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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Introductory overview of intended research 

In general one can speak of certain tensions between economy and culture in modern societies. Economy is seen as something measurable and gives the idea that everything has a price. Culture, on the other hand, is seen as more immeasurable, more intangible. Art and culture is ideally sees as resource for human cultivation and preservation of the cultural heritage. It is therefore difficult to give an exact price on cultural goods, and it may seem unnatural to talk about price and profit within this sphere. This also raises the question; who shall be responsible for the preservation of cultural production and activities in a society, the private person or the public community? Is it the stimulus for demand supposed to come within a free market, or shall one use public means of taxes to stimulate the production and preservation of cultural goods and services? 

If culture is supposed to be a product or commodity, which is to generate a profit within a market or company, one can risk ending up with a narrow supply of cultural products and services, if not also a more and more standardized product (Throsby, 2001). Therefore it is in many people’s view important to preserve cultural heritage and encourage cultural diversity through public means. Nevertheless it is a fact that a main part of the cultural productions in modern society is located in what we call “cultural industries”; a mixed set of cultural institutions producing and distributing cultural goods as commodities in a market economy. This signals a strong influence of economic interest in the cultural fields. On the other hand the tension between culture and commerce is also a part of this industry. In many countries, [parts of] the cultural industries receive state funding in order to provide a culture offer and supply to the society, when the products are not giving large revenues and profits. 

There are many different topics and issues one can choose when one talks about cultural industries. There are the “struggling” artist and writers. There are galleries, publishing houses, museums, theatres and so much more. However in this thesis I will look into the matter of cinema enterprising. Cinema has been a part of modern cultural life for more than 100 years now, with its first public appearance in the later part of the 19th century.  It has been, since its birth, a part of the popular culture, rather than part of the so-called high culture, like theatre or the opera. Cinema quickly became a immensely popular leisure and social activity, expanding up to the 1960s, the hay days of cinema enterprising, both in Europe and the United States. Since the early 1960s, with the rapid spread of television sets, cinema attendance declined accordingly (Silver and McDonnel, 2007). The tendency that people started staying at home and watch movie for free, challenged the activity of movie theatres in ever stronger ways. This competition especially challenges the cinemas interest as cultural institutions and their commitment for offering movies not only for the interest of economic profit but also for their quality of the movies as artistic field. 
All cultural institutions may have expectations of both cultural commitment and economic gain. For most there are tensions in the dealing with the balance of the two sides. Cultural organizations therefore need to develop strategies for how to cope with this tension. This was also the case for the Norwegian cinema system. However the outcome for Norwegian cinemas was a bit different than the rest of the international cinema enterprising. The cinema system in Norway is internationally known for being a quite particular system; a large majority of cinemas in Norway are publically owned, while only a handful is private.
 Different from other countries in Europe, the cinema enterprising in Norway has been a municipal and cultural-political affair, where municipal cinemas have had the responsibility in providing a cultural diversity when it came to showing film. Among these municipal cinemas however, two types of cinemas have developed the last decades: One more independent and economically-driven enterprise, in addition to a public-organized cinema. Both types of cinemas are committed to the cultural policies of the Norwegian cinemas, but they are very different in respect the expectations of economic gain and operational structure. How these two types of cinemas balance the tension between culture and economy is the overall theme of this thesis. 
1.2 Research questions
My general research question in this thesis is; how are the Norwegian cinemas dealing with the tension between cultural commitment and economic gain in a situation of increasing competition from other media? What are the criteria for cultural commitment and what are the criteria for economic gain? 

To answer this we need to look at some specific questions. 1) How does the cinema themselves perceive the situation? What is the cinemas image of themselves? How do they see their situation on a national level, and how do they see the problem of securing economical gain without affecting the cultural offer to the public? In what way and to what degree do the cinemas experience and conceive such tensions? In addition it will be essential to find out what the cinemas think of what kind of cultural commitment do the cinemas have themselves? What are the economic interests? 
These questions will be answered by looking at two different public cinemas in the south-western part of Norway. The perception of cinema activity will present itself in different ways, in the two cases. I Bergen Cinema’s case there are different people working with different tasks and having responsibility for different issues: there is the marketing director, program director and the cinema director. At Voss Cinema, the situation is different. It’s a small local one man driven cinema. For both cinemas the question stands; how are the ideas and expectations from the point of view of the professional and institutional interests?  
2) In a Norwegian context it is necessary to look at how the cultural commitment and economic gain stands in relations to the public perception. Bergen cinema transformed to a stock company in 2001, with a more independent economic role from the municipality. But still, for both types of cinemas these questions are put forward: What are the expectations from the public authorities? How do the cinemas conceive these expectations? Are they restrictive or helpful? 
3) Thirdly it will be of interest to look at the cinema’s strategies for development: What is their future economic situation and how do they develop a strategy for economic gain within the framework they are embedded in? The size of the cinemas will influence their approach to certain issues, as well as their organizational/legal independence as a cinema enterprise. With this in mind, how are the cinemas’ strategies for securing the cinema as a cultural institution? What can a cultural organization do in order to secure the economical gain, at the level of business strategy, organizational development, marketing and technological change? What strings can they play? 
1.3 Theoretical approach and selected case studies 

In this thesis I will use theory concerning cultural industries, cultural policies and organizational strategies for economic gain. In addition I will look to previously done research on the matter of cinema and cinema policy, particularly done in a Norwegian context. 

Firstly I will look at how the tension between economics and arts and culture is being looked at by different authors. Secondly there are different degrees of cultural engagement in cultural organizations. This is a trait that is sweeping through the field of cultural industries. Also within the cinema industry there are different “layers” of interest, where people in the business are engaged by different things. Thirdly one can link the tension between economics and cultural commitment to four main areas of strategies; the market, the political-economical aspect, support of organization and management and lastly technological developments.  

As method for my project, I have chosen to compare two Norwegian cinemas, both different in their own way. The first one Bergen Cinema; a multiplex cinema located in the second largest city in Norway. The second one is of the cinema in a small town called Voss, one hour away from Bergen, which is a single theatre hall cinema. These are both municipally owned cinemas. The reasons for choosing to look only at publically run cinemas is that these are the ones that has, since the establishing of cinema activity
  in Norway, had the strongest hold in Norway. Privately owned cinema has only the later years again started being discussed as possible way in the cinema business. I will later in the thesis show more specific facts and figures.   

The data is based on interviews of key informants at the cinemas and documents obtained from the national cinema organization Film og Kino, and both cinemas (statistics, strategy documents and yearly reports). This thesis draws on literature from the cultural economics field, also including Norwegian literature concerning both national and international cultural policy, and specifically Norwegian cinema policy. Previous research has concentrated on the cinema system in Norway on a general level, whilst I will look at how a few particular cinemas are coping within the municipal framework that they are part of. 

1.4 Overview of structure in thesis paper

· In chapter two I will present the theory; what the characteristics of cultural industries and how do these differ from traditional industries. Furthermore I will look at the cultural policy, discussing the question of free trade versus cultural heritage. Firstly I discuss this briefly on an international level, then more broadly on the case of Norway. I proceed to the question of cinema policy. In discussing the general problem of tension between economy and culture, in my case, what does it imply in regards to cinema? Lastly I will present relevant theory regarding strategic options for growth and development. 

· In chapter three I will present the methodological approach of my research. I will discuss the chosen the research method, and strengths and shortages of the research being done. 

· In chapter four I will give a contextual overview; with a historical overview over the Norwegian cinema system from its early days up until this day and age. After this I will give an overview over the current state of affairs. 

· In chapter five I will present the case studies of two public cinemas and the result of my research. Here I among other things look at possible strategies made by the two cinemas, in order to “survive” in the Norwegian cinema system. 

· Lastly in chapter six I will give my concluding arguments and reflections as to possible actions that can be done with the research in mind.  

2.0 Theoretical overview 

2.1 Introduction 

In order to have a complete understanding of what the cinema enterprising in Norway is about; one needs to contextualize the matter of cultural industries. This is a major area of several different distinctions of art and culture, high and low, non-profit and commercial. All of these areas within the cultural industries are being affected by many different variables, where the approach to financing and support of the cultural of art and culture is different from country to country. 

In this chapter I will present the general problems that the cultural industries often are faced with; how the economical tension comes to the surface; how the tension between culture and commercialization presents itself. A way which gives a good overview of the differences between countries within the arts and culture is by looking at their cultural policies. Here I will present how countries across Europe differ in approaches to cultural policy making, where the differences of approach towards public organizations and private organizations most typically appear. I will briefly show examples of Sweden and France, in order to show the how particular Norway in fact is when it comes to cinema policy issues. Furthermore I will look at the aspects of cinema policy internationally, as of course how it relates to the cultural policy on a whole, and I will present Norway’s engagement concerning the same issues, of cultural policy and cinema policy. One can study the tension between economics and cultural commitment related to four strategic areas; the market, the political-economical aspect of ownership and company structure, organizational structure and management and lastly technological change. On both micro, meso and macro level there are possible strategies for development, but also restrictions that any cultural institution has to obey.

2.2 The cultural industries and the tension between culture and economy

The notion of culture covers a huge area of subjects, including various features such as the arts, languages, and the crafts, activity of both creation and tradition, often intertwined with national and ethnic identity, and often also intertwined with historical legacy. The social value of culture and arts is seen to have a major importance and manifests itself in many ways in a larger degree than in other sectors (Ploeg, 2002). 

First it might be important to clarify what is meant by the cultural industries. Hesmondhalgh defines the cultural industries as “usually been thought of as those institutions (mainly profit-making companies, but also state organizations and non-profit organizations) that are most directly involved in the production of social meaning” (Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 4). This includes a core of industries that deal primarily with the industrial and circulation of texts; broadcasting, film industries, the content aspects of the Internet industry, music industries, print and electronic publishing, video and computer games and finally advertisements and marketing. Within cultural industries there is a wide variety of supply of cultural activities, with several ways of organizing, financing, funding and “surviving”. The supply of cultural institutions can be explained with the help of traditional economic theory in the case of commercial theatres, galleries or (zoological) parks. In most cases, however, artistic activities are supplied by non-profit institutions, which are supported by the government. This type of arrangement applies particularly to Europe (Throsby and Nielsen, 1980). 

The cultural industries have over the years gone through major changes.  The growth of cultural industries has accelerated, where a number of factors have been involved: rising prosperity in the global North, increasing leisure time and disposable income has meant major social-cultural changes in the world in the second half of the twentieth century (Hesmondhalgh, 2007).  With this cultural industries can be put in relation to their significance for economic growth, social inclusion as well as their possible positive role in the regeneration of a city and urban and regional development. Cultural industries can have an impact on the identity it might construct for a nation, region or city. With this the cultural industries are in much larger degree than traditional industries more concerned with the issues and the tension between culture and economy.  

With the cultural industries, the matter of externalities comes into the picture. Cost and benefits cannot be measured by internal enterprise criteria only. More than traditional industries, arts and culture industries can be said to have indirect benefits for a country, city or community, where the provision of art has benefits that spill over to non-purchasers. Also art and culture may provide a source of national prestige, pride, or international recognition. In addition, the availability of cultural activity may attract tourists, other businesses and general beneficial growth (Fullerton, 1991).  

2.2.1 The tension between culture and economy

One can ask, as far as the cultural industries is concerned, what is the underlying reasons for acting in that field? Is it a genuine cultural interest or is it primarily an interest for economical gain How does one combine the two interests? There are different degrees of cultural engagement in cultural organizations. There might be different “layers” of interests, where people within a same cultural enterprise might be concerned with different aspects of and emphasize different elements. 
The tension between culture and economy can be found on many levels, as culture has many levels. Opera, ballet and art galleries will usually be considered part of the high-culture, whilst concerts, cinema and sports will be considered low-culture. The tension between culture and economy has come about because for many people art and life exist in two different spheres. Art and life have come to be separated, where some artists might deliberately want culture as a place of their own, where they decide what art is. Many, especially artists, strive to maintain a separation between the act of making money and the making of art, where the latter is seen as act of meaning. Nevertheless it is increasingly difficult to keep the two concepts separate. The creative industries account for 7% of United Kingdom’s GDP, and have been growing at twice the rate of the rest of the economy for the last decade. In London, the creative industries employ the same number of people as the financial services sector.

2.2.2 Art dealers – stuck in the middle 

Within the high culture the tension between culture and economics typically appears within art dealing. Art works are sold, by dealers or directly by artists. It is bought by museums, some institutions and many individuals. What art dealers are concerned, they have a special position in the field. They need no special education or special degree to become an art dealer. “The appellation of art dealer tends to be self-selected” (Shubik, 2003: 194). Gallery activity is mostly considered part of the high-culture. Nevertheless, in gallery activity there is a commercial element, since they have to buy and sell the art that they are exhibiting. This is a big contrast to the other parts of the arts sector where “talking shop” is frowned upon. For many art is something that in no terms should be linked to economic measures. Contemporary artists or other actors in that field might often come across objections to “selling out” to commercial interests if they are seen to be too eager to “please” the public. Of course, as in other cultural industries, within gallery activity there are different levels of interest. It does exist many galleries that operate on a purely ideological level; where one promotes the art because one likes art, or because the gallery owner wants to support the artist. It is not surprising to find that when cultural industries are placed alongside an idealized culture, they tend to ignite debates about culture versus economy, art versus commerce, and high versus low culture (Hesmondhalgh and Pratt, 2002) 
In the art world there are large sums of money involved, and when it’s the ”right” sort of art , there is a massive competition in buying and selling, along the same lines as the stock market. If one, however, takes a step back and looks at the discussion on a national market; whether or not cultural organizations or institutions are active on a public and private level, state-owned or privately owned, there is not much dispute when it comes to for example visual arts, museums, libraries etc, if these are organized on a private or public level.  The discussion isn’t as loaded, basically because there aren’t that big profits to obtain in these particular areas of art and culture. However when one gets nearer a cultural area where there are indeed large sums of money involved, when art meets industry, one can see that the financial interests at stake are high. This because the investments might be high; and if the investments are high, the demand for profit will not be far away. Often the public authorities might be involved, in terms of funding or otherwise, where these will also make certain claims. This is where the legitimacy of governments to protect national industry is the most challenged. This is where the boundaries between culture and business, between art and commodity become the most controversial. 
2.3 International cultural policy – trends and approaches  

“Cultural policies are an expression of national identity, and public cultural policies are concerned in various ways with maintaining a distinctive cultural identity. Depending on the cultural heritage in the public life of the arts, governments vary in the ways in which cultural affairs are administered”(Cherbo and Wyszominski, 2000: 140-141). 

Internationally there are different ways of approaching culture and ways of financing and supporting cultural organizations. This presents itself [most importantly] on a political level, where cultural policies are being legislated. This affects the ways in which cultural organizations can act and environment they can work it. To a certain degree you can see the relationship between a market and governmental economy as a battle between dynamism versus stability. Countries on each side of the Atlantic Ocean perceive the “best” way to finance the Arts completely differently. The American situation” reflects attitudes on cultural policy. In general, the United States has almost no federal cultural policy, which dictates that enterprise is decentralized and diversified. It is generally left up to local communities and the private sector, where unification and standardization are not seen as virtues but as potential problems”. In Europe, on the other side, “the development of the Arts, is largely attributed to the existence of patrons and authoritarian states…”(Klamer and Zuidhof, 1998). The market sphere is by many seen as more dynamic, it giving more possibilities and independence to cultural organizations to develop and be innovative without being dependent on others. In a situation where your organization receives funding from the government, you become, to a large degree, accountable for your actions, for the direction your organization takes.   
2.3.1 Different ways of funding art and culture 

 Media and culture play an important role in societies, but how one adapts and cultivates these practices vary greatly. Measures that are made in order to protect art and culture are for example: subsidies, market access restrictions, quotas, licensing restrictions, and domestic content requirements. Most of the countries around the world intervene in communication, media and cultural markets in three ways: they legislate laws, regulate laws, usually through government agencies and subsidize, either through grants or through allowing research created in the public sector into the private sector (Hesmondhalgh, 2007).  Policies can also be found on different levels of government. Government policy operates at the international level, like the EU, the national level, sub-national regional level and at the level of cities and towns (Hesmondhalgh, 2007).  Even a country as the United States, mostly based on private enterprise, is built on foundations of laws concerning competition, tax, contracts and obligations of companies “In all areas of commercial life, governments intervene. The free market does not exist in the modern, complex societies but is merely a goal aspired to by those who believe that the market, in its ideal state, is the best way to distribute resources and answer human needs” (Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 106)
One of the key trends in the second part of twentieth half of the century is the decline in working time and the increase in the proportion of disposable income spent on leisure activities. This has led city governments to increase expenditure on culture and create specialized bureaucracies and policy-making bodies, to enhance their provision of cultural services to cater for growing, more sophisticated of differentiated public demand (Bianchini et al, 1993).  The interventions by city governments in the cultural field are, according to Bianchini et al (1993), affected by a number of factors, whose importance vary in different national contexts. These variables include: national attitudes to culture and cultural policy, to the ideologies of political parties in power locally and nationally; levels of local autonomy; the commitment of the “investor class” to provincial cities; the configuration of the geography of national cultural economies; the size and nature of the local market for cultural activities; and the influence of external models of policy-making. 

2.3.2 The “marketization” of the 1980s

 In the 1980s the European cities whose economies were based on heavy industrial sectors, were hit by decline, due to changing political climates and pressures to reduce local government expenditure, led to a strategic shift from social to economic objectives. As a result of this, the cultural policies developed into becoming more of an important instrument for direct interventions in expanding economic sectors such a tourism, sports, recreation, the arts and the media (Bianchini et al, 1993). “In those cities which failed to adapt their policies to the urban regeneration and economic development priorities of the 1980s, cultural policy tended to become more marginal, losing political status and financial resources” (Bianchini et al, 1993: 14). Also, from the 1980s and on, there was a thrust of policy changes which Hesmondhalgh describes as a form of “marketization” (Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 110). This was a process where the market exchanges increasingly came to permeate the cultural industries and related sectors. Hesmondhalgh points to three factors that has become a result of this marketization process; privatization – of government-owned enterprises and institutions; lifting of restraints – on activities of business in order to pursue profit more easily; as a result of this, together with changes in laws and regulations, the expansion of private ownership grew. As we shall see, the second factor came strongly into play in the Norwegian cinema system from the end of the 1990s. 

2.3.3 Protectionism versus free-trade 

With the so-called marketization, the issues concerning protectionism and free-trade became more relevant, in the international community. There are two directions that people might see policy issues concerning the cultural industries. On the one hand, there are the concerns of cultural diversity; where plurality and the enriching the common cultural heritage are important aspects. On the other hand there is the aspect of free trade; where goods and services between or within countries may flow without imposed restrictions from governments. Here one has a “battle” between protectionism versus liberalization, where different policies reflects different interests. There is according to Hesmondhalgh, nothing wrong with markets per se. However many critics of the marketization argue that markets in a modern complex capitalist society needs managing carefully by the government in order to ensure efficiency and equity (Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 110). 

There are many different types of government intervention and systems of supporting arts and culture, such as tax incentive and supply-and demand subsidies. However the source of public support varies widely. In Europe and the US we see different ways of sponsoring and supporting the culture sector. Countries in continental Europe such as France, Italy and the UK are supported by the State by almost 1 percent of their countries total budget, whilst the US almost solely relies on benefactors and patrons. When it comes to support and subsidizing the arts and culture, the US compared to many countries in Europe, carry to a much larger degree a notion of self sufficiency. The government intervention in this sector is low in comparison. It exists a larger acceptance of that privatized businesses are better to facilitate consumers and that the public sector is slow to react and inefficient. The arts and culture sector in the US rely almost exclusively on entirely private efforts such at philanthropic grants, patron support, or artist’s own resources and promotion. To give an idea, every year, private American philanthropists donate nearly $10 billion to further artists work. This might be in much due to the fact that supporting arts and culture are based on tax relief if donating money to the arts. 
   
In addition many countries have an internal market competition policy, which can be there to prevent a large degree of anti-monopoly in different industries. Furthermore there can be national, public ownerships of companies, which can also help putting restrictions on industries. “Nations and regions frequently declare their cultural specificity in order to legitimize and materialize unity, sometimes through decentralization and sometimes via centralization”. Systems around the world execute the state “projects” in very different ways; Germany delegates the power over the cultural policy to the individual Landers, while in France the system is centralized”. (Miller and Yudice, 2002: 21). 

2.3.4 WTO and UNESCO 

On an international level there are two organizations that have a major impact on policy developments: the World Trade Organization and UNESCO. UNESCO is a specialized agency within the UN system, whose main objective is to promote collaboration among nations through education, science, culture and communication
. One aspect is that the absence of stimulus for competition in certain industries and other industries where it could be easier for some firms to monopolies a market. Through UNESCO diversity and stimulating this it can give a comparative advantage in different markets and industries. WTO, on the other hand, is an organization that was founded in order to supervise, regulates and liberalizes international trade
. 
The question that always is coming up when discussing culture and policy, is why there are regulations or subsidies of cultural industries. Why can’t the market alone ensure maximum welfare and cultural goods? In legitimizing the support of cultural sector, many will point to that fact that by ensuring a general cultural development one also strengthens democratic values as freedom of expression, access to public information, cultural diversity and pluralism.

2.3.5 Sweden

As mentioned, there are many different ways in how countries operate their cultural policy and more importantly their cinema policy. In many areas Sweden is very similar to Norway, in their emphasis on an effective welfare system and politics. Also when it comes to cultural policy, there are many similarities, while within the cinematic context, the differences are visible. 

The economic and social standards of Sweden are among the highest in Europe. The extensive Swedish economic and welfare system is represented by high allocation for “social” issues. Health and social affairs represent the largest share of central government budget, closely followed by education and cultural affairs. Many important public cultural institutions of contemporary Sweden date back to royal initiatives in the 17th and 18th century. In the 19th century the royal tradition were mixed with civic and popular movements, which in short has formed the framework of Sweden’s modern cultural policy.
 The modern state, taking over old royal cultural institutions, the secularization of basic popular education through a compulsory public elementary school system and the various spiritual challenges of mass popular culture, including radical popular movements in civic education, were the main levers of modern cultural policy in Sweden. Popular education, public museums, concert halls and public libraries were favored areas of cultural policy in the early 20th century, typically with substantial contributions from private patrons. 

In the 1960s, political engagement in the cultural policy issue rose dramatically, resulting in a very ambitious ideological and institutional renewal of the whole cultural policy field presented in the Bill on Culture in 1974. This parliament resolution defined the goals of the state cultural policy and the division of responsibilities between national government, municipalities, county councils and voluntary organizations. The democratic welfare-state model of cultural policy triumphed. A new central authority, the National Council for Cultural Affairs (later called the Swedish Arts Council) was created. The trust of cultural policy has been towards decentralization, although it has been centrally implemented and there is no regional structure of central government agencies in the cultural sphere. Sweden has 24 county councils and 288 municipalities, where the local authorities have an extensive power of self-determination and taxation, even though the central government shares a common responsibility for the cultural life with all 24 county councils. However there is no state legislation governing local authority involvement in the arts and cultural activities. Interests in that area have grown entirely as a result of local political decisions

2.3.6 France 

France is one country that differs from the Scandinavian countries; in respect of the size of the market, geographically and with its 60 million inhabitants, and in respect of cultural policy. In France, their strong sense of cultural mission has traditionally taken the form of direct state intervention. The history of cultural policies in France, from their origins under royal patronage in the 16th century until the present, is marked by: the central role the state has played in promoting and organizing knowledge, and culture, and the gradual creation of administrative structures and budgeted funds in the mid part of the twentieth century. An administrative infrastructure was built up throughout the 19th century which was to form the core of today’s Ministry of Culture. 
During the last forty years, local and regional authorities increased their public support for culture. The municipalities, as owners of certain cultural facilities such as museums, municipal theatres, libraries and music schools, are now the main providers of government funds for culture. Encouraged by the Ministry of Culture and Communication to draw up their own cultural policies, the municipalities, followed by the départements and régions, have become involved in local public cultural action to a degree far exceeding the obligations laid down in the devolution laws of 1982, 1983 and 1992
. 
2.4 Norwegian cultural policy 

Now that I have given a quick look into some different approaches internationally, I will turn to Norway, looking at the general terms of policy of cultural industries. How are the policies on subsidizing and governmental support for cultural commitment here?  
2.4.1 Norway - the welfare country 

Being a long-stretched country with just over 4, 8 million, the country itself is far from densely populated. For historical reasons Norway has limited urban traditions, and there was no natural centre of influence around the capital city (Oslo) until the 1800s. Norway is the prototype of the Nordic model of cultural administration, characterized by a weighty public sector, a high level of cooperation between the organizations and the State, strongly union-oriented and politically influential artists associations, as well as having public subsidies to artists which are usually explained by socio-political arguments. In addition the country is characterized by decentralization, democratization and distribution of welfare based on local self-governing.
 The establishing of the biggest and most important art and cultural institutions has been an important pillar in the building of a nation, both in Norway and other countries, in the beginning of the 20th century. Additionally Norway’s relative short history as an independent nation and the German occupation during WWII, seem to have reinforced an enthusiasm for Norwegian culture. The result is a substantial program of support for all artistic endeavors on both the national and local levels (Heilbrun and Gray, 2001).  
2.4.2 The subsidies of art and culture 

The social democratic structure in Norway makes the question of subsidizing a very current issue.  Norway has in a quite large degree an art and culture sector that is being supported by governmental funding. But within art and culture there is a widespread selection of industries involved. You find contemporary art, but also projects such as conservation and information in the form of libraries and museums, as well as more “grass root” organizations such as sports organizations and much more.
 There are different arguments for public support of cultural activities. Firstly support might be given for a start-up of a cultural project. One thinks that the market can be too slow to realize the quality of the project and therefore it is necessary to provide support in the first phases of artistic activity. A second reason is that one sees that not all art is marketable, but useful and valuable in a social or cultural context. Therefore those who are skeptic of “leaving it all to the market” argue that the quality and diversity will deteriorate if left to fend for itself. The fear is that the art will become more homogenous and mainstream. With government intervention and support diversity within art will be kept intact and have the possibility to evolve. The argument often used is that private support without government interference will react to public demand and give the people what they want. This will however jeopardize all the small “players” in the culture sector. 

Thus, cultural institutions in Norway have in common that they are fully or in some degree dependent on public financing and thus by and large have to adapt to the cultural-political climate, rules and regulations. This public responsibility of cultural life and influence on cultural life has become stronger the last decades. “Even though it might seem a matter of fact that it is the state that provides for income, one might point out that it was only in the 1960s and 1970s that the art and culture institutions started becoming publically financed and regulated by public authorities. Up until then the cultural sphere existed in a sort of mixed economy run by market forces” (Elstad and de Paoli, 2008: 42)
.  

2.4.3 Legitimization of subsidies of art and culture 

According to Mangset (1992) one can in contemporary Norway divide cultural production into three categories. Firstly there is a private, commercial and market-oriented production, which by and large survives without public funding. Secondly there is the traditional cultural production which is heavily subsidized. Here one can for example find theatre and opera. Thirdly there is an extensive cultural production based on voluntary work through cultural organizations. With this, one can see that the so-called cultural production in our society finds itself in a field of tension between the public, market-oriented and the volunteer-based organization framework. The traditional core institution in a cultural sphere, which often has a high cultural prestige, is as in many other countries often heavily subsidized. The completely market-oriented cultural production on the other hand has a lower cultural prestige (Mangset, 1992: 32). Over the years the gap between the three categories has become smaller. In the recent years for example the bigger traditional cultural institutions are met with a higher demand by authorities to generate own revenues, and not only to rely on the authorities for funding.  

The profitability of cultural production on a whole is more difficult to obtain in a country such as Norway, in comparison to countries such as France or the UK, since Norway constitutes such a small national market. On background of this a general claim of public support of the cultural sector has grown. But changes have also appeared in Norway. “Since the 1980s, in accordance to other countries also being in need of public funding, there has been a significant increase in private support to the cultural sphere in form of sponsoring and donations” (Mangset, 1992: 38). Even still, it is the public support that dominates when it comes to funding the cultural sector. Within the cultural policy it becomes nearly always a debate about the society’s utilization: a debate about how and on what grounds public support should be delegated. “Public support to the cultural sphere must however be resonated for on a political and bureaucratic arena, where it is a scarcity of resources” (Mangset, 1992: 49). Here we come to the notion of legitimization of the funds; how is the cultural sector supposed to legitimize public support to particularly their sector? 

It has been of interest for researchers the later years to look at economical impacts cultural institutions can have on a society; both when it comes to what kind of revenue it can provide; how many that are employed by the organization; and also how much extra tax income the municipality gets in as a result of the undertaking (Mangset, 1992). By pointing at all of these aspects, one has wanted to convince all parties to show that the cultural institution is not a burden for the society public. On the contrary, culture can be profitable on a society and socially based level. 

2.5 Commercial and economical tension within cinema activity? 

Cinema has for a long time had sort of dual position in the modern society. On the one hand there are complete commercial movie theatres, which primarily show big blockbuster movies from Hollywood, and have a focused eye on “making money”. On the other side of the spectrum you find art cinemas, which are “in it for the quality”; showing small films and foreign films to an audience that can be said to have a higher interest in quality movies. Seen as part of a popular culture, rather than part of a high culture, cinema has since its early days become an immensely popular leisure and social activity. 

No form of culture reaches a bigger audience than the movies. It speaks to everyone, no matter what age, social or cultural background. It has a human and figurative language which is more easily available than most other art forms. Nevertheless has movie-going, as a leisure activity, been declining steadily and heavily in the western world after the Second World War, with its most notable decline around the 1960s with the rapid “invasion” of television. In earlier years, especially before 1960, cinema was a focal point of public life, a social meeting place, where one went to see movies and often also new announcements. With the introduction of television in the early 1960s, this evaporated greatly. In the later years, the movie attendance has stabilized on a much lower rate, however stabile, even through periods of new technological “gadgets” with the introduction of video, DVD and internet. Nevertheless, with the years there are many factors that contribute to that cinema enterprising is becoming a much more difficult business to work in. Some of these factors can be pointed to competition from other media, lack of strong films [in particular from US], a crowded release schedules (meaning that many good movies are released within a short period), shorter release windows (meaning that the time from the cinematic release to being available on internet and DVD is getting shorter) and lastly, piracy, where file sharing and illegal replication is getting more and more “house warm” (Silver and McDonnel, 2007).  
2.5.1 New technology means new threats to cinema

Some of the most recent and dramatic threats to movie theaters have arisen from the sudden emergence of the home cinema industry. This has enabled consumers to watch movies in forms other than on a theatre screen. “Until the past few years, movie theaters were the only form of big screen entertainment. Since then, however, technology diffusion (including large screen televisions and home cinema projectors) has enabled potential movie patrons to get closer to the image by bringing the theater experience into their homes” (Silver and McDonnel, 2007:7) With all the new types of media outlets, the market is getting more and more fragmented and the need to distinguish oneself is getting more important.  

The cinema industry around the western world has in comparison to other cultural industries employed much less of differentiation and niche marketing. “Until the recent introduction of alternative digital delivery technologies and big screen televisions, the primary medium for watching movies on large, wide screens has also been in movie theatres. As a result of this “movie theatres are facing an uncertain future, in which they might well no longer hold the film competitive advantage that they’ve historically enjoyed” (Silver and McDonnel, 2007:2). Widespread availability of broadband and movie downloading has only increased this problem. Additionally, the computer game industry is closing in on the market for movies, taking over the youth market (Silver et al, 2007). Even so, as for technical advances the digitalization has brought with it, it has made also much of a positive impact on cinema activity. These positive elements I will elaborate further later on in chapter five. 

Silver and McDonnel puts a critical finger on what type of industry the cinemas are in, if cinema has a future or not. Their answer is that, yes indeed, can the movie theatre industry survive; “…if it can shrug off the straitjacket of the standard multiplex experience by embracing new technologies and more diverse target markets. With product substitutes siphoning off movie audiences and aging baby boomers entering retirement, however, the biggest threat to theatres may be the marketing myopia. Theatre operators should be asking the classic question: What business are we in?” (Silver and McDonnel, 2007:21)

What I want to point out is the fact that since the cinema exhibition industry is getting more and more difficult to work within; the tension between the movie as culture and the movie as pure mass-media business is getting more and more intertwined. To stay alive in the business it can appear that one needs more and more focus on marketing, cost-cutting and business strategy, rather than to focus on the movies as such. It might appear that it has become a battle of getting attention from the public in terms of marketing, more so than “only” putting up a movie program. 
2.6 International cinema policy

Just as cultural policies around the world can differ, so does the cinema policies around the world. There has been much discussion about what role that shall be posed around Europe, when it comes to trade of cinema activity in negotiations with the WTO. Audiovisual services typically reflect the social and cultural characteristics of nations and their peoples, and are consequently regarded as being of great social and political importance.  For these reasons, government regulations and public support programs play a major role.  The regulations on audiovisual services concern not only social and cultural issues, but also the promotion of domestic industry and foreign content restrictions.
 

As for international trade of cinema policy, Norway, like most countries, have been reluctant to liberalize its culture – and audiovisual policy in trade negotiations with WTO. The main argument European countries pose is that the national market for audiovisual services, is that it is already an open market, at the same time there is a skewed dynamics in trade with such services, especially in relations to American cultural products. In practice, Norway and most of the other European countries are by and large importers rather than producers of audiovisual goods and services. According to the Norwegian government’s information site over cultural policy; it states that American movies have a market share on about 70 percent in Europe and over 90 percent in its home market. In comparison has the European market a market share on under 5 percent in the States. Therefore there are many European countries who state that full market liberalization cannot be expected to contribute to diversity within culture and media. On account of this the European countries has no wish to tie themselves to any obligations that might reduce the possibilities and running of the country’s own cultural-and media policy. 

In the UK for example, the exhibition sector is oligopolistic, with the six largest exhibitors owning 70 per cent of screens. Although the UK has a modestly sized domestic film production sector, the overwhelming majority of films made available for commercial release in the UK are American (Simmons and Elliott, 2008). Despite the availability of new media for home viewing, such as DVD players and wide-screen televisions, and concerns over the growth of pirated recordings, cinema admissions have remained buoyant in the UK. 
The market for cinema in Sweden also is fully commercial and has a character of oligopoly. Swedish Film Industry (SF bio) and Sandrew Metronome jointly control almost 70 percent of the market. Both SF and Sandrew Mentronome owns by large media corporations, Bonnier and Schibsted. Both have a share of 50 percent of the cinema companies. Both Schibsted and Bonnier have international ambitions and have the last 20 years expanded to film, television and new media. In addition both SF and Sandrew Metronome distribute movie. SF is one of the 5 biggest film distributors in Sweden. In addition there are a few smaller cinema chains. The movie theatre industry in Sweden divides the cinemas into “red” and “green” cinemas. The so-called “red” cinemas have more than 5 weekly showings. The “green” cinemas have less than 5 a week. In 1999 there were 443 “red” and 689 “green” across the country. There are few, if any, municipally owned cinemas in Sweden. The cinema density is nonetheless very high in comparison to the population, this as a result of long traditions for private organization of cinema enterprising, alone or in collaboration with nationwide reaching media organizations (NOU, 2001:05:8)

The French cinema market goes even further, where the attitude towards cinema and films differ to other European countries, where France has a high number of own films productions as well as high number of French movie goers to French movies.  The popularity of cinema through the years has left the French cinema market so big, that cinemas in the capital of Paris does not play as such a significant part of the total market in the country, as the situation is in the Scandinavian countries; where in the Scandinavian capitals the total amount of movie goers is as high as 25-30 percent. The large amount of big cities around France makes room for paralleled markets for both commercial and non-commercial cinemas. There are a number of art cinemas, and a long line of distributions companies that base themselves on import and distribution of films to these cinemas. However these art cinemas are run to a large degree in the same ways as the commercial cinemas, with established agreements for collaboration of programming and other administrative tasks. Nearly 1000 cinemas in France receive public support/governmental support, either direct or indirect. Among these cinemas we find some municipally owned or run cinemas. The matter of cinema support is taken on district-political grounds. In France cinema activity is considered a cultural service, and has therefore a reduced value added tax on both movie tickets and the rental of films (NOU, 2001: 05).    

 I have briefly mentioned the matter of Sweden and France, in order to give a larger overview of exactly how particular the Norwegian cinema system seems to be in an international community. That the cinema system in Norway in fact is so integrated in the cultural-political climate cannot be seen anywhere else. Sweden and France have both a strong policies when it comes to other areas of cultural issues. The matter of cinema however, is being handled privately, where both large cinema chains and art cinemas are run privately without any funding from the authorities.
2.7 Film and cinema policy in Norway 

In any other country bar Norway, the cinema is a for-profit enterprise. Apart for the three-four biggest cities, the cinema system is almost entirely based on what can be considered a kind of non-profit organizational enterprise, where on a municipal level, it is given funding and support, in order for the cinemas to survive. This, despite the fact that many cinemas around the country do not have what in the market would be seen as grounds for survival. 
The cinema in Norway can be said to find itself between two “poles” in the cultural landscape; traditionally it is a popular mass entertainment, especially for young people. Yet at the same time cinema is perceived as”quality culture” by a part of the society with higher educational and social status. All in all one can say that people from all “walks of life” and social classes use film and cinema in different ways (Mangset, 1992). 

Jan Mehlum (1996) in his article”A cinema system under pressure”, looks with a critical eye on the Norwegian distribution arrangement and exhibition of film, which he considers flawed with prevailing weaknesses. He asks; since the system seems to be under pressure, is the answer still to administrate the cinema or should one leave it to the market? Norway has a form of monopoly system when it comes to exhibition and distribution of film. Mehlum point to two weaknesses of monopolies: Firstly that the claim for stability will in the long run act as an obstruction to innovation and new establishments: Secondly that a lingering monopoly situation will lead to an impairment of the system’s economical rationale. In later years there have been forces in the direction of structural changes towards more European ways and solutions for distribution and exhibition of films in Norway. The question of what mechanism that is to control production and distribution of goods and services in a market is a central debate in the political climate. Mehlum asks what conditions must generally and principally be present in order for public management or administration of industries to be a better alternative than the market forces? On a general basis this question can be answered on two levels. Firstly, on ideological grounds it might be argued that much of the activities done more or less in the public space, such as education, health, culture and infrastructure, should be owned, or at least controlled by, the society through democratically selected and governed institutions (Mehlum, 1996). Secondly, the question of administration versus market forces can be answered in more pragmatic terms. The goal here would then be for the society to arrange it so that the consumers get an offer, which is qualitatively and culturally acceptable, in addition to being adapted to the market in accordance with the highest economical rationale. 
The cinema activity in Norway can according to Mehlum (1996) be found somewhere between the two ideals. Up until the introduction of cinema in the Norwegian society before the 1960s, the cinema had monopoly on showing of live pictures. In that respect it was a strategic move and relevant to maintain social control through the municipally owned and run cinemas. However in the later years these conditions and prerequisites have changed dramatically. Over time the cinema control over this cultural form of expression has been reduced to a fraction of the sectors initial activities; where now most of these activities take place far outside of the cinemas control. And the cinemas share of the activity is subsiding. 
2.7.1 Different categories of cinemas  

Operating a cinema in Norway requires a municipal licence. Although there are no form of film quotas to be upheld, the has been standard practice for municipalities to grant such licences on condition that the exhibitor undertakes certain cultural obligations in their programming, by which the exhibitor is to maintain a broad selection of film genres, thus offering a diverse choice to audiences of different ages and interests. In particular the needs of children and young people for a varied and diverse programming have been stressed. 

The cinemas around the country are put in 4 categories (NOU, 2001:05:6): A+, A, B (+ and-) and C. These categories divide all cinemas around the country into groups; depending on how many visitors they have each annum. The so-called A+-cinemas have over 1.000.000 visitors each year. Cinemas in this range can be found in the largest cities such as Oslo, Bergen and Trondheim. The B+ cinemas are other cinemas that have more than 200.000 visitors in a year. Furthermore the B-cinemas are the cinemas with around 35.000 and 200.000 visitors the last year. Lastly the C-cinemas are the rest of the cinema with fewer than 35.000 visitors. All cinemas pay a flat fee in each category, where A and B cinemas pay the most with 38 percent, and the C- cinemas pay the lowest of 25 percent. If some movie reaches a visit with more than 42.000 visitors in the first 14 days after the Norwegian premiere date, the cinemas will have pay a higher fee for the movie. In an additional agreement is the relation between the cinemas and the distribution companies regulated on movie transport, marketing, insurance and minimum rental fee among other things, where the fee for movie rental is measured in gross ticket income. The differentiation of the movie rental is calculated on the basis of the cinema’s attendance the last operational year and the different movies actual attendance figures. That the movie rental is being differentiated after the last year’s number of movie goers, is partly founded on local-political considerations, and partly on the principle of ”fresh merchandise” – those cinemas that receive the movie premiere first, must also pay the most (NOU, 2001:05:6). 
The coming analysis of the two Norwegian cases and their respective cultural-economic situation and their handling of the tension between culture and economics will be based on this discussion of these international trends and specific Norwegian conditions.  As introduced in chapter one these cases will also be studied in regard to their specific strategies for meeting their new challenges. 

2.8 Strategic options for development as a cultural enterprise 

The internal and external challenges cultural organizations face today can be seen in areas such as changing patterns in public funding, decrease in consumer time for leisure, expansion of consumer entertainment options, blurring of distinctions between high and popular culture, and finally growth in consumer expectations (Kolb, 2000: 17) It is a major concern for owners and management of cultural organizations that, both in Europe and in the US, the audience attendance for arts and culture is declining. This decline decreases ticket revenue and general income and, even more importantly, makes it increasingly difficult to justify public funding. In today’s rapidly changing market, where technology creates entirely new products and provides new distribution systems, much of what has been taken as a given in traditional marketing theory is also being questioned (Kolb, 2000). Cultural organizations, therefore, need developing strategies involving a broad specter of issues and problems in order to meet the new challenges. In this part of the chapter I will present theory and concepts relevant for the most central strategic options on the scene of Norwegian cinemas. The first question concerns the character of the cinema as cultural enterprise, its strategy for economic independence and product development. A second question concerns the organizational structure and management strategies, a third question is about marketing, and the fourth and final about digitalization. 

2.8.1 The cultural enterprise and economic strategy

As mentioned earlier, increasing competition has been connected with an increasing tendency towards privatization or a so-called “marketization” of cultural institutions. This has also meant that cultural institutions, as private companies, has utilized and developed strategies for its own development in accordance with models for private enterprise strategies. Hesmondhalgh summarizes the developments from the 1980s and onwards in this area (2007: chapter 6). He points to the increasing number of private ownership; a tendency to gather all activity in larger companies and a trend towards merging companies into conglomerates or to gather different parts of a cultural production line in the same company (vertical integration). He also points to tendencies of trying to meet competition through creating different forms of networks and alliances between small businesses.  

As we are about to see, a major decision for Bergen Cinema was to transform into a stock-joint company, to secure its competitive edge in the new digital media market, as well as making the cinema more able to keep its monopoly position vis á vis potential private competitors. Important measures were, among other things, a merger of many small cinemas and through a vertical integration of different elements of production. In other businesses it has become a norm of outsourcing, to make the company more effective in its production and distribution. In the cinema industry on the other hand, at least at the exhibition end of it, we see examples more the case of vertical integration by expansion of the product. The stores selling snacks have become integrated part of the company.  A total “cinema experience” becomes the product one wants to sell. 

We can also see that small actors in a large international market for film distribution indeed have significance within different forms of network and building of alliances. This includes both the “large” independent city cinemas and the smaller cinemas in towns and districts. For the small cinemas the “new” economical strategies do not have a large significance. For these cinemas the more traditional strategies to secure an economical support from the local and national public budgets matters more. 

A firm is essentially a pool of resources where the utilization is organized in an administrative framework (Penrose, 1995:67). With this it is also important in development of its basic potentialities in terms of exploring the resources in their workers. Within the cultural industries this will present itself in different way than traditional industries.  In a cultural enterprise it will be [even] more important to encourage the workers to efficiency through promoting creativity. Furthermore operational effectiveness and strategy are both essential to superior performances, which, after all, are the primary goal of any enterprise, traditional or cultural. And for a firm, differentiation from other competitors arises from both the choice of activities and how they are performed. The operational effectiveness of a firm, means performing activities better than rivals perform them. This does not only mean efficiency. It refers to any number of practices that allow a company to better utilize its inputs by, for example, reducing defects in products or developing better products faster. Differences in operational effectiveness are pervasive, where some companies are able to get more out of their inputs that others because they eliminate wasted efforts, employ more advanced technology, motivate employees better, or have greater insight into managing particular activities (Porter: 1996:11). These general ideas remind us of the significant role of different kind of organizational models and management strategies.

2.8.2 Organizational structure and management strategy

The strategy of “vertical integration” is also emphasized in the literature of organizational ecology, which underlines the value of developing “shared futures” within network of organizations as within each individual organization (Morgan, 1997: 64-65). This organizational perspective belongs to a broader set of images of organizations as organisms. In this tradition organizations is seen as “living systems, existing in a wider environment on which they depend for the satisfaction of various needs” (Morgan, 1997: 33). Of particular interest for this project is the idea of different needs. Influenced by Maslow’s theory of hierarchy of needs, organizational theorists in this tradition saw different levels of motivational factors for organizations. Salaries, wages, job tenure and formalized career plans meet the need of personal and social security. Jobs with autonomy, responsibility and processes of recognition for good performance etc meet the need of self-actualization and –development. From this traditions, therefore, there has been developed strategies for “job enrichment”, “employee-centered style of leadership”, and alternatives to “the excessively narrow, authoritarian, and dehumanization work orientation generated by scientific management and classical theory” (Morgan, 1997: 36). It is also from this tradition we can find the sources for much of thinking behind different methods of “human resource management” developing in the 1990s.      

In contrast to this tradition we have the theorists that see “organizations as machines”, identified with “classical management theory: designing bureaucratic organizations” and “scientific management” (Morgan, 1997). These theories saw efficiency secured by specialization of tasks, coordinated by prescribed job-descriptions and controlled by hierarchical authorities. These types of organizations, however, had their particular strengths and limitations. “Defining work responsibilities in a clear-cut manner has the advantage of letting everyone know what is expected of them. But it also lets them know what is not expected of them” (Morgan, 1997: 29). The problem can be that the employees are just interested in taking responsibility over their own narrow work task, and avoid or more directly refuse any responsibility for task outside their own job descriptions. “Mechanistic organization discourages initiative, encouraging people to obey orders and keep their place rather than to take an interest in, and question what they are doing” (Morgan, 1997: 30)

As in most modern organizations we can observe in the big Norwegian cinemas organizational strategies building on the ideas of organization as “organism”, moving away from a mechanistic type of organization. This is also supported by a third kind of organizational image, the organization as cultures. Well organized companies that have gone away from more bureaucratic forms of management, go more in the direction of implementing core meanings that the employees can own and share, feeling part of a community. It is this quality that allows them to be flexible and adaptive. “Organizationally, shared meanings provide alternatives to control through external procedures and rules” (Morgan, 1997: 143).  

The development of human resource management and organizational cultures, however, can also be seen only as part of the picture. As Hesmondhalgh points at, the cultural industry has developed a mixture of organizational models during the last decades. There are both organizations building on “commercial bureaucracy”, with hierarchical control and formalized and narrow coordination, and organizations based on a more informal network organization. And still we also see the old “cultural bureaucracies” and the “traditional/charismatic” organizations (Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 190-191). What he also reminds us of, is that the organizational design and strategies also differs for different groups of workers; being unskilled, technical workers, creative management or symbol creators (2007: 205-207). This is also a theme Morgan is discussing in the chapter “The Ugly Face. Organizations as Instruments of domination” (Morgan, 1997: 301).  

A last point concerning the labour market, is that is has increasingly become segmented into two categories, the primary and secondary market. Within the primary market you have skilled workers, often with workers with high degree of skill and detailed knowledge, who are usually “deemed worthy of significant investments” and are “expected to become committed and loyal” (Morgan, 1997: 312). The secondary market on the other hand is a market for lower-skilled and lower-paid workers, which are often more dispensable and easily replaced. These lower-paid workers will leave the organization’s operating core and elite primary labour force relatively unaffected (Morgan, 1007: 312). In other terms one can talk of a core of workers in an organization and more peripheral workers that are hired in and are more easily replaced when needed. 

2.8.3 Marketing 
“The most important change in organizational control in the cultural industries is the variety of activities gathered under the title “marketing” have become professionalized and more important to the coordination of activities in the cultural industries” (Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 193). 

In any industry, strategies for new developments are always essential. With new technologies and an increasing need to segment the product in accordance with the increasing nuanced consumer market, it is essential for any organization to stay up to date, in order to survive as a business. Marketing theories have more and more occupied itself with the matter of market segments. Marketing in all industries have gone through major developments the last decades. Especially in the last 10 years or so, with the fast growing market for technological entertainment, the importance of good marketing is increasing even more, in terms of getting consumers’ attention. ”Choices made by consumers about how to spend their time and money on media are an important area of media economics inquiry that has become more intriguing as the types and number of media have increased” (Picard in Handbook, 2003: 302).  Marketing in cultural industries are in many areas struggling with how to approach this aspect. “To be truly customer-driven is seen as an ideal in establishing a long-term relationship between product and costumer. However, many arts organizations equate being “costumer-driven” with lower artistic standards and pandering to the public” (Byrnes, 2003: 313).  For most arts organization especially, being totally consumer driven in the choice of programs and presentations remains a totally alien concept (Byrnes, 2003). 
However there are certain steps an organization can take in order to at least go in the direction that they want. Within all marketing theory SWOT analysis is a important measure in order to size up all aspects that make up their organization. A SWOT analysis framework– consisting of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats –points to the importance of both external and internal phenomena in understanding the sources of competitive advantages a firm or organization may have (Barney, 1995). This can be a useful starting point for which an organization can figure out where their weaknesses are, what areas in terms of media needs to be focused on, what type of consumers are not being reached good enough and so on.     

2.8.4 Digitalization and cinema 

In the later years there have been many discussions concerning what effect the ever-expanding mass-communication will have on culture on a whole, this especially in relations with the growing field of digitalization. With the emergence of new technologies of mass communication, an enormous market for arts and culture has developed. From the 1970s and early 1980s that digitalization began to have a substantial effect on the cultural industries on a whole. In many cases, the most immediate impact of digitalization was on technologies of cultural production. “With the development of the personal computer in the 1980s digitalization of production spread through all of the major cultural industries, with important effects on the working practices of photographers, film animators, radio producers, television editors and so on” (Hesmondhalgh, 2007:242). Some forms of music, drama, and literature now reach virtually everyone in our society, and the internet is indeed reaching more and more people around the world. In recent times there has been a great emphasis on digitalization, where anything can be digitalized, from books to films. 

As for the film and cinema industry, up until now the technology has been based on 35mm films. Apart for the earlier years’ digitalization of sound, it is only the recent years that the matter of a complete digitalization has come up, which is now underway. With the new digital technological advances, it is likely to present threats as well as offer opportunities to the exhibition industry. New peer-to-peer networks (such as Pirate bay, Isohunt and the likes) make sharing large electronic files such as movies faster and easier. The result of might be in the long-run, that distribution via the internet may affect movie-going behavior. (Moul et al, 2005: 149). 

Movie exhibitors, on the other hand, believe that it is unlikely that the experience of watching a movie on a computer screen will cannibalize the theatrical experience and, hence, they remain largely unconcerned with the piracy threat. (Moul et al, 2005: 150). Digital cinema will affect movie and cinema industry in other ways.  According to Moul, digital equipment will help in reducing the print and advertising cost of a movie to the distributor and studio. On the other hand it will require the exhibitor to invest heavily in digital projectors (​$100,000-$150,000 per screen) and other infrastructure (for example, data storage and satellite dishes), as well as in operational and service support. But the investments made here, will most likely return in positive numbers, where it can offer a number of new opportunities; higher ticket prices from offering an enhanced consumer experience, alternative and flexible programming opportunities such as screening live events (for example sports and concerts), games and interactive films, and business conferences; and thirdly new advertising possibilities, tailored towards local audiences (Mould et al, 2005: 152). The developments of digitalization are going steadily forward. The US is as of now a far step on its way in digitalizing all cinemas who are willing to invest. Europe and other continents are slowly but steadily following suit. The new digital restructure will result in many new actors on the market, trying to give old cinema enterprises competition. All in all it will take years to digitalize all cinemas. As for Norway, it will most likely become the first completely digitalized country in the world. 
2.9 Summary

Art and culture is by many seen as something that should be as independent as possible, without being tied by money. However for any cultural or art organization to survive and to progress, some form of financial capital is essential. In any country the matter of economy versus culture is a present issue, however handled in different ways. How this tension between culture and commerce is handled around the world, varies across the board. One level that one can look at the differences is within the policy regulations within the country. By looking at the cultural policies of a nation, one gets a certain understanding of what importance of art and culture in that particular country and how they go about preserving and encouraging cultural activity. 
Unlike other countries, in Norway one can see the cultural policies also embrace cinema activity, which is an exception to international standard. Cinemas around the country are in many ways being preserved by the municipalities. This can been seen in relations with the welfare tradition in Norway, which emphasizes that all people, even in the most outskirts areas of Norway has the right to a cultural offer. Apart for a small fraction of the cinema in the country all cinemas have annual deficits, where even the later years even the biggest cinemas in the cities are struggling with declining visitor attendance. This has forced the biggest cinemas to look for further strategies to turn this trend. Strategies can be made on several levels. On the level of business strategy and company organization, there has been a kind of “marketization” and measures to become more independent as a cultural organization. On an organizational level one can look at the management; is the management implementing effective work tasks on the workers? Is the management motivating the workers in the right way? What type of organization does the management want the organization to be? The operational effectiveness of any organization is also important. But how the management motivates the workers will of course be of importance in this respect. On a local political level, the cultural organization can try to affect policy making that concerns the organization. Thirdly for any cultural organization, the matter of marketing plays an important role. Here it is important to be aware of how the organization wants to promote itself, and is able to reach the segments in the public that will make enhance the awareness in the public’s perception and popularity of the enterprise. Fourthly technological changes in terms of digitalization have become essential for organizations. 

With this chapter, I have tried to give my research study a theoretical and contextual framework. In the next chapter I will clarify how my research have been structured, how the data has been obtained as well as analyzed. 

3.0 Methodological approach 

In this chapter I will present the methodological approach and the various steps of my research project. I will present the sources for data and discuss the question of validity and reliability, in addition to reflecting on data analysis.   
3.1 A qualitative approach 

As already mentioned, the goal of this thesis is to examine how the Norwegian cinemas handle the tension between its role as a cultural institution on one side, and its objective for economical gain on the other, all within the current conditions of cinema activity in Norway. In order to answer my research questions, I have done research of two Norwegian cinema enterprises, both in their own way typical for two different types of cinemas within the Norwegian cinema system. The first cinema is a large, modern cinema run in Norway’s second largest city. The other cinema is a traditionally run cinema in a small town in the countryside. The activity of these two cinemas is studied in light of both contextual conditions and more specific aspects of the cinemas themselves. Contextual conditions are aspects such as the national regulations for cinema activity, public policy and the distinctive relation between the cinemas through Film og Kino – the “umbrella” organization for film and cinema activity in Norway. The more enterprise specific conditions are connected to matters such as size, location, ownership, organization and market. Data is gathered from different types of documents (written sources) and interviews (oral sources). The written sources consist especially of public expositions and policy documents, other relevant surveys and internal notes and yearly reports from the cinemas. The oral sources consisted of key informants from the two cinemas. 

Thus, I have chosen a “typical” qualitative approach for this project: A small selection of units is examined in depth, with help of qualitative data. With such an approach my project can be placed within an “interpretive tradition” of research (Seale, 2007: 75). It is, however, not a social constructivist perspective that is being used. In accordance with the well established usage of qualitative approaches, I have followed “a wide realist and scientific agenda” for my research (Seale, 2007: 75). Thus I must also assess my research in relations with the ideas of internal and external validity. 

3.2 External validity

External validity concerns ”the extent to which findings can be generalized to populations or other settings” (Seale 2007: 72). Since the selection of two cinemas in no way can secure a statistical representative sample, it will not be possible to draw in a strict sense any empirical generalizations. This option is in some way being sacrificed by a qualitative approach. Therefore it can also be a problem to talk about external validity with the qualitative approach (Seale, 2007:76). Some books in the methodological literature even reserve the concept of external validity strictly to more experimental research (Grønmo, 2003). It is, however, fruitful to use the concept in broader sense, as have also become common. 

Some researchers look at external validity within an alternative frame of generalization, through so called “theoretical generalization” (Seale, 2007: 76). Within in this methodological frame, one can argue that in depth research can cast light on new of a social phenomenon. And through support from other research and theoretical concepts, one can develop a general knowledge about the phenomenon that is being studied. This argument can in one respect be used in this project, as far as I might contribute to a general understanding of the cultural institutions in a society that is similar to the Norwegian society. 

My ambition in this thesis is nonetheless more empirical and not as much theoretical oriented. I want to contribute to the empirical knowledge of cinema activity in Norway. But also for such an ambition it can be pointed to a possibility for a type of generalization based on qualitative projects. One possibility is opened by the concept of “the transferability” of knowledge. Knowledge from research of one specific case may be transferable to knowledge of other cases, or even to the society around. People are able to recognize something that is relevant on a general basis from the knowledge of a particular case (Seale, 2007: 78). 

Other researches emphasize ”the plausibility and the credibility of research reports” (Seale 2007: 79) If other studies can support one’s own findings, this can be said to accentuate the “plausibility” ”In assessing the claims made in a research report Hammersley argues that we should first assess how plausible these are in the light of what is already known about the subject” (Seale, 2007: 79). The concept of ”credibility refers to the adequacy of the links between claims and evidence within the report” (Seale, 2007: 79). Claims must be supported by evidence, and the most important claims need the strongest evidence. 

Hammersley also underlines the question of relevance for policy-related and practical issues when regarding the credibility of research. Some researchers, as Guba and Lincoln, take this argument even further and talk about the “authenticity” of the research. Results from a project can give better insight into a phenomenon, they argue, grounds for better understanding of other people’s situation and the possibility for adequate choices of action (Seale, 2007: 81). Thereby one can see the relevance of one the single study for the society on a whole. 
In my project I have tried to develop an empirical knowledge of the Norwegian situation within the framework of this modified concept of external validity. Guided by concepts and theories from the literature of cultural economics in general, and from the literature on cultural industries, cultural policy, marketing and organizational issues in particular (chapter two), I have tried to develop analytical questions and discussions in regard to my empirical material. This might contribute to the understanding of the cases in question, and thereby to the transferability of the results. More specifically I have drawn on knowledge of the Norwegian case from several research reports and articles. Comparing my findings with the results from these studies I can strengthen the plausibility of my own results, and make them relevant to the understanding of the Norwegian situation. 

As for my sample of the two cases, I would argue that even though they are not representative in a statistical way; they represent two typical types of cinemas in the Norwegian context. The understanding of the two individual cases is also being strengthened by a systematic comparison of the selected cases: the special features of one case, sheds light to or visualizes the distinctiveness of the other.  

3.3 Internal validity

Within this modified reasoning about the external validity we can see that the question of external validity and internal validity to some degree overlaps. Internal validity, says Seale, is concerning ”the extent to which causal statements are supported by the study” (Seale, 2007: 72). Here, the concept of causality should be interpreted in wide terms. The formulation used by Hammersley (above) seems more adequate when it comes to internal validity, he talks about”links between claims and evidence”. This seems more fruitful, even if this expression also includes the question of measurement validity. Measurement validity questions ”the degree to which measures (for example, questions on a questionnaire) successfully indicate concepts” (Seale, 2007: 72). The arguments for some conditional relations may seem durable on a general level, as the relations between concepts, but unacceptable if the empirical indicators (the measurement instruments for the empirical evidence) are not valid. And if neither indicators nor arguments are valid - if the internal validity is low – this will also make the external validity low. Using different sources of data, a sort of data-triangulation (Seale 2007: 77), can be said to strengthen the plausibility and credibility and thereby the internal validity in this project. As mentioned, my data is based on documents and interviews. I will here describe and evaluate both types.

In order to obtain the relevant information for my research, I decided to search for two kinds of sources. Firstly, the key people in charge at the selected cinemas. Secondly, documents, such as strategy notes or annual reports, presenting statistics and strategies for the organizational actions. By using a multitude of sources of information and by cross-examining data from these sources I wanted to contribute to the reliability and validity of the research. 

3.3.1 Interviews

“One of the reasons why qualitative interviewing is a particularly suitable method for accessing complex issues such as values and understanding is that is a flexible medium and, to a certain extent, allows interviewees to speak their own voices and their own language” (Byrne, 2007: 182). The flexibility of this medium was an important aspect for me, since I both wanted to use the interviews as tool for both ”data generation” and ”data collection” (Seale, 2007, 186). Through the interviews I could collect information about actual facts and procedures in the cinemas, different kind of firm data. At the same time I wanted to obtain knowledge about the informants’ viewpoints and their own meanings on the question of culture versus economy, as well as getting a picture of their own professional orientation. In this respect the interviews generated data. As key informants they could be seen as reliable sources for the policy and strategy development of the cinemas. When it comes to their own viewpoints they seemed very well reasoned and reflected. They seemed clear in their evaluations concerning the issues of culture, economy, and the future for the organization on a whole. Of course when one is doing interviews with informants, one has to take into account the risk of misinterpreting statements or viewpoint the informants might have. But given the information they provided – with its clarity and consistency – the degree of validity can be said to be fairly high. In all of this, they can be seen to secure the validity of the information they provided. 

3.3.2 Documents 

When it comes to document analysis, four different criteria need to be acknowledged in order to obtain some form of validity and reliability (Gidley, 2007: 255). Firstly one needs to ask of the document’s authenticity, is it genuine? Secondly the question of credibility is important; it the document undistorted? Thirdly one needs to look at the representativeness of the document; whether or not it is typical of its kind. Lastly there is the matter of meaning; is the evidence clear and comprehensive?  

Most of the documents I looked into, I obtained from the Internet. As a contextual aspect, in order to “frame” the two cases that I will be doing, the chapter four consists of historical overview of cinema activity in Norway. This data was for the most part obtained by Film og Kino – the national movie and cinema organization that compiles annual statistics etc of all cinemas around the country, as well as the Government’s official sites concerning cinemas history and cinema policy.  From the homepage of Ministry of Church and Culture, I came across NOU (Norway’s official expositions), an exposition from the electives of cinema policy, dated to 2001, within a context of commerce and culture – which laid out the issues of “Cinema in a new era” (NOU, 2001:5). As mentioned a helpful source of information was the homepage of Film og Kino. As earlier mentioned this organization is a combination of membership organization for Norwegian municipalities, and branch organization for cinema and video enterprises. Here I found yearly reports dating back to 1998. These gave a good overview of the developments concerning all cinema activity around the country; when it came to marketing, technological progress, cinema premieres, various cinema statistics concerning ticket revenue, visitors etc. 

An important document that was useful in the analysis was the strategy plan I received from cinema director Stein Sandvik, concerning the period 2009-2014 (from here on referred to as Bergen Kino, 2009). This report contains the strategies that Bergen Cinema will put forward in the next five year period. The most important strategic aspects that they will put forward, concerns the digitalization that is well underway in the film [exhibition] industry. In addition the strategy plan emphasizes new marketing steps that will be important in order to attract and keep new and old market segments. In the introduction of this recent strategy plan for Bergen cinema, it is referred to another strategy plan that Bergen cinema had made ten years earlier. The management developed this plan in cooperation with researcher Christine Meyer, a professor from The Norwegian Business School (from here on the referred to as Meyer, 1999). Not until 22. June did I get hold of this plan, sent to me by e-mail from the author. In this strategy plan, for the period of 1999-2004 on e-mail, the route of development followed by the cinema was first outlined; transferring into a stock company, rationalizing of labour, and “squeezing” out competition. All the external texts were downloaded from well known and official homepages, so the authenticity and credibility should be high. The content of the documents must also be considered as representative for the discourses in the field. They are central documents by central actors or organizations. The yearly reports tells me something about the actual circumstances in which Norwegian cinemas operate, as well as saying something about the economical situation, the number of movie visitors each year, where they comment on if these numbers are declining or not. The validity of these data may be regarded as “face value” (Seale, 2007: 72). The sources also give information about the cinemas’ strategic evaluations, their future plans and so forth. Also in this respect these yearly documents can give valid indicators for the cinema’s strategy developments. The strategies and assessments are relatively directly and clearly formulated, which made my task of interpreting the documents more easy. Also the strategy plans must be considered with high validity.  

3.4 Project process - planning, access and execution of interviews

My point of departure and interest in doing this particular thesis first came to surface, since I previously had worked part-time 3-4 years at Bergen Cinema. Here I developed a greater interest in film. Additionally it gave me an interest in finding out more about cinema activity more generally in Norway.  As an initial starting point I started gathering all information I could come across concerning Norwegian cinema activity. This included newspaper articles, research articles, information from Film og Kino’s information site. This gave me a foundation on which to formulate an approach to potential problems and issues.  Furthermore it gave me the idea of comparing two different cinemas, from two different sides of the cinema range, since these seemed to be like two different worlds when it came to cinema enterprising. 

With this is mind, I contacted first the key people at Bergen Cinema, who I knew from my previous work; the cinema director, marketing director and program director. Initially I approached all informants by e-mail, to present them with my aim for the thesis and asked if a meeting would be possible. Some of the respondents did not answer, so after waiting a couple of weeks I again contacted them by telephone. From there a meeting was quickly arranged. As for selecting Voss Cinema, I did this, taken into account that this was a town not far from Bergen, knowing that this was a small town, as well as looking it up on the Internet. Here I contacted the cinema director by e-mail, obtained from the home page of the cinema. All three interviews at Bergen Cinema were done at the respective offices. The interview at Voss Cinema was done in the foajee, while in between, the director was acting as ticket seller at the same time. In fact, at the present time she did not have an office. When interviewing the four informants, I used a Dictaphone, after asking if this was ok to use. After each interview I transcribed the interviews in full. After concluding all interviews, I then set out to categorize the topics after what issues that were discussed.  

My expectations for the interviews made at Bergen Cinema were all satisfactory. All three informants were more than helpful and informative to my questions, as I also was grateful to obtain the latest, as mentioned, strategy plan for Bergen Cinema concerning the next five years. Both the cinema director, program director and marketing director have all clarified work areas, their own field of interest. Their opinions consisted with much of the statements on the cinema’s internet site and Bergen municipality’s statement of the cinema’s organization and cultural level. As for Voss cinema, I had no previous knowledge of the cinema, and had no expectations as to what type of organization and business it was. What I initially thought was that the cinema would be structured in the same way as in Bergen, only on a smaller level. It was then surprising to see when I got there that it was a sole woman that ran the whole cinema as her own, so to say.  
3.5 Data analysis

After the interviews were transcribed I proceeded to systematize the content. I ”filed” the content into different areas and themes, partly according my interview guide, but also according issues that stood out as areas of interest that the informants had addressed. With the information obtained from the interviews, I went back to documents and cross-checked the information procured there. This I did in order to secure the understanding of the material and get a higher level of understanding of the situation in which the cinemas act. When interviewing key informants, it is always important to go back to the literature, in order to secure a support to the theoretical understanding of the issues at hand.  A constant comparison of interviews and documents is also important in order to get reliable information from all sources (Seale, 2007).  In interviewing informants from two quite different cinemas in, the research also gave me a distinctive comparative analysis, a strategic comparison between Bergen and Voss Cinema. As mentioned earlier, it seems useful to do this comparison between the two cinemas. This because they are both within the same national context, at the same time as they are different, and have their own distinctive features; where one cinema’s distinctive features visualizes and sheds light on the other cinema’s characteristics.  

4.0 Historical and current state of cinema activity in Norway 

Over the years more and more places the cinemas have lost much of its audience and are losing money. But instead of just closing down the local cinema, the municipalities maintained and supported the cinema offer to the community. Despite attempts to liquidate the municipal cinema system a few years ago, it now seems like it is taken a stronger hold in terms of renewing and modernize the municipal cinema activity. 

In this chapter it is important to present a certain clarification of the specific context for Norway and its cinema history. Understanding the current policy of one’s society or country will be helpful in order to understand the practices of the cultural enterprises and organizations. Norway on a whole is considered a social-democratic society. It is among the riches countries in the world and has a highly sophisticated welfare system. Also in the cultural sector, this is the case. The national cultural heritage is well kept, famous for the Fjords, the pier in Bergen (Bryggen) and 5 other properties on the UNESCO’s heritage list. In this chapter I will make a brief mapping of the cinema policy and activity of the country on a whole – the economical and commercial impact of cinema activity on a whole. This will give a backdrop for the case studies further in my research.  It is useful to look at the history of the cinema and how it has evolved, the process leading up to today. 

4.1 Norwegian cinema activity – a historic summary

The cinema history in Norway has a particular story which has resulted in a unique cinema system, where the execution of cinema policy is within a municipal area of responsibility.  

The cinema structure in Norway is a result of a historical process that can roughly be divided into three parts. In Asbjørsen and Solum’s (2003) article “The best cinema system in the world”, they divide the development of the cinema system in Norway into three parts. Firstly the structure rises from the so-called “municipalization” of cinemas from 1913; the establishing of the municipal system. Secondly the cinema structure went through a re-structure following the dramatic decline in visitors to the cinema from the beginning of the 1960s. From here a modernized public service concept took shape (Asbjørnsen and Solum, 2003: 85). In the third phase, the tendencies for abandoning the monopoly situation saw its first signs in the early 1980s when the local radio was deregulated.  

4.1.1 The early years - the profitable cinema 

In 2004 Ove Solum published his PHD on the municipal film and cinema institutions establishing in Norway. He looked at the political context and the debate that lead to the so-called municipalization in 1913 and the founding of Oslo municipal cinematographers in 1925. Norway has had cinema activity for well over 100 years now. After the first founding of Kinematograf-theatre in Oslo in 1904, soon more and more cinemas were established across the country. The cinema quickly became an important element in the entertainment business, where local business men invested willingly in the new source of business. In 1913 the government voted on a legislation that introduced state control over film and cinema content, which in effect gave the municipals across the country control over who that were to get authorization to run cinemas. This was an opportunity the municipals across the country embraced. They took over the responsibility for the running of the movie theatre[s] and could themselves be in charge of censorship and manage the profits themselves.

The authority to give licenses to a cinema enterprise has been locally anchored in Norway from the early days of publically showing movies. In the political debates around 1910, it was often pointed out that the cinema could become an important source of income for the municipalities in the country, seeing what revenue the private cinemas were able to bring in. These economical arguments were most likely the decision for many municipalities of taking over the cinema activity. In the years from 1913 to 1925, [the year when the Oslo Municipal Cinemas was first established], through the preparations to the law and the following debate in parliament, the government encouraged the municipals around the country to establish municipally run cinemas, and develop the cinemas into useful institutions in the community. This arrangement was motivated on a cultural political level, where the cinemas should in all possibility be used in the [social] education of the people. “The most important argument used in the earliest processes of municipalization had to do with the need for social control over what was considered an irresponsible and indecent mode of expression. It was argued that the take-over of the private cinemas by the municipalities would lead to a higher cultural status for film. […] Current aspects of the argument were concurrent with the ideology of social responsibility generally prevalent in society” (Asbjørnsen and Solum, 2003: 86). In the liberal ideology prevalent at the time, through the growing social democratic movement, decentralization and transferring power to the local authorities were aspects that were encouraged. 

When the authorities gave the municipalities across the country the task of distributing licenses for movie theatre enterprising, this meant that private actors, who wanted to show cinema publically, also those who previously had been in the movie business, needed to get a license through the local council. With this, most municipalities saw their opportunity to themselves license the right to public exhibitions. The municipalization fase entailed partly building new cinema theatre facilities in small towns, where there previously hadn’t been any cinemas. Partly the municipalities took over the cinemas that previously had been privately owned – this was the case in the larger cities where there earlier had been established privately owned cinemas. Thus, with time, many municipals gave themselves monopoly on the cinema enterprise. However municipalities only took over the cinema activity where it could [eventually] give an economical profit. This was also the case for a period of time. The running of cinemas was a massive source of income for the municipalities and the system remained stable until the 1960s. From there however the cinema saw a strong decline in movie goers, as a result of the growing competition from television. The cinemas were suddenly in need of financial support from its municipality, rather than being the income, which meant that a major restructuring was needed. The declines in cinema-goers lead to closing of several cinemas around the country. Only in the larger cities one saw that the cinemas were still showing surplus. As a result of this even more of the small, private cinemas disappeared and the municipal cinema enterprising became even more domineering. 

4.1.2 Restructuring of the cinema system 
In 1974 the government voted on new guidelines for cultural policy, with the aim to support local cultural activity. Between 1967 and 1982 the total amount of cinema theatres in Norway fell by 19 percent (NOU, 2001: 05). It was primarily private run cinemas that were closed down. With this the total amount of privately owned cinemas decreased by 40 percent. On the other hand the total amount of municipally owned cinema theatres increased by 18 percent during this 15 year period. Reason for this was in much due to the fact that the municipalities took over the operation of the privately owned cinemas. The restructuring continued all through the 70s and 80s, with the 1980s being a period of a major modernization and adaption of the movie theatre visitors, especially in the big cities. In all the biggest cities the municipalities built modern multiplexes, either by rebuilding existing movie theatres, or by building new. Through the 1990s the movie visits were stabile. There were also no significant changes in movie theatre structure, but the later years there has been need for some new elements in the Norwegian cinema market. From the end of the 90s there were indications for new changes in the cinema structure, as a result of private actors that again have become active in the market. 

Other forms of cinema activity, the so-called cinema art houses is near non-existing in Norway. Instead there are a few so-called Cinemateks in Norway; in Oslo, Bergen and Trondheim. These operate with obligatory membership cards. In addition to showing movies that have actually previously been shown in cinemas, the Cinemateks also show movies that previously have not been put on a cinema program. 

As for movie distribution agencies, they import, market, and distribute movies to the movie theatres around Norway. In autumn 2000 there were registered 12 agencies in Norway. Among 5 of the agencies, American movies constituted a significant part of the supply. The biggest five agencies are Egmont Columbia Tristar (67 % of the total supply), Kommunenes Filmcentral (74 %), Sandrew Metronome Norge AS (68 %), SF Norge AS (54 %) and United International Pictures AS (84 %). Four other active agencies distributed few American movies, instead mainly movie from Europe (especially France), Africa, Asia and Latin-America (NOU, 2001:05).

4.2 The current state of Norwegian cinema activity  

The division of privately owned and publically owned cinemas has up to recently been un-problematic. This because it for so many years had mainly been focus on local monopoly owned enterprises organized under the municipal administration, and the private ones did not make up such a big part of the market. The recent years however there have been some changes in the cinema system structure. Changes made in the municipal legislations from year 2000 made it possible for municipalities to organize the cinema as more of a business enterprise, but still within municipal restrictions (NOU, 2001: 05). As a result of this, some municipal cinema enterprises have transformed into joint-stock companies and it is made possible for the municipalities to sell out all or parts of the company in order to bring in private actors and investors that can provide the cinema with capital to make necessary investments. 

In 2001 Norway had 233 cinema enterprises around the country. Of these 89 were private, while 144 were public owned.  Most of the public cinemas are struggling with deficits, and the municipalities yearly have had to pay in total about 40 to 50 million kroners (about €45 mill to €55mill)
. While municipally owned cinema traditionally have been homogenous and “simple” when it comes to organizational form and owner relations, the non-municipal movie theatres entailed several operational structures and owner relations, such as: private enterprises, joint stock company and foundations. This was much of the reason for Bergen Cinema’s decision in 2001 to transform from a municipally owned company, to becoming a joint-stock company. The cinema was still being owned by the municipality itself, but the cinema had now more free organizational and financial tools to run with. This point I will come back to later on in chapter five. 

The last ten years or so some political voices have been opting for the opening of the cinema market, in order to “free” up the market, to let private actors in. How would this change the cinema activity in Norway? “Having been established in a period of an expanding public sector, today the main challenge for the municipal cinema system is its ability to argue for the preservation and protection of an institutional mode of organization. This is one which many consider to be outdated” (Asbjørsen and Solum, 2003: 85). The defenders, facing the growing threat of privatization, according to Asbjørnsen and Solum, would need again to substantiate the advantages of keeping a public system before a possible private alternative, facing the growing threat of privatization.  

In the later years, the motivation for a publicly managed cinema has, according to Asbjørsen et al, moved towards regarding film in a cinema as a cultural offering to an audience which is seen as consumers. With this one can see a move from the traditional public service idea that the audience should be given what is good for them, towards a “modern” way of thinking, and that the audience must be given what they want. (Asbjørnsen and Solum, 2003: 88). The particular element in the Norwegian public cinema system is that cinema is offered even in cases where it is unprofitable. The core in all of this is that in the public cinema service has been for many years the conviction that the cinema offer is an obligation towards the community and its audience. Until now this has been the motivation of providing film and giving cinema the position it has.  
For many years now big, international private cinema companies, among them Nordic companies such as Nordisk Film and Swedish SF, have tried to establish themselves stronger in Norway. Some place they successfully established themselves, especially seeking to establish a large, private cinema in Oslo, the capital of Norway and the most attractive market for companies. However Oslo municipality has been reluctant to enter any deals with private actors. This reluctance culminated in 2002 when Oslo Kinomatografer bought 32 percent of the stocks in Norsk Kinodrift, which is owned by Bergen and Trondheim Kino
. With this move, the municipal cinemas made it even more difficult for international actors in the cinema business to enter the Norwegian market. One of the motivational factors, was according the director in Oslo, that it was important to strengthen the diversity for cinema and for film across the country. 
The question is still how one in the future, if the increasing [threat of] privatization of cinemas around the country will uphold, will be able to keep private investors at bay, and the municipalities not be tempted to sell out. This will also be a matter of political alliances - which that are at power in the country and the different municipalities. If more right-wing alliances are to come to power, the threat of privatization of more cultural institutions might again become pressing.  

5.0 Case analysis of two different cinemas 

In this chapter I will conduct an analysis of Bergen Cinema and Voss Cinema, the two cases chosen. The analysis will be done on the basis of interviews made with key informants, and other relevant data gathered. What I will try to do, in accordance with the research questions stated in chapter 1 and the theoretical discussion, is to look into the issues of how they perceive the tension between cultural commitment and goal of economic gain, how the organizational structure of the cinema effects the mentality of the cinema, and how the cinemas act within the city or village in which it is a part of. Since these are municipality owned cinemas, I will also look into the relations to the public authorities to see what the formal rules and the actual politics in the cultural sector. What is the framework for the cinemas concerning their public obligations? In short terms, since the cinemas are funded by the municipalities, how “tied” are their hands? These are both cinemas within the same municipality owned system, however different in their own way. 

The two cases are selected with the objective of a comparative analysis in mind. They represent two kinds of typical Norwegian cinemas; Bergen Kino is one of the biggest cinemas in Norway, with its 18 theatre halls divided on two cinema venues within short range of each other. This cinema has the possibility of showing a great variety of films at the same time, and with this has a great possibility of securing a wide range of market segments at one time. Voss Kino on the other hand, has only one big theatre hall, which can in effect only show one movie at the time. My aim is to look at how these two cinemas approach aspect of cinema enterprising differently. In regards to this, there are different levels of strategies that is important to look into; what kind of strategic initiatives have been done on organizational level, such as implementing hiring policies in order to cut costs and “tightening” a more rationale operation of the cinema. 

In this part of the thesis I will firstly present Bergen Cinema and the issues related to this cinema. Of all Norwegian cinemas, Bergen Cinema is considered one of the biggest actors, with a broad scope in size, film program and organizational structure. These issues and others I will go through step by step in this chapter. The second cinema, Voss Cinema, on the other hand is a small sized cinema with little possibility of maneuvering in the market. In this cinema one sees a different approach to cinema activity. With this comparison, I want to emphasize the big differences in cinema operation across the country.

The analysis of Bergen cinema I will separate in two parts . In first part (5.1) I will look into the general perception and self-understanding of the cinema. In part two (5.2) I look into different kinds of strategies. The analysis of Voss Cinema will be discussed in 5.3. As the last part I will compare and summarize the case studies. 

5.1 Bergen Cinema – a cinema with broad obligations 

In this part of the chapter I want to look at the opinion of how management’s general perception is of Bergen Cinema. What do they see as their cultural commitment in relation to the public; and how do they perceive the cinema as a cultural institution. These perception are presented through discussions of different issues, cultural-political issues, the question of the cinema’s programming profile, and the general question of the cinema’s balance between culture and commerce. 
The first cinema in Bergen was established in 1905. Quickly after, there were established 4-5 new cinemas around the city. Cinema activity at this time was not regulated by law in any way. The first cinema act law was legislated in 1913. After this, all cinemas needed permission from the city council to run cinema, and a general film and cinema regulation was introduced later the same year. In 1919 the city council decided to municipalize the cinema all cinema enterprise and the organization Bergens Kommunale Kinematografer (Bergen Municipal Cinematograph) was founded in 1920. The municipality in Bergen took over 9 small cinemas around the city.  Around the 1980s the first reorganization were conducted. Some of the smaller cinemas were closed, while two of the biggest, located in close vicinity of each other in the city centre, were reorganized as one big cinema complex with many small theatres. As we shall see this was followed up in 2005, with the building of another new cinema complex.  
5.1.1 Cultural-political issues 
On a cultural-political level it is important to look at how Bergen Cinema perceives itself as part of the city, both in terms of its relations to the municipal authorities and its relations to the cinema public.  From the three interviews I conducted at Bergen Cinema, the informants seemed to have a broad knowledge of the historical developments and the current situation on the Norwegian cinemas. They all have a reflected perspective on the cinema as an institution of a great cultural and economical importance, as well as an awareness of the cinemas significance for the city.  

”You ask if there are any countries that can be compared with Norway. Well, earlier there were the eastern countries; however Soviet now doesn’t exist anymore. According to a Swedish minister Norway is the last Soviet state. In the rest of the international cinema market close to all is privatized enterprising. So no, there are all in all no one in the world that can be compared to the Norwegian cinema system, as far as I know” (Stein Sørensen, program director at Bergen Cinema, interview, April 2008).  Unlike many other cinema markets around the Western world, the Norwegian formula has lasted a long time, and has done well especially in times of recession. Since the rapid decline in movie goers in the early 1960s, the municipal cinema owners around the country saw that cinema enterprising was no longer quite the lucrative business for the municipality as it had been; the cash cow that it had been for the municipal budget since the early days of cinema. 

Elisabeth Halvorsen, marketing director at Bergen Cinema, eagerly tells the history of Norwegian cinemas (interview, April 2009). In the first period, from 1925 up until 1960s, the cinemas were a significant income source for the municipalities. Then suddenly the cinema’s income was slowly drying up, and in many places, it started rather being a critical expense to run the cinema. It is from this point on Halvorsen means, that we can see more and more the tendency that cinema starts being defined within the cultural priorities of the municipalities - which in turn meant that the yearly deficits the cinemas started showing, were beginning to be incorporated in the cultural budget. This stands in large contrast to what happened internationally in the same period. In other European countries, when a cinema went bankrupt, then it went bankrupt, end of story. No one was going to pay the deficit and keep the cinema [barely] afloat. There are some examples from Denmark, Halvorsen tells, from the 70s and 80s where the authorities decided to give small municipalities around the country some form of financial support, as part of a cultural offer. However this cannot in any way compare to Norway, she holds, where relatively large cinema enterprising is being kept alive in small towns and villages, where it, commercially, is not a market for it. 

When asked why one shouldn’t just then shut these cinemas down, Stein Sørensen, program director, says: if one defines cinema as part of the cultural responsibility of the municipality, this decision will be up to each municipal board to decide. But on a general basis, across the country, he holds, there is an opinion that cinema is defined as an important cultural factor for the municipality and community on a whole. It’s not “only” because it is being shown movies there, but it also contributes to liven up a town centre, with positive effect on both cultural and commercial life. Sørensen argue, that in Bergen for example, the large size of the cinema and its place in the city centre has enormous [economical] impact on the city centre.  

Sørensen refers to the research report made for Bergen Cinema as to what status it has in a city centre (Jacobsen and Osland, 2000): This rapport put attention on the cinema’s place in the city landscape, using Bergen Cinema as an empirical case. One of the things the rapport looked at was what kind of effects does the cinema activity have for other businesses in a city centre; both direct and indirect effects. The report further looks and analyses the cinema activity’s significance for the cultural field in the city centre and the cinema’s role as a conveyer of culture and what relation it has to other cultural enterprises in the city. Lastly the report discusses the cinema place and function in the city and how it can contribute to strengthen the city center. The research report was made on request by Film and Kino in collaboration with Bergen Cinema. For a city, besides having a cinema offer, it is important for the city on a whole – to attract people to the city centre, especially in the evening. The research showed that without the cinema the activity in Bergen city centre would decrease significantly, and unwanted activity might occur.  When Bergen cinema is capable of attracting anything from 1000-10000 people to the city centre every day, this has a big effect on nearby cafes, pubs and shops. The report estimated that people use 75 kroners extra, in addition to ticket and transport. This means a turnover for cafes and other businesses in the vicinity of the cinema of nearly 80-80 million every year. 

5.1.2 Program profile  

Also in respect of the program profile Bergen Cinema has its own cultural ambitions. For any cinema it is important to have a good selection of movies to offer the public. In a particular cinema system such as the Norwegian one, one could assume that it had some sort of film quota to be upheld. It does not. Instead, Bergen Cinema has made its own claim; which is to have 4 children’s movies on the program at all times. However one other element does affect the way in which Bergen Cinema chooses films to show: for several years now, according to cinema director Stein Sandvik (interview, April 2009), Bergen cinema has been member of Europe Cinemas; a EU financed organization concerned with creating and promoting an interest for European movies, where through a stimulus agreement, Bergen Cinema receives 30.000 Euros each year, if they are able to obtain 40 percent of the movie program a year to be European movies (excluding Norwegian movies). Bergen has had this membership for 5-6 years now, and Sandvik is quick to point out that the cinema has so far had no problems upholding this agreement. The reason for this, as I understand him, was due to the good quality of the European films in the period. Because, as he says; “the problems of upholding this agreement, depends of course on the movies being produced”.  One must also be aware that the cinemas themselves are not importing the movies (even though Bergen Cinema now has some influence on this matter, through collaboration with the organization Film og Kino).  

An initiative was done many years ago, when the cinemas started seeing that the number of non-American Hollywood movies which was being imported started becoming very low. As a result, the biggest cinemas around the country came together and formed a guarantee arrangement through the funding of Film og Kino, the umbrella organization for all cinemas in Norway; in which film distributors were given the option of applying for a guarantee when it came to distributing quality movies coming from other places than Hollywood. The result is that the distributors without risk can import smaller movies. If a narrower movie happens to go with loss, due to low attendance numbers, the movie guarantee will cover all losses. This guarantee covers about 30 movie titles every year. 

If one, according to cinema director Sandvik, compares with Denmark and Sweden, these countries has a complete other cinema system than Norway. In addition they both have bigger cities with a larger market than Norway. There, as many other countries, have more art cinemas, which are the ones showing more narrow movies, often on almost idealistic grounds. With this one can see that many of the European movies are shown in these countries as well, but not in the mainstream cinema systems. Thus, the guarantee agreement mentioned above is, according to Sandvik, one of the most important ones in Norway, which helps to stimulate people to see other movies than “only” American Hollywood movies. 

5.1.3 Commercial product or conveying of culture? 

The next question to consider is more generally how the cinema perceives itself. Does the management think of the cinema as a commercial product or do they consider it to convey a cultural value, in the same lines as, say, theatre? On the whole what type of culture does Bergen cinema provide?  

Marketing director Elisabeth Halvorsen is of the opinion that it had always been the case of a commercial offer. If one looks at the history of cinema in Norway, she reminds us, the cinemas used to be privately owned. As the municipalities witnessed the amount of revenues that were being produced by private cinemas, they “wanted a piece” of this. In seeing how profitable the cinemas were, the municipalities decided that all ownership should be public – i.e “we’ll do it ourselves”. “It’s only the later years that the notion of culture has been built in”, Halvorsen argues. She points to the fact that a large building linked to the cinema here in Bergen, build in the 1950s was financed by ”cinema money”. In Oslo we can see the same, she holds, where both famous The Vigeland Park and the Munch Museum have been built by municipal “cinema money” during the same period. In Halvorsen’s view the Norwegian cinema system now is a mix of a fully commercial cinema as it is abroad and an art cinema. As is shown, the Norwegian cinemas show movies that abroad would solely be shown in art cinemas. 

In the media, when mentioning “cultural institutions”, cinema is rarely mentioned. Why this is, program director Stein Sørensen doesn’t quite understand, since Bergen Cinema is reckoned to be the largest cultural institution in Bergen, at least when it comes to amount of visitors. The cinema is far bigger than other institutions, such as theatre.  However the fact that people do not think of cinema as a “cultural institution”, might work in cinemas favor, rather than against. “One doesn’t want to go to a cultural institution, but one can easily go to the movies”, as Sørensen says jokingly.  Sørensen himself has a clear opinion of the cultural role of the cinema. “Whatever form of ownership, there can be no doubt that we are a cultural institution. We are also conveyers of a city culture; the city would in all likelihood be quite dead if the cinema wasn’t that present, at least we make a major contribution to this fact”.

 No matter how one might be able to attract the consumers, cinema director Sandvik stresses that the focus for the cinema in any case still lies with the cinemas: the big business lies is showing movies on a regular basis, to attract the people to see movies. “Our bread and butter is putting up movie programs, getting people to talk about the movies, make their friends come to see the movies and so on”. Some movies can attract as many as 100 000 visitors to one single movie. For example least year (2008) the movie Mamma Mia had over 100 000 visitors alone. Some few big movies can make all the difference on the yearly result. These are of course the movies that we will keep emphasizing further on as well.

Altogether the management of the cinema apparently shows a genuine interest in the cinema’s stand in the city landscape. In addition they seem equally aware of how particular the Norwegian cinema system is, which makes the large Bergen Cinema even more special, in that it has (as we shall shortly see) several aspects that makes the cinema largely directed towards a more private business. But still the cinema is considered a cultural institution in the city on a whole. The cultural interest is also apparent in their ambitions of a broad movie program. 
5.2. Strategies for growth and development under increased competition  
Within an organization, whether it’s an art organization, theatre or commercial cinema, strategies and actions needs to be made in order to progress as an enterprise and adapt to changing times. How to look forward and move in the market is important for the management, workers and the organizations at large. Strategies to enhance the business profit or stand in the market can be done in many ways: Through more intelligent marketing, restructuring the organizational frame and/or culture or relying on top of the line technology, to name a few, a business could be able to attract new market segments or at least give the business a “boost”. 

Cinemas these days experience both internal problems and external threats. The municipalities around the country are struggling to maintain its cinema offer within given budgets. At the same time the political willingness to maintain a subsidized cinema offer is declining several places across the country. The municipally owned cinemas are in need of investments, and a wish for collaboration with private partners is starting to become present. The strategy plan of 2009, emphasizes that the later years more and more private actors have received concession to run cinemas (Bergen Kino, 2009).  To a certain degree one also sees that municipalities partly let the private actors run their cinemas. External threats consists among other things of competition from new cinema enterprises, new media technology and most importantly – that cinema on a whole does no longer have the same priority when it comes to choice of leisure activities. Old as young demand an ever more updated and current cultural offer, something that forces the cinemas to renewal and innovation both within content and technical equipment. 

How the cinema considers the relationship between cultural and economical issues also comes across in the strategic assessments and efforts made in order to strengthen the operation of Bergen Cinema in accordance with the increasing competition. As mentioned in the introduction and in chapter 2, there are efforts made in connection with four different areas of strategy. Firstly there have been adjustments and developments as an economically-oriented business, where development of size, ownership and the basis for operation has been central elements. Secondly there have been major modifications made within both organizational structure and management. Thirdly has market analysis and means in order to stimulate the public’s interest, been enhanced. And lastly new technology, specifically the matter of digitalization, has been under major developments the later years. 

5.2.1. Bigger size securing the monopoly position 
The era of television brought with it a new time for cinema enterprising, with a drastic reduction in movie goers. Just to get an idea; in 1946 Bergen Cinema sold 2.068.028 tickets, while the same cinema in 1986 sold a mere 772.427.
 It became more and more difficult to fill up the big theatre hall night after night. Around 1980s, as mentioned, Bergen Municipality Cinematograph decided to reorganize into a larger complex with smaller theatres; in this way they would be able to run a more diverse program every night (Engen Cinema was relocated together with Konsertpaleet, which was rebuilt. Together they made up a big cinema complex with 13 movie halls). 

This was status quo until year 2005, when the management decided to build another cinema, Magnus Barfot Kino Senter, in close vicinity of Konsertpaleet, consisting of 5 theatre halls with all the latest digital equipment. Reasons for building another cinema venue, according to cinema director, Stein Sandvik, was to close the gap of competition from any potential private competitors that might be seeking to build a new private cinema in Bergen. 

Already in the strategy plan of 1999 (Meyer, 1999), it was clearly stated that by building an additional cinema complex would help to expand the cinema’s capacity significantly and thus making the cinema market in Bergen less attractive for potential competitors. Stein Sandvik, also tells about a sort of rule of thumb in the field, where one considers that there’s a market for one theatre hall per 10 000 inhabitants. As a result Bergen Cinema now has “complete control” over the cinema offer in Bergen and its suburban districts. Therefore with the opening of the new cinema venue, there would be no professional actors that would consider opening another movie theatre in Bergen for a long time; not in a country where it is close to impossible to build a cinema venue for less than 100 million kroners, according to Sandvik. In Bergen, among other things in relations to location and land lot regulations, one needs to build a significant size if one wants to be considered as a real opponent, and become an alternative to the incumbent cinema. To get to such a level, calculations shows, according to Sandvik, that one needs at least 8 theatre halls. This is related to the big barriers to entry in the cinema market. Therefore at least in the years to come, Bergen Cinema doesn’t see any real threats of competition in the horizon. However Sandvik states, that if they hadn’t build Magnus Barfot Cinema Center, which was ready in autumn of 2004, the threat of competition and willingness to invest in Bergen as a cinema market, would have been considerably higher. 
5.2.2. From public to “marketized” company structure 

One of the most drastic strategic changes that have been done by Bergen Cinema was the transformation to stock company in 2001, following the spirit of the time, arguing for the need of “lifting of restraints” for public institutions (cf Hesmondhalgh, 2007). The point of departure for this came in the late 1990s, where the cinema management saw an increasing need for business developments, where the old municipal organizational model, had become too outdated and was considered to hinder the further evolution of the cinema. These considerations became the initial starting point for the development of the strategy plan, made, as mentioned in chapter three, in collaboration with researchers from the national business school (Meyer, 1999). In the strategy plan from 1999, an assessment was made that a strategic move would be to make adjustments in relations to the municipal ownership. Furthermore it pointed to that the (then) current ownership structure was in need of structural changes. At that point Bergen Cinema’s board exclusively consisted of politicians. Those played a central role in terms of influencing the political authorities in the municipality. However these politicians lacked a network within the culture and cinema sphere in Norway. It was recommended that the role of the board [of politicians] in a administrative context in Bergen Cinema would remain limited, while more competent actors with knowledge of cultural and business issues needed to be brought in. 

With this transition the cinema could now be regulated according to stock company law, which meant that the municipality as the owner would have to use those procedures stated in this law. The municipality still sit as owner. But it is less able to interfere or take direct actions of the day-to-day activity of the cinema. No matter the transformation to stock company, the municipality still sit as owners. Central issues as investments, organizational change, management strategies etc, are all within the responsibility of the directors. 
Bergen Cinema is not the only municipal organization that has got a more independent position during the last 20 years. The ownership statement from the Bergen municipality separates between two different objectives for Bergen municipality’s ownership in the different companies: either a financial or a political objective. By financial ownership the main goal is to obtain an economical profit. Examples of these are the BKK (western Norway’s power company) and Tide (bus and transportation company). Whilst companies such as BIR Privat (waste management company), Bergen Parking and Bergen Cinema are companies where the municipal ownership has a political aim.
 This means that the cinema is still under the municipality’s cultural “umbrella”, which implies that Bergen Cinema is not to allowed to take out any profit, but is obliged to invest the revenue in the company to the best interest of the public.

The economical basis has completely changed: in a pure municipal enterprise the budget is set by superior authorities, being the municipality, and need to adjust to these accordingly. This basis of economical activity gives less of a business directed orientation of the company. By contrast, after the transition to stock company, Bergen Cinema has been able to become a more dynamic organization. “The change of ownership; from municipality managed to board of directors, means that the circumstances concerning the directive of the cinema will become clearer and it will become easier to plan long-term as well as enable the organization to react quicker to possible rivals” (Meyer, 1999). Ten years down the line, the management at Bergen Cinema stress the importance of that these changes were made. This change has, according to cinema director Stein Sandvik, brought only positive results. Sandvik mentioned that Bergen Cinema several times has needed to revise the yearly budget, for example when seeing that the number of visitors in first part of a year has been lower than anticipated, and the management needs to adjust accordingly.  
Also the program director Sørensen gives a positive assessment of the transition to a stock company; “this transition was a big rotation for us, it made the municipal’s attitude and perception towards us more liberal and gave us better opportunities as a cinema and opportunities to ”twist and turn” in the market in an easier way. The management of the company suddenly didn’t feel as heavy handed as before, when we were more dependent on the bureaucratic processes in order to make some changes”. The marketing director, Elisabeth Halvorsen sees the political changes done, concerning the transformation to a stock company, as a step in the right direction, where the cinema enterprise can follow the market better and faster than before. 

5.2.3 Expansion of the rationale of a new company structure for cinemas 

At the time of the transition to stock company, Bergen Cinema also took strategic initiative to spread the concept of a new company structure for the Norwegian cinemas. This initiative shows how strongly the ideas of the new concepts in the management of Bergen Cinema. 

In 2001 Bergen Cinema established a separate cinema enterprise, called Norsk kinodrift AS (Norwegian Cinema Enterprise). This is a 100 percent municipally owned stock company that went in and sought to help closure-threatened cinemas in outskirts areas by way of proficiency and cheaper deals.
 Norsk Kinodrift offers municipalities that wish to participate in developing Norwegian cinemas, membership and media influence. Although it is fully owned by the municipality, the city council pointed out that they would wish for strategic partners for collaboration, where also private actors will be welcome. The goal was to give cinemas with low attendance, a broader repertoire with more quality movies and build more movie theatre halls, where possible. By establishing agreements with municipalities all over the country, touch them up, the company had revenue already the first year. In 2002 Trondheim Cinema bought 32 percent of the stocks, and now Oslo Cinematographs has bought 32 percent as well. 

The earlier years of Norsk Kinodrift’s activity, there were some arguments from left-wing local cultural politicians, against this type of chain enterprising. By letting a stock-company come in and take over the local cinema, some politicians were concerned that the cultural offer and cultural stand of the cinema would deteriorate. Even so, Sandvik points to the fact that all the municipalities now part in this company, are happy with the solution, where according to Sandvik some municipalities even have a better movie offer than previous years. Indeed, Sandvik points out, they had some trouble in the beginning, trying to explain and argue towards Bergen municipality about the new enterprise they wanted to start; Steinvik was at one point put against the wall in the municipal financial board, where they confronted him with the possibility of the new project enterprise being a risk for deficit and loss. However the new company lead by Steinvik has managed to become what they set out to do, namely becoming Norway most lucrative cinema enterprise. The success here, in Sandvik’s view, is the result of chain enterprising and professional running of the snack stores. Additionally there are lower wages than by the traditional municipal cinema system; a system that Sandvik reckons to be as outdated.  
As an overall municipal company, Bergen Cinema was restricted to agreements of employment that had been adapted to a municipal system.  With the new stock company as head of smaller cinema around the country, Norsk kinodrift AS managed to draw up a new tariff contract with its employees, regulated by the parties of the private sector. The cinema company had moved from the municipal system to the Employers organization for trade and services (Handels-og servicenæringens hovedorganisjasjon) in the private sector. Thereby they could adapt to tariff agreements that gives the cinema, as employers, freer hands than they had before. The tariff alterations, has according to Sandvik, made Norsk Kinodrift able to cut down on some of the costs, and free up capital.

5.2.4 Cinema as a broader product - integration of the production line 
As mentioned in chapter 2; different means of integration is important for further company strategies. In Bergen Cinema’s case it took the strategy of multi-sector and multimedia integration. This integration strategy entails buying into other related areas of cultural industry production to ensure cross-promotion (Hesmondhalgh, 2007). The last 12-14 years the cinema has taken more and more control and become more engaged in the snack sales part of the cinema business and the companies providing such services for the cinema. Earlier both advertisement and snack sales revenue did not enter into the cinema enterprising. Instead large sums of money did not go into the cinema enterprise, but rather to the large snack companies that had in effect made large money of the cinema enterprise. According to marketing director Halvorsen, if the cinema hadn’t taken over the ownership over “Location”, the snack store chain at the cinema, in accordance with the recommendations of Christine Meyer’s strategy plan from 1999, the cinema would most likely rather have large deficits. 
 “In short, those elements that people associate with going to the movies, we have become more involved in, and taken over”.  
5.2.5 Reorganization and management strategy 
Beside the actions taken on the level of business strategy (size, company structure, production profile), organizational change concerning recruitment, employment relations and management strategies has been a significant aspect of the development of Bergen Cinema.  

A point of departure on this question was the concern of too high wages. The common opinion, within the management, was that the wages and especially the pension costs in the public system were too high in comparison to what private companies provide. If a private company was to establish itself in Bergen, for example one of the Nordic companies, they would with lower salaries make a strong competition to Bergen Cinema. 

The margin for cinema enterprising the later years has worsened, where higher and higher salary rises are fault. With this the public cinema is in a bad state competition-wise, if one compares to private actors. For the management the problem was that in the public sector there are rules for full pension, plus all the additional salary supplements for evenings and weekends for all workers. From the management’s point of view this was a too rigid system, that meant too high costs and little flexible staffing. Elisabeth Halvorsen summed up the situation as follows:“Competition wise this is a very bad situation for us as a company. Luckily we have now been able to negotiate the new tariff agreement especially for cinemas. This was a maneuver that was necessary to do in order to be able to maintain the obligations we have as a cinema, in order to survive in the economic situation new are in. in that respect there are no other areas as of now that we would be able to save in money”.

A main part of the maneuver was the change from all personnel on tenured basis, to most personnel on temporary basis and part-time. These changes came about following the strategy plan put forward in 1999. This plan concluded that if the organization wanted to become a more flexible and effective business, the number of employees needed to be reduced. “Bergen Cinema seems today, to have too many employees compared to the tasks that are being done” (Meyer, 1999). In addition it was clearly stated that the organization’s place in a municipal system, had not sufficiently encouraged a “peddler spirit” and “sales orientation” among its employees. “Bergen Cinema has a hierarchal organization model with bureaucratic features. This affects and hinders the flexibility, communication, cooperation and resoluteness of decision making” (Meyer, 1999: 19). The plan states that the culture was  split in two. On the one hand the cinema had an administration that was regarded as innovative, “extrovert”, with willingness to change. On the other hand, there were the employees seen as skeptical to change, “introvert” and inflexible. This large gap between administration and employees, the plan concluded, was one of the major competitive disadvantages for Bergen Cinema. The strategy plan’s recommendation to this issue was either to lay people off, or to not employ a new employee when one old retired. 

Since then, as stated in the recent strategy plan (Bergen Kino, 2009), Bergen Cinema has followed the strategy when a full-time employee quits, they are being replaced by part-time employees. This has given a situation with a “core” of employees that are working 100 percent (these being 4 day managers), and 50 employees in part-time positions ranging fm 15-60 percent positions, while additional 20 employees have no regular percentage positions (these are called “telephone extras”, meaning that when additional workers are needed, these are available). The part-time employees are students, for the most part. A full-time employee has a work day of 6,83 hours. Part-time positions has then been decided according to this; working full days (of 6,50 hours) and half days (of 3,25 hours). In the past this has been easy for employees to relate to. From the management’s perspective however, the system has been too rigid. In a cinema, there are periods during the day with varying workload. In the past this has meant periods of “dead time” during a working day, where the employees don’t have much more to do than to go around and wait. In other times of the day it has been too busy, since one has been reluctant to call for extra staff, since one then has to give them a “full day” in salary. As a result of this, Bergen Cinema has since the opening of Magnus Barfot Cinema Centre, gone through all periods of a “cinema week”, and tailor-made work-hours that is adjusted according to workload and expected rush of movie goers. This has made it possible for the management to cut back on “unnecessary” salary costs. 

The question arise when a management follows a strategy with such an “ugly face” (cf Morgan, 1997), how can they secure loyalty and commitment from their employees? How does the cinema management make the workers “on the floor” work efficiently and service-minded, if there is that big amount of young part-time workers? What have they done in order to secure good rating and loyalty from its employees? The changes made within the staff, how the organization has gone from workers in stable full-time jobs, to a vast number of part-time workers, Bergen Cinema would have a problem with “commitment issues” from the workers. Bergen Cinema has on the contrary, been able to keep the efficiency in its workers by involving them in the overall organization, and not just trying to make them perform well at their tasks.  

The answer of the administration to this problem has been developing an overall organizational culture (cf Morgan, 1997). This has been done through organizing meetings for all employees several times a year called “The Boss’s hour”. Here the director and other in management present statistics, new projects, new prospective marketing strategies, upcoming movie premieres etc. This is done with the intention of involving the employees in the company, the cinema’s “well-being” and actuation. This is a way of including the workers “on the floor” of what is going on behind the curtains, to make them feel part of the organization and might make them perform better in terms of service and efficiency. From the management’s side it is also a beneficial move, in that they get the opportunity first –hand to listen to the opinions and thoughts of the young workers, which might reflect much of the opinions of the most important consumer segment in the market. It is also a way of making the employees participate in terms of implementing ideas, coming up with new ideas etc, as feeling part of the organization. In this way, also the young part-time workers can feel that they are a part of something and that their opinion matters. This we can see is in close relations to some of the things I have mentioned in chapter 2, concerning organizational strategies and organizational culture, and how to implement it in order to make the workers more effective and aware of the company they are a part of.

5.2.6 Marketing and interest stimulation 

The later years the threat of further competition has become more prominent, especially from private actors in the market, “sniffing” at possible entrance possibilities in the cinema market in Norway. However the last 10-20 years threats or competition has appeared from other places than just the cinema business. These days a cinema enterprise needs to fight for attention from many different sides: the internet, computer games, TV, and many other different leisure activities will be considered as alternatives to cinema. 

In Bergen the cinema hasn’t any direct competition, but we do see a more competition driven market, Halvorsen tells me. People have a more diverse selection of outlets to watch movies, either watching them at home, rent a movie or buy DVD’s.  Bergen Cinema has through its marketing department, made extensive market research which concludes that those people who watch a lot of movies also go more often to the cinema. Therefore one cannot see any direct threat in these media towards cinema as such, but the competition element is still present.  “There are elements that work against our favor when it comes to showing films: the time slot between movies premiered on cinema and the same movie released on DVD is narrowing in more and more. As of yet, we haven’t see the full scale consequence of this, whether this will be a prominent threat in the near future or not”.  

Bergen Cinema uses a large amount of resources to map the different segments of the public to be[come] attractive to all parts of the society. In the newly developed business strategy plan
, it states that the most important aspects to develop further in the years to come is to; develop and maintain all public areas; to optimize sound, picture and comfort; to differentiate market segments; to stimulate a further interest in film; to develop customer loyalty and lastly to cost-wise become even more effective (Bergen Kino, 2009). Another aspect that was posed as important for strategy developments is for Bergen Cinema to stay the provider of a movie offer in the city of Bergen and its surrounding suburbs. The main reason for this is stated as helping to secure an economy in order to maintain the breadth of the cultural-political tasks set by the company.  

The ways of marketing and strategies the later years have become more and more difficult, Elisabeth Halvorsen says. This is a result of a more fragmented market, in terms of movies and movie outlets. Especially reaching the younger people less than 20 years is a big challenge. “Everybody” these days seems to spend more time on media than earlier, and then also preferably simultaneously; you watch TV, while surfing the net, while chatting on your mobile. All in all people are more “logged on”. Therefore since the last 10 years, media wise there is a big challenge of staying visible. Cinemas, now much more than before, need to spend larger resources on promoting movies. The distributors say the same thing; the marketing budgets per film have increased enormously the last years. It takes more to enter people’s conscience with a message. It needs a much bigger effort than before to get people’s attention about movies, upcoming premieres, enough to make them come to the cinema to see the movie. Thus, segmenting the market in a city as fairly big as Bergen (on a Norwegian scale) is essential for the cinema. The price here is set individually for each film, based on the expected popularity, length and rent of movie.  We see, says Halvorsen, that the segment that has had a steady decline in frequency the last ten years is seen in the age group 15-25. This is also the group that is interested in technological advances as well. Bergen Cinema states in its future strategy plan that they will try to come up with solutions to gain attention from this segment further on, something that Halvorsen says if one of the most difficult tasks as of yet. 

When asking Stein Sørensen, movie program director, about the interest of the public and in what direction it has changed, he commented that he has seen the clearest change in the popularity of foreign movies other that English-speaking movies. Earlier it was much easier to get people to see other movies that just English speaking movies. With the increasing usage of internet in our daily lives and the growing market and popularity of videogames, the English-language in Western Europe, has become more prominent, also when it comes to people’s wishes to see in the movie theatres. This might be one of the factors that the later years have become more and more difficult to get people interested in seeing some other movies besides English speaking ones. While other international movies have had a decline, Sørensen states that that the job of getting people to see other movies than English-speaking ones, can sometimes can become a bit “depressing”. 

“We try at best to make the consumers want to return again and again”, Sandvik, says, but also to make them see ”the right movie”, in a way that we are able to connect the right movie to the right moviegoer. Therefore information and the right marketing are crucial. Parallel we try our best to ”shout a bit louder” about the narrower movies, to make people see the more alternative ones, which doesn’t have the same propulsion as a big American PR-budget can provide them. Sørensen, as a film connoisseur, says that this is where the big challenge lies, to be able to continue to be a bit different and stand out, rather than to only show all the usual and obvious [entertainment] and commercial films which people are being too much exposed to these days. “It’s a challenge, and sometimes a depressing one.”  At the same time, whether you like to look at it as a positive or negative aspect is that as base of all cinema activity, all over Europe cinemas are dependent on American blockbusters, in order to get the necessary income and the wanted visitor level that is needed as a successful cinema.  “We are not saying that we wouldn’t be able to survive without the blockbusters; however the cinema would have been a completely different cinema than what the public has become accustomed to” (Stein Sørensen, interview, April 2009). With this the big American blockbusters are the foundation in all cinema activity in the Western world, and of course in Norway as well. Bergen Cinema has no claim to profit from the cinema activity, however they do need the income the blockbusters provide in order to make the company “even out”; to pay salaries, pay the property rent, gas bill etc. Everything that any other traditional enterprise would need. 

Another important issue that Bergen Cinema is concerned with is trying to stimulate the movie interest in the public, make the movie offer more available and be an active promoter for increased movie production, both locally and nationally anchored.
 An important element in this respect is done through BIFF – Bergen International Film Festival, a festival that now has been arranged yearly for 9 years. This is a festival that Bergen Cinema gave a starting capital to, and the later years have been able to rise funding from external sponsors. The festival on a whole is according to Bergen Cinema an initiative that promotes cultural activity in Bergen and happens in close relations with the cinema every year. Marketing through other channels is also of importance for Bergen cinema. Apart from being visible in BA and BT (the two biggest regional daily newspapers), through the paper and internet editions, the cinema has advertisements on many other internet sites that will enhance the awareness of the cinema’s stand in the city as a cultural offer.

5.2.7 Digitalization
Digitalization is the new way of making, distributing and exhibiting movies that has made massive progress in only a few years time. This will promote strategic developments for the cinema business on a whole, for the whole field concerned with cinema activity. Still, how actors in the field will develop and approach the digitalization process will show itself differently. Norway, also in this aspect has a special starting point when it comes to the current developments in digitalization. 

What makes the rapid expansion of digital equipment now possible is result of the fee that all cinemas around the country pay to Film og Kino. Each cinema pays 2, 5 percent of every ticket sold to the “umbrella” organization, which in turn uses the funds on things such as quarterly conferences and meetings with distributors that cinema directors across the country attend, cinema equipment etc, that will benefit all cinemas around the country. In addition to other income, Film og Kino has a fund that is now able to provide support for the provision of digital equipment to both the larger and smaller cinemas. In Halvorsen’s term it is like”having a rich uncle somewhere giving you expensive equipment”. If this digitalization process was thought of it in international commercial terms, it would only have been the 20 biggest cinemas in Norway that would have become digitalized, while the rest wouldn’t get a cent. The small cinemas wouldn’t stand a chance; the municipalities would in that case have to step in and finance a digitalization by themselves. Here the municipality and its political leaders would run the risk of ending up in the dilemma of “should we build a nursing home or should we digitalize the cinema?” 

In the matter of digitalization, all three directors at Bergen Cinema agree in that they believe that digitalization will [eventually] be a good thing for the cinema system on a whole, maybe especially for the outskirts cinemas, struggling with late premieres, slow access to movies and often lesser film tape quality. This might give a new day for the smaller cinemas around the country. However it is also important to have more theatre halls than just one, being able to provide more than one movie at a time. According to Steinvik, it remains to see if this will have positive effects for the cinemas around the country; seeing that digital equipment is quite expensive, the question remains if it will be worth while putting that much effort into such a small market. On the other hand, one might most likely see a “re-flourishing” of cinema in smaller towns and villages, much due to the fact that they will get premiere movies just as early as the bigger cities, since there are no more restrictions on how many copies of the movies that is available.   

This is of course an aspect which is difficult to estimate its outcome, but Steinvik still stresses his engagement and interest in the matter
.  Nevertheless, Steinvik points to certain “hiccups” by putting up new digital equipment. First of all, a traditional analogue film machine is, by and large, the same technology as when the first cinema was introduced, nearly 100 years ago. In the meantime sound and picture quality has of got better; however the principles are basically the same. In some of the smallest theatre halls at Bergen Cinema there are still machines that are 20-30 years old. If anything were to break or in need of adjustments, there can be attached new equipment on the original machines. Nowadays no one has computers that are 7-8 years even. If one does, and the hardware were to break, it would be very unlikely that one could get hold of original parts or even parts that fit. It’s the same principle with digital equipment; you buy something very expensive and most likely have to write it off after not too many years. Or at least much shorter time than earlier days. This will be a challenge in the future, Steinvik concludes.  

In terms of other opportunities that digital equipment might provide is the so-called ODS – “other digital stuff”. One has now the possibility of transmitting direct transmission from the opera or similar cultural events, via satellite, onto digital screening. According to Steinvik, this has been a bit over-estimated. It will according to him take a lot for people to be willing to go to a cinema in order to see something else than, exactly, good movies. Halvorsen informs me that by autumn they will, nevertheless, put up live performances from the Metropolitan Opera. This will be a test project, to see if this is a cultural offer that will appeal to people that might not ever go to cinema in the first place. 

5.2.8 Summary  

We have seen that Bergen Cinema has gone through major developments the last ten years. These developments have been in direction of a more business oriented enterprise, where an idea of modernization of the company has been an important element in the developments. 

The leaders’ perception of the cinema is that Bergen Cinema is indeed a cultural institution closely connected with the city, but is also of the opinion that it is still a business, with legitimate goals for economic expansion. The leaders see grand economic possibilities, but within the context of being in a cultural industry. 

The transition from a more rigid organization to a more dynamic enterprise, has been done by strategic detachment of the cinema from the municipal authorities, and development of independent “marketized” company. Part of this has also been the integration of the whole line of cinema related products. Furthermore the cinema has introduced a new strategy of management in relations to the employees. It has opened for organization policy that separates between a core of employees with many peripheral part-time employees, which has enabled the administration to lower the salaries. In addition the cinema administration has developed a more active and diverse marketing strategy, directed towards several segments. The cinema has also been one of the forerunners for the development of the digital technology. 

All things considered, the cinema administration still hold an understanding of cinema as being a modern cultural institution, adapted to a more modern ideology, where the old perception of the ideal of a good cultural organization has merged with the ideal of being an enterprise with economical goals. 

Moving on to Voss, we experience a different kind of story. 

5.3 Voss Cinema – community obligations 

The second case study was made in order to compare Bergen Cinema to a cinema operating on a smaller scale of cinema enterprising, but still works within the public realm.  The issues important in a small town, how the cinema as an organization works, and how the dynamic with the village and municipality was, was the most important aspects to look at, in order to get insight in how different the cinemas really are. As I mentioned in chapter 3, the comparison made between the two cinemas could of course not give an entire picture of the cinema system in Norway, but it might, lighten and enhance the special features of the different ways of organizing and running a cinema in Norway.
The small town of Voss is situated one hour driving North West of Bergen, with a population of a little less than 14 000. Of history concerning Voss Cinema, there is not much information. The cinema was built in 1957. The building is in its original state and hasn’t gone through any form of restructure. Inside, the interior seats has been changed only once, in 1982, with the theatre hall containing 454 seats. New digital sound was in place in 1999, while a new film machine and screen were installed in 2004. The introduction of television in the early 1960s affected Voss cinema as much as the rest of the country; in that era Voss Kino had more than 60 000 visitors every year. This went down drastically, and now has stabilized on a significantly lower level, where Voss Cinema has less than 35 000 visitors each year. 
Voss Cinema is whole-heartedly run by one single woman, Ann Karin Atterås. She has been the cinema director for more than 12 years. In these 12 years she has been a mix of ticket seller, movie programmers, marketer, and occasionally also machinist. The approach to cinematic and organization issues is thus approached in a quite different way than by Bergen Cinema.

5.3.1 Cultural-political issues

With this the cultural-political issues would also be approached in a quite different way at Voss cinema. 

Around the country, all except a small number of the largest cinemas have yearly deficits.  This can be considered as public losses, Atterås tells me, since it in effect is the tax payers’ money that goes to fund the local cinema. If then some cinemas consider providing cheaper tickets to the public in order to attract more visitors, this becomes a municipal budget issue. In effect it then would be a case of possibly transferring budget money from one end of the municipal fund to another, which in effect is the “people’s money”.  In many cases, the deficit is in fact already ”budgeted in” in the yearly municipal budget. As for Voss Cinema, Atterås made a quick calculation that Voss municipality supports the local cinema by 6 kroners per ticket (70 cents). 

The way Atterås calculates the budget every year, is that she annually sets up a budget based on and estimation of how many people that will attend the coming year. With this she calculates roughly how big a likely deficit the cinema will have the following year, and the municipality covers this loss. For example last year, in 2008, Voss Cinema had a deficit of 150 000 kr. This loss was like previous years already budgeted in. Even so, Atterås is eager to point out that this deficit is much smaller than many other places around the country. The 6 kroner support from Voss municipality is smaller than what other cinemas might get. One case she mentions is Karmøy cinema, a small municipality not far from Voss, which last year had a deficit of approximately 500 000 to 600 000 kroners. Karmøy Cinema is ranked as a B-cinema, which means they annually have about 40.000 visitors. In Voss’ case the cinema, according to Atterås, is run fairly rational, considering the circumstances. Reasons for this could be as she says herself, that Voss Cinema is ranked in the top half of the so-called C-cinemas. This means that the cinema has a lower rent on films than cinemas that might have a higher visiting number that Voss. 

The reason why many cinemas that still struggle with yearly deficits, are being “kept alive”, is according to Atterås, that a movie theatre, especially in a small community, is a positive good for the local community and town on a whole. “The cinema might be the small x-factor that makes families with small children move back to Voss”. If there hadn’t been a cinema, Atterås doubts that it would live too many people in the small town. The cinema is one of the few alternatives for a leisure activity in the village. All in all it might not be that the municipality actually funds the cinema in any way after all. The cinema might even help a little; in that the municipality gives a little to us, but in the end ends up taking back some through salaries and taxes. She gives an example that in some ways can be sidelined with cinema, in terms of municipal funding: kindergartens all around the country also have yearly deficits. If the municipalities suddenly decided not to contribute in the local community in providing kindergartens, there would hardly be anybody still living there. If it was known that the municipality of Voss had a bad provision of kindergarten places, fewer and fewer people would move back to the town, after for example having studied in a bigger city. However as it stands now, Voss is one of the smaller towns around Norway where people actually move back, to raise their children and build a life in quieter surroundings. Much to do with the fact that the infrastructure is good, and the cultural offer at least is present. 

5.3.2 One person organization 

For nearly 12 years now Ann Karin Atterås has been cinema director. In these years she has been in baby leave twice. On those two occasions she was forced to hire temporary staff to fill in for her the periods she was gone. What was the case after both years was that the temporary directors had managed to run up a deficit close to half a million kroners (circa €57000). This, according to Atterås is a result of that it is not possible to “just hire a substitute and then they will do the job as good as me”. The reason Atterås has been fairly successful, is according to herself, that it takes long experience and it takes a certain knack for cinema activity. She has local knowledge about the area, seeing that she grew up there and with this she seems to know what movies that will appeal to the local community, what movies will work together in a weekend movie program and what that will not. Also through film conventions, arranged six times a year organized by Film og Kino, she gets the chance to meet distributors and other cinema directors to talk about what they do and get tips about different ways of running the cinema. 
At Voss Kino, as “multi”-director, it is Atterås that is in charge of ordering all movies from the distributors, and setting up the cinema program. This choice is [like most other places] taken on basis of what financial potential and popularity the movie can have for income and revenue.  Often however, she has not been in a position to receive the newest premiere when they come out. Since Voss cinema is ranked as a C-cinema, she has to wait her turn for the film copy, since movies are only distributed in x amount of copies across the country.  In some cases though, she says that if she is a bit more “aggressive” towards the distribution company she might be able to receive the movie before other cinemas in the same [category]. For Norwegian cinemas to be categorized, means that rent charged from the distributors depends on what category you are in as a cinema. Voss, who has a yearly attendance under 35 000 each year, pays 28 percent, while Bergen Cinema being in the category A+, with over a million moviegoers each year pays 42 percent. This means that the lower category the cinema is in, the longer it has to wait for “fresh” premieres.   
Although Atterås is aware of the fact that “her” cinema and many, many other cinemas around the country are struggling to keep up even the smallest attendance of moviegoers, she is happy that the system has remained as long as it has. Especially in that the smaller cinemas are able to keep their cinema directors and manage it on a local level, instead of being bought out by larger cinema organizations
. Voss Cinema some years ago got the offer of joining Norsk Kinodrift A/S. After many considerations, Atterås in discussion with the municipality, declined this offer. Her concern was if the cinema has become a part of this company and the cinema was to be taken over, she would not be able to work as freely as cinema director as she has done up until now. This way of working she reckons would definitely be better than to have to ask her “would-be” bosses sitting in a larger city about if and when she could for example spend some money off the budget for small marketing stunts. Also through the 2.5 percent fee that all cinemas pay to Film og Kino, small town cinema directors can feel part of the decision making as to where and what the fee money collected in the fund shall be spent on. 

5.3.3 Digitalization and new cultural centre 

Many things have changed the later years in terms of programming. According to Atterås, things have become far easier, since the distributors send out more film copies than earlier years, where the last ten years the number of copies has increased. This has given Voss Cinema several more movie premieres. The distributors were beginning to become aware of the fact that smaller cinemas [also] needed to get premiere the same time as the bigger cities; that the movies were distributed across the country at more of less the same time. The distributors have realized that it’s important to keep the cinema directors up to date. The distributors started giving the cinemas more “inside information” in terms of what movies that were being distributed in the months to come. Earlier Atterås tells of distributors that didn’t give any information about what and when movie would come out. “As a cinema director, how is one to sell a cinema movie”, she asks, “when one doesn’t even know when a movie is released? When they don’t even care to tell you when the movie that you will get will come?” 

But now that digitalization is knocking on the door, Atterås looks only positive on the developments. And the timing for the spreading of digital equipment couldn’t come at a more convenient time for Voss cinema. In fall of 2010 there will be raised a new culture house in Voss centre that will house a big library plus much more,  including a new fully digitalized cinema containing three theatre halls. At the same time, within 2009, almost all cinemas around the country will start being equipped with digital movie projectors. This will open up the movie distribution drastically. Atterås points to times when she has requested a popular movie in times when it was needed, where certain movies were prioritized to other cinema and Voss Cinema had to wait its turn. This meant that the movie didn’t arrive at Voss until much later when the same movie was outdated. With digitalization, the limitation of film copies distributed will be gone. When asked for, the distributors will provide the movie in question within short time on broadband, making the job of cinema programming much easier. 
5.3.4 New technology – attracting new cinema goers 

Voss is a popular vacation destination, all year around; with extreme sports in the summer, and alpine resorts during winter.  Atterås is quick to point out that if the new cultural centre hadn’t been build now, there wouldn’t be much of a future for Voss Cinema. “It was very much in the last minute for this cinema”. People travel more now than before, and people have experienced the beautiful cultural centers around the country. Voss is not too far away from Bergen, where there is great sound, great comfort and overall great venue. And then they come to Voss and compare, where the sound is of bad quality, the picture often worn out of the 35mm being used too many times before coming here, the layout of the theatre hall is not ideal either. What used to previously be “the big thing”, Atterås tells me, was a big theatre hall; this is something nobody cares about that anymore. Big theatre halls are not something that makes people go to movies anymore. In earlier years people went more often to cinema, because it was different, and it was a great venue; in the 1950s there were movies running every day. “Now people have been to other cities and seen “how it should be”, and Voss is now way under what the public in Voss and its visitor’ rating as a standard for cinema. To have cinema viewings in a large theatre hall which can hold 300 people, where only 2-3 people attend, will not sustain for much longer. That goes without saying” (Ann Karin Atterås, interview, April 2009). 

With the new cultural centre in use by end of 2010 Atterås stipulates that the cinema attendance will rise with at least 50 percent. Additional theatre halls will mean being more cost effective; showing more movies, but still be able to keep the small staff of one cinema director, two machinists working shifts and one or two part-time ticket sellers. But it will also mean having the opportunity to show more quality movies that might be a lower demand for. Nonetheless, the potential for new cinema goers will open up, since more theatre halls will provide the public a larger variety of films. And with the ”spanking new” theatre halls, there is a great chance that those not choosing to go to the movies in the past, because of the old cinema centre, old equipment, late movies, will in all likelihood start going again. 

Atterås stresses that it is important for the local community to have a cinema offer available; that the public is given a better cinematic experience with good comfort, good quality and most importantly a wide selection of movies to choose from. As for the experience itself, she doesn’t think it will change much, but the digital technology will make things a lot more effective. However the she is eager to point out that the old 35mm machine will be kept, in order to show the occasional art house movie and older films as well. Digital equipment might not be that much better than 35mm, but it will indeed be easier to run, especially with easier and faster access to movies. For the cinema director at Voss, she looks brightly on the future with new digital cinema around the corner and being able to provide more films to the public. 
 5.4 Comparing/summarizing  
There are within almost all cultural organizations different layers of interest in respect to cultural questions or economic gain. People are concerned with different aspects and emphasize different elements. This is also so, as we have seen, in the two cinemas in this study. In Bergen we see a clear-cut notion of wanting to give the public diversity in program, a wider selection of movies, in order to appeal to both higher and lower classes in society. The leaders at Bergen Cinema reckon the organization to be an institution providing cultural entertainment. The administration tries to secure an adequate adjustment of cultural-political goals by financing less popular quality movies through revenue of the commercial blockbusters.  At Voss it is more a popular movie culture.  Here the movies are shown in order to have a cultural and leisure offer to the public in the village, rather than being too concerned with what type of movies that are shown. Here the main concern is the fact of having a movie theatre to offer the community, rather than focusing on cinematic content. Typically the cinema director as Voss, Ann Karin Atterås saw the cinema’s role in Voss as a provider of a leisure activity for the locals. The cinema as a leisure activity seemed more important in Voss than in Bergen. This has to do with the significant role the cinema plays for Voss as a small community, keeping up the identity as a town with a “complete” offer for the inhabitants. 

These different roles express itself in different mentalities of cinema enterprising as a whole. In Bergen there is a more emphasize on a cultural-oriented movie program, with a good variety of film at all times. At Voss Cinema we see a more of a popular culture. Or rather; a certain community culture: The main goal for the cinema is to keep the cinema offer alive to the public. It’s not too concerned with what type of films that are put on the program, as long as films are fairly popular and attract the public. Bergen Cinema seems to perceive the cultural aspects and the aspects of enterprising equally important. Here they have a well developed aim to preserve their cultural profile with a variety of quality films alongside the big blockbusters. This cultural “preservation” Bergen Cinema has managed to combine with a strategic enterprise developments. At Voss Cinema on the other hand we find a simpler cultural ambition within smaller frames. Here marketing will not reach out to a broader audience; instead the cinema aims to provide cultural entertainment to a small town which has not much of leisure activity options. 

In the matter of reorganization and management strategies the situation is also very different. 

After the reorganization in the late 1990s, when Bergen Cinema detached from municipal ties, the cinema developed an independent business strategy and company structure. Within Bergen Cinema we see a clear notion of leadership, with its different departments, specialized in different areas, such as marketing, program selection, technology developments etc. Transforming into a stock company in 2001 Bergen Cinema strengthened its economical position, and the cinema took action in order to become a more dynamic organization. Rigid organizational structures were to be erased and replaced by more flexible and service-minded staff. 

In terms of resources there are obviously more of them in Bergen, with a larger population and more opportunities for expansion. Bergen Cinema, with more marketing resources, was able to do surveys of how to approach different market segments. Voss Cinema on the other hand, has not so many resources and the strategic means are rather limited. Where Bergen Cinema has needed to be active, and secure the organization, in order to stay clear of potential competitors, Voss Cinema on the other hand, has been more concerned with not being closed down. Generally it has followed a traditional route of municipal cinemas. When the cinema at one point got an offer of becoming member of Norsk Kinodrift AS, it decided to remain within the traditional guidelines. At Voss Cinema there is only one person, a cinema director, which is in charge of almost all work; putting up the cinema program, setting up the yearly budgets, make the necessary marketing etc. With this, strategic aspects such as organizational restructuring, organizational culture and possible cinema competitors seem to be alien problems. Voss Cinema’s possibilities for expansion seem quite limited. Here the cinema is more dependent on the direct contact with the moviegoers, with a close bond to the local community. 
One area, in which both Bergen and Voss Cinema concur, is in the technological developments. With the digital equipment soon in place, both cinemas look brightly on the future. Bergen Cinema will, with full digital equipment, have possibilities in new areas of entertainment, for example in showing live concerts, sports events etc. Voss with its new cultural center in place will be able to provide the local public an improved movie and movie theatre offer. In this field we also see that the two cinemas draw similar advantages of belonging to the same national umbrella organization for Norsk Film. Bergen Cinema draw strongly on the effective distribution of films through this organization and a small cinema like Voss would not have had the opportunity to take advantage of digitalization without belonging to a bigger organization. 
In the next chapter I will discuss the differences and similarities somewhat further.
6.0 Conclusion

The intention of this thesis was an interest in getting insight in how the Norwegian cinemas cope with the increasing competition, as well as looking at how they relate to the goal of economical operation of the cinema in combination with the cultural objectives of the enterprise. In order to get a better understanding of these matters, I decided to study two individual cinemas, typical for their kind of Norwegian cinema activity. Here I wanted to see how the management and people in charge thought about the current situation and the future prospects of the cinema enterprise. I also wanted to look at what kind of strategic actions the management took to meet the challenges of increasing competition. This development of the two cinemas is discussed in light of the national context on the one hand, and the international trends on the other. In the conclusion I will underline some central findings from this discussion.

These two case studies are considered typical for their kind of Norwegian cinemas. If not representative in a statistical way, they can be seen as representating, respectively, large and small cinemas in Norway. The discussion in chapter four and five support this argument, I think, and we may say that the findings in the thesis can be said to be relative transferable to the Norwegian cinema activity as a whole. Bergen Cinema represents the bigger cinemas in the 3-4 big cities. A case in point is for example the company Norsk Kinodrift AS, where the larger cinemas Bergen, Trondheim and Oslo has gone together to make one big cinema organization with more modern organizational structures, where they also give smaller cinemas the option of joining. On the other hand there are smaller cinemas which decide to stick to the more traditional ways of cinema activity under the “umbrella” organization Film og Kino. For the cinema activity as a whole we can see a kind of hybrid form of cultural organization, with developing both commercial aspects of the cinema and traditional cultural commitment for local communities. What is important to remember is that larger cinemas such as Bergen Cinema, which have gone through major “commercial” developments over the years, remain under municipal regulation, and still have to answer to their overall cultural expectations. What they also see as their obligation. The findings from the study of Bergen and Voss also coincide with national research projects conducted by for example Asbjørnsen and Solum (2003).
As summed up in chapter five, we can see both similarities and differences between Bergen and Voss. As far as cultural commitment is concerned the cinema management in both cinemas underlined the importance of the cinema for the local city/community. In Bergen they had to secure a broader cultural program, while in Voss the idea was to give a more “popular” program. For both cinemas, however, the management underlined the value of the cinema for the economic life of the city/town in a way well known from the literature. As the international literature shows, in the cultural industries, the relationship between economy and culture is legitimized in different ways. The economical reward of culture can be difficult to estimate, however there are many who point to the positive externalities which culture can bring with it. Within most cultural industries, externalities make for an important argument when discussing the relative importance of art and culture. This is also the argument put forward by the cinemas in this study. Economically one can see externalities play an important role both in Bergen and Voss, the matter of cinema activity in a small or big city can have a if only a small affect in the city landscape. Local cultural policies in many places have also become important in the matter of local economic strategies, where local cultural policies, could help the urban regeneration of a city, by for example building museums or funding certain art communities etc. 
In the question of strategic options for meeting the challenges of new competitions we see big differences between small and big cinemas in Norway. For the bigger cinemas we can observe similar trends as in the international cultural industries, where a stronger market orientation of the cultural organizations has developed. This becomes apparent when we look at Bergen Cinema. Here the organization has taken a major step towards a more market-directed orientation. Action has been taken in order to become a more dynamic organization, with flexible staffing and a broader product profile, integrating also the selling of snacks etc. The idea of becoming more independent from political ties and authorities is fully in accordance with the modern organizational philosophy that reigns internationally, where the market sphere [often] is seen a dynamic force. Hesmondhalgh (2007) points out those factors such as increased privatization and lifting of restraints on organization from authorities. This marketization implies in many areas also a deregulation, which diminish the role of the state and public service and a shift in the cultural industries towards a regulation by the market. Also due to rapid expansion of national and international markets, a globalization of principles of management, has given an access to the cultural industries. Many cultural industries are moved towards interests of finance and economical gain. 
Also in respect of marketing and marketing strategies the bigger cinemas have more modern strings to play.  In the last two decades the amount of new media has been significant and the importance of marketing has made itself more and more present. Ways and means of marketing usually depend on the finances and the capacity of the organization. In the Norwegian cinema system we also see these differences. In the bigger cinemas, like Bergen there are great means in terms of marketing. Bergen Cinema on a regular basis undertake surveys in order to see what market segments are doing the best, the worst, what segments they need to strive more to attract, in terms of movies, extra entertainment, etc. In addition they seem to have a good grip of what certain types of movies that will be able to attract the crowds on account of what audience they have. With this information, the marketing office can to its best ability, market the movies they “know” will strike the segment the best. In the smaller cinemas, like Voss Cinema, the best cinema director can do, is to announce the movie in the local papers and hope that some of the other national press is terms of premieres and reviews will have made an impact strong enough for the local public to show up.
In one area where we see differences, but also similarities in the situation for bigger and smaller cinemas in Norway, is within the development of digitalization. This is an important issue both nationally and in the international trends. Within the cultural industries technological developments have been extensive the last decades. Digitalization has enhanced the media outlets of all cultural industries. However the digitalization in Norway has a particular position. Where cinemas in the international cinema market, for the most part will need to find a way to finance the digital equipment themselves or run the risk of going out of business, the Norwegian cinemas are in a better position. Since close to all cinemas around Norway are members of Film og Kino, they will all be supported in installing digital equipment. When the digitalization process in Norway is finalized (around the end of 2010), the cinemas will no longer be dependent on how many copies the latest film is being distributed. For the smaller cinemas this means that the matter of hierarchy of when the different cinemas are next in line of receiving the copy of the movie, disappears completely. In fact, it is the small and middle sized cinemas that will experience the biggest positive changes with all the new possibilities that digital cinema will provide. These cinemas will in the near future be able to provide ”fresh” movies to its audience much more frequently than before. Thereby they will get a new big advantage. This will of course be dependent on the cinemas theatre capacity. It is still early days, but one aspect that might also benefit the smaller cinemas, is that these can gain some extra income through using their digital equipment to other events than showing movies. 
What direction the Norwegian cinemas will take in the future is difficult to say, but from the situation of today it seems likely that both kinds of cinema organization may prosper and develop. The bigger cinemas, like Bergen Cinema, seem to be able to develop their role as independent cultural institution with an active business strategy for securing economic gain. The smaller, like Voss Cinema, seem to have a solid support in the local communities and a very important asset in the membership of the national organization Film og Kino. This combination gives them the opportunity to take advantage of the newest technology and make it possible to make some innovation within their traditional setting.   
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� To clarify; when I in this paper refer to cinema activity, cinema enterprising and movie theatre enterprising, I always refer to the same thing; not the producer or distributor side of movies as such; but rather the exhibitor side of the cinema industry; being a movie theatre as a part of the city structure, providing the public with a supply of films to watch. 


�  John Holden, “Culture vs Commerce: Conflict or Compatibility?”. 2008:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.mlawestmidlands.org.uk/assets/documents/10000453culturevcommerceJulieB.pdf" �http://www.mlawestmidlands.org.uk/assets/documents/10000453culturevcommerceJulieB.pdf� 


�  Macinac Center, “Show Me the Monet! Why Not Privatize the Arts?”, 1999: � HYPERLINK "http://www.educationreport.org/article.aspx?ID=1852" �www.educationreport.org/article.aspx?ID=1852�


� “What is it? What does it do? About UNESCO”, UNESCO 1995-2009 - ID: 3328, � HYPERLINK "http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=3328&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html" �http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=3328&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html�





�
�



�  “Understanding the WTO: Basics. What is the World Trade Organization?”, 2007. � HYPERLINK "http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/whatis_e/tif_e/fact1_e.htm" �http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/whatis_e/tif_e/fact1_e.htm�
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20 “Kino som kultur” (2001): http://www.filmweb.no/bilder/multimedia/archive/00014/Kino_som_kultur_14552a.pdf


� In 2001 Bergen Kino established Norsk Kinodrift (Norwegian cinema enterprise), a 100 percent owned joint-stock company that had as objective to enter and helping cinemas that were in danger of being shut down, at the same time enabling them with enhanced proficiency and better movie deals. The goal was to make cinemas with a total of movie goers on approximately 34000 – 200 000 visitors annually, more profitable by showing more films, a broader repertoire of films with more quality movies and to create more cinema theatres hall. By establishing collaborations with municipalities and upgrade cinemas around the country, the enterprise had a surplus already the first year. In 2002 Trondheim Kino bought 32 percent of the stocks, and recently Oslo kinematografer paid two million kroners also for 32 percent of the stocks. Together with two other municipalities from the west of the country, now makes up the whole enterprise (NOU, 2001:05) 





� Bergen Byarkiv: http://www.oppslagsverket.no/byarkiv/byarkivet.jsp





� Bergen Municipality info site: https://www.bergen.kommune.no/tema/politikk?articleId=5543&artSectionId=505&sectionId=505


� Bergen cinema spends large funds on the film festival, near to 5 million kroners only in funds, according to Halvorsen. 


� From interview with Stein Sandvik in KPMG internet edition, “Norsk kinodrift I endring”, 2001: http://www.kpmg.no/arch/_img/9181794.pdf


� Bergen Cinema owns 50 percent in collaboration with Trondheim Cinema. Here Bergen Cinema receives a percentage of the yearly turnover of snack sales, in addition to having ownership of the company; this way being able to get a larger profit. 


� An extensive strategy plan made for the years 2009-2014. Researchers in collaboration with the cinema’s administration, looks at what are and will be the most important areas to develop in the next 5 years. 


� Bergen Cinema takes part in certain projects, and being one of the main investors in a large local film production (based on a very popular crime novel written by a Bergen local author, Gunnar Staalesen)


� Sandvik and  Bergen Cinema  owns a company that is one of the leading in the world when it comes to digital cinema tecnique and equpment, Unique cinema systems. Bergen is also part of a project called D-alliansen.  This is a group of people that have an interest in digitalization; cinema agencies, Film og Kino and other companies that are involved  in digital media equipment. With this there was a few years ago put into motion a trial project, where two contractors got a project of making 12 theatre halls each, in sum 24 theatre halls got fully digitalized. And more currently, in 2009, it will be put into motion the plan of complete digitalization on a national level.  Those cinemas that will be fully digitalized, will in all likelihood be done by end of 2010. 





�  Norsk Kinodrift has taken over the running of several of the smaller cinemas.  Also SF (Swedish Film), is slowly beginning to eat into the Norwegian market –so far only bought out a few cinemas in the east of the country. 
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