processes. The others already ¢t@abs.

Asking about likely breakthroughs, ieector said to believe that the turning point
in the process was that she saw Sir Denis Mahoroapping the Prime Minister at a
reception at Downing Street no. 10, while a promineurnalist and special adviser were
close to him. He passionately advocated his cadenaher opinion, the Prime Minister was
less reluctant since that time.

Looking back, she is convinced thatasial for the success of the campaign was the
single-minded goal of the various stakeholdersraioated by the Art Fund. In her opinion,

national museums never felt the need to cooperdtedbecause they all have access to high
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levels to advocate their views, although it is @letays in their best interest to operate
individually. This time, everybody brought in thexpertise and was complementary to each

other.

5.12 Sir Denis Mahon (1910 -)

Mahon has been one of those key persons in thasdien that seemed to be influential,
because his opinion was often being referred tondutebates in the House of Lords (e.g. 29
March 2000) and in the press (e.g. Breen, 28 Octb®@7). Besides having influential
friends, he gained his recognition as an art heoaind patron. Having collected Italian
baroque paintings that were first despised and tatgarded as masterpieces, his collection
was the only one to fill the gap between th® a6d 18 century from the 1970’s. Mahon
very much used the importance of his collectiobltalgeon the government into allowing
national museums that do not charge an admissetofeecover VAT. His collection and
bequest very much functioned as a carrot for thee@onent. In his opinion the state had a
clear responsibility to finance the running of gaks because the taxpayer had paid for the
contents.

He threatened the Trustees of the NatiGallery (of which he was a Trustee himself
as well), and those of the National Galleries orrddgside and National Museums of Ireland,
in 1997 that he would withdraw his pictures andoeduhis bequest if they would start
charging. He enforced this threat when the WalkerGallery, part of the National Galleries
on Merseyside started to charge; he transferredittigres to the National Museums of
Ireland.

As an excellent example of pressurejggament was very sensitive to his threats. In
the House of Lords, Lord Mcintosh of Haringey agréeat the Government should consider
the effects of the idea of Mahon to withdraw a8l pictures on loan (22 May 1997). In his
opinion it seemed highly desirable that the SecyaihState should meet him and talk about
it. Eventually, the Lord even flew to Bologna tsdliss the issue with Sir Denis Mahon
(House of Lords, 29 March 2000). Although Sloof &fah Winden (2000) concluded
different, pressure was in this case certainly usadaintain a reputation, and not only to
built one.

Threatening was not the only thing Makas very good at. Together with the
Managing Director of the CTRG he lobbied the Eussp€ommission. During several weeks
in 2000, when there was much debate about the Msdudsion. According to the Managing

Director of CTRG, he used to call the Managing Blioe every Friday evening to discuss last
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week’s proceedings at a European and national &ekwhat their next steps would be.
Although the CTRG chaired the European CharitieS\Gommittee, he personally did the

correspondence with Romano Prodi.

5.13 Media

A last relevant interest group, besides the Trgasocludes the media such as the more
intelligent newspapers and the BBC. There was g lmerad support among the media for
free admission for all. The general opinion as egped by the Guardian (8 November 1996)
was that free admission to museums was consideradiafining national characteristic of
Britain. “The freedom to be able to browse in a@ws or gallery, even for half an hour, is a
small but vibrant British freedom which is not wodestroying just to raise a few millions ...
the salami slicing that defines the Treasury’s apph to public expenditure on the arts is also
slicing off subtle freedoms, that once gone, waler return. People should not have to pay to
see their own heritage'. Rather than an equityotibg the Guardian thus represented it as a
principal stance that did not need any supportiggraents.

To press the case, especially when D@K&rienced hard times convincing the
Treasury, a couple of journalists from newspapech s The Independent, the Mail on
Sunday, the Times, the Guardian, the Daily Teldgeap the Observer published a stream of
articles supporting the idea. The BBC was suppgtitevision and radio coverage. Their
opposition was partly orchestrated by the Art Fumldp sought actively for their commitment
and sent press releases. The many letters to ifoe by the interest groups and museum
directors also helped to keep free admission higthe agenda (e.g. Mail on Sunday, 23
November 1997, MacGregor, 26 November 1997, Badri@ecember 2001, Jenkins, 5
October 2001). These newspapers and televisiomehanrutinized the Government as
cultural philistines, opposing the wish of the palbd have free admission for all too national
museums.

All together it has to be said that tegpective media have been very influential on its
own to press the case. In addition to pressure fParfiament, they very much showed the
Government that the public was very concerned aibcamd being a Labour Government
preaching social inclusion and the value of edocatihey really had to give in, otherwise
their image could be seriously damaged.
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5.14 Conclusion

Passion and ideological concerns have been thmgiierces to push the Government and
Treasury to fund free admission. Especially for tmzgional museums this was not only a
matter of principle, but also instrumental to seamore government funding for their

services because grant-in-aid declined since tlleninieties.

5.14.1 Economic rationality versus economic thigkin

Institutional behaviour very much centred upondéetral government that should
compensate the national museums for free admigsiobably due to the wish to receive
acknowledgement for the service they offer societygecause it was convenient for the
Boards of Trustees to settle this with the Govemirgaving appointed a Secretary of State
who wanted to achieve free admission.

Although such aspects might have infiezl the base of the argument, it in principal
does not discharge the national museums, Parliaameh&dvisory organisations from a duty
to strive for the most informed policy, so thatisbuvelfare will indeed increase. But the
debate on charging in England seemed to focuseprihciple of free access (presented as
an English value) to the nation’s cultural heritagdn this case preserved by national
museums. Apparently ideology does not need fundtahessearch, but persuasiveness and
ostensibly satisfying statistics. As such, bothableocates and opponents primarily mastered
economic thinking, conveniently avoiding a thoroutibcussion on the economic rationale of
free admission, as the MGC tried to initiate. @ilkertain extent it was also difficult to predict
what the result would be of free admission to ‘alitional museums. To be able to sustain the
policy DCMS now closely monitors visitor numbersigratterns, of which the first results are
to be expected in late 2007. Except for the quesifdhe opportunity costs, that research will
hopefully demonstrate the value of the investmempgared to other arts policy

achievements, as far as these are measurable.

5.14.2 Public choice theory

Reflecting upon the process of decision-making feopublic choice perspective, it is
remarkable to note that non-measurable prestigegroand bequest values plus ideals such
as equality of rights had a large bearing on tlegas@velfare function that the legislatorial tier
attached to the debate on free admission, ratheralwish to enforce efficiency. It has been

the legislatorial tier who boosted the size ofpheélic sector, instead of the bureaucratic tier
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as is often being assumed. Further, governmentadida-making appears to have a very
layered and hierarchical structure, which is mammglex than principal-agent theory
assumes. Influence is to be derived from both helreal positions and social ties, and
special advisors act as gate keepers filteringinédion to be sent to the upper legislatorial
tier, being a strong factor of influence on therheif unwillingness to sympathise can be a
serious constraint in achieving political or legtskial change, considering the efforts interest
groups and DCMS have made to get them on theissidehis case, influence meant access
to Prime Ministerial/Treasury levels, which is alsoeason why the House of Lords were
more suitable than the House of Commons to buigbstt for free admission for all.

Whereas the House of Commons has the legislatiwepdhe House of Lords has the access
to highest levels of decision-making through sotied and status. Typical for the strong
influence of the Prime Minister and the Chancetibthe Exequer (The upper tier legislators)
was that many of those interviewed said that thdyhdt knew until it was announced if the
Government would give in. That was also the infdrareal constraint that was an incentive

to secure a groundswell and high-level politicadsurt.

The bureaucratic tier was not very madhctor of influence on itself in this
campaign, because it acted most of the time onlbefiheir Minister and Secretary of State
who took the initiative. Interest groups mostlybadd the legislatorial tier. And due to similar
interests, the bureaucratic tier acted as the giefd@d fully informed) agent to the
legislatorial tier. They had to, because it was &tsthe concern of other interest groups
outside government as well as Parliament plus dueesary and Minister to have DCMS
officials supporting their goals and in order telssolutions together with Treasury officials
once their was political support for free admissidthat happened was a mild form of
(strategic) transmission of information to keemthaformed, such as the Art Fund and Lord
Freyberg did. All together, interest groups havdeén individual rent seekers who happened
to have the same interest in free admission frarp#rspective of the donor, the Board of
Trustees and/or the public. It has been their idd&l interests that have helped to orchestrate
a groundswell.

Further, the system of at arms’ lerggtkiernance of national museums has worked to
the benefit of both the Government and the nationsdeums to maximise rents. Whereas the
granted independence to the Board of Trusteesdipechthem to use pressure as a means to
influence the Government, the Government and/or 3GMve used it to shift responsibility
for the achievement of free admission to the naliomuseums, minimising a chance for

reputational damage and obligations.
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As Krebs and Pommerehne (1995) alratated that a variable like ticket price was
not used as an indicator of performance during btidggotiations between theatre managers
and officials (value for money), interest groupsénaspecially during the VAT campaign
tried to neglect the fact that VAT recovery wasiastantial indirect subsidy in order to
strengthen the image of the Government as pooodiasts of the nations’ heritage. Where it
did suited the interest groups, information, megmesearch reports, and visitor and funding
statistics have absolutely been used strategidallyase of the VAT dispute juridical
knowledge has even been a condition for the acdegatieition. Thebelievein free admission
and the fact thatobody knowg$Caves,2000)a common characteristic of production in the
cultural industries as well and in public decismaking in general, Caves, 2001) have made
that the role of statistics on costs and visitdtgras have been adapted to the conviction of
its advocate.

Prieto-Rodriguez and Fernandez-Bla2006) argued that a desired increased control
over the managerial efforts invested by the museianagement can be an incentive to
establish a free admission policy. However, | hawefound any indications that this was a
hidden incentive of DCMS to strive for a free adsios policy.

The newspapers and television chamatliiave campaigned for free admission
during the process have very much been a factmflaEnce on their own. Neglected as an
individual interest group in public choice theaityis case shows that the media can seriously
affect the drift of reporting and are carefullylfoted by the Government who aims to have

public opinion on its side.

5.14.3 A rational influencing strategy

Although not all stakeholders like to see theiogf being labelled as a campaign, they did
mostly all had a strategy on how and when to comaoate their message or exert pressure.
The Secretary of State and Minister carefully baiitampaign, anticipating on likely
obstacles that could negatively affect decisionimgkor example in 1999, they already
asked the Art Fund to lead the VAT campaign, wherestarted to be frequently mentioned
in the media in early 2000. Other interest groupsevalso very much aware of what was
needed to improve their chances of success. lnwa®incidence that the British Museum
Trustees came together to hold an emergency catisulin early December 1997 on the
issue of charging, a few weeks before grant allonatwere to be made. Similarly, there was
a strong upsurge of news coverage and lettersetedtior in the same period, as well as

between January-May 2000 when the interest graupsgly campaigned for VAT recovery
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because the Budget announcements by the Treasueyonweheir way. Further, the Art Fund
and earlier on the NCA had people (volunteers@iNBA) solely working on this campaign.
And the PR officers of the National Gallery and Trage were being asked to do the PR for

the campaign, besides their normal work.

To continue with the variables that according ise thvestigation seem to influence the
political relevance of interest groups, it mustshel that size or geographical concentration
have not been crucial, as Potters & Sloof (1996:40¢gested. The reputation/status to be
derived from their professional networks and/onaldtes has been of larger importance.
Quite small organisations such as the NCA, who eggptwo persons, can turn into powerful
organisations, as long as they are able to commiigh others to their campaign. It cannot
be said if an internal political staff of a givamesis more effective than influence purchased
on the market from outside the organisation, assam (1996) concluded, because none of
the interest groups had the means available tdleet@ make such choices, except from the
Art Fund, which is essentially a campaigning orgation, having established a campaigns
office.

Looking back, the categorization of meand channels to be used to influence
decision-making by interest groups has met redRgpresentation and then especially having
access to high level decision-makers (through sties) was crucial to be heard in England.
Interest groups have carefully built new relatiapsiwith high level decision-makers. That
shows the importance of trust and reputation imgurocesses. Not having access to decision-
makers meant that a stakeholder was a bit behirth, &s the Director of the NCA suggested
that the charging museums were, because they wesortlosely connected to Labour
Government due to history. The NCA and others tled to have influential people on their
side, building a network of like-minded people.

Regarding the means used to exercise influencbyiog through strategic transmission of
information, pressure and social ties have alsa bmportant. In fact it is hard to say what

has been the most popular means because sociatdi@est a means on its own, but a
prerequisite for lobbying. Many opportunities hdneen seized to bring the issue out into the
open, such as receptions and lunches. Interestitngi pressure has not been used to built up
a reputation, but to maintain it, such as the 8mifluseum trustees threatening to start
charging, and Sir Denis Mahon who threatened tbhdwéw his pictures from charging

museums.
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Interest groups indeed solely lobbiedds, as well as Ministers and Secretaries of
State. The special advisers to the Ministers amde®aries of State have been frequently
lobbied as well, which are normally not mentiondulevspeaking about the legislatorial tier.
Because the campaigns had a political impetusibighat surprising that most activities

were targeted at influencing the legislatorial.tier

5.14.4 Costs

The final decision that free entrance would be smthas largely been paid for in an indirect
way. It has mostly been time and effort that haanhbavested to realize it, besides the
research commissioned by the MGC that has indy&etén paid for out of their government
grant. Most interviewees could not even estimate many hours they invested in it, because
the debate was spread over such a long period.al$minakes it very difficult to relate time
spent to payments. As the Director of the NCA alyestated, the only organisation with a
budget to campaign was the Art Fund, while the CMrRiBed on a pro bono basis. The
small publication published by the NCA and threeeo$ only cos€ 1000, for which all paid

£ 250. The communications consultancies that alreladiyhe PR of the Tate and National
Gallery also only made indirect costs, becauseg part of their contracts. Furthermore,
these are all for profit firms or charities paid by membership. Their expenditures or fees
do not or not directly have an effect on publicreping. Because contributions have not
played a role in the campaign it cannot be assasbether these are a more effective means
of influence than strategic transmission of infotima Considering the total transaction costs
of the process oriented upon governmental decisiaking, it cannot be said that these
would be lower than if to be secured from a nonegomental source of income.
Nevertheless, it is plausible that this was théesasvay to secure funding for free admission

due to the political impetus of the campaign.

To conclude, we have to guess as to what finalhwowed the Prime Minister/Treasury.

Most interest groups think that fear of the Goveenirbeing scrutinized as cultural

Philistines in the end paid out. And subsidisingaiMias been called a middle-class perk
could have seemed a good idea to give the middtes ¢he feeling that they did not only lose
financially, because the middle class largely lmabdear the Treasury’s tax and welfare reform

in the succeeding years (The Times, 17 March 1998).
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Chapter 6. Case Study 2: The debate on free admiss in the Netherlands

6.1 Introduction

Just as the former chapter, this one is devoted @nalysis of the Dutch decision-making
process on admission charges to national museumpopgng the perspective of public
choice theory and cultural economics. Again, | gsedl what means and channels have been
used and till what extent or what economic ratierteds driven the behaviour of actors. In
addition, | investigated how they benefited fromithnstitutional power or the institutional
endowment of the governmental system through winakeums policy is financed and
developed. Interviewees and questions can be fouappendix 1 and 3. Background
information about the objectives and origin of agious organisations can be found in
appendix 2. While the institutional endowment dixsad in chapter 3 is instrumental to
understand the choices by Government, ParliamehtrenDepartment of Cultural Heritage, |
now hope to give insight in how principal-agenat&nships have been maintained regarding
free admission and how information asymmetries afigenced the behaviour of actors and
the rational influencing strategy they chose tespartheir goals with. All together, the
researched documents and interviews have madéetwell possible to assess the behaviour
and success of stakeholders.

There are many differences in the decismaking process between the Netherlands
and England, because there was not much publicosufop the idea of free admission.
Recently, the Minister announced that national mosewill be free for children up to
thirteen from 2009. Where in England it becameraafoan ideological crusade, it has mainly
been the downsides that have been stressed iretiherdinds. However, there are similarities

in the means used to influence decision-making.with

6.2 Key phases

The first time the idea of free admission was ldugacin 2001, it was an idea of the Secretary
of State himself, influenced by Chris Smith. In geal, the economist Rick van der Ploeg
(1998-2002) was a Secretary of State with many &aomsi. Cultural diversity, social

inclusion and stimulating cultural entrepreneurdiape been his primary objectives during

his period as a Secretary (Ministry of Educationlt@e & Science, Cultuurnota (2000).
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Educated in England, and being a member of thelDiudbour party he was inspired by the
ideas of Chris Smith, with whom he also used tceh@ntact, according to a senior policy
adviser at the Dutch Department of Cultural HeetdQCH). The 'success' of the English free
admission policy and his ideas about access manelécide to install a committee that had
to investigate the accessibility and outreach of@mns in 1999, known as the Commissie
Ex. Further, the Dutch Labour Party manifesto ideldithe ambition to provide a free
weekday for children up to nineteen in its natiomalseums. The Commissie gublished its
report in 2000 and recommended to invest in mangedind education, as well as in market
research in order to improves access to nationaboms (Commissie Publieksbereik
Hedendaagse Kunst en Musea, 2000). Following fhartréhe Secretary took up the idea to
make national museums free one day per week, wigaliscussed in Parliament in October
2001. The Lower Chamber asked for additional retemto the likely effects, which Van der
Ploeg commissioned (Algemeen Dagblad, 4 Octobet @0 general, the museums and the
political parties were quite enthusiastic aboutitiesas, provided that compensation would be
guaranteed, and thus looked forward to the reseamatiusions (Ibid). In the meantime the
Stichting Museumjaarkaart grabbed its opportunity affered the Secretary the possibility to
realize his goal by providing children a Museumiaart (Stichting Museumjaarkaart, 25
January 2001).

The positive attitude of the stakehadshanged after the research outcomes were
published in February 2002 (Goudriaan et al, 200@¢ause it was concluded that free
admission would not automatically lead to a suldsthnumber of new visitors, and that the
costs would be substantial as well (Trouw, 12 M&@62). According to a special policy
adviser at DCH, the DCH advised the Secretaryea$wenday per month. A month earlier the
Arts Council already advised negatively on free sgdon. The Dutch and National Museums
Association started to oppose against this ceptiralposed idea by writing letters to
Parliament (Nederlandse Museumvereniging, 11 Ma@g?). Around the same time, the
spokesmen for Culture in Parliament also starteabkoquestions to the Secretary (Tweede
Kamer, 19 March 2002).

As such, and with elections comingmu@©02, Van der Ploeg was not in the position
to make a decision anymore. He was replaced a2 2lections and because his successor
was not taken with the idea it disappeared fronptiigical agenda without lobbying,
although the Christian- (Christen Unie), Social{8P) and Labour party (PvdA) still
mentioned a free weekday or something similar @rtmanifesto (Trouw, 13/15/18 January
2003).
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Free admission suddenly came back on the agendsydbe 2006 Budget negotiations of the
Ministry of Education, Culture & Science (MECS)Rarliament at 28 November 2005 when
Annette Nijs of the Liberal Party (VVD), launchdtetidea not to charge for the core
collections of national museums for Dutch natior{@lseede Kamer, 1 December 2005). In
her opinion citizens already paid for the NatioGallection through taxes, and therefore their
cultural heritage should be accessible free ofgiaXot necessarily being presented as a
solution to a problem (access), but more as a jpahstance, her opinion was quite similar to
the one expressed in England at the time.

The then Secretary of State Medy variLdan (D66, Liberal Democrats, 2003-2006)
was unpleasantly surprised by the idea of her fowolbeague, Nijs, who had returned to
Parliament in June 2005 as spokesperson for Cudfteeshe had to resign as a Secretary of
State for Education, because of a conflict with Menister.

Initially, there was no majority in jament to support her idea because it was
financially not well-founded (NRC Handelsblad, 6rAR006). However, the Select
Committee of MECS did drafted a list with 25 quess on free entrance to be answered by
the Secretary, in advance of a debate in Parliamethie new museums policy document
Bewaren om Teweeg te Brengen, offered to ParliamedtDecember 2005 and to be debated
in April (Vaste Kamercommissie OCW, 15 December3®0mM addition to the answers, DCH
also decided to commission additional researchthmceffects of free entrance in advance on
behalf of the Secretary. This could be interpretedhe first sign of DCH developing a
rational influencing strategy to be able to hawveammunition that would be needed to have
an answer to the claim with which the Lower Housrild confront the Secretary of State.

During a debate on museums policy WithSecretary in Parliament at 6 April 2006 a
coalition of VVD, PvdA and SP did suggested to méieetwenty national museums that
preserve the National Collection free for all witlwo years (Tweede Kamer, 28 April 2006).

The Secretary chose to go on the defenlsased on arguments instead of anticipating
on the balance of power. She stressed that is mfaasible and needless. Arguing from the
efficiency perspective, it was unfeasible becaussaums could not distinguish between the
core collection and temporary exhibitions and beeatiis not allowed to discriminate
tourists by law. Furthermore, it would not leadore visitors, only more visits. A
substantial innovation budget for museums was asdumbe more effective (Ibid). As

expected, the Museums Association and National MuseAssociation were not amused for
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the same reasons and started to lobby againstahe @f the coalition, together with the
national museums.

After all the consternation the coalitifinally started to speak with the Dutch
Museums Association, National Museums Associatiwhseveral museum Directors, to
discuss their definitive plan. This was presented debate in Parliament at 8 June 2006,
followed by three motions to secure free admissiowhich two passed at the"18f June
(Nijs c.s, 8 June 2006). After the debate at thef8June, the coalition also presented a
Manifesto on why and how museums should becomedréee press (VVD, PvdA, SP, 8
June 2006).

But when Cabinet resigned at 30 Jur2ue to a crisis about the functioning of its
immigration Minister (caused by D66, the politiparty of the Secretary), the succeeding
temporary Cabinet suddenly did not necessarilytbashplement the motion. Instead, the
newly appointed and temporary Minister Van der Hesf Education, Culture and Science
(CDA) announced to support a cultural pass fordchit up to eighteen that would give them
free admission to a range of cultural institutiosis;h as museums (Zwolse Courant, 28
August 2006).

After this first helping hand by theter, to smooth the decision-making process,
the coalition submitted an amendment to start pidath free admission to museums to test
the implications of the poliay October 2006 during the 2007 Budget negotiatmirite
MECS, as a concession to Cabinet and the museufd (keerdam c.s. 23 October 2006 &
Nijs c.s., 26 October 2006). The Minister accordrannounced to be willing to investigate
if such an experiment was a good idea, but thatdhised against the amendments.
(Minister of Education, Culture & Science, 30 O&@pRB006). That gave her time to postpone
a decision and leave it for —again- her predecesfser elections in November 2006, who
recently announced that he is willing to provideefentrance for children until they turn

thirteen to national museums from 20009.

All together, this political battle showed thattins case it was quite difficult for the lower
legislatorial tier to combat against an unwillingliinet (The upper legislatorial tier), without
public support. It also shows how a chosen infligmstrategy very much has a bearing on
the chain of events and resistance stakeholderemabunter. Although it now seems as if
the debate was mainly held in Parliament, therequéte a lively debate and lobbying

process outside Parliament, with the majority beigginst or highly critical about the idea,
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such as the media. But what means and channelgagtakeholders used to influence the

process?

6.3  Secretary of State for Culture & Media (2003-206) — Upper legislatorial tier

The debate about free admission had a positiveantie on the relationship of the Secretary
with the museum world. In an interview followingetpublication of Bewaren om Teweeg te
Brengenin 2005, she accused museums of having a dustyeinaagl being too predictable
(NRC Handelsblad, 2 December 2005). That did raty®enefit her relationship with them.
She felt that at the moment she stood up for thiema museums in this discussion their
relationship very much improved.

At the time there was in her opiniomegh time to eliminate the plans of the coalition
at a governmental level, but the representatidhemress had to be dealt with immediately.
Her initial political strategy was to reject theawith arguments based on the content of the
proposal, because it was not that well-consideneldsaie felt that she still had two years to
get rid of the idea. In the media she chose fagrg gonfrontational approach so that the
public would be alarmed that this was not a go@a idt all, and useless to implement;
'museums would go bankrupt if free for all” (De k&Krant, 6 December 2005). However,
she chose for a frontal attack of the coalitiofParliament when they did not turned out to be
susceptible for her arguments, shouting that sledeaply shocked and very emotional about
their perseverance and their ill considered propdseeede Kamer, 8 June 2006). Anyhow,
this example of the use of emotions in bargainsg atrategy has not led to the desired
effect.

That it seemed as if political party interestsroved an interest in a social welfare
maximising outcome of the decision-making procesae as a surprise. Looking back, she
mentioned that she could have introduced the ifi@dais earlier to meet the wishes of the
coalition. This would probably have given her aguement to definitively reject the idea,
assumed that the pilots proved that free admissmirid not lead to increasing access.

It is not surprising that the Secretayised against the motions submitted at the®
June. Funding museums for their basispublieksfaragithe coalition proposed would largely
remove the influence of the upper legislatorial tie the strategic direction of the state
funded museums with a National Collection.

Looking back she said to be very saisWith the drift of the reporting by the media,
which was a classic example of balanced repodimyvery much helped her to stand strong

in Parliament. She also believes that the supgdhteoPvdA for Nijs™ proposal was a result of
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the support of the VVD for a Huis voor de CulturBialoog (House for the cultural
dialogue), now Kosmopolis, which Leerdam very mugmnted to realize. But Nijs, the
initiator of the coalition between the PvdA, SP &AM strongly denies this.

When the debate started to run outlgfraportion and into a media case in June
2006, the Government and the Chairman of the Nati®luseums Association, who was a
member of the VVD, lobbied to force Nijs to end tmflict with the Secretary on this issue
and withdraw the proposal. But the VVD was unwdlito do so. An explanation that has
been aired is that the party did not want to drgp fér the second time after her earlier
conflict with the Minister, but that cannot be comfed. If so, reputation was apparently more
important than the costs and outcome of the detisiaking process.

Although there was a lot of media ditem Van der Laan has been less than average
involved compared to other cases such as publadeasting. She estimates it at a couple of
hours per week during peak times, e.g. in preparaif debates, being assisted as usual by
her personal adviser and communication specialngt,backed by the DCH. According to her
there was not that much lobbying because it socarhe a matter of principal, just as in
England, which was irresolvable; the coalition &gjit was a feasible plan because museums
could compensate their loss of income by being reateepreneurial and by restructuring
funding to museums, she argued it was not. There haen several telephone calls and a

meeting with Nijs, as well as lunches with Leerdam.

6.5 Department of Cultural Heritage

The DCH has not been susceptible to the idea efddenission, because of costs and based
on the outcomes of the commissioned research,gidaliin 2002 and 2006 by Goudriaan et
al. Thus, they advised Van der Laan to reject topgsal on its merits. As such, they had a
good relationship with the Secretary, acting aly fuformed advisors to the Secretary.

The costs were too high and it didlmmoiught museums a substantial amount of new
visitors, referring to the research by Goudriaaal 2002, 2006) and the English situation. In
addition, both DCH and the Secretary stated thabiild certainly not be an incentive to act
more entrepreneurial for museums, as Nijs arguechuse that would take away price
discrimination as a marketing instrument from tbeently privatized national museums, and
it would be a coup de gréace for the Museumjaarkaattprovided almost free entrance to
400 museums for € 25 per year. Third, Europearsleipn would not allow the
discrimination of tourists. At last, it would causedesired substitution effects for local non-

national museums (Tweede Kamer, 28 April 2006) nDa@o, and with help from the
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commissioned research, they have been quite gandstering an economic rationale as
ammunition in their protest against the ideas efdbalition.

All together, a substantial amount ainay has been spent on research into the effects
of free admission. The initial report in 2002 atgdtio extensions in 2006 cost € 113,170
excluding 19% VAT (APE, 29 December 2005/26 Octd96).

At the time the personal assistant ijg Nad contacted the Department with questions
about facts and figures. Although the bureauctagradid provide him/her with the requested
information, Nijs felt that she did not always @4t cooperation. Implicitly, Nijs thus
assumed that she has been confronted with stratagemission of information as a form of
rent-seeking by the agents, the bureaucraticHiewever, this cannot be proved. Concerning
the transmission of information, | have therefooé observed any form of rent seeking
typical for principal-agent relationships. All tager the matter has never fully occupied the
Department. During peak times it must have costttwihree people a couple of hours a day.
A senior policy adviser estimated that one muselspent three or four weeks on it all

together since 2001.

6.6  VVD — Spokesperson for Education, Culture and @ence, Annette Nijs -

Lower legislatorial tier

As one could expect, there are differences in dregption of the process between the
Secretary and Nijs, the leader of the coalition aitthtor of the discussion. Overall, Nijs was
surprised by the substantial amount of media atterthat has been given to her plans. The
immediate causes of her ideas about museums heettaced back to her period as Secretary
of State for Higher Education. As a Secretary faghedr Education, she had been interested in
the British educational system. Later on, as a nerabthe Select Committee of EC&S she
wondered what could to be learned from their caltpolicy. As a result she became curious
about the organisation of free admission to nationsseums in England, and started to
develop ideas and outlined the likely costs. Asstheed during the interview, she saw free
admission to national museums in the Netherlandsmasstrument to force the Government
to a transparent division of responsibilities todgamuseums. In her opinion, the Government
should make a division between the funding of tpemary tasks; preserving our cultural
heritage and providing access to it, and other &titutal and scientific goals. That would
have put the museums more at arm’s length, bedhaggovernment would not have had an
influence on the strategic direction of its natiomaseums anymore, and could probably

force them to become more entrepreneurial runrieg additional businesses.
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Having this belief, she started tokd@b the financial feasibility of her plans, not
having the intention to genuinely disadvantage mose She deemed it possible, and after a
second try she was able to build a coalition whii PvdA (John Leerdam) and the SP (Fenna
Vergeer). Both parties had an incentive to supjpeet entrance. The PvdA joined the
“coalition” because Leerdam very much wanted terdify visitor patterns, pointing at a lack
of visits by the lower socio-economic groups arthit minorities. His party also stated in its
manifesto that museums should be free once a Westlgs the SP. In general the SP is
naturally inclined to support such policies beihg Socialistic Party.

An interesting fact about the finandiakis of their proposal was that they initially
suggested that free admission for Dutch citizensdcpartly be funded by compensating
museums for the insurance premiums they annuatiyd@ay through an improved
indemnity scheme, which they estimated at € 2 aml{iDe Volkskrant, 6 April 2006). This
was an issue which was brought up by museums eatid they now used in their own
interest. Later on, the coalition focused on a letidd 5-10% of the total exploitation funding
granted through the Cultuurnota to museums thdtldmeiused to compensate national
museums for free admission (Tweede Kamer, 28 06, VVD et al, 8 June 2006). They
stated that this could be a different interpretabbthe budget that the Secretary announced
in Bewaren om Teweeg te Brengen (Wesselingh @08k) to prioritise access to national
museums. However, this percentage is not mentiondgee document, although the Secretary
did give reason for such an argumentation in heglyr® the remarks of Nijs (Tweede Kamer,
28 April 2006, p. 10). Further, museums could gagstompensate a small part of their
decreasing income by gaining more income from corai@keactivities such as shops and
restaurants.

All together this is quite remarkable if the urglgrg aim was to structurally revise the
funding of museums and galleries in order to onlydftheir most fundamental tasks directly.
This is even more surprising considering the disicusthe Secretary wanted to steer about
the role of museums in society by publishing hev neuseums strategy. As such, it is
difficult to assess what their objective functimnsisted of. Has it been efficiency arguments
instead of equality of rights as stressed in Ergyjlan have they just been reluctant to change?

Forming a majority in the Lower Houtiee coalition took advantage of their
institutional power. When the coalition definitiydaunched their ideas at the 6th of April, it
immediately became a hot issue within the cultsegtor and in the media. In the following 2

months until the coalition submitted various mosian the 8 of June (Tweede Kamer, 13
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June 2006), which were accepted in Parliamenteat#i of June, and presented its final
proposal.

So what means did the coalition usecteive support for their ideas? In line with
Nijs, wish to raise support for their ideas basedt® merits, they/she very much just tried to
influence public opinion by airing their opinion tine media, if they were asked to do so.
Nijs, as well as Leerdam approached the Secratattistuss their arguments, but the
Secretary was not willing to reach a compromiseayltalled the respective museums for
additional financial information, which they reced: In fact, it has mainly been the personal
assistants of the three MPs that have done muttteqireparatory work, which concentrated
around the debates in Parliament. All togetheeéinss as if they were not really prepared for
a campaign, and were very surprised about thetatteand fierce opposition. They did not
so much have a rational influencing strategy, gaiting and calculating on possible
drawbacks or resistance.

However, the museums and other intgmestps did found their way round to the
coalition. Nijs told that many national museum dicgs approached them to show their
disagreement, while some local museums express@dstipport or interest in their ideas.
The Association of National Museums and the MuseAgss®ciation both responded in
writing before and after debates and in the mededniging van Rijksgesubsidieerde Musea
10 April 2005, 7 June 2006 & Nederlandse Museumigieg, 22 May 2006). Before a
debate in the Lower House at thé"2f May they have had a conversation with the tioalj
together with a couple of museum Directors, atrthexjuest. Following a radio discussion
with the Director of the Association of National Baums and Nijs, they took up the idea to
let the coalition express their views during a gahmeeting of the Association in September
2007. Since Cabinet resigned in June, this nevygpdraed. Nijs also told having received
many suggestions per email from all over the cquasrto how free admission should be
implemented. All together, it is highly remarkalitat the coalition chose to defend their
plans only in Parliament, neglecting the branch tiaa to implement the plans if accepted on
behalf of the Secretary. As will be referred t@fain in greater detail, a likely explanation is
that they probably did not really have strong tiéth the museum world, so that they could
launch their plans unseen, and subsequently idifasult to influence them.

When the issue “escalated” in May 20@6ause the museums and political parties
realized that the coalition did not had the intemtio give in and resign, they started to lobby
the leaders of the three political parties to stegr members. Although the political parties

did not withdraw their support, Nijs explained thath members of the lower and higher

123



chamber asked the three of them about their argtsni@mer opinion hoping to reveal some
disagreement. According to the Director of the Asatoon of National Museums, the
Director of the Museum for Cultural Anthropologyvgal eerdam a severe scolding during

one of the meetings of its supervisory board, oiclvlheerdam was a member.

6.7  Association of National Museums (ANM)

At the time the perseverance of the coalition didlanly surprised the Secretary, but also the
ANM. Although all stakeholders chose to rejectitheas of the coalition on its content they
soon found out that it did not resulted in any @ernThe Director estimates that she must
have spent about 150-200 hours on the issue betM@esmber 2005 and 2007, with most of
the work at an ad hoc basis, writing letters amsgppoading to questions by journalists. The
DCH, the Secretary and the ANM fully agreed witkleather, so the ANM, sometimes on
behalf of the Museums Association, chose the sagwereents to convince the coalition of
them being wrong. With the principal, the Secretamytheir side, they just had to sustain their
opposition, and thought to be on the save side.

The director explains that she had leegtontact with DCH to discuss progress and
events. The ANM helped the DCH to respond to qaastin Parliament on behalf of the
Secretary. In taking position against Nijs, she@ently consulted her members, and she
received considerable support from various memiseid) as the Rijksmuseum Amsterdam
or the Museum for Cultural Anthropology who lobbighinst the coalition through their
networks as well. She further explained that tharicial Director of the Gemeentemuseum in
The Hague also lobbied within the PvdA againstlaes, due to his relation with the
Museums Association. As known, the Chairmen ofAN&, (the Mayor of the city of
Rotterdam) also sounded the leaders of the VVD tiheir support for Nijs” plans.

According to the Director, he was told that theg dot want to drop her again after her
debacle as a Secretary.

Overall, she described the politiciassiat being very accessible and avoiding
contact, although this has not been confirmed ljy. Biesides the spare meetings with the
MPs, she estimates to have had about six teleptailsewith the personal assistants of the
MPs to discuss the issue and search for consensasruo for withdrawal. Again the advisors
and/or personal assistants functioned as gate isetpblembers of Parliament
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6.8  Museums Association (MA)

When the debate first appeared on the agendat®#marlier mentioned Stichting
Museumjaarkaart and the MA were involved. The Sitichbecause it wanted to facilitate the
introduction of a Museums pass to children in ed€l91 (Stichting Museumjaarkaart 25
January 2001), and the MA because it opposed #dasidf the Secretary of State, Rick van
der Ploeg. In 2003 both organisations merged. VWhemliscussion regenerated in late 2005
the MA was adrift and paralyzed because it wascb@ay for a new Director. Therefore, it
has not interfered that much in the process asrihally would. Although not having an
advisory role, the parallel with the English MGGstsking.

In line with the Director of the ANMsiPR/Marketing Manager agreed that due to
their internal problems it was mainly the ANM whated on their behalf. The MA did not
personally approached politicians or officials. @lso argued that it was logical that the
ANM took the lead, because the plans of the coalitoremost directly affected the museums
preserving the National Collection. A member of Beard of the MA (the Director of the
Groninger Museum) did speak up within its politipakty, the PvdA (Traditionally the PvdA
is most oriented upon the arts, just as in Englaatwbur is), as well as the Chairman at
various other public occasions such as during gemimg of the Museum Weekend by the

Queen, but not much more.

6.9  Council for Culture

Having the upper legislatorial tier and the bureatic tier on their sides, the Museums
Committee (5 members) of the Council for Culturantaaned a formal relationship with the
Department on this matter, and did not contactgdpatiticians. Although the Committee
expressed sympathy for the ideas of Nijs, the $a&gref the Committee explained that it
would harm the recently developed impulse to fostdtural entrepreneurship by removing
price as a marketing instrument. Furthermore, tilddarm the existence of the various price
discrimination schemes that already worked well iasdemed useless to introduce free
admission without additional investments in edwsatind presentation, as they learned from
the English system. To put it briefly, in their on it was not much value for money.
However, the Council for Culture was inclined t@part free admission to national museums
for children till 18 years in the belief that thiad an influence on taste formation for the
visual arts, referring to studies that concludet there was a relationship. But it did not
claimed as firmly as the ANM that free admissiorudoabsolutely not result in new visitors,

because that has never been proofed.
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It was remarkable to hear the Secratétiie Committee characterising the coalition
as outsiders in the museums world, and that theydueave never introduced it if they had
more knowledge about how museums function.

Having an intermediary role represegtime sector and Government at the same time
the Committee did spoke about the issue with variduectors during already planned
appointments that were being held as apart of theitoring of museums performance by the
Committee. According to the Secretary, the committever specifically met with the lobby
organisation Kunsten "92 or the ANM to discuss aidmission, because that was not in their
interest as an independent advisor on Governmeialypblevertheless, the issue has been
discussed with the ANM, the Mondriaan Foundatiod bustituut Collectie Nederland during
an expert meeting organised around the ideas dbtvernment to revise its museums policy
and to restructure its funding schemes from midb2@hen the Lower Chamber placed the
topic on the agenda.

Because the Council had the imprestfiahthere was a lack of clarity about the
actual effects of the implementation of the poliity{england, the Committee decided to ask
HopkinsVanMil (A London based consultancy, of whibley knew one of the Dutch
partners) to do additional research on the effeictse policy in England. It enclosed a critical
review of visitor profiles as being monitored by MS, which cost £ 1000 (€ 1.600
HopkinsVanMil, 2006).

In general, he admitted that the Cortewitvas less than average involved in this
issue, compared to other cases. All together, timaes that the Committee must have
spoken about the issue during three regular meetpigs a couple of minutes during

monitoring appointments. He has done some preparatark up to 25 hours.

6.10 National Museums (Rijksmuseum Amsterdam)

The subject of entrance charges has not polardseddtional museums over the years such as

in England. Because all museums used price distaitioin schemes it was also never

perceived as if it was too expensive to visit maselby decision-makers. Owners of a

Museumkaart (Museum Pass) often went in for freeyell as children till twelve or eighteen

such as in the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam and theeiiusof Cultural Anthropology was

free for all at Wednesdays (Vereniging van Rijksipssdieerde Musea, 23 January 2006).
Because the ANM acted as the spokespeafthe national museums, its Director

officially represented their views during the debahd coordinated the preparations.

According to the controller of the Rijksmuseum, theseums did saw free admission as an
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attack on their independent position, since theugtisation in the nineties. But with all their
arguments against being aired by the ANM, and tbee@Giment on their side, they did not
really have to campaign themselves. The contrafientions that their Director has done
some informal lobbying against her ideas. In additthe Rijksmuseum opposed the ideas in
the media, just as other museums that were askedréply by journalists.

Important is that both the ANM, the MAd the museums took into account that it
could be in their interest that the Secretary wag elected till mid 2007. So delaying tactics
could help the opposition to first postpone theadtiction, and then dismiss the idea, which
indeed in the end worked out as they hoped for.

While in 2002 the non national museWhseum Jan Cunen in Oss (4 October 2001)
and the Westfries Museum in Hoorn (Westfries Musel@iMarch 2001) sent letters to the
Secretary to express their approval of his plan20i05/2006 only the Museumgroep Leiden
officially expressed their concerns towards thee&eCommittee of ECS, condemning their
plans (Museumgroep Leiden, 24 May 2006).

Both in England and the NetherlandsBbards of Trustees of national museums
have the freedom to set admission charges. Inipghadt is highly remarkable to note that
the Secretary of State has never used this indneet. House or in the media as an argument
to reject the idea. The coalition even put a logfbdrt into convincing the Secretary, instead
of the museums. On the other hand, why did muselidnsot take a principal stance against
the proposal of the coalition, including their idebout dasispublieksfunctielt is likely
that the very strict principal-agent relationshipintained by the Secretary and the museums
as described in chapter 3 offer no room for musetonexert their relative independency.
Further, the museums probably already profit fraforimation advantages over their

principal, the Secretary, so that they rather m&artheir budgets?

The absence of the traditional arts lobby orgaitiratin this debate was striking, which are
Kunsten”92 plus the recently established Cultuantdre (2006). The Cultuurformatie is an
alliance of Kunsten '92, de Federatie Cultuur, FNZM en de Federatie van
Kunstenaarsverenigingen, which usually mainly repné the interests of individual artists or
the performing arts. Although the Cultuurformatias not yet established when the debate
was set off, the Director of Kunsten "92 has akid that that it was initially a task of the
ANM to represent the interests of the national muse While the Director of the ANM and
the Director of Kunsten "92 just started to havgular contact about their businesses, the

ANM has stood up for museums independently of kem$92 and the like.

127



6.11 Conclusion

The case of decision-making on free admissiona@Natherlands shows that it is difficult to
influence the outcome of an issue once the ruléseoffame are adopted after the agenda
setting stage; decision-making is then largelybgahe internal dynamics and political
constellations of the system.

6.11.1 Economic rationality versus economic thigkin

Institutional behaviour again centred upon the redigovernment, which should compensate
the national museums for free admission. Just Bagland, in the Netherlands opponents
and advocates essentially had a dispute on theumss@bjective function, with the
Government and national museums (associationsjrargjuat it was not worth the money to
provide free admission for all and the coalitioguang that it could easily be funded, and that
it would be fair to provide free access for alltotch cultural heritage that has already been
paid for. The research by Goudriaan et al (200262Which the Department of Cultural
Heritage commissioned provided a powerful instruntermlemonstrate that the effects of free
admission to the core collection seemed to be giegdi. In the first place because it would
not really bring new visitors and second becausg thund strong substitution effects for non
national museums that had to be compensated, wincle it all very expensive. Just as the
MGC at the time, the reports by Goudriaan et alugied an economic rationale, but it has
never been criticized on its drawbacks, namelyithaily measured the effects for museums,
instead of also the consumer value for potentidlastual visitors such as school classes, plus
for the surrounding shops and restaurants.

The opponents clearly better mastemd to apply an economic rationale to political
decision-making than the advocates, partly becthesewere better informed, but also
because they were more experienced. The memb#re obalition were relatively
newcomers in the museums world and only masteret@amomic way of thinking, seeking
uncomplicated financial solution for their princiggance that museums should be free that
were not well-considered. As a result, these ceaklly be rejected, instead of opposing the
research findings or steering a debate on theiasdieksfunctie Together with the fact that
there was not much support among decision-makeystherefore turned out to be on the
losing side, whereas the different political imgeitn England caused that advocates did not
had to proof a thorough understanding of the oppdaties and effects, only having to master

an economic way of thinking because that was entugje convincing.
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The notion that there was a social (opportunity)c¢o free admission has been much
better communicated in the Netherlands than in &gl probably because these have been
sketched in the research by Goudriaan et al (ilitd)ch influenced the line of reasoning by
the Government and (national) museums. Insteadailftting free admission, the Secretary
rather invested in innovation budgets to museumshédsame time the effects of such
budgets on access have never been measured sodt ceally be presented as a more
efficient alternative to free admission. Howevers iquestionable if society will be better off
by the introduction of this policy. The costs astireated to be € 4.6 million, according to the
Department of Cultural Heritage. But only free aglsion is not enough to increase access. It
are the national museums that have really camasotite winners, being compensated for
something they already partly provide, and avoidirdgbate on in what way society should
fund museums; only direct funding for maintenarnue display of the collection, or

combined with a budget for educational activitiad ¢e like.

6.11.2 Public choice theory
The social welfare function of the upper and lovegiislatorial tier has not been the same.
Whereas the Secretary rejected free admission bedtwould encourage inefficiency
favouring the well-off, the coalition argued from equality of rights perspective and
efficiency perspective, with free admission asrarentive for the Government to restructure
its funding of national museums and encouragingrtbiseeums to become more
entrepreneurial. It has been the lower legislattieathat boosted public spending instead of
bureaucrats as is usually being assumed.

Where decision-making in England meant getting sste Prime
Ministerial/Treasury level, this was not an issu¢hie Netherlands. Because the coalition did
not organise a groundswell, but sought a conframmatith the Secretary in Parliament, it has
mainly been a trial of strength between both tiEl@ving created a lower chamber that can
encourage the Minister or Secretary to developlagignm by submitting motions or
amendments; they took fully advantage of theirtagbnal power. As such, they could stick
to their proposal even though as long as otheehbtaklers such as voters and their respective
political parties would not undermine their instidmal power. It shows how institutional
arrangements strongly influence policy outcomed, dintates the means and channels to
influence decision-making witafter the agenda-setting stage. While advisors or patson

assistants to MPs have acted as gate-keepers toit\Bsnot be proved that they have been
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crucial for the outcome of the decision-making @ss; as in England where DCMS stated
that it needed to have the special advisors onstisales.

Again this case underlines the importance of sdigalas a prerequisite, more than a
means to influence decision-making. That the Secyetf State explicitly used emotions to
increase the pressure on the coalition to withdreeir proposal underlines the importance of
the use of emotions in bargaining, as are now biewvegstigated as a new research strand
(affective public choice, mentioned in chapter 2pablic choice theory.

Public choice theory portrays the bureaucrat asgamt to the legislator, which is the
principal. Implicitly, Nijs assumed that she hagbeonfronted with strategic transmission of
information as a form of rent-seeking by the agethis bureaucratic tier. However, this
cannot be proved. Concerning the transmissionfofiimation, | have thus not observed any
form of rent seeking typical for principal-agentateonships. Interest groups outside
government used what was a mild form of (stratefgar)smission of information to keep the
bureaucratic tier informed.

The whole process shows the strong influence ofigper legislatorial tier if backed
by the sector to which the plans may apply. Ingheé only a part of the plan has been
implemented, on their conditions. The Dutch dismrssn free admission did not really
resulted in a campaign. It was more an ongoing tégbat has known a couple of upsurges in
terms of time and effort invested combined withré@ased media coverage. The relative small
amounts of time that have been invested by stakler®during the years underline that as

well,

6.11.3 Rational influencing strategy

That the debate in the Netherlands has not beanestse and that not as much stakeholders
have been involved as in England does not mearthibie was no rational influencing
strategy among stakeholders to influence decisiaking. The opponents chose to obstruct
the ideas of the coalition by delaying tactics dedlining the proposal on its merits, hoping
to be able to sustain their refusal till the ndgtgons or until the coalition would give in,
probably being forced to do so by their respeqgbioktical parties. At the same time they
chose for a frontal attack in the media. Both thalition and the opponents very much tried
to manipulate public opinion by means of the meldidid helped them to postpone the
decision and then to trim down the plans. Howetler Secretary stated that another strategy
could have been to keep the coalition satisfieth witps such as a pilot, and then to reject the

idea.
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As Potters and Sloof (1996) already mentionedhéngolitical arena the real challenge is
often to decrease the scope of conflict so thgpeddor policies and candidates will not be
endangered threatening established powers.

Whereas the English case-study confirmed thatsitil@eed been a strategy to neglect
the cost-benefit ratio for consumers and the Gawent of a policy that is to be implemented
(as Krebs and Pommerehne (1995) earlier suggestetie Netherlands the cost of the policy
has been a powerful argument for the Governmemnifiicence public opinion.

The coalition just wanted to discuss the plantsreasibility and merits, having the
luxury of having a majority in the Lower Chambdrséems that it has not been a conscious
choice not to built support within the museums @edrobably their plans also met fierce
resistance because they underestimated the reactibimfluence of interest groups.

That the media are indeed considered as a segga@iholder in public decision-
making is to be derived from the fact that the 8ty of State has spoken about a political
and media campaign to influence decision-making.eBuhe drift of reporting was quite
balanced it cannot be concluded that the media bege of decisive importance for the

outcome of the process.

To continue with the variables that according ise thvestigation seem to influence the
political relevance of interest groups, it mustshal that size or geographical concentration
have again not been crucial, as Potters & Slod3§1407) did suggested. The
reputation/status of organisations as to be deffireed their professional (membership)
networks and/or social ties have been of largeomance. It cannot be said if an internal
political staff of a given size is more effectiv&h influence purchased on the market from
outside the organisation, as Johnson (1996) coedluakcause none of the interest groups
had the means available to be able to make sudbeshd-urthermore, none of the interest
groups outside government decided to lobby so glyahat such options have been
considered.

Looking back, the categorization of meand channels to be used to influence
decision-making by interest groups has met realityhypothesised, pressure appeared to be
an important means to exert influence on decisiaking, as we have seen the coalition
doing. Although motions and amendments can be a&@means to exert pressure, structural
coercion appears to diminish the actual bearinggheh formal means have on decision-
making. When Cabinet resigned, these have losigpdineir power because the new Cabinet

had less moral obligations to implement them, ag ks ferious public pressure is lacking.
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Besides pressure, social ties were instrumentalrasans of influence to support
lobbying through strategic transmission of inforioat It was especially instrumental in
trying to stop the coalition. Politicians have afdeen lobbied directly, but the involved
politicians have not always been lobbied directlymetimes being approached by colleagues
on instigation of interest groups such as the Bo#ttie Association of National Museums, if
they felt they could have access to them.

It is suggested that the fact that the VVD evemyuaiose not to give in and kept on
supporting Nijs probably had different causes ttieat they were not convinced by the
arguments of the Government and museums. If segiins that for political parties (as clubs)
the risk of a less informed policy is not as impattas the reputation of its members. Their
shared good, the signalling quality of their refiotaas a positive externality, may have been
so important for the utility its members deriverfréheir membership, that it could not be

sacrificed to increase social welfare.

6.11.4 Costs

To conclude, the (transaction) costs inherentitoptocess of decision-making are difficult to
estimate because these were mostly indirect. Bgsitk direct cost of the research conducted
by Goudriaan et al (2006, 2002), (€ 113,170 exdgdi9% VAT) and HopkinsVanMik(

1000: € 1,600) all costs equal time and effort gtgd. Most interviewees could not
accurately estimate how many hours they investdd Trinat also makes it very difficult to
relate time spent to payments. None of the orgaarsahired professional lobbyists to press

their case in Parliament.
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Chapter 7. Conclusion

7.1  Introduction

The aim of this research was to understand thesid@emaking processes on museums policy
through the analysis and comparison of two cas#iestion free admission to national
museums in the Netherlands and England. Theseldearebased on qualitative interviews
and the study of Public Records, annual reporisspaper articles, and government
documents. The preceding chapters demonstratesbtititions that determined the influence
of stakeholders on the introduction of free adnoissiThese also showed large differences in
mentality, principles and resources invested it lootuntries. As such, the conclusions to be

derived from these findings are valuable to bottucal economics and public choice theory.

7.2  Cultural economics

Cultural economists are aware of the fact thatetlaee no instant answers to why and how to
fund the arts. That makes this branch of economiauable addition to mainstream
economics and public choice theory, being aheddenflevelopment towards increasingly
complete consumer utility/objective functions. Aetsame time the scientific tools developed
by scholars to facilitate decision-making (suclbasa Envelopment Analysis) that do help to
provide insight in different sorts of values of raums to the community, did not really land
among policymakers and funding bodies. Probabli suethods are too progressive, too
expensive or not well communicated to those dealiilig museums policy. Another
possibility is that decision-makers chose to renmationally ignorant as we have seen Krebs
& Pommerehne (1995) explaining regarding negotmtion funding to the performing arts,
concluding that theatre managers might profit flmmemphasis on the non-measurable
aspects of performance.

Based on the case studies it must be said thatauttatal economics has to offer has
only partly guided the debate on the effects of idmission, which preceded the decision
made by both Governments. Often, the stakeholdemdvied indeed tried to avoid a debate
on the actual value of the consequences prefetwipgesent simplistic or one-sided statistics
that underlined their principal stance.

On the other hand, the societal cost of more inéarmecision-making might be so
high that society might be better off with lessormhed decision-making. But this thesis does

not answer that question, because it firstly seewisd just to analyse how interest groups,
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bureaucrats and legislators influence decision-ntaki the case of free admission to national
museums in the Netherlands and England (and hoeessful they have been). Nevertheless,
it does remain the ultimate question that waitsafoanswer. As a recommendation | will do a
few suggestions as to how research could furtheiitéde an answer to this question, because

the perspective of public choice theory employed heertainly contributes to that.

7.3 A difference between economic rationality and an emomic way of thinking
Anyhow, both the advocates and opponents of fredsasilon frequently used the equity or
efficiency arguments that are normally used toefioptiblic support to the arts to build their
case. The advocates underlined that free admissempositive form of income distribution to
favour the less well-off (equity). The opponenteatl that it may encourage inefficiency,
favouring the well-off (both an equity and efficanargument). All parties realized that there
were opportunity costs to this decision, but ditlused any of the methods that cultural
economics suggest to assess how citizens valueutmnigseompared to other goods and
services. That is remarkable because the caseeafimission very much centred on the
perceived need for it. Representative data on ¢weldpment of visitor numbers and costs
after free admission was imposed could have playeehtral role in convincing opponents.
So how has economic theory been used?

In England the majority saw free admission as dldmavibrant English freedom
which was not worth destroying for a few milliod$ey stressed that museums were not set
up to earn income or pay taxes, but for educatrwhlife-long learning. The Government
were portrayed as a poor custodian of the natioergage, not keeping her promise to
diminish social exclusion where possible. Opponangsied that free entry to museums out of
the public purse amounted to subsidy to the midiiiss. Compensation for free admission
would outshine the real problem of decreasing e¢fiinding of national museums. They
further mentioned that there were advantages t@oitasince museums have to be much
more responsive to visitors than before becauseatapons are higher.

To found their principles, both parties came igjures on visitor statistics and costs
that underlined their statements. The attempt ByMIBC to stimulate a more informed
debate by commissioning research (Bailey et al8)1 8®investigate the effects of free
admission provided quite a thoughtful approach. i&adause most results did not suit the
advocates and opponents, results were used oappifcable to their story.

It is interesting to note the absence of thoughtsvhether to subsidise the supply side

(compensating museums) or the demand side; contpenpatential visitors. A reason could
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have been the underlying problem of declining grardid for national museums. With a
Labour Government emphasizing social inclusiore ildmission was a suitable approach to
secure more funds for exploitation, without judtiag for money. As such, it was not in
museums’ interest to campaign for demand side dielsi

Sometimes it has been fruitful for the advocatesesf admission not to mention the
distributive effects of free admission in the cargpaAn example is the VAT issue which
when settled resulted in a substantial indirecsglybto museums, much more than what the
museums would annually be compensated for dir¢€th06.2 million (€ 169.92 million)
from 1999/2000 up to 2004/2005). But during theadelt was being communicated as an
important but minor detail, and that it was a shdina¢ the Government was not willing to
give in to the well-considered proposal by the Punhd. Apparently, as Krebs and
Pommerehne (1995) already stated, the interespgroid realise that it was strategically not
in their benefit to communicate the price sociey$for this vibrant English freedom.

Returning to the issue of demand versus supp#/fsidding, the Dutch coalition in
favour of free admission did suggest providingalkch citizens with a pass that would give
them and their children free admission to the cotiection of national museums. But this
was more an easy way out to realize their plareatsdf a serious attempt to implement free
admission through subsidising the demand sids (bt allowed by EU law to discriminate

other EU citizens and impossible to implement fa& Inland Revenue).

Just as in England, the Dutch opponents and ace®easentially had a dispute on the
museums’ objective function, with the Governmermt aational museums arguing that it was
not worth the money to provide free admission thramd the coalition arguing that it could
easily be funded. In their opinion it was fair tmyide free access for all to Dutch cultural
heritage that has already been paid for. The relsdgr Goudriaan et al (2002, 2006)
commissioned by the Department of Cultural Heritgyevided a powerful instrument to
show that the effects of free admission to the cotkection of national museums seemed to
be negligible. In the first place because it woudd really bring new visitors in, and second
because they found strong substitution effectsidor national museums that had to be
compensated, which made it all very expensive.austie MGC at the time, the reports by
Goudriaan et al did use an economic rationalethiayt have never been criticized on their
drawbacks. The drawback was that the researchnoefsured the effects for museums, not
including the consumer value for potential and alctisitors such as school classes, plus for

the surrounding shops and restaurants. In facDtlteh opponents better mastered how to
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use an economic rationale than the advocatesy fatiause they were better informed. At
the same time, the coalition sought an uncomplictencial solution for their principal
stance that museums should be free, presentinisauhat were not well-considered so that
these could easily be rejected, instead of oppdbiegesearch findings or steering a debate
on the basispublieksfunctikeuckily for the Government and the museums, thditboa
primarily mastered an economic way of thinking. &tgpr with the fact that there was not
much support among decision-makers they theretoretl out to be on the losing side. The
different political impetus in Britain caused tlzatvocates did not had to proof a thorough
understanding of the chances and effects, onlynigata master an economic way of thinking
because that was enough to be convincing.

As mentioned earlier, it is amazing that it hagandeen an issue during the debate if
increased government funding could result in gowemt failure. For example, increased
funding could have adverse effects on the inceatisgemore entrepreneurial behaviour by
museums. Interestingly enough, the Secretary d¢é Stgerpreted government failure as the
effect of the implementation of free admissionhasdoalition proposed; namely that she
would be responsible for any shortages that wopjikar (Vaste Kamercommissie OCW, 8
June 2006). As to be expected, she was not wilbrggve up part of her influence on the
strategic direction of museums, since she alscsadvagainst the motion by the coalition on
the basispublieksfunctie at th& 8f June 2006.

7.4  Public choice theory

Public choice theory provided the theoretical pecsipe to investigate how public decision-
making process about free admission took placengidad and the Netherlands, and what the
risks are of letting the bureaucratic tier deciddlte allocation of budgets on instigation of
politicians. At the same time it is also very diffit to assess what the benefits and drawbacks
are of a system different from one in which poléits and bureaucrats call the tune because
policies are path-dependent, and any division gfheasibilities is historically grown.

Therefore, | here like to reflect upon which fingsnunderline or deviate from what public
choice theory assumes, in addition to what cultecanomics offered these case studies.

The first difference between theory and the cas#ias is that public choice theory
assumes that policymakers are confronted with méional problems about the economic
consequences of policies, as well as their valodijocitizens. The case studies demonstrated
that policymakers are not always interested inrmftional problems about the economic
consequences and valuation of policies, but momajementing what they believe to be
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right. The case studies also confirmed that vaesgationally ignorant regarding the arts,
which gave at least the museums branche an inegtativampaign for its own institutional
interests, making assumptions on what would bergdtior those who visit their institutions,
and selling that to decision-makers. As such, tirecgpals and agents did care more about
realizing their goal than about realizing the mo&trmed policy. Since principals and agents
appeared to be biased, the free admission poldseit satisfied specific interests, as long as
it was not sure if free admission would increasgaavelfare or not. In cases like these, the
possibility that the outcome of the free admisgoficy increases social welfare depends on
the functioning of the political market, but notrsoich on the capacity of politicians to
control bureaucrats. Due to social ties there arelnmore varying channels of influence that
also have a bearing on the decision-making probessies the relation between politicians
and bureaucrats. All together, | rather speakmdldical decision-making process instead of
a public decision-making process.

Often, public choice theory portrays the bureaasahe agent of the legislator,
which is the principal. Implicitly, the leader dfe Dutch coalition assumed that she has been
confronted with strategic transmission of informatas a form of rent-seeking by the agents,
the bureaucratic tier. However, this cannot be @do¥Concerning the transmission of
information, | have thus not observed any formeftrseeking typical for principal-agent
relationships. In England this was not an issuabse the House of Lords and officials were
on the same line, whereas in the Netherlands thasean ongoing struggle about who called
the tune; the Secretary backed by bureaucrateardalition. Therefore, the sometimes quite
strict defined principal-agent relationships doged not fully reflect the hybrid coalitions that
are created on the political market.

However, regarding the effects of the outcoménefdecision-making process on the
payoffs for policymakers and interest groups, Indrconclude that competitive lobbying
turned out to be beneficial for bureaucrats, athgsised by Mazza and Van Winden
(2003). In the Netherlands, bureaucrats have rert bempensated for moving away from the
policy that they found optimal, whereas conclusicasnot be drawn from the English
situation because bureaucrats went home with teiegiiize. Anyhow, | have to agree with
Mazza & Van Winden (lbid) that if one lobby is hiréffective, or two groups are just as
strong, it harms both the legislatorial- and buceatic tier as well as society as a whole. The
decision by the Dutch Government to provide fremiadion for children until they turn
thirteen leaves the Dutch society with a policyt isaestimated to cost about € 4.6 million a

year, while the 20 national museums already haviewsprice discrimination schemes or
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free entrance for children,. Further, researchshasvn that free admission up to nineteen
years old is more effective (Goudriaan et al, 2002jact, museums can now walk away with
the rent; they have maximised their budget. Appiyebudget maximisation was in this case
a motive for museums, instead of for bureaucratstes is described in literature (Mignosa,
2005).

Inspired by the conclusions of Prieto-Rodrigued Barnandez-Blanco (2006) and
from the perspective of the English Governmentrosing its grant policies towards national
museums, the free admission policy could be vieagedn instrument to secure high
commitment by the Boards and Directors of the maiocnuseums towards performance
targets of the Funding Agreements. However, the sagly did not give rise to the
assumption that this was a hidden incentive for CBCM

Reflecting upon the characteristics that have lresmnumental for the strength and
success of interest groups, having a high so@#listand encountering favourable
oppositional and coalitional forces in the politiagena was to the benefit of interest groups.
But that is also something they realized by invegin their networks. In addition, in England
it certainly helped that most national museumsaamdpaigning organisations were located in
London, close to the Government. More difficultasconclude if it is more efficient for
interests groups to work alone or hire a lobbyisthis case interest groups did not really

have a choice because they did not have enougls torab so.

7.5 Arrational influencing strategy

Although not all stakeholders like to see theiogf being labelled as a campaign, they did
mostly all had a strategy on how and when to comaoate their message or exert pressure.
As mentioned in chapter 5, the English Secretaitate and Minister carefully built a
campaign, anticipating on likely obstacles thatidmegatively affect decision-making. For
example in 1999, they already asked the Art Fuidad the VAT campaign, whereas it
started to be frequently mentioned in the mediairty 2000. Other interest groups were also
very much aware of what was needed to improve tieinces of success. It was no
coincidence that the British Museum Trustees caigether to hold an emergency
consultation in early December 1997 on the issughafging, a few weeks before grant
allocations were to be made. Similarly, there wat@ng upsurge of news coverage and
letters to the editor in the same period, as webetween January-May 2000 when the
interest groups strongly campaigned for VAT recgusFcause the Budget announcements by

the Treasury were on their way. Further, the Amidrand earlier on the NCA had people
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solely working on this campaign. The PR officershef National Gallery and the Tate were
being asked to do the PR for the campaign, besid@snormal work.

In the Netherlands the strategy of the opponeasstwofold. They chose to obstruct
the ideas of the coalition by delaying tactics derdlining the proposal on its merits, hoping
to be able to sustain their refusal till the ndgtgons or until the coalition would give in,
probably being forced to do so by their respeqgtioktical parties. At the same time they
chose for a frontal attack in the media. Both thaliion and the opponents very much tried
to manipulate public opinion by means of the meltidid help them to postpone the decision
and then to trim down the plans. However, the Sanyestated that it could have been another
strategy to keep the coalition satisfied with sepsh as a pilot, and then to reject the idea. As
Potters and Sloof (1996) already mentioned, irpthigical arena the real challenge is often to
decrease the scope of conflict so that suppogidbicies and candidates will not be
endangered threatening established powers.

The coalition just wanted to discuss the plam®feasibility and merits, with the
luxury of having a majority in the Lower Houseséiems that it has not been a conscious
choicenotto built support within the museums sector. Prop#ieir plans also met fierce
resistance because they underestimated the reacttbmfluence of the museums.

The whole process shows the strong influencaetipper legislatorial tier if backed
by the sector to which the plans may apply. Ingheé only a part of the plan has been
implemented, on their conditions. However, in thetliérlands we cannot speak of a
campaign such as in England. It was more a prabaesfias known a couple of upsurges in
terms of time and effort invested combined withr@ased media coverage. The relative small
amounts of time that have been invested by stakler®during the years underline that as

well.

7.6 Representation versus pressure
Representation and especially having access toléugth decision-makers (through social
ties) was crucial to be heard in England. Integestps did carefully build new relationships
with high level decision-makers. That shows theangmnce of trust and reputation in such
processes, which have also been instrumental iDtiveh process. However, it was not really
necessary for Dutch stakeholders to invest in redations because they knew from the
beginning that none of the groups would shift rsund.

Not having access to decision-makers meant thi@kalsolder was a bit behind, such

as the Director of the NCA suggested that the chgnquseums were, because they were not
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so closely connected to Labour Government. The @@ others also tried to have
influential people on their side, building a netwof like-minded people.

Regarding the means used to exercise influenbbyiog through strategic
transmission of information, pressure and socésl hiave also been important. In fact it is
hard to say what has been the most popular meaasi$e social ties are not a means on its
own, but a prerequisite for lobbying.

In the Netherlands, pressure has been a poweduument for the coalition to influence
decision-making. Confronting the Government withimas accepted motions and
amendments, they secured that their wish had todieat a certain point and to a certain
extent by the Government. The means that the Gowarhand the museums used to relief
the pressure was to defer decision-making untdtieles as anticipating on a form of
structural coercion. Although the use of sociad s a means of gaining influence again
supported lobbying by the opponents to stop thétmog it did not occur on the same scale
as in England. The coalition has not really lobkaedll, trusting on their majority in the

Lower Chamber.

All together, the categorization of means and cke&nhas met reality, although | have doubts
if motions and amendments are a strong form ofyoteh or a means to exert pressure.
Although these do inflict a direct cost on the pgthaker, it can sometimes take very long
before they are going to be implemented, and tloee®®y or Minister often tries to qualify
them.

7.7  Did interest groups mostly lobby politicians diectly?

Interest groups indeed solely lobbied Members olidaent (NL), Lords (England), as well
as Ministers and Secretaries of State. The spadiasers to the Ministers and Secretaries of
State have been frequently lobbied as well, whrehn@rmally not mentioned while speaking
about the legislatorial tier. Because the campadigsa political impetus it is not that

surprising that most activities were targeted iiléncing the legislatorial tier.

Comparing in what sense this strategy was diffei@ngtakeholders in England and the
Netherlands, it can be said that in the Netherldhesnedia reported from both sides,
whereas in England the media very much chose tleeddithe advocates of free admission.

Getting the public opinion on their side as a mearexerting pressure was an objective of
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every interest group. Accordingly, stakeholderbotth countries tried to anticipate on the
likely technical problems and statements of oppts)diut have not always been successful
doing so by making misjudgements. Because the singhmpaign was more centred on pre-
set deadlines for Budget announcements, they @aufghaign more towards specific events.

In the Netherlands the coalition set the rhythrdexdision-making.

7.8  Direct and indirect monetary costs that have  made in both countries
In England, the ultimate decision that free enteawould be secured has largely been paid
for in an indirect way. It has mostly been time afifdrt that has been invested to realize it,
besides the research commissioned by the MGC #sainldirectly been paid for out of their
government grant. Most interviewees could not eesimate how many hours they invested,
because the debate was spread over such a log pEhiat also makes it very difficult to
relate time spent to payments. As the DirectohefNICA already stated, the only
organisation with a budget to campaign was the~artd, while the CTRG worked on a pro
bono basis. The small publication published byNA and three others only cast000,
for which all paid€ 250. The communication consultancies that alrebdyhe PR of the Tate
and National Gallery also only made indirect cosexause it was part of their contracts.
Furthermore, all organisations mentioned aboveggixithe MGC and museums, are profit
firms or charities paid for by membership. As sublejr expenditures or fees do not or not
directly have an effect on public spending.

The costs made in the Netherlands are also diffioutstimate because these were
again mostly indirect. Besides the direct coshefriesearch conducted by APE (€ 113,170
excluding 19% VAT) and HopkinsVanMik(1000: € 1.600) all costs equal time and effort
invested. Most interviewees could not accuratstimeate how many hours they invested in
it. That also makes it very difficult to relate gnspent to payments. None of the organisations

hired professional lobbyists to press their cadearliament.

7.9 Have they been successful?

Having all this said, one question still remainanswered; and that is whether the interest
groups, including bureaucrats and legislators ssfally came through this decision-making
process. Of course that depends on the definifi@uacess; has it been a victory of one

group over the other, a long-term solution of aofem to the benefit of society, or both?
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In England the national museums that were alresaydampaigned to sustain free admission
in order to increase central grant-in-aid, whiadngicantly declined during the years before
as well as during the campaign. They have beetivelyasuccessful because their problem
has been recognised, and partly solved. On the btrel all national museums are not being
compensated in real time, but based on forecastsiodr numbers. Actually, the number of
visitors has been considerably higher than expedGteat imposes extra costs on museums,
for which they are not being compensated.

The charging nationals must have comsitiéree admission as a disappointment, but
they have been relatively more compensated thandheharging nationals. In case of the
Imperial War Museum free admission has even begatiaed as a relatively profitable deal
for the museum, enabling admission at IWM Northédree on a permanent basis (DCMS
had previously required that the new branch's apegyaosts would be entirely funded from
income including admission fees).

For the involved groups that did not directly leafinancial interest in the outcome of
the campaign, such as the (quality) newspapersijtigsalrax Reform Group, the Art Fund,
and the National Campaign for the Arts the annooerg must have been an unqualified
success anyway.

The legislatorial and bureaucratic tier must halée® been pleased with the outcome
by defeating the opposition by the Treasury. Howevtatill has to be shown that free
admission is a true success in terms of meetingrilyeal objectives of the policy; increased
access for all, and not only for the middle-classe first reliable results on this matter will be
published in late 2007.

In terms of public relations it has already bedmge success for both the
Government and the DCMS, constantly being commuicas one of the achievements of

the Labour Government in its battle against saxalusion.

The Dutch decision to compensate national museanéviding free admission for
children up to thirteen years can be seen as aryitdr both the advocates and opponents. It
must be a relief for the coalition that finally tB®vernment has partly met their wishes. On
the other hand the Government came of well beciabses done the minimum to meet the
request of the coalition. Both have not lost th@oe. The decision has certainly given the
Minister and the Department for Cultural Heritagedits within the museum world who

fiercely opposed the plans. They were afraid aéréosis cutback of Government funding.
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It is the national museums that have really conteasuhe winners, as they are being
compensated for something they already partly piavT his decision eliminates a debate on
what way society should fund museums; only direftthding maintenance and display of the
collection, or combined with a budget for educagiaactivities and the like. It is questionable
if society will be better off by the introductior this policy. It is not likely that free

admission in this form will increase access.

Looking back, the single most important featursuwfcess seems to be whether interest
groups have been able to match their values wihelof decision-makers, being bureaucrats,
or more important legislators. In England integrsiups campaigned for free admission as a
vibrant British freedom; while in the Netherlandserest groups emphasized the
independence of museums as well as that visitgpsimeipal have to pay for quality.
Logically, informal relations and associations haeen very important to convince
opponents of their views since these are more genwtbelief than truth. This observation
accommodates the view of Klamer and Zuidhof (19B8) besides the two realms in which
financial transactions are known to take place ifiaeket and the government) there is
another ‘realm’ that is characterised by infornsabaiations, relationships of reciprocity and
donations; the third sphere. It is inextricably bdwp with the other two.

7.10 Recommendations

Although this thesis has increased insight in htakeholders have tried to influence
decision-making in these two cases of politicalisien-making on museums policy, it cannot
indicate the differences in transaction costs ieheto both systems of museums funding.
More (qualitative) case studies of decision-makinthe (performing) arts, heritage and
media could increase insight in the costs of thenayg problems that characterise the cultural
sector, as well as in the institutional differenaesoss countries and continents. Such studies
are a prerequisite for any discussion on whichesystf decision-making on museums policy
serves the stakeholders’ objective functions beshfan economic as well as cultural point of
view.

Especially in the museums world, which is chandotel by hybrid funding structures,
it would be interesting to focus on the whole rangafluencers that museums are
confronted with, instead of solely public policy kirag. | therefore recommend a wider
application of the principal-agent model for mussuomding under asymmetric information

as done by Prieto-Rodriguez and Fernandez-Blar@@6§2Including private funding as a
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source of income besides public grants and tickegnmues to such models could be
interesting.

Further, the strong role that social ties and @nsthave played in the debate in both
countries underlines a need for a further developrattheoretical models of interest group
behaviour that extend the use of lobbying and pressith a proxy for social ties.

It does not seem necessary to complete these moedeIsocial ties as an independent means
because the case studies showed that it is maprgraquisite for lobbying. | also encourage
the further development of laboratory experimemish@ dynamics of social structures in
groups and emotions in bargaining. These are vepful in understanding the social
(affective) aspects of decision-making in and betwgroups, which are according to the case
studies probably more important than means andngisuon itself.

The case studies demonstrate that individual ngvespaor television stations can
perfectly act as interest groups. They occupy tarasting position having similar means and
channels available to influence decision-making#esest groups, while at the same time
being an instrument for lobbying through strategasmission of information. Empirical
models that try to assess their influence would baluable addition to what we already
know about the functioning of the political market.

One of the factors that challenge the realisadfonell informed policies concerning
museums is that it is accepted that decision-makmuisnterest groups take refuge into the
non-measurable effects of performance, or just éaencipal stance. This hampers the
efficiency of resources allocated. From a socidfave perspective, evidence based policy
making should therefore be encouraged. This im@gcthat data collection has to be
improved on the outputs that museums produce, phieing policies, the background of the
visitors they serve, and their willingness to pay heans of CVM studies for example).
Assuming that this is a general problem of decisi@king within the cultural sector, it could
be expanded to other disciplines. Second, an isetease of performance indicators could be
an instrument to minimise discretionary behaviauttee part of museums, but also to
increase the accountability of the funding bodéeg] the transparency of results. Although
performance indicators still provide the incentigegrant maximization, it could be preferred
above more loose attempts to comply input with outp repetition of the Data Envelopment
Analysis such as done by Basso/Funari (2004) wprddide the scientific arguments for a
specified hierarchy of performance indicators s the level and composition of grants for
museums (in the Netherlands) will better refleet willingness to pay for the arts, and the

individual contribution of museums to society. Iy opinion, especially in the public realm,
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there is no reason not to use the techniques edstspnovide us with that measure the
effects of different policy objectives on sociallfaee.
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Appendices

Appendix 1

Interviews

Telephone Interviews

Interviews England

[&]

Institution/Person Position Date
1DCMS Head of Museum & Libraries Sponsorship 2000-2808ay 2007
2IDCMS Head of Museum & Libraries Sponsorship 2005 - gM2007
3Museums, Libraries & Archive Council Director ofIRy & Advocacy 14 May 2007
4Museums & Galleries Commission Deputy Director 12960 1 June 2007
5|Museums Association Director 14 May 2007
6/lmperial War Museum Director - General 10 May 2007
7|Art Fund Acting Head of Public Affairs 26 April 2007.
8National Campaign for the Arts Director 4 June 2007
9National Museums” Directors Conference Chairman 205 10 May 2007
10Charities Tax Reform Group Director 27 April 2007/4 May 200
11Charities Tax Reform Group Consultant 27 April 2007.
12House of Lords Lord Freyberg 18 May 2007
Interviews the Netherlands
Institution/Person Position Date
1|Ministry of Education, Culture & Science ( OC\&&cretary of State for Culture & Media 10 May 2007
2|Ministry of Education, Culture & Science ( OCM&nior Policy Advisor ( Museums) 4 June 2007
3Member of Parliament Member of Committee ECS 14 M2g72
4Association of National Museums Director 11 May 2007
5|Museums Association PR/Marketing Manager 4 May 2007
6|Rijksmuseum Amsterdam Controller 11 May 2007
7|Kunsten "92 Director 28 March 2007
8/Council for Culture Secretary of Museums Committee MHY 2007

Emails: English Secretary of State for Culture, 2-2801 (26 April 2007) and Chairman
NMDC, 1998-2001 (2 May 2007)
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Appendix 2 Background and objectives interest group England

The National Campaign for the Arts (NCA)

The NCA was established in 1985 when two lobbyirgaaisations - the National Lobby for
the Arts (NLA) and British Arts Voice (BRAVO) - joed forces. The organisation was
formed in response to a growing concern among mesydd¢he arts community that cuts in
arts funding and the abolition of the metropolitarthorities were leaving the arts world
increasingly vulnerable. The primary aim of the rangranisation was to advocate on behalf
of the arts and arts practitioners and raise ameaveas of the importance of the arts on cross-
party political agendas. The NCA has always opdratea membership organisation, and had

a very small office of two people running the orngation.

National Art Collections Fund (Art Fund)

Since its inception in 1903, the Art Fund campaignder three broad headings — to save
works of art for the nation; to secure proper gaweent funding for museums; and to
promote the widest possible public access to wofkst. In its charter it is stated that it shall
“secure by purchase, gift, exchange, bequest ernwite works of art, and objects of national
and historical importance for presentation or ltmpublic art collections in our United
Kingdom’. For any campaign to succeed, they consiaepublic profile and reputation of

the Art Fund promoting the issue, as well as theFAInds™ reputation in the media as crucial.

Charities Tax Reform Group (CTRG)

The Charities’ Tax Reform Group (CTRG) has over @@dnbers of all sizes representing all
types of charitable activity. CTRG was set up iBA8 make representations to Government
on charity taxation and it has since become thdigavoice for the sector on this issue. It is a
subsidiary to Central Lobby Consultants (CLC), mehejpendent parliamentary and public
affairs consultancy. The Managing Director of Cahtobby is also the Director of CTRG.

National Museums Directors” Conference (NMDC)

Founded in 1929, the National Museum Directors'f@@mce represents the leaders of the
UK's national collections. These comprise the maionuseums in England, Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland, the British Library, Natiohdtbrary of Scotland, and the National
Archives. While its members are funded by centoalegnment, the NMDC is an independent
and non-governmental organisation, paid for by menstiip. The Chairman of the NMDC
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was the Director of the Victoria & Albert Museumem1998-2001 and over 2001-2006 the
Director of the Imperial War Museum took over ttask.

Museums Association

The Museums Association (MA) was set up by a sgralip of museums in 1889 to look
after the interests of museums and galleries.dhtgely independent of government and is
funded by its membership, which is made of up imtligl museum professionals, institutions
and corporate members. The MA now has approximat@0 individual members, 600

institutional members and 250 corporate members.

Museums Libraries and Archives Council (Before 20@0MGC)

The Museums and Galleries Commission (MGC) wasrally established as the Standing
Commission on Museums and Galleries in 1931, in@ance with the recommendations of
the Final Report of the Royal Commission on Natidlaseums and Galleries of 1929. In
September 1981 the Commission was renamed and gexeriunctions. It was a registered
charity and was incorporated under a Royal Chartech came into effect on 1 January
1987. The MGC comprised 15 unpaid Commissionersiapgd by the Prime Minister
together with 46 professional staff (in 1999). #sxfunded by the Department for Culture,
Media and Sport (formerly the Department of Natld#eritage) and was responsible for
giving advice on museum and gallery affairs toltlkegovernment, including the Department
of Education for Northern Ireland, the Scottishi€d#fand the Welsh Office. It also advised
the Heritage Lottery Fund and the Arts Council afiand on museum and gallery related
lottery applications. MLA was launched in April 2D@s the strategic body working with and
for museums, archives and libraries, tapping ihtogotential for collaboration between
them. The new organisation replaced the Museum&atidries Commission (MGC) and the
Library and Information Commission (LIC), and indks archives within its portfolio. As
such, the Museums, Libraries and Archives Coutil4) is the lead strategic agency for
museums, libraries and archives. They are pahiefvider MLA Partnership, working with

nine regional agencies. It is set up as a NDPB.

The House of Commons
The Commons is publicly elected. The party withlrgest number of members in the
Commons forms the government. Members of the Comsr{ldiPs) debate the big political

issues of the day and proposals for new laws.dhesof the key places where government
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ministers, like the Prime Minister and the Chararelhnd the principal figures of the main
political parties, work. The Commons alone is resilole for making decisions on financial
Bills, such as proposed new taxes. The Lords casider these Bills but cannot block or

amend them.

The House of Lords

Members of the House of Lords are mostly appoibtethe Queen, a fixed number are
elected internally and a limited number of Chur€lEngland archbishops and bishops sit in
the House. The Lords acts as a revising chambéedgsiation and its work complements the
business of the Commons. The House of Lords isthkstighest court in the land: the
supreme court of appeal. A group of salaried, tintle judges known as Law Lords carries

out this judicial work.

All Party Groups

Parliament has a number of all-party subject gragpeerned with a wide variety of
subjects. Membership of these groups is drawn tvaokbench members of all political
parties in the House and they provide an oppostdaitcross-party discussion and co-
operation on particular issues. All-party groupsistimes act as useful pressure groups for
specific causes helping to keep the governmenppipesition and MPs informed of

parliamentary and outside opinion.
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Appendix 3 Background and objectives interest group the Netherlands

Association of National Museums (ANM)

The Association of National Museums was set u@i@3lalongside the privatization of the
nationally funded museums. It is independent ofgbeernment and funded through
membership. It is also responsible for the negotiatof the conditions of employment with
the trade unions. The ANM now has 29 members, athwall 20 museums that are
responsible for the National Collection. It is lgied by a full-time director since 2003,

administratively assisted by its members.

Museums Association (MA)

Established in 1926 as a branche organisatioajnitds the professionalisation of its
members and the promotion of museum visits. Thehd# 441 members, of which 40
associated members, which are not necessarily mssand between 10-13 staff. An
instrument they have at their disposal to stimutatseum visits is the Museumjaarkaart
which it issues since the MA merged with the Fouiotiefor the Museumjaarkaart in 2003.
Till 2005 it has been heavily funded by the Minystas a service organisation because it also
implemented several funding programmes that fueithéine professionalisation of Dutch
museums. This is now being cut back because theMsi&s to function more as a branche
organisation instead of as a sort of NDPB. Pait foinds are being transferred to the recently
established organisation Erfgoed Nederland, whicigo going to work for the museums
sector to provide expertise to museums, whicleisgpfunded by the Ministry. The MA now
derives its income from the Museumkaart as wethasBank Giro Lottery, as well as a bit

from its members and from the Government.

Dutch Parliament

The Dutch Parliament or States-General consisaslaiwer House or Second Chamber and
an Upper House or First Chamber, also referred the Senate. Both houses of Parliament
discuss proposed legislation and review of theoastodf the cabinet. The Second Chamber
also has the right to propose or amend legislaMambers of the Second Chamber,
generally considered the more important Houseelee@ed directly every four years with a
list proportional representation. Members are chasepersonal title, so in the relatively rare
case that a member no longer agrees with his @plaety, the member can decide to stay in

the chamber, either as an independent representaticonnected to another parliamentary
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party. If a member decides to resign, the empty/fadla to the original party collecting the
votes, and can be filled by a member of that p&balition governments may fall before
their term ends, which usually results in earlysdiation of the Second Chamber and new
elections. Members of the First Chamber are eldagicectly by provincial councilors, again
every four years, just after the elections of th@vjmcial councils, via a system of
proportional representation. This election methaftécts the historical roots of the First
Chamber as a representative body of the diffeesgibnal entities that formed the
Netherlands. Nowadays, the Senate is mainly coreside be a body of elderly statesmen

reconsidering legislation at ease.
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Appendix 4 Questionnaires

Questionnaire Interest Groups

1.

2.

What was your position related to the campaigait time?
Total staff?

What have been the core arguments of your pleaviouir of/against free admission?

. How was the organisation roughly funded during ¢éhgsars? ( additionally; annual

reports)

...% National Government
...% Private Giving

...% Membership

...% Corporations

Who initiated the debate in favour of free admisdim National museums?
We did

Civil servants

Minister or Secretary of State

Museums, ...........

MLA/Arts Council

Museums Association

Politicians

How would you describe your relation in this casthwhe legislatorial tier
Formal 12345
Informal 12345
Friendly 12345
Constructive 12345
Business like 12345
Other, .... 12345

. How would you describe your relation in this casthvhe bureaucratic tier

Formal 12345
Informal 12345
Friendly 12345
Constructive 12345
Business like 12345
Other, .... 12345

How would you describe your relation in this casthyother) museums/councils and
associations?

Formal 12345

Informal 12345
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Friendly 12345
Constructive 12345
Business like 12345
Other, .... 12345

9. Did your organisation approach the respective Menidirectly regarding the case of
free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

10.Did your organisation approach the respective $agref State directly regarding the
case of free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

11.Did your organisation approach politicians directigarding the case of free
admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

12.Did your organisation approach the Committee ot@sldirectly regarding the case
of free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many members?..... How?....Howem?t .. ..

13.Did your organisation approach civil servants disexegarding the case of free
admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

14.Did your organisation approach a council direclgarding the case of free
admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

15.Did your organisation approach other interest gsa@garding the case of free
admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

16.Which already established relations turned outetotimportant value during the
debate?
Civil servants
Minister/Secretary of State
Councils
Other interest groups, e.g. ....
Others,....

17.Have you invested in any relationships in particuteorder to be able to express the
views of your organisation more clearly?
Civil servants
Minister/Secretary of State
Councils
Other interest groups, e.g. ....

18.Did your organisation built coalitions with othensorder to convince opponents of
your point of view?
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Yes/No....If yes, with......

19.Did your organisation hire any type of professisfial

Yes/No.. If yes, a lobbyist/researcher/communicasipecialist

20.Did your organisation develop a certain strategyirfltuencing decision-making?

Yes/No... If yes, how would you describe it in fo@ngences?.....

21.0n what was this strategy based?

Reputation of your organisation 12345
Experience with these sort of debates 12345
Steering by the board 12345
Close ties with other stakeholders 12345
Other,...... 12345

22.Compared to other cases, how actively has youmisgaon been involved?
Very involved/similar to other cases/ less tharrage

23.Could you estimate how much time your organisaitnmested in expressing its views
on a monthly basis between 1996-2001 or 2001-200&verage?

2 hours a month

4 hours a month

A day per month

Other, ......
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Questionnaire Civil Servants

1.

2.

What was your position at that time?
Total staff at the department for National museums?
Main argumentation?

Who in your opinion initiated the debate in favadifree admission to National
museums?

We did

Minister or Secretary of State

Museums, ...........

MLA/Arts Council

Museums Association

Politicians

How would you describe your relation in generahatie legislatorial tier (Minister,
Politicians) in this case?

Formal 12345

Informal 12345

Friendly 12345

Constructive 12345

Business like 12345

Other, .... 12345

How would you describe the relation of your depantirin this case with (other)
museums/councils and associations?

Formal 12345

Informal 12345

Friendly 12345

Constructive 12345

Business like 12345

Other, .... 12345

. How would you describe your relation in this casthvhe bureaucratic tier

Formal 12345
Informal 12345
Friendly 12345
Constructive 12345
Business like 12345
Other, .... 12345

Did your department approach the respective Mingitectly regarding the case of

free admission to advise and inform him/her?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....
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9. Did your department approach the respective Segretséstate directly regarding the
case of free admission to advise and/or inform her
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

10.Did your department approach politicians direcgarding the case of free
admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

11.Did your department approach the Committee of Celdirectly regarding the case of
free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many members?..... How?....Howm?t .. ..

12.Did your department approach colleagues at diftar@nistries or departments
directly regarding the case of free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

13.Did your department approach a council directlyardgg the case of free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

14.Did your department approach other interest greagarding the case of free
admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

15.Have you been approached by the Minister/SecretiaByate directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

16.Have you been approached by politicians directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

17.Have you been approached by museums directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

18.Have you been approached by other councils andiasisms directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

19.Which already established relations turned outefamportant value during the
debate? Those with:
Colleagues
Minister/Secretary of State
Councils
Other interest groups, e.g. ....
Others,....

20.Have you invested in any relationships in particuteorder to be able to express the
views of your department more clearly?
Colleagues
Minister/Secretary of State
Councils
Other interest groups, e.g. ....
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21.Did your department built coalitions with othersarder to convince opponents of
your point of view?
Yes/No....If yes, with......

22.Did your department hire any type of professionals?
Yes/No.. If yes, a lobbyist/researcher/communicasipecialist

23.Did your department develop a certain strategyrffmencing decision-making?
Yes/No... If yes, how would you describe it in fo@ngences?.....

24.0n what was this strategy based in particular?

Reputation of your organisation 12345
Experience with these sort of debates 12345
Close ties with other stakeholders 12345
Other,...... 12345

25.Compared to other cases, how actively has yourrttepat been involved?
Very involved/similar to other cases/ less tharrage

26.Could you estimate how much time your organisatimested in expressing its views
on a monthly basis between 1996-2001 or 2001-2007?
2 hours a month
4 hours a month
A day per month
Other, ......
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Questionnaire Legislators
1. What was your position at that time?
2. Total staff? (if relevant)

3. Who in your opinion initiated the debate in favadifree admission to National
museums?
| did
Politicians
Civil servants
Minister or Secretary of State
Museums, ...........
MLA/Arts Council
Museums Association

4. How would you describe your relation in this casthyoliticians?
Formal 12345
Informal 12345
Friendly 12345
Constructive 12345
Business like 12345
Other, .... 12345

5. How would you describe your relation in this casthwivil servants?
Formal 12345
Informal 12345
Friendly 12345
Constructive 12345
Business like 12345
Other, .... 12345

6. How would you describe your relation in this casthyother) museums/councils and

associations?

Formal 12345

Informal 12345

Friendly 12345

Constructive 12345

Business like 12345

Other, .... 12345

7. Did you approach politicians directly regarding ttase of free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

8. Did you approach the Committee of Culture directigarding the case of free
admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many members?..... How?....Howm?t .. ..

9. Did you approach civil servants directly regardihg case of free admission?
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Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

10.Did you approach a council directly regarding thsecof free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

11.Did you approach other interest groups regardiegctise of free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

12.Have you been approached by civil servants directly
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

13.Have you been approached by politicians directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

14.Have you been approached by museums directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

15.Have you been approached by other councils anciasisms directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

16.Which already established relations turned outtefamportant value during the
debate? Those with:
Civil servants
Minister/Secretary of State
Councils
Other interest groups, e.g. ....
Others,....

17.Have you invested in any relationships in particuteorder to be able to express your
views more clearly?
Civil servants
Politicians
Councils
Other interest groups, e.g. ....

18.Did you built coalitions with others in order toraonce opponents of your point of
view?
Yes/No....If yes, with......

19.Did you hire any type of professionals?
Yes/No.. If yes, a lobbyist/researcher/communicasipecialist

20.Did you develop a certain strategy for influencdegision-making?
Yes/No... If yes, how would you describe it in fo@ngences?.....

21.0n what was this strategy based?

Reputation of your organisation 12345
Experience with these sort of debates 12345
Close ties with other stakeholders 12345
Other,...... 12345
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22.Compared to other cases, how actively have you ineeived?
Very involved/similar to other cases/ less tharrage

23.Could you estimate how much time you invested jpressing your views on a
monthly basis between 1996-2001 or 2001-20077?
2 hours a month
4 hours a month
A day per month
Other, ......
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Questionnaire Politicians (Legislators)

1. What was your position at that time?

2.

3.

Total staff? (if relevant)

Who in your opinion initiated the debate in favadifree admission to National
museums?

| did

Politicians

Officials

Minister or Secretary of State

Museums, ...........

MLA/Arts Council

Museums Association

Art Fund

How would you describe your relation in this casthother) MP“s/Lords?
Formal 12345

Informal 12345

Friendly 12345

Constructive 12345

Business like 12345

Other, .... 12345

How would you describe your relation in this casthwfficials?
Formal 12345

Informal 12345

Friendly 12345

Constructive 12345

Business like 12345

Other, .... 12345

How would you describe your relation in this casghwnuseums/councils and
associations?

Formal 12345

Informal 12345

Friendly 12345

Constructive 12345

Business like 12345

Other, .... 12345

Did you approach the Minister or Secretary of Sthtectly regarding the case of free
admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

Was there any bias in the Committee of Culturenaigg the case of free admission?
Yes/No.....
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9. Did you approach civil servants directly regardihg case of free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

10.Did you approach a council directly regarding theecof free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?

11.Did you approach other interest groups regardiegctise of free admission?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

12.Have you been approached by officials directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

13.Have you been approached by other MP’s/Lords tiifect
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

14.Have you been approached by museums directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

15.Have you been approached by other councils andiasisms directly?
Yes/No.....If yes, how many?..... How?....How often?.....

16.Which already established relations turned outetotimportant value during the
debate? Those with:
Other Lords
Civil servants
Minister/Secretary of State
Councils
Other interest groups, e.g. ....
Others,....

17.Have you invested in any relationships in particuteorder to be able to express your
views more clearly?
Civil servants
Politicians
Councils
Other interest groups, e.g. ....

18.Did you build coalitions with others in order tonrsance opponents of your point of
view?
Yes/No....If yes, with......

19.Did you hire any type of professionals?
Yes/No.. If yes, a lobbyist/researcher/communicasipecialist

20.Did you develop a certain strategy for influencaegision-making?
Yes/No... If yes, how would you describe it in fo@ngences?.....

21.0n what was this strategy based?

Reputation of your organisation 12345
Experience with these sort of debates 12345
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Close ties with other stakeholders 12345
12345

22.Compared to other cases, how actively have you ineetved?
Very involved/similar to other cases/ less tharrage

23.Could you estimate how much time you invested jpressing your views on a
monthly basis between 1996-2001 or 2001-2007 orege€

2 hours a month
4 hours a month
A day per month
Other, ......
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