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Abstracts

Cultural public institutions, mainly national calleons and museums, have adopted free
admission to realize democracy and collective ostmprof culture. This “open-door” policy
has expanded broadly, nowadays, to indicate angristrategy adopted across the cultural
industry, particularly in the music business. Limasic venues have experimented to apply free
admission to their music performances. Most of ¢hesnues are profit-seeking, and given
music performances are the crucial componentsenf iervices. Despite this, their forsaking
economic profits over the performances arousesityi about their continuous interest in
operating free admission to the music performantiess. question motivated us to investigate
the influence of free admission to live music veswmsm audience’s perception of music
performancesWe choose BIRD, the live music venue located int&dam, to collect data
about the audience who had attended BIRD’s freeismiom performances. With the data
collected via online survey, we test 3 hypothesasgordered logit regression. The formulated
hypotheses test these: The relation between a nauslence’s past and present cultural
consumption, The impact of free admission on théiemce’s appreciation of music
performances, The impact of the experience witle fidmission on the audience’s future

consumption.



Chapter 1. Introduction

1. Background of Free Admission

Free admission has been discussed in terms ofirepldemocracy and collective
ownership of culture. This approach has focusedamiological perspectives suggesting that
cultural goods promote tolerance and encouragealsicilusion (Ferraro et al., 2018). Such
ideological foundations have shaped the principfedecision making across public museums
and monuments. Nowadays free admission, groundindpis, generally stands for an open-
door policy. UK museums has been the representasises in the cultural sector (Gall-Ely et
al., 2007). Quite an amount of profit-making ingiibns in England also have applied free
entry with financial assistance from either goveenin or companies. Museums are
nevertheless not the only cases that practice an-dpor policy nowadays. The range of free
admission has burgeoned to imply a form of prigtrgtegy across the whole cultural industry.
Arising number of live music venues as such haesgldree admission to attract more audience.

2-1. Emergence of Live Music Venues

Referred as performance clubs or bars, live musnugs have been mentioned to enlarge
audiences’ musical experiences (Bennet and Rod@9s6). Deeply associated with a
musician’s career development, their roles as gafedrs have been especially discussed. Such
an attribute has ascribed to their lower barriersemtry. Competent, yet less noticeable
suppliers have been drawn to their informal, umnddficharacteristics (Bennet and Rodgers,
2016) to exhibit their works. Performers often hanagled with platform owners to provide
their talents and earn experiences and reputatidns.exchange often has led bundling their
performances with other contingent services as twattinks.

2-2. Dilemmas of Operating Free Admission at Live Msic Venues

Live music venues often define themselves as comialglatforms. Financial benefits
are integral to sustain their business. Considetingaspect, pricing musical performances
entails several dilemmas for them. Owners of ptatfoare cautious of a predicted relationship
between performance quality and ticket price bezaumsumers have frequently regarded
price to indicate quality (Molckner and HofmannpZ). Some audiences believe that expensive
performances guarantee better quality. This impéepotential negative impact of free
admission. Since it does not levy any chargesutdcbe a sign of low quality. Platform owners
inevitably get doubtful whether free admission ats enough. They have nevertheless
persisted on an open-door policy, which is surpgsi



3. Extant Academic Contemplations over free admissn

In fact, consumer research literatures on free ssion has been rare. Among all, the
cultural sector has taken consumer perceptionesf &dmission for granted (Gall-Ely et al.,
2007). Estimation of such non-market values hasdéanore toward sociological perspectives.
There has remained much to be explored, hencadiageghe economic perspectives. Studies
over free offers have been limited to short-terrpacts (Walster and Walster, 1975). Restricted
investigations have led insufficient insights ommpanent free admission’s impact. Under such
circumstances, relevant research still suggestsatroints over free admission.

Academic analysis on free entry has been compata@bundant across museum studies
(Cowell, 2007). Concerning the positive influenédéree admission, researchers have stated it
might compensate audiences’ need to knakdt they are paying for'This attribute is
particularly beneficial to cultural goods as these a&xperience goods (Nelson, 1970).
Consumer interaction with experiences goods reqaireritical process to prove their
worthiness. Meanwhile, the actual evaluation iy @vlailable after purchasing the goods. This
often has led consumers holding back from conswmptiecause they cannot be sure of the
goods’ quality. Consumers end up displaying strehgkepticism against advertising claims
that require experiences with goods to verify tledicacy (Nelson, 1970).

Among cultural goods, experiencing concerts migttipularly be vulnerable to this issue,
in terms of how they are consumed. A total costafitending a concert stands for more than
‘only’ paid admission. Transaction costs, includiranpsportation fare or time invested, are also
included. Even when admission is free, visitord stave to pay for these. New visitors,
concerning such, would be more hesitant of opettieg wallet. They cannot be assured
whether their decision would pay-off. Gall-Ely €t(@007) argue, in this regard, free admission,
abates monetary distance between audience antliiosts by cutting opportunity cost. It
ultimately increases consumers’ cultural partidggggt which strengthens adhesive
relationships with institutions.

4. Characteristics of the music audience

Studies over music audience’s consumption dynamesnwhile, have emphasized past
consumption’s impact on cultural participation. &astiglione and Infante (2016) argue,
knowing ‘what they are paying for’ is significamtaudiences as well. Changing circumstances
across the music industry have enabled the musdieace to access an extensive range of fine
quality information. Nowadays the music audiencse higher chances to discover what suits
their tastes in advance. Their searching for inétram might not be sufficient, still, due to the
characteristics of cultural goods. As explained vahocultural goods including music
performances are experience goods. Especially npgiormances’ short-lived, temporary
attributes (Phelan, 1993) matter. Pre-accessibdenration cannot reveal enough about actual
experiences with them. Personal circumstances lapesggnificant variables that influence
each individual's impression of the identical peniance. Advertising claims can never
accurately predict every audience’s experiences agtual performances.



5. Attributes of music performances

Places in which musicians do live music performarst®uld be considered, because the
context of live art has been discussed in its imiatwith places. Audience’s impression of
given performances could differ depending on thenesof the venues (Hill and Paris, 2006).
Live music venues often bear informal, unofficiftributes (Bennet and Rodgers, 2016). A
shadow aspect is represented by live music verasgiure status. Audience could think it is
an indicator that discredits catered services’igudlhis potentially leaves the impression that
their products, i.e. music performances, are notegsional as well. The overall situations
made the management of asymmetrical informatimore complex for both consumers and
suppliers.

Overall, the trustworthiness of service’s qualitseems significant to music audience’s
consumption dynamics. Consumers invest resourc@sitch their expectations about cultural
goods. They want to be sure that their effortsnately get rewarded. The uppermost task for
suppliers, in this regard, is to fulfill the peneed fairness on the demand side (Dolgin, 2009).
Suppliers should find ways to make consumers fesl they paid the right price for the paid
goods. This issue of persuasion emphasizes freaneet as a notable attraction tool. By
exempting consumers from ticket prices, this pseting intends to maximize their utility
concerning fairness. As mentioned above, free aglams impact on the performing arts sector
has yet to be verified. As we will see, literatuogsconsumer decision models in performing
arts, still, provide an insight for its potentials.

6. Academic contemplations over consumer’s decisianodels in performing arts

Consumers’ decision models in the performing dtenaepresented as two types (Castiglione
and Infante, 2016). They either consider impactpastt consumption or do not. Concerning
the former one, scholars regard cultural capitalarmaccumulation of cultural participations.
They follow the idea that consumer behavior shdpesligh cultural participations influences
consumption. Education, as such, was reportedsfgadi a slightly stronger impact on cultural
participation than economic capital (Falk and K&ero, 2015). Ateca-Amestoy (2008) shows
how some constraints, especially financial situstiand prices, reduce theatre goers’ utility
maximization. Regarding the consumer decision mdukl disregards past consumption, in
particular, the impact of the financial status appdo be stronger.

Lévy-Garboua and Montmarquette (1996), for instamggroach this aspect grounding on
intertemporal separability of utility conditionalnopast consumption. Considering that
pastwork andconsumptiordo not influence current and future consumptitveytfind that

consumers’ demand of theatrical performances reheheir income elasticity of demand and

I Information asymmetrindicates a situation in which one side to an eotindransaction possesses greater
material knowledge than the other side (Akerloff@P This imbalance between the two parties indesease
in sales, since consumers’ distrust in goods disgms their consumption.
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prices. The introduced investigations propose sootable remarks. It is clarified, to begin
with, that a long-learning process forms cultuaisumption. Castiglione and Infante’s (2016)
research on the beneficial addiction of theatripgrformances supports this. Their
investigation finds that past consumption and gricerease the marginal utility of current
consumption. Audiences’ accumulated experiencearergtheir perception of performances.
This phenomenon importantly shows the significaméemotivating consumer’s initial
engagement in cultural participation. Scholars sashAteca-Amestoy (2008) and Lévy-
Garboua and Montmarquette (1996) argue that auesashecide not to go to theatres regardless
of their past consumptions. Overall, the audientieancial status determines their decision
making.

Economic capital’s impact could be even more canspis across low-end goods than
high-end ones in the cultural sector. Consumeggassion of price inelastic demands for high-
end goods corresponds to high price elastic demiandsw-end ones (Towse, 2010). Arts is
not, in this regard, necessarily a luxury good witim-price elastic demands. This makes low-
end goods’ attracting consumers tricky. Live mug&oues are not exceptions. They are often
considered to supply low-ended performances. Falieage with less or without past
consumption, in particular, those venues might ddaon untrustworthy to spend their money
on. Free admission, then, could be a useful pramdtol to attract them.

Hasty convictions over free admission’s impacisky, and suggests to consider several
issues surrounding consumer experiences. As Se@@b) states, for instance, investigations
of price elasticity in cultural consumption have@eged mixed outcomes. Audiences’ future
consumption of music performances might differ adlwlepending on numerous variables
that include economic capital. Demand of Finnishiomal opera, for instance, has been
reported to shows inelastic demand during the prmmj but elastic demand for the
performances scheduled after (Laamanen, 2013). UDmerss evaluation of performances
nevertheless appears to be significant. Accumulptsitive experiences could catalyze their
purchases after on. Performing arts’ common atieilespecially emphasizes this point. High,
positive cross elasticity of demands among theoperdnces has been observed despite their
heterogeneity (Lévy-Garboua and Montmarquette, L9B4s ultimately indicates that good
impressions of performances possibly expand audigencultural consumption in the
performing arts sector. This research accordinghestigates the influence of free admission
to live music venues on consumer perception of caligierformances.

7. Academic and societal contributions of this resech

Four domains comprise this research’s potentiadewdc contributions. First, it broadens
the economic contemplations over the impact of goness’ cultural consumption in the
performing arts sector. Such an approach seel®forections between their past, current and
future consumption. Inference about future consionpimportantly strengthens the train of
related arguments mentioned above. This researcbndly, may benefit both commercial and
non-commercial organizations in the cultural secibis research, in particular, attempts to
guantitatively measure audience’s subjective evainaf musical performance by applying
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WTP(Willingness to Pay) Quantifying non-market values is expected to jm@suppliers a
more direct overview of free admission’s impactcdiuld be a useful indicator to set the
direction of consumer marketing strategies after on

Thirdly, this research benefits musicians as disegipliers of musical performances.
Verifying the efficiency of free admission is inetably associated with labor exploitation
issues in the cultural sector. Free admission iepbsth live music venues and artists a huge
sunken cost to attract more audiences. For therityagd artists meanwhile free admission is
not at all exceptional. Free concerts have bed&eraustomary in the cultural sector to develop
artists’ careers and reputations. Exploring fremiadion’s efficiency, concerning this, could
help musicians to be respected and be reasonaflyertsated for their works. These series of
consideration, as the fourth contribution, benadihisumers who are the main elements in the
free admission mechanism. Free admission possiblysggaudience’s accessibility to musical
performances. This brings more diversity in aud#aconsumption dynamics, adding
richness to their cultural participation.

8. A summary of the research design

To implement this research, we use quantitativa dallected through an online survey.
Three main hypotheses are tested to investigatdRQurThe variables that comprises each
hypothesis are largely represented as responaemsumption patterns which include interest
in music performances and frequency of attendingicnperformances, appreciation of free
music performances, consumptions after experienfreg music performances, as well as
personal information related variables such as geratdje, education levels, professions, etc.
Those variables firstly intend to test socio-cldtudlynamics’ impact on audience’s cultural
participation, which is associated with their ampamgon of free music performances.
Concerning the respondents’ experiences with geeddmission performances, those variables
ultimately intends to see whether the audiencer@sgion about free admission performances
influences their consumptions after on.

In followed chapters, firstly in chapter 2, we ex@ the academic contexts behind
relevant topics to discuss the significance that RQ has. In chapter 3, we delineate our
methodology and research designs to perform ouysiaaAfter providing the overview of our
collected data in chapter 4, we, in chapter 5,goerfstatistical analysis of the data to test the
chosen hypotheses. In our final chapter, we suth@pnajor findings from our analysis with
concluding remarks, the limitation of our reseaarid some modest recommendations for
future research.

2 WTP (Willingness to Pay) is a maximum price thatradividual is willing to pay for one
unit of a product.



Chapter 2. Literature Review

1. Emergence of Free Admission across Live Music Vense

1-1. Background of Free Admission

Debates surrounding free admission are not neveat al. (1997) find that political
debates on museum charges, for instance, haverbpeated over times throughout history.
Such arguments consisted of cultural, educatideislire and recreational issues, dynamics of
political ideology, both institutional and politicaragmatism and professional cultures and
social policy perspectives. Regarding its operatibe idea of free entry has been guided
principally by politics in general. Whether or nti actually charge has displayed an
inseparable connection with charging policies afamizations at different times of history.
Apart from political the perspective on free adnases there has been the view that an
institution’s governing body and/or trustees shodktide whether to impose admission
charges or not (Bailey et al., 1997). Free entraccerdingly did not always signify operation
of an open-door policy. Free admission might aleaespond to a policy where institutions’
administrators use ticketing exceptionalBven ostensibly ‘free’ institutions could impose

charges for particular events and other servicesvell (2007) finds, for instance, that an
admission ticket was mandatory for British Museumisitors to be personally guided
throughout their visits. Such institutions haveoatperated multi-branches or galleries where
charges could be levied for.

Exemption from payment, nevertheless, has beenatiyutackled regarding idealization
of democracy and collective ownership of cultureoamall. These ideological foundations
have shaped the principles of policy making acqgslic museums and monuments. Such
principles weight on the sociological perspectikiattsuggests that cultural goods promote
tolerance and encourage social inclusion (Ferraral.e 2018). Nowadays free admission
accordingly stands for an open-door policy in gahdsritish national collections are often
freely accessible. Not only public institutions,veml galleries and museums under
sponsorships from corporations in England also rdaened to be free in terms of their
operation. UK museums have been the representadse in the cultural sector (Gall-Ely et
al., 2007).
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1-2. Emergence of Live Music Venues

Free admission, as mentioned above, had been ednfn either public or sponsored
institutions, mostly museums. Museums are neversisaiot the only cases that apply an open-
door policy. Free admission nowadays has expandedef to indicate a form of pricing
strategy across the cultural industry, particulamlyhe music business. Rising number of live
music performance venues have experimented freeissidm to performances. When
mentioned in academic works, music venues haveleshtextensive descriptions related to
specific performance conventions.

Referred as performance clubs or bars, live musicugs often have represented a
particular genre or era’s zeitgeist in the musidkimg history, like musicians themselves
(Bennet and Rodgers, 2016). Venues such as thediC&iub” or “Manchester’s Hacienda”
represent indefinitely-growing live music venuegithe past 100 years (Bennet and Rodgers,
2016) that have achieved iconic status due to theirumental status regarding music history.

Meanwhile, their actual physical appearances, egudience, types of performed bands
and blended attributes that gives them aesthepeahave been hardly mentioned (Bennet
and Rodgers, 2016). For the past years, howevenr, édmergence has taken on symbolic
resonance regarding the expansion of musical expezs (Bennet and Rodgers, 2016). Their
roles as gatekeepers have been frequently mentiortedwined with a musician’s career and
reputation development, in particular, live musenues have attracted countless musicians.
Their encounter with the venues has enabled theatdess a broader range of audiences,
which includes intermediaries in the cultural inygTai, 2014). One aspect that contributes
to such development has been their lower barr@rsarket entry compared to professional
platforms. Their informal, unofficial attributes ¢Bnet and Rodgers, 2016) have attracted
promising, yet less competitive, suppliers in skafiopportunities to display their talents.

In exchange for such potentials, performers usuadlye lent their musical talents to
platform owners. This trading often has led grogghe borrowed talents with other contingent
goods like food or drinks. The definition of sefléras encompassed both musicians and owners
in this case. Based on Musicians’ cooperative imiahip with platforms, they together
merchandise a package which comprises the perfaesand service goods. BIRD, a cultural
venue in Rotterdam, is a representative case.dtidgits cultural omnivorous characteristics
(2020, BIRD), it has served multi-functions thatlude its restaurant, a performance stage,
and a club area.

1-3. Dilemmas of Operating Free Admission at Live Msic Venues

As it is often the case with live music venues, ynafithem are profit-making platforms.
Forsaking economic profits is not easy, which is weird because they need to make both
ends meet. At the same time, pricing a music perdoice accompanies so-me dilemmas.
Including music performances, pricing in performangs has been set according to the types
of audiences and characteristics of performancesy(Bnd Steiner, 2010). This flexible
attribute of pricing has been an integral elememharketing mix. Yahaya et al. (2015) find
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that it has significantly influenced designing esornc mechanisms to attract and hold au
diences. One common pricing strategy thus is ggititial ticket prices lower than
consumers’ WTR Suppliers rather want concert seats to be fal thaving financial loss due
to a slump in sellingCourty and Pagliero, 2012). Suppliers cannot desre;, nevertheless, a
predicted relationship between ticket price andgrerance quality. Price often has been told
to be an indicator of quality shaped through a oores’s experiences (Volckner and Hofmann,
2007). Some audience do think that expensive ctnodier better quality, which implies
possible negative impacts of free admission.

2. Academic Discussions over Free Admission

2-1. Limitations of Extant Academic Contemplations

Suppliers’ juggling between those aspects doesnmaite free admission look very
attractive. This makes wonder why, despite thesdtdp some venues have willingly operated
an open-door policy. Efficacies of free entry omsamer perception of music performances
meanwhile have stayed rather unidentified. Consugszarch literatures on free admission is
scarce. There stand several reasons why. To bethintihe cultural sector has taken consumer
perception of such promotional tools for grantedl, Isaving much to be explored (Gall-Ely
et al., 2007). Estimated as recreational valuesooumtd in the marketplace, scholars have rather
discussed them in terms of non-market values. Avadestimation of those non-market
values has leaned more toward sociological perssdhat discuss symbolic meanings. Their
focus on measuring personal judgments has neglectetbmic aspects of consumer behavior.
A rather partial exploration has been done, thusmit comes to the economic perspective.
Extant contemplations over free offers mostly hageexpanded beyond short-term impacts
(Walster and Walster, 1975). Disregarding impaéfsesmanent free offer, as a consequence,
has circumscribed the variety of research topicghWhese limitations, relevant studies
provide notable implications regarding free adnais's impacts.

2-2. Mixed Reactions Surrounding Free Admission

Academic analysis on free entry’s impacts has shoamparative abundance across
museum studies (Cowell, 2007). Perspectives oeffisiency have been polarized into pros
and cons to provide strong arguments for both. &leadliding standpoints ground on mixed
consumers’ reactions toward free admission.

Advocates of paid admission find paid admissiomgsificance in terms of efficiency of
pricing. In classic economics, efficiency is gaifmsetting prices equal to marginal costs. For

3 WTP (Willingness to Pay) is a maximum price thaifradividual is willing to pay for one unit of aquauct.
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museums, an additional visitor incurs marginal €bstcause new visitors make museums more
crowded, which downgrades every visitor's museurpeeences. If a museum decides to
disregard this congestion issue, however, the makgost per visitor gets extremely close to
zero (Rushton, 2017). Being a non-rival good, aguasdoes not economically benefit from
having additional visitors. Not generating revenfresn admission, museums should invest
additional resources on sustaining the qualityeo¥ise. This critically influences institutions’
financial stability and renovation.

Stepping further from this economic impact, advesafind that paid admission
determines visitors’ commitment. As Walster and 3l (1975) confirm, such ‘fair
contributions’ boost a visitor’'s ego as the chosallgwed to enter the institutions. This
intangible ‘entry visa’ motivates visitors to beleaesponsibly as it exclusively empowers the
visitors socially, culturally, and economically. @re institutions’ side, thus, paid admission is
an empowered mode of participation and approvalchwviencourages audiences’ constant
contributions.

Free admission, on the contrary, has been saidigget the opposite because it is
comparatively spontaneous and less constrained-BEBakt al., 2007). Optimistic views on
free admission, to be ironic, also find its sigrafice as a catalyst of consumer commitment.
The advocators of free admission find that visitafter experiencing free admissions, become
more favorable to permanent paid admission. Thegaally claim it could compensate for
consumers’ desire to knowvhat they are paying forAs Nelson (1970) finds, consumers
express the strongest skepticism against attrilnftgeods that require actual experiences to
verify their values. Among the various types of deocultural artifacts are particularly
susceptible to this issue. Individuals can onlyezignce cultural goods to prove its promoted
claims.

Visiting a museum, meanwhile, arouses one moreidsie to the complex cost charged
on consumers. A general cost for visiting a museaoompasses certain transaction costs and
the admission fee. The entry fee is not the ondf thwat visitors have to face, then. The certain
transaction costs, referred as transportationdatene invested, are also unavoidable. Even
when admission is free, visitors still have to parysuch costs. New visitors, considering this,
would be even reluctant to spend their money ag¢hanot be sure that their decision would
pay-off. Gall-Ely et al. (2007) claim that free adsion, thus, mitigates monetary distance
between museums and people instead by reducingtoppy cost. It ends up encouraging
new visitors to be culturally engaged, which hdlpsiccumulate adhesive relationships with
institutions.
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3. The Relations between Music Audience’s Consumpt and
Information

3-1. Characteristics of music audiences

The arguments over free admission above are laggeifined to cases of museums, as
previously mentioned. Such might not sound perfigiirg to cases of live music venues due
to circumstantial differences. It might particulado when considering different pursuits of
genres. Consilience across different genres octarrsure, to blur the boundaries in between.
Arlander (2011) finds music performances are bdgicdassified as performing arts while
every performing arfsis classified as visual art. What Arlander (204drgues, stepping further,
is that clearer distinctions between types of #ts say music and fine arts, may still exist. It
is thus not logical to rashly justify the goodnedsree admission to music performances.
Literatures over consumption dynamics of music a@ock meanwhile have stressed
significance of past experiences regarding consueersion as well. As Castiglione and
Infante (2016) suggest, knowing ‘what they are pgyior’ is important for music audience,
indeed.

Music audiences is the umbrella term that inclwgBsous categories corresponding to
diverse demographics. Grounding on this varietgdamic approaches on audience analysis
have explored how interplays between different m@di and audience members shape their
interactions with music (Bennett, 2012). Scholaasehespecially focused on socio-cultural
dynamics’ impact on music consumption. Age, gendstucation levels have been
continuously reported to characterize and evennsgifg one’s consumption habits.
Hierarchized patterns of music choices have beesergbd among audience groups
(Hesmondhalgh, 2008). Audience’s emotional redbratia music has merely been a simple
expression of personal preferences, in this s&d®lars rather have regarded it as a status-
seeking competition (Favaro and Frateschi, 200at)émbodies self-identity.

The advent of cultural omnivores, however, haslehgkd this notion of cultural choices
in musical domains. Cultural omnivores have beeswkmto conditionally appropriate cultural
artifacts using their intellectual capacities (Pgteijck, & Michael, 2017). Their diverse
consumption patterns have signaled the importahgei@stioning ‘how’ rather than ‘what’ a
person consumes. Cultural omnivores’ cherry-pickaiegoss highbrow and lowbrow music
genres has been importantly thought to invalidaggtevious status distinction (Jarness, 2015)
discussed above. Relevant studies meanwhile hadbvsded the term ‘omnivore’ to further
investigate varying types of omnivores and univqi@srgham, & Eijck, 2009). Continuous
explorations ironically have assured that omniverass does not always incapacitate class

4 Performing arts generally embraces theater, mapiera, and dance from both ‘highbrow’ and ‘lowbtravts.
Such a range includes live arts executed at vesgsion-live arts performed through diverse forrmaks
media (McCarthy, & Pew Charitable Trusts, 2001).
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distinction.

Cultural omnivores are generally known to hold etgceducation levels. They have
appropriated popular arts not because they areraghoof what it is. In short, being
acknowledged a cultural omnivore is another matates of the unprecedented status. The
impacts of educational attainment show strong uglidherefore, as what audience knows
defines its music tastes (Bryson, 1996). RooseQR@hd that music consumption, in this
regard, is positively associated with every indicsiof audience’s cultural capital-educational
achievements; art workshops and public engagement of the individual’s parents.

3-2. Impacts of digitalization on music industry

The circumstances surrounding music audience mablnwhve gone through major
shifts with digitalization in the music industryedhnological developments have shaped novel
frameworks for consumption, communication, disttib and reception in musical domains.
On the supply side, digitalization has incurredvaygence of markets, which has integrated
spheres of intermediaries in the cultural sectbeylrhave accordingly found ways to more
directly interact with consumers. This conditiorlange has lowered fixed-cost, mainly
regarding costs of product dissemination than cos$tgreation. Consequent production
environments have attracted more competitors bylitkdiong market entry. This highly
competitive environment has brought some positiapacts on the consumer side. It has
importantly granted music audience a richness farimation. This process has renovated
diverse elements, changing conventional understgsdif music audience and their roles in
those practices in academic perspectives.

Music audience nowadays are equipped with extertsist@nological tools to navigate
through abundance of information. Suppliers hawesequently competed among each other
to persuade consumers with the most convincind)-gigality advertising claims. Including
free admission, at the same time, suppliers haeeatgd attraction strategies to get audience
to their concert halls. Suppliers are aware thaipsr giving names of actors who stage a
performance is not always bringing audience torthleows. The overall circumstances have
enormously enlarged the scale of advertising claimas consumers appropriate in advance.
Regardless of their cultural capitals, music auckeran simply search for record histories on
streaming platforms to get information about a qenier’s latest works. Those activities
effectively heighten the probability of finding tle@es that match their tastes. Free admission
might not sound tempting to music audience, regardiis, because it focuses on abating
uncertainty due to insufficient information.
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4. The Impact of Musical Performances’ Characteristicson
Consumer Decisions

4-1. Attributes of musical performances

Despite those merits embodied by digitalizatioryiging information on the demand
side might be indefinitely unsatisfying. This haseh deeply related to the characteristics of
cultural goods that encompass musical performangssbriefly referred above, music
performances are basically experience goods. ENafuaf experience goods presumes a
consumer’s experiences with the artifacts themselvehould be even difficult to assess music
performances without actual experiences with thesnPhelan (1993) says, because music
performances are short-lived, non-reproducible essc each music performance is
distinguished from another, even when all of themugd on the same content. Personal
situations as well uniquely influence the momeiat udience experience performances. An
individual’s impression of the same content coutdrenously vary, therefore. There is no
absolute conviction that pre-access information ldvquecisely depict a person’s experience
with the actual performances.

Another critical aspect of identifying music perfaances is its time-based provision of
embodied services in terms of having a live audieielated studies represented by Lacy’s
(1995) analysis of the impact of new genre pulticBourriaude’s (1998) study on relational
aesthetics and Bishop’s (2006) idea of engagemehtdte that live spectators’ intensive
participation is frequently sought. Deserpa (19894ys, for instance, that live concert
spectators do not only consume performances orage.sfThey simultaneously consume
interactions shared among the audience. Such ma set of products emphasizes the concert’s
characteristics as a ‘crowd good’ (1994). Considgthis, the gap between holding a front
fence at a live concert and watching that conc&Dat home sounds natural. Advertising
claims cannot surpass the real experiences any@rayhe demand side, trusted, accessible
information before an actual experience is alwagsificient.

4-2. Circumstances surrounding Live Music Venues

As mentioned above, information asymmetry issudk cgtuse uncertainty in music
audiences as for their decision making. To makestiuation more complicated, some issues
have remained disputed in the cultural sector ds we

Advance of multiple superstars (Adler, 2006) wapeeted to change the market
dynamics by dispersing Rosen’s (1981) superstacefiit has been undeniable, nevertheless,
that better production conditions are given to ssfiges. St. Matthew’s effects of accumulated
advantage has indicated this throughout the paatsy@Merton, 1968). Less competitive

> “... relatively small numbers of people earn enormamm®unts of money and dominate the activity in Whic
they engage (Rosen, 1981, p. 845).”
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suppliers have hardly gained chances to perforntheir rivalry against the dominant
incumbents. It seems clear that non-substitutgtofittalent among performers has long gone
to explain rampant income discrepancies. Othersdak issues are no exception. With
snowballing effe& Adler finds Oversupply of artists, highly comitige environment and
typical low wages (2006), also have been knownggravate the imbalanced distribution of
opportunities in the cultural industry. Under secmditions, it could be much difficult for the
majority, except superstars, to convince musicenmd about their qualities.

Places in which live music performances are givso eould be problematic, because the
Each live arts’ attributes have been particularbgdssed in its association with places. As Hill
and Paris (2006) suggest, audience perception réddrpeng arts could vary depending on
natures of venues. As mentioned above, live mwesicigs appeal informal, unofficial attributes
(Bennet and Rodgers, 2016) that professional ptagodo not. Shadow aspects of such
characteristics are related to live music venubstare status. Audience could perceive it as a
signal that discredits the quality of the servipesvided at those venues. This possibly gives
an impression that their products, musical perfaorces, in this case, are not professional as
well. Meanwhile, it is not that every supplier wiiaters the market is gifted in skills to survive
in the long term. Audiences are aware of this, fDoey consider the risk of paying for
disappointing suppliers with insufficient professa expertise. The outcome could be that
consumer decisions lean too much towards profitabbelucts with a lower probability of
dissatisfaction (Dolgin, 2009). Such conditions make management of asymmetrical
information issue more complex for suppliers.

4. Free Admission’s Potential Impacts on Music Audiene

What penetrates consumption dynamics of music aadié trustworthiness of service
gualities. Consumers invest resources, time andesndo match their expectations about
cultural goods. They want to confirm that such effaltimately pay off. The most important
task for suppliers, in this sense, is to fulfillrpeived fairness on the demand side (Dolgin,
2009). This matter of persuasion signifies free iadion as a powerful attraction tool. By
removing tickets as indicators of their servicesues, this price-setting intends to maximize
consumer utility regarding fairness. As mentionbdwe, efficiency of this mechanism in the
performing arts sector has been yet to be verifigdrature on consumer decision models in
performing arts, nevertheless, might provide somtstat this question.

5-1. Academic contemplations over consumer’s deasi models in performing arts

As Castiglione and Infante (2016) show, consumeisttin models in the performing arts
sector have been categorized into two. On one sicleglars consider the impact of past
consumption while on the other side they do not.eWlt comes to the former group,

6 A critical intervention of luck in success detenation across cultural sector, which alludes thtangion
perpetuates itself (Adler, 2006).
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researchers perceive cultural capitals as a suat@imulated cultural participations. They
ground on the idea that accordingly shaped consbeleavior affects cultural consumption.
Falk and Katz-Gerro (2015) find education has ghslly bigger impacts on people’s cultural
participation than economic capital. Meanwhile,&t&Amestoy (2008) illustrates how some
constraints, particularly economic capital levelsd aprices, discourage theatre goers’
maximization of utility. The impact of financialagis becomes more conspicuous when it
comes to the latter group. Lévy-Garboua and Momunette (1996), for instance, approach
this issue based on intertemporal separabilitytibfyuconditional on past consumption. Their
investigation suggests that consumers’ demandeaittical performances rather rely on their
income elasticity of demand and prices.

The listed academic works above reveal severalfgignt issues. It is firstly specified
that a long-learning process shapes cultural copsam Castiglione and Infante’s (2016)
study on beneficial addiction of theatrical perfames corroborates this. According to their
research, past consumption and prices raise thgimaautility of current consumption. This
implies accumulated consumptions enhance consuraeremion of performances. This
mechanism, in this regard, shows that initiallyuoithg consumers’ encounter with cultural
goods is significant. Those literatures, at the eséiine, shows how audience choose not to
consume performing arts despite the accumulatdctpasumptions. Overall, what matters the
most to consumers’ decision seems to be their diahsituations.

This impact of financial conditions could be eveoremapparent among low-end products
than high-end ones in the cultural industry. Nurmasretudies already have confirmed how
consumers’ price elasticity of demand shifts betwiddem. Towse (2010) finds that consumers’
expression of price inelastic demands for high-gmaods turns into high price elastic demands
for low-end ones. Arts is not necessarily a luxgood with own-price elastic demands,
therefore. This makes low-end goods hard to apfgeabnsumers. For most of live music
venues, regarded as suppliers of low-end perforesgnbis is a tough task. For audience
without previous experience with music performansesh venues might not sound credible
enough to spend their money on. Free admissios, tlauld be a powerful strategy to attract
them.

Results for price elasticity in cultural consumptibave been mixed and ambiguous
(Seaman, 2005). There still exist some aspects tobsidered. Audience’s future consumption
of music performance might differ as well, depegdom numerous variables which include
economic capital. Laamanen’s (2013) investigatioemand on Finnish national opera shows
that demand is inelastic during the premieresehagtic for the performances that come after.
Nevertheless, audience’s positive evaluation ofeeepced performances seems to play an
important role. Their experiences could be weighigs that lead other purchases after on. One
of performing arts general characteristics paréidylcorroborates this aspect. Lévy-Garboua
and Montmarquette (1996), as such, find that hpgisjtive cross elasticity of demands among
the performances has been observed despite thenogeneity. This consequently suggests
that a good memory of performandess potentials to enlarge audience’s spectrumlafraill
consumption in the performing arts sector.

How this research could contribute to the acadédimlid is categorized into four domains.
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It firstly broadens the economic analysis of constsicultural consumption in the performing
arts sector. Such an approach seeks connectiomgedrettheir past, current and future
consumption. Inference of future consumption imguatty strengthens the train of the related
arguments mentioned above. This research, goitlgeiubenefits both commercial and non-
commercial organizations in the cultural sectopdtticularly attempts to measure audience’s
satisfaction with musical performance by applyingRVQuantifying such non-market values
is expected to provide suppliers with more diregtrgiews of free admission’s impacts. It
could be a useful indicator to set the directioncohsumer marketing strategies later on.
Moreover, understanding of free admission’s impaotdd also related to donation model in
pricing strategies. This could be particularly agghito a type of donation where audience can
voluntarily price a concert.

This research, also, benefits musicians as dinepplers of musical performances.
Verifying the efficiency of free admission is inetably associated with labor exploitation
issues in the cultural sector. Free admission iepb®th live music venues and artists a huge
sunk cost’to attract more audiences. For the majority oktstifree admission is not at all a
special occasion. Providing concerts for free heenlsomewhat conventional in the cultural
sector to develop artists’ careers and raise beamareness. Investigating free admission’s
efficiency is accordingly expected to help musisian be respected and be reasonably
compensated for their works. This series of comaittn ultimately benefits consumers, who
are the integral elements in the free admissiorha@sm, verifying if free admission possibly
grows audience’s accessibility to music performancehis can bring more diversity in
audience’s consumption dynamics, adding richneslsdio cultural participation. To sum up,
this research could contribute to exploring theiaogignificances of consumer behavior in
further research.

This research specifically takes the case of BI&Dvestigate free admission’s influence
on audience’s perception of music performances. fohewing chapter will delineate the
methodology adopted to develop the analysis.

7 Sunken cost refers to inputs to a flopped creaff@t that are unsure of being salvaged and tkuEee
ubiquitous sunk costs across the cultural sectes dot protect producers from not snagging sufitaient
from hits to recoup the losses on flops (Caves3200
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Chapter 3. Methodology and Research Designs

Introduction

This chapter illustrates the methodology used to investigate the RQ; “To what extent does
free admission to live music venues influence musidience’s perception of music
performances?”. With an introduction of the 3 aspélcat comprise the RQ, it proceeds to
describe the research design that delineates hdwiay this research chooses BIRD as a case
study

No. Hypothesis
1 | The relation between a music audience’s paspeggknt cultural consumption

2 | The impact of free admission on the audiencgsepation of music performances

3 | The impact of the experience with free admission tbhe audience’s futur
consumption

The series of hypotheses above regards culturalsgas experience goods. As McCain
(1981) suggests, consumer preferences for culgaadls ground on a life-time experiences
with similar goods. Such constructed preferencisance individuals’ perception of cultural
artifacts. This determines their consumption pafterhich implies that consumer decision
rarely grounds on rational thinking. What deterrsirtheir selection is rather habitual,
unconscious motives that are structuralized wittma’s social and physical context (Zaltman,
2003). It becomes clear that how and why the coesismpast, present and future consumption
could be interrelated do matter. To understand wsigatificances a consumer imbues with
his/her own experiences, thus, the RQ considersuwnars’ experience with free admission at
BIRD. Experiences with free admission become camubt to consumers’ subsequent
knowledge development regarding music performanGasisumers’ perception of music
performances is, in this sense, considered as kuy&lderived from their own experiences.

Methodology

This research finds quantitative methodology marigable. This decision grounds on
both external factors and characteristics of metlagy that influence data gathering and
analysis.

The outbreak of Corona VD-19, to begin with, madmldgative methodology hardly
applicable. With prohibition to face-to-face intetian, the majority of performance venues
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has been closed and scheduled performances cahc®lleh conditions have made securing
sufficient respondents difficult. Apart from circstantial factors, also, qualitative
methodology could put credibility of collected dataisk. Qualitative methodology could suit
better to grasp the respondents’ subjective dinoasdbehind monolithic data such as statistics.
It nevertheless has some pitfalls regarding ohjagtiinterviews have a higher possibility to
attract a limited number of participants with ogstit views on the RQ. Accordingly gathered
data might not be trustworthy.

Such considerations emphasize the advantages bfirgppuantitative methodology to
this research. Among its tools, a survey soundgdtsa to gather data for this analysis. Survey
firstly helps to collect extensive data within aniied period. It has a higher chance than
gualitative methodology to encompass various aspefctesearch demographics. How the
survey questions are communicated also emphasiflested data’s objectivity, as no direct
interaction between the researcher and the paattspoccurs.

The Venue

The targeted performance club, BIRD, is a cultacahplex located in Rotterdam. BIRD
has been particularly known for its pursuit of awdi omnivorousness (BIRD, 2020), which
has been embodied on its multi-attributes. Its dyina functions encompassing its restaurant,
a performance stage, and a club area signifiesttegitare more than just a music venue. BIRD
has also reflected its identity on the choice ofeatensive range of music genres. Not only
jazz, its core interest, but also electronic, fuhip-hop, soul, etc. have taken turns to be
displayed.

Such characteristics have attracted various auéieggroups tanks to the different
marketing strategies that BIRD applied. It espégcigiranted free admission to several
performances executed at its venue. This combimadiofree admission and broad music
choices suits the RQ, with a high chance of aitigativerse demographics. More importantly,
Rotterdam’s infrastructures, that BIRD is situaitgedraise the possibility of securing relevant
consumer data.

The location of the performance club, Rotterdanyescultural infrastructures embodied
in the city. Richards and Wilson (2006) argue #fter the redevelopment process that focused
on urbanization, Rotterdam had a deficiency ofuraltattraction To tackle this, the city has
embarked on developing cultural infrastructuresespnted by the art festivals and leisure
events it holds. The birth of creative and artispaces has supported this policy.

This growth of artistic venues has provided artisith opportunities and networks to

8 Compared to other cities, e.g. Amsterdam, Rottartd&ked cultural heritages with long-standing itiads
and history (Richards and Wilson, 2006).
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develop their careers. Such a change has alsdeghtlaé application of means such as ‘GJP’
and ‘Rotterdam Pas$® to foster cultural participation. Active artistinteractions in
Rotterdam nowadays have enriched both artists ansueners through diverse performances.
Such an environment was accordingly thought tohteigthe probability of finding suitable
samples for this research

Sample

Concerning the analysis, browsing sufficient ddteough comparisons corroborates the
conclusion’s logic. Richness of content, overaligreases the credibility of this research.
Sampling for the survey was a mixture of critersampling and snowball sampling. Spreading
the survey was largely grounded on the researchetvgork. This ascribed to the impossibility

to publish the survey on BIRD’s social media or stter due to the pandemic crisis. Such an
approach was thought to secure survey particip@ster than other sampling methods. To
collect relevant data for the RQ, also, it was helpo set certain qualities that survey

participants should present. The condition forecitin sampling was specified as ‘those who
experienced free admission to a live music perfoigcealub (BIRD) in Rotterdam at least one

time’.

When it came to respondents, there was an agedimaibove 16 that considered BIRD’s
average show time and patrtial attribute as a pgtfoAthe implementation of the survey, the
online survey took place on Facebook for 6 daysifApril 30" to May 3". The survey was
published online since a written form was not attale under the pandemic crisis. An online
survey was more efficient as well in terms of pesteg the collected data. Spreading the
survey via SNSJocial network sitgsin particular, had an advantage of not only appating
existing social connections but also infinitely gleimg out to new connections (Ellison,
Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007). The online survey wasadingly an adequate option to have
better accessibility to respondents.

Facebook was the only platform where the surveypudidished. The researcher herself
had a limitation of using SNS as her safety has heeler threat. Publishing the survey was
accordingly assisted by several personal accoumts the researcher’s acquaintances and two
Facebook groups that included Erasmus UniversitifeRtam and Pole Inspiration Studio.
Spreading the survey within the two groups was @gud by those organizations in advance.

9 CJPis a culture card to encourage different grafipsidiences’ cultural participation within the tNerlands.
It financially supports cultural participation bgglying discount to major museums and leisure diets/(CJP,
2020).

10 Rotterdampass is the culture pass with one-yemtida that provides free admissions and discofamts
attractions in The Hague and Rotterdam area. T¢®d &itractions include performance studio, musicues
andmuseums in Rotterda(Rotterdampass, 2020).
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Survey

The survey was anonymous and designed in Englishqtiestionnaire included 33 close-
ended questions and one open-ended question tsuasky participants’ general comments.
The close-ended questions consisted of 28 maintiquesand 5 sub questions, which were
divided into four section; Past Experiences with Music Performances, Evaluation of Free
Admission Performance at BIRD, Free Admission’sluafice on Future Consumption,
General Information. The concepts and their subgmaies that constitutes the 34 questions
within these 4 sections are the following:

No. Concepts Sub-categories
1 Past « Interest in music performances,
Experiences « favored music genres,
with Music « Frequency of attending music performances,
Performances « Evaluation of past experiences with music perforcean
* max. amount of money paid for music performances,
« WTP for music performances in general
2 Evaluation of| Period when a participant attended the free adamgsérformance,
Free Effectiveness of information regarding free adnassi
Admission | Main reason a participant chose the free admigséoformance,
Performance | Evaluation of free admission performance,
at BIRD WTP for the free admission performance,
Change of interest in BIRD after the free admission
Interest in attending music performances at BIR#rdfee admission
3 Free WTP for future consumption,
Admission’s | Change of interest in other performance venues,
Influence on | Interest in attending other venue’s performances fee admission,
Future Time when a concert was attended after free adomissi
Consumption | Evaluation of the next performance after free adioig
Willingness to attend other music performancesi@future
4 General Age, Gender, Occupation, Education Level
Information

As a starter, section one with 9 questions handfesmation regarding past experiences
with music performances. The range of informatil@o @overs participants’ past consumption
and consumption habits regarding music performargesh an approach intends to figure out
any potential connections between participantstucal and symbolic contexts and their
consumption patterns.

Section two with 10 questions handles informatibaw participants’ evaluation of free
admission at BIRD. This section focuses on vergywhether a free admission positively
influences participant’'s perception of musical perfances. Considering information
asymmetry issues, the scope of evaluation alsaudesl participants’ experiences with
appropriated information regarding free admisskarticipants’ evaluation of free admission
is reassessed by considering potential changeseim interest in BIRD after their free
admissions.
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Connected to section two, section three with 10stijoles tackles free admission’s
influences on future consumption. The range ofrmifation, thus, covers actual behavioral of
participants after free admission. Accordingly @aéd information concentrates on assuring
the relation between positive consumption expedsrand future consumption.

The last section with 5 questions focus on survagtigpants’ socio-cultural context
related data referred as age, gender, occupatidre@duncation level. Gathering such general
information intends to explore how socio-culturatkgrounds have influenced the participants’
cultural consumption.

Analysis Framework

To implement the analysis, this research will teet3 hypotheses using ordinal regression.
More specifically, this research will use orderedil regression. This type of regression
analysis is used when, like in this case, the mnespo/ariables are ordinal. In case of this
research, variables have more than two categdiese most of variables use interval and
Likert-scale, the values of each category also l@asequential order where a value is higher
than the previous one.

Operationalization

This research will use SPSS to run the ordinakkigimodels mentioned above.

Statistical Analysis Methods

The data that this research obtained via the orduregey will be analyzed in 3 stages
according to the 3 hypotheses. First, tesearch sorts 33 variables basedhe collected data.
This procedure intends to enable this research to determie characteristics of some
information extracted from the analysis. After th#tis research conducts ordinal logit
regression for each hypothesis. Each analysisriermpged using SPSS for Windows. P-values
of less than 0.05 were considered significant.
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Chapter 4. General Overview of Data

As mentioned, the online survey took place on Fagklirom April 30" to May 6". The
period secured 193 survey participants in totapa@@cipants out of 193 were recorded as null,
bringing the amount of usable survey to 150. Tlopertion of survey participants’ gender was
almost balanced out, recording 59.3% of female 4hd % of male. The distribution of the
demographics’ age was focused on the age grouf® 21k h recorded 59.3%. The age group
31-40, the second largest group, corresponded 26The age group 41-50 and 11-20
displayed similar figures, recording 7.3% and 6%peztively. The age group 51-60 recorded
the least number of participants with 0.7%.

When it came to education level, the overall disttion of the demographic shaped a
non-normal distribution. The distribution leanedvéwd higher education levels while the
extreme values in total took up marginal proposiorhe lowest education level was secondary
education (VMBO, HAVO, VWO) which recorded 3.3%.€Thighest education level was Post-
graduate (PhD) that occupied 2%. The ultimate nitgjof survey participants graduated from
institutions corresponding to or above college dedHBO). 49.3%, the largest figure, turned
out to hold university degree (WO). The particiganith college degree (HBO) occupied the
second largest proportion with 41.3%. This meant participants in general had higher
educational achievements.

Distribution of employment status was largely deddbetween student and working
groups. This reflected the age distribution mer@tabove. 52% of respondents consisted of
students while 46.7 % answered they were workihg. orking group was divided into three
different types of employment; groups of self-employed/freelancers and private employees
showed similar figures, recording 21.3% and 24.&%pectively, while the group of public
employees corresponded to 0.7 %.

Distribution of time-input on labor varied. Only486 answered they were students, which
did not match 52% that described their vocatiorstaslents. The gap of 48.6% between
students’ employment status and time-input on labdicated that the majority of students
differently defined their time-input on labor. 3%7as such answered that they were in between
jobs. 22.7% answered they had a flexible work soleedhile 16 % said they worked part-
time. 22.3% of the demographics turned out to Halldime jobs. Considering 46.7 % who
clarified their employment status as being employedtas assumable that 48.6% of students
were likely to be absorbed by ‘I'm looking for a&jand ‘I work part-time’ groups.

When it came to distribution of the demographio#rest in music performances, the
data mirrored high education levels of the demdgs in general. The majority of the
participants reacted positively toward music perfances. 21.3% and 54% of the
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demographics chose ‘very much’ and ‘quite’ for eamrresponding to 75.3% in total. 20.7%,
the third largest group, answered ‘Fairly’ whildya% chose ‘Barely’.

As demographics’ interest in music performances gk in general, preferred genres
among them were various. While multiple selecti@savailable for favored genres, particular
genres turned out to be more intensively favoreah ththers. The demographics’ preference
for Pop and Jazz recorded respectively 84%, thieelsigamong at all, and 64.7%, the second
highest. Hip-hop secured 40.7%, and preference€lassic corresponded to 34%, recording
the third and fourth highest figure for each. Prefiees for Rock recorded 27.3% while Heavy
Metal, Blues and Country reached around 20%. Arolbib favored Reggae, Rhythm and
blues and Folk music. Others genres such as KR&B, Soul, Techno, House, World, Opera,
Club house, Cross-over, Electronic house, Afrodahlhost equally recorded around 1%.

When asked frequency of attending Music performantiee overall result was in line
with the demographics’ high interest in music parfances. 41.3% answered ‘5-7 times’,
recording the highest figure. 25.3%, the secongelstrfigure, visited music performances 8-
10 times a year. 12.7% answered they visited padaces more than 10 times a year while
19.3% visited performances 1-3 times a year. 1.8%wared ‘Never’, which ascribed to lack
of time.

Regarding the evaluation of past experiences witkicnperformances, the majority of
demographics showed a positive attitude. The gro@ipsirticipants who answered ‘satisfied’
and ‘considerably satisfied’ recorded 52.7% and®Beach, occupying 91.4% in total. 8%
were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, while 0.##re somewhat dissatisfied. When asked
why, the majority chose ‘quality of performers’,reesponding to 78% of the demographics.
14% answered it ascribed to ‘atmosphere of perfooesi. Others referred to length of
performances, other factors, matters of infrastmas all recorded around 2-3%. The overall
responses implied the positive relation betweenitguaf performers and the demographics’
evaluation of past experiences.

When asked how much they paid for the most recemtopnance, 88.1% of the
demographics in total paid more than 10-50 Eur0s(%, the largest group, answered ‘10-50
Euros’ and the '60-100 Euros’ group occupied theord largest portion of 18.7%. 12.7% paid
110-150 while 6.7% paid more than 200 Euros anéo%aid ‘160-200 Euros’. 10.7% paid
less than 10 Euros, and 1.3% was unable to remetmd@mount. The demographics’ general
WTP for music performances meanwhile did not neamdgorrespond to music performances’
prices attended by the demographics. 30.7%, thgedar thought ‘60-100 euros’ were
reasonable. Those who answered the money did nttemacupied the equal proportion
as '10-50 Euros’ group, recording 26%. 12.7% fotiid-200 Euros’ made sense while 4%
answered ‘160-200 Euros'.

Moving on to the period that the demographics adenfree admission at BIRD, 36%
attended free admission ‘more than a year ago’s dbcupied the largest proportion. 20.7%,
the second largest, answered ‘8-10 months ago’288d chose 5-7 months ago. 13.3%
responded that they attended free admission 11hsenta year ago while 10% chose 2-4
months ago. The answer ‘Less than a month ago’ efasyurse, not chosen, considering the
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pandemic crisis that started about 2 months agar/sked the source of information about
free admission, 41.4%, which recorded the higlsestl they relied on words of mouth. Those
who chose ‘Social media’ were 31.3%, taking up #ezond largest proportion. 18%

encountered promotions at BIRD’s venue, while 6diéleself-searching, and 2% got to know

free admission at BIRD by chance.

The demographics’ levels of trust about such s@wmee meanwhile not extremely high,
implying a positive relation with information asyretny. 50.7%, around a half of the
demographics, replied it was moderately helpfull&l36% chose ‘Very'. 9.3% answered
‘Extremely’ while 4% chose ‘Slightly’. The demogtaps’ motivation to choose performances
at BIRD, in this regard, was not necessarily cadito words of mouths as well. Of course,
35.3% was convinced by companions’ suggestionn¢pldp the largest proportion. 0.7% said
they were brought to the place, which could berreteas companions’ suggestion as well.
Such data corresponded to the demographics’ sofirnrmation about free admission. 28%
nevertheless chose the performance due to freesadmiand 26.7% replied that they had
personal interest in BIRD. 8% of the demographais personal affection for BIRD while 1.3%
favored particular performers who executed freéoperances there.

When asked about levels of satisfaction with thégpmance, the overall response turned
out to be positive. 52% responded that the free@ds were satisfying with 26.7% who found
them very satisfying. 19.3% expressed neutraluatitwhile 2% said the performances were
somewhat dissatisfying. The strongest reason thpaéted the demographics’ satisfaction
turned out to be qualities of performers, whichorded 63.3%. 26.7%, the second largest
proportion, chose atmosphere of performance. 5é3fianded BIRD’s infrastructures affected
their experiences while 4.6% picked ‘other factofie question about WTP for the free
concerts mirrored the demographics’ levels of &atigon. 58%, the majority, picked '10-50
Euros’ and 26.7% chose '60-100 Euros’. 6.7% sagy thould have paid 110-150 Euros for
the free concerts they attended. 8.7% of the deapbdgs said they would have paid less than
10 Euros.

When it came to the demographics’ levels of inteire8IRD’s upcoming performances
after free admission, the overall result displayebitive responses. Distribution of the
participants was meanwhile comparatively variece gap between the participants who chose
‘Fairly’ and ‘A lot’ was only 1.3% as they record88.3% and 32% for each. 21.3% replied
they have been very much interested. 12.7% chaadlihi while 0.7% answered they have
been not at all interested. Among the participarite chose ‘hardly’ and ‘not at all’ the main
reason for their interest ascribed to mismatclastes. 10% replied they did not have enough
time. 5% responded they wanted to explore otheicwenhues while another 5% expressed a
strong dissatisfaction with the performance. Réihgcthe changes in interest, 75.3% of the
demographics in total visited BIRD’s performancekeast one time after free admission. 48%,
the majority, chose ‘1-3 times’ while 18% respontieat they visited BIRD’s performances 4-
6 times. 4% visited the performances at this vei8 times while 5.3% visited more than 10
times. 24.7% of the demographics said they haveen to any of BIRD’s performances.

When asked their levels of interest in other musitues after free admission, those who
answered ‘Quite’, the largest group, occupied 52 293% replied they have been moderately
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interested while 14.7% chose ‘Very much’. 2.7% s$he&l/ have been rarely attracted while 0.7%
said never. The participants who chose ‘Rarely ‘&aVver’ all ascribed this to ‘Lack of time’.
The number of performances the demographics atteradeer free admission did not
necessarily correspond to such results. As sucli%af them replied they visited 1-3 music
performances. Those who visited other venues’ npesitormances ‘4-6 times’ and ‘More than
10 times’ recorded 19.3% and 9.3% respectivelyesmonding to the second and third largest
figures. 8.7% showed 7-10 times of visits, while%dOvisited none. The period the
demographics visited the next concert after fremiasion, on the other hand, seemed to be
influenced by changes in the demographics’ intenestusic performances. 54%, the majority,
paid a visit within 1-3 months. 29.3% did withineomonth, occupying the second largest
proportion. 6.7% attended the next concert aftémdenths while 6% visited none. The groups
who attended after 10-12 months and after 7-9 nsorgborded 2.7% and 1.3% respectively.

The demographics’ evaluation of the next conced pa@sitive in general. This indicated
that experiences with free admission concerts cpuoténtially influence the demographics’
further interest in music performances. 51.8% efdamographics found the next concert very
satisfying and 29.8% answered they were considgrsdtisfied. 17.7% expressed a neutral
attitude toward the next concert while only 0.7%swamewhat dissatisfied. When asked the
main reason behind their levels of satisfactiore tiitimate majority picked quality of
performers, recording 78%. 15.6% found the readwatsnd their answer related to the
atmosphere of performances while other optionslalyspl similar figures.

When asked the demographics’ willingness to att@adical performances afterwards,
74% of the demographics, the absolute majoritysehdefinitely’. 23.3% said they were likely
to do so while 2.7% kept neutral standpoint. Thealgraphics’ WTP was meanwhile relatively
varied. 36.5% of the demographics’ WTP was mora @0 Euros, which took up the largest
proportion. 23.6%, the second largest, said theyldvpay up to 110-150 euros. 17.6% and
12.2% of the demographics chose ‘160-200 euros*Hiéb0 euros’ for each. 8.8% said they
were willing to pay 60-100 euros while 1.4% of tteenographics’ WTP was less than 10 euros.
The data overall should be tackled with cautiomsiWTP is often overstated. Consideration
of this limitation suggests that in-depth analygdithe data is required, which will be elaborated
in chapter 5.
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Chapter 5. Data Analysis

This chapter illustrates the results of our analyshich grounds on the three aspects this
research focuses on: the relation between a musigerce’s past and present cultural
consumption; the impact of free admission on the audience’s appreciation of music
performances; the impact of the experience with free admissiontlom audience’s future
consumption. Associated with our RQ, we specify impact of free admission on the
audience’s appreciation of music performances iwo aspects. These two aspects are
represented by free admission itself as a promdboh) and appreciation of free admission
performances.

To analyze our data, we use SPSS and apply aneorttegit model. The collected data is
either nominal or ordinal, i.e. we adopted a Liksgale data. Specifically calculating the data’s
mean, variance and standard deviation is not plessitnich makes ratio-scale related models
not applicable. Ordered logit models are accorgirsglitable to explore the data since they
allow looking at relations among variables.

5-1. The relation between a music audience’s pasha@ present cultural
consumption

We start our analysis by exploring the relationwsstn the variables that might have
shaped the respondents’ cultural tastes and tbegumption patterns. This approach grounds
on the consumer consumption model (Castiglionelafaohte, 2016). Inspired by learning by
consumption and radical addiction (Stigler and Beck977, this model emphasizes the role
of audience’s past encounters with music performsnin this model, what greatly influences
consumers’ cultural participation are their dempbra characteristics: depending gender,
age, education levelgdividuals’ past experiences uniquely shape tbensumption patterns
(Bennett, 2012). The audience’s cultural consunmmptice. frequency of attending music
performances and interest in music performancesn be defined as the outcome of
interactions between accumulated past experiemzesacio-cultural dynamics. As we would
like to see the connection between past, presehfudnre consumption, we question whether
this applies to our respondents. We test this demsig gender, age, education levels,
profession, time spent on work, preferred genre®rder to observe the impact of past
experiences on our respondents’ cultural consumptio

First of all, we run a Spearman's rank-order catreh to define the relationship between:

1. evaluation of past experiences with music performeanand interest in music
performances.

2. evaluation of past experiences with music perforeea and frequency of attending
music performances

As both results show a significant correlation, @ not include evaluation of past
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experiences as an independent variable in our sisalikccordingly, the performed analysis
shows that:

There is a weakly positive statistically signifitasorrelation ¢z = .349,p = .000)

between the evaluation of past experiences of npesformances and interest in musical
performances.

There is a weakly positive statistically signifitasorrelation ¢z = .361,p= .000)

between evaluation of past experiences of musfoqmeances and frequency of attending
musical performances.

The results imply that our demographics might getcase of learning by consuming. In
fact, the actual consumption could be influencedtiner factors, i.e. the respondents’ socio-
cultural characteristics. Accordingly, the hypo#®suggested should question whether our
respondentsgjender, age, education levels, profession, tinemtspn work, preferred genres
are related to their consumption referredraguency of attending music performances and
interest in music performances

Hl Gender, age, education levels, profession, tismant on work, preferred genres are
related to interest in music performances.

According to our data (Appendix Table 1-g&fucation level, profession, time spent on
work, preferred genreare not related tmterest in music performancednly responses from
Q4-1 (age), Q4-2(genderpport statistically significant scores. More sfieaily, when it
comes toQ4-1(age)the age group51-60 shows the highest intereWhen it comes t@Q4-
2(gender)females showed more interest in music performati@es males.

We see, then, the older our respondents becomehiginer their interest in music
performances is. It is also evident that genddu@mices cultural consumption. Our results
correspond to the classic concepts consideredfmestne’s cultural tastes exceptdducation
levels(Bennett, 2012). In our datBducation levelss irrelevant of our respondents’ interest
in music performances. This result conflicts wiilitements by scholars such as Falk and Katz-
Gerro (2015) and Roose (2010), who underline edutat contribution to cultural
participation. Maybe, changes of circumstances ladlegved other variables to intervene and
shape consumers’ tastes. Digitalization, for insamas equipped music audience nowadays
with extensive technological tools to navigate tigio an abundance of information. While
fueling speculation over the result, the distribatiof our demographics’ education levels
reveal some hidden aspects.
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<Figure 1: Education >
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When looking at figure 1, it is evident that thejondy of respondents have at least a
university or a higher degree. Their average edutdével is then high, with only a small
variety in education levels (the other bigger greug1,3% — has a college degree). This
suggests that assessing respondents’ interestsit performances depending on educational
achievement might be pointless. We could rathertlsatyour respondents are generally well
educated to enjoy music performances and fill batdurvey. In our analysis, thus, it is thus
hard to conclude th&ducation levelgare irrelevant for our respondents’ taste fornmatio

Considering the result above, we pay attentioredacation levelsimpacts on our
respondentspreferred genresRoose (2010) argues that music consumption igtiyely
associated with every indicators of audience’s atiosal achievements. What music
audiences consume, in this perspective, is indyitedbated to their education levels. In this
perspective, we can explain whpgeferred genreare not related to our respondemtgerest in
musical performance®ur respondents could have appreciated specifgigal genres based
on an individual's cultural capital®\ possible interpretation of our results is thatdna
higher education levels, our demographics mightwtirally omnivorous. As Peters, Eijck,
and Michael (2017) observe among cultural omnivomes respondents’ consumption of
diverse genres might ascribe to their cherry-pigkaicross highbrow and lowbrow music
genres. We suggest, thus, that our respondentsiralitapital influences the result above. It
seems that what audience knows defines its musies#Bryson, 1996).

In our regression model, we also consider the imnpigrofessiorandtime spent on work
on respondents’ interest in music performancesn@stioned above, they are not predictive
of our respondents’ interest in music performan@és.suggest those variables have, instead,
relatively more impact on our respondents’ attedaosf musical performances. Regardless of
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his/her professions, a person could either adorabbior musical performances. This also
applies to time spent on wotRrofessiorandtime spent on workyevertheless, could influence
our demographics’ actual consumption; their workestules might discourage their plan to
attend music festivals. Concerning this aspectiestwhether the same independent variables
used inH! were related to another aspect of cultural congiampfrequency of attending
music performances

H-2 Gender, age, education levels, profession, tispesit on work, preferred genres relate to
frequency of attending music performanc¥s.

When it comes t#i11? (Appendix Table 1-2), we see that the estimatds'dfcontradict
what was observed id'except for the responses frarducation levelThe responses from
Q4-4 (profession), Q4-5 (times spent on wank)lQ1-2 (preferred genresgport statistically
significant scoresGender, age, education leveiave no predictive power when it comes to
the respondent$’equency of attendance of music performanths.data shows how the same
variables affect our respondentsterestand frequency of attendanadifferently. When it
comes tofrequency of attending music performancesofession and time spent on work
become important factors.

Considering professions, the groupd-4 (profession)’m looking for a job’, ‘I'm a
private employee’, ‘I'm a public employeeave attended music performances more than
‘self-employed/a freelancergroup This result was unexpected as tlself-employed/a
freelancer’ groupwas expected to attend more music performancedadfiexible working
schedules. In our survey data, also, the two ppatints who lack time to attend music
performances are those who engage in full-time.jdbgs makes responses fraga#-5 (time
spent on workhook contradictory in our datén fact, the group3=I have a flexible working
scheduleattends music performances more than the gftipm looking for a job’.

We find an inconsistency in the stated attendamcentisic performances between
flexibility of professiorandtime spent on worlBoth ‘self-employed/a freelanceénd ‘I have
a flexible working scheduleindicate a similar characteristic: flexibility atowk. Their
responses are nevertheless contradicting each ashdescribed above. Ttself-employed/a
freelancer’ group records the least attendance to music pegfoces while the ‘have a
flexible working schedulejroup records the highest.

11 When it comes to goodness-of-fit, only Pearspr'ex=0.05, which indicates mixed resultd/ith R>= 0.888, our
model explains 88.8% of the population.
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<Figure 2>
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When checking collinearity betweegprofessionand time spent on workthere is a
moderate, positive relationship betwagaofessiorandtime spent on work (y=1.6+0.41%*xs r
=.42).We cannot entirely trust the Pearson’s coefficgmatres as they do not allow us to deal
with nominal variables. When performing Crosstalis investigate the association between
the two, the data shows that the majority of pgrdint with flexible working schedules, 28 in
total, fall in the'self-employed/freelancer’ grou@ther 6 respondents with flexible schedules
are either employees hired by private companiestadents. Considering this, those 28
participants’ consumption of music performancesloaexplained in three ways. They might
be too busy with their workloads to attend musicfgrenances. They might also be less
interested in music performances than the othespandents with flexible schedules. Lastly,

2 The data displays with Chi-square obtained (198).90e degrees of freedom (16) and a p score 0TGP
score of 0.000 %=0.05, which rejects the null hypothesis.

33



they might be under financial constraints when dimes to their spending on music
performances. As profession-related factorspme levelgrucially influence an individual’s
revenue and expenditure. We do not have data @oouespondents’ economic status, which
makes it difficult to assess this aspect in outyai® Economic conditions’ impact on cultural
consumption, however, has been commonly reportedchplars.Castiglione and Infante
(2016) argue that the financial situation couldcdigage cultural consumption despite
audience’s accumulated past consumptions. Beingesdlacated individuals, our respondents
might hesitate to spend money on music performagigedo their financial conditions.

It is also noticeable thakm looking for a job’ mostly corresponds tthe respondents
who fall within the student group. 5he majority of| am a student’say that they are looking
for a job. Other 28 students describe themselvegdfasent types of worker3his suggests 78
students’ dedication to work could vary dependindiow they perceive their situations. Only
two respondents actually fall within the categdopking for a job’. This result partly explains
the contradiction betweerQ4-4 (profession)’ andQ4-5 (time spent on works)h this
regression modeBoth ‘I'm looking for a job’and 1 have a flexible working schedulgfoup
might not necessarily have less amount of workload.

It is evident overall thalime spent on worksignificantly influences our respondents’
attending music performances. Concerniimge spent on worksmpact, preferred genres’
being predictive ofttendance to music performan@ems understandable. When it comes
to Q1-2 (preferred genresyye see that the 9 groups listed below show higteguencies of
attendance of music performances than the grBagK, Pop, Heavy metal, Countrywhich
shows dominance of Jazz.
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<Table 1-3>

Frequency of each group’s Attendance

compared to ‘Rock, Pop, Heavy metal, Country’ group

Group Number of responses Frequency of attendance

‘Jazz, classic, pop’ 13 +7.714
‘Jazz, hiphop, pop, 1 +9.494
electronic house’
‘Jazz, pop’ 2 +8.299
‘Jazz, pop, country’ 1 +15.727
‘Jazz, pop, folk musig 1 +9.079
country’
‘Jazz, pop, folk music, hea 1 +9.812
metal, country’

‘Jazz, rock, classic, poy 1 +16.256
heavy metal, Reggae’
‘Jazz, rock, highop, classic 1 +9.079
pop, Folk music, country’
‘Rock, classic, pop, blues’ 2 +10.326

We see that Jazz, the prominent genre offered BRDBhttracts the crowd the most.
Concerning this, we find that many of our responsleshecision could have been affected by
their music tastes. Many of our respondents halmaited amount of free time due to their
workload. They attend musical performances duitegy tspare time. Like other consumers do,
there is a high chance that they intend to maxintimgr utility by consumption. They
accordingly could have chosen BIRD’s performanedsch suit their tastes. They could have
juggled the opportunity cost between attending BERfdee admission performances and
others venues’ performances.

We have explored so far how our respondents’ sattir@l contexts have been related to
both interest in music performances and attendemosusic performances. Lastly, we check
whether our respondentg/TP for music performancese related toheir interest in music
performancesWe are aware that WTP are often overstated, wthiodatens our analysis’
credibility. We cannot nevertheless overlook WTP’s significaasea quantitative measure.
Qualitative measures often lack objectivity. Reprdsd as interest levels in our data, for
instance, an individual’'s expression of interessubjective. ‘Very much interesting’ could
imply a varying range of interest depending on ea@dpondent’s interpretation. Observing
their relation betweeWTPandinterest levelthus, helps grasping what our respondents mean
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by their definition of interest in music performasc When testing correlation between WTP
for music performances and interest in music penfonicegAppendix Table 1-3),

There is aveak, positive, statistically significant corretat (r; = .373, p = .000) between

our respondentshterest in music performancasd theirWTP for music performanceBhis

indicates our respondent®/TP for music performanceasight not sincerely mirrotheir

interest in music performanceBhis becomes more explicit when referring to therdiution
of our respondentsinterest in music performancegepending on theilWTP for music
performances

Our data shows that the majority of our respondeapily they areQuite’ and Very much’
interested in music performances. Compared toastéevelsWTP for music performances
not high. The majority of our respondent®TP for music performanceare centered
around’10-50 euros’and 60-100 euros’We identify an imbalance betwe@l'P for music
performances&ndinterest in music performances

There exist exceptions, of course. 39 people rppbe does not matter. Their responses
indicate their interest levels are sincerely ré#dan their WTP for music performances. When
it comes to the overall data, however, this is metessarily the case. We suggest, hence,
circumstantial factors, particularly financial catmeh, might determine our respondents’ WTP
for music performances.
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5-2. The Impact of Free Admission on the AudienceAppreciation of Music
Performances

In this section, we explore how free admissiongrentinces influences our respondents’
appreciation of the free performance at BIRD. Totklis, we separately analyze the data
collected from the 42 participants who chose thdéopmance due to free admission, and the
data collected from the entire group of respondéltien we make comparisons between the
results. This approach ascribes to several reasinglying the 42 participants shows the
connection between free admission and these resptsi@valuation of free performance. We
could see, in particular, how free admission waks promotion strategy. However, focusing
solely on the 42 participants has some pitfallsehains unclear, even after our analysis, how
competitive free admission is as a promotion t@ohpared to other motivations. Concerning
this aspect, we firstly scrutinize the attributels tbe 42 respondents who chose free
performances due to free admission.

According to our data (Appendix Table 2-1 to 2-B3, females and 14 males comprise
this 42 people. The majority of them are studenttheir 21-30s, whose time spent on work
vary. 40 out of 42 respondents have acquired anmimi college degree. 34 of them attend
musical performances at least 5-7 times a yeanfaB8em, more than a half, find musical
performance&yuite’ or ‘very muchinteresting. The data apparently shows the majofithe
42 respondents are highly educated individuals already have experiences with musical
performances.

Stating the positive impacts of free admission psoanotion tool, scholars have claimed
it could compensate for consumers’ desire to knehat they are paying forAs Dolgin (2009)
finds, consumers tend not to purchase less-verjeis due to their fear of encountering bad
quality products. Cultural goods generally havenbadnerable to this aspect because they are
experience goods. Consumers can experience angaévalultural goods’ quality only after
their purchase (Nelson, 1970). Free admission bar buggested to attract people, especially
targeting a new audience who has not experienegortducts before. What we observe among
the 42 participants is different from this, howevieree admission appeals more to music
audience with previous cultural participation thhase without. Here, we are referring to the
data extracted from the limited population. Itiicult to conclude that free admission would
not attract people with less or no-interest in rymerformances at all. For our respondents’
case, however, it does.
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The 42 patrticipants’ characteristics influence hoes perceive their evaluation of free
music performances at BIRD.

When it comes to their satisfaction levels (Appe&niible 2-7), the majority of them are
either very satisfied or satisfied with the perfames. It is nevertheless hard to conclude that
free admission is the determinant factor behind thrgression of the free performances. Their
evaluation could be the outcome of beneficial aluhs (Castiglione and Infante, 2016). As
Castiglione and Infante (2016) suggest, accumulatedumptions experiences could have
enhanced audience’s perception of free performarnidas does not mean that we do not
identify any of the free admission’s impacts ilhaséd by other researchers.

The 42 respondents’ characteristics, for instaresajnds Gall-Ely et al. (2007) argument.
They claim that free admission might mitigate mangtdistance between institutions and
people by reducing opportunity cost. In our casee fadmission’s strongest effect seems, in
fact, to weight on mitigating monetary distancewsstn institutions and people. It could be
that free admission enables culturally educatedeagd to engage in cultural consumption by
lessening financial burdens. The influence of fmahstatus might not be negligible for the 42
participants, since most of them are students. Minisors Lévy-Garboua and Montmarquette’s
(1996) research which suggests that consumers’nmiatheatre performances heavily rely
on their income elasticity of demand and pricess Hspect explains the incongruity between
the 42 respondents’ satisfaction levels, and thEiP for free performances at BIRD.

The performances that our respondents attendefitere\We see (Appendix Table 2-8)
that the 42 participants are in general willingpy more than the original price which is O
euros. Then, we could say that there is a charatdrie admission positively influences their
experiences with the performances at BIRD. Comptodtieir satisfaction levels, however,
WTP for the free performances are quite low. 33participants as such express a WTP of
10-50 euros. 5 people’s WTP is less than 10 e@pgople say they would have paid 60-100
euros for the free admission performance. Only paréicipant's WTP is 110-150 euros. We
see that their satisfaction levels noticeably ssspgheir WTP for the free performances, this
seems to confirm Breidert, Hahsler and Reutte(@0€6, p. 14) observation of the possibility
that consumer might over-understate their trueatadn. As suggested above, their financial
status could have determined their WTP for the perdormances.

As mentioned, only considering the responses froen42 participants could draw a
biased conclusion. We accordingly take a look athtire group of respondents as well. When
it comes to motivation to choose free performanae8IRD (Appendix Table 2-9), 53
participants chose the performances due to companisuggestion. TheCompanion’s
suggestiongroup is the largest. ThEree admissiorgroup records the"? place with 42
participants. 40 people, thé3argest group, belong tthe self-interestgroup. This result
suggests that free admission could be a usefakstin tool, but not necessarily more powerful
than words of mouth.

Based on this, we analyze how our respondents’viadns are associated with their
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evaluation of the musical performances. We stath iooking atthe relation between
satisfaction levels and different motivations toa$e free performances at BIRD.

According to our data, satisfaction levels are galhe high. Thereis no significant
relationship betweereasons to choose the free admission performaaedsatisfaction with
the performance# the population There is a relationship only for those who chose th
performance due to free admission as indicatedealdawgeneral, those two variables are not
related to each other.

On the contrary (Appendix Table 2-10), the relagiip betweenmeasons to choose the
free admission performancesid WTP for the performancas statistically significant. The
distribution of our respondents’ WTP for the fresrfprmances is similar to that of tHeee
admission’group.

According to our data, 87 out of 150 participatit® majority, express a WTP of 10-50
euros while the WTP of 110-150 euros takes the [@a@gportion. The only difference is that
the number of respondents whose WTP is 60-100gisehithan those with WTP of less than
10 euros. Data shows that the difference betwssrsfaction levelsand WTP for free
performancess not as explicit as the casdigie admissiogroup. Still, the entire respondents’
WTP for the free performances are relatively lotan their satisfaction levels.

When testing the correlation between the entirpaedentssatisfaction levelandWTP
for free performance@Appendix Table 2-11heir satisfaction levelandWTP for free music
performancesare positively related. In Table 2-11, howevee torrelation is very weak. It
means their satisfaction levels are not fully repreed by respondents’ WTP for free
performances. We are aware that satisfaction lemesrather subjective. An expression of
‘very satisfied’ could refer to WTP of more than02€uros or less than 10 euros, depending on
each individual. We see, at the same tiraasons to choose the free admission performances
andWTP for the performancese related in our groups. It seems accordinglyeniable that
the economic situation impacts our respondentsicall consumption.
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5-3. Impacts of the Experience with Free Admissioon the Audience’s
Future Consumption

In the last section of our analysis, we exploreithpacts of the experience with free
admission on the audience’s future consumptionh\ttié survey, we have collected data that
shows our respondents’ frequency of attendanceusiavperformances. This data includes
consumption that occurred after free admission.data does not detect a distinction between
consumption occurred before and after free admis€ar data lacks information about how
many performances people attended before themdstee to free performances. We cannot
accordingly verify whether free entry has incurrady changes in our respondents’
consumption after experiencing free music perforcean\We can instead assume this impact
by referring to the data related to our respondenttural consumption. We start by looking
at the correlations betweeattendance to music performances after free adonssnd the
general attendance to music performandéste,attendance after free admissioansists of
two variables; attendance to BIRD's performances after free adiomszndattendance to other
venues’ performances after free admission.

According to our data (Appendix Table 3-1),

1. There is a weakly positive correlatim=.342, p = .000petweergeneral attendance
to music performancemndattendance to BIRD’s performances after free adionss

2. There is a moderately positive correlatiom = .513, p = .000)betweengeneral
attendance to music performan@slattendance to other venues’ performances after
free admission.

We see that the strength of correlation differsetheling on each case. For other venues’
performances, both variables are correlated in demate way. When it comes to BIRD’s
performances, however, it is not the case. Ouoredgnts’ attendance to BIRD’s performances
after free admission might not be necessarily astat with their music performances
consumption patterns. These results indicate that respondents’ attendance to music
performances after free admission need furthersimnyation.

We want to see whether free admission performaacesrelated to changes in our
respondents’ consumption after experiencing thédopmances. Concerning this, we again
make comparisons between the 42 participants wheecthe performances because of free
admission and the entire respondents. This digtimdietween the 42 participants and the
entire respondents is inspired by free admissipo&tive impacts.

Free admission has been reported to lead to arsi@éhelationship between institutions
and visitors (Gall-Ely et al, 2007). This attribdtas been discussed to further associate free
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admission with consumer loyalty as well. Visitorblavexperienced free entry have been
reported to ultimately open to permanent paid asimisin a longer term. Concerning this, we

expect the 42 participants’ consumption after ideission has been particularly influenced

by their experiences with free performances. Compatendencies between them and the
entire respondents, thus, could help clarifying faemission’s influence. We start this process
by analyzing the 42 participants first.

H31 42 participants’ motivation to choose free musiaf@enances can influence their
attendance to BIRD’s performances after free adions's

When it comes to influence on 42 participants’radtence to BIRD’s music performances
after free admission, we see that our model isstadistically significant. It seems difficult to
say that the 42 participants’ attendance to frarisglon performances has transformed their
consumption. We find that free admission ratheerwvgnes on their decision to attend free
admission performance at BIRD. The 42 participactsisumption of BIRD’s performance
after that seems not related to their experiendsfiee admission. We suggest, in this regard,
that free admission has hardly incurred the expeatgacts among the 42 participants.
Meanwhile, our regression model for the 42 paréinig attending other music venues’
performances admission is statistically significgkpgpendix Table 3-2).

H41 42 participants’ motivation to choose free musiaf@enances can influence their
attendance to other music venues’ performances féte admissiort?

Lévy-Garboua and Montmarquette (1996) find thahhpsitive cross elasticity of demands
among performances has been observed despitdnéterogeneity. Inspired by this approach,
our hypothesis assumes that positive experiencts frde admission performances would
influence additional consumption of music perforces Despite the 42 participants’ generally
expressing high satisfaction with free performanties does not suit our case. On the contrary,
the other respondents with different motivationsehattended performances at other venues
more than the 42 participants. This result starg#snat our expectation that free admission
experiences would expand the 42 participants’ war@ consumption. Neither has free
admission noticeably increased the amount of copsom It seems difficult to say that their
experiences with free music performances has infleé actual attendance to other music
venues. Overall, our data about the 42 participi@atsd to some doubts about free admission’s

13 The model is statistically insignificarg.>a=0.05

4 When it comes to goodness-of-fit, both Pearsonzadance’s p =0.05. With R2= 0.37, our model
explains 37% of the population (which is the prdjoor of 42 participants among in the entire respgonsl).
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impacts on their consumption.

As mentioned above, we also observe the entireonetgmts’ proclivity for attending
music performances after free admission. In terrhsdiscussing attendance to music
performances after free admission, we considenddigce to both BIRD and other venues’
performances. The dependent variables are the g@mhare used to test the 42 participants’
tendency. The independent variables are differesgtyfromH**. Motivation to attend free
performancess not the only independent variable in our regi@sthis time. We additionally
include satisfaction with free admission performancaad WTP for free admission
performanceamong the independent variables.

The Regressions processed below are about the eesipondents’ group. Except the 42
participants who were attracted by free admissi®® people have different motivations to
attend free music performances. The data dldotitvation to attend free performanceas this
regard help us investigate free admission’s impact asoaption tool.

This information is meanwhile about the impact refef admission itself, which does not
include free performances’ impact on our resporslédinly based oNlotivation to attend free
performanceswe cannot explain, how free admission performartage influenced our
respondents’ consumption. The data about our regras’ appreciation of free admission
performancessatisfaction with free admission performan@es WTP for free admission
performancess required to figure out this. These aspects averdingly reflected on our
ordinal regressions performed below. We startghigess witlour respondents’ attendance to
BIRD’s performances after free admissi@ppendix Table 3-3)

H51'Reasons to choose free admission performancess lefsatisfaction with free admission
performances, WTP for free admission performanaesrelated to attendance to BIRD's
performances after free admisstoén

It results thatreasons to choose free admission performamcest related tattendance to
BIRD’s performances after free admissidmstead, what influence our respondents’ decision
over additional consumption is their appreciatidrfree admission performances. When it
comes tosatisfaction levels, ‘4=Satisfyingand ‘3=Neutral’ groups have statistically
significant responses in sequential order. Bothehattended BIRD’s performances less than
‘5=Very satisfying'group The responses froMW/TP for free performanceseanwhile show
the opposite tendency. The data shows thateigondents from tHé=110-150 eurosgroup
have attended BIRD’s performances less than thegoneents from thé3=60-100 euros’
group. We see that the more our respondents aséesétthe more they have attended BIRD’s
performances. According to our observation of &atigon levels, our respondent/TP for
free performanceare supposed to follow the same pattern as wedl fihd nevertheless the

15 When it comes to goodness-of-fit, only Devianceas0.05, which indicates mixed results. Wit 8
0.478, our model explains 47.8% of the population.
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incongruity betweesatisfaction levelandWTP for free performancesyain.

Through the previous section, our data has shoamntkle majority of our respondents’
WTP for free performances is around 10-50 eurosaddhr data simultaneously indicates is
more attendance to BIRD’s performances occurs adrigher satisfaction groups than lower
satisfaction groups. We suggest that this indictitepeople who choo$4=110-150 euros’
are outliers. They could have overstated their nmiaarg satisfaction with free admission
performances. The distribution of our respondeM@P for free admission performances
across theirattendance to BIRD’s performances after free adimmssorroborates this
(Appendix Table 3-4).

According to our data;110-150 euros’group’s attending BIRD’s performances is
noticeably smaller than th&0-50 eurosgroup. As for this10-50 euros’group we also find
it doubtful whether free admission contributestcrément of WTP for music performances.

Our respondents’ could have attended only freeowret-priced performances after their
experiences with free admission at BIRD. By doirgs,t their attendance to music
performances could remain high while their expemeesin low. We can nevertheless only
assume this in our analysis. We find, in this rdg#rere is a need to observe free admission’s
influence on music consumption in the long term.

Concerning the result above, we also perform otdegression abouwdur respondents’
attendance to other venues’ performances afterdoerissionAppendix Table 3-5)

H®1 Motivations to choose free admission performandéegels of satisfaction with free
admission performances, WTP for free admissionop@idnces are related to attendance to
other venues’ performances after free admisSion

Referring toH®, motivations to choose free admission performanaad, WTP for free
admission performancese not related tattendance to other venues’ performances after free
admission.When it comes tasatisfaction levelsthe ‘3=Neutral’ group has a statistically
significant response in sequential order. This gratiended BIRD’s performances less than
the ‘5=Very satisfyinggroup.

We see that higher satisfaction with free admissp@nformances has influenced
attendance to other venues’ performances. A goadaneof performancesas the potential
to enlarge the audience’s spectrum of cultural gongtion in the performing arts sector. Our
data, in this regard, reminds Lévy-Garboua and khanguette’s finding. They suggest high,
positive cross elasticity of demands among diffeparformance genres has been observed

16 When it comes to goodness-of-fit, both Pearsondance’s p ¢=0.05. With R2= 0.200, our model
explains 30.0% of the population.
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despite their heterogeneity (1996). Other venuerdbpmance genres are not identifiable in our
data. It holds true, still, our respondents havelaed broader ranges of performances after
their interaction with free music performances.

In opposition to satisfaction levels, we observat tbur respondents’ WTP for free
admission performances is statistically insigniicaThis confirms again that further
investigation of free admission’s long-term impisctequired.

So far, we have investigated how our respondernprexiation of free admission
performances is related to their consumption ajterWe have not yet explored how their
interest in music performances after free admisgsorelated to their attendance to music
performances after free admissi@onsidering this aspect is significant to our asalyWe
can check if our respondents’ interest has transdr their actual attendance to music
performances. Associated with consumer loyalty el tihis aspect has been crucial to support
free admission’s positive impacts (Gall-Ely et 2D07). Based on our dafaterest in music
performances after free admission impliggerest in both BIRD and other venues’
performances after free admissiokttendance to music performances after free agloms
consists of two variables; attendance to BIRD's performances after free adimmssnd
attendance to other venues’ performances afterddemissionWhen it comes to a correlation
betweeninterest in BIRD’s performances after free adnuesand attendance to BIRD'’s
performances after free admissi@ppendix Table 3-6)

There is a positive, strong correlations & .644, p = .000) between the number of BIRD
performances our respondents attended after framisglon and their interest in BIRD’s
performances after free admission.

When it comes to the entire respondents, thusy {hesitive experiences with free
admission seems to build accumulate adhesiveoektips with institutions as Gall-Ely et al.
(2007) claims. When it comes taterest in other venues’ performances after frdmgsion
andattendance to other venues’ performances afterddaission(Appendix Table 3-7)

There is a moderate, positive correlation € .409, p = .000) between attendance to
other venues’ performances after free admission iatetest in other venues’ performances
after free admission.

Based on this, we suggest that our respondenendgdhce to other music venues’
performances might ascribe to their increasedestan music performances.

We have investigated how our respondents have dhéqgér consumption after free
admission. We, moreover, test relations betweenrespondents’ consumption after free
admission and future consumption. We have develgpednalysis based on the consumer
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consumption model (Castiglione and Infante, 20lk&pired by learning by consumption and
radical addiction (Stigler and Becker, 19,7this model highlights audience’s past encounters
with music performances. We accordingly expect r@spondents’ experiences to influence
their future consumption as well. Since we focusoon respondents’ experience after free
admission, their experiences do not mean the whee experiences in this model.

According to advocates of free admission, visitettso experienced free admissions
become more favorable to permanent paid admis§iafi-Ely et al., 2007). Such a case has
been reported only across museums studies. It semt@ain whether this suits the case of music
audience as well. Through our analysis, therefarewould like to test if our respondents’
experiences with free admission performances woglgase their marginal utility from future
consumption. Concerning this, the independent kkegafor this model are represented as
participation after free admission (both BIRD aritier venues), interest after free admission
(both BIRD and other venues), the period that aspondents attended the next concert,
satisfaction with the next concert after free admais. Future consumption is represented as
our respondentstillingness to attend afteWWhen performing ordinal regression (Appendix
Table 3-8)

H’-! Participation after free admission (both BIRD artti@r venues), interest after free
admission (both BIRD and other venues), the pettad our respondents attended the next
concert, satisfaction with the next concert afreefadmission are related to willingness to
attend after o

We see thainterest in other venues’ performances, the pexittht our respondents
attended the next concert after free admissamlevels of satisfaction with the next concert
are statistically significant.

The responses frormterest in other venues’ performancasow that'4=Quite’ group
express higher willingness to attend musical paréorces after on compared¥esVery much’
group. When it comes to periods that our resporsdeiténded the next concert, the responses
from ‘6=After a month-3 months’, ‘5=After 4 months -@nths’and‘3=10 months -12 months’
groups are statistically significant. Those groexgress lower willingness to attend than group
‘within one month’ group

When it comes tthe period that the demographics attended the cextert,the faster
our respondents’ attendance to performances idjigher their willingness to attend are. We
cannot assure that our respondents’ attendanoanpletely indifferent of the pandemic crisis.
Those who have attended free performances aroumdepac crisis, in particular, might not
have had the chance to attend any music performaiterwards. We could still say, however,
experiences with free admission have stimulatedrespondents’ consumption, especially

17 When it comes to goodness-of-fit, only both Peaimod Deviance’s pa=0.05. With R2 = 0.577, our
model explains 57.7% of the population.
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concerning7=within one monthgroup. Being more interested in music performarafee
their experiences with free admission performan@esyithin one monthgroup could have
attended music performances faster than other grotipeir additional consumption could
have contributed to expressing highest willingrtesattend.

When it comes ttevels of satisfaction with the next concent, see that respondents with
higher satisfaction express higher willingness tteral. Their experiences with free
performances, as part of past consumption, haseinéed their appreciation of the next concert.
Their satisfaction with the next concert, thenjuahces their willingness to attend. We find,
in this regard, our respondents suit the caseavhieg by consumption. This corresponds to
Castiglione and Infante’s (2016) argument that paperiences enhance consumer perception
of performances. We suggest, thus, good memoriepedbrmances would enlarge our
respondents’ spectrum of consumption in the perfograrts sector.

When it comes tanterest in other venues’ performancémwever, we encounter an
unexpected resutd=Quite’ group’s willingness to attend is higher tha&aVery Much’group.
This goes against our expectation that people Wwitiner interest would express higher
willingness to attend. We might possibly explairstihowever, by reminding the data about
our respondentgime spent on worland profession. Time spent on woakd profession
critically influence our respondents’ consumptiendelineated before5=Very Much’group,
thus, might have more respondents whose work stdeedio not support their cultural
consumption. The data, in this regard, could hintha socio-cultural variables’ impact on
cultural consumption. As Bennet (2012) argues, dgapmhic characteristics shape an
individual’s consumption pattern.

Finally, we test the correlation betwesillingness to attend music performances after on
andWTP for music performances after @xppendix Table 3-9)This intends to find whether
WTP for future consumption accords with willingnéssttend. As described above, museum
visitors who experienced free admissions become riamorable to permanent paid admission
(Gall-Ely et al., 2007). We could see, regarding,ttvhether free admission’s positive impact
also appears across our respondents. Accordimglydrrelation performed shows that

There is a positive, weak correlation € .347, p = .000) between willingness to attend
musical performances after on and WTP for musiealggmances after on.

We see that a significant correlation exists wiiileir relation is weak. It is hard to
conclude that our respondents’ WTP for future comstion has increased due to free
admission’s. We suggest, thus, that free admisasoattraction marketing is doubtful in the
long term. It is true that our respondents’ experes with free admission performances have
positively influenced their perception of both BIRIDd other venues’ music performances.
This positive perception, however, has not traeslatto their higher WTP. In our respondents’
case, in particular, it is rather that they repéat cycle of attending free or cheaper music
performances. Whether their WTP has increasedhi&kease of the museum visitors (Gall-Ely
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et al., 2007) cannot be assessed in our analysis.

We suggest, in this regard, a different perspectimefree admission’s impact as a
marketing strategy is required. Free admission tmghbe as effective as it has been claimed
to be. Summing up our analysis introduced so fardigcuss our research’s contributions and
suggestions for future research in our last chagtencluding remarks.
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Chapter 6. Concluding Remarks

This last chapter summarizes the result of theyarsahdding some concluding remarks
The limitations of our research and some modesimaetendations for future research are also
included. Throughout this work, we explored whetinee admission has influenced the music
audience’s perception of music performances. Tdfywéris, our RQ focused on 3 aspects
which comprised different sub-hypotheses.

Section 6-1: The relation between a music audiensepast and present
cultural consumption

In section 5-1 from Chapter. 5, our results condidnthe impact of some classical factors
(Bennett, 2012) on individuals’ cultural tastes epiceducationlevels Contradicting this
indication,education level later turned out to have an actual impact orrespondents’ taste
formation in our research. Our respondents’ edandévels were generally high, for instance,
which supported their well-cultured attributes. Mibeir high interest in music performances,
as such, they recorded frequent attendance to rmpasgiocrmances in general. This aspect lent
weights on our respondents’ being cultural omnigofkheir preferences for a wide range of
music genres seemed to consist of their cherryipyccross highbrow and lowbrow genres
(Peters, Eijck, and Michael, 2017). Our respondeartthusiasm toward music performances
meanwhile did not necessarily match their actumtutnstantial factorgrofession, time spent
on work and flexibility ofprofessionhugely determined their ultimate attendance to musi
performances.

Our finding further implied that financial conditis, in terms of determining how much
to spend on music performances, might restrictrespondents’ consumption. As such, our
respondentsWTP for music performanceid not seem to sincerely mirrtineir interest in
music performancedhe WTP for music performancegs lower than theinterest in music
performancesOn one hand, this indirectly suggested that firergituation could constrain
their cultural consumption despite one’s accumdlgtast consumptions (Castiglione and
Infante, 2016). On another hand, this explained howsic tastes could have affected our
respondents’ attendance to BIRD’s performance®iimg of efficiently spending their free
time. For both aspects, our data indicated thategpondents’ decisions could be affected by
their limited amount of resources; money and time.
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Section 6-2: impact of free admission performancesn our respondents’
appreciation of the free performance at BIRD

In section 5-2 from Chapter. 5, we separated the clallected from the 42 participants
who chose the performance due to free admissi@hthendata collected from the entire group
of respondents. Then we made comparisons betweeaeshlts.

Starting with the results from the 42 participarasy data contradicted the positive
impacts of free admission as a promotion tool. Wil that free admission appealed more to
music audience with previous cultural participasidhan those without it. In our research, we
could not identify Gally-Ely et al. (2007) argumeftee admission especially attracted the
audience who had not experienced the productsdaelde could not either conclude that free
admission was the ultimate factor behind their fpgsimpression of the free performances.
Considering their cultural capital, their evaluateeemed more like the outcome of beneficial
addictiongCastiglione and Infante, 2016).

We found instead that free admission might havebledathose culturally educated
audience, the 42 participants, to engage in cultar@sumption by lessening financial burdens.
As Gall-Ely et al. (2007) claimed, free admissiortigated the monetary distance between
institutions and audience. This aspect gave uasghit for the discrepancy observed between
the 42 participants’ high satisfaction levels ahdirt relatively much lower WTP for free
performances at BIRD. It is possible to assume ¢toatsumer’s demand of performances
heavily relied on the income elasticity of demandd aprices (Lévy-Garboua and
Montmarquette, 1996).

When it came to the entire group of respondenesyébult was somewhat contrary. Free
admission was not the most attractive tool for th@uar data indicated that words of mouth
was more impactful than free admission when comsigéhe whole responses collected. Even
through the entire respondents shared similar$esedatisfaction with the 42 participants, this
had nothing to do with their motivation to chookse performances.

With the result above only, it seemed that theremgspondents were less influenced by
financial factors. Further investigation howeveg@ested that financial conditions undeniably
influenced the entire respondents’ cultural consiionp too. We observed as such the same
discrepancy between WTP for the free performanndssatisfaction levels in the entire group
of respondents. The entire respondents’ WTP forfréw performances were actually similar
to that of the 42 participants. This means thetistection levels were not fully reflected on
their WTP for free performances.
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Section 6-3: Impacts of the experience with free aission on our
respondents’ future consumption

We lastly explored the impacts of our respondeeigieriences with free admission
performances on their future consumption in oualfgection. Since our respondents’ general
amount of consumption was already high, we expettatl their consumption after free
admission would also be high. Interestingly, onding was somewhat unexpected. It showed
that their attendance to BIRD’s performances dfesg admission might not ascribe to their
consumption patterns. The effect was valid only nviiecame to their attendances to other
venues. To clarify this, we compared the 42 paréints who chose the performances because
of free admission and the entire respondents again.

Starting with the 42 participants, overall, it wdsficult to expect free admission’s
positive impact out of their cases. We found, fastance, that there was no relation between
the past free performances and their attendan®&R0®’'s performances after experiencing
those. It was difficult to confirm that their attiance to free admission performances affected
their consumption. We could rather suggest tha &@mission only had a temporary impact
on our respondents’ decision to attend free perdmigas in the past.

On the other hand, their attendance to other vémpeeformances after free admission
was related to their experiences with the perfoicearat BIRD. This result nevertheless did
not imply that we could expect free admission’sifies impact out of this case. Compared to
the 42 participants who attended because of fre@sstbn, because, the other respondents
with different motivations attended performancesther venues more than the 42 participants.
This aspect contradicts Lévy-Garboua and Montmate£996) when they suggest that high,
positive cross elasticity of demands among theoperdnces has been observed despite their
heterogeneity. It was difficult to conclude thadradmission performances have incurred their
additional consumption of music genres.

For the entire respondents, we expected to idefié/admission’s positive effects as we
identified some relatable clues. Their positive liegsion of free performances at BIRD, for
instance, was related to their consumption of HHRD and other venues’ performances
afterwards. Also, the reasons they chose free admniperformances at BIRD were not related
to their consumption after free admission. Thisliegthat other aspects of their experiences
with the free performances (i.e satisfaction witte tperformances, WTP for the free
performances, reasons behind their satisfactiom whie performances, ...) could have
influenced their consumption. Nevertheless, oureolsions ultimately suggest that free
admission’s positive impact was not a reliable apti

When it came to the entire respondents’ attendamd&RD’s performances after free
admission, their evaluations (i.gatisfaction levelandWTP for free performancesf free
admission performances influenced their decisiogr @dditional consumption. On one hand,
we found that higher satisfaction levels led toheigattendance to BIRD’s performances.
Whereas, regarding WTP for free performances, wsemied several outcomes that had a
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contradictory tendency. There was especially aipihi$g of some response groups with higher
WTP being statistical outliers. The overall aspetade us suspect free admission’s
contribution to increasing WTP for music performesic This nevertheless was only an
assumption in our analysis.

Concerning the result above, we also investigdtedentire respondents’ attendance to
other venues’ performances afterwards. We foundsanéarity observed in their attendance
to BIRD performances after free admission. Highatisgaction with free admission
performances led to higher attendance to othereg€merformances. Their consumption after
free admission, in this regard, reminded Lévy-Gagband Montmarquette (1996)’s finding
again. We meanwhile witnessed an interesting @iffee: The entire respondents’ WTP for free
admission performances was not related to theandénce to other venues’ performances.
This aggravated our doubts about free admissiomg-term impact.

Apart from the negative prospects on the finanoieltribution discussed in the previous
paragraph, some other positive impacts of free ssion were identified. There was, for
instance, a strong possibility that the entire oesients’ interest transformed their attendance
to music performances after free admission. This agplied to their attendance to both BIRD
and other venues’ performances. Each case hatkeedif significance. For attending BIRD’s
performances, our respondents’ positive experiendgds free admission seemed to build
adhesive relationships with institutions similaidywhat Gall-Ely et al. (2007) claimed. As for
attending other venues’ performances, our respdsdstendances after free admission might
be grounded on their expansion of interest in mpsrformances.

Extending our examination, we checked whether espondents’ consumption after free
admission would be ultimately related to their fetwonsumption. We started by observing
our respondents’ experiences with the next perfages attended after free admission. Some
relevant results were accordingly identified. Fastance, the respondents with higher
satisfaction expressed higher willingness to attemkich suited the case of learning by
consumption. This corresponds to what suggesteddsyiglione and Infante (2016) that past
experiences enhance consumers’ perception of peafuces. Also, the faster our respondents’
attendance was, the higher their willingness terattbecame. We could not meanwhile be
entirely assertive of this finding. We had to colesithat our respondents’ attendance could
have been affected by the pandemic crisis. Alony wuich positive findings, some, on the
other hand, did not meet our expectation. Peoptha higher interest, for instance, did not
necessarily express higher willingness to attertterd was a possibility of their cultural
consumption being influenced by their socio-cultwantexts represented ames spent on
work in our data.

Lastly, we investigated how our respondents’ wijhess to attend music performances in
the future would be related to their WTP for mysgeformances in the future. Results showed
that it was hard to conclude that our respond&iiEP for future consumption increased due
to free admission’s positive impact. We could swgius, that the efficacy of free admission
as an attraction marketing tool is questionabléhélong term. Our respondents’ experiences
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with free admission performances positively infloed their perception of both BIRD and
other venues’ music performances. Their positivegqion, however, did not transform into
their higher WTP. In our respondents’ case, inipaldr, it was rather that they repeated the
cycle of attending free or cheaper music perforrean@hether their WTP increased like the
case of the museum visitors (Gall-Ely et al., 200@3% not identifiable in our research.

Based on the above findings, our research conasatexploring the social significances
of consumer behavior for further research. We awara that our research has several
limitations. To begin with, our participants’ chetaristics were unexpectedly confined to
certain groups. The majority of our respondents,iristance, already had a high amount of
past consumption. It was difficult in our reseatchnvestigate whether free admission could
attract the audience group with lower or no cultyarticipations. Also, we intentionally
excluded financial condition-related variables froor data collection. We considered that
survey participants might prefer not to reveal gamsinformation. We nevertheless identified
the possible intervention of economic constrainteughout our analysis. Since we did not
have the relevant data such as income status,sitdifiicult for us to entirely confirm the
connection between economic condition and our med@ats’ cultural consumption. Lastly,
we could not overlook the external circumstancespact, particularly the outbreak of
CovidN19. This required that we carefully appro#tehresults.

Based on those limitations, we make some suggesfiooriuture research. Securing more
diverse audience groups could help exploring thaeence of free admission more extensively.
Applying different models for analysis could expahd range of studies over free admission
as well. Ateca-Amestoy’s (2008) zero inflated negabinomial model, for instance, specified
the respondents’ behavior for observable attendatweheatre performances: the group of
never-goer and the sub-population that had a pesihance for attendance. Castiglione’s
(2019) finite mixture regression model specified Hudience behavior as well, in terms of
measuring their probability to consume theatre grarances. This model categorized the
consumption into probability to attend and prohabito attend more performances. It
accordingly focused on the connection between ntiened future consumption. Those models
delve into some crucial aspects that influencetitdtence consumption, which we find helpful
to understand free admission’s impact better. Aqamyging such analysis, investigating free
admission’s impact in a longer term would helpi€jarg its role for marketing.

We find, above all, investigation about free admois's impact on music venues is needed.
Beyond the cases of music venues, research alsmitifimission’s influence on performing
arts in general has not been abundant. Comparediseum studies, in particular, how and
why free admission interacts with the audience matsbeen investigated much. This is a
noticeable point since free admission does not sedra an ideal strategy in our research. If a
cultural organization, specifically a music venaims on attracting more diversified audience
groups, our results suggest that free admissioridumat be the right choice. Our results also
guestion whether free admission increases peoabttisal spending on music performances,
unlike the case of what has been showed in stuabesit museums. If free admission is
intended to increase people’s spending and thatdudtimately lead to the venue’s profit, it
does not seem to be the right tool.
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Our research is a part of academic contemplatmdsyelop a refined perspective on free
admission, of course. It does not and cannot cevery aspect of free admission’s impact. We
find, in this regard, studies with diverse perspest on free admission’s impact are needed.
We expect new research about free admission’s inggacarious performances to help define

better pricing strategy.
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Survey Question List

Question
No.

Type of Q

The Content of Question

<Secti

on 1> Past Experiences with Musical Performares

1

Q1-1

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

How much do you find music performances ggéng?

Very much
Quite
Fairly
Barely
Not at all

Participants except those who choose ‘Not at édirésted’ go

to Q 1-2

Participants who choose ‘Not at all interestedt@® 1-3

Q12

Could

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7
8)
9)

you please choose at least one genre youZafraultiple
selection available)

Jazz

Rock
Hip-hop
Classic

Pop

Blues

Folk music
Heavy metal
Country

10)Reggae
11)Rhythm and Blues
12) Etc
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Q1-3

Could you please describe why? (multiple selectaralable)

1) Lack of time

2) Lack of opportunities

3) Quality of performances

4) Ticket prices

5) Other reasons (Please free to describe)

Q14

_How often do you attend music performances? |
1) more than 10 times a year
2) 8-10times a year

3) 5-7times a year

4) 1-3times a year

5) Never

Participants who choose 5) go to Q 1-5) before nwvéo Q 1-6)

Q15

What would be the major reason?
1) Lack of time

2) Lack of supply

3) Quality of performances

4) Ticket prices

5) Other reasons (Please free to describe)

Q1-6

Evaluating your past experiences with music peréorces, how muc
_have you been satisfied with them?
1) Considerably satisfied

2) Satisfied

3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
4) Somewhat dissatisfied

5) Very dissatisfied

Q17

Whatwas the mainreason? |
1) Matters of infrastructures (sound equipmen
performance venues, etc.)

2) Quality of performers
3) Atmosphere of performances

4) Length of performances

5) Other issues (traffic conditions, personal chan
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of moods, troubles with companions, etc.)

Q1-8

How much did you pay for the most recentqrentince you watched?

1) More than 200 Euros
2) 160-200 Euros

3) 110-150 Euros

4) 60-100 Euros

5) 10-50 Euros

6) Less than 10 Euros
7) Unable to remember

Q19

What is a reasonable price accordingtoyou? |
1)Price does not matter
2)160-200 Euros
3)110-150 Euros
4)60-100 Euros
5)10-50 Euros

6)Less than 10 Euros

<Section 2> Evaluation of Free Admission Performareat BIRD

Q2-1

When did you attend BIRD’s free admissiorfgenance?

1) Less than a month ago

2) 2 months - 4 months ago
3) 5 months - 7 months ago
4) 8 months - 10 months ago
5) 11 months — a year ago

6) More than a year ago

Q22

| How did you getto know aboutit?
1) Social media (Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, etc.)
2) Promotions at BIRD’s venue

3) Words of mouth (Family, Friends, Colleagues, etc.)
4) Self-searching for musical performances

5) By chance

6) Others (Please feel free to describe)

Q 2-3

How much was the information about the pentmce helpful?
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1) Extremely
2) Very

3) Moderately
4) Slightly

5) Not at all

Q2-4 | Whydidyou chose that performance? |
1) Companions’ suggestion
2) Self-interest
3) The performer
4) Free admission
5) Personal affection for BIRD
6) Others (please feel free to describe)

Q2-5 | How much was the performance satisfying? |
1) Very satisfying
2) Satisfying
3) Neutral
4) Somewhat dissatisfying
5) Very dissatisfying

Q2-6 | Whatwasthemainreason? |

1) BIRD’s infrastructures (sound equipment's, perfonce
venues, etc.)

2) Quality of performer

3) Atmosphere of Performance

4) Length of performance

5) Other issues (traffic conditions, personal changesnoods,
troubles with companions, etc.)

Q2-7 If you could have priced the performance, how mwoluld you have

1) More than 200 Euros
2) 160-200 Euros

3) 110-150 Euros

4) 60-100 Euros

5) 10-50 Euros

6) Less than 10 Euros
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Q2-8 After the free admission at BIRD, how miave you been interested
in BIRD's upcoming music performances? |
1) Very much
2) Alot
3) Fairly
4) Hardly
5) Not at all
Participants who choose 1), 2), 3) go to Q 2-10
Participants who choose 4), 5) go to Q 2-9
Q29 | Whatisthemanreason? |
1) Do not suit my taste
2) Lack of information
3) Want to explore other musical venues
4) Lack of time
5) Others (please feel free to describe)
Participants who answer Q 2-9 goes to Q 2-10
Q 2-10 How many BIRD’s performances have you attendedesitne free

admission? ]
1) More than 10 times
2) 7-10times

3) 4-6times

4) 1-3times

5) None

<Section 3> Free Admission’s Influence on Future Gsumption

Q3-1

After free admission at BIRD, have you found anysotmusic venues
 performances fascinating?
1) Very much
2) Quite

3) Moderately
4) Rarely

5) Never

Participants who answer 1), 2), 3) go to Q 3-3
Participants who answer 4), 5) go to Q 3-2

Q32

 What would be thereason?
1) Not enough information
2) Ticket prices
3) Lack of time
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4) Not my taste
5) Others (please feel free to describe)

Participants who answer Q 3-2 go to Q 3-3

Q 3-3

How many other venues’ performances have you atésohce the fre
admissionatBIRD? ]
1) More than 10

2) 7-10

3) 4-6

4) 1-3

5) None

Q3-4

When did you go to the next concert afterftbe admission at BIRD?

1) Within one month

2) After a month-3 months

3) After 4 months -6 months
4) After 7 months -9 months
5) After 10 months -12 months
6) More than a year later

7) None

Except participants who choose 7), others go te) 3
Participants who choose 7) go to Q 3-7

Q35

_How much was the performance satisfying? |
1) Very satisfied

2) Satisfied

3) Neutral

4) Somewhat dissatisfied

5) Very dissatisfied

D

Q 3-6

What made you think so?

1) Quality of performer

2) Air of performance

3) Length of performance

4) Other factor (weather conditions, personal charafe
moods, etc.)

5) Quality of infrastructures (sound equipmen
performance venues, etc.)

Q3-7

Are you willing to attend any music perforraas in the future?




1) Definitely
2) Likely
3) Neutral
4) Not really
5) Never

Participants who answer 4) and 5) go to Q 3-8
Except those who pick 4) and 5), participants gQ t8-9

Q3-8 | Whatwould be the reason? ]
1) Lack of supply

2) Lack of time

3) Quality of performances

4) Ticket prices

5) Other reasons (Please free to describe)

Participants who answer Q 3-8 go to Q 3-10

Q 3-9 How much would you pay for any other musidgrenances after on?

1) More than 200 Euros
2) 160-200 Euros

3) 110-150 Euros

4) 60-100 Euros

5) 10-50 Euros

6) Less than 10 Euros

Q3-10 Comments? or Others?

<Section 4> General Information

Q4-1 What is your age?

1) 10-20
2) 21-30
3) 31-40
4) 41-50
5) 51-60

What is your gender?

1) Male

Q4-2 2) Female
3) Others (Please feel free to describe)
4) Prefer not to say

04-3 What is your highest degree of education?
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1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Primary education

Secondary education (VMBO, HAVO, VWO)
Lower tertiary education(MBO)

College degree (HBO)

University degree (WO)

Post-graduate (PhD)

What is your profession?

1) | am a student
2) | am a public employee

Q44 3) | am a private employee
4) | am self-employed / a freelancer
5) I am looking for a job
6) Other: (open space)
How much time do you work?
1) 1 work full-time
2) | work part-time
Q4-5 3) | have a flexible work schedule

4) | am looking for a job
5) Others
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5-1. The relation between a music audience’s past
and present cultural consumption

<Table 1-1>

H-': Gender, age, education levels, profession, times spent on work,
preferred genres are related to interest in music performances.

Parameter Estimates

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper
Estimate  Std. Error Wald df = Sig. Bound Bound

Threshold [Q1-1 = 2 (Barely)] -33.701 5.5683 36.433 1 .000 -44.644 -22.758

[Q1-1= 3 (Fairly)] —-27.245 5.382 25.626 1 .000 -37.793 -16.696

[Q1-1= 4 (Quite)] -19.896 5.340 13.880 1 .000 -30.363 -9.429
Location  [Q4-1=1(10-20)] —-29.895 9.561 9.776 1 .002 -48.635 -11.155

[Q4-1=2 (21-30)] —24.253 2.250 116.220 1 .000 -28.663 -19.844

[Q4-1=3 (31-40)] —24.788 1.895 171.173 1 .000 -28.502 -21.075

[Q4-1=4 (41-50)] —-22.869 .000 o1 . -22.869 -22.869

[Q4-1=5 (51-60)] 0° . .0

[Q4-2=Female] 2.397 .983 5947 1 .015 470 4.323

[Q4-2=Male] 0* . .0

[Q4-3=2 (Secondary education (VMBO, HAVO, VWO))] 16.138  6881.742 .000 1 .998 - 13504.104

13471.828

[Q4-3=3 (Lower tertiary education (MBO))] -4.909 6.401 588 1 .443 -17.456 7.638

[Q4-3=4 (College degree (HBO))] -4.407 6.812 419 1 518 -17.758 8.943

[Q4-3=5 (University degree (WO))] -3.065 6.742 207 1 .649 -16.279 10.149

[Q4-3=6 (Post-graduate (PhD))] 0® . .0

[Q4-41 am a private employee] 1.396 2.191 406 1 .524 —-2.898 5.691

[Q4-4=] am a public employee] 2.290 7.226 100 1 751 -11.873 16.452

[Q4-4=| am a student] .683 2.345 .085 1 .771 -3.912 5.278

[Q4-4=| am looking for a job] 28.015 12233.385 .000 1 .998 - 24005.009

23948.980
[Q4-4=| am self-employed / a freelancer] 0° . .0
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[Q4-5=1(I work full-time)] 1.993 2.268 773 .379 -2.451 6.438
[Q4-5=2(I work part-time)] -.045 1.231 .001 971 -2.458 2.369
[Q4-5=3(I have a flexible work schedule] 2.943 2.995 .966 .326 -2.927 8.812
[Q4-5=4(I'm a student)] -15.631  6881.738 .000 .998 - 13472.328
13503.589
[Q4-5=5 (I am looking for a job)] 0
[Q1-2=Blues, Folk music, Country, Reggae, Rhythm and .893 6.738 .018 .895 -12.313 14.100
blues]
[Q1-2=Classic, Folk music, Heavy metal] -1.633 6.990 .055 .815 -15.334 12.068
[Q1-2=Classic, Pop, Folk music] -1.056 6.846 .024 .877 -14.474 12.362
[Q1-2=Heavy metal, Techno, house] 24.646 .000 24.646 24.646
[Q1-2=Hip-hop] 123 7.312 .000 .987 -14.209 14.454
[Q1-2=Hip—hop, Country] 4.317 13.343 .105 .746 -21.834 30.468
[Q1-2=Hip-hop, Pop] -4.165 4.918 717 .397 -13.803 5.474
[Q1-2=Hip—hop, Pop, Blues] -12.893  6881.743 .000 .999 - 13475.075
13500.861
[Q1-2=Hip-hop, Pop, Country] -2.038 6.781 .090 .764 -15.329 11.252
[Q1-2=Hip-hop, Pop, Heavy metal] -1.993 6.903 .083 773 -15.523 11.536
[Q1-2=Hip-hop, Pop, Reggae] .669 6.685 .010 .920 -12.434 13.772
[Q1-2=Hip—hop, Pop, Reggae, Rhythm and blues] 4.407 6.812 419 .518 -8.943 17.758
[Q1-2=Jazz, Blues, Folk music, World] 40.140 .000 40.140 40.140
[Q1-2=Jazz, Blues, Rhythm and blues] -.249 6.844 .001 971 -13.663 13.165
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic] -9.878 6.513 2.300 129 -22.644 2.888
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Blues, Country] 0°
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Blues, Rhythm and blues] -7.928 6.347 1.560 212 -20.368 4.511
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop] 3.083 4.939 .390 .532 -6.597 12.763
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Blues] -.591 7.059 .007 .933 -14.426 13.245
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Country] 253 9.602 .001 979 -18.567 19.072
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Folk music] -.696 6.839 .010 919 -14.101 12.708
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Folk music, Country, Reggae] 2.011 6.755 .089 .766 -11.229 15.251
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Folk music, Heavy metal] 20.907 .000 20.907 20.907
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Folk music, Heavy metal, 19.523 .000 19.523 19.523
Reggae]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Heavy metal, Reggae, Rhythm .669 6.685 .010 .920 -12.434 13.772
and blues]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Reggae] [
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Pop, Rhythm and blues] -4.892 6.246 613 434 -17.134 7.351
[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Reggae, Rhythm and blues] 764 6.994 .012 913 -12.945 14.472
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[Q1-2=Jazz, Classic, Rhythm and blues] -1.503 6.723 .050 .823 -14.679 11.673
[Q1-2=Jazz, Heavy metal, Rhythm and blues] 23.304 .000 23.304 23.304
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop] 2.561 5.802 195 .659 -8.811 13.932
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Blues, Reggae] 23.167 .000 23.167 23.167
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Blues, Reggae, Rhythm and blues] 23.570 .000 23.570 23.570
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop] 515 5.307 .009 923 -9.887 10.917
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop, Blues, Country, Opera] 19.076 .000 19.076 19.076
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop, Heavy metal] 2.011 6.755 .089 766 -11.229 15.251
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop, Reggae, R&B] —-24.266 12233.387 .000 .998 - 23952.731
24001.264

[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Pop] -1.206 4.958 .059 .808 -10.924 8.512
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Pop, Blues] 5.038 5.145 .959 .328 -5.046 15.121
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Pop, Blues, Folk music] 714 6.749 .01 916 -12.514 13.941
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Pop, Country] .893 6.738 .018 .895 -12.313 14.100
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Pop, Electronic house] 26.951 .000 26.951 26.951
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Pop, Heavy metal] -1.056 6.846 .024 .877 -14.474 12.362
[Q1-2=Jazz, Hip—hop, Pop, Reggae, Rhythm and blues, 23.212 .000 23.212 23.212
soul]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop] 1.171 5.788 041 .840 -10.173 12.515
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Blues] 714 6.749 .01 .916 -12.514 13.941
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Blues, Country] -1.503 6.723 .050 .823 -14.679 11.673
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Blues, Country, Rhythm and blues] -1.056 6.846 .024 877 -14.474 12.362
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Blues, Heavy metal] 2.011 6.755 .089 766 -11.229 15.251
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Blues, Reggae, Rhythm and blues] 2.236 6.825 107 743 -11.141 15.612
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Country] 1.252 6.672 .035 .851 -11.824 14.328
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Country, Reggae] -1.503 6.723 .050 .823 -14.679 11.673
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Country, Rhythm and blues] -13.439  6881.743 .000 .998 - 13474.529

13501.407

[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Folk music] -7.928 6.347 1.560 212 -20.368 4511
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Folk music, Country] 24.509 .000 24.509 24.509
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Folk music, Heavy metal, Country] .286 6.936 .002 .967 -13.309 13.881
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Heavy metal] 25.236 .000 25.236 25.236
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Heavy metal, Country, Club house] .045 6.635 .000 .995 -12.960 13.050
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Heavy metal, Reggae, Rhythm and blues] -2.038 6.781 .090 764 -15.329 11.252
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Blues, Heavy metal, Reggae, 22.621 .000 22.621 22.621
Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Pop] 3.081 5.092 .366 .545 -6.899 13.061
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[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Pop, Blues, Folk music, .669 6.685 .010 1920 -12.434 13.772
Country, Rhythm and blues]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Pop, Heavy metal, Reggae] 1.932 7.254 .071 .790 -12.285 16.148
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Pop, Heavy metal, Rhythm and 23.304 .000 23.304 23.304
blues]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Country] 25.181 .000 25.181 25.181
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Heavy metal] 22.498 .000 22.498 22.498
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Heavy metal, Rhythm and blues] 23.167 .000 23.167 23.167
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop] .669 6.685 .010 .920 -12.434 13.772
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop, Blues, Folk -1.056 6.846 .024 877 -14.474 12.362
music, Heavy metal, Country, Reggae, Rhythm and blues]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop, Folk music] 23.212 .000 23.212 23.212
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop, Folk music, 2.011 6.755 .089 .766 -11.229 15.251
Country]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop, Folk music, 23.392 .000 23.392 23.392
Heavy metal]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Classic, Pop, Heavy metal, .669 6.685 .010 .920 -12.434 18.772
Country]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Pop] 2.991 5.351 312 576 —-7.497 13.478
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, Folk music, Country, 21.442 .000 21.442 21.442
Reggael
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Pop] 1.189 5.166 .053 .818 -8.936 11.314
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Pop, Blues] 3.110 6.842 .207 .649 -10.299 16.520
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Pop, Blues, Reggae, Rhythm and blues] 23.839 .000 23.839 23.839
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Pop, Folk music] 20.995 .000 20.995 20.995
[Q1-2=Pop] -8.146 5.183 2.470 116 -18.304 2.012
[Q1-2=Pop, Blues, Country, Reggae] 0°
[Q1-2=Pop, Blues, Folk music] -.607 5.115 .014 .905 -10.632 9.417
[Q1-2=Pop, Country, Reggae, Kpop] -4.892 6.246 613 434 -17.134 7.351
[Q1-2=Pop, Heavy metal, Country, Reggae, Rhythm and -.696 6.839 .010 919 -14.101 12.708
blues]
[Q1-2=Pop, Kpop] -4.892 6.246 .613 434 -17.134 7.351
[Q1-2=Pop, Reggae, Afro beats] 23.839 .000 23.839 23.839
[Q1-2=Reggae, You bullies didnt think of house music?] -5.296 6.756 614 433 -18.536 7.945
[Q1-2=Rock, Classic, Heavy metal] 16.299  6881.740 .000 .998 - 13504.262
13471.663
[Q1-2=Rock, Classic, Pop, Blues] 1.910 5.447 123 .726 -8.765 12.585
[Q1-2=Rock, Heavy metal] 2.683 6.962 149 .700 -10.962 16.328

73



[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop] -2.756 5.044 .299 .585 -12.643 7.131
[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, Blues, Heavy metal] .669 6.685 .010 .920 -12.434 13.772
[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, Country] -7.928 6.347 1.560 212 -20.368 4.511
[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, Cross over] -4.667 6.306 .548 .459 -17.026 7.692
[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, Heavy metal] 1.380 5.136 .072 .788 —-8.686 11.445
[Q1-2=Rock, Pop, Folk music] 1.286 7.070 .033 .856 -12.571 15.144
[Q1-2=Rock, Pop, Heavy metal, Country] 0?

Link function: Logit.

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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<Table 1-2>

H!-2: Gender, age, education levels, profession, times spent on work,
preferred genres relate to frequency of attending music performances.

Parameter Estimates
95% Confidence

Interval

Std. Lower  Upper

Estimate  Error Wald df Sig. Bound Bound

Threshold [Q1-4 = 1(Never)] -17.834 6.340 7.913 1 .005 - —5.408
30.260

[Q1-4 = 2(1-3 times a year)] -9.971 5922 2835 1 .092 - 1.636
21.579

[Q1-4 = 3(5-7 times a year)] -4.211  5.849 518 1 472 - 7.253
15.674

[Q1-4 = 4(8-10 times a year)] .002 5.852 .000 1 1.000 - 11.471
11.467

Location [Q4-1=1(10-20)] -17.453 10.715 2.653 1 .103 - 3.547
38.454

[Q4-1=2(21-30)] -6.920 5559 1549 1 213 - 3.976
17.816

[Q4-1=3(31-40)] -9.445 5750 2.699 1 .100 - 1.824
20.714

[Q4-1=4(41-50)] -6.676 5.383 1538 1 215 - 3.876
17.227

[Q4-1=5(51-60)] 0? . .0
[Q4-2=Female] -1.592 .878 3.286 1 .070 -3.314 129
[Q4-2=Male] 0? . .0

[Q4-3=2(Secondary education 7.269 9.393 599 1 .439 - 25.679
(VMBO, HAVO, VWO))] 11.140

[Q4-3=3(Lower tertiary -8.588 6.591 1.698 1 .193 - 4.330
education(MBO))] 21.506

[Q4-3=4(College degree (HBO))] -7.487 4458 2820 1 .093 - 1.251
16.224
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[Q4-3=5(University degree (WO))]

[Q4-3=6(Post—graduate (PhD))]
[Q4-4=| am a private employee]
[Q4-4=| am a public employee]
[Q4-4=] am a student]

[Q4-4=I am looking for a job]
[Q4-4=] am self-employed / a
freelancer]

[Q4-5=1(l work full-time)]
[Q4-5=2(I work part-time)]
[Q4-5=3(I have a flexible work
schedule)]

[Q4-5=4('m a student)]

[Q4-5=5(] am looking for a job]
[Q1-2=Blues, Folk music, Country,
Reggae, Rhythm and blues]
[Q1-2=Classic, Folk music, Heavy
metal]

[Q1-2=Classic, Pop, Folk music]
[Q1-2=Heavy metal, Techno,
house]

[Q1-2=Hip-hop]

[Q1-2=Hip—hop, Country]
[Q1-2=Hip-hop, Pop]
[Q1-2=Hip—hop, Pop, Blues]

[Q1-2=Hip-hop, Pop, Country]
[Q1-2=Hip-hop, Pop, Heavy metal]

[Q1-2=Hip—hop, Pop, Reggael
[Q1-2=Hip-hop, Pop, Reggae,
Rhythm and blues]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Blues, Folk music,
World]

-5.315
Oa
8.744
14.432
4.816
10.321
Oa
-1.776
-2.008
6.608

-3.357

Oa
.701

2.055

2.653
27.180

-1.293

—-15.361

-3.585

-6.942

-.231
-3.211

1.920
2.500

33.921

76

4.367

2.650
5.412
2.539
4.785

2.013
1.142
2.940

5.376

4.874

5.095

5.026
.000

5173

.000

3.638

9.134

4.897
4.530

4.834
4.908

.000

1.481

10.888
7.112
3.597
4.653

779
3.090
5.052

.390

.021

163

.279

.063

.97

.578

.002
.502

.158
.259

.224

.001
.008
.058
.031

.378
.079
.025

.532

.886

.687

.598

.803

.324

447

.962
478

.691
.611

13.875

3.550

3.825

-.161
.943

-5.721

-4.246

.846

13.893

-8.851

-7.931

-7.198

27.180

11.431

15.361

10.716

24.844
-9.830

12.089

—-7.554

-7.120

33.921

3.245

13.937
25.038

9.793
19.700

2.169
.231
12.371

7.179

10.254

12.041

12.505
27.180

8.845

15.361

3.546

10.960

9.367
5.668

11.395
12.120

33.921



[Q1-2=Jazz,
blues]
[Q1-2=Jazz,
[Q1-2=Jazz,
Country]
[Q1-2=Jazz,

Blues, Rhythm and

Classic]

Classic, Blues,

Classic, Blues,

Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz,
[Q1-2=Jazz,

[Q1-2=Jazz,

[Q1-2=Jazz,

music]
[Q1-2=Jazz,

Classic, Pop]

Classic, Pop, Blues]

Classic, Pop, Country]

Classic, Pop, Folk

Classic, Pop, Folk

music, Country, Reggae]

[Q1-2=Jazz,

Classic, Pop, Folk

music, Heavy metal]

[Q1-2=Jazz,

Classic, Pop, Folk

music, Heavy metal, Reggae]

[Q1-2=Jazz,

Classic, Pop, Heavy

metal, Reggae, Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz,
[Q1-2=Jazz,
and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz,

Classic, Pop, Reggae]
Classic, Pop, Rhythm

Classic, Reggae,

Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz,
blues]
[Q1-2=Jazz,
and blues]
[Q1-2=Jazz,
[Q1-2=Jazz,
Reggae]
[Q1-2=Jazz,

Classic, Rhythm and

Heavy metal, Rhythm

Hip—hop]
Hip—hop, Blues,

Hip—hop, Blues,

Reggae, Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz,
Pop]

Hip—hop, Classic,

2.300

-.116
Oa

-2.068

7.714

-10.208

3.401

1.940

4.092

5.115

26.356

28.392

Oa
4.092

5.450

28.766

-1.464

3.214
6.907

28.576

6.443

77

4.977

5.034

4.980

3.709
5.468

8.213

4.979

4.905

4.419

.000

.000

4.905

4.669

.000

4.913

3.898
4.361

.000

3.898

214

.001

A72

4.324
3.485

A72

152

.696

1.340

.696

1.363

.089

.680
2.509

2.732

.644

.982

.678

.038
.062

.679

.697

404

.247

404

.243

.766

410
113

.098

-7.455

-9.982

11.829
443

20.925

12.696
-7.818

-5.521

-3.547

26.356

28.392

-5.521

-3.701

28.766

11.094

-4.426

-1.640

28.576

-1.197

12.055

9.749

7.693

14.984
.510

19.498

11.699

13.706

13.776

26.356

28.392

13.706

14.601

28.766

8.166

10.854
15.454

28.576

14.084



[Q1-2=Jazz

, Hip—hop, Classic,

Pop, Blues, Country, Operal

[Q1-2=Jazz

, Hip—hop, Classic,

Pop, Heavy metal]

[Q1-2=Jazz

, Hip—hop, Classic,

Pop, Reggae, R&B]

[Q1-2=Jazz,
[Q1-2=Jazz,
[Q1-2=Jazz,

Folk music]

[Q1-2=Jazz,

Country]
[Q1-2=Jazz

Hip—hop, Pop]

Hip—hop, Pop, Blues]
Hip—hop, Pop, Blues,

Hip—hop, Pop,

, Hip—hop, Pop,

Electronic house]

[Q1-2=Jazz
metal]
[Q1-2=Jazz

, Hip—hop, Pop, Heavy

, Hip—hop, Pop,

Reggae, Rhythm and blues, soul]

[Q1-2=Jazz
[Q1-2=Jazz
[Q1-2=Jazz
[Q1-2=Jazz
Rhythm and
[Q1-2=Jazz
metal]

[Q1-2=Jazz
Rhythm and

[Q1-2=Jazz,
[Q1-2=Jazz,

Reggae]

[Q1-2=Jazz,

and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz,

[Q1-2=Jazz,

Country]

[Q1-2=Jazz,

Heavy metal,

, Pop]

, Pop, Blues]

, Pop, Blues, Country]
, Pop, Blues, Country,
blues]

, Pop, Blues, Heavy

, Pop, Blues, Reggae,
blues]
Pop, Country]
Pop, Country,

Pop, Country, Rhythm

Pop, Folk music]

Pop, Folk music,

Pop, Folk music,

Country]

-.476

4.092

-.191

4.728

6.870

3.928

-6.110

9.494

2.653

3.928

8.299

3.928

7.280

7.640

30.564

2.873

15.727
2.294

-15.142

-2.068

9.079

9.812

78

4.947

4.905

5.568

3.665

3.948

4.925

6.410

4.669

5.026

4.925

4173

4.925

4.420

4.583

.000

4.961

5.566
4.885

9.261

4.980

4.467

4.710

.009

.696

.001

1.664

3.028

.636

.909

4.134

.279

.636

3.954

.636

2.713
2.779

.335

7.984
.220

2.673

A72

4.132

4.340

.923

404

.973

197

.082

425

.340

.042

.598

425

.047

425

.100
.096

.563

.005
.639

102

.678

.042

.037

10.171
-5.521

11.103
—-2.456

-.868
-5.725

18.674

.342

-7.198

-5.725

119

-5.725

-1.382

-1.343

30.564

-6.851

4.818

-7.280

33.294

11.829
.325

.580

9.219

13.706

10.722

11.912

14.608

13.581

6.453

18.646

12.505

13.581

16.479

13.581

15.943

16.623

30.564

12.597

26.636
11.867

3.009

7.693

17.833

19.043



[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Heavy metal] -2.837
[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Heavy metal, -2.979
Country, Club house]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Pop, Heavy metal, -.231
Reggae, Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Blues, —13.092
Heavy metal, Reggae, Rhythm and

blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Pop] 4.794
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Pop, 28.392
Blues, Folk music, Country, Rhythm

and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Pop, 16.256
Heavy metal, Reggae]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Classic, Pop, 3.523
Heavy metal, Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Country] 8.219
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Heavy metal] 26.472
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Heavy metal, 28.392
Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, 1.920
Classic, Pop]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, 7.640
Classic, Pop, Blues, Folk music,

Heavy metal, Country, Reggae,

Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, 30.400
Classic, Pop, Folk music]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, 9.079
Classic, Pop, Folk music, Country]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, 27.173
Classic, Pop, Folk music, Heavy

metal]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, 1.920
Classic, Pop, Heavy metal, Country]
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Pop] 5.912
[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, 29.125

Folk music, Country, Reggael

79

8.796

4.197

4.897

7.137

3.832

.000

5.483

4.420

4.678

.000

.000

4.834

4.583

.000

4.467

.000

4.834

3.905
.000

104

.504

.002

3.365

1.565

8.789

.635

3.087

.158

2.779

4.132

.158

2.292

747

478

.962

.067

211

.003

425

.079

.691

.096

.042

.691

.130

20.077

11.205

-9.830

27.080

-2.717

28.392

5.509

-5.140

-.949

26.472

28.392

—-7.554

-1.343

30.400

.325

27173

-7.554

—-1.742
29.125

14.402

5.247

9.367

.897

12.305

28.392

27.002

12.186

17.388

26.472

28.392

11.395

16.623

30.400

17.833

27173

11.395

13.565
29.125



[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Pop] 5,602 3.921 1969 1 161 -2.184 13.188

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Pop, Blues] 2.336 4979 220 1 .639 -7.423 12.094

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Pop, Blues, 27.533 .000 o1 . 27.5833 27.533

Reggae, Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Jazz, Rock, Pop, Folk 7.280 4420 2.713 1 100 -1.382 15.943

music]

[Q1-2=Pop] -.955 3.708 .066 1 .797 -8.223 6.314

[Q1-2=Pop, Blues, Country, 0@ ) .0

Reggae]

[Q1-2=Pop, Blues, Folk music] 328 4276 .006 1 .939 -8.053 8.709

[Q1-2=Pop, Country, Reggae, 4.092 4.905 696 1 .404 -5.521 13.706

Kpop]

[Q1-2=Pop, Heavy metal, Country, 1.940 4.979 152 1 697 -7.818 11.699

Reggae, Rhythm and blues]

[Q1-2=Pop, Kpop] -2.720 6.374 182 1 .670 - 9774
15.213

[Q1-2=Pop, Reggae, Afro beats] 27.533 .000 o1 . 27.5833 27.533

[Q1-2=Reggae, You bullies didnt -2.182 6.892 100 1 .751 - 11.326

think of house music?] 15.691

[Q1-2=Rock, Classic, Heavy metal] -1.534 8.203 .035 1 .852 - 14.544
17.612

[Q1-2=Rock, Classic, Pop, Blues] 10.326  4.245 5916 1 .015 2.005 18.647

[Q1-2=Rock, Heavy metal] 8.219 4678 3.087 1 .079 -.949 17.388

[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop] 1.121  3.859 .084 1 771 -6.442 8.684

[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, Blues, 1.920 4.834 158 1 691 -7.554 11.395

Heavy metal]

[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, -2.068 4980 172 1 .678 - 7.693

Country] 11.829

[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, Cross -3.939 6.453 373 1 .b42 - 8.708

over] 16.585

[Q1-2=Rock, Hip—hop, Pop, Heavy 2.797 4.099 466 1 .495 -5238 10.831

metal]

[Q1-2=Rock, Pop, Folk music] -.524  4.906 011 1 915 - 9.092
10.141

[Q1-2=Rock, Pop, Heavy metal, 0? . .0

Country]

Link function: Logit.

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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<Table 1-3>

a correlation between

WTP for music performances and interest in music performances

How much do

you find music

What is a

reasonable

performances price according
interesting? to you?
Spearman's rho ~ How much do you find Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .373"
music performances Sig. (2-tailed) .000
interesting? N 150 150
What is a reasonable price Correlation Coefficient 373" 1.000
according to you? Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 150 150

== Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

How much do you find music performances interesting? * What is a reasonable price

Count

according to you?

What is a reasonable price according to you?

prices do

Lessthan 10-50  60-100 110-150 160-200 not

10 euros euros euros euros euros matter Total
How much do Barely 0 6 0 0 0 0 6
you find music Fairly 1 12 14 3 0 1 31
performances Quite 0 15 24 13 4 25 81
interesting? Very 0 6 8 3 2 13 32

much

Total 1 39 46 19 6 39 150
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5-2. The Impact of Free Admission on the Audience’s
Appreciation of Music Performances

<Table 2-1>
What is your age? * Free admission
Count
Free admission
.00 1.00 Total
What is your age?  10-20 7 2 9
21-30 57 32 89
31-40 34 6 40
41-50 9 2 iR
51-60 1 0 1
Total 108 42 150
<Table 2-2>

What is your gender? * Free admission

Count
Free admission
.00 1.00 Total
What is your gender? 43 0 43
Female 61 28 89
Male 47 14 61
Total 151 42 193
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<Table 2-3>

What is your profession? * Free admission

Count
Free admission
.00 1.00 Total
What is your | am self-employed / a 32 0 32
profession? freelancer
| am looking for a job 1 1 2
| am a private 28 9 37
employee
| am a public employee 1 0 1
| am a student 46 32 78
Total 108 42 150

<Table 2-4>
Free admission * How much time do you work?
Count
How much time do you work?
| have a
flexible | 'am
| work | work work I'm a looking
full-=time part-time schedule student forajob Total
Free .00 25 15 33 2 33 108
admis 1.0 10 9 1 3 19 42
sion 0
Total 35 24 34 5 52 150
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<Table 2-5>

How often do you attend musical performances? *

Count

Free admission

Free admission

.00 1.00 Total
How often do you Never 2 0 2
attend musical 1-3 times a year 21 8 29
performances? 5-7 times a year 34 28 62
8-10 times a year 33 4 37
More than 10 times a 18 20
year
Total 108 42 150
<Table 2-6>

How much do you find musical performances
interesting? * Free admission

Count

Free admission

.00 1.00 Total
How much do you find Barely 5 1 6
musical performances Fairly 18 13 31
interesting? Quite 57 24 81
Very much 28 4 32
Total 108 42 150
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<Table 2-7>

Free admission * How much was the performance satisfying?

Count
How much was the performance satisfying?
Somewhat
dissatisfying Neutral Satisfying = Very satisfying Total

Free .00 2 25 61 20 108
admission 1.00 1 4 17 20 42
Total 3 29 78 40 150
<Table 2-8>

Free admission * If you could have priced the performance, how

much would you have paid?

Count

If you could have priced the performance, how much would you

have paid?
Less than 10
Euros 10-50 Euros 60-100 Euros  110—150 Euros Total

Free .00 8 54 37 9 108
admission 1.00 5 33 3 1 42
Total 13 87 40 10 150
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<Table 2-9>

Why did you choose that performance? * How much was the
performance satisfying?

Count

dissatisfying

How much was the performance satisfying?
Somewhat Very

Neutral Satisfying satisfying Total

Why did you chose that Companions’ 2 16 29 6 53
performance? suggestion
Self-interest 0 8 22 10 40
The performer 0 0 2 0 2
Free admission 1 4 17 20 42
Personal affection 0 1 7 4 12
for BIRD
| was brought to 0 0 1 0 1
the place
Total 3 29 78 40 150
<Table 2-10>

Why did you choose that performance? * If you could have priced the
performance, how much would you have paid?

Count

If you could have priced the performance, how

much would you have paid?

Less than 10-50 60-100 110-150
10 Euros Euros Euros Euros Total
Why did you chose that Companions’ 6 33 13 1 53
performance? suggestion
Self-interest 0 17 19 4 40
The performer 0 0 2 0 2
Free admission 5 33 3 1 42

86



Personal affection 2 4 2 4 12
for BIRD
| was brought to the 0 0 1 0 1
place
Total 13 87 40 10 150
<Table 2-11>

Correlations between entire respondents’ satisfaction levels and WTP for
free performances

If you could
have priced the
How much was  performance,
the how much
performance  would you have
satisfying? paid?
Spearman's rho  How much was the Correlation Coefficient 1.000 126
performance satisfying? Sig. (2—tailed) 124
N 150 150
If you could have priced Correlation Coefficient .126 1.000
the performance, how Sig. (2-tailed) 124
much would you have N 150 150

paid?
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5-3.

<Table 3-1>

Impacts of the Experience with Free
Admission on the Audience’s Future Consumption

correlations between attendance to music performances after free
admission and the general attendance to music performances

How often do

Howe many other

venues’
performances

hiave wou
attended since

How many
BIRD's
performances
hiave you

wou attend the free attended since
music admission at the free
pedormances? BIRD? admission?

Spearman’s rho How often do you attend Correlation Coefficient 1,000 G133 342

music perfarmances? Sig, (2-tailed) ) .00n .oon

I 150 150 150

How many other venues’ Cotrelation Coefficient 13 1,000 318

peformances hawve you Sig, (2-tailed) .a0a . aan

attended since the free I 150 150 150
admission at BIRD?

How many BIRD s Correlation Coefficient i b 319 1.000

peformances have vou Sig, (2-tailed) onn .noo .

attended since the free I 180 150 150

admission?

== Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed),
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<Table 3-2>

H41: 42 participants’ motivation to choose free music performances can
influence their attendance to other music venues’ performances after
free admission

95% Confidence

Interval

Std. Lower Upper

Estimate Error Wald df  Sig. Bound Bound
Threshold  [Q3-3 = 1(None)] -1.693 352 23.102 1 .000 -2.384 -1.003
[Q3-3 = 2(1-3)] 1.102 323 11.675 1 .001 470 1.734
[Q3-3 = 3(4-6)] 2.002 360 32.646 1 .000 1.315 2.689
[Q3-3 = 4(7-10)] 2.902 404 51.646 1 .000 2.111 3.694
Location [Free admission=.00] .801 .359 4979 1 .026 .097 1.504

[Free admission=1.00] 0° 0

Link function: Logit.

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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<Table 3-3>

H>%-!: Reasons to choose free admission performances, levels of
satisfaction with free admission performances, WTP for free admission
performances are related to attendance to BIRD’s performances after

free admission

95% Confidence

Interval
Std. Lower Upper
Estimate Error Wald  df Sig. Bound Bound

Threshold  [Q2-10 = 1(None)] -.656 2.245 .085 1 .770 -5.057 3.744

[Q2-10 = 2(1 -3 times)] 2.593  2.259 1.318 1 .251 -1.834 7.021

[Q2-10 = 3(4 — 6 times)] 4.151 2.277 3.323 1 .068 -.312 8.615

[Q2-10 = 4(7-10 times)] 4.958 2.295 4670 1 .031 461 9.456
Location [Q2-4=1(Companions’ .871 2.128 167 1 .682 -3.300 5.041

suggestion]

[Q2-4=2(Self-interest)] 1.841  2.125 750 1 .386 -2.324 6.006

[Q2-4=3(The performer)] -1.695 2.512 455 1 500 -6.617 3.228

[Q2-4=4(Free 1.727 2.153 643 1 422 -2.493 5.948

admission)]

[Q2-4=5(Personal 2.329  2.205 1.116 1 .291 -1.992 6.650

affection for BIRD)]

[Q2-4=6(] was brought to 02 0

the place)]

[Q2-5=2(Somewhat -21.985 .000 1 -21.985 -21.985

dissatisfying)]

[Q2-5=3(Neutral)] -4.146 644  41.449 1 .000 -5.408 -2.884

[Q2-5=4(Satisfying)] -1.258 A7 9.105 1 .003 -2.075 -.441

[Q2-5=5(Very satisfying)] 0? 0

[Q2-6=1(Less than 10 .035 .949 .001 1 .971 -1.826 1.896

Euros)]

[Q2-6=2(10-50 Euros)] .933 .739 1.596 1 .206 -.515 2.382

[Q2-6=3(60-100 Euros)] 2.226 AT 8.210 1 .004 .703 3.749

[Q2-6=4(110-150 0® 0

Euros)]

Link function: Logit.

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.
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<Table 3-4.>

WTP for free admission performances across their attendance to
BIRD’s performances after free admission*crosstab

Count
If you could have priced the performance,
how much would you have paid?
Less than 10-50 60-100  110-150
10 Euros Euros Euros Euros  Total
How many BIRD's performances have None 6 22 8 1 37
you attended since the free 1-3 6 45 14 7 72
admission? times
4-6 1 14 9 2 26
times
7-10 0 2 5 0 7
times
More than 0 4 4 0 8
10 times
Total 13 87 40 10 150
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<Table 3-5>

H¢-1: Motivations to choose free admission performances, levels of
satisfaction with free admission performances, WTP for free admission
performances are related to attendance to other venues’ performances
after free admission

95% Confidence

Interval
Std. Lower Upper
Estimate Error Wald df Sig. Bound Bound

Threshold  [Q3-3 = 1(None)] -4.323 2.004 4652 1 .031 -8.252 -.395

[Q3-3 = 2(1-3)] -1.234 1.982 .388 1 534 -5.118 2.650

[Q3-3 = 3(4-6)] -.194 1.978 .010 1 .922 -4.072 3.683

[Q3-3 = 4(7-10)] .801 1.980 164 1 686 -3.079 4.681
Location [Q2-5=2(Somewhat .373 1.168 102 1 749 -1.915 2.662

dissatisfying)]

[Q2-5=3(Neutral)] -1.289 520 6.151 1 .013 -2.308 -.270

[Q2-5=4(Satisfying)] -.306 .395 599 1 439 —-1.081 469

[Q2-5=5(Very satisfying)] 02 0

[Q2-7=1(Less than 10 1.573 856 3.378 1 .066 -.104 3.250

Euros)]

[Q2-7=2(10-50 Euros)] .162 .690 .055 1 .814 -1.189 1.514

[Q2-7=3(60-100 Euros)] .609 .710 737 1 .391 -.782 2.000

[Q2-7=4(110-150 Euros)] 0® 0

[Q2-4=1(Companions’ -1.986 1.860 1.141 1 285 -5.631 1.658

suggestion)]

[Q2-4=2(Self-interest)] -.774 1.847 76 1 675 -4.394 2.846

[Q2-4=3(The performer)] -1.838 2.248 669 1 .413 —-6.244 2.567

[Q2—-4=4(Free admission)] -2.603 1.887 1903 1 .168 -6.302 1.096

[Q2-4=5(Personal -1.904 1.934 969 1 .325 -5.695 1.887

affection for BIRD)]

[Q2-4=6(l was brought to 0® 0

the place)]

Link function:

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.

Logit.

92



<Table 3-6>

a correlation between interest in BIRD’s performances after free
admission and attendance to BIRD’s performances after free admission

&fter the free

admission at
How many BIRD, hiovw
BIRD s much have vou
performances  been interested
hiave you in BIRD s
attended since Lpcoming
the free music
admission? performances?
Spearman's tho How many BIRD s Correlation Coefficient 1.000 JGdd-
performances have you Sig, (2-tailed) . 0an
attended since the free ] 150 150
admission?
&fter the free admission &t Correlation Cosfficient a4 1,000
BIRD. how much have yau  Sig, (2-tailed) .aan .
been interested in BIRD's 150 150

UpComing music

performances?

== Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed),
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<Table 3-7>

a correlation between interest in other venues’ performances after free
admission and attendance to other venues’ performances after free

admission
Howe many
After free other venues’
adrission at performances
BIRD, hawve wou have you
found any other  attended since
music venues’ the free
peformances admission at
fascinating? BIRD?
Spearman’s rho After free adrmission at Correlation Coefficient 1.000 409
BIRD . have you found any  Sig, (2-tailed) . .0ao
other music venues’ I 150 150
performances fascinating?
Howe many other venues’ Correlation Coefficient 409 1,000
peformances have you Sig, (2-tailed) .0an .
attended since the free ] 150 150

adrission at BIRD?

== Carrelation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed),
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<Table 3-8>

H7-!: Participation after free admission (both BIRD and other venues),
interest after free admission (both BIRD and other venues), the period
that our respondents attended the next concert, satisfaction with the
next concert after free admission are related to willingness to attend

after on
95% Confidence
Interval
Lower Upper
Estimate Std. Error  Wald  df  Sig. Bound Bound
Threshold  [Q3-7= 3(Neutral)] -24.110 3381.874 .000 1 .994 -6652.460 6604.241
[Q3-7 = 4(Likely)] -20.215 3381.873 .000 1 .995 -6648.565 6608.135
Location ~ [Q3-3=1(None)] -3.402 2.080 2.675 1 .102 -7.480 .675
[Q3-3=2(1-3)] -2.599 1.805 2.074 1 .150 -6.137 .938
[Q3-3=3(4-6)] -1.567 1.854 715 1 .398 -5.200 2.066
[Q3-3=4(7-10)] .039 2.013 .000 1 .985 -3.906 3.983
[Q3-3=5(More than 02 0
10)]
[Q2-10=1(None)] -15.623 3381.874 .000 1 .996 -6643.974 6612.727
[Q2-10=2(1-3 times)] -13.925 3381.874 .000 1 .997 -6642.275 6614.425
[Q2-10=3(4-6 times)] -14.238 3381.874 .000 1 .997 -6642.589 6614.112
[Q2-10=4(7-10 -.319 4957.397 .000 1 1.000 -9716.639 9716.001
times)]
[Q2-10=5(More than 0? 0
10 times)]
[Q2-8=1(Not at all)] 17.649 .000 1 17.649 17.649
[Q2-8=2(Hardly)] -1.667 2.018 .682 1 .409 -5.623 2.289
[Q2-8=3(Fairly)] -2.209 1.673 1.744 1 187 -5.488 1.069
[Q2-8=4(A Iot)] —-1.747 1.457 1437 1 .231 -4.603 1.109
[Q2-8=5(Very much)] 0? 0
[Q3-1=3(Moderately)] 1.738 1.222  2.025 1 .155 -.656 4.133
[Q3-1=4(Quite)] 3.284 1.239 7.025 1 .008 .856 5.713
[Q3-1=5(Very much)] 02 0
[Q3-4=2(More than a -3.813 2.624 2112 1 146 -8.957 1.330
year later)]
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[Q3-4=3(After 10
months—12 months)]
[Q3-4=4(After 7
months—9 months)]
[Q3-4=5(After 4
months—6 months)]
[Q3-4=6(After a
month—3 months)]
[Q3-4=7( 1.Within
one month)]
[Q3-5=2(Somewhat
dissatisfied)]
[Q3-5=3(Neutral)]
[Q3-5=4(Very

satisfied)

[Q3-5=5(Considerably

(
]
(
]

satisfied)

-3.634

-3.103

-3.906

—-2.482

Oa

-9.351

-1.354
-.615

Oa

1.700 4570 1 .033
2.091 2.203 1 .138
1.204 10.521 1 .001
1.003 6.123 1 .013
0
3.178  8.658 1 .003
1.017  1.771 1 .183
.833 545 1 461
0

~6.965 -.302
~7.201 994
-6.267  —1.546
~4.448 -.516
-15.580  -8.122
-3.348 640
~2.247 1.018

Link function: Logit.

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant.

<Table 3-9>

a correlation between willingness to attend music performances after
on and WTP for music performances after on

How much would you
pay for any other music

performances after on?

Are you willing to
attend any music
performances in the

future?

Spearman's

rho

How much would you
pay for any other music

performances after on?

Are you willing to attend

any music performances

Correlation
Coefficient
Sig. (2-
tailed)

N
Correlation

Coefficient

1.000

148
347"

96

347

.000

148
1.000



in the future? Sig. (2— .000
tailed)
N 148 150

x%. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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