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Abstract
This research incorporates issues on cultural value and how this can be measured with cultural goods and demand for cultural goods. In addition, it looks at the effects of information on this demand and consequently on cultural value. The cultural good considered is art inside an art exhibition. To investigate these issues, a specific case study is used: the Kunsthal Rotterdam. A survey was performed inside the Kunsthal Rotterdam, among visitors to a specific exhibition. It was the first time the Kunsthal offered an audiotour with its exhibition, which created an opportunity to use this specific case for the research. The main research question of this research is, whether the provision of additional information – by using an audiotour – increases the value that people attribute to an exhibition, the art in the exhibition and the museum.

To answer this question, a close-ended questionnaire was constructed with questions concerning a contingent valuation study (CV), measuring the willingness to pay (WTP) of visitors for the entrance fee of the museum and the audiotour itself. WTP was measured in six different ways. Apart from WTP measures, appreciation measures, including loyalty, were applied in order to compare results and to assess the appropriateness of WTP as a measure for cultural value. The survey generated over 300 responses, over a time period of six weeks. It was found that WTP of visitors does not increase with the use of the audiotour. The question remains whether WTP is an accurate enough measure to fully capture cultural value or whether information only plays a minor role cultural valuation. Loyalty for the exhibition does increase and also other appreciation measures increase with the use of the audiotour. WTP and the other appreciation measures are positively related, which possibly means that WTP is a compatible measure of cultural value. In addition, men and foreign visitors have a higher WTP than women and Dutch visitors respectively. No evidence is found for the relationship between education and age with WTP.  

Keywords: cultural value, taste formation, information effects, willingness to pay, contingent valuation, loyalty, museum, audiotour 
1. Introduction 

‘As far as I am concerned, a painting speaks for itself.  What is the use of giving explanations, when all is said and done?  A painter has only one language.’ ~Pablo Picasso

The value of a cultural good has been a topic of debate for many years. Different approaches are used to define this value and also the opinions are different on the attributes that make up this cultural value. The way to measure the value of cultural goods has also been a difficult question that has kept many researchers busy. Do you measure the economic value, or the cultural value? Or are they the same? Or not, and do you combine them? (Throsby 1999, 2003 & Klamer, 2001, 2002).  

Cultural value is difficult to measure. That is why economic valuation techniques are used frequently to give an economic quantity to values that are otherwise complicated to measure. 

Using economic valuation can be a powerful tool in decision making in the cultural sector. Expenditure decisions can be made more informed, subsidy justification can be provided and the competitiveness and survival of cultural organizations can be increased. In order to measure this value and understand the demand for cultural goods, demand-led approaches, such as economic valuation techniques, might be very helpful.  In the literature, different types of studies on cultural values are identified, such as the impact study, which measures pure economic gain, the revealed preference technique, for instance travel costs analysis, and the stated preference techniques, as the contingent valuation study (CV), which measures the willingness to pay (WTP) for a certain good. A more recent methodology is the choice experiment (CE) method. This method is related to CV, but looks at more attributes than only WTP (Snowball, 2008, Mazzanti, 2003). 

Another interesting aspect of the attributes that make up the value of a cultural good is the effect of information on this good. If people get more information on a specific good, does their appreciation and valuation increase, or not? And why? Aspects such as taste formation, demand for cultural goods and cultural good attributes play an important role in this discussion, next to those of cultural value (Lévy-Gearboua, Louis & Montmarquette, Claude, 2003). Consequently, information effects have to be investigated to find an answer to these questions. The present research explores these effects and their impact on cultural value. 
The case study that gave rise to this topic and the questions on value, taste and information on top of this, came from the Kunsthal Rotterdam. This is an exhibition space without an own collection of art, but hosting up to five exhibitions at the same time and up to twenty-five a year. These exhibitions vary from art to design, from photography to fashion and from world-cultures to societal issues. Since its opening in 1992, the Kunsthal has never had an audiotour to accompany their exhibitions, while other museums do this on a regular basis. 

In September 2009, the Kunsthal for the first time provided an audiotour accompanying the exhibition ‘Modern Life. Edward Hopper and his time’. This exhibition displayed art from the United States from the first half of the nineteenth century. Since it was the first time an audiotour was provided, it is very interesting to find a solution to measure the effects of this audiotour on the appreciation of visitors for the artworks on display, the exhibition and the Kunsthal in general. This research therefore combines cultural valuation issues with demand for cultural goods and information effects on a concrete case study. 

The literature used in this research is very broad, since the issues that need to be considered are also very extensive, and varies from literature on culture, cultural capital and cultural value, to more psychological issues such as choice, taste formation and aesthetics. In addition literature on museums is applied. Literature on empirical ways to measure the economic value of culture is also used, which reaches from CV studies to marketing studies. A different scope of literature looks at the information effects on consumer behavior. 

The aim of this research is to economically quantify the preferences of visitors to a museum and to measure the value people attribute to the artworks in the museum. This will happen in combination with the question whether more information increases this valuation for the artworks and the museum. In order to accomplish this, visitors gave their valuation in a stated preference questionnaire.  

The main research question that is investigated is the following:

 ‘Does the provision of additional information – by using an audiotour – increase the value that people attribute to an exhibition, the art in the exhibition and the museum?’ 

Sub-questions to support this main research question are:

· What is cultural value?

· How do you empirically measure the value of art and cultural goods?

· What are the effects of information on this cultural value? 

· Is there a difference in value for people using an audiotour and people not using the audiotour? 

· Is the WTP for the audiotour users higher? 

· Do WTP measures and measures of appreciation give the same results, or do they differ? 

· Do socio-economic variables make a difference in results? 

· Is there a difference between native visitors and tourists?

The research methodology is quantitative. The further aim of the thesis is to provide an in-depth theoretical framework and to touch upon the most important literature on this broad topic, before turning to the analysis of the data. The research design consisted of a survey, a cross-sectional study of one period in time. The survey was performed within a time frame of six weeks in order to keep results as valid as possible. The survey was held by using a questionnaire, which was handed out inside the exhibition space in the Kunsthal. A total of 305 responses were obtained. The questionnaire on paper consisted out of closed questions with several options. The questionnaire was handed out to people renting an audiotour and to people who did not use the audiotour. Both native and foreign people were part of the survey, in order to obtain more reliable results. The questionnaire consisted of different types of questions. Both value questions, loyalty questions and WTP questions were included in the questionnaire, as well as socio-economic and additional questions. 

The issue of valuation of people for a specific cultural good is still very relevant. Preferences have to be known in order to improve decision-making processes of cultural institutions. The outcome of the research is valuable for the museum, since it can tell them something about the value people attribute to art, the museum and the appreciation for the use of an audiotour. This can have consequences for future decision-making in the museum. The museum can make future decisions on its access policy, entrance fee and audiotour provision on the basis of this research. With this research, the Kunsthal can also get a better insight into the visitor statistics and needs. 

The research also contributes to the academic discussion on cultural value and how to make this quantifiable. The research uses different ways to measure cultural value and this can result in interesting outcomes. These measures vary from WTP to marketing tools. It also combines different theoretical subjects and applies them to one topic. This means theory on cultural value, value measurement methods, information effects, taste formation, the appreciation for cultural goods and theory on the museum are all combined in this one research, to come up with new and previously unexamined issues and results. This will subsequently lead to a deeper and more extensive insight into the effect of information on the appreciation for art and the value of art.

Literature on the use of audiotours, multimedia and other technical devices in the museum world exists in sociological and museum studies fields and in the field of electronics
. In addition museum visitors’ experiences are investigated in the field of psychology. The link between museum visitors’ experience, the effect of an audiotour translated to the effect of information and the economic valuation of this museum visit is however a relatively unexplored field. The research tries to bridge the gap between economics and culture and contribute in an innovative way to existing research in all these different fields. 

The outline of this research is as follows. Section 2 provides the theoretical framework on culture, cultural goods, cultural value and how this cultural value can be measured. It also provides the theory on the demand for cultural goods and taste formation on cultural goods, information asymmetry and the effects of information on the valuation of cultural goods. Finally, it discusses theory of the museum. Section 3 contains the background information on the case study and the focus of the research, the Kunsthal Rotterdam. A short history is provided, including additional information on the exhibition this research is concerned with. The audiotour is explained and other forms of information are discussed. 

Section 4 contains the methodology of the research. It discusses the research method and the considerations on this method. It also deals with the selection of the sample, the survey preformed and the questionnaire that was constructed subsequently, including an explanation of the variables used. Section 5 provides the empirical analysis. It presents the results of the research and looks at the outcomes of the questionnaire. With these data additionally different hypotheses are tested and results are compared to the theory. Finally, section 6 draws the overall conclusions, presents the main findings, and summarizes the research. It also provides a discussion on implications of the research. 

2. Theoretical framework

This section provides the theoretical framework for the research that is set out in sections 4 and 5. Section 2 first discusses the issue of value in culture and the arts; how is it defined and how is it measured? Section 2.2 deals with the demand and taste formation for cultural goods. Section 2.3 discusses the effects of information on demand for cultural goods. Section 2.4 combines the preceding sections and tries to answer the question of the extent of information effects on the value of culture. Part 2.5, finally, discusses the theory of the museum, to give an all-round view on the existing theory on this broad topic. 
2.1 Value in culture and the arts

This section addresses cultural value and its meaning. It discusses the definitions that are needed to further develop the theory, it deals with the different visions on cultural value and it looks into the way this value can be measured.

2.1.1 The definition of culture and cultural goods

Before turning to the issue of cultural value, it is important to clearly define what is meant when speaking of culture, the (visual) arts and cultural goods. Therefore the definitions are presented below. 

In this research, when the term culture is used, it is used in the narrow sense, as described by Thorsby (2001) in the following way. Throsby uses the term culture to describe certain activities that are undertaken by people, and the products of those activities, which have to do with the intellectual, moral and artistic aspects of human life. These activities draw upon the enlightenment and education of the mind rather than the acquisition of purely technical or vocational skills. The term culture in addition has certain characteristics of the activities concerned, which are:

-  The activities concerned involve some form of creativity in their production;

-  They are concerned with the generation and communication of symbolic meaning;

-  Their output embodies, at least potentially, some form of intellectual property. 

The arts, which include music, literature, poetry, dance, drama and visual art, qualify for this definition (Thorsby, 2002, pp. 4-5). 

The visual arts are defined as the sector of the art where old, modern and contemporary works of art are produced, distributed and consumed. Three different types of economic actors and institutions are included in this sector; the actors who exchange works of art on the art market, cultural institutions, and organizations which provide financial support to the visual arts (Velthuis, 2003, pp. 470-475). The visual arts are the main topic of interest of this research. 

Cultural goods are produced by these cultural activities. They are goods that are unique and heterogeneous. Taste for cultural goods is not fixed and consumer choice is influenced by others (Throsby, 2001 & Lévy-Garboua & Montmarquette, 2003). Also demand for cultural goods is uncertain because of this. Another feature is that cultural products are made with care, passion and creative effort, the ‘art for art’s sake’ principle, where monetary returns are not as important as the product itself.  The production of the good requires a certain skill, which can be very diverse and creative inputs are vertically differentiated, which means that there is a quality difference in the different types of cultural products (Caves, 2000, pp. 2-10). The definition of a cultural good according to Mazzanti (2002) is that they are multi-dimensional, to the extent that characteristics of merit, public and mixed good are shown to exist in accordance with economic theory. In addition they are multi-attribute, to the extent that a heterogeneous flow of services and functions characterizes cultural markets. Thirdly, they are multi-value, to the extent that services and functions are associated to a wide spectrum of personal and inter-personal value benefits, ranging from use to non-use, and from “egoistic” to “altruistic”.

2.1.2 The value of culture

On the role of culture and art in society and on the issue of cultural value more specific, many theories exist in different disciplines. There are theories on cultural value from the economic point of view, sociological point of view and psychological point of view, as well as from many other disciplines. For this research, the issue of cultural value is limited to the field of economics.
 Already from the beginning, economists have participated in the debate on the existence of a role for culture, aesthetics and art in economic theory, from the classics and marginalists to contemporary economists, such as institutionalists and cultural economics.
 For this research, the focus is on the latter. 

Recent decades have had substantial discussions on cultural value and on the relationship between economic and cultural value. More in particular the discussion is about reconciling the subjective, spiritual qualities of art and culture with the financial valuation of these phenomena in the marketplace (Hutter, 2008, pp 1-17). In the field of cultural economics, there is an extensive debate on this cultural valuation. Below, the three main viewpoints on what encompasses this cultural value according to the academics in the field are reviewed.
 

One of the views is that cultural value is included in economic value, where works of art are economic goods and cultural value can be measured in economic terms. Just as with other goods, utility is maximized by people, by wanting to obtain more art. Although art is different from other goods, as much utility as possible must be gotten from it, in the form of enjoyment, pleasure, instruction, enlightenment, inspiration, etc. This has to be obtained at the lowest possible cost, so that utility is maximized. The cost of art comes from trying to get satisfaction from art. The cost is the price paid for the object, but also it includes everything that people must do or have done in order to understand, apprehend, enjoy and appreciate it and that cost is the consequence of what people have learned, have experienced, and have worked to achieve. It is the accumulated investment in taste (Grampp, 1989, pp. 1-8). 

In this respect, the value of art in an aesthetic sense is the same as the value the market places on the artwork. This consistency makes economic valuation possible. Prices of artworks in the market differ however, due to the different aesthetic value attached to the artworks. 

The definition of aesthetic value here is ‘the qualities that make the art desired by someone’ (Grampp, 1989, p. 16). It is the satisfaction an individual experiences from what a person owns (or sees). It is any attribute of value other than price. Reasons to desire an artwork are among others, beauty. This aesthetic opinion is also susceptible to time. What is appreciated today was not necessarily appreciated in the past and vice versa. Every person has a different set of preferences and a different utility schedule. This schedule is the collection of wants, needs, desires, likes, dislikes, propensities, aversions etc. to goods and services which when acquired or avoided satisfy those wants and aversions. This means a painting has aesthetic value to a person when the work gives him the satisfaction he calls aesthetic.    

Economic value is the general form of all value here, including aesthetic value and values of other kinds. Economic value is generated when an object generates utility of any kind. If it is art, the utility is aesthetic. This means that aesthetic value is consistent with economic value. 

This also implies that the price of a work of art, its economic value, is proportional to its aesthetic utility (Grampp, 1989, pp.15-21). 

Art is an asset, a real asset, from which the owner receives benefits such as the satisfaction of owning it, which may be the pleasure of looking at it, of inviting others to look at it, the knowledge that it belongs to the person, or knowing others know it belongs to him, of making it express the taste, knowledge, effort and character of the owner etc. The satisfaction gotten from the art is the visual experience that the artworks provide someone, whether or not it is the owner. There is no monetary return captured in this return (Grampp, 1989, pp. 24-39).

This aesthetic qualification is a necessary economic tool in order to make an economic analysis more complete. Efficiency, equity and beauty are important for improving this economic analysis. Beauty is what is captured by this aesthetic qualification. The ‘beautiful’ is judged by sentiments, being an object of pleasure or dislike rather than of knowledge. Beauty is thus different from utility and morals, since it is not an object of physical and intellectual knowledge (utility), or an aim (morality). Culture is however neutral from the aesthetic point of view, it is a different way of using the same resources and can be either part of an aesthetic experience or not. Art shares the economic attributes of culture, since it is always part of culture, and it is always subject to aesthetic qualification (Mosetti, 1993). 

Cultural value is an indirect economic benefit to people, which also includes creativity and innovation, employability, and social inclusion. Culture is the link that drives the economy. There exists human, social and cultural capital, but cultural capital is part of ‘total social capital’ (Böhm & Land, 2009). 

A second view is that cultural value not only generates economic value, but also has its own dimension, which lies outside pure economics, but is still related to it. This is because there are different types of value a cultural asset can generate. For private cultural goods, this is the potential sales price on the market, the market value.
 This is a demand function not very different from other commodities and thus subject to economic valuation. There also is the value of public cultural goods, which are non-tradable. This is called the non-market value of the cultural good (Throsby, 2001 & 2003). 

This second aspect of culture, the non-market value, makes that measures of economic value may not be able to represent the full range of the cultural worth of the asset however. It may also have symbolic significance, it may have had influence on other pieces of art, it may have value as contributing to somebody’s identity and so on. These values are not caught entirely by measuring the economic value. All these things contribute to what is called the ‘cultural value’ of the asset: “a multidimensional representation of the asset’s cultural worth assessed in quantitative and/or qualitative terms against a variety of attributes such as its aesthetic quality, its spiritual meaning, its social function, its symbolic significance, its historical importance, its authenticity, and so on” (Throsby, 2003, p. 167). Cultural values that are important here are; aesthetic, spiritual, social, symbolic and historical values (Throsby, 2001 & 2003). These values are given, as they were inputs in an economic valuation that people are aware of. An individual or group can assign any cultural valuation to a given item such as an artwork; such valuations would be expected to differ between individuals just as their economic valuations of any good (expressed as their demand price or willingness to pay) might differ (Throsby, 1999).

The term cultural capital is used here, in addition to physical, human and natural capital. This economic term is used to recognize the distinctive features of artworks as capital assets and the way in which such assets contribute to the production of further goods and services. Cultural capital is the stock of cultural value embodied, stored or given rise to in an asset in addition to whatever economic value it may possess. Cultural capital exists in two forms; tangible and intangible. Tangible cultural capital occurs in the form of artworks and artifacts such as paintings and sculptures and heritage buildings, locations and sites. Intangible cultural capital comprises artworks which are purely public goods, such as music and literature, and the stock of intellectual capital, in the form of inherited traditions, values, beliefs, etc. which constitute the ‘culture’ of that group. It also exists in cultural networks and relationships that support human activity and in cultural ecosystems and diversity (Throsby, 1999, 2001 & 2003). 

One form of tangible cultural capital is cultural heritage. Three types of benefits of value for cultural heritage can be identified. These are use value, non-use value and externalities. Use values are the values directly generated from goods and services which the project generates. The non-use values are of three types: existence value; the mere existence of the heritage item, even though people do not enjoy the benefits of the item at first hand themselves. Secondly is option value, which means that people may wish to preserve the option of some day consuming the service of the asset. Thirdly bequest value, which means people gain benefit from the idea that the asset will be around for future generations. There are also externalities arising from the asset (Throsby, 2001, pp. 78-80). 

A third view that takes cultural value to an even more distinct level is that cultural value is a totally different thing than economic value. In this view, economic value is not able to capture the value of culture and cultural goods. 

Here, value of cultural goods comes mostly from cultural value, not from economic value. Employment, revenues and money spent on the cultural sector are only a small and insignificant proportion of what makes up value of a cultural good. Art as an activity and as an experience has a value that is beyond monetary measure. Art cannot be intruded by the commercial world (Klamer 2001 & Klamer, 1996, pp 24-28). These other determinants of value are what are called the cultural value and it consists of aesthetic, spiritual, symbolic and historical values. People have to learn these values along the way. They have to learn how to evaluate them, and are not given. These values also may change, over time. People that walk into a modern art museum for the first time tend to have some difficulties appreciating abstract art. They need to learn to value modern art and acquire a taste for it. The context matters in this respect, since the more you learn about the cultural good and the more you know about it, the more you can appreciate it. This process is called valorization. Three types of value can be distinguished: economic value, social value and cultural value (Klamer, 2001). Economic value is the price you pay for a good. Social values are the values that work in the context of interpersonal relationships, groups, communities and societies. Values such as love, friendship and trust are some of these social values. The capacity to deal with social values, like friendship, collegiality, trust, respect, and responsibility and to adjust to social norms (Bourdieu, 1984), are called social capital (Klamer, 2001). 

For culture, people need to recognize the need of being provided with culture and being educated on culture in order to get a higher quality of consumption from each unit of cultural experience (Mazzanti, 2002).
Cultural values are the values that evoke a quality over and beyond the economic and the social. Cultural value here does not include social values and social capital (as Throsby did, Klamer, 2001, p. 28). These cultural values generate what is called cultural capital; the power to inspire or to be inspired. “It is the inbred, acquired and developed ability to experience the sublime in a good, or its sacred character, to see its beauty, or to recognize its place in the history of the arts. Cultural capital is the ability to realize a meaningful life over and beyond its economic and social dimensions” (Klamer, 2001, p. 8). In contrast with Throsby, cultural capital according to Klamer is the mere ability to deal with cultural values, regardless of the possible economic returns. This means no economic value is captured in the cultural value. Cultural capital is also more than the symbolic knowledge that Bourdieu (1984) attributes to it. Cultural values operate in a separate sphere and represent a great variety of meanings to different people. A cultural good can have all the above values at the same time (Klamer, 2001, 2002 & 2003).   

2.1.3 How to measure this value? 

After reviewing the theory on the value of culture, we can now turn to the more practical part, the measurement of this value. However, not many of the theories above also reflect on the possible ways to measure what is called cultural value. Below the possibilities provided in the literature are discussed. Several methods for measuring cultural value are suggested. 

Measuring cultural value is accompanied by practical difficulties. Different methods trying to measure overall cultural value are: mapping, thick description, attitudinal analysis, content analysis and expert appraisal. However, the question remains whether these methods are capable of entirely measuring cultural value (Throsby, 2003). 

Besides these approaches of measuring cultural value in general, a number of measures applied mainly to heritage assets exist. The first method is the impact study, which measures pure economic gain. This can be done by looking at the direct economic gains that a cultural good generates, or by also including the indirect gains of the cultural good, such as employment, tourism and the positive effects for surrounding businesses. 
A second type of research is the revealed preference technique. This type of research measures the use value of a public good. One type is for instance travel costs analysis. This method uses the proposition that consumers’ valuations of cultural assets are indicated by how much they say they would be prepared to pay (or actually pay) in travel costs to visit it (Snowball, 2008 & Throsby, 2001, Hoevenagel, 1994, Frey, 2000, pp. 177, 183-184). 

Another option is the hedonic pricing method, which analyses the non-market value by looking at relevant market data, e.g. house prices (Throsby, 2001, Frey, 2000, pp. 177, 183-184). Other types of revealed preference methods are the averting behavior method, where the expenditures made to avert some adverse effect are measured, and the production factor method, where a demand and supply model is used (Hoevenagel, 1994, pp. 8-10). 

The third type of evaluating demand for non-market commodities is the stated preference technique, such as the contingent valuation method (CV). This method can measure the economic valuation that individuals attribute to public cultural goods, and also the non-use value of cultural heritage (Throsby, 2001 & Snowball, 2008, Frey, 2000). CV consists of asking a sample of people, in a survey or experiment, what is their willingness to pay (WTP) for increments for a certain good, the benefit they receive, or what is their willingness to accept (WTA) a decrease in this good. CV is a direct stated preference method, where individuals directly state their preferences by answering a structured questionnaire (Cuccia, 2003, pp. 119-131). Cultural goods and cultural heritage, which mostly have the characteristics of non-excludability and non-rivalry, are also the subject of these CV studies. Museums are included in this group, although on many occasions they are excludible as a result of charging an entrance fee. Their consumption is non-rival, since everybody can enter the museum. This also means museums are considered as public or semi-public goods. Cultural goods are also often non-market goods, in the sense that there is no clear process of buying and selling in which the market value can be measured by looking at consumer preferences and desires and in which the price clearly reveals this level of preference and desire for the good (Sanz, Herrero & Bedate, 2003, p.242 & Bedate, Herrero & Sanz, 2009, p. 189). 

The CV research may take place through sample surveys or experiments of individuals, drawn from the population of those experiencing the benefit in question (Throsby, 2001, Hoevenagel, 1994 & Snowball, 2008).
Another type of stated preference technique is the relatively new choice experiment. The choice experiment (CE) method is related to CV, but looks at more attributes than only WTP. CE looks at bundles of attributes at different levels that make up the cultural good (Snowball, 2008, Mazzanti, 2003).

Different ways to measure the WTP aside from CV studies are referenda and median voter models. Most likely, a combination of all these approaches will lead to the best estimate of psychic benefits from art (Frey, 2000, pp. 177, 183-184). 

Although many methods exist, the question remains whether these methods capture the whole value of the cultural good. CV in this respect may provide an incomplete view of the nonmarket value of cultural goods, and alternative measures need to be developed to provide a fuller account (Throsby, 2003). WTP also focuses only on the economic value, not the cultural (Klamer, 2001).

Since culture is a multi-faceted good, a proper measure for the value of that cultural good, should possibly include a measurement for its aesthetic, spiritual, social, historical, symbolic and authenticity value at the same time, since there is no reason to assume a perfect correlation between the economic and cultural value. This means several different disciplines need to be called upon in order to fully capture its value and that the strength or importance of the different attributes of a cultural good should measured (Throsby, 2001, pp. 79-86 & Klamer, 2001). 
This multidimensionality of cultural value should be incorporated into measures, as well as the multi-attribute and multi-value aspects of cultural goods. This can firstly be done by measuring two things; socio-demographic characteristics and attitudinal characteristics, which measure cultural beliefs, values and attitudes of people. These attitudinal characteristics influence peoples’ cultural preferences. These attitudes can be measured by observing how respondents react to a set of statements on art, preservation, etc. This is a type of choice experiment (Choi, Papandrea & Bennett, 2007). 

Another option is to use a choice experiment, where different alternatives are presented to people, who then have to choose the most preferable one of these alternatives. Variables include preservation, services, access, admission fees and socio-economic terms (Mazzanti, 20031, 20032, and 2002).  A third approach is to look at utility (which also incorporates aesthetic judgment) of people and at income, capital, prices of other goods (the substitutes), age, education and other investments in taste (Grampp, 1989). Goods differ in importance and not everybody assigns the same importance to a certain good. The need for beauty is not as important as the need for food. On the scale of importance, art is not the most important good. A relatively small number of people obtain satisfaction, or utility, from art, apart from income, capital and related prices. Even though art according to many people is a merit good, which is good for them and that they should have more of, they do not always act like this (Grampp, pp.51-78). 
Another option is to measure beauty of a work of art (Ginsburg & Wyers, Hutter, 2008, pp. 179-199). Beauty is not exactly the same as its value, but it does represent a portion of the value that people attribute to a work of art. Beauty can be measured by: the attributes of the work, the opinion of experts and the passage of time. The first approach is to break up the artwork into certain characteristics and properties, such as symmetry or complexity. The more attributes an artwork has, the more beautiful it is. In the second approach, quality assessments are left to specialists, the experts. The third approach is to let time decide on the beauty of an artwork, by assessing its success over time. Not all of these measures are objective however, but these approaches can at least be made quantifiable.   

2.2 Demand and taste formation

According to Becker (1997) peoples’ preferences are largely dependent on past experiences and social forces. Taste for cultural goods is often described to be a cultivated taste. This means that preferences for these goods are changed by experience. Taste is accumulated over time here. This is described by the concept of exposure: people will like cultural goods the more they are exposed to them. The taste for cultural goods has to be acquired and discovered, which means that the rate of consumption increases over time with its exposal. This makes cultural goods experience goods; a good that you see or go to, in order to increase your taste and opinion on it. The taste for an experience good increases with time and economic growth and eventually levels off, because additional taste has been acquired through repeated exposure and experience; this is called diminishing returns. On the contrary, the taste for a non-experience good, that you have not been exposed to, will remain stable over time (Becker, 1997, Lévy-Gearboua & Montmarquette, 2003, McCain, 2003). Caves (2000) agrees with this definition. The experience of a creative good contributes to the appreciation of that good. This experience faces diminishing returns to scale, where the first experiences contribute more to appreciation-capital than the later experiences. 

This experience is also the factor that plays an important role in the demand for art. An interest in art is a consequence of experience, training and learning, or put differently, the appreciation for art requires an investment in taste, which in turn requires education and time. The more people learn about art, the more they will appreciate it. This investment in taste is made at the cost of time and education and this cost is incurred with the belief that it will yield a return. This return comes in the form of satisfaction for the art. Not all people are however willing to invest time and education in order to increase their appreciation for art and the investment is only worthwhile for a certain group of people. Among this group are people to whom art is a source of information that affects their income (such as teachers or performers themselves), another group are children who have parents with a taste for art and want their children to acquire it. Initial endowments have as a result that the higher they are, the less will be the costs of investment for the people with these endowments, and this means they will appreciate the arts at a faster rate than people without these endowments (Grampp, 1989, pp. 51- 78).

Two lines of theory on taste formation on experience goods are the rational addiction and the learning by consuming theory. 

In the case of rational addiction there is a specific capital that increases with every time you experience the good. You also assume that your present choices and experiences affect your personal capital in the future. You are put off from consuming addictive substances, since they will impair the quality of your future life, which is a harmful addiction. The same goes for cultural goods, which is a beneficial addiction. You consume them expecting it to raise the capacity to enjoy consuming that good in the future, in order to maximize your overall utility. This means there is a deterministic increase in experience and taste, since you choose to consume the good yourself (Stigler & Becker, 1977, Becker & Murphy, 1988, Becker, 1997, Caves, 2000, Lévy-Gearboua & Montmarquette, 2003, McCain, 2003). 

The other theory is that of learning by consuming. This theory assumes that individuals differ more in their taste than is implied by the force of addiction. In this case, a consumer is unaware of his or her true taste and discovers this by repeated experiences. Past behavior is incorporated in the decision process. Every new experience gives the consumer an unexpected negative or positive increment in het taste for it, leading to a random outcome, depending on the price elasticity of that good (Lévy-Garboua & Montmarquette, 2003). 

Not only does the effort to obtain more utility from art have an effect on how much the demand for art is, it also influences which kind of art people prefer.

Another issue is that the demand for art is income elastic, which means that the higher the income, the more of that income people will spend on the arts. It is also found that the rise in investment in taste does not rise proportionally to the rise in income. This explains why different styles are valued in different time periods more than others. The more rapidly the incomes in a country rise, the more rapidly will styles in art differ. In addition, since incomes in the present are so high, that people have to seek new styles in order to increase their satisfaction. This is also due to the returns on art, with diminishing returns, where every additional amount of income increases satisfaction by a smaller amount. In order to still have the highest possible return, people prefer different styles of art. This also results in the quick obsolescence of certain artworks (Grampp, 1989, pp. 51- 78). 

2.3 Information and consumer behavior

In the models described above, there is always short-term risk and uncertainty, since experience goods cannot be assessed on quality prior to consuming these goods and own experience (Lévy-Garboua & Montmarquette, 2003). This brings along the risk of not liking the good after consuming it. As Akerlof already identified in 1960, the market is prone to information asymmetry. This information asymmetry arises between the seller; the producer and the buyer; the consumer of the cultural goods in this case. A consumer, wanting to buy or consume a certain good, does not know the quality of this good in advance. Quality can only be known, when you experience the good (Akerlof, 1960 & Mosetti, 1993). The taste formation on experience goods by the rational addiction theory described in section 2.2 is the result of information asymmetry, where people are led by their past consumption in making their present consumption decisions (Mosetti, 1993, pp. 92-93).  

The art market, according to Mosetti (1993), is endowed with a specific information asymmetry, due to its specific aesthetic characteristics. What is art for somebody can be non-art for someone else, just because he is not able to interpret or create this art. Because of this information asymmetry, there are some significant consequences for artistic products: Firstly, there is a general need for quality certification by those who are able to create or interpret art (like an art critique or an artist). Secondly, this leads to the existence of two different types of consumers, cultural consumers and non-cultural consumers, where the last group does not interpret art, but just uses it for different purposes (such as publishers, booksellers, corporations sponsoring the arts, etc.) (pp. 17-27).  

This information asymmetry, risk and uncertainty are why consumers let themselves be guided and helped in making their purchasing decisions. Consumers need to gain pre-purchase information on the goods, not only on their price but also on their quality, in order to diminish the risk of being disappointed afterwards and as a guideline in order to make a decision. This makes the experiences good also a search good. Since you do not know the quality of the cultural good in advance, before you experience it, consumers have to search for additional information. To acquire knowledge on a cultural good in order to better assess its quality, is a costly process. Consumers decide on the number of searches for the good they want to buy, until the marginal expected costs of search become greater than marginal expected return (Nelson, 1970). A search good in the definition of Stigler (1961) is that a buyer has to search for information on the good, so compare the same good from different sellers, to find the good that has the lowest price. Stigler (1961) presents a search theory, looking at the impact of search costs and information on the distribution of market prices. He finds the following four things: The larger the fraction of the buyer’s expenditures on the commodity, the greater the savings from search and hence the greater the amount of search; 
The larger the fraction of repetitive (experienced) buyers in the market, the greater the effective amount of search; The larger the fraction of repetitive sellers, the larger the amount of accumulated search; The cost of search will be larger, the larger the geographical size of the market. According to Stigler, price dispersion occurs when there is consumer ignorance in the market, so a lack of information that consumers do not desire to discover.

Consumers thus try to search for additional information on the goods they want to purchase and they let themselves be guided by different factors in the environment of the consumer, which can influence their preferences. In the literature several factors are identified that can have an effect on consumer preferences and contribute to pre-purchase information on that good (Lévy-Garboua & Montmarquette, 2003). 

Mosetti (1993) identifies two ways in which consumers can obtain additional information on the cultural good: either through searching for information on the market; which is through price, or secondly through asking someone to inform them; which is through certification. 

Price can be an indicator of quality for a consumer when he or she has no other information; the higher the price, the higher the perception of the quality. The consumer, the agent, forms rational expectations concerning the quality that is offered by producers, the principal, in the market, where price functions as a signal. Information asymmetry cannot be solved by taking price as a substitute for the lacking information on quality alone. Reason for this is that high prices can also be a result from low productivity or price discrimination. Therefore, consumers have to search somewhere else for additional information on quality. People can in this case turn to certifiers who have more information on the cultural good (Mosetti, 1993, pp. 87-112). 

When looking at ways of certification, in terms of Mosetti (1993), there are several ways in which people can ask or obtain additional information on cultural goods from others. 

Firstly, critics and experts play an important role in consumer’s decision-making. Critics play a role in determining market size through information provision, taste formation and influencing preferences. The principal-agent model is relevant here, since the critic as an agent, has more information than the consumer, the principal on whose behalf cultural goods are assessed. Critics are often seen as the guardians of aesthetic values, as gatekeepers. They have an established reputation. However, more and more critics are becoming less demanded, since audiences are more and more used for this. Also technological developments, such as TV and the internet, make critics obsolete. Efforts and cost of finding information on the internet are much lower than in the case of the critics (Caves, 2000 & Cameron, 2003). In addition to critics, the opinion of experts influences decision-making. People that are considered an expert in their field are better in appreciating the value of a product than are non-experts. Also, taste of people changes according with their experience. Experts are better able to value an artwork accordingly, which means the more people know on the subject of art, the more they find specific aspects important (Dorfman, 1996, Hekkert & van Wieringen, 1996 & 1998).

Other pre-purchase information can come from prizes and awards, reviews from audiences, such as book clubs and internet buyers (Caves, 2000). 

Herd behavior is one of the less expensive ways to make a purchase decision. Instead of finding out for yourself whether or not a good is worth the price, by buying the good, consumers look at what other people do. Especially with experience goods, this uncertainty of quality makes people susceptible to this herd behavior. In addition social discourse and word-of-mouth play an important role in gathering pre-purchase information. An example of this is the ‘buzz’, that is a critical mass of favorable discussion. Also fashion and fads play a role in purchase decisions. People get this information at a low cost (Becker, 1997 & Caves, 2000). When there is quality uncertainty, people prefer what other people prefer. This is known as the presence of socio-network effects. Quality uncertainty, decision making and socio-network effects lead to another consumption implication: Consumption is subject to a demand reversal phenomenon, which means that after too many people have consumed the good, it stops being an attractive good to consume (Molteni & Ordanini, 2003). 

Another factor used by consumers to construct their preferences is advertising and producer info (Nelson, 1970, Stigler, 1961, Becker, 1997 & Caves, 2000). These are not always objective though, but other information from critics, experts and word of mouth is more costly to gain.

The fact that information asymmetry exists in the market for cultural goods, also means that there is room for large incumbent producing firms to retain a large piece of the market share, which means they have some monopoly power. The reason for this is that these producers use the information lack to establish a brand. The definition of a brand is: a multi-dimensional marketing tool that communicates a constellation of values to consumers (Lee, Motion & Conroy, 2009). Consumers choose the branded good out of all the different products available, since they are either already familiar with this brand, or they think they know something more about its quality because of advertising, which provides them with a positive image of the good. It is empirically proven that when consumers learn more about the different product attributes of a good, they are more easily inclined to buy this good. Consumers are risk-averse with respect to variation in brand attributes, which discourages them from buying unfamiliar brands when they are unfamiliar with its attributes (Erdem & Keane, 1996). This means that consumers will not easily buy goods from small, unknown firms in the market, or newcomers, since quality is unknown and they have not build up a reputation yet. Nelson (1960) argues that monopoly power for a consumer good will be greater if consumers know about the quality of only a few brands of that good. The fact that information is not complete will induce monopoly power. The less prior information a consumer has, the greater will be monopoly power.
 

Mosetti (1993) shows that the cultural sector also is a monopoly sector. People accept this, since they assume quality is ‘good’ in this situation. To be accepted in this cultural monopoly, certain quality-assuring investments need to be made by the producer. Only when certified by others, the producer can earn a place in the cultural sector. The quality of cultural goods is therefore assessed by people by its monopoly power (pp. 153-155). 

2.4 What will happen to the valuation of art when more information is available?

The previous section already discussed the way the market reacts to the information asymmetry in cultural goods. The question that remains is: ‘What will happen to the value when more information is available on those cultural goods?’ Two approaches can be used here. Firstly, the view on cultural value can be used. According to the theory discussed in section 2.1, certain effects of more information can be distinguished. Secondly, the economic approach on information can be incorporated, by analyzing the effect of information as described in section 2.3. Both will be discussed in turn.

When it comes to effects of information on cultural valuation, Klamer says that people have to learn cultural value along the way. People have to learn how to evaluate cultural value, and this is not given. The more you learn about the cultural good and the more you know about it, the more you can appreciate it. More knowledge and information lead to more appreciation of the cultural good; the process he calls valorization. The context matters, since the more you learn about the cultural good, the more you can appreciate it (Klamer, 2001, pp 2-4).

In addition, cultural capital of people increases with more knowledge, since the ability to experience and appreciate the sublime in art increases with the knowledge you have about the art. Only when people recognize the need of being provided with culture and being educated on culture they can get a higher quality of consumption from each unit of cultural experience (Mazzanti, 2002). This means the more people are educated on culture and arts, the more they can appreciate the quality of culture and arts and fully enjoy their cultural experience. 
Mosetti (1993) says that information asymmetry exists because of the specific aesthetic characteristics of cultural goods. This also means that the ability to interpret art is what makes people appreciate this art. This implies that more information gives people possibilities for interpreting art better, which also gives people the ability to appreciate this art better. 

All these findings come to the same outcome: more information leads to a higher appreciation for art. This means the hypothesis is that more information leads to higher appreciation for art. As was seen from section 2.1.3, WTP is one measure to assess this level of appreciation. This means the hypothesis is that more information leads to a higher WTP, where the people with more information on the art have a higher WTP. 
When we look at the economic theory on information and taste formation, as was already initiated in section 2.3, the increase in available information has different effects on the market for cultural goods. 

In the first place, with more information available, search costs are decreased, which leads to more searches. Secondly, the information asymmetry becomes smaller. Consumers are sometimes ignorant according to Stigler (1961), which means that they will not try to gain extra information on the products in the market. They find the costs of searching for more information too high. With more information available, consumers that found search costs too high before may find this less costly now that more information is available. This would mean that they will be more inclined to compare, in this case, cultural goods, which will increase the number of searches and decrease consumer ignorance (Stigler, 1961).

Critics and experts on cultural products have an influence on the market size. This is due to the fact that they can influence what consumers buy, go to and like and this means the market is influenced by their opinions. This implies that the extra information that becomes available will decrease the importance of the opinion of critics or experts, since the visitor will have the ability to increase their own knowledge and ‘experience’ on the cultural good themselves. This extra information makes the visitor more familiar with the good and this means he can form a better opinion himself.  

People that are considered an expert in their field are better in appreciating the value of a product than are non-experts. This also implies that people who know more on a specific subject, such as art, are better able to appreciate this art accordingly. This means the more people know on the subject of art, the more they find specific aspects important and the more they appreciate this art (Dorfman, 1996, Hekkert & van Wieringen, 1996 & 1998).
When considering the theory presented by Grampp (1989) the demand and interest in an experience good, such as art, increases with experience, training and learning, or put differently, the appreciation for art requires an investment in taste, which in turn requires education and time. The more people learn about art, the more they will appreciate it. This would mean that the additional information contributes to more learning on the experience good, which increases the appreciation for this good. 

Another issue that arises from the provision of more information is that more different types of a cultural good can be tested, which decreases the level of uncertainty. There will be more diversity and choice as a result (Molteni & Ordanini, 2003, p. 394). This better information thus implies that the power of a brand would partially disappear. Brands are used by consumers as a kind of guarantee for good quality. With more information leading to more diversity and choice, unknown suppliers can now be tested at a lower cost. This also can be applicable to art. For a known artist, you know what the quality is, since they have a reputation and a ‘brand’, which is their name. With more information available, the information lack of consumers disappears and this will mean that consumers do not only have to rely on famous artist in order to be able to value the artworks. Because of this information on the artworks, the more unknown artworks can also be assessed on their value and appreciated more. 

Another point, discussed further in section 2.5, is that consumers' experience with cultural products leads to the development of skills particularly suited to rating products. People that frequently visit museums have developed skills to appreciate art more (Verdaasdonk, 1996, p.185). This also implies that the more people learn inside the museum, the more they appreciate the art on display inside the museum. 

2.5 Theory of the museum

In order to make the theory described above more operational and since the focus in the remainder of this research is on visual arts inside an art museum, this section discusses the theoretical implications of the art museum
.

Museums are major repositories of a country’s stock of objects of educational and cultural value. The main purposes of a museum are the extension, conservation and documentation of, and research into, the collection, education of the public and maximizing access (Johnson & Thomas, 1998). There are many different types of museums. Four aspects that distinguish these different types are: Content; this can be art, historical artifacts, scientific objects, and many other exhibits of general and sometimes very specific interest; Size: Some museums occupy a large space, have a large staff and have many visitors per day; others are of only local interest, are small, with very restricted opening hours, are run by a amateur staff, and have few visitors; Age: There are museums with a long history while others are newly founded; and Institutional form: Traditionally, European museums have been public, but there are also private museums. Most museums lie somewhere in between public and private (Frey & Meier, 2003, pp. 1-2). 

The art museum generates both an economic value and a cultural value (Throsby, 2001). 

The economic value involved in the museum derives from the asset value of its building and its contents as well as the services provided by these assets. The real-estate value and the economic value of the works contained inside the museum are however difficult to measure. More general these assets can be seen as an ‘inventory’ of the institution. When it comes to the value of the services, these can be divided into excludable private goods, non-excludable public goods and beneficial externalities.

The private goods and services generated by a museum enter the final consumption of individuals or contribute in some way to further economic output. The main private good is the direct value of the consumption experience of its visitors. The economic use value of the museum to its attendees can be measured by the total value of gate receipts (the average ticket price multiplied by attendance numbers over a certain period) together with the consumer surplus enjoyed by visitors (what people are willing to pay in addition to the actual entrance fee). Also revenues from museum merchandise ads to the museums output. In addition to these revenues, a museum also generates value from the services it offers, both private and public benefits, such as education activities of the museum. These generate an increase in human capital of the children. The curator and conservation activities may also generate economic value. The museum might also yield direct benefits from displaying work of an artist to the public. Another private good is the reward to donors and supporters of the museum, since their utility is increased by their generosity (Throsby, 2001, pp. 34-43). 

The value of a specific exhibition in a museum could according to Grampp be estimated from the admission fee the visitors would be willing to pay, specifically by what the least interested visitor would pay, which is the marginal value of what the museum exhibits. Many museums already have some idea of what that value is, because they charge admission. To calculate the value, the number of visitors could in this case be multiplied by the price and this would give the value of the exhibition (just as Throsby (2001) states about the value of a museum). This is however not what the artworks displayed in the exhibition are truly worth. They are worth more than the marginal value to all visitors except the marginal visitor. They would be willing to pay a higher price than he (the consumer surplus). It is however not possible to adjust prices to every individual visitor (Grampp, 1989, pp. 192-200).  
The issue of pricing policy for the museum has been debated in the literature (Prieto-Rodrıguez & Fernandez-Blanco, 2006).
 These studies mainly find that museum entrance is demand inelastic, so that access is only weakly responsive to increases in admission. When public funding is not enough to cover costs, the remainder of the deficit has to be covered by entrance fee revenues. Kirchberg (1998) finds that the entrance fee is the main barrier to go into the museum for many people. The museum loses value from this, since these people would visit the museum if prices were lower. Theory claims that cultural products are price inelastic, but income however plays an important role. 

Bailey & Falconer (1998) find that even when entrance is free, equity problems are not addressed. Maddison & Foster (2003) argue that entrance fees are justified on the basis of congestion in the museum. In order to let people enjoy their museum visit to the fullest, it is better to charge an admission price, so that overcrowding is prevented, which may diminish the value of the experience. 

Verdaasdonk et al. (1996) find that museum attendance is affected by socio-economic attributes, the frequency of museum attendance and the specific art on display in the museum. Important here is that consumers' experience with cultural products leads to the development of skills particularly suited to rating products in terms of their 'otherness' from similar products. This implies that people that visit museums more often have developed skills to appreciate art more (Verdaasdonk, 1996, p.185).

In addition to the private goods, the museum also derives public good value. Most important is the existence of community benefit from the presence of the museum in the world. These benefits include; the contribution to public debate about art, culture and society; the role of the museum in helping to define cultural identity; the stimulus to artists; the option value of individuals of visiting the museum; the bequest value to future generations; community benefits from education; connections with other cultures; the benefit individuals derive from the mere existence of the museum, the non-use and use value of the museum. Another public good produced by a museum can be its research. Another implication of the museum is that it can generate positive externalities, such as employment, tourism and the positive effects for surrounding businesses (economic gains) (Throsby, 2001, pp. 34-43). 

The cultural value of a museum can be generated by two aspects; the value derived from the artworks within the museum and value arising from the institutional setting of the museum. 

Firstly, the artworks that make up the collection of a museum and are on display in the museum are concentrations of cultural value. Their cultural value is always present, but may differ between individuals and across time. However, the museum can be seen as a keeper of cultural value, since its function lies in restoration, conservation and preservation of art. This value can contain aesthetic, spiritual, social and historical elements. The exhibition of artworks makes realizing this value a continuous process over time, both for individuals and for society. 

A second aspect of value creation of the museum lies in the institutional setting of the museum. Firstly, this value is generated because of the environment a museum creates for appreciating artworks. Both physically and mentally the museum contributes to this, by facilitating room for the art to be displayed in and offering a comfortable, convenient and non-threatening surrounding that conveys the purpose and significance of art and culture. The museum can affect cultural value by contributing to the debate about art, society, culture etc. Another value-adding aspect is the architecture of the building (Throsby, 2001, pp. 38-43).  

According to Hutter (1998) museums are more and more shifting their focus from collecting artworks to hosting large, temporary exhibitions. Reasons for this are the increasing price of artworks, the maintenance and storage costs of artworks and the shift in services offered by museums (such as audio-visual materials). O’Hagan (1998) claims that the exhibition function of the museum is one of the most important. 

Museums are organizing more special exhibitions, for example with one particular artist, a group of artists, with art from a period or a genre of art, or in connection to a historical event. These exhibitions bring together works of art from different museums and private collections. These large temporary exhibitions frequently travel to other museums cooperating with the organizer. 

These special exhibitions have some effects on the demand side for the museum. These exhibitions are in a growing market, where consumers are willing to spend more money on these special exhibitions. Also new groups of visitors are attracted, that normally do not visit a museum. Reason is the advertising and a more welcoming look for the museum. Also, attention is focused on this special exhibition, which also means it is newsworthy, attracting the media. Also the costs to visitors are lower when visiting this special exhibition, since visitors often combine the visit with a touristic trip altogether. This also means that price elasticity of demand is lower, since the entrance fee is taken into the entire budget of the trip. 

In addition, businesses such as tourist agencies, catering businesses, publishers, etc profit from the exhibition. 

From the supply side, there are also some important effects. The museum has relatively low production costs, compared to holding an own collection. In addition, special exhibitions offer a chance to renew the art on display and break with traditional conventions. Also government budgets can be used for this special event and restrictions on employment and other rules are fewer in the case of a special exhibition. Another result is that the special exhibition can attract more sponsors (Frey & Meier, 2003, pp. 26-35).  

2.6 Main theoretical issues 

Section 2 gave an extensive overview of the theory on culture, cultural goods, museums, cultural value and the effects of information on the demand and taste for art. 
In the field of cultural economics, there is an extensive debate on cultural valuation. Three main viewpoints exist on the place cultural value takes in economic theory. The first view is that cultural value is part of economic value and can be approached in an economic way. The second viewpoint identifies the economic aspects in cultural goods, but also identifies values outside the economic spectrum. A last view is that culture is different from other goods and there is no possibility to value culture in an economical way. 
On the issue of how to measure this cultural value empirically, different approaches have been suggested. The main methods are the impact study, the revealed preference technique, the hedonic pricing method and the stated preference technique, including the CV method. 
Moreover, cultural goods are experience goods, which you see or go to in order to increase your taste and opinion on it. The taste for an experience good faces diminishing returns: it increases with time and economic growth and eventually levels off, because additional taste has been acquired through repeated exposure and experience. Two lines of theory on taste formation on experience goods are the rational addiction and the learning by consuming theories. For these experience goods, there exists uncertainty and short-term risk, since these goods cannot be assessed on their quality prior to their consumption. This results in information asymmetry between the producer and consumer of cultural goods. The information asymmetry, risk and uncertainty are why consumers let themselves be guided and helped in making their purchasing decisions. Consumers need to gain pre-purchase information on the goods. Two ways are identified in which consumers can obtain additional information on the cultural good: either through searching for information on the market; which is through price, or secondly through asking someone to inform them; which is through certification.

When it comes to effects of this information on cultural valuation, more knowledge and information lead to more appreciation for the cultural good. Also the cultural capital of people increases with more knowledge. More information gives people possibilities for interpreting art better, which also gives people the ability to appreciate this art better. In addition, because of this information on the artworks, the more unknown artworks can also be assessed on their value and appreciated more. The hypothesis is made that more information leads to a higher level of appreciation and consequently, that more information leads to a higher level of WTP. 
The next section deals with the specific case of the Kunsthal Rotterdam, where the cultural goods considered are an art exhibition and the artworks in it. Subsequently, the specific ways of providing information on these goods are discussed. 
3. The Kunsthal Rotterdam, the Hopper exhibition and the audiotour
This section provides the background information that is necessary to link the theory to the research and to understand the context in which the research took place. In section 3.1 a short history of the Kunsthal is provided. Section 3.2 describes the exhibition on which the survey was held, with some information on the content and art inside the exhibition. The final section, 3.3, touches upon the audiotour and its content and structure. Also information that is provided outside the audiotour is discussed in this section. 

3.1 The Kunsthal Rotterdam; A short history

In the eighties the Netherlands was first introduced to the blockbuster art exhibitions, which drew thousands and thousands of visitors to the museums. However, the existing museums were not really capable of receiving so many visitors at once. It led to the storage of the permanent collection in the depot. The climate control and other facilities, such as toilets and guards, were also a problem, with so many people in a room at once.

That is why the idea for a national art hall came about in 1986. It would be an accommodation for hosting these large exhibitions. The idea was first proposed by Joop Linthorst, alderman of finance and art in Rotterdam. It would be an institution financed by the state rather than the municipality and would be located in the city of Rotterdam. In a survey that was issued by Linthorst, the desirability of such a hall was tested. The conclusion was that it would attract many visitors and it would be able to attract exhibitions that would otherwise pass by the Netherlands. The government was not prepared to finance the project however, and the project moved to the level of the city of Rotterdam. The idea was that the hall should be focused on the market and on the public, instead of only on high art. In line with this idea, the hall would become an ‘exhibition factory’ and it should also look like a factory more than a traditional museum. The municipality used examples of the German ‘Kunsthalle’ for the new hall. The location of the hall was decided on in an early stage, the Museumpark in the area of Hoboken, Rotterdam, next to the Museum Boijmans van Beuningen, the nature historical museum and the museum for ethnology. 

Since there now was a plan and a location, the municipality needed a person to initiate the plan. This person was found in Wim van Krimpen, who organized art fairs such as the annual KunstRAI and was also a gallery owner in Amsterdam. He was appointed as interim-director in 1988 and would also manage the hall after its opening. Already before that date, Linthorst had decided on an architect for the building; Rem Koolhaas. The entire municipality agreed with this idea. From the start the wishes of the architect and those of van Krimpen were not in line and the building became topic of many discussions. The first lay-out for the hall was rejected by van Krimpen and a second design was made. Also outside architecture, the ideas of van Krimpen were not aligned with those of the municipality. Eventually both parties agreed that the Kunsthal would be a foundation, without connections to the municipality and with an own staff and exploitation. This made it possible for van Krimpern to look for board members of the Kunsthal, that he wanted to be businesspeople. Neelie Kroes was assigned as chairman of the board, with 5 other board members. The Kunsthal did get some subsidy from the municipality, but functioned as a business. After this, it was time to come up with a program for the Kunsthal. The idea was that Museum Boijmans could stage exhibitions inside the Kunsthal that could not take place in their own museum, but this lead to frictions as well. Eventually Van Krimpen decided to plan 25 exhibitions a year himself and stay open all year round. The Kunsthal opened its doors on November 1, 1992. Van Krimpen decided to stay longer than he was initially assigned for, and became the first permanent director of the Kunsthal (Kaal, 2002, pp. 6-21).

After van Krimpen stayed on for eight more years, Wim Pijbes became the new director of the Kunsthal in 2000, after working at the Kunsthal from 1996 on. Pijbes left in 2008, when he was appointed as the new director of the Rijksmuseum Amsterdam. He was subsequently followed up by the current director, Emily Ansenk, in September 2008. Ansenk was former director of the Scheringa Museum for Realism.

As stated before, the building of the Kunsthal was designed by architect Rem Koolhaas and his architecture firm OMN (Office for Metropolitan Architecture). It was the first building in his name that was realized, in 1992. The building contains a large exhibition space: 3300 square meters, distributed over three main halls, a design-gallery and a photo-gallery. In addition, the building contains a large auditorium, a café-restaurant, a bookshop, offices, storage and a VIP room.

The Kunsthal Rotterdam nowadays organizes around 25 exhibitions a year, as well as fairs and public activities, such as a three day cooking fair. There are 5 exhibitions at the same time inside the Kunsthal, with the aim to support one another. The target group of the Kunsthal is very broad, and the exhibitions are programmed accordingly, with renounced art exhibitions, but also more accessible exhibitions on for example musicals or Dutch inventions. Annually at least two major public exhibitions are on display. One of these exhibitions is a family exhibition, the other one focuses on a historic-cultural theme.

The mission of the Kunsthal is to grow and become a successful international art exhibition platform. The ABC of the mission of the Kunsthal is Ambition, Boldness and Continuity.

The Kunsthal currently has 24 employees, including the guards and cash register employees. 

In addition, other employees, such as additional guards and temporary workers and the guides for tours are hired on a call basis (www.kunsthal.nl). 

The visitors of the Kunsthal can be analyzed according to the visitor’s survey that the Kunsthal holds every year. The last survey took place in November 2008. From the survey, it can be seen that over 25% of visitors is a first time visitor to the Kunsthal. The Kunsthal attracts around 200.000 visitors a year. Half of the visitors combine their visit to the Kunsthal with another activity in the city of Rotterdam, such as a museum, shopping or sightseeing. 

The average age of the visitors is relatively high. Most people that visit the Kunsthal are in the age group of fifty to sixty years and over sixty years. Visitors to the Kunsthal come from all over the country. The biggest part of the visitors comes to see the main exhibitions, in the case of this research in the fall of 2009, these were Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time and the exhibition New Horizons. The Hague School and the Modern Dutch Landscape (Kunsthal Rotterdam, 2008, Visitor’s survey November).  

3.2 The exhibition Modern Life. Edward Hopper and his Time

The exhibition Modern Life. Edward Hopper and his Time, took place in the main exhibition room, the daylight hall, of the Kunsthal Rotterdam from September 26, 2009 until January 17, 2010. The exhibition was held in cooperation with the Withney Museum of American Art in New York. All the works came from the collection of this museum. The exhibition contained over ninety paintings, drawings, sculptures and photographs, of which 8 paintings and 3 drawings by Edward Hopper. It showed the works by Hopper in the context of his time, with artworks by his contemporaries and it gave an overview of the developments of American Modern art. Other artists on display were Georgia O’Keeffe, Charles Sheeler, Man Ray, Lyonel Feininger, Grant Wood and Alfred Stiglitz. 

Although American art of the twentieth century is mainly known because of one painter, Edward Hopper, other artists were also active at that time, which inspired Hopper and vice versa. One of these examples was The Ashcan School, which consisted of painters including Hopper’s teacher Robert Henri. The Ashcan School painters depicted the urban life in New York, the streets, the entertainment venues, the lights of the city and the courtyards of houses. 

At the same time the Withney Studio Club was an important meeting place for the avantgardistic artists at that time. Founder was Gertrude Withney, a prominent and rich woman from the high society that served as a maecenas for artists and that founded the Withney Gallery in 1914 and the Withney Museum of American Art in 1931. Another prominent person at the time was photographer Alfred Stiglitz, who owned a gallery named 291 Gallery. He was the first to see photography as an independent art form.  

A different movement was the American Scene, which depicted the rural areas of the Midwest. The painters belonging to this movement wanted to show a type of realism that updated the local traditions and values of the first settlers. Painters belonging to this movement were among others, Thomas Hart Benton and Grant Wood. 

The Machine Age was first mentioned in 1915 by Alfred Stiglitz and was used to describe the industrial landscape of the urban architecture, modern organization in the city and functionality, stability, clarity and efficiency. The Withney Studio Club was an important exhibition location for this art group, which included artists such as Charles Sheeler.  

Other American Modernist artists did not form a group or follow a movement, but were autonomous. This was the case for the work of for example Man Ray and Georgia O’Keeffe. 

Edward Hopper has a special place in this web of movements, people and artists. His works used all the inputs from his time, with his early work showing his fascination for the city just as the Ashcan School, with which he also exhibited his work. Hopper however never showed lives constantly on the move, as did the Ashcan painters, but adapted a more tranquil image frozen in time. Hopper also painted the American landscape, just as the American Scene painters, but always in a different way, never referring to a certain place, but to the same urban character. Just as the Machine Age artists, Hopper also painted architectural design and rejected details and pursued clarity and permanence. However, he was not interested in the surfaces of the objects he painted. 

During his time, Hopper came into contact with all the artistic positions of American Modernism, without ever belonging to one of these groups. 

The exhibition was set up as a box, with the works of Edward Hopper in the center room. The other artworks belonging to a certain movement all surrounded the main room, with a different room for the different movements. The first room displayed a movie about New York in that time and showed photographs. The second room was dedicated to the Ashcan School. The third room looked at the American Scene. The other room displayed works from the Machine Age. The subsequent room covered American Modernism, with abstract works. A final room displayed drawings and sketches (Kunsthal Rotterdam, 2009).
3.3 The audiotour  

For the Exhibition Modern Life, Edward Hopper and his Time the Kunsthal developed an audiotour in cooperation with the company Antenna Audio, which produced the audio material for the tour and supplied the audio devices
. It was the first time in the history of the Kunsthal that an audiotour was offered to the public. The audiotour took around 70 minutes and was available in both Dutch and in English. 

The Kunsthal had as its goal to educate people with the audiotour and it was seen as an additional tool in the information provision of its visitors. At the entrance of the exhibition, a special desk was created where the audiotours could be borrowed and returned. The price of the audiotour was €2,50 for normal visitors and €2,00 for visitors with an annual subscription to the Kunsthal (the so called Kunsthaljaarkaart). 

The audiotour was promoted by the Kunsthal by putting an announcement on the website of the Kunsthal, by mentioning the availability in the digital newsletter, the mailing to annual subscription holders and by the phone line that provides information on the Kunsthal. There were also posters on display inside the building of the Kunsthal and the personnel at the cash desk and the audio desk informed visitors on its availability. 

It is in the interest of the Kunsthal to know something about the appreciation for the audiotour, its quality and the learning effect, as well as the experience that visitors get from the tour when visiting the exhibition (Kunsthal, 2009, Audiotour).

The audiotour was set up by numbers, all belonging to different artworks on display in the exhibition. Every number told something about one of the artworks in the exhibition. In total, there were 32 pieces of art that had an audio comment. In addition, there was an introduction and an explanation on how the audiotour worked. In Appendix A, the entire script of the audiotour can be found. 

Other than the audiotour, the Kunsthal used additional means to inform visitors about the artworks on display in the exhibition. When entering the exhibition, there was a general introduction text on the wall, as well as a timeline, that sketched the background and time in history in which the art was made. 

Other ways to inform visitors of the exhibition in the Kunsthal were the text signs on the walls next to the paintings. They offered a short explanation of the artist, year and title of the work, as well as some background information on the context, work and history of the work. 

Also in the different rooms of the exhibition, general texts on the wall gave a more general explanation on the works displayed in that room, such as the movement of the ‘Ashcan School’ or the biography of Edward Hopper. These texts were provided only in Dutch. 

At the entrance, an English text booklet was available, which contained the translations of all the Dutch wall texts inside the exhibition. 

A movie about New York was shown in the first room that showed the time and the city of New York in the beginning of the twentieth century. 

The final provider of information was the catalogue, which was available both in Dutch and in English. The book provided pictures of all artworks on display and gave extensive background information on the exhibition, its painters and its art. The catalogue could be bought in the bookshop.

This section provided the background against which the research took place. After this short history of the Kunsthal as an exhibition space and after explaining the contents of the exhibition and the availability of the audiotour, we can now turn to the empirical parts of the research, where the methodology is discussed and the analysis is carried out.  

4. Methodology 

This section discusses the research method used in order to answer the research questions. The first part provides the theoretical issues concerned with holding an economic valuation research. The second part discusses the possible biases and obstacles for this method. Part 3 in turn discusses the research method and sample. Part 4 describes the questionnaire and how it was constructed. Part 5 describes the pilot-survey. The final part deals with the practicalities of the survey that was held. A final section summarizes the main findings of the chapter. 
4.1 Theory on the research method 

The different theoretical frames form the basis of the further research and the survey that was set up. Below, CV and WTP techniques are described, as well as loyalty and the other measures of value. 

4.1.1 CV and WTP 

As was already introduced in section 2.1 of this research, the CV method is one of the methods empirically measuring cultural value. This method can measure the economic valuation that individuals attribute to public goods. CV is the most popular valuation method, both in environmental economics and in cultural economics. It allows for the valuation of a wider variety of nonmarket goods and services than is possible with any of the other techniques (Snowball, 2008, pp. 78-79). CV studies have been applied to numerous environmental cases for the past 40 years and are also applied to cultural economics since the 1980’s, but this really started up around 2000. Different public goods have been investigated in CV studies, such as public funding to the arts in general (Thompson et al, 2002), monuments (Morey & Rossmann, 2003), museums (Mazzanti, 2003, Maddison & Foster, 2003, Bedate et al., 2009, Santagata & Signorello, 2000) and other cultural goods.
 

The CVM has been heavily contested as well as supported (Noonan, 2003, pp. 160-161). However, Frey (2000) identifies that there are benefits to the CV method and the attempt to measure the value of cultural goods. Firstly, it requires a serious research effort, where the analysis of the art object in question needs to be extensive. In addition, CV methods try seriously to measure the quality of culture and not just the quantity. And Epstein (2003) calls CV a ‘regrettable necessity’, since it is the best technique available, although prone to bias and problems (as can be read in section 4.2).

The model used for the estimation of WTP looks as follows:

Initial utility is a function of certain levels of income, prices, private goods and public goods.

An increase in the amount of public good supplied, increases utility. WTP represents (or exactly offsets) the difference between initial utility and new utility, such that the final level of utility is unchanged. In the WTA case, the decline in utility is exactly equal to the increase in utility due to the compensation amount.

The basic theoretical framework for CV studies considers an individual (or household) utility function, u, as a function of market goods, x, and the level of a public good or service provided, q: 

u = u∗(x, q)
Individuals minimize expenditures px subject to this utility function u = u∗(x, q), leading to their expenditure function: 

e = e(p, q0, u∗)

where q0 is the current level of the public good provided. Respondents’ WTP for a change from q0 to q1 is defined as: 

WTP(q) = e(p, q0, u∗) − e(p, q1, u∗).

The valuation function is estimated through a regression of WTP responses on respondents’ demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, X (for example income, age and education). X also often includes respondents’ previous experience with q and the availability of substitutes. Variation in q0 or q1 or other survey design features (payment vehicle, information provided) among respondents can also be included in the regression:

WTP = βX + δQ + ε,

where Q is a vector of survey characteristics, β and δ are vectors of regression coefficients, and ε is the error term. 

Interval data regression techniques estimate WTP = βX+δQ+ε, where WTP is the latent WTP value (Noonan, 2003, p. 160 & Snowball, 2008, p. 79 & Hoevenagel, 1994, pp. 53-56).

The method of payment in a CV survey is important to state clearly. This means the benefit measure needs to be defined and the payment vehicle stated, so whether it is voluntary or compulsory, for the household or for an individual and the time of the payment needs to be defined. Also the good or change of interest needs to be described clearly; respondents need to know what they have to give an answer to. In order to obtain the monetary values of the WTP question, different ways of asking for this value can be used. These are:

· Open ended direct: Here, the respondent has to provide an amount himself.

· Bidding game: Where the respondent is faced with several rounds of discrete choice questions and a final open ended question. 

· Payment card: The respondent is presented with a number of different options of monetary amounts.

· Single-bounded dichotomous choice: Where a question on an amount is asked with the option of answering yes or no.

· One and a half bounded dichotomous choice: Where a question with a yes or no answer is followed by another question with a different, lower amount for the people answering no.    

· Double-bounded dichotomous choice: Where a question with a yes or no answer is followed by another question with a different amount for both the positive and negative answer (Bateman et al, 2002, pp.119-142).  

This can also be accompanied by a discrete choice question, where a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ is asked for WTP in advance (Santagata & Signorello, 2000). 
4.1.2 Loyalty

In marketing literature, a measure for consumer satisfaction that is widely accepted and applauded is loyalty. The definition of loyalty is “the willingness of someone-a customer, an employee, a friend-to make an investment or personal sacrifice in order to strengthen a relationship” (Reichheld, 2003, p. 48). For a customer, that can mean sticking with a supplier who treats him well and gives him good value (Reichheld, 2003). Not only are the most loyal consumers the ones that form the client base of a company and buy its goods most regularly, but they also are the ones willing to pay more for the goods of that company and they are the ones using word-of-mouth for your company and recommend your goods to others (Reinartz & Kumar, 2002). This means that loyalty not only measures appreciation, but more importantly, can be a measure to reinforce WTP findings and for word-of-mouth information provision. Since this theory links all these issues, it is valuable to apply it to the appreciation for cultural goods in this case. 

The way this loyalty can be measured is also under debate, but the most supported way is to ask respondents participating in a survey whether they would recommend a certain good or service to their friends and relatives or colleagues. This is captured on a scale of 0 to 10, where ten means ‘extremely likely’ to recommend, five means neutral, and zero means ‘not at all likely’. Promoters, the customers with the highest rates of repurchase and referral, are the people rating a nine or ten to the question. These people are the word-of-mouth spreaders. The passively satisfied give a seven or an eight, and detractors give a grade from zero to six. The score that people give results in a score called the net promoter score, which is the percentage of promoters minus the percentage of detractors (Reichheld, 2003). This score predicts the best results in fields where consumers have a choice on what they want, where monopoly power is low and competition is present (Thomas & Sasser, 1995).

4.1.3 Other ratings

In order to have multiple ways of looking at visitors’ experience, appreciation and the value they attributed to the exhibition, some additional measurement tools were used. This was done by asking people more simply what grade they would give a certain experience or good and what they feel they have learned from a certain experience. These questions can function as a control mechanism for the WTP questions and the loyalty questions. These are also the more standard questionnaire questions used at the Kunsthal Rotterdam to get to know the opinion of their visitors. 

4.2 Biases in and considerations for the research method 

In the literature different biases are described that can occur in CV WTP estimates. There are different reasons this bias can occur. These biases can be subdivided into three main categories. Furthermore, the considerations for this research and ways of preventing these biases are discussed below. 

Firstly, there are biases that are caused because respondents misrepresent their true WTP values. There are different types of this bias. 

One of them is strategic bias; where a respondent gives a value different from his or her true WTP amount in order to influence the provision of that good or the level of payment for that good, to serve his or her own best interest. This is also called hypothetical bias, where a discrepancy between declared value and real value exists. This can also occur because of free-rider behavior, where a respondent states an unrealistic WTP since he or she knows they do not really have to pay this amount. 

This hypothetical bias is smaller in case of experienced people filling in the questionnaire, since people who know something about the issue form a more realistic WTP value. The link exists between reliability of stated values and the experience with the good (Snowball, 2008, p. 97 & Sanz, José, Herrero & Bedate, 2009). This also means that bias in this questionnaire is reduced, since use-value is measured, where people are interviewed that already did visit the museum. Also the hypothetical bias in properly designed surveys is not likely to be large (ibidem, p. 97). 

Another type of bias is the compliance bias, which can be subdivided into the sponsor- or social-desirability bias and the interviewer bias. The first type of bias occurs when respondents give a WTP value to comply with what they think is expected by the sponsor or society. The second form occurs when the respondent gives a WTP amount that differs from his or her true WTP amount in an attempt to pleasure or gain status in the eyes of the interviewer. With these two types of biases, respondents do not take into account their budget. 

The second category consists of biases which result from the use of implied value cues.

This is also called anchoring bias. In this case respondents perceive the instruments to give hints about the ‘correct’ value of the good. Respondents in this case will anchor their value towards this value. Different types of implied value cue bias exist. 

One is the starting point bias. Here, respondents base their WTP on the starting point of the bidding game, or a potential WTP value that is presented (Hoevenagel, 1994, pp. 105-111, Bateman et al., 2002, pp. 302-303 & Snowball, 2008, pp. 87-119). 

Starting point bias can be prevented by using a payment card, that is, respondents are asked their maximum WTP, followed by suggested amounts. This method appears to be promising and has the additional benefit of revealing the whole choice set to respondents, which may be an important determinant of bid accuracy, as argued by Snowball (2008, p. 151-152). The payment card method is also recommended by Bateman et al. (2002, pp. 135-145). 
A second form is the range bias, where the WTP of respondents is based on the values displayed on the payment card. This problem is circumvented, since the last option of the WTP amounts is an open ended option. 

Another bias inside this category is the relational bias. In this case, respondents base their WTP on the prices or perceived value of related private or public goods. This bias is particularly problematic for quasi-public goods, such as recreation, because of peoples’ awareness of prices (in this case entrance fees) that resemble the value of the good being valued. 

This can also be a problem in this research, since people value the art based on the entrance fee of the Kunsthal. The payment vehicle used is of importance here. The problem is that other museums in the Netherlands have comparable prices, which means there is the possibility to refer WTP to these other museums. Another possible problem is that the sample in case of museum visitors is very specific. A person regularly visiting a museum often has specific characteristics, which means the sample is not as diverse as you want. People thus have a strong reference to the specific aspects of the museum and have similar personal attributes, which limits the variation of the sample.  Although this means that respondents are more informed about the issue being valued, which means respondents can better form an opinion and other biases are prevented, strong reference is a problem in this WTP research. 
Another bias is importance bias. Here, respondents think something has more value based on the fact of being interviewed or some feature of the instrument. A different bias is the position bias, where the position or order in which the valuation questions are asked suggests to respondents how these should be valued (Hoevenagel, 1994, pp. 105-111, Bateman et al., 2002, pp. 302-303). 

The third category contains biases which result from a misperception of major scenario elements. This arises from respondents misperceiving major elements in the defined valuation scenario. This is mostly the case when the scenario is correct, but the respondent does not understand the scenario outlined. 

The first bias in this section is theoretical misspecification. Here the scenario specified by the researcher is incorrect in terms of economic theory or policy elements. 

The other bias occurring is the amenity misspecification bias, where the perceived good being valued differs from the intended good. This can happen in four ways. 

1: The symbolic bias; where respondents respond to the symbolic meaning of the good and not the good defined in the instrument. 

2: The part-whole bias; where respondents value a larger or smaller good than the researcher’s intended good. 

3: The metric bias; here the respondent values the good on a different metric scale than the one intended by the researcher. 

4: The probability of provision bias; where a respondent values a good whose probability of provision differs from that intended by the researcher. 

A third bias in this group is the context misspecification bias, where the perceived context of the market differs from the intended context. This can happen in seven ways. These are the payment vehicle bias; here the payment vehicle is misperceived; the property right bias, the method of provision bias; the budget constraint bias; the elicitation question bias; the instrument content bias, where the intended context differs from perceived; the question order bias, where a sequence of questions has an effect on the respondent’s WTP amount (Hoevenagel, 1994, pp. 105-111, Bateman et al., 2002, pp. 302-303 & Snowball, 2008, pp. 87-119). 

WTP studies can suffer from a mixed good or user bias – that is, that although the method measures both use and nonuse values, respondents who have use values are likely to be willing to pay more than those who have only non-use values (Snowball, 2008, p. 139).

In case of this research, this is not an issue, since only the use value is measured. 

Another issue is information bias, where results on WTP can differ according to how much information an individual is provided with during the survey. Testing for this sort of bias should be an important part of pre-study pilot tests of the questionnaire (Snowball, 2008, pp. 142-148 & Thorsby, 2003, p.277, Noonan, 2003, p. 164). This problem is limited in this survey, since the use-value is measured and so all people questioned in the survey have seen the exhibition and know what is on display inside. Also these people know about the availability of the audiotour when visiting the museum, since the desk is in front of the entrance of the exhibition. This means questions about the entrance fee and the audiotour are only posed to people who know what these are about. These biases are less likely to occur in the research, since the respondents in the research have more information on this specific topic. They are museum visitors and use-value is measured. 

Also, by using a pre-test of the questionnaire, things that might have been unclear were removed from the questionnaire in advance (as can be read in the following sections). 

An issue raised by Snowball (2008, p. 153-154) is to ask questions about reasons for willingness or unwillingness to pay, which is vital to the study, not only because it adds to its explanatory power, but because it can be used to detect biased responses. This means to check for biases and inconsistent responses, the reasons behind the stated amount are asked. This is done in the questionnaire of this research. It can happen that people do not want to explain their negative WTP and give untruthful answers in this case. This can be prevented by providing a closed number of reasons for not being willing to pay. This was done in the questionnaire. In this case the questionnaire was also anonymous and the interviewer did not look at the questionnaire during the completion of the questionnaire, which meant people had less reason to fill out an incorrect answer here. In addition to these steps in order to get the most accurate responses, the WTP questions are supplemented with other valuation questions, in order to check for their truthfulness (Snowball, 2002, 159). 

Another problem raised is the insensitivity to scope and the embedding problem. Here, respondents are insensitive for willingness to pay bids to the scope or amount of the good being valued. One explanation for this is the protest zero, where respondents may introduce bias through not expressing a value for the good in question and giving a WTP of zero (Snowball, 2008, pp. 155-157). In the case of this questionnaire, the use-value is measured, which means people already have paid for entrance and they know clearly what good they pay for. 

What can also happen is the warm glow response, where people not consider their WTP based on budget, but on the warm glow they get from contributing to a good cause (Snowball, 2008, p 157). In the case of this survey, the cause for the WTP questions is not as abstract, since the exact entrance fee and fee for the audiotour are the WTP references, which means respondents have less reason to answer with a good cause type of argument. 

Frey (2000) identifies four main problems when CV is applied to cultural heritage. Firstly, there is the problem of marginal versus total, where not enough options for choice are provided in the survey. People can choose one or the other, but not a certain other level. A second issue is the non-optimizing of the survey, which means that these surveys do not take into consideration knowledge and insights that already exist in cultural economics. Examples of this are the generalization of the needs of people and an assumption that the cultural good is now handled efficiently already. Third problem is the value people have to attribute to the cultural good. When people have to attribute a certain value, they are led by psychological factors. This leads to different values for WTP and willingness to accept (WTA) for instance (See also Snowball, 2008, p. 107-113). Also losses count heavier than gains in peoples’ minds. In addition, foreigners are often left out of the survey, although their value is also important, which may lead to misleading results of the survey. In this research there was an English version of the questionnaire as well, so this was taken into consideration. The fourth issue is the specific versus statistical values. This means that people attribute more value to specified objects than just random objects. This also means that specifying a cultural site leads to a higher valuation than just asking about peoples’ values for art in general (pp.186 – 191). 

An issue that is present in this research is that it only measures the use-value, so not the existence, option and bequest value of the cultural good (p. 191).    

The final section of most WTP studies collects general socio-demographic information on respondents and their households. Given that some of the information required might be regarded as sensitive, it may be prudent to remind respondents that the survey is anonymous (Snowball. 2008, p. 151). This was also done in this survey. 

A final problem is that of the validity of assuming that WTP responses are a monetary expression of utility. Even when people can produce “coherent and consistent moral intuitions”, they are not easily translated into numbers (Snowball, 2008, p. 118).

This will always remain an issue in CV and WTP researches. However, the additional questions asked on valuation are not number oriented, which will hopefully contribute to more robust and reliable results, which are not only dependent on numbers. 

It still remains a research in which only the preferences of the current generation are taken into account (Snowball, 2008, p. 119) and the value of a group of people rather than an individual (Throsby, 2003, p. 279). Also the true value can never entirely be captured. Throsby (2003, p. 278) argues that, while WTP studies can certainly capture some of the economic value of a cultural good, the relationship will never be perfect and even the best studies will tend to undervalue the cultural good in question.

4.3 Research methodology 

The research strategy of this research is quantitative. The research design of this quantitative research is a survey. The research method is a survey, in the form of a questionnaire for a cross-sectional study in one period of time. The survey was performed within a time frame of six weeks for one exhibition only, in order to keep results as valid as possible (Seale, 2004, pp. 130-142).

The target population for the research was museum visitors and visitors to the Kunsthal more specific. This also means that the research measures the use-value of the target population. Consequently, this study focuses on visitors only, and on the value evaluations of the visit itself. It does not provide an assessment involving non-use values that visitors and non visitors might receive, such as option, existence and bequest values. It may also generate wider social benefits. These are however not measured here (Ashworth & Johnson, 1996, p. 68). 

This means the sample can also be of museum visitors, since this is the group that benefits from the exhibition, the art and audiotour and it is the only group that can attribute value to the art inside the exhibition. The sample that is surveyed here is a group of people from the target population, in this case, visitors to the Kunsthal Rotterdam. The sampling frame is the group of visitors to the Kunsthal and those to the Modern Life exhibition in particular.

The sample design is stratified sampling in a probability sample, which means the emphasis is on the group of people renting an audiotour inside the exhibition (Bateman et al., 2002). This group of visitors makes up only around 10% of the total number of visitors to the exhibition, but the sample was directed towards this group, since a comparison has to be made between audiotour users and non-users in an equal way. 

The survey mode was a face-to-face interview by using an intercept survey, in a location outside the home, but on a personal basis (Bateman et al., 2002, p. 89-111). In this case the survey took place at the Kunsthal. When deciding on the best data collection method, the best method is face to face interviews (Snowball, 2008, pp.131-135). The advantage of this type of method is that it is highly flexible, complex questions can be explained and clarified and the research can be more complicated than is possible otherwise. Additionally, it allows for a large quantity of data and high response rates. The disadvantage is that this type of survey is less representative in case of also measuring non-use value and it causes self-selection bias (Bateman et al., 2002, p. 106). This last problem is also the case in this research, since people were asked to take part in the survey on a voluntary basis, where they could refuse.  

The sample size was set to around 300 respondents, of which 150 rented and audiotour and the other half did not rent an audiotour.   

In the case of this research, the public value of the art was measured, so the non-market value. An art exhibition is an event, which teaches something about the context of the art and displays multiple artworks at the same time, the context matters. Also it is an experience, so the public-good value is relevant here. There is no market value, since the value of an entire exhibition is measured and the artworks are also in possession of a museum, which means there is currently no way to measure market value. 

4.4 The questionnaire

After taking into account the literature on and possible biases in economic valuation techniques, after choosing a research strategy and method, and after establishing the sample, the questionnaire itself was constructed. It can be found in totality in Appendix B. 

Most WTP questionnaires can be divided into four sections: 1: A section on use values, gathering information on frequency of visits or attendance and perceptions of the quality of the experience. 2: A section on non-use values. However, in this research this is not researched. 3: The WTP question itself, including information on the good, the payment vehicle and payment amounts. This section can also include debriefing questions probing why the respondent was willing or unwilling to pay and a post-decision confidence measure. This is also applied in this questionnaire. 4: Socio-demographic information regarding the respondent’s age, race, educational level, household income, occupation and so on (Snowball, 2008, p. 135). 

The questionnaire has three types of questions concerning the WTP section, as is required in a WTP and valuation questionnaire (Bateman et al., 2002, pp. 116-151).  

· Willingness to pay questions and reasons for WTP questions;

The payment vehicle in this questionnaire is coercive, by asking for the fee for entrance and renting the audiotour. The target level of WTP is the respondents maximum WTP. The payment is individual and a per visit amount. The monetary valuation is measured using a payment card, as is preferred in a WTP study (See section 4.3 & Bateman et al., 2002, p. 142).

· Attitudinal questions; which ask questions about involvement, people’s preferences, perceptions and feelings, which help validate monetary valuations and which predict WTP.

These are the follow-up questions and other valuation questions asked in the questionnaire. Follow-up questions and confidence measures after the WTP question can also be important in interpreting the results (Snowball, 2002, p. 142). 

· Demographics / socio-economic variables; which are used to make sure the survey sample is representative and to study how WTP differs according to respondents’ characteristics. 

The questionnaire consisted of four pages and 27 questions in total. The questionnaire was divided into four parts; a general part; a part on the exhibition; a general audiotour part including socio-economic questions, and a fourth specific audiotour part. This fourth part was only meant for respondents using an audiotour. By using a filter in the questionnaire this part was only filled out by audiotour users (Seale, 2004, p. 171). The other three parts were intended for all respondents, so that afterwards, these results could be compared between non-audiotour respondents and audiotour respondents. 
The use-value section, including questions on frequency of visits and perceptions of the quality of the experience, was asked in part one and part two of the questionnaire. The WTP questions were stated in part one for the museum itself and in part three for the use of the audiotour and again in part four for the entrance fee, after use of the audiotour. These were measured using a payment card. WTP questions included reasons for the willingness or unwillingness to pay. These questions were closed.  

In addition, other attitudinal questions were asked in all parts of the questionnaire, to check for consistency of the WTP answers and to have another value measure available, asking for preferences and feelings of the respondents. Questions on loyalty, as explained in section 4.1 and on appreciation were asked here. There were two questions on loyalty and four appreciation questions. By comparing these measures of recommendations and satisfaction with WTP for audiotour users and non-audiotour users, it could be assessed whether all three measures gave the same outcomes on valuation. In addition it was also measured whether people thought they learned something from the audiotour or not and this could also be compared to WTP and loyalty. Marketing and economic questions were asked to investigate a cultural valuation. These other valuation questions were asked with an answer possibility on a scale of 0 to 10, as was loyalty. 

Socio-economic variables were also included in the questionnaire. This type of questions has to be asked at the end of the questionnaire in accordance with the theory (Hoevenagel, 1994, Bateman et al., 2002 & Snowball, 2008). The questions were posed at the end of the general audiotour part of the questionnaire (Part 3), since this is the last part every respondent had to fill out. These questions included sex, age, education level and type of education.  All questions, except for the education type, were closed questions. 

In addition to the questions concerning the research question and WTP, some additional questions were included in the questionnaire, which were mainly interesting for the Kunsthal. These questions included how the respondent was informed on the availability of the audiotour, on the content of the audiotour, such as level of difficulty, length of audiotour and why they did or did not rent and audiotour and whether they would rent one the next time they visit the Kunsthal. In addition a field for open comments or suggestions was provided at the end. 

In order to have an insight into the structure and order of the issues discussed above, table 4.1 gives an overview of the questionnaire structure and the way it was constructed. The exact questionnaire with all questions can be found in Appendix B. 

 Table 4.1: Structure of the questionnaire 

	· Introduction to the questionnaire, explanation of the questions 

	· Part I: General questions
· General questions:
· Frequency of visits
· Annual subscription
· WTP question 1:
· Entrance price
· Loyalty question on the Kunsthal 

	· Part II: Questions on the exhibition

· Loyalty question on the exhibition

· Question on learning experience

· Question on appeal 

	· Part III: General questions on the audiotour

· How did you know about audiotour?

· WTP question 2:

· Price of audiotour

· Reasons of this level of WTP?

· Socio-economic questions

· Sex

· Age 

· Level of education

· Type of education

· Question on whether or not renting the audiotour
· Reasons why?

	· Part IV: Specific questions about the audiotour

· Question on content of audiotour: grade

· Questions on content of audiotour: length and difficulty 

· Question on the level of enrichment 

· Rent again or not?

· WTP question 3:

· Entrance price after the experience and the renting of the audiotour

· Additional remarks

	· End of the questionnaire 


4.5 Pre-testing the questionnaire 

The questionnaire was pre-tested on a small group of people before the actual questionnaire took place. This is recommended in the literature on CV (Hoevenagel, 1994, Bateman et al., 2002). There are different steps that can be undertaken in order to pre-test a questionnaire, such as a focus group: an interview by a moderator among a small group of people (see e.g. Morey & Rossmann, 2003). Another type is the one-to-one interview, where respondents are asked to complete a questionnaire, after which the questionnaire is discussed. Verbal protocols give respondents the possibility to think out loud. In Pilot surveys a draft questionnaire is given to a sample of respondents similar to the one in the final survey, after which a debriefing takes place with the respondents. They can comment on the questionnaire and state any problems and difficulties and it can be seen whether all questions are understood (Bateman et al., 2002, pp. 151-157). This last type of pre-testing took place for this survey. 

In this way, possible unclear questions, lay-out errors, biases and questions that were filled in wrongly could be identified in time and corrected. 

This pilot survey took place in the first two weeks of November, among friends, family and also among the visitors of the Kunsthal. The pre-testing group consisted of around 25 people filling in the questionnaire (of which 10 among friends and family and 15 among visitors) and was performed with both the Dutch and English version. 

Comments on the draft version were: Unclear lay-out in some parts; more space between the answers; formulation of sentences; order of the questions; unclear what was asked in some questions; length; emphasis in some of the questions; order of the answers; information for the participants on the reason and goal of the questionnaire.

In addition, some people misunderstood some questions, answered some questions in the wrong way, or gave multiple answers when this was not desirable. Also some people did not understand that they also had to answer part 3, the general audiotour questions, in case they did not rent the audiotour. 

After the pre-testing, the questionnaire was revised a final time in order to take into account all of the above issues. The questions that were adjusted, revised, or replaced were questions 9, 10, 11, 12, 16, 18, 19, 23 and 25. Also some introductory texts at the beginning of the different parts were revised after the pilot. 

4.6 The survey 

The actual survey, with the revised version of the questionnaire, was held from the third week of November until the end of December 2009, over a period of six weeks, so that the time span was not too big. The questionnaire was held every day the Kunsthal was opened, from Tuesdays to Sundays. The survey took place in regular weeks as well as on holidays (the Christmas holiday). By dividing the questionnaires over weekdays and weekends and over regular weeks and holidays, the sample was as diverse as possible, which makes results more reliable. 

The questionnaire was handed out inside the Kunsthal at the Exhibition Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time, at the entrance and exit of the exhibition (which is the same). Participation was voluntary and anonymous.

Prior to starting with the survey, a guideline was constructed, since the questionnaire was handed out to people by different employees of the Kunsthal. The instruction form that was used at the Kunsthal can be found in Appendix C. There were strict rules and guidelines for the questionnaire. 

Everybody visiting the museum was eligible for interviewing. This included people from large groups as well as people visiting alone or in smaller groups. Staff-members and people not visiting the museum with the goal of seeing the Modern Life exhibition were excluded from the survey. Children under the age of 16 were also excluded from the survey. This meant that everybody visiting the exhibition Modern Life, who was over 15 years of age was a candidate for interviewing. Both Dutch and foreign people could be questioned, since there was a Dutch version and an English version of the questionnaire available. People could only be interviewed once, no matter how many times they visited the exhibition. People were randomly interviewed when coming out of the exhibition Modern Life, so at the entrance/exit of the exhibition. It was important that they had seen the Modern Life exhibition before filling in the questionnaire, it was however not important whether they were finished visiting the remainder of the Kunsthal or not. Another criterion was that the people interviewed did not come together. People had to fill in the questionnaire by themselves, without discussing their answers with others. 

The aim was to get around 300 valid completed questionnaires, with the second aim of getting 50% of respondents having taken an audiotour. This meant that the sample had to be directed towards audiotour users with a higher proportion, since the rate of people taking an audiotour is only around 10% of visitors to the exhibition. It was however important to get results from both groups, since a comparison between the two groups was the goal of the questionnaire. This meant the sample was random and stratified (Bateman et al., 2002).

4.7 Main methodological issues 

Section 4 discussed the methodology of the research. For estimating cultural value, a CV method was used, by asking WTP of visitors for different aspects of the museum. In addition, loyalty was measured and different measures for value were also applied. 

When performing a WTP research, different biases can occur that can influence results. These biases consist of misrepresenting true WTP values, implied value cues or the misperception of scenario elements. A bias that is possibly present in this case is the relational bias, since visitors have a strong reference to other museums and the people visiting a museum have specific characteristics. Self-selection bias is also a possible problem, since the survey was held among people who agreed to cooperate. The other biases are prevented as much as possible, since only use-value is measured, which means respondents are more informed and the payment card method is a recommended payment vehicle for preventing other biases. 

The research strategy is quantitative, where a survey was held among museum visitors. A questionnaire was designed in order to obtain data on the use-value of this group of people. The sample was stratified and random, where the emphasis was on the users of an audiotour.  The questionnaire took place inside the Kunsthal during their main exhibition, where face-to-face interviews were held. 

The questionnaire was constructed using different rules for CV studies, which meant including WTP questions, WTP explanation questions, attitudinal questions and demographic and socio-economic questions. Table 4.1 presents the structure of the questionnaire.
Before undertaking the survey, a pilot-survey was held in order to pre-test and improve the questionnaire. The questionnaire was handed out over a period of six weeks, including weekdays and holidays. Both Dutch and foreign people above the age of sixteen were asked to participate. The subsequent section gives the results of the survey explained in this section. 

5. Analysis
This section provides the analysis of the research. Section 5.1 shows the different variables that were constructed as a result of the questionnaire and describes these variables. Section 5.2 discusses the most important sample data and outcomes of the questionnaire. Section 5.3 tests the hypotheses made in advance that contribute to the answer to the research questions stated in section 1, using the theories explained in section 2 and methodology from section 4. Section 5.4 in turn discusses the WTP measures compared to appreciation measures. Finally, section 5.5 presents and summarizes the main findings. 

5.1 Variables and description 

The results of the questions in the questionnaire were made into different variables and renamed. The variables can be subdivided into different categories. A structured overview of the different variables is presented in table 5.1. 
The first category is the group of WTP variables. The WTP was asked for both entrance price and the price of the audiotour. Both these prices were asked in two different ways as well.

The variable entranceprice measured the WTP of respondents for the entrance to the Kunsthal in Euros. The people who already entered the Kunsthal had a WTP of at least €10,00, since they already paid this to enter. This is why no options of lower amount were provided here. The other categories they could indicate were €12,00, €14,00,  €16,00 or more than €16,00. 
A second variable was also created, which was 0 for people who thought the entrance fee was too high, 1 for respondents who thought it was exactly right and 2 for respondents who were willing to pay more. This variable is called entrance. This variable was introduced in order for people to also be able to indicate whether they thought the entrance price was too high, even when they did pay €10,00 upon entering the Kunsthal. 
The other WTP questions considered the price of the audiotour. The amount respondents could indicate they were willing to pay was €0 up to €5,00 or more, with intervals of €0,50. This variable is called audioprice. As in the case of the entrance price, a second variable was created also here, which was 0 for people who thought the price for an audiotour was too high, 1 for respondents who thought it was exactly right and 2 for respondents who were willing to pay more. This variable is audio. Afterwards, the reasons for the WTP for the audiotour of respondents were asked. The people who thought the price was too high gave a reason for this in the variable reasonless, respondents who thought the amount to be exactly right gave a reason reasonexact and finally, respondents who thought prices were too low, could indicate this in variable reasonmore.
Another important variable is entrancepriceafter. This variable indicates the WTP of respondents after listening to the audiotour, in the same amounts as the previous entrance price WTP question. Also here a second variable is created called entranceafter which indicates again whether the WTP is lower than €10,00 (value 0), exactly €10,00 (value 1), or higher than €10,00 (value 2). These two variables only consider the group of respondents who rented an audiotour, since this question was asked at the end of the questionnaire. 
The second category captures all other variables that measure some type of appreciation. 

In this category, there are variables on loyalty and on rating the different issues. 

The first loyalty variable concerns the recommendation of the Kunsthal itself to a friend or relative. This variable is called KHrecom and can take on a value of 0 to 10, where the higher the number, the more loyal a respondent is. The next variable concerns the exhibition and loyalty, exhibrecom and this variable also takes on a value of 0 to 10.

In the group of other ratings, some different questions were asked. The extent of learning from the exhibition is called learn and is measured on a scale of 0 to 10. The extent of appeal of the artworks can also take on these values and is called appeal.
On the appreciation of the audiotour, some questions were asked as well, which resulted in a variable for the grade of the audiotour, audiograde, varying from 0 to 10. This variable only contains data on the people that rented an audiotour. The question whether the tour enriched the experience of the exhibition was named variable enrich. This variable can also take on a value between 0 and 10 and only contains data on the group of audiotour users. 
The socio-economic variables form another category. In this category the variables with other visitor characteristics are also included. The variable for gender is called Sex, where a value of 0 indicates male and 1 indicates female. The variable age is divided into 6 categories, where the higher the category, the higher the age. Education is measured in two ways: educ and eductype. The first variable captures the highest level of education of a respondent, with a total of 6 categories. The higher the category number, the higher the last education of that respondent. The second measure is the type of education. It was 0 when the education was not related to art, art history or art school etc. and 1 if it was related. The nationality of the respondent was either Dutch or other, indicated by the variable nationality. 

Two types of variables measure the level of attendance of the Kunsthal. The variable for the frequency of visits to the Kunsthal is called visit. This variable could take on four different values, which were 1: in the past month, 2: during the past year, 3: more than a year ago, 4: the first time. The ownership of an annual subscription to the Kunsthal is indicated by the variable JK and was either a yes or a no. This also gives an indication of the number of visits of a person to the Kunsthal. 

Then some additional questions were asked, which do not fall into one of the above categories and provide additional variables. 

One question asked how respondents were informed on the availability of the tour. This variable took on the value of 1 to 7 (nominal) and indicated: 1: through the website of the Kunsthal, 2: through an e-mail newsletter from the Kunsthal, 3: through other media (e.g. websites, magazines, newspaper), 4: through family/friends/acquaintances, 5: through the personnel at the cash desk of the Kunsthal, 6: through the personnel at the audiotour-desk at the entrance of the exhibition, or 7: something else. This variable is called attention. 

The question whether respondents rented an audiotour or not was captured by audiouse, where 0 was no and 1 was yes. In addition, the reason why or why not respondents rented an audiotour was asked. Here reasonno stands for the reasons why respondents did not and reasonyes stands for people who did rent an audiotour. Different answers where possible here, which all got a certain number. 

A variable was made for the length of the tour, where 0 was too long, 1 was exactly right and 2 meant too short. It is called audiolength. This was also done for the level of difficulty of the tour, audiodifficulty. The variable rentagain indicates whether people would rent an audiotour the next time as well, with 0 being no, 1 being don’t know and 2 being yes. 

The final variable, WDR, states whether the respondent listened to the Willem de Ridder tour as well. Below in table 5.1, an overview of all variables and their description is provided. 
5.2 Description of the sample
The total number of respondents of the questionnaire was 305 people. From all respondents, 113 were men and 190 were women (2 values were missing), which is the variable sex. For the variable age, table 5.2 gives the frequencies. A total of 302 people provided their age in the questionnaire. Most respondents were over 60 years old, over 40% of all respondents fall into this category, which is expected from the average museum visitor. 
Table 5.1: Variable overview
	Variable category
	Variable name
	                  Variable description 

	WTP variables 
	Entranceprice
	WTP in euros for the entrance price of the Kunsthal 

	
	Entrance
	WTP in categories for the entrance price of the Kunsthal, where 0=too high, 1=exaclty right, 2=willing to pay more

	
	Audioprice
	WTP in euros for the renting of the audiotour 

	
	Audio
	WTP in categories for the renting of the audiotour, where 0=too high, 1=exactly right, 2=willing to pay more

	
	Entrancepriceafter
	WTP in euros for the entrance price after the visit and audiotour (only for the group of audiotour users)

	
	Entranceafter
	WTP in categories for the entrance price after the visit and audiotour (only for the group of audiotour users) 

	Appreciation measures 
	KHrecom
	Loyalty level for the Kunsthal itself, grade from 0 to 10

	
	Exhibrecom
	Loyalty level for the exhibition, grade from 0 to 10

	
	Learn 
	Level of what visitors learned, grade from 0 to 10

	
	Appeal
	Level of appeal to the artworks of visitors, grade from 0 to 10

	
	Audiograde
	Grade for the content of the audiotour, grade from 0 to 10 (only for the group audiotour users)

	
	Enrich
	Level of enrichment after the audiotour, grade from 0 to 10 (only for the group of audiotour users) 

	Socio-economic variables & visitor characteristics 

Additional variables
	Sex

Age

Educ 

Eductype

Nationality

Visit 

JK

Attention

Audiouse

Reasonno

Resonyes

Audiolenght

Audiodifficulty 

Rentagain 
	Dummy; 0 for men, 1 for women

Categorizes 6 age-groups from young to old

Education level in categories from low to high

Dummy variable for type of education; 0=no art related education, 1= art related education

Dummy variable, 0=Dutch, 1=foreign

Number of visits in the past, in 4 categories from non-frequent to frequent

Dummy for possession of annual subscription to the Kunsthal, 0=no, 1=yes

The way visitors knew about availability of audiotour

Dummy for use of audiotour, 0=no, 1=yes

Reason why visitor did not rent audiotour

Reason why visitor rented an audiotour 

Opinion on the length of the audiotour, 3 options

Opinion on the difficulty of the audiotour, 3 options

Whether visitor would rent audiotour again, 3 options 


	Table 5.2: Frequency of the different age categories

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	< 18
	1
	,3
	,3
	,3

	
	18-26
	11
	3,6
	3,6
	4,0

	
	27-40
	34
	11,1
	11,3
	15,2

	
	41-50
	47
	15,4
	15,6
	30,8

	
	51-60
	88
	28,9
	29,1
	59,9

	
	> 60
	121
	39,7
	40,1
	100,0

	
	Total
	302
	99,0
	100,0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	1,0
	
	

	Total
	305
	100,0
	
	


Also the age-group of 51 to 60 was well-represented, with a total of 88. Only 4% of all respondents was under 26 years old. 
When the level of education of the group of respondents is considered, it is seen that the majority of these people has a high level of education. The level of education, educ, is displayed in graph 5.1 below. This graph clearly shows that a large majority of the respondents has an education of HBO or higher (76,7%). This high level of education is also expected for museum visitors. According to Mazzanti (2002), education creates benefits that increase the ability to take part in and enjoy a nation’s immaterial and material culture. This also means the higher education, the more people will participate in culture. Also the experience good that culture is can be explained by this. Higher educated people are expected to appreciate culture more and this explains their high number in the survey.

The other measure for education is eductype, which measures whether respondents followed an art-related education or not. From all respondents, 259 people did not have an art-related education (84,9%) and 42 did.   

For nationality, 300 respondents had a Dutch nationality and 5 respondents were foreign and filled in the English questionnaire. From the total number of respondents, there were 151 respondents who rented the audiotour, against 154 respondents who did not rent the tour (this is the variable audiouse). 

Out of the 305 respondents, 63 people visited the Kunsthal (visit) for the first time, 100 people visited more than a year ago and 128 people visited the Kunsthal in the past year. 14 people visited in the past month. This is seen in graph 5.2. For the variable JK, which is another measure for visitor frequency, 294 Respondents did not have an annual subscription to the Kunsthal, whereas 11 did. 
[image: image2.emf]Graph 5.1: Frequency of the different levels of education (educ) 
Graph 5.2: The frequency of visits (visit)
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Some interesting outcomes of the questionnaire were concerned with the WTP measures. For example, for the variable entranceprice 16 respondents wanted to pay more than €10,00 for access to the Kunsthal: 6 people wanted to pay €14,00 and 10 wanted to pay €12,00 for access. This is seen in graph 5.3. As can be seen in graph 5.4, from all the respondents inside the Kunsthal, 16 people were willing to pay a higher amount for the entrance. This leaves 287 people only wanting to pay the current entrance fee. However, when asked about this price, 109 people think this price is too high (value 0), which is more than a third of all respondents. This is in contrast to the other entrance price WTP measure, since this measure did not give a possibility for WTP under €10,00. 
[image: image4.emf]Graph 5.3: Frequency of entranceprice

Graph 5.4: Frequency of entrance
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The WTP for the audiotour is also measured in two different ways. For the variable audioprice, graph 5.5 shows that 159 people have a WTP of exactly €2,50. 32 People would be willing to pay only €2,00 and 15 people are willing to pay €3,00. 19 respondents answered that they do not want to pay anything for the audiotour. 

For the variable audio, which takes on a value of 0,1 or 2, 27 people would be willing to pay more for the audiotour (2). 85 people in total, so more than 30%, however finds the price is too high (0).

The next WTP measure is the WTP for the entrance price after visiting the Kunsthal and after renting the audiotour. This variable is thus only calculated among the group of respondents who rented the audiotour. This number is 151 respondents.

Graph 5.5: Frequency of audioprice

[image: image6.emf]
This variable was measured in two ways.  The first way is the variable entrancepriceafter, in Euros of WTP. Results are presented in graph 5.6. From the group of audiotour renters, 51 have a WTP equal to €10,00, which is 36,6% of respondents. 42 Respondents have a WTP of €12,00 and 5 people have a WTP of €14,00. In total, 47 people have a WTP that is higher than €10,00, which is 32,4%. A total of 44 respondents still have a WTP under the €10,00 border (31%). 

When these numbers and percentages are compared to the WTP for the entrance price at the beginning (entranceprice and entrance) it can be seen that in this earlier group, only 5,3% of respondents wanted to pay more than €10,00. This number is now 32,4%. This outcome is displayed in table 5.3, for entranceafter and 5.4 for entrance. This is an interesting finding. It means that either audiotour listeners have an overall higher WTP or that the WTP increases with the listening to this audiotour. 

Graph 5.6: Frequency of entrancepriceafter
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Table 5.3: Percentages for entranceafter

	
	Frequency
	Valid Percent

	  Valid
	lower than 10
	44
	31,0

	
	exactly 10
	52
	36,6

	
	more than 10
	46
	32,4

	
	Total
	142
	100,0

	Missing
	System
	163
	

	Total
	305
	


Table 5.4: Percentages for entrance 

	
	Frequency
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	too high
	109
	36,0

	
	exactly the right amount
	178
	58,7

	
	willing to pay more
	16
	5,3

	
	Total
	303
	100,0

	Missing
	System
	2
	

	Total
	305
	


As a final part of this section, the descriptive statistics of all variables are presented. Here, the maximum value, minimum value and total number of observations are given per variable. Also the mean of every variable is given and the standard deviation, which shows the deviation around the mean (Anderson, Sweeney & Williams, 2003). The descriptive statistics of all variables can be found in table 5.5  

Table 5.5: Descriptive statistics of variables 

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	nationality
	305
	0
	1
	,98
	,127

	visit
	305
	1
	4
	2,30
	,848

	JK
	305
	0
	1
	,04
	,187

	entranceprice
	303
	10,00
	14,00
	10,1452
	,65511

	entrance
	303
	0
	2
	,69
	,565

	KHrecom
	303
	3
	10
	7,73
	1,279

	exhibrecom
	305
	1
	10
	7,60
	1,618

	learn
	305
	3
	10
	7,34
	1,156

	appeal
	305
	2
	10
	7,63
	1,221

	attention
	279
	1
	7
	5,11
	1,986

	audioprice
	272
	,00
	5,00
	2,1967
	,86704

	audio
	272
	0
	2
	,79
	,611

	reasonless
	82
	1
	5
	2,32
	,859

	reasonexact
	145
	1
	5
	1,94
	1,150

	reasonmore
	28
	1
	5
	2,11
	1,166

	sex
	303
	0
	1
	,63
	,484

	age
	302
	1
	6
	4,90
	1,175

	educ
	301
	0
	6
	4,93
	1,230

	eductype
	301
	0
	1
	,14
	,347

	audiouse
	305
	0
	1
	,50
	,501

	reasonno
	146
	1
	7
	4,51
	1,528

	reasonyes
	149
	1
	7
	2,68
	1,151

	audiograde
	148
	4
	10
	7,68
	,948

	audiolength
	149
	0
	2
	1,00
	,260

	audiodifficulty
	148
	0
	1
	,83
	,376

	enrich
	148
	2
	10
	7,57
	1,137

	rentagain
	149
	0
	2
	1,66
	,501

	entrancepriceafter
	142
	,00
	14,00
	9,3099
	3,16045

	entranceafter
	142
	0
	2
	1,02
	,803

	
	
	
	
	
	


5.3 Hypotheses and testing 

In order to answer the research question and the sub-questions formulated in section 1 of this research, the results from the survey need to be analyzed and the model and hypotheses need to be tested. Different expectations exist, regarding WTP, audiotour use, appreciation, socio-demographic variables and additional visitor characteristics. From the model in section 4 of this research, it was seen that valuation can be estimated through a regression function of WTP responses on respondents’ demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, X. X also often includes respondents’ previous experience with q and the availability of substitutes. This regression looks as follows:

WTP = βX + δQ + ε,

X captures all socio-economic and demographic variables, which are educ, age, sex and nationality.  Also the previous visits can be included in this X, which means the variables visit, which measures the frequency of visits, and the variable JK, which measures the possession of an annual subscription, are included in X. 

Q in the regression is a vector of survey characteristics, which can include the appreciation measures. β and δ are vectors of the regression coefficients, and ε is the error term.

This means the model looks as follows:

WTP = [educ, age, sex, nationality, visit, JK, KHrecom, exhibrecom, learn, appeal, audiograde, enrich]

When this model is tested using a regression analysis, results are not satisfactory. The main problem for testing this model using a regression analysis is that the variation in variables is small. This is due to the homogenous group that is surveyed. Museum visitors in general have highly similar characteristics, such as age, education etc. This means the museum population in general is very homogenous. As preliminary results indicated, the low variability of the regression makes a regression analysis a less suitable method to continue with in the research. 

A more fitting approach here is to consider the different hypotheses that exist due to the theory on the subject and to test for these different hypotheses. The main hypothesis is that the more information visitors have on the artworks, the higher will be their valuation for the artworks. This would imply that these people also have a higher level of WTP for the museum. These and other hypotheses are tested in the remainder of this subsection. 

The remains of section 5.3 will look as follows: Section 5.3.1 looks at the hypotheses concerning WTP and the use of the audiotour. Section 5.3.2 considers the different appreciation measures and the use of the audiotour. Section 5.3.3 in turn deals with the hypotheses on WTP and appreciation measures. Finally, section 5.3.4 looks into hypotheses concerning socio-economic characteristics and other visitor characteristics. All these different hypotheses and their structure are summarized in table 5.6, which can be found at the end of the section. 
5.3.1 WTP and the use of the audiotour

The main research question of the research is whether the provision of additional information, by using an audiotour, increases the value that people attribute to the exhibition and the art in the exhibition. This was discussed extensively in section 2. The theory in section 2.5 predicts that more knowledge and information lead to more appreciation for cultural goods. As explained in sections 2 and 4 of the research, this value of art and the exhibition is measured by WTP, loyalty and some additional appreciation questions.   

To form an answer to this research question, several hypotheses can be tested. The main hypothesis is the relationship between WTP and information. The hypothesis is that the more information people get, by renting the audiotour, the higher will be their value and thus WTP. This means it can be tested whether the WTP of people not renting an audiotour is lower than the WTP of people that did rent an audiotour. It is assumed that the people with an audiotour have a higher WTP than the group not renting the audiotour. 
In a formula, this hypothesis looks as follows:

H0: WTPn ≥ WTPa
Ha: WTPn < WTPa

Where subscript a means ‘with audiotour’ and n means ‘no audiotour’. H0 is the null-hypothesis and Ha is the alternative hypothesis. 

As was explained in part 5.1 of this section, different measures for this WTP are present, which means that entranceprice, entrance, audioprice and audio are all used as WTP variables in this test. In order to test these hypotheses, an independent-sample T-test about a population mean was performed. This test compares means for two groups of cases, where different observations fall in one of these two categories. In this case, the two cases are the audiotour users and the people not using an audiotour, which was measured by the variable audiouse (either 1 or 0 respectively).

For this test, the observations have to be independent, random samples from a normal distribution. The sig. (2-tailed) in the table provides the p-value of a two-tailed test for the hypothesis tested. T gives the t-value of the test statistic and the level of significance is 5%. Df. gives the degrees of freedom, which can be used to determine the critical t-value. 

Since this table only provides results for a two-tailed test, modification is needed to get results for a one-tailed test.

In order to get the result for a one-tailed test, the p-value can be divided by two or the t-statistic can be used to test against the critical value for a one-tailed test. When looking for evidence that the null hypothesis can be rejected, which means the mean is equal for both cases or larger for non-audiotour users, the rejection rule is applied. 
The rejection rule is; Reject the null-hypothesis if the p-value is larger than the level of significance, or in formula: 

Reject H0 if p < α, Do not reject H0 if p > α

Or in case of looking at the t-values, when the t-value is larger than the critical value ta, the null hypothesis is rejected. In formula:

Lower tail test: 


Reject H0 if t < -ta

Upper tail test: 


Reject H0 if t > ta

Where the lower tail tests for the alternative hypothesis of a smaller mean value and the upper tail tests for the alternative hypothesis of a larger mean value of the variable (Anderson et al, 2003, pp. 335-396). 
Since this is a one-tailed test and in the lower tail, the rejection rule is: 

Reject H0 if t < - ta

The results of the different tests for the different WTP measures can be seen in table D 1 in Appendix D.  It shows the results of the four hypotheses. The first measure hypothesis is: 

H0: entrancepricen ≥ entrancepricea
Ha: entrancepricen < entrancepricea

In case of this hypothesis, the results show that the sig. under the equality of variances test shows a number of 0,2. Because this value is greater than 0,10, you can assume that the groups have equal variances and ignore the second test (SPSS). The p-value of this test is 0,5/2=0,25. This value is larger than the level of significance of 0,05, which means we cannot reject the null-hypothesis H0. Also the t-value is 0,663 and when compared to the critical value, which is -1,645 for the 5% significance level and degrees of freedom of more than 120, it can be seen that t > ta, since 0,663 > -1,645, which means we cannot reject H0. 

The second measure of WTP is the variable entrance. 

H0: entrancen ≥ entrancea
Ha: entranceen < entrancea

In case of this hypothesis, the sig. under the equality of variances test shows a value of 0,1. The p-value of this test is 0,3/2=0,15. This value is larger than the level of significance of 0,05, which means we cannot reject the null-hypothesis H0. Also the t-value is -1,026 and when compared to the critical value, which is -1,645 for the 5% significance level and degrees of freedom of more than 120, it can be seen that t > ta, since -1,026 > -1,645, which means we cannot reject H0. 
Both hypotheses of higher WTP for audiotour users are not supported by the data in this case. This means the expectation that the more information a person gets, the higher his or her WTP for the entrance is not supported. 

When the third measure for WTP is analyzed, the results are as follows. 

H0: audiopricen ≥ audiopricea
Ha: audiopricen < audiopricea

The p-value of this test is 0,000. This value is smaller than the level of significance of 0,05, which means we can reject the null-hypothesis H0. The t-value here is -3,777, which is smaller than -1,645, where -3,77 < -1.645. This means the null-hypothesis can be rejected at the 5% and 1% level of significance (which would give a critical t-value of -2,326). From the table, the mean WTP for people with audiotour is higher than that for non-audiotour visitors.

This is also the case for the variable audio:  

H0: audion ≥ audioa
Ha: audion < audioa

Where the p-value is 0,01/2=0,005. This is again smaller than the significance level of 0,05 and therefore the null-hypothesis is rejected. The t-value is -3,342, which is again smaller than the critical t-values of -1,645 at the 5% significance level and the -2,326 value at the 1% significance level. It leads to rejecting H0. Also the mean WTP here is higher for the audiotour users. The results for these two variables are more straightforward however, since the use of an audiotour is expected to be related to the actual renting of the device. The hypothesis that renting the audiotour affects the WTP for this audiotour positively is supported here. 

5.3.2 Appreciation measures and the use of the audiotour 

Aside from WTP, different approaches are used to measure the value of the exhibition and the art inside the exhibition. In addition to the WTP hypotheses, it is also expected that these appreciation measures give similar relationships to audiotour use, where more information provision by renting an audiotour has a positive effect on value, translated to appreciation in this case. This means it is expected that appreciation for audiotour users is higher than for non- audiotour users. Or put differently:

H0: appreciationn ≥ appreciationa
Ha: appreciationn < appreciationa

Also here, different measures for this appreciation are used in the research. One of these variables is learn, where the learning effect of people is measured. The hypothesis is that the audiotour group has learned more from the exhibition than the group without audiotour:

H0: learnn ≥ learna
Ha: learna < learna
The T-test for learn shown in table D 2 in the appendix, gives a p-value of 0,001/2=0,0005, which means that the null-hypothesis can be rejected at the 5% and 1% significance level. Also the t-value of -3,435 is smaller than -1,645. The mean for learn in the table indicates that the learning experience for audiotour-users is higher than for non-audiotour-users. The frequencies are displayed in graph 5.7. It can be seen that 127 people in the audiotour group give a grade of 8 or higher, whereas 70 people in the group without audiotour give this grade.  
Graph 5.7: Frequency of learn for audiouse 
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The second appreciation measure is appeal, whether the artworks appealed to the visitor. It is expected that audio-users have a higher level of appeal for the artworks than the group without an audiotour:

H0: appealn ≥ appeala
H1: appealn < appeala
However, as seen in table D 2, with a p-value of 0,191/2=0,0955, the null-hypothesis cannot be rejected, since the level of significance of 0,05 is smaller than this value. Also the t-value of -1,312, which is larger than the critical value of -1,645, gives the same results. There is no significant difference in the mean appeal between the group audiotour users and non-audiotour users. It means that it does not matter whether or not people rent an audiotour in order to find the artworks appealing. 

Two other measures of appreciation represent loyalty, which was graded from 0 to 10. The expectation is that people with more information through the audiotour also have a higher level of loyalty and are more likely to recommend the exhibition and Kunsthal to relatives and friends. This also implies that word of mouth and loyalty are linked, since both have a direct connection to information in the theory (see section 4). The hypothesis here is that the group of audiotour users has a higher level of loyalty for the Kunsthal: 

H0: KHrecomn ≥ KHrecoma
H1: KHrecomn < KHrecoma
When testing for this hypothesis, it can be seen in table D 2 that the t-value is -0,546, which is larger than the critical value of -1,645. Also the p-value is 0,585/2=0,2925. Both values underline the same conclusion: We cannot reject the null-hypothesis. This means that the use of an audiotour does not make a significant difference in the level of loyalty to the Kunsthal of visitors. 

The second measure for loyalty is the recommendation of the exhibition itself, where it is also expected that the audiotour group has a higher loyalty than the other group:

H0: exhibrecomn ≥ exhibrecoma
H1: exhibrecomn < exhibrecoma
In the table D 2, a t-value of -1,769 is displayed, which is smaller than -1,645. This means the null-hypothesis is rejected at the 5% level of significance. Also the p-value of 0,078/2=0.039 proves this conclusion. The mean of the group of audiotour users is also higher in the table. When looking at the frequencies of grades of the different groups, it can be seen in graph 5.8 that 94 respondents give a grade of 8 or higher in the group of audiotour users. In the group without an audiotour, this number is 79 people. 41 people with an audiotour gave a 9 or 10, against 33 in the group without audiotour. 
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It means that the people with an audiotour are more likely to recommend the exhibition to their friends and relatives and that they have a higher loyalty. It is interesting to notice that loyalty of the museum is not significantly different for both groups, but the direct impact on the exhibition is significantly different. The audiotour is closely related to the appreciation of the exhibition, but not so much to the museum as a whole. 

5.3.3 WTP and the other appreciation measures

After looking at the different measures of value by WTP, appreciation and loyalty and the relationship with the audiotour, other hypotheses can also be tested. For instance, the relationship between the WTP measures and the other measures of appreciation can be compared. It is expected that the higher the appreciation for the exhibition, museum or audiotour, the higher WTP of visitors will be. The following hypothesis can be made for all WTP measures and for all appreciation measures: 

H0: WTPappreciationlow ≥ WTPappreciationhigh

H1: WTPappreciationlow < WTPappreciationhigh
In order to test for this hypothesis, two approaches can be used. The first approach is to look at the correlation coefficient of the different variables. All variables of appreciation and WTP are categorized from high to low, so that the higher the correlation, the stronger the relationship between the two variables. A correlation between two variables of exactly 1 means there is a perfect positive linear relationship between those variables. In case of a negative value of -1, this relationship is a perfect negative linear relationship. If this value is not 1 or -1, but somewhere in between, there also exists a relationship between the variables, but it is not perfect. A correlation coefficient of 0 means there is no relationship (Anderson et al., 200, pp. 116-118). However, the causality of this relationship cannot be made. In Appendix D, in table D 3, the correlation matrix of the WTP measures and appreciation measures is shown. Correlation coefficients significant at the 5% level are identified with a single asterisk, and those significant at the 1% level are identified with two asterisks. These correlations can be tested for significance in a one-tailed test. Also the variables of appreciation for audiotour users only, enrich and audiograde, can be included here (which could not be included in the comparison between the two groups): Now the hypotheses can be tested that the more the tour was positive for the listener, the higher WTP for the entrance and the WTP for the audiotour.

The second approach for testing this hypothesis is to construct variables of appreciation in the form of dummy variables, where a division is made between low levels of appreciation and high appreciation. This makes two groups, one for high appreciation and one for low appreciation, which can subsequently be placed into a hypothesis and tested with a one sided T-test. 

The first hypothesis that is tested is the measure learn against all measures of WTP. It is expected that the more people learn, the higher is their WTP for the entrance and audiotour. Or put differently: 

H0: WTPlearnlow ≥ WTPlearnhigh

H1: WTPlearnlow < WTPlearnhigh
First, the correlation coefficients in table D 3 are considered. It can be seen that the correlations between learn and the different WTP measures, which are entranceprice, entrance, audioprice, audio and entrancepriceafter and entranceafter, are all positive. This means that the more people think they have learned, the higher WTP or vice versa. Only one correlation coefficient is significant however, at the 1% level, which is entrance. This number is also the highest coefficient of the WTP measures, with 0,164. It means that the more people feel they have learned, the higher will be their WTP for the entrance of the Kunsthal (or vice-versa, since there is no causality assumed).  

The second way of testing for this relationship is to create a dummy-variable for learn. When the group is divided into two categories, where a dummy is created for the division of the groups DUMlearn, the category low contains all values of 0 to 6 and the category high contains all values between 7 and 10. When the results of this are analyzed (see table D 4 in Appendix D), it can be seen that for the variable entrance, the null-hypothesis is rejected at the 5% level, with a p-value of 0,024/2=0,012, which is smaller than α of 0,05. Also the t-value is -2,276, which is smaller than the critical value of -1,645. This means there is evidence that the higher the learning experience, the higher the WTP for the entrance.  For another WTP measure, entrancepriceafter, the null-hypothesis can also be rejected, with a p-value of 0,091/2=0,0455 against α=0,05. This means that there is evidence that the group of people that found they learned a lot has a higher WTP for the entrance after the visit. Both hypotheses point in the same direction. There is no evidence however on the higher WTP for the audiotour (audioprice and audio) for the group that had a higher grade for learning. 

The second measure of appreciation for which this hypothesis is tested is appeal. It is expected that the more the artworks appeal to a visitor, the higher will be his or her WTP:

H0: WTPappeallow ≥ WTPappealnhigh

H1: WTPappeallow < WTPappealhigh
When the correlation coefficients are considered, displayed in table D 3, the different WTP measures all show a positive correlation to appeal. In addition, more of these coefficients are significant. The correlation between appeal and entranceprice is significant at the 5% level and has a value of 0,117. This means that there is a significant positive relationship between the two variables. Also the variable entrance has a correlation significant at the 1% level and has a value of 0,183. This means that both measures of WTP for the entrance price have a positive relationship with the level of appeal. Both the entrancepriceafter and entranceafter coefficients are significant at the 1% level. These support the hypothesis that higher WTP for the entrance to the Kunsthal is accompanied by a higher level of appreciation. The audiotour WTP measures do not show significant correlations with the appeal of the artworks.     

The second assessment is to perform a T-test for the dummy variable that was created. The value of this dummy was 0 for values of appeal of 0 to 6 and 1 for values of 7 to 10 (also here most people belong in the group of 8). The results of this test are displayed in table D 5. 

The same results are found when performing these T-tests. The null-hypotheses can be rejected at the 5% significance level in case of the entranceprice, entrance, entrancepriceafter and entranceafter variables. For the WTP measures of the audiotour, the null-hypothesis cannot be rejected. This means that the WTP for the entrance to the Kunsthal is significantly higher for people with a higher appreciation for the artworks in the exhibition. This is also seen when looking at the means in the table. The WTP for the audiotour is not significantly different for both groups. 

The third appreciation measure is the grade that respondents gave for the quality of the audiotour (audiograde). The hypothesis is that the higher the grade for the audiotour, the higher the WTP of respondents. Or in formula:

H0: WTPaudiogradelow ≥ WTPaudiogradehigh

H1: WTPaudiogradelow < WTPaudiogradehigh
When looking at the correlation coefficients in table D 3, the only significant coefficient at the 5% level is audioprice, with a value of 0,171. It means that there exists a positive relationship between the grade people give for the audiotour and the WTP of people for this audiotour. 

When the T-test is performed on the dummy-variable of audiograde, as seen in table D 6, the only null-hypothesis that can be rejected is the one for the WTP of the entrance price after listening to the audiotour (entranceafter). With a p-value of 0,0465, the null-hypothesis can be rejected at the 5% level. This means the WTP for the entrance price is higher for the group of people that highly appreciated the audiotour. 

Another appreciation measure is enrich. Only people with an audiotour were asked whether this tour enriched their experience of their visit. The expectation is that the higher enrich is, the higher will be WTP, or:

H0: WTPenrichllow ≥ WTPenrichhigh

H1: WTPenrichlow < WTPenrichhigh
The correlation coefficients in table D 3 show that they are relatively higher than the other coefficients of other appreciation measures. Both WTP for the audiotour (audio & audioprice) and WTP for the entrance price afterwards (entrancepriceafter & entranceafter) have significant coefficients compared to enrich at the 1% level. They all lie in around the 0,25 level, which is relatively high. It means that there exists a positive relationship between the level of enrichment and WTP for both the audiotour and the entrance price. 

The t-test for the hypothesis above is shown in table D 7. For the hypothesis that WTP is higher for people with more enrichment, both entrancepriceafter and entranceafter seem to support this hypothesis, since for these two variables the null-hypothesis is rejected. The t-value for entrancepriceafter is -2,650, which is smaller than -1,645, which means we can reject H0. For entranceafter, the t-value is -2,406, which is also smaller than -1,645. The other null-hypotheses for the other WTP measures cannot be rejected however. This means that WTP for the entrance after the audiotour and exhibition is higher for people who were enriched the most. 

The next step is to test this hypothesis for both loyalty variables. Starting with KHrecom, it is expected that the higher the loyalty of a person for the Kunsthal, the higher the WTP of this person will be:

H0: WTPKHrecomlow ≥ WTPKHrecomhigh

H1: WTPKHrecomlow < WTPKHrecomhigh
Like in the case of the previous measures, the correlation coefficients are the first indication of evidence for or against this hypothesis (see table D 3). The WTP measures entrance and entranceafter have a positive and significant correlation coefficient at the 1% level. The first measure has a value of 0,184 and the second of 0,198. The other WTP measure correlation coefficients are not significant. The WTP for the entrance has a positive relationship with the level of loyalty of visitors.

The T-tests around the means of these different WTP measures and KHrecom are shown in table D 8. Here, a dummy-variable was created with a 0 value when the loyalty grade was between 0 and 8 and a value of 1 was given when this loyalty was between 9 and 10. This was applied in accordance with the loyalty theory explained in section 4 of this research. People with a grade of 9 or 10 are seen as the promoters of the museum. This dummy was then used to test for the above hypothesis, for the two groups. One group has a low loyalty and the other group has a high loyalty level. 

The t-value of entrancepriceafter is -3,134, which is smaller than the critical value of -1,645. The p-value also shows that 0,003/2= 0,0015 is smaller than both the 5% and 1% level of significance. The null hypothesis that WTP for the entrance afterwards is the same for both loyalty groups is thus rejected. Entranceafter is also significant at the 1% level, since the t-value of -2,621 is smaller than the critical t-value for the 1% level -2,326. Also here, the null-hypothesis is rejected, which supports the finding above. The last test where the null-hypothesis is rejected is that for WTP of the entrance (entrance). Here H0 is rejected at the 5% significance level, with a t-value of -1,728, which is still smaller than -1,645. It means that the null-hypothesis is rejected for the entrance WTP. The WTP for the entrance is proven to be higher for the group with the highest loyalty. 

The audiotour WTP tests show that H0 cannot be rejected, which means there is no significant evidence for a higher WTP for the audiotour for the people that highly recommend the Kunsthal.      
The same hypothesis is made for the loyalty measure of the exhibition (exhibrecom). The higher this loyalty, the higher will be WTP of the visitors:

H0: WTPexhibrecomlow ≥ WTPexhibrecomhigh

H1: WTPexhibrecomlow < WTPexhibrecomhigh
The correlation coefficients in table D 3 in Appendix D show that all coefficients are positive. Only the coefficients for the WTP for the entrance price (entranceprice & entrance) are significant at the 1% level and the WTP for the entrance afterwards (entranceafter) is significant at the 5% level. The highest coefficient is that of entrance, with a correlation of 0,164. This means that there exists a positive relationship between WTP for the entranceprice and the loyalty for the exhibition; the higher loyalty, the higher WTP or vice versa.

The T-tests around the mean for the different WTP measures on exhibrecom is also performed, by using the dummy variable for this variable. This dummy, like the case of the other loyalty measure, takes a value 0 for a loyalty between 0 and 8 and 1 for a value of 9 and 10.  The two categories are then tested around the mean, with the hypothesis that the group of high loyalty people has a higher WTP than the group with a low loyalty. The results of these tests are displayed in table D 9. The null-hypothesis that there is no difference between the two groups of high and low loyalty is rejected for the WTP measure entrance, with a t-value of -1,832. Since -1,832 < -1,645, the null hypothesis is rejected at the 5% significance level. The p-value of 0,068/2= 0,034 also supports this conclusion. Also for the WTP measure entranceafter the null-hypothesis is rejected. The t-value is -1,954, which is smaller than -1,645. The p-value here is 0,053/2= 0,0265. Just as in the correlation table, both these variables are significant, which means the WTP for the entrance is higher for the people with a higher loyalty for the exhibition. Also here, a higher WTP for the audiotour itself for the group of audiotour users is not supported by the data. 
5.3.4 Other hypotheses: socio-economic variables and visitor characteristics  

In addition to WTP and appreciation expectations, there are also some hypotheses that can be tested in relation to the socio-economic variables. Cultural value is multidimensional say Choi, Papandrea & Bennett (2007). Measuring cultural value has to consist of not only of measuring attitudinal characteristics of beliefs, values and attitudes of people, but also measuring socio-demographic characteristics. As there are data on education, gender, age and frequency of visits, these can be used to test these hypotheses. 
The first hypothesis is related to education. The education measure, educ, is used to test for the hypothesis. From the literature, it is known that WTP for more educated people is estimated to be larger than for people with a lower education (Thompson, Berger, Blomquist, & Allen, 2002 & Noonan, 2003). This can be tested for all WTP measures. 

H0: WTPeduclow ≥ WTPeduchigh

H1: WTPeduclow < WTPeduchigh

Like in the case of appreciation measures against WTP, this hypothesis can be approached in two ways. Firstly, the correlation coefficients of educ and the different WTP measures can be analyzed. Table D 11 in Appendix D presents these correlation coefficients. Education was categorized from high to low in the dataset, which means the higher this coefficient, the higher the correlation between education and WTP. However, none of the correlations is significant, which means there is no significant support for this hypothesis. 

The second approach is to divide the education level of visitors into two groups, thereafter creating a dummy variable for educ. The value 0 is attributed to the education levels of MBO and lower. A value of 1 is attributed to the group of people with an education of HBO and higher. The T-test is then performed for all WTP measures. The results are displayed in table D 12.  None of the null-hypotheses can be rejected based on the t-tests, neither on the 1% nor on the 5% significance level. This means the general finding of the literature of higher WTP for a higher level of education is not supported by the research. An explanation for this can be the unequal division of the sample in the upper two categories. 231 respondents in a total sample of 305 have an HBO education or higher. 

In addition to the hypothesis that the higher education the higher WTP, there are also other interesting issues concerning education. These issues are not directly follow from the theory, but can be an interesting addition to the information on education characteristics of visitors.  

A question that arises is, whether people with an art-related education rent an audiotour as often as people with no art background. This can be tested by using a one-sided T-test around the mean. The variable eductype took on a value of 0 for no art related educations and 1 for art related educations. The hypothesis then looks as follows: 

H0: audiouseeductype0 ≤ audiouseeductype1

H1: audiouseeductype0 > audiouseeductype1

When testing this hypothesis, a clear result is seen. As displayed in table D 10 of Appendix D, the null-hypothesis can be rejected, with a p-value of 0,003/2= 0,0015, which means H0 is rejected both at the 5% and 1% level. A t-value of 3,155, which is larger than 2,326 confirms this conclusion. The table also shows a large difference in means of the two education groups. This means that there is evidence at the 1% significance level that the group of visitors without an art related education rents and audiotour more often than the group of visitors that has followed an art-related education. 

The question also arises whether more people take an audiotour, the higher their education. Or as already asked above, these people do not take the audiotour, since they already know more in general. There is no expectation in which direction this relationship exists, but the outcome can be interesting. It can be tested by the following hypothesis, where the group audiotour users and non-audiotour users are compared:

H0: educa = educn
H1: educa ≠ educn
Here a two-sided T-test can be used, since the direction of the results is not known in advance. Results are presented in table D 13 of the Appendix. The t-value and p-value both show that there is no evidence to reject the null-hypothesis at neither the 1% or 5% level of significance. It means that there is no evidence of a difference in mean education between the group that rented and audiotour and the group that did not rent the audiotour. 

Other hypotheses are concerned with age. One of these hypotheses from the theory is that the older the visitor, the higher will be his or her WTP (According to Noonan, 2003): 

H0: WTPagelow ≥ WTPagehigh
H1: WTPagelow < WTPagehigh

Like the other cases with hypotheses in this form, this can be tested in two ways. The first way is looking at the correlation coefficient, which is displayed in table D 11 of the Appendix. 

Here the correlations between the different WTP measures and age are presented. From this table, no conclusions can be drawn, since there is no significant coefficient present. 

The hypothesis is also tested with a one sided T-test, with a dummy variable for age. This dummy either has the value 1, for all ages under 40, or the value 1, for all ages over 40. The test results are presented in table D 14. 

Also here, none of the tests are significant, which means the null-hypothesis of no difference in WTP for different ages cannot be rejected. This result can be due to the high concentration of old ages in the dataset, as was the case for the education tests. 

Besides the relationship between age and WTP, other relationships with age may be identified. Questions arise on the relationship between the use of the audiotour and age for instance. Will the audiotour be rented more often among older people or among younger people? The hypothesis that tests for this question is: 

H0: agea ≤ agen
H1: agea > agen
Also in this case, as the results in table D 15 in the Appendix show, there is no evidence for rejecting the null-hypothesis. This means that there is no significant difference between the mean ages of audiotour renters and non-audiotour renters, so the question cannot be answered. 

Another hypothesis can be made with the variable gender; with men and women. According to the article by Morey & Rossmann (2003), WTP is lower for men than for women. This means the null-hypothesis is that there is no difference in WTP for men and women and the alternative hypothesis is that WTP for females is higher, or:

H0: WTPfemale ≤ WTPmale

H1: WTPfemale > WTPmale

In table D 16 in Appendix D the two-tailed T-test results are presented for this hypothesis test with all the six different WTP measures. It can be seen that for several WTP variables the null-hypothesis can be rejected. This is the case for entrance, which has a t-value of 2,145, which is larger than 1,645. Also the p-value is 0,033/2= 0,0165, which is smaller than the significance level of 0,05. The other WTP measures for which the null-hypothesis is rejected are for the entrance price after the audiotour (entrancepriceafter and entranceafter). The entrancepriceafter variable has a t-value of 1,788, which is bigger than the critical t-value of 1.645. Also the p-value is 0,076/2= 0,038, which is smaller than the significance level of 5%. The other variable, entranceafter, gives the same results, with a t-value of 2,125, which is larger than the critical t-value of 1,645. The p-value of 0,035/2= 0,0175, supports the conclusion of rejecting H0. When looking at the table of means, it is however shown that the mean WTP of men is higher than that of women, which means the hypothesis can be rejected, but in the other direction. There is a significant difference in WTP between men and women, but with a higher WTP for men. For the audiotour itself, there is no evidence of differences between men and women. 
Nationality can also have an influence on WTP. Foreign people are on one hand expected to spend more, since they are here on a trip already and they are likely to spend more money (as explained in museum theory in section 2.5). Another possible hypothesis, as stated by Morey & Rossmann (2003), is that ethnicity has a negative impact on WTP, since foreigners or non-native people have less affinity with the national cultural good. This means the direction of the test is not known in advance, so that it becomes a two-tailed test:. Nationality is 0 for foreigners and 1 for Dutch people, so that the hypothesis becomes:  

H0: WTPnationality0 = WTPnationality1
H1: WTPnationality0 ≠ WTPnationality1
The results of the two-sided T-test are presented in table D 17 in the Appendix. The only variable that rejects the null-hypothesis of the test is entrance, with a t-value of 9,477, which is significant at the 1% level, since it is larger than 2,326. The p-value is 0,00 in this case. When looked at the table of mean values, it can be seen that the mean of entrance is higher for foreign people, which means the WTP of foreign people is higher in this case. However, none of the other WTP measures shows a significant difference between foreign and native people in their WTP values. 

A hypothesis from the articles of Thompson, Berger, Blomquist, & Allen (2002), that of Noonan (2003)  and that of Santagata & Signorello (2000) is that WTP rises with frequency of attendance, since people that attend cultural activities more often are also more involved with culture and thus expected to have higher WTP values. From the theory in section 2.4 & 2.5 of the research, it is expected that consumers' experience with cultural products leads to the development of skills particularly suited to rating products in terms of their 'otherness' from similar products. Meaning that people that visit museums more often have developed skills to appreciate art more (Verdaasdonk, 1996, p.185).

The variable in the dataset that can be used to test for this hypothesis is the frequency of the visit (visit). The hypothesis looks as follows: 

H0: WTPfrequent ≤ WTPnonfrequent
H1: WTPfrequent > WTPnonfrequent
The correlation coefficients between the WTP measures and the variable visit are presented in table D 11 of the Appendix. The higher the value of the visit variable, the higher the attendance level, which means the WTP can be compared with this variable. The only correlation coefficient that is significant, at the 5% level, is that of visit with entrance, with a value of -0,118. This is remarkable, since it means that there exists a negative relationship between the frequency of visits and the WTP for the entrance fee of visitors. The more people come to the Kunsthal, the lower their WTP, or the higher their WTP, the lower the frequency of visits. This is in contradiction with what was expected. 

To see whether this result also arises when the T-test is performed, this test is displayed in table D 18. Here, a dummy variable was created in order to compare two groups. The first group, with a value of 0, consists of low-attendance visitors, which means the category 1 and 2 (first time visit or more than a year ago). The second group, with a value of 1, consists of the frequent visitors, who visited in the past year or month (categories 3 and 4). The results show that for all WTP measures except entrance, the null-hypothesis cannot be rejected. This means that there is no evidence that there exists a difference in WTP between frequent visitors and non-frequent visitors.  For entrance, the p-value is 0,066/2= 0,033, which is smaller than the 5% level of significance. The null-hypothesis in this case is rejected, which means for entrance WTP, there exists a difference between frequent and non-frequent visitors. The mean of the non-frequent visitors is however higher than that of frequent visitors, which would mean that the WTP for non-frequent visitors is higher. 

Another hypothesis, formulated by Bedate, Herrero & Sanz (2009) is that the membership of a cultural organization has a positive effect on WTP. This also can mean in this case, that the possession of an annual membership to the Kunsthal, which is the variable JK (Kunsthaljaarkaart) has a positive effect on the WTP of visitors, where the owners of this subscription have higher WTP for the Kunsthal and the audiotour. In formula: 

H0: WTPJK ≤ WTPnoJK

H1:WTPJK > WTPnoJK

When testing for this hypothesis, it can be seen from table D 19 in Appendix D that with none of the WTP measures, the null-hypothesis can be rejected. This means there is no evidence that there exists a difference in WTP for people with an annual subscription and without annual subscription.
The different hypotheses discussed in the preceding sections are summarized in table 5.6 below. 

Table 5.6: Overview of the different hypotheses

	Hypothesis category
	General Hypothesis
	Specific variable
	Specific hypothesis

	5.3.1:                              WTP and the use of the audiotour 


	H0: WTPn ≥ WTPa
Ha: WTPn < WTPa 


	Entranceprice

Entrance

Audioprice

Audio


	H0: entrancepricen ≥ entrancepricea
Ha: entrancepricen < entrancepricea 

H0: entrancen ≥ entrancea
Ha: entranceen < entrancea 

H0: audiopricen ≥ audiopricea
Ha: audiopricen < audiopricea 

H0: audion ≥ audioa
Ha: audion < audioa 



	5.3.2:

Appreciation measures and the use of the audiotour
	H0: appreciationn ≥ appreciationa
Ha: appreciationn < appreciationa 


	Learn 

Appeal 

KHrecom

Exhibrecom 


	H0: learnn ≥ learna
Ha: learna < learna
H0: appealn ≥ appeala
H1: appealn < appeala
H0: KHrecomn ≥ KHrecoma
H1: KHrecomn < KHrecoma
H0: exhibrecomn ≥ exhibrecoma
H1: exhibrecomn < exhibrecoma



	5.3.3:

WTP and the other appreciation measures


	H0: WTPappreciationlow ≥ WTPappreciationhigh

H1: WTPappreciationlow < WTPappreciationhigh 


	Learn

Appeal

Audiograde

Enrich

KHrecom

Exhibrecom


	H0: WTPlearnlow ≥ WTPlearnhigh

H1: WTPlearnlow < WTPlearnhigh 

H0: WTPappeallow ≥ WTPappealnhigh

H1: WTPappeallow < WTPappealhigh 

H0: WTPaudiogradelow ≥ WTPaudiogradehigh

H1: WTPaudiogradelow < WTPaudiogradehigh 

H0: WTPenrichlow ≥ WTPenrichhigh

H1: WTPenrichlow < WTPenrichhigh 

H0: WTPKHrecomlow ≥ WTPKHrecomhigh

H1: WTPKHrecomlow < WTPKHrecomhigh 

H0: WTPexhibrecomlow ≥ WTPexhibrecomhigh

H1: WTPexhibrecomlow < WTPexhibrecomhigh 


	5.3.4:             Other hypotheses: socio-economic variables and visitor characteristics  


	Audiouse and education

WTP and education 

Education type and audiouse

WTP and age 

Age and audiouse

WTP and sex 

WTP and nationality

WTP and visit 

WTP and JK
	Educ 

Educ 

Educ

Age

Age

Sex

Nationality

Visit

JK
	H0: audiouseeductype0 ≤ audiouseeductype1

H1: audiouseeductype0 > audiouseeductype1

H0: WTPeduclow ≥ WTPeduchigh
H1: WTPeduclow < WTPeduchigh

H0: educa = educn
H1: educa ≠ educn
H0: WTPagelow ≥ WTPagehigh  

H1: WTPagelow < WTPagehigh

H0: agea ≤ agen
H1: agea > agen
H0: WTPfemale ≤ WTPmale

H1: WTPfemale > WTPmale

H0: WTPnationality0 = WTPnationality1
H1: WTPnationality0 ≠ WTPnationality1

H0: WTPfrequent ≤ WTPnonfrequent 

H1: WTPfrequent > WTPnonfrequent
H0: WTPJK ≤ WTPnoJK

H1:WTPJK > WTPnoJK


5.4 The WTP and appreciation measures compared
An important issue arising after having tested the different hypotheses is the difference in measures of appreciation and WTP and their validity and outcomes. As was explained in section 4 of the research, different measures of appreciation were applied in order to obtain not only more reliable results, but also to see whether different measures give different outcomes. 
Six measures of WTP were used, which were three monetary measures; for the entrance fee, the audiotour price and the entrance afterwards respectively. The other three measures were values of 0, 1 or 2 and corresponded to less, equal or more than the current amount for the same three aspects. From all the tests performed in section 5.3, it is clear that the most convincing and significant results came from the WTP measures for the entrance price. Almost all cases of significant outcomes from the tests came from the entrance price WTP, both in monetary terms and in ordinal terms (entranceprice and entrance). 

In addition, the WTP for the entrance price afterwards was significant in many cases, also for both measures (entranceafter and entrancepriceafter). The audiotour WTP measures audioprice and audio did not prove to be accurate measures for WTP, since they were never significant, except for the main hypothesis of WTP for the different groups (audiotour users and non-users). 

Besides the different WTP measures, also two loyalty measures were used. One was on the Kunsthal (KHrecom) and the other on the exhibition (exhibrecom). Both measures were an accurate and helpful tool in estimating value, since both had a positive relationship with WTP. Also the use of an audiotour increased respondents’ loyalty for the exhibition. 

In addition, the other appreciation measures proved helpful, since in several cases, hypotheses were proved. Learn, appeal, audiograde and enrich all had a positive relationship with one or more WTP measures and learn also had a positive relationship when tested for the group of audiotour users compared to the group without audiotour. This implies that it was useful to incorporate several different measures of appreciation, besides WTP, that enforce each other and the conclusions of the research.  

5.5 Main findings

The testing of the hypotheses provided some remarkable results and outcomes of the survey. The first hypothesis, resulting from the main question of the research, is that the people with an audiotour have a higher WTP than the group not renting the audiotour, where the appreciation of the group with more information is higher than that of people without additional information. This was supported by the theory in section 2 of the research. As Klamer stated, with knowledge comes more appreciation for art and higher value attribution, or what he calls valorization. In addition, people who know more about art are better able to appreciate this art accordingly. This means the more people know on the art, the more they find specific aspects important and the more they appreciate this art (Dorfman, 1996, Hekkert & van Wieringen, 1996 & 1998). The more people learn about art, the more they will appreciate it (Grampp, 1989).

When looking at the results of the hypothesis test of this theory, it can be seen that for the entrance price WTP, the data do not support this hypothesis. For the WTP measures of the audiotour (audioprice and audio) however, the WTP is significantly higher for the audiotour group, with more information, than for the group without the audiotour. The results of this are more straightforward however, since the use of an audiotour is expected to be related to the actual renting of the device. 

An explanation for this finding can be that people do not let themselves be guided by information alone, and that their appreciation is a combination of other factors as well. Or as Mosetti states (1993) that the ‘beautiful’ is judged by sentiments, being an object of pleasure or dislike rather than of knowledge. 

Another explanation can be that WTP is not an accurate enough measure for cultural value, since it is still a monetary measure. According to Klamer (2001 & 1996) the value of culture cannot be measured in monetary values. He implies that WTP is not a sufficient measure for this value. However, it is the best available option for measuring cultural value. 
To look further into the possible explanations for the insignificance in the difference, the other appreciation measures were compared for the audiotour users, the group having additional information, and the group without the audiotour, without additional information. The expectation again was that the group renting an audiotour and with more information had a higher appreciation for the art and the exhibition. 

For the level of what people learned (learn), this expectation was confirmed. The learning experience for audiotour-users was higher than for non-audiotour-users. For appeal, this was not the case. There was no significant difference in the mean of the variable appeal between the group audiotour users and the group non-audiotour users. It means that it does not matter whether or not people rent an audiotour in order to find the artworks appealing. 
This also means that the theory on this issue is not supported by the data. The theory is that with more information, the appeal for artworks of more unknown artist would rise. Reason is that a well-known brand becomes less important for appreciation when additional information is available. The unknown artworks can in this case also be assessed on their value and can be appreciated more highly (Molteni & Ordanini, 2003, p. 394). This was however not confirmed by the findings in this research. Reason for this can be that the artworks in the exhibition were mainly from established artists already, with large names and well-set reputations. The influence of more information on these artists would in this case have less effect than if the exhibition was on unknown artists only.  

For the loyalty variables, the outcome was interesting. The people with an audiotour are more likely to recommend the exhibition to their friends and relatives and have a higher loyalty (the variable exhibrecom) than the group without an audiotour. However, loyalty of the museum itself (KHrecom) is not significantly different for both groups. The audiotour is closely related to the appreciation of the exhibition, but not so much to the museum as a whole. A reason for this can be that the audiotour was only about this one exhibition and not on the other exhibitions in the museum. The result that the audiotour contributes to loyalty on the exhibition is valuable information. It means that word-of-mouth on the museum, which contributes to additional visitors, is increased when people use the audiotour in the exhibition.
Another expectation was that appreciation and WTP are positively related. It would mean that the higher the appreciation of visitors is, the higher the WTP of these visitors. This was tested by using all different appreciation variables and WTP measures. From the tests, there is evidence that the higher the learning experience (the variable learn), the higher the WTP for the entrance to the museum (entrance). In addition, the same result is found for the WTP for the entrance price after the visit variable (entranceafter). This means the knowledge by learning is a positive factor in the amount visitors are willing to pay for the entrance to the museum. There is no evidence however on the higher WTP for the audiotour, the variables audio and audioprice, for the group that learned more and thus had a higher value for learn.

The same outcomes are found when looking at the appreciation variable appeal, where the hypothesis is supported that higher WTP for the entrance to the Kunsthal is accompanied by a higher level of appeal. The four WTP variables entranceprice, entrance, entrancepriceafter and entranceafter all support the hypothesis that a higher level of appeal increases WTP. This means that the WTP for the entrance to the Kunsthal is significantly higher for people with a higher appreciation for the artworks in the exhibition. The audiotour WTP measures audio and audioprice do not show significant differences between groups with high or low appeal for the artworks.   

In addition, people that were very positive about the audiotour and gave a high grade, audiograde, had a higher WTP for the entrance price afterwards (entranceafter).   
This was also the case for the variable enrich, where WTP for the entrance after the audiotour (both for entrancepriceafter and entranceafter) is higher for people who were enriched the most. The more people felt the experience enriched them, the higher was their WTP. It has to be noted that these two hypotheses only take the people that rented the audiotour into consideration. 
For the loyalty variables it was seen that the WTP for the entrance was significantly higher for the group with the highest loyalty for the Kunsthal in general (KHrecom). Both variables entrancepriceafter and entranceafter showed a significant difference between people with high and low loyalty for the Kunsthal. The higher their loyalty, the higher was their WTP. 

There was no significant evidence for a higher WTP for the audiotour (audio or audioprice) for the people that highly recommend the Kunsthal and had a high level of loyalty.  
The WTP for the entrance was also higher for the people with a higher loyalty for the exhibition more specific (the variable exhibrecom). Both entrance and entranceafter showed a significant difference in WTP for the higher loyalty group. Also here, a higher WTP for the audiotour (for audio or audioprice) is not supported, since there exists no difference in this WTP for the different loyalty levels. 
The overall finding is that the people with a high loyalty, either for the exhibition or for the Kunsthal in general, have a higher WTP for the entrance fee of the museum. This supports the theory on loyalty in section 4. The most loyal consumers also are the ones willing to pay more for the goods and they are the ones using word-of-mouth for your organization and recommend your goods to others (Reinartz & Kumar, 2002). The relation between the use of an audiotour, loyalty and WTP can also be seen. The use of the audiotour only increases loyalty for the exhibition itself. This in turn leads to higher WTP for the entrance to the museum. The loyalty for the Kunsthal itself is not related to the use of the audiotour, but still proves to be of influence on the WTP for the entrance to the museum. The higher loyalty thus has a positive effect on WTP of the museum in both cases. 
An explanation for the unsupported hypothesis that higher loyalty leads to higher WTP for the audiotour (audio and audioprice) can be the inelasticity of demand for the audiotour. The price of the audiotour is in this case not significantly related to appreciation. The price of the audiotour does not play an important role in renting an audiotour or not. 

The final section of the analysis considered the hypotheses for socio-economic variables and other visitor characteristics. 

Several hypotheses on education were tested. One of these was that the people with an art-related education would not rent an audiotour as often as the group without an education in the field of art (eductype). There was evidence at the 1% significance level that the group without an art related education rents and audiotour more often than the group of visitors that have followed an art-related education.

A second hypothesis on education was related to the theory on experience goods. Appreciation for art requires an investment in taste, which in turn requires education and time (Grampp, 1989). The more people learn about art, the more they will appreciate it.

When testing the hypothesis that more highly educated people have a higher level of WTP, it was found that a higher level of WTP for a higher level of education (educ) was not supported by the research. A reason that can explain this result is the diminishing returns to scale of experience goods, where the first experiences contribute more to appreciation-capital than the later experiences (Caves, 2000). It can be the case that, because of the very high level of education of the people in the sample, these people already have a large appreciation-capital, which does not increase substantially with more education anymore. A final result concerning education is that there is no evidence of a difference in the mean education level (educ) between the group that rented and audiotour and the group that did not rent an audiotour.

When looking at the variable age, the hypothesis that the higher the age of a person, the higher his or her WTP was not supported by the data. This result can be due to the high concentration of old ages in the dataset, which results in a low variability. Another possible explanation is that also here diminishing returns on art play a role, where every additional year (where people get older) increases satisfaction of visitors by a smaller amount (Grampp, 1989). In addition, no significant difference is found between the mean ages (age) of audiotour renters and non-audiotour renters.

For the gender of the visitors, it was expected that women would have a higher WTP than men both for the museum and the audiotour. The data showed a significant result in this respect, but the other way around, where WTP for the museum (variables entrance, entrancepriceafter and entranceafter) for men is higher than for women. For the WTP on the audiotour itself (variables audio and audioprice), there is no evidence of differences between men and women. This is interesting, since the theory would suggest otherwise. Men visiting the Kunsthal are prepared to pay more than the female respondents by a significant difference. 

When looking at the nationality of visitors, it was asked whether foreign people would have a higher level of WTP than the Dutch visitors or not. The results of the tests showed that the WTP of foreign people is indeed higher in the case of museum access (variable entrance). This can be explained by the museum theory, as discussed in section 2.5, where tourists already have more money to spend, since they make an entire trip, including a hotel, sightseeing and museum visits. This additionally means they are overall willing to pay more for this kind of activity. 

It was also researched whether WTP rises with frequency of attendance (visit). This is expected, since people that attend cultural activities more often are also more involved with culture and thus expected to have higher WTP values. Results showed a contradictory result. It was expected that people that visit museums more often have developed skills to appreciate art more (Verdaasdonk, 1996, p.185) and that taste is accumulated over time, by exposure: people will like cultural goods more, the more they are exposed to them (Becker, 1997).

Results however point in the other direction. The WTP for the entrance to the museum (the variable entrance) for non-frequent visitors was higher than for frequent visitors. A significant negative correlation exists between frequency of visits (visit) and WTP for entrance. Also here, an explanation can be that the experience faces diminishing returns to scale, where the first experiences contribute more to appreciation-capital than the later experiences (Caves, 2000). It could possibly mean that the group of frequent visitors relatively has a smaller increase in appreciation left than the first time visitors. 

The final hypothesis, formulated by Bedate, Herrero & Sanz (2009), was that the membership of a cultural organization has a positive effect on WTP, in this case the annual membership of the Kunsthal (variable JK). However, no evidence was found that there exists a difference in WTP for people with an annual subscription and without an annual subscription.

6. Conclusion and discussion 
Art is an experience good, where taste is formed by experiencing this art yourself. This experience contributes to the appreciation of art, but the question remains how to measure this value. An interest in art is a consequence of experience, training and learning. The more people learn about art, the more they will appreciate it. In addition, art is prone to information asymmetry, since before you go to the museum, you don’t know the quality of the art inside. Only by experiencing the museum visit, people can assess its value and quality. The question thus arises whether more experience with art and more information on the art, increases this valuation. Many different views on cultural value exist and many different theories are applicable to this issue. 

To investigate these issues, a specific case study was used: the Kunsthal Rotterdam. The Kunsthal hosted a special and large exhibition called ‘Modern Life. Edward Hopper and his Time.’ This exhibition on American art provided visitors with an audiotour for the first time in the history of the Kunsthal. This created the opportunity to investigate the effect of this audiotour, with additional information, on the valuation and appreciation of the visitors for the art and the museum. In order to get a better insight, a research question was formed. The main research question of the research was, whether the provision of additional information – by using an audiotour – increases the value that people attribute to an exhibition, the art in the exhibition and the museum. This was supported by several additional questions, concerning the measure of cultural value and appreciation and the effect of visitor characteristics on this. 

In order to answer these questions, a survey was conducted inside the Kunsthal among visitors, during the Edward Hopper exhibition. This survey used a questionnaire that was handed out to random visitors. The questionnaire used the CV method to assess cultural value of the visitors to the exhibition, by asking them their WTP for the entrance to the Kunsthal and of the audiotour. Different WTP variables were created. In addition, different valuation measures were used, including loyalty and the rating of visitors for certain aspects of the exhibition or the audiotour. Supporting questions for the WTP were asked and demographic and socio-economic questions were included. Using these different data that resulted from the survey, different hypotheses could be tested, that were formed by using the theory on valuation issues and museums. 

When looking at the results of the research, the answer to the main question is twofold. When using WTP and information, the data do not support the hypothesis that more information leads to a higher WTP for the entrance to the museum, only to a higher WTP for the audiotour itself, which is more straightforward. This can be due to the fact that WTP does not capture the total or true value of the art, or that people do not let knowledge alone determine their valuation. Also the measure of appeal was not different for the group with the audiotour, which can possibly be explained by the other determinants of value other than knowledge. However, when looking at the other appreciation measures, results gave a positive outcome. Some other measures gave more significant results than did the WTP measure. Visitors found they learned more when using the audiotour. Their loyalty for the exhibition was higher when using the audiotour, where the audiotour users were more likely to recommend the exhibition to others and actively participate in word of mouth. 

It was also expected that the higher visitors’ WTP, the higher would be their appreciation for the exhibition and the art. All appreciation measures were found to be positively related to one or more of the WTP measures. This means that WTP is at least compatible to other measures of appreciation. The level of learn, appeal, the appreciation of the audiotour, the level of enrichment, the loyalty for the exhibition and for the museum itself were all significant for the WTP for the entrance to the Kunsthal. The group of visitors with a higher appreciation for these different aspects also had significantly higher levels of WTP for the entrance fee. The audiotour WTP measures proved insignificant in all cases and it should be questioned whether these measures are the right tool.     

When socio-economic variables are considered, neither the education variable nor the age variable proved to be of influence on WTP, which is in contradiction to the theory. Diminishing returns on experience goods can be a possible explanation for these results. 

In addition, men had higher WTP values than did women and foreign visitors had higher WTP values than did Dutch visitors. 

The valuation of cultural goods and the way this can be measured is still relevant and topic of debate, in the academic field as well as in society in general. 

In the academic field, this research tried to contribute to the discussion on quantifying cultural value, not only by using the CV method and applying it to a specific case, but also by applying a broader perspective. In addition to the CV approach, also marketing and appreciation measures were used to assess the value of the art and the museum. This has resulted in new and interesting insights into this field of research. The research also combined different theoretical topics, not only including cultural value, but also the demand for art, taste formation and information effects on the demand for goods. The research tried to bridge the gap between economics and culture and gave a broader view on cultural value and information effects. The research showed that WTP and CV methods are compatible tools for estimating the value that people attribute to art and culture, but it also showed that by using other tools and measures, this understanding can be increased.  

Furthermore, the research had a more practical relevance too. The survey provided the Kunsthal with valuable information on visitor satisfaction and the experience visitors had when visiting the exhibition. This also implies that this research can have an effect on future decision making processes in the museum. With the outcome of the research, the museum can make future decisions on its access policy, services, entrance fee, audiotour provision and the provision of exhibitions and artworks. It also resulted in better insights on the use of the audiotour more specific and the effects of the use of this audiotour on the visitors experience and valuation. 

There are some limitations of this research. Firstly, the survey was only held among actual visitors to the museum, measuring the use-value only. The non-use value was not taken into account. As a result of this, the sample was very specific to average museum visitors. These people often fall into the same age group, have the same nationality, education level and so on. This was a possible limitation to the significance of the results of the survey, since variability was low. It also remains a research in which only the preferences of the current generation are taken into account and the value of a group of people rather than an individual. Because of this the true value may not be captured entirely. Since this was a research using the WTP for the entrance price, relational bias could be present, since other museums have comparable entrance fees and the respondents have a similar reference. The payment card method was used to limit this and other possible biases as much as possible. 

Future research should therefore be focused on the accuracy of WTP measures for assessing cultural value and should expand the possibilities in this respect. It is also recommended to look at the non-use value of culture, outside the museum, in addition to the use-value. This was not possible for the scope of this research, but would be a valuable addition, since the different approaches to value in this research can be expanded to non-use respondents to get a more complete sample, more variability in the sample, better results and an understanding of the effects of information on cultural valuation for a broader group of people. 
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Appendix A: Script audiotour 
For the exhibition: Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time

Made by:

Antenna Audio 

Bucerius Kunst Forum Hamburg

Kunsthal Rotterdam 

                                              Website teaser Kunsthal

FEMALE:

Immigranten stromen binnen, fabrieken schieten als paddestoelen uit de grond, de eerste Wereldoorlog wordt rap opgevolgd door de jazz age en de Roaring Twenties, de Grote Depressie en de New Deal.

Amerika, begin 20e eeuw.

In deze roerige tijden ontwikkelt de Amerikaanse moderne kunst zich op razend tempo. Terwijl Edward Hopper gestaag doorwerkt aan zijn schilderijen, laaien om hem heen fundamentele esthetische, maatschappelijke en politieke discussies op, zoals: Wat is Amerikaanse kunst? Komt echte Amerikaanse kunst uit de stad of van het platteland? In welke stijl komt het Amerikaanse leven het beste tot uitdrukking?

De tentoonstelling ‘Modern Life: Edward Hopper and his Time’ brengt werken van allerlei scholen en bewegingen samen. Wellicht was het Hopper’s vermogen om verschillende kunststromingen met elkaar te verzoenen dat hem tot een uitzonderlijke Amerikaanse kunstenaar maakte. 

De audiotour, verkrijgbaar in het Nederlands en Engels, neemt u mee naar de wereld van Hopper en zijn tijdgenoten: de metropool New York, maar ook andere kanten van Amerika begin 20e eeuw, ziet u terug in de tentoonstelling.

‘Modern Life: Edward Hopper and his Time’ is te zien in de Kunsthal Rotterdam van 26 september 2009 tot 17 januari 2010.

100 
Introduction

FEMALE:
Welkom in de Kunsthal Rotterdam bij de tentoonstelling Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time.

De Amerikaanse moderne kunst uit het begin van de twintigste eeuw is in Europa vooral bekend geworden door het werk van één kunstenaar: Edward Hopper. Zijn schilderijen hebben ons beeld van Amerika sterk beïnvloed, andere Amerikaanse schilders uit die tijd zijn  in Europa grotendeels onbekend gebleven. 

Terwijl Edward Hopper gestaag doorwerkte aan zijn schilderijen, laaiden om hem heen fundamentele esthetische, maatschappelijke en politieke discussies op, zoals: Wat is Amerikaanse kunst? Komt echte Amerikaanse kunst uit de stad of van het platteland? Komt het Amerikaanse leven het beste tot uitdrukking in realistische afbeeldingen of in de stijl van de Europese avant-garde?

MALE:
Deze tentoonstelling brengt werken van allerlei scholen en bewegingen samen en illustreert hoe Hopper een evenwicht wist te vinden tussen de onderwerpen die voor zijn generatie belangrijk waren. Wellicht was het Hoppers vermogen om verschillende kunststromingen met elkaar te verzoenen dat Hopper tot een uitzonderlijke Amerikaanse kunstenaar maakt.

Alle tentoongestelde werken komen uit het Whitney Museum of American Art in New York. De oprichtster van dit museum, Gertrude Vanderbilt Whitney, was in haar tijd de belangrijkste kunstmecenas.

Deze audiotour begeleidt u tijdens uw bezoek aan de tentoonstelling. In de eerste zaal illustreren foto’s en een film het razende tempo van de metropool New York. In de centrale ruimte hangen de werken van Edward Hopper, omringd door werk van verschillende kunstbewegingen uit zijn tijd.

Wanneer u het einde van deze tour heeft bereikt, kunt u nog een tour over de Kunsthal zelf beluisteren. Deze tour over de geheimen van het gebouw begint in het auditorium bij de ingang.  U start de tour door nummer 50 in te toetsen.

Als u, voordat u begint, wilt weten hoe u de speler moet gebruiken, toets dan 9-9 in en druk op de groene PLAY-knop.

 99 
INSTRUCTIONS

MALE:
Op uw route door de tentoonstelling ziet u op de bordjes naast de werken audiosymbolen met nummers. Toets het nummer in op uw audiospeler en wacht tot de uitleg begint. Op het scherm van uw audiogids verschijnt het door u ingetoetste nummer, samen met de titel van het kunstwerk.

U kunt op elk gewenst moment de uitleg onderbreken door op de rode knop te drukken. Als u op de groene knop drukt, loopt de uitleg weer verder. Als u naar een andere audiostop wilt luisteren, toetst u gewoon het nieuwe nummer in op uw speler. 

U kunt terug- of vooruitspoelen door de knoppen met de dubbele pijltjes te gebruiken. Het volume kunt u bijstellen door op de luidsprekertoets te drukken. Mocht u nog vragen hebben, dan kunt u zich richten tot het baliepersoneel.

1 

Alfred Stieglitz: City of Ambition (De ambitieuze stad), 1910

FEMALE:

In 1905 opende fotograaf Alfred Stieglitz zijn galerie “291” [two-ninety-one], genoemd naar het straatnummer op Fifth Avenue in New York. Deze galerie werd het brandpunt van de moderne Amerikaanse kunst begin 20ste eeuw. Naast foto’s en schilderijen uit Europa van kunstenaars als Picasso, Picabia en Matisse, exposeerde Stieglitz de toen nog onbekende kunst van de Amerikaanse avant-garde.

Stieglitz was altijd in de weer. Hij bracht onder meer het tijdschrift Camera Work uit, met als doel fotografie tot een onafhankelijke kunstvorm te maken. In de editie van oktober 1910 publiceerde hij de foto City of Ambition. Stieglitz maakte de enorme werklust en ambitie – ook nu nog kenmerkend voor de inwoners van New York – tot onderwerp van zijn werk. De foto van de rusteloze metropool, gezien vanaf de waterkant met uitzicht op Lower Manhattan, geeft het prille begin van de bouwwoede in New York weer. De veerpont op de voorgrond bracht elke dag honderden werklui naar Manhattan. 

2 

Margaret Bourke-White: The Louisville Flood, 1937 en Dam at Fort Peck, Montana, ca. 1936 (De overstroming in Louisville en Dam bij Fort Peck)

MALE:

Margaret Bourke-White schreef het volgende over haar beroemde foto The Louisville Flood uit 1937:
FEMALE:
"De overstroming in Louisville was van de ene op de andere dag groot nieuws. Ik nam de laatste vlucht naar Louisville en liftte vervolgens van de door de modder overspoelde luchthaven naar de stad. Wat mij meteen opviel was het ironische beeld van mensen die in de rij stonden voor hulp, tegen de dissonerende achtergrond van deze NAM-poster – een tevreden gezin compleet met engelachtige kinderen, hond en auto, met de blijde boodschap, ‘There is no way like the American Way.’”

MALE:
In 1936 deed de National Association of Manufacturers - of NAM - alle moeite om beelden van een gelukkig, welvarend gezin over de Verenigde Staten te verspreiden. Deze campagne was een reactie op Roosevelts New Deal. Het doel van de New Deal was de werkloosheid te bestrijden en het stimuleren van de economie, maar veel bedrijfseigenaren voelden zich beknot in hun vrijheid. 

Tegenwoordig wordt Bourke-White’s foto ten onrechte gezien als het symbool van de Grote Depressie. De ware achtergrond – de overstroming van de Ohio-rivier en de tragische gevolgen daarvan – wordt zelden vermeld.  

Vergelijk deze foto eens met de foto van de dam in Fort Peck. U ziet dan meteen de diversiteit aan onderwerpen die Margaret Bourke-White vastlegde. Op deze foto van de enorme dam in het Fort Peck meer, datzelfde jaar genomen, lijken de mensen onderaan de dam zo klein als mieren. Bourke-White maakte geschiedenis met deze foto. Het was de omslagfoto voor de eerste uitgave van Life magazine.

3 

Robert Henri (spreek uit: Hen-rai): Gertrude Vanderbilt Whitney, 1916

MALE:
Gertrude Vanderbilt Whitney werd geboren in een van de rijkste families ter wereld. Ze werd grootgebracht in de traditionele verwachting van de Amerikaanse upper-class dat ze echtgenote, moeder en societydame zou worden. 

Zelf zei ze hierover: 

FEMALE:
“Er waren veel dingen die ik niet kon doen, domweg omdat ik miss Vanderbilt was…ik verlangde ernaar iemand anders te zijn, iemand die door mensen leuk werd gevonden om wie ze was. Ik wilde gewoon een rustig en gelukkig leventje leiden.”

MALE:
Dit portret dat Robert Henri van haar schilderde, tart de normen van haar sociale klasse. Vol zelfvertrouwen en uitdagend laat Gertrude Vanderbilt Whitney zich hier zien als een moderne vrouw, met kort haar en een lange broek aan. 

De reactie van Gertrude’s echtgenoot Harry Whitney was exemplarisch voor het provocerende effect dat het schilderij in die dagen had. Hij weigerde haar het schilderij te laten ophangen in de luxueuze stadswoning van de familie. Uiteindelijk hing ze het in haar beeldhouwatelier in Greenwich Village, waar ze haar eigen werk maakte en vrienden kon ontvangen in een minder verstikkende sfeer. In de jaren 1910 en 1920 werd haar atelier een informele plek waar kunstenaars samenkwamen en hun werk toonden.

Later gaf Vanderbilt Whitney deze ad hoc-tentoonstellingen een formeler karakter, eerst in de Whitney Studio Club en later in het Whitney Museum, dat in 1931 zijn deuren opende in Eighth Street.
4 

John Sloan: Backyards, Greenwich Village, 1914

MALE:
In een besneeuwde achtertuin leggen twee warm aangeklede kinderen de laatste hand aan een dikke sneeuwpop. Ze worden bespied door een kat die door de diepe sneeuw sluipt. In het midden op de voorgrond kijkt een andere kat, die bovenop een houten schutting zit, je aan. Deze kat wordt op zijn beurt weer gadegeslagen door een klein, bleek meisje dat vrolijk uit het raam van het naburige huis kijkt. De iets vooroverhellende telegraafpaal lijkt enigszins verdwaald in deze besloten, vredige wereld. De paal staat er bij als een spar, met horizontale uitsteeksels die lijken op korte, gebroken takken. 

Hoewel er geen vuilnisbak te bekennen is op dit schilderij van John Sloan, is het toch kenmerkend voor de ‘Ashcan’ School. Dit was een groep stedelijke realistische schilders die hun naam ontleenden aan hun afbeeldingen van het straatleven en alledaagse sfeerimpressies van New York. Ze hadden hun oog voor verhalende details geleerd in hun vak als krantenillustratoren. Vóór de komst van de fotojournalistiek werden gebeurtenissen namelijk vastgelegd door de snelle, vaste pennenstreken van illustratoren. 

Voor de aanhangers van het ‘urban realism’ (stedelijk realisme) was zelfs een doodgewone achtertuin een schilderij waard; dat zien we ook op dit liefdevol geschilderde uitzicht uit het venster van Sloans atelier.

5 
Joseph Stella: Luna Park, ca. 1913

FEMALE:
Deze olieverfstudie uit 1913 maakt deel uit van een serie waarin Joseph Stella het Luna Park op Coney Island, ten zuiden van Brooklyn, schilderde. Luna Park werd gebouwd in 1903 en was een van de eerste pretparken in de Verenigde Staten. Het was niet alleen beroemd om de sprookjesachtige Oriëntaalse architectuur en buitenissige attracties maar ook om de verlichting. ’s Avonds veranderden een kwart miljoen gloeilampen de nacht in klaarlichte dag. 

Stella verbeeldt de verlichting van het park met tal van lichte verfstippen op een achtergrond van donkerblauw en zwart. De witte stippen doen denken aan de gloeilampen die de – op de achtergrond zichtbare – torens versierden. De golvende lijnen met gele vlekken, suggereren snoeren met feestverlichting. Ook de helverlichte raderen en straalachtige penseelstreken wekken de indruk van een turbulent lichtspektakel. We kunnen de mensen in het donker niet duidelijk zien, maar de lijnen en vlekken onderaan het schilderij duiden op een mensenmenigte die zich tussen de kraampjes en attracties doorwurmt.

Stella bezocht Coney Island begin september 1913, nadat hij voor langere tijd in Europa was geweest. Zijn voorliefde voor de snelheid en dynamiek van het stadsleven was gewekt door Gino Severini en andere Italiaanse futuristen, van wie Stella werken in Parijs had gezien. Zijn bezoek aan Coney Island liet een blijvende indruk op hem achter en in 1924 zei hij dat dit de gebeurtenis was die hem de weg naar succes had gewezen. 

6 

Guy Pène du Bois: Opera Box (Operaloge), 1926

MALE :

Deze vrouw in een operaloge wordt verlicht alsof ze op het podium staat, met haar lichtgevende, marmerachtige huid afgezet tegen een donkere, fluwelen achtergrond. Ze is een verfijnde, statige dame die naar beneden kijkt vanuit een hoge ring in het theater. Haar uitdrukking is afstandelijk, in zichzelf gekeerd en ondoorgrondelijk. Hoewel haar koninklijke houding alle individuele persoonlijkheid maskeert,  suggereert deze ook dat de vrouw weet  —of hoopt—dat ze wordt gadegeslagen. Ze poseert, als een beeldhouwwerk  in de hoek van een operaloge zodat iedereen haar kan bewonderen. 

Met zijn elegante portretten van kleurloze, vadsige zakenlui en chique maar leeghoofdige jonge vrouwen dreef Guy Pène du Bois de spot met de society van New York en Parijs uit de jaren 1920. Een van zijn favoriete plekken was de opera, die hij bezocht als muziekrecencent en  gast van Gertrude Vanderbilt Whitney. Vanuit zijn stoel in de opera bestudeerde Pène du Bois de rijke en machtige burgers, om later naar zijn atelier terug te keren en te schilderen wat hij had gezien.  

Pène du Bois’ betrokkenheid bij het leven van alledag—bij voorkeur dat van de rijken - werd geïnspireerd door zijn leermeester, de vooraanstaande realist Robert Henri. (Hen-rai). Wat Pène du Bois in elk geval gemeen had met de stedelijke realisten was de interesse in eigentijdse onderwerpen. Maar hij behoorde ook tot de traditie van sociale satire waar onder meer de Franse negentiende-eeuwse cartoonist en schilder Honoré Daumier deel van uitmaakte.

7 

William Glackens: Hammerstein’s Roof Garden (Hammersteins dakterras), ca. 1901

MALE:
Dit schilderij van William Glackens, getiteld Hammerstein's Roof Garden, toont een tafereel in een variététheater, een populaire vorm van vermaak in het New York van rond 1900. Deze daktuinen waren een uitvlucht voor de zomer—wanneer de verstikkende hitte de theaters dwong om hun deuren te sluiten. 

Net als zijn collega-kunstenaars Everett Shinn, John Sloan en Robert Henri was William Glackens naar New York getrokken, waar florerende variétéhuizen publiek uit alle lagen van de bevolking trok. In Glackens’ schilderij zien we de gebeurtenissen vanuit het perspectief van een persoon die op het punt staat plaats te nemen aan een tafel.

William Glackens portretteert de veranderende zeden van de post-Victoriaanse maatschappij en de overweldigende invloed van nieuwe technologieën. Hij schildert de goedverlichte publieke arena waarin mannen en vrouwen naast elkaar de variétéartiesten bewonderen. Dik aangezette witte en gele verfspetters geven de filigreinachtige kluwen elektrische lampen weer, die avondtheater mogelijk maakten. Zowel Glackens’ onderwerp als zijn gedempte kleurenpalet wijzen op de invloed van de Franse schilder Édouard Manet, die de populaire plekken van vermaak in Parijs in de negentiende eeuw vastlegde. In dit schilderij bewaart William Glackens de felle kleuren voor de rode paraplu en de hemelsblauwe jurk van de koorddanseres om daarmee de bohemienne die hoog boven het publiek balanceert extra te accentueren.

8 

George Bellows: Introducing John L. Sullivan (Een warm applaus voor John L. Sullivan), 1923

FEMALE:
Boksen was al ver voor 1900 populair in de Verenigde Staten. Het werd beschouwd als de meest elementaire vorm van vechten en gold als maatstaf voor heldhaftigheid. George Bellows was gefascineerd door de spanning en sfeer rond bokswedstrijden, die hij beschouwde als exemplarisch voor het moderne stadsleven. Hij werkte als illustrator voor de sportkaternen van kranten en maakte een groot aantal schilderijen, tekeningen en etsen van gevechten in de stijl van het urban-realism.

In deze voorstelling zit de titelverdediger in het zwaargewicht, Jess Willard op zijn kruk in de hoek van de ring en bereidt zich voor op zijn gevecht. Intussen worden verschillende voormalige kampioenen voorgesteld aan de 13.000 bezoekers van Madison Square Garden in New York. Drie van hen staan tegen de touwen ontspannen met elkaar te praten, terwijl een vierde man, een boom van een kerel, midden in de ring staat. De schijnwerpers hoog boven aan het plafond verlichten deze kolos met zijn hoekige schedel. De bulkige verschijning contrasteert met de elegantie van de andere boksers en benadrukt de beweeglijkheid van de kleine presentator. De grote man is  bokslegende John Lawrence Sullivan, de laatste kampioen boksen met blote vuisten en de eerste officiële wereldkampioen zwaargewicht in het boksen met handschoenen. Sullivan behaalde vanaf 1879 de ene na de andere overwinning als de “Boston Strongboy”. 

Dit schilderij is een afbeelding van wat misschien Sullivans laatste publieke optreden was. Bellows schilderde het in 1923, zeven jaar na het gevecht en vijf jaar na Sullivans dood.
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Edward Hopper: Railroad Sunset (Spoor bij zonsondergang), 1929

FEMALE:

Railroad Sunset toont een moderne interpretatie van het ‘leven als reis’, zoals dat door de kunstenaars uit de Romantiek werd afgebeeld. De afbeelding doet denken aan het uitzicht vanuit een rijdende trein. Het spoor weerspiegelt het laatste daglicht tegen een donkere achtergrond. Het seinhuis is het soort object dat slechts een moment  de aandacht van de reiziger trekt voordat het in de duisternis verdwijnt. 

Over dit werk van Edward Hopper schreef de Amerikaanse auteur John Updike:

MALE:
“Het onderwerp van Railroad Sunset is het einde van de dag; de heftige kleur leidt onze aandacht af van het vrijstaande seinhuis op de voorgrond. …Een kleurrijke orgie die luidruchtig de schoonheid van de natuur bejubelt en waarin alles wat wijst op menselijke aanwezigheid tot het absolute minimum is teruggebracht.”

FEMALE:
Hopper was erg in zijn nopjes met dit schilderij, dat hij maakte in zijn atelier aan Washington Square in New York. In zijn aantekenboekje schreef hij: “Seinhuis als silhouet. Vergevorderde zonsondergang, rode en goudachtige horizontale wolken. Een ware schoonheid, dit schilderij.”

Hopper gebruikte het veranderende licht op verschillende momenten van de dag om een sfeer weer te geven. Om dit te benadrukken gaf hij veel van zijn schilderijen titels mee als Eleven A.M., Early Sunday Morning of Seven A.M. 
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Edward Hopper: Seven A.M. (Zeven uur ‘s ochtends), 1948

MALE:

De klok geeft aan dat het zeven uur ’s ochtends is. De eerste zonnestralen verlichten de spaarzame voorwerpen die in de etalage staan uitgestald. Het is moeilijk te zeggen wat de winkel verkoopt. We zien drie groene glazen flessen, tegen het schot staat een reclamebord met een man erop, een voorwerp dat doet denken aan een kalender en een blauwe doos. Binnen in de winkel valt het zonlicht op een lege stellingkast en een kassa. Aan de rechterkant wordt het zicht op het interieur geblokkeerd door het matte glas in de deur en door een scherm dat de etalage rechts bedekt.

Hopper maakte dit schilderij in 1948, in zijn zomeratelier in South Truro op Cape Cod, aan de kust van Massachusetts. Hopper en zijn vrouw Jo maakten nauwgezette aantekeningen in eenvoudige notitieboekjes. Jo schreef daarin: 

FEMALE:
“Het is een ‘illegale kroeg’ of zoiets. Als je de deur binnenliep, zag je achterin een pooltafel staan.”

MALE:
Dit mysterieuze gebouw met zijn heldere, witte Cape Cod-architectuur bevindt zich aan de rand van een bos. De duisternis van het bos staat in schril contrast met de strakke lichte architectuur van het huis, waardoor een ietwat ongemakkelijke, geheimzinnige sfeer overheerst. . 

Composities als deze zijn typerend voor Hoppers oeuvre. Het schilderij laat ons geloven dat we het begin van een spannend verhaal zien waarvan de ontknoping nog niet bekend is.

11

Edward Hopper: Self-Portrait (Zelfportret), 1925–1930

FEMALE:

Van Edward Hoppers zelfportretten is dit waarschijnlijk het beroemdste. Hij kijkt naar ons alsof iemand vanaf de zijkant tegen hem aan het praten is. De gang achter hem onderstreept de vluchtige aard van deze ontmoeting. Het diagonale perspectief symboliseert zijn voortdurende bedrijvigheid – een kort gesprekje voordat de twee partijen elk hun eigen weg gaan.

Toen hij dit schilderij maakte, was Hopper ruim veertig jaar oud. Nadat hij vele jaren als illustrator en grafisch kunstenaar had gewerkt, kon hij zich eindelijk uitsluitend aan het schilderen wijden. In 1924 trouwde hij met de schilderes Josephine Nivison, die zijn artistieke inspanningen steunde. Zijn eerste successen volgden—een aankoop door het Brooklyn Museum, zijn eerste solo-expositie in de Whitney Studio Club in 1920 en een andere solo-expositie in Boston in 1926. Het zelfportret lijkt een erkenning van zijn positie als kunstenaar – een onderwerp dat Hopper in latere jaren zelden aansneed.

In dit portret wijzen noch zijn kleding noch zijn omgeving op Hoppers beroep als kunstenaar. De alledaags geklede zakenman is een typerend element in Hoppers visuele universum. Met zijn hoed op lijkt het alsof hij op het punt staat te vertrekken. De kunstenaar verbindt zich hier met de mensen in hotels, de reizigers in treinen en de eenzame stadsbewoners die hij portretteerde.
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Edward Hopper: New York Interior (Interieur in New York), ca. 1921

MALE:
Misschien is een van New Yorks El trains – de luchtspoorweg - een moment gestopt op het smalle spoor en kijkt een van de passagiers naar buiten, naar een appartementengebouw vlakbij waar nog licht brandt. De vrouw met het losvallende haar en haar rug naar het raam is zich er niet van bewust dat ze wordt bekeken. Gehuld in een korset gaat ze helemaal op in haar naaiwerk ’s avonds laat. De witte lap stof op haar schoot vormt samen met haar kleding een visueel geheel. De rechterhand die de draad vast heeft, reikt ver de kamer in.

In de jaren 1920 maakte Hopper veel schilderijen waarin het uitzicht door een raam een essentieel element van de compositie is. Afbeeldingen van stedelingen die aan het eind van de dag naar hun appartement zijn teruggekeerd, drukken een sfeer van stedelijke anonimiteit uit. Dit zijn vluchtige momenten van dichtbij— die echter niet worden beantwoord door de persoon die wordt waargenomen. Wie is hier nu eenzaam? De vrouw in het verlichte raam? Of de nachtelijke voyeur? 

Via zijn leermeester Robert Henri maakte Hopper kennis met het werk van Edgar Degas. Hopper en Degas waren beiden schilders die het leven in de stad observeerden. Wanneer ze buiten liepen of onderweg waren – de een met de metro, de ander met de paardentram – richtten ze hun aandacht op marginale momenten van het stedelijk bestaan. De basis van hun artistieke werk rust niet op een daadwerkelijke gebeurtenis, maar was een wisselwerking tussen perceptie, herinnering en scheppingskracht.
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Edward Hopper: South Carolina Morning (Ochtend in South Carolina), 1955

FEMALE:

De vrouw in de deuropening staart de kijker uitdagend aan. Ze bevindt zich in de beschermende ruimte van het huis. Het huis en de vrouw lijken een eenheid te vormen. De vrouw houdt haar armen gekruist onder haar borsten; de beschadigde luiken zijn gesloten. Bezoekers zijn hier niet welkom. Er is nergens een teken van het leven van alledag. 

Het schilderij South Carolina Morning is geinspireerd  een ontmoeting die in 1929 plaatsvond. Op een uitje in de omgeving van Charleston in South Carolina zagen Hopper en zijn vrouw Jo een zwarte vrouw voor een blokhut in de bossen staan. Haar echtgenoot kwam kort daarna thuis en gebood haar naar binnen te gaan.

Vele jaren later, toen Hopper was uitgegroeid tot een van de meest gerespecteerde kunstenaars in de V.S., beeldde hij deze vluchtige ontmoeting af. Hopper werkte eigenlijk zelden spontaan een onderwerp voor zijn schilderijen uit. Heel vaak gingen er maanden of jaren voorbij, voordat hij het gevoel had dat hij in staat was een idee in een beeld om te zetten. Zo zei hij in een interview in de jaren ‘60:

MALE:
“Nou ja, misschien bestaat er zoiets als inspiratie. Misschien is ’t het hoogtepunt van een denkproces. Maar ik vind het moeilijk te beslissen wat ik wil schilderen. Er gaan soms maanden voorbij zonder dat ik iets weet te vinden. Het komt langzaam...”
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Edward Hopper: Italian Quarter (Italiaanse wijk), Gloucester, 1912

FEMALE:

Het schilderij Italian Quarter, Gloucester is een vroeg voorbeeld van de wijze waarop Hopper zijn typische architectuur weergeeft in latere schilderijen van gebouwen en vuurtorens. Onze aandacht wordt getrokken naar de straat met aan weerszijden telegraafpalen. Achter een gebouw van enkele verdiepingen steekt de top van een mast uit. Zonder een enkele glimp van de zee zelf weten we waar we deze kunnen vinden. Zo wordt de zee – hoewel zelf niet zichtbaar – een integraal onderdeel van het schilderij.

Net als zijn leermeester Robert Henri en collega-kunstenaars als George Bellows en John Sloan trok Edward Hopper naar de kust om er tijdens de zomermaanden te schilderen. Hopper bracht de zomer van 1912 door in Gloucester, een klein vissersdorp ten noordoosten van Boston, gelegen op een landtong in de Atlantische Oceaan. In de negentiende eeuw werd het onder Amerikaanse openluchtschilders een populaire plek om de zomer door te brengen. Tijdens zijn eerste bezoek aan de kust van New England was de haven vaak zo overvol met kunstenaars en hun ezels dat Hopper zich terugtrok in de verlaten steegjes van de Italiaanse en Portugese wijken. Daar leefden Europese vissers in eenvoudige omstandigheden van de goedlopende vishandel op Cape Ann.

15 
Thomas Hart Benton: Poker Night (from A Streetcar Named Desire), 1948

(Pokeravondje, naar het toneelstuk Tramlijn begeerte)

MALE:
Wanneer de zussen Blanche en Stella thuiskomen, hebben de mannen al urenlang zitten pokeren. Ondanks het late tijdstip is het nog steeds broeierig warm en de gemoederen zijn verhit. Blanche en Stella verdwijnen achter het gordijn dat het slaapgedeelte scheidt van de woonkamer en maken aanstalten om naar bed te gaan.

Voor dit in opdracht gemaakte schilderij naar Tennessee Williams’ succesvolle toneelstuk A Streetcar Named Desire (in het Nederlands vertaald als Tramlijm begeerte) koos Thomas Hart Benton deze scène uit het derde bedrijf. Het toneelstuk was dé verrassende sensatie van 1947 en maakte de onbekende Marlon Brando, in de rol van Stanley Kowalski, in één klap tot Broadway-ster. Benton plaatste in dit werk de gebeurtenissen dichter op elkaar dan op het toneel. Het gordijn op de achtergrond symboliseert een scheiding tussen de mannen en vrouwen, die alleen wordt overschreden door de begerige blik van Mitch. Blanche, de vrouwelijke hoofdpersoon die zichzelf zit te bewonderen in een handspiegel, heeft een sterke seksuele lading gekregen op Bentons schilderij. Oude foto’s van de set hebben echter aangetoond dat Jessica Tandy, die Blanche speelde, nooit zo’n provocerende jurk heeft gedragen.

Toen het productieteam overwoog om een reclamefoto te maken gebaseerd op het schilderij, schreef Jessica Tandy aan Tennessee Williams:

FEMALE:
Beste Tennessee

...Ik deel je bewondering voor Benton als schilder, maar in dit schilderij heeft hij ervoor gekozen, zo lijkt het mij, om de Stanley-kant van het verhaal te schilderen.
… Er is altijd een deel van het publiek geweest dat kennelijk een sexy, schunnig toneelstuk verwacht. Ik wil niets doen wat toekomstig publiek ertoe aan kan zetten te denken dat ze echte seks, naakt en al, te zien krijgen. 

16 

John Steuart Curry: Baptism in Kansas (Doopplechtigheid in Kansas), 1928

MALE:
De Regionalisten waren een groep kunstenaars bestaande uit John Steuart Curry, Grant Wood en Thomas Hart Benton, wiens schilderij A Streetcar Named Desire in dezelfde ruimte  hangt. De groep legde beelden uit het hart van Amerika vast en had een nostalgische interesse in plaatselijke types en taferelen die in snel tempo aan het verdwijnen waren.

Baptism in Kansas typeert Curry’s unieke visie op een geïdealiseerd Amerikaans binnenland. Teruggrijpend op zijn jeugdherinneringen schilderde Curry de elementaire natuurkrachten van het Midwesten —tornado’s, overstromingen, droogte en sneeuwstormen—en het sterke geloof van de bevolking. Dit dooptafereel herinnert aan een ceremonie die Curry in 1915 zag, toen de plaatselijke kreken waren uitgedroogd en de enige geschikte plek voor de plechtigheid een watertank was. De dynamische houding van de priester met zijn asgrauwe gezicht kondigt de op handen zijnde plechtigheid aan. De cirkel met vrome kerkzangers, de rij T-Fords en het uitgestrekte platteland geven een mooi contrast. De vogels en het zonlicht maken de compositie compleet, suggererend dat er harmonie bestaat—al is het maar tijdelijk—tussen de bijeengekomen menigte en hun rauwe, onvoorspelbare leefomgeving. 

Baptism in Kansas haalde John Steuart Curry uit de anonimiteit. En het markeerde het begin van een loopbaan die onlosmakelijk verbonden is met zijn geboorteplaats Dunavant in Kansas. Curry stelde het schilderij voor het eerst tentoon in 1928 in Washington, DC. Zowel critici als bezoekers waren onmiddellijk enthousiast over deze afbeelding van vurige geloofsovertuiging. Het vernieuwende aan het schilderij was dat het afweek van de stadstaferelen en abstracte landschappen van het modernisme uit het Jazz tijdperk Het markeerde de opkomst van de Regionalisten. De stroming die de gemeenschapszin en maatschappelijke waarden van het Midwesten tijdens de Grote Depressie bejubelde.

17 

Paul Cadmus: Sailors and Floosies (Zeelui en meisjes van plezier), 1938

FEMALE:
Paul Cadmus combineerde vaak een klassieke stijl met bijtende maatschappelijke satire. Cadmus was bijzonder geïnteresseerd in de musculatuur en anatomie van de menselijke gedaante. Hij liet zich inspireren door voorbeelden uit het verleden, met name door de Italiaanse Renaissancemeesters Andrea Mantegna en Luca Signorelli. Maar zijn onderwerpen waren zonder meer eigentijds – soms zelfs gewaagd – en dreven herhaaldelijk de spot met verschillende aspecten van het moderne Amerikaanse leven.

In dit schilderij, Sailors and Floosies, kunnen we Cadmus’ neiging tot satire zien, evenals zijn technische belangstelling in het afbeelden van het menselijk lichaam. Het is het derde stuk in een trilogie die hij schilderde tussen 1933 en 1938. Het onderwerp van deze schilderijen, mariniers op verlof die lol hebben met vrouwen en mannen, was de bron van een hevige controverse waarin de Amerikaanse marine centraal stond. Volgens sommigen werd de marine in een extreem negatief daglicht  gesteld. Anderen meenden juist dat het gedrag van marinepersoneel op verlof aan wal behoorlijk realistisch was afgebeeld. De homo-erotische thema’s in de ‘zeelui-trilogie’ wakkerden de discussie nog verder aan. Op het eerste gezicht bevat Sailors and Floosies geen openlijke tekenen van homoseksualiteit. Maar wanneer je het “meisje van plezier” op de voorgrond van het schilderij als een travestiet ziet, krijgt het tafereel ineens een andere lading.

Het schilderij toont duidelijk Cadmus’ interesse in het naast elkaar plaatsen van het klassieke en moderne. De slapende zeeman op de voorgrond ligt in een houding die duidelijk doet denken aan de Renaissance-afbeeldingen van Venus, terwijl er een spottend, welhaast demonisch “meisje van plezier” over hem heen hangt. We kunnen de lichaamsbouw van de figuren door hun kleren heen zien, vooral die van de zeelui. Hieruit blijkt hoe goed de kunstenaar de weergave van de menselijke anatomie beheerste .
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Reginald Marsh: Ten Cents a Dance (Tien cent voor ‘n dans), 1933

MALE:
Ten Cents a Dance toont een typisch tafereel in een zogeheten ‘taxi-dance hall’, een populaire vorm van entertainment in de Verenigde Staten na 1920. Mannen betaalden jonge vrouwen, de ‘taxi dancers’, tien dollarcent voor een dans. 

Marsh begon aan dit schilderij te werken in april 1933, kort nadat hij een van deze populaire dansgelegenheden had bezocht. Hij plaatste een groep jonge vrouwen naast elkaar als op een fries: sommigen naar voren kijkend, anderen en profil, en weer anderen met hun rug naar de kijker – alsof hij het vrouwelijke lichaam van alle kanten wil laten zien. De meeste vrouwen hebben blond of geblondeerd haar en dragen fel gekleurde lippenstift. Marsh’ belangstelling ging meer uit naar het schilderen van een type moderne vrouw dan naar het afbeelden van een individuele vrouw.

De min of meer uitgebluste verleidsters besteden geen enkele aandacht aan elkaar. Het zijn concurrentes en ze kijken liever opzij, of rechtstreeks naar de beschouwer; een houding die eerder opdringerig dan uitnodigend is. De toeschouwer is in de positie van de klant geplaatst, die slechts door een hindernis op heuphoogte gescheiden is van het onderwerp van zijn fantasieën.

Reginald Marsh hield van de jachtige drukte van New York. Van de metro’s en pleinen, van de moderne plekken voor entertainment en ontspanning – zoals Coney Island, bioscopen, theaters, revues en cabarets. Voor Marsh was de dance hall een metafoor voor de vervreemding, het isolement en de anonimiteit die hij associeerde met de moderne stad.
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Stuart Davis: House and Street (Huis en straat), 1931

MALE:
Stuart Davis ontwikkelde een eigenzinnige vorm van kubistische abstractie in zijn stadsgezichten van het New York uit begin jaren 1930. Toch zag hij zichzelf niet als abstract schilder. Hij benadrukte liever het feit dat al zijn schilderijen geïnspireerd waren op Amerikaanse stadsbuurten uit die tijd. We kunnen deze identificatie met tijd en plaats zien in dit werk, House and Street, waar het woord “Front” verwijst naar Front Street in Lower Manhattan. De hoofdletters verwijzen hoogstwaarschijnlijk naar de democratische presidentskandidaat uit 1928, Alfred E. Smith, die destijds trachtte om een nieuwe kandidatuur binnen zijn partij in de wacht te slepen. Het kloksymbool is het logo van de Bell Telephone Company.

Het tafereel in de rechterhelft van het schilderij is niet zo gemakkelijk te ontcijferen. De witte streep met het zigzagpatroon staat voor het spoor van de bovengrondse ‘el’-train die vanaf 1878 boven Manhattans Third Avenue liep. In de groene balk met de blauwe driehoeken valt een steunbeer van de luchtspoorweg te herkennen, met zijn markante patroon van schuine dwarsbalken.

Het principe van Davis’ werkwijze was om architectonische elementen te reduceren tot contrasterende vlakken met scherpe contouren en felle kleuren. Ramen worden zwarte of rode vierkanten, brandtrappen grijze strepen en de glazen façades van wolkenkrabbers worden weergegeven met kleine vierkantjes. Deze onwerkelijke vlakkenverdeling wordt versterkt door een gebrek aan diepte en door de sterk contrasterende kleuren. De belettering is de enige verwijzing naar menselijke aanwezigheid: er zijn geen voetgangers, geen auto’s en geen treinen om de onwezenlijke stilte te verlevendigen. Van de energie van de metropool, van de herrie, beweging of snelheid is niets te bespeuren.
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Man Ray: New York, 1917/1966

FEMALE:
Man Ray maakte deze “assisted ready-made” in 1917, als een van zijn eerste dadaïstische objecten. Hij werd geïnspireerd door de ideeën van Marcel Duchamp, die zoals veel kunstenaars bij het uitbreken van de Eerste Wereldoorlog naar New York was gekomen. 

Duchamps provocerende ready-mades riepen op tot een geheel nieuwe definitie van kunst. Door fabrieksmatig vervaardigde, alledaagse voorwerpen in een nieuwe context te plaatsen en tot kunstwerk te promoveren, tartte hij traditionele opvattingen over de esthetiek van een ‘echt’ beeldhouwwerk. Zijn beroemdste voorbeeld is Fountain, een urinoir waarop hij een handtekening zette en dat hij 90 graden draaide om het van zijn oorspronkelijke functie te ontdoen.

Man Ray maakte ook gebruik van gevonden materialen voor zijn ready-mades, maar in tegenstelling tot Duchamp combineerde hij ze met andere voorwerpen om ze zo een  poëtische lading mee te geven . De assemblage New York spoort ons niet alleen aan naar de afzonderlijke onderdelen te kijken, maar ook het geheel te zien: een sculpturale weergave van een wolkenkrabber die New York symboliseert. De manier waarop Man Ray het object construeerde bevat ook een emotionele component.De samengeperste stroken symboliseren de druk en hectiek van het stadsleven, terwijl de gekantelde vorm een gevoel overdraagt van de onrust en dynamiek die kenmerkend is voor de moderne stad.

Het originele kunstwerk uit 1917, waarvan alleen foto’s over zijn, was gemaakt van stroken hout die bijeen werden gehouden door een klemschroef. Het had de zandstenen kleur van wolkenkrabbers uit die periode. Deze reproductie uit 1966 is gemaakt van verchroomd brons en doet denken aan de trapsgewijze staalconstructie op de top van  Art Deco wolkenkrabbers zoals het Chrysler-gebouw.
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Charles Sheeler: River Rouge Plant (River Rouge fabriek), 1932

MALE:
Toen het eerste nieuwe Model A-Ford van de band rolde in oktober 1927, was de Ford-fabriek de grootste ter wereld. Het complex aan de River Rouge, buiten Detroit, bestreek ongeveer acht vierkante kilometer. Henry Ford liet alle onderdelen van de auto’s ter plekke produceren—van staal tot glas en rubber, maar ook cement en chemische producten als kunstmest en verf.


Schilder en fotograaf Charles Sheeler verbleef eind 1927 zes weken in dit reusachtige centrum van industriële macht. Hij was daar om de fabrieksinstallaties in opdracht van het bedrijf te fotograferen. Sheeler was onder de indruk van de enorme omvang van het complex. Hij maakte meer dan 30 kunstfoto’s van de hallen en de machines. Deze opnames gebruikt hij voor een reeks tekeningen, aquarellen en schilderijen, waarin hij zijn fascinatie voor de gigantische fabriek weergeeft. 

Dit werk, River Rouge Plant uit 1932 hoort bij deze serie. Te zien is de enorme hal waarin steenkool vloeibaar werd gemaakt. Twee schepen begrenzen het uitzicht aan de rechterkant van het schilderij. Tegenover het gebouw plaatste Sheeler een groot wateroppervlak. Hierin zien we de weerspiegelde contouren van de fabriek en vormen ze een contrast met de grote muren en het kleine, uit planken opgetrokken bootshuis. Met de puntgevels, de hoog geplaatste vensters en de gevelindeling zoals het schip van een kerk, creëert Sheeler de indruk van een ‘kathedraal van de vooruitgang. Het ging Sheeler niet om de producten of de mensen in de fabriek maar om de religieuze dimensie van de industrie. Een dimensie die volgens hem het Amerika van zijn tijd het best karakteriseerde. 
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Marsden Hartley: Forms Abstracted (Abstracte vormen), 1913

FEMALE:
Forms Abstracted geldt als een van de belangrijkste uitingen van het vroege Amerikaanse modernisme. 

De kleuren zwart, wit en rood en de vlakmatige verdeling van het beeld lopen vooruit op ’zijn War Motif-serie, die was geïnspireerd op vlaggen en militaire onderscheidingen. Deze reeks schilderde hij ter nagedachtenis aan een Duitse officier die was gesneuveld in de eerste Wereldoorlog. 

Hartley gebruikte hier het Lam Gods als onderwerp; Het beschilderen van de lijst ontleende hij aan de volkskunst. 

Dit werk maakte Marsden Hartley aan het begin van een tweejarig verblijf in Duitsland. Stieglitz stelde Hartley met een reisbeurs in staat naar Europa te gaan, waar hij aansluiting zocht bij vooruitstrevende avant-gardebeweginigen op het gebied van abstracte kunst; eerst de kring rond Robert Delaunay in Parijs, daarna Der Blaue Reiter rond Wassily Kandinsky en Franz Marc. Hun dierschilderingen waren een belangrijke inspiratiebron waren voor deze voorstelling.

Ook de andere kunstenaars van wie in deze ruimte werk te zien is  lieten zich inspireren door Europese avant-garde bewegingen. Zij vonden een aanhanger in de New Yorkse fotograaf en galeriehouder Alfred Stieglitz, die hun werk in zijn galerie 291 (two ninety one) tentoonstelde.
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Max Weber: Chinees Restaurant (Chinees restaurant), 1915

FEMALE:
Zoals de titel suggereert, wil Max Weber met dit werk het gevoel oproepen je een van de felverlichte Chinese restaurants binnengaat waar de schilder Max Weber zo van hield. Door het groeiende aantal immigranten uit het Verre Oosten wemelde het in New York begin 1900 van de Chinese restaurants. Talrijke foto’s en schilderijen van de Ashcan School en de modernisten getuigen van de populariteit van Chinatown.

Weber wilde de ervaring van eten in een druk en rumoerig Chinees restaurant vastleggen. Hoewel het schilderij abstract geschilderd is, geeft Weber de kijker aanwijzingen voor het realistische onderwerp: het herhaalde vloerpatroon van het restaurant, de gekrulde poot van een tafel, de onmiskenbaar Chinese kleurencombinatie rood, zwart en goud. De manier waarop de voorwerpen zijn afgebeeld is geïnspireerd op het synthetisch kubisme van Pablo Picasso en Georges Braque en spoort je aan om de afzonderlijke elementen van het doek aandachtig te bekijken. Toch kost het behoorlijk wat moeite om de klanten van het restaurant te ontdekken.

Webers schilderij komt luidruchtig en hectisch over. Dit komt door de fragmentatie van de voorwerpen, het contrast tussen licht en donker, de vervorming van het perspectief en de ogenschijnlijk chaotische structuur. 

Het schilderij  Chinese Restaurant en Webers andere werken uit deze periode staan symbool  voor de vernieuwing in de weergave van de Amerikaanse stad.
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Stanton Macdonald-Wright: “Oriental”. Synchromy in Blue-Green, 1918

(Oriëntaals. Synchromie in blauw-groen)

MALE:
Samen met Morgan Russell ontwikkelde Stanton Macdonald-Wright in 1912 in Parijs het synchromisme, een aan de kleurenleer van Robert Delaunay verwante stijl. Bestudering van de geschriften van Eugène Chevreul bracht de beide kunstenaars tot de veronderstelling dat kleuren en muzikale tonen vergelijkbare fenomenen waren en dat een schilderij volgens dezelfde harmonische beginselen samengesteld kan worden als een muziekstuk. 

Met hun zogeheten ‘synchromieën’ wilden Macdonald-Wright en Russell gewaarwordingen oproepen waarbij je naast kleuren ook geluiden ervaart. Deze schilderijen gelden als de eerste abstracte kunst van Amerikaanse hand en trokken al vroeg internationaal de aandacht. Ze werden voor het eerst tentoongesteld in juni 1913, in de Neuer Kunstsalon in München; een jaar later bij Bernheim-Jeune in Parijs.

Terug in New York verdiepte Macdonald-Wright, die naast Spaans en Frans ook Chinees en Japans sprak, zich in de Oost-Aziatische kunst en cultuur. Daarvan getuigt de toevoeging ‘Oriental’ in de titel van deze synchromie in blauwgroen Kenmerkend voor dit schilderij is de verfijnde, transparante manier waarop de kleuren zijn aangebracht. De prismatische vlakken stellen twee liggende menselijke gestalten voor. 

25 

Georgia O’Keeffe: The White Calico Flower (Witte bloem van calicot), 1931

MALE:

Het gezichtspunt in dit schilderij, getiteld The White Calico Flower, ligt extreem dichtbij. Dit levert een abstract effect op De formele strengheid van de bloem voorkomt dat het werk clichématig of zuiver decoratief overkomt. O’Keeffes bloemblaadjes lijken met hun grijstinten een botanische tegenhanger te zijn van de gladde oppervlakken van de industriële gebouwen zoals die door de precisionisten werden geschilderd


Georgia O’Keeffe zond in 1915 een paar van haar aquarellen aan een vriendin in New York, die ze aan Alfred Stieglitz liet zien. Hij stelde ze kort daarna tentoon in zijn Galerie 291. In 1918 verhuisde O’Keeffe naar New York, waar ze zich aansloot bij de kring rond Stieglitz. Ze kreeg een relatie met Stieglitz en trouwde in 1924 met hem. 

Onder invloed van de kunstenaars rond Stieglitz ontwikkelde O’Keeffe’s werk zich van gevoelige, sfeervolle aquarellen naar verdichte, monumentaal aandoende olieverfschilderingen. Daarbij maakte ze net als de modernistische fotografen gebruik van de close-uptechniek voor afbeeldingen van bloemen en andere natuurvormen op groot formaat. 

Ironisch genoeg was de hier afgebeelde bloem niet echt, maar van textiel. O’Keeffe schilderde ook bloemen naar de natuur, maar kunstbloemen hadden als voordeel dat ze niet verwelktenzodat ze ze op elk gewenst moment kon gebruiken. Het ging O’Keeffe dan ook niet om de botanische getrouwheid maar om de organische vorm. 
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Georgia O’Keeffe: Summer Days (Zomerdagen), 1936

FEMALE:
In Summer Days combineert Georgia O’Keeffe kale, verdorde heuvels met een weidse hemel. Een hertenschedel en bloemen vormen een eerbetoon aan de eeuwige cyclus van leven en dood en de kracht van de natuur. De bloemen (het zijn wellicht een ocotillo, aster en heliopsis) belichamen het leven, dat ondanks alle droogte in de woestijn gedijt. De bewolkte lucht kondigt een regenstorm aan die de woestijn tot bloei zal brengen. De dierenschedel lijkt je aan te staren vanuit zijn lege oogkassen. Hij symboliseert de hardheid van het leven in de woestijn van het Zuidwesten. 

Terwijl wolkenkrabbers en bloemen haar handelsmerk waren tijdens haar jaren in New York, ontwikkelde Georgia O’Keeffe een compleet nieuw beeldvocabulaire op de dorre hoogvlaktes van New Mexico. Ze vestigde zich er voorgoed in 1949, drie jaar na de dood van haar echtgenoot Alfred Stieglitz. 

Door als prominent vertegenwoordiger van de kring rond Stieglitz een landschap ver van New York, als bron voor haar werk te kiezen, stelde ze het centrale belang van Manhattan en het stedelijke modernisme voor de avant-gardistische kunst ter discussie. Op zoek naar een waarlijk Amerikaanse kunst trok ze naar een landschap dat zich onderscheidde door de afgezonderde ligging en geschiedenis.

O’Keeffe verzamelde  schedels en beenderen op haar wandeltochten. Ze vond ze “mooi” en “bijzonder levendig” en gebruikte ze sinds het begin van de jaren dertig vaak als motief in haar werk.
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Oscar Bluemner: A Situation in Yellow (Tafereel in geel), 1933

FEMALE:
Oscar Bluemner was geïntrigeerd door kleur en vorm. De opvatting dat kleuren primaire emoties vertegenwoordigen, een theorie van de Duitse dichter Goethe, werd het leidende beginsel voor zijn loopbaan. 

MALE:
“Als je kleuren VOELT,” zei hij, “dan begrijp je het WAAROM van hun vormen.” 

FEMALE:
Rood, de meest vitale kleur, was een waarschuwing en een symbool voor kracht, energie en leven. Geel stond voor licht en warmte,en zwart voor leed en de maatschappij. Deze twee kleuren samen, zoals in A Situation in Yellow, wekken wat hij noemde “een prachtige sensatie” op.

Op A Situation in Yellow, voltooid in de laatste tien jaar van zijn leven, zien we donkere bomen en gele gebouwen die lichtgevend zijn gemaakt door overlappende glaceersels van pure verfstof. Bluemner noemde dit proces ‘tone building’. Hij vergeleek de compositie van een schilderij met de structuur en het arrangement van muziek.: een verfstof was een toets op de piano, de tintverschuivingen waren octaven en harmonieën. Met zijn chromatische levendigheid en uniforme ritme slaat A Situation in Yellow een duister, glinsterend akkoord aan.
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Louis Lozowick: New York, ca. 1923

FEMALE:
Louis Lozowicks maakte deze houtskooltekening, New York, nadat hij vijf jaar in Europa was geweest. In tegenstelling tot zijn generatiegenoten bracht Lozowick geen tijd door in Parijse ateliers, maar ging hij rechtstreeks naar Berlijn. Daar maakte hij kennis met het Russische constructivisme en andere avant-gardebewegingen uit Midden- en Oost-Europa. Veel van deze kunststromingen kozen de krachtige dynamiek van de moderne technologie en het stadsleven als onderwerp. Toen Lozowick terugkeerde naar New York was hij ervan overtuigd dat industriële fabrieken en stedelijke omgevingen de wezenlijke motieven waren voor de moderne Amerikaanse kunst .

Deze litho weerspiegelt dit standpunt. In talrijke grijstinten legt Lozowick de geometrie van de wolkenkrabbers, de functionele fabrieksgebouwen, de gebogen rails van de El train en de reusachtige kabels van de Brooklyn Bridge vast. 
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Edward Hopper: Light at Two Lights (Een van de Twee lichten), 1927

MALE:

Eind jaren 20 schilderde Edward Hopper een groot aantal werken met de karakteristieke architectuur van New England. Deze aquarel van een afgelegen vuurtoren, met alleen een kustwachtershuisje ernaast, illustreert Hoppers belangstelling voor alleenstaande gebouwen. 

Hopper bracht de zomer van 1927 door in het zuiden van de staat Maine. Deze streek rond Cape Elizabeth had een sterke zeevaarttraditie. Van een afstand waren  twee hoge vuurtorens, de “Twee Lichten” te zien. Tijdens Hoppers verblijf was alleen de oostelijke toren in gebruik. Deze toren, die drie jaar daarvoor was omgebouwd tot een elektrische vuurtoren, was een van de weinige toeristische attracties van het gebied.   

De witgeverfde buitenkant van de toren dient als een spiegel voor het veranderende licht. Hopper heeft hier gekozen voor een laag standpunt. De steile grashelling en de telegraafpaal zijn elementen die de compositie versterken.
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Edward Hopper: Night Shadows (Nachtelijke schaduwen), 1921

FEMALE:
Een man loopt ‘s avonds laat door een verlaten straat. Je kunt zijn voetstappen bijna horen. Hij loopt richting een kruispunt verlicht door een felle straatlantaarn. De lange schaduw van de lantaarn kruist de weg die de voetganger aflegt en kruipt omhoog tegen de gevel van het gebouw op de hoek.

Night Shadows, een ets van Edward Hopper uit 1921, loopt vooruit op het Amerikaanse Film Noir genre uit de jaren 40, waarin ambigue figuren verstrikt raken in duistere plots. Deze ets lijkt een scène uit het storyboard voor een film. Het beeld is gemaakt vanuit een camera-achtige hoek: de positie van de kijker, hoog boven de straat, en het extreme contrast tussen licht en donker creëren spanning en geven ons het gevoel dat er iets te gebeuren staat.

Hopper heeft herhaaldelijk zijn liefde voor film benadrukt. Op hun beurt hebben regisseurs als Wim Wenders, Sam Mendes en Alfred Hitchcock vaak naar hem verwezen. Zoals Wim Wenders ooit zei:

MALE:
 “Je kunt duidelijk zien aan Hoppers schilderijen dat hij van film hield en dat het lege canvas, waar hij zich in zijn atelier vaak mee geconfronteerd wist, een vriend en bondgenoot was. Een vaste vorm geven aan alles, dingen op hun plaats zetten, de leegte, vrees en doodsangst overwinnen door ze naar deze witte muur te verbannen – dat is wat zijn werk gemeen had met film. Zo was Hopper in staat om verhalen te vertellen op canvas, waardoor hij op gelijke hoogte kwam te staan met de grote filmmakers van het witte doek.”
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Jacob Lawrence: Tombstones (Grafstenen), 1942

FEMALE:
Dit werk, met de titel Tombstones, toont een straatbeeld in Harlem, een buurt met een grote Afrikaans-Amerikaanse gemeenschap èn de plek waar Jacob Lawrence zijn jeugd doorbracht. Hij legt zijn omgeving vast in levendige kleuren. 

Een vrouw zit op de lage muur rechts met een baby in haar armen die in dekens is gewikkeld, een tafereel dat doet denken aan de madonna met het Jezuskind. Links op de voorgrond reikt een peuter in een kinderwagen naar een pop die op het trottoir is gevallen. Een jongen loopt de trap op waar een vrouw zit. Een man leunt tegen de reling, terwijl hij met een andere vrouw praat die uit het raam kijkt. De diagonale lijn van de trappen en de reling leiden onze blik naar de deur, waar een jonge vrouw staat die het tafereel gadeslaat. Een andere vrouw kijkt vanuit een raam naar de straat.


Tombstones bevat ook een symbolische laag. Het beeldt de cirkel van leven en dood uit. De titel is ontleend aan de grafstenen die vanuit de werkplaats in de kelder van het gebouw worden verkocht.

Sinds de Harlem Renaissance in de jaren 1920 heeft deze New Yorkse wijk veel bijgedragen aan de Amerikaanse literatuur en kunst. Lawrence  verbeeldt in zijn werk  de sterke gemeenschapszin van Harlem en is een van de belangrijkste vertegenwoordigers van de Afrikaans-Amerikaanse schilderkunst.
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Grant Wood: Dinner for Threshers (Avondeten voor dorsers), 1933

MALE:
De voorwerpen en mensen in Dinner for Threshers zien er uit als speelgoed; de mensen lijken poppen in een poppenhuis. Dit wordt versterkt doordat we de kamer binnen kunnen kijken alsof het tafereel het decor van een toneelstuk vormt.

Grant Wood was een van de voormannen van de regionalisten. Deze kunstenaars verheerlijkten de werklust en lokale gebruiken van het platteland van het Middenwesten. 

In Wood’s werk zien we de levensstijl en tradities van zijn thuisstaat Iowa. Ondanks de liefde die hij had voor zijn onderwerpen, schilderde hij ze vaak met een vleugje ironie of karikatuur. Tijdens zijn studie in Duitsland raakte hij geïnspireerd door de late gothiek, wat terug te zien is in zijn oog voor detail. Tegelijkertijd vervormde hij elementen in zijn schilderijen door ze te glad en te rond te schilderen. 

De regionalisten werden er van beschuldigd de bittere werkelijkheid van de Depressiejaren te negeren. Er is niets in Woods werk dat wijst op de problemen van de boeren tijdens de barre jaren 30. In plaats daarvan koos Wood voor een 19e eeuwse setting. De vrouwen dragen lange jurken en de maaltijd is bereid op een gietijzeren fornuis. De paarden en de eenvoudige kar op het erf zijn kenmerkend voor de tweede helft van de negentiende eeuw. Dinner for Threshers is een nostalgische terugblik op het verleden.

FEMALE:
Dit is het einde van deze audiotour. U kunt nog een tour over de Kunsthal zelf beluisteren. Deze tour, gemaakt door Willem de Ridder, laat u de architectuur van de Kunsthal op een verrassende manier beleven. Deuren van geheime plekken die normaal voor publiek gesloten blijven worden geopend en u ziet al het bijzondere dat dit gebouw van Rem Koolhaas te bieden heeft. 

Deze tour begint in het auditorium bij de entree. Als u daar bent start u de tour door nummer 50 in te toetsen.

Hartelijk dank voor uw bezoek en graag tot ziens in de Kunsthal. Dit was een productie van Antenna Audio.

Appendix B: The questionnaire in Dutch and English 

Enquête bij de tentoonstelling Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time
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Wij willen graag uw mening weten over de tentoonstelling Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time en de bijbehorende audiotour. Het invullen van deze enquête kost u ongeveer 5 minuten. Bij voorbaat hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking! Onder de deelnemers aan deze enquête worden 2 Kunsthaljaarkaarten verloot. U kunt hiervoor uw gegevens invullen op pagina 4. 

Deel 1: Algemene vragen over de Kunsthal Rotterdam

1. Heeft u al eerder een bezoek aan de Kunsthal gebracht?

0  ja, in de afgelopen maand

0  ja, in het afgelopen jaar

0  ja, langer dan een jaar geleden

0  nee, dit is de eerste keer

2. Bent u in het bezit van een Kunsthaljaarkaart?

0  nee



0  ja 

3. Wat vindt u van de reguliere entreeprijs per persoon van de Kunsthal?

0  te hoog 


0  precies goed 

0  ik zou bereid zijn meer te betalen, 

    namelijk een entreeprijs van:
0  €10,00 - €12,00 

0  €12,00 – €14,00 

0  €14,00 – €16,00 

0  > €16,00 

4. Geef aan in hoeverre u de Kunsthal zou aanbevelen aan een goede vriend of familielid

Omcirkel het cijfer op een schaal van 0 tot 10, waarbij 0 zeer onwaarschijnlijk is en 10 zeer waarschijnlijk
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Deel 2: Vragen over de tentoonstelling Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time. 
5. Hoe waarschijnlijk is het dat u de tentoonstelling Modern Life aanbeveelt aan een goede vriend of familielid? 

Omcirkel het cijfer op een schaal van 0 tot 10, waarbij 0 zeer onwaarschijnlijk is en 10 zeer waarschijnlijk
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

6. Hoeveel vindt u dat u geleerd heeft over Amerikaanse schilderkunst aan het begin van de twintigste eeuw na uw bezoek aan de tentoonstelling Modern Life? 

Omcirkel het cijfer op een schaal van 0 tot 10, waarbij 0 aangeeft dat u vindt dat u niets heeft geleerd van uw bezoek aan de tentoonstelling, en 10 dat u erg veel heeft geleerd. 

0 
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

7. Spraken de kunstwerken die te zien waren in de tentoonstelling u aan? 

Omcirkel het cijfer op een schaal van 0 tot 10, waarbij 0 aangeeft dat de kunstwerken u totaal niet aanspraken en 10 dat de kunstwerken u erg aanspraken. 

0 
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Deel 3: Algemene vragen over de audiotour (Wilt u deze vragen alstublieft ook invullen indien u géén audiotour heeft gehuurd?)

De meeste vragen in deel 3 hebben betrekking op de audiotour die beschikbaar is bij de tentoonstelling Modern Life. Het is de eerste keer dat er een audiotour beschikbaar is in de Kunsthal. Daarom willen we graag uw mening hierover weten. 
8. Hoe bent u op de hoogte gebracht van de beschikbaarheid van de audiotour?

0  via de website van de Kunsthal

0  via een e-mail nieuwsbrief van de Kunsthal 

0  via andere media (websites, in een tijdschrift, in de krant etc.)

0  via familie/vrienden/kennissen 

0  door het personeel bij de kassa van de Kunsthal

0  door het personeel bij de audiotour-balie bij de tentoonstelling

0  anders, namelijk……………………………………………………….

9. Wat vindt u van de prijs van deze audiotour? (De audiotour kost €2,50 (€2,00 voor Kunsthaljaarkaart houders)).

0  te hoog 


0  precies goed

0  ik zou bereid zijn meer te betalen

Kruis hieronder aan wat u maximaal zou willen betalen voor het huren van deze audiotour 

0  €0






0  €3,00


0  €0,50





0  €3,50 

0  €1,00 
     vul vraag 10 in


0  €4,00
        vul vraag 12 in
0  €1,50





0  €4,50   
         

0  €2,00





0  €5,00 

0  €2,50
    vul vraag 11 in


0  > €5,00


10. Wat is voor u de belangrijkste reden om minder te willen betalen voor de audiotour?

(maximaal 1 antwoord mogelijk) 

0  het valt niet binnen mijn budget 

0  de entreeprijs is voor mij genoeg

0  ik denk niet dat de audiotour mijn kennis vergroot 

0  ik lees liever de bordjes bij de kunstwerken en de zaalteksten 

0  anders, namelijk………………………………………………………………..

· Ga door naar vraag 13

11. Wat is voor u de belangrijkste reden om precies €2,50 te willen betalen? 
(maximaal 1 antwoord mogelijk)
0  ik vind dit een goede prijs voor wat ik krijg

0  de prijs van de audiotour is vergelijkbaar met die van andere musea 

0  de audiotour vergroot mijn kennis over de kunstwerken en hun context

0  ik wil de tentoonstelling in zijn geheel ervaren, door de audiotour te luisteren en de teksten te lezen

0  anders, namelijk…………………………………..

· Ga door naar vraag 13

12. Wat is voor u de belangrijkste reden om meer te willen betalen voor de audiotour?

(maximaal 1 antwoord mogelijk) 

0  ik wil graag mijn kennis over de kunstwerken en hun context zoveel mogelijk vergroten

0  ik ben zeer geïnteresseerd in Amerikaanse kunst uit deze periode 

0  ik geef de voorkeur aan het beluisteren van een audiotour in plaats van de informatie te lezen

0  ik wil het museum steunen door een audiotour te nemen

0  anders, namelijk……………………………

Nu volgen er een aantal vragen over uw persoonlijke situatie
13. Wat is uw geslacht?



0  man



0  vrouw

14. Wat is uw leeftijd?

0  < 18 jaar
0  41 - 50 jaar

0  18 - 26 jaar


0  51 - 60 jaar

0  27 - 40 jaar


0  > 60 jaar 

15. Wat is uw hoogst genoten, afgeronde opleiding?

0  LO (basisschool, lagere school)

0  Middelbare school (VBO/LBO/ITO/LTS/LEAO/Huishoudschool/LLO/MAVO/VMBO/MULO/ULO/IVO)

0  Middelbare school (HAVO/VWO/Atheneum/Gymnasium/NMS/HBS/Lyceum)

0  Middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (MBO, MTS, UTS, MEAO, ROC)

0  Hoger Beroepsonderwijs (HBO, HTS, HEAO)

0  Wetenschappelijk onderwijs (WO) 

16. Hoe heet de laatst door u afgeronde opleiding? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

17. Heeft u een audiotour gehuurd bij deze tentoonstelling?
0  nee
 
( ga naar vraag 18
0  ja 

( ga naar vraag 19


18. Wat was voor u de belangrijkste reden om de audiotour niet te huren? (maximaal 1 antwoord mogelijk) 
0  de audiotour was uitverkocht

0  de audiotour duurt te lang 

0  de samenstelling van mijn gezelschap (ik was met een groep, rondleiding, etc.)

0  ik lees liever de informatie bij de kunstwerken dan dat ik deze beluister 

0  de audiotour is te duur 

0  ik neem nooit een audiotour

0  anders, namelijk……………………………………………….

	Heeft u bij vraag 17 ‘nee’ ingevuld en vraag 18 gemaakt, dan bent u nu klaar met het invullen van deze enquête. Hartelijk bedankt voor uw medewerking! 

Wij verzoeken u vriendelijk deze enquête in te leveren bij de audiotour-balie of bij de kassa. 


Deel 4: Specifieke vragen over de audiotour

Wilt u deze vragen alstublieft invullen indien u de audiotour heeft gehuurd?

19. Wat was voor u de belangrijkste reden om de audiotour te huren? (maximaal 1 antwoord mogelijk) 
0  de samenstelling van mijn gezelschap (ik was alleen) 

0  ik wilde graag, naast de tekstbordjes, extra informatie over de kunstwerken en hun context

0  ik ben specifiek geïnteresseerd in Amerikaanse kunst uit deze periode en deze tentoonstelling

0  ik luister liever naar de informatie over de kunstwerken dan dat ik deze lees

0  de prijs van de audiotour

0  ik neem altijd een audiotour 

0  anders, namelijk,…………………………………..

20. Welk rapportcijfer geeft u de inhoud van de audiotour? 

Omcirkel het cijfer op een schaal van 0 tot 10, waarbij 0 zeer slecht is en 10 zeer goed
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

21. Wat vond u van de duur van de audiotour?
0  te lang 


0  precies goed 

0  te kort

22. Wat vond u van de moeilijkheidsgraad van de audiotour?
0  te makkelijk


0  precies goed

0  te moeilijk

23. In hoeverre heeft het beluisteren van de audiotour uw ervaring van de tentoonstelling verrijkt? 

Omcirkel het cijfer op een schaal van 0 tot 10, waarbij 0 betekent dat de audiotour geen verrijking was en 10 dat u de audiotour zeer verrijkend vond. 

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

24. Zou u bij een volgende tentoonstelling in de Kunsthal weer een audiotour nemen?

0  nee



0  weet ik nog niet

0  ja

25. Wat zou u, na het beluisteren van de audiotour tijdens uw bezoek aan de tentoonstelling, bereid zijn maximaal voor de reguliere entree van de Kunsthal te betalen?

0  €0,00


0  €  8,00 – €10,00 

0  €0,00 – €2,00 

0  €10,00 – €12,00 

0  €2,00 – €4,00

0  €12,00 – €14,00 

0  €4,00 – €6,00

0  €14,00 – €16,00 

0  €6,00 – €8,00

0  > €16,00 

26. Heeft u ook de audiotour van Willem de Ridder over het gebouw beluisterd?

0  nee



0  ja 

27. Heeft u verder nog op- of aanmerkingen of suggesties? We horen het graag van u.

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

	U bent aan het einde gekomen van deze enquête. Hartelijk bedankt voor uw medewerking! Wij verzoeken u vriendelijk de enquête in te leveren bij de audiotour-balie of bij de kassa.


	


Onder de ondervraagden verloot de Kunsthal twee Kunsthaljaarkaarten (ter waarde van 35 euro per stuk), waarmee u een jaar lang gratis kunt genieten van het tentoonstellingsprogramma van de Kunsthal!

Wilt u kans maken op een van deze jaarkaarten vul dan hieronder uw naam en e-mailadres in.

Uw gegevens worden vertrouwelijk behandeld en worden niet gebruikt voor de verwerking van de enquête. 

Naam:………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

E-mailadres:……………………………………………………………………………………………….

Telefoonnummer:……………………………………………………………………………………………

Questionnaire on the exhibition Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time

We would like to know your opinion on the exhibition Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time and on the audiotour that is available at the exhibition. 

Filling in this questionnaire takes around five minutes. 

Thank you in advance for your cooperation!  

Part 1: General questions about the Kunsthal Rotterdam
1. Did you visit the Kunsthal before? 

0  yes, in the past month

0  yes, during the past year 

0  yes, more than a year ago

0  no, this is the first time

2. Do you own a Kunsthaljaarkaart (yearly card)?

0  no



0  yes

3. What do you think of the regular entrance fee per person of the Kunsthal? 

0  too high


0  exactly the right amount
0  I would be willing to pay more: 

   that is, an entrance fee of: 

0  €10,00 - €12,00 

0  €12,00 – €14,00 

0  €14,00 – €16,00 

0  > €16,00 

4.  Indicate to what extent you would recommend the Kunsthal to a good friend or relative. 

Circle the number on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is very unlikely and 10 is very likely

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Part 2: Questions about the exhibition Modern Life. Edward Hopper and His Time  
5. How likely is it that you will recommend the exhibition Modern Life to a good friend or relative? 

Circle the number on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 is very unlikely and 10 is very likely

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

6. How much do you feel you have learned about American art at the beginning of the twentieth century during your visit to the exhibition Modern Life? 

Circle the number on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicates that you feel you have learned nothing and 10 indicates that you feel you have learned a great deal from the exhibition. 

0 
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

7. Did the artworks that were on display in the exhibition appeal to you?

Circle the number on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicates that the artworks did not appeal to you at all and 10 indicates the artworks were very appealing to you.  

0 
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Part 3: General questions about the audiotour (Please also fill in these questions in case you did not rent the audiotour.) 

Most questions in part 3 are concerned with the audiotour that is available for the exhibition Modern Life. It is the first time that an audiotour is available at the Kunsthal and therefore we are interested in your opinion.

8. How did you find out about the availability of this audiotour? 

0  through the website of the Kunsthal

0  through an e-mail newsletter from the Kunsthal 

0  through other media (e.g. websites, magazines, newspaper)

0  through family/friends/acquaintances 

0  through the personnel at the cash desk of the Kunsthal

0  through the personnel at the audiotour-desk at the entrance of the exhibition

0  something else, namely…………………………………………………….

9. What do you think of the price of this audiotour? (This tour costs €2,50)

0  too high


0  exactly the right amount

0  I would be willing to pay more

Please indicate below the maximum amount you would be willing to pay to rent an audiotour 

0  €0






0  €3,00


0  €0,50





0  €3,50 

0  €1,00 
      continue with question 10

0  €4,00
    continue with question 12
0  €1,50





0  €4,50 

0  €2,00





0  €5,00 

0  €2,50
      continue with question 11

0  > €5,00


10. What is the main reason you want to pay less for the audiotour? (1 answer possible)
0  it is not within my budget 

0  I think the entrance fee is enough

0  I do not think the audiotour would increase my knowledge 

0  I prefer reading the signs next to the artworks, the texts on the walls and the booklet

0  something else, namely………………………….

· Continue with question 13

11. What is the main reason you want to pay exactly  €2,50? (1 answer possible)
0  I think this is a good price for what I get

0  the price of the audiotour is comparable to other museums

0  the audiotour improves my knowledge on the artworks and their context 
0  I want to experience the exhibition as a whole, by listening to the audiotour and reading the texts 

0  something else, namely…………………………………..

· Continue with question 13

12. What is the main reason you want to pay more for the audiotour? (1 answer possible)
0  I would like to extend my knowledge on the artworks and their context as much as possible

0  I am very interested in American art of this time period 

0  I prefer listening to an audiotour instead of reading the information

0  I want to support the museum by renting an audiotour

0  something else, namely……………………………

The following questions are about your personal situation

13. What is your sex?



0  male



0  female

14. What is your age?
0  < 18 years

0  41 - 50 years

0  18 - 26 years


0  51 - 60 years

0  27 - 40 years


0  > 60 years

15. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?

0  Lower education (elementary school/middle school/junior high school)

0  High School

0  Senior High School

0  University / college degree 

16. What is the name of the last education that you have completed?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
17. Did you rent an audiotour at this exhibition? 
0  no
 
( continue with question 18
0  yes 

( continue with question 19
18. What is the main reason you did not rent an audiotour? (1 answer possible)
0  the audiotour was sold out

0  the audiotour takes too long 

0  the company I was in (I was in a group or guided tour) 

0  I prefer reading the information texts about the artworks rather than listening to it

0  the audiotour is too expensive

0  I never take an audiotour

0  something else, namely…………………………..

	Did you fill in ‘no’ at question 17 and did you complete question 18? In that case you have finished this questionnaire. Thank you very much for your cooperation!  Please hand in the questionnaire at the desk of the audiotour or at the cash desk. 


Part 4: Specific questions about the audiotour
Please fill in these questions in case you rented an audiotour

19. What was the main reason you rented the audiotour? (1 answer possible)  

0  I had no company 

0  I wanted additional information about the artworks and their context, in addition to the texts

0  I am especially interested in American art of this time period and this exhibition 

0  I prefer listening to information about the artworks than reading it

0  the price of the audiotour

0  I always take an audiotour

0  something else, namely…………………………………..

20. What grade do you give the content of the audiotour?  
Circle the number on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means very poor and 10 means very good
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

21. What did you think about the lenght of the audiotour? 
0  too long


0  excatly right


0  too short

22. What did you think about the difficulty of the content of the audiotour? 

0  too easy


0  exactly right


0  too difficult

23. To what extent did the use of the audiotour enrich your experience of the exhibition?

Circle the number on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 indicates that the audiotour was not an enrichment and 10 means it was a big enrichment. 

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

24. Would you rent an audiotour at the next exhibition in the Kunsthal? 

0  no



0  I don’t know


0  yes

25. What is the maximum amount you would be willing to pay for the regular entrance to the Kunsthal, after you have listened to the audiotour during your visit to the exhibition? 

0  €0,00


0  €8,00   – €10,00 

0  €0,00 – € 2,00 

0  €10,00 - €12,00 

0  €2,00 –  €4,00

0  €12,00 – €14,00 

0  €4,00 –  €6,00

0  €14,00 – €16,00 

0  €6,00 –  €8,00

0 > €16,00 

26. Did you also listen to the audiotour of Willem de Ridder about the building?

0  no 



0  yes 

	You have reached the end of this questionnaire. Thank you very much for your cooperation! 

Please hand in the questionnaire at the desk of the audiotour or at the cash desk. 


27. Do you have any more suggestions or remarks? Please let us know. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
Appendix C: Instructions for the questionnaire 

These instructions were placed at the audiotour desk when I was not there to hand out the questionnaire myself. 

Version 1: First two weeks

Version 2: After week two

Instructie audiotour-enquête bij Modern Life: 

· van 17 november tot en met 30 december =  6 weken. 

· elke dag, van dinsdag t/m zondag 

· ligt op de audiotour-balie, vraag daar actief aan mensen voor deelname 

· alleen mensen die de tentoonstelling gezien hebben (uit komen) 

· inleveren kan bij de audiotour balie of aan de kassa 

· duur: ±5 minuten 

· er moeten in totaal 8 enquêtes per dag worden afgenomen, waarvan 4 onder mensen die een audiotour hebben gehuurd en 4 onder mensen zonder audiotour.

· Haal je dit aantal niet, dan moeten er de volgende dag meer enquêtes worden afgenomen. 

· Het is handig om pennen en klemborden bij de balie te hebben liggen. 

· voor mensen met en zonder audiotour!
· zowel in het Nederlands als in het Engels beschikbaar! 

· Iedereen mag meedoen: >16 jaar, Nederlands of buitenlands, in groepen of alleen. 

· Het vakje ‘Datum:…’: vul hier zelf de datum in, zodat wordt bijgehouden wanneer de enquêtes zijn afgenomen

· Schrijf op voor degene die na je werkt hoeveel je er al afgenomen hebt

· verspreid ze over de hele dag

· Geef niet aan 2 mensen uit dezelfde groep! 

· Zelfstandig laten invullen / zonder overleg met anderen 

· Je vraagt willekeurige mensen (man/vrouw/oud/jong/buitenlands/Nederlands/alleen/in een groep) 

· Mensen die in de Kunsthal werken mogen niet meedoen.

· Alleen voor mensen die  serieus de tentoonstelling bezoeken (dus niet 5 minuten in en uit lopen) 

· Iedereen mag maar 1 keer meedoen (ook al komen ze dus nogmaals naar de tentoonstelling)

· Als mensen vragen waarom: de Kunsthal wil graag weten wat mensen van de tentoonstelling vonden en dit is de eerste keer dat de Kunsthal een audiotour beschikbaar heeft. We willen dus heel graag voor volgende keren/tentoonstellingen weten wat mensen van de audiotour vonden

De belangrijkste punten op een rij:

· 8 enquêtes per dag, 4 van bezoekers die de audiotour hebben gehuurd en 4 van bezoekers die geen audiotour hebben gehuurd 

· Nederlandse en Engelse versie beschikbaar! 

· Iedereen mag deelnemen, vraag willekeurig verspreid over de dag aan verschillende mensen

· Vergeet niet het vakje ‘Datum’ in te vullen  

· Alleen voor mensen die de tentoonstelling Modern Life hebben gezien

Enquête bij de tentoonstelling Modern Life

- De komende tijd wordt er een enquête afgenomen bij de tentoonstelling om de mening van mensen te weten over de tentoonstelling en de audiotour (dus ah einde van bezoek vd tentoonstelling) 

- De enquête moet elke dag worden afgenomen (di t/m zo)

- De enquête is bedoeld voor zowel audiotour gebruikers als niet audiotour gebruikers

- er moeten in totaal 10 enuêtes per dag worden afgenomen (je hoeft er dus niet meer te doen) 

· 5 onder mensen die een audiotour hebben gehuurd 

· 5 onder mensen zonder audiotour

- let er op dat mensen de hele enquête invullen, ook als ze geen audiotour nemen is het de bedoeling dat ze deel 3 invullen! Controleer dus deel 3 (pg. 2)! Deze moet ingevuld zijn, anders kunnen we de resultaten van de enquête niet gebruiken 

- vergeet vakje ‘datum’ niet in te vullen

- de enquêtes, pennen en klemborden liggen onder in de balie klaar 

(er ligt een mapje met lege enquêtes NL en ENG en een mapje waar je de ingevulde enquêtes in kan doen)

- zeg erbij dat mensen een Kunsthaljaarkaart kunnen winnen (en het kost maar 5 minuten) 

- leg dit blaadje op zaterdag, zondag en dinsdag weer boven op de balie terug als je weggaat, zodat de persoon na je ook op de hoogte is

Bedankt alvast voor jullie inzet!!! 

Appendix D: Calculations and tests for section 5. Analysis 

	Table D 1: Independent Samples Test for all WTP measures and audiouse
Group Statistics
audiouse

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

entranceprice

dimension1

no

153

10,1699

,68625

,05548

yes

150

10,1200

,62305

,05087

entrance

dimension1

no

153

,66

,598

,048

yes

150

,73

,530

,043

audioprice

dimension1

no

122

1,9754

,97670

,08843

yes

150

2,3767

,72106

,05887

audio

dimension1

no

122

,66

,572

,052

yes

150

,90

,621

,051



	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	1,637
	,202
	,663
	301
	,508
	,04993
	,07534
	-,09833
	,19820

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,663
	299,247
	,508
	,04993
	,07527
	-,09820
	,19806

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	6,812
	,010
	-1,025
	301
	,306
	-,067
	,065
	-,194
	,061

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,026
	297,969
	,306
	-,067
	,065
	-,194
	,061

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	18,348
	,000
	-3,894
	270
	,000
	-,40126
	,10305
	-,60414
	-,19838

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3,777
	217,366
	,000
	-,40126
	,10623
	-,61063
	-,19188

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	2,691
	,102
	-3,342
	270
	,001
	-,244
	,073
	-,388
	-,100

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3,371
	265,877
	,001
	-,244
	,072
	-,387
	-,102


	Table D 2: Independent Samples Test for all appreciation measures and audiouse
Group Statistics
audiouse

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

KHrecom

dimension1

no

153

7,69

1,295

,105

yes

150

7,77

1,266

,103

exhibrecom

dimension1

no

154

7,44

1,737

,140

yes

151

7,76

1,473

,120

learn

dimension1

no

154

7,12

1,247

,100

yes

151

7,56

1,010

,082

appeal

dimension1

no

154

7,54

1,319

,106

yes

151

7,72

1,109

,090



	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	KHrecom
	Equal variances assumed
	,063
	,801
	-,546
	301
	,585
	-,080
	,147
	-,370
	,209

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,546
	300,998
	,585
	-,080
	,147
	-,370
	,209

	exhibrecom
	Equal variances assumed
	2,336
	,127
	-1,769
	303
	,078
	-,327
	,185
	-,690
	,037

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,772
	296,828
	,077
	-,327
	,184
	-,689
	,036

	learn
	Equal variances assumed
	8,550
	,004
	-3,428
	303
	,001
	-,446
	,130
	-,702
	-,190

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3,435
	292,664
	,001
	-,446
	,130
	-,702
	-,190

	appeal
	Equal variances assumed
	3,853
	,051
	-1,310
	303
	,191
	-,183
	,140
	-,458
	,092

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,312
	296,085
	,191
	-,183
	,139
	-,457
	,091


Table D 3: Correlation matrix for all WTP measures and appreciation measures (Pearson)

	
	KHrecom
	exhibrecom
	learn
	appeal
	audiograde
	enrich
	entranceprice
	entrance
	audioprice
	audio
	entrancepriceafter
	entranceafter

	KHrecom
	1
	,559**
	,332**
	,378**
	,120
	,184*
	,088
	,184**
	-,005
	-,005
	,113
	,198**

	exhibrecom
	,559**
	1
	,455**
	,687**
	,256**
	,344**
	,137**
	,160**
	,037
	,024
	,066
	,149*

	learn
	,332**
	,455**
	1
	,432**
	,281**
	,362**
	,049
	,164**
	,080
	,059
	,103
	,136

	appeal
	,378**
	,687**
	,432**
	1
	,262**
	,371**
	,117*
	,183**
	,043
	,053
	,195**
	,211**

	audiograde
	,120
	,256**
	,281**
	,262**
	1
	,719**
	-,026
	,007
	,171*
	,107
	,094
	,064

	enrich
	,184*
	,344**
	,362**
	,371**
	,719**
	1
	-,082
	,101
	,264**
	,215**
	,250**
	,231**

	entranceprice
	,088
	,137**
	,049
	,117*
	-,026
	-,082
	1
	,514**
	,063
	,158**
	,098
	,109

	entrance
	,184**
	,160**
	,164**
	,183**
	,007
	,101
	,514**
	1
	,074
	,150**
	,292**
	,470**

	audioprice
	-,005
	,037
	,080
	,043
	,171*
	,264**
	,063
	,074
	1
	,831**
	,277**
	,232**

	audio
	-,005
	,024
	,059
	,053
	,107
	,215**
	,158**
	,150**
	,831**
	1
	,235**
	,187*

	entrancepriceafter
	,113
	,066
	,103
	,195**
	,094
	,250**
	,098
	,292**
	,277**
	,235**
	1
	,861**

	entranceafter
	,198**
	,149*
	,136
	,211**
	,064
	,231**
	,109
	,470**
	,232**
	,187*
	,861**
	1

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).


Table D 4: Independent Samples Test for DUMlearn for all WTP measures (low=0-6, high = 7-10)

	Group Statistics

	
	DUM2learn
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	62
	10,0645
	,50800
	,06452

	
	
	high
	241
	10,1660
	,68727
	,04427

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	62
	,55
	,533
	,068

	
	
	high
	241
	,73
	,568
	,037

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	53
	2,0755
	,97269
	,13361

	
	
	high
	219
	2,2260
	,83929
	,05671

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	53
	,74
	,625
	,086

	
	
	high
	219
	,80
	,608
	,041

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	12
	7,8333
	3,45972
	,99874

	
	
	high
	130
	9,4462
	3,11053
	,27281

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	12
	,67
	,651
	,188

	
	
	high
	130
	1,05
	,810
	,071


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	4,815
	,029
	-1,088
	301
	,278
	-,10146
	,09326
	-,28499
	,08207

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,297
	124,930
	,197
	-,10146
	,07824
	-,25632
	,05340

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	,539
	,463
	-2,276
	301
	,024
	-,182
	,080
	-,339
	-,025

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2,363
	99,648
	,020
	-,182
	,077
	-,335
	-,029

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	2,589
	,109
	-1,135
	270
	,257
	-,15056
	,13266
	-,41173
	,11062

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,037
	71,871
	,303
	-,15056
	,14515
	-,43991
	,13880

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	,619
	,432
	-,725
	270
	,469
	-,068
	,094
	-,252
	,116

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,713
	77,579
	,478
	-,068
	,095
	-,257
	,122

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,806
	,371
	-1,703
	140
	,091
	-1,61282
	,94716
	-3,48541
	,25977

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,558
	12,697
	,144
	-1,61282
	1,03533
	-3,85495
	,62931

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,733
	,394
	-1,607
	140
	,110
	-,387
	,241
	-,864
	,089

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,926
	14,339
	,074
	-,387
	,201
	-,817
	,043


Table D 5: Independent Samples Test for DUMappeal for all WTP measures (low=0-6 high 7-10)

	Group Statistics

	
	DUM2appeal
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	42
	10,0000
	,00000
	,00000

	
	
	high
	261
	10,1686
	,70324
	,04353

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	42
	,50
	,506
	,078

	
	
	high
	261
	,72
	,569
	,035

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	41
	2,0488
	,84265
	,13160

	
	
	high
	231
	2,2229
	,87045
	,05727

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	41
	,71
	,559
	,087

	
	
	high
	231
	,81
	,619
	,041

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	15
	7,4667
	3,58303
	,92513

	
	
	high
	127
	9,5276
	3,04940
	,27059

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	15
	,60
	,632
	,163

	
	
	high
	127
	1,07
	,808
	,072


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	10,648
	,001
	-1,551
	301
	,122
	-,16858
	,10866
	-,38242
	,04525

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3,873
	260,000
	,000
	-,16858
	,04353
	-,25430
	-,08287

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	,068
	,794
	-2,404
	301
	,017
	-,224
	,093
	-,408
	-,041

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2,617
	58,984
	,011
	-,224
	,086
	-,396
	-,053

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,372
	,543
	-1,186
	270
	,237
	-,17416
	,14683
	-,46323
	,11490

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,213
	56,236
	,230
	-,17416
	,14352
	-,46165
	,11332

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	,039
	,844
	-,946
	270
	,345
	-,098
	,104
	-,302
	,106

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,016
	58,864
	,314
	-,098
	,096
	-,291
	,095

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	1,976
	,162
	-2,430
	140
	,016
	-2,06089
	,84825
	-3,73792
	-,38386

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2,138
	16,484
	,048
	-2,06089
	,96389
	-4,09939
	-,02240

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,934
	,336
	-2,176
	140
	,031
	-,471
	,216
	-,899
	-,043

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2,640
	19,844
	,016
	-,471
	,178
	-,843
	-,099


Table D 6: Independent Samples Test for DUMaudiograde for all WTP measures (low=0-6 high 7-10) 

	Group Statistics

	
	DUM2audiograde
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	13
	10,1538
	,55470
	,15385

	
	
	high
	134
	10,1194
	,63772
	,05509

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	13
	,54
	,660
	,183

	
	
	high
	134
	,75
	,512
	,044

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	13
	2,0385
	,92334
	,25609

	
	
	high
	134
	2,4067
	,70222
	,06066

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	13
	,69
	,630
	,175

	
	
	high
	134
	,92
	,626
	,054

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	13
	7,3846
	4,11377
	1,14095

	
	
	high
	129
	9,5039
	3,00032
	,26416

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	13
	,69
	,751
	,208

	
	
	high
	129
	1,05
	,803
	,071


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,101
	,751
	,188
	145
	,851
	,03444
	,18338
	-,32800
	,39688

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,211
	15,252
	,836
	,03444
	,16341
	-,31336
	,38225

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	3,549
	,062
	-1,409
	145
	,161
	-,215
	,153
	-,517
	,087

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,143
	13,437
	,273
	-,215
	,188
	-,621
	,190

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	3,370
	,068
	-1,753
	145
	,082
	-,36825
	,21005
	-,78341
	,04690

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,399
	13,381
	,184
	-,36825
	,26318
	-,93517
	,19866

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	,555
	,457
	-1,240
	145
	,217
	-,226
	,182
	-,585
	,134

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,233
	14,393
	,237
	-,226
	,183
	-,617
	,166

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	4,984
	,027
	-2,341
	140
	,021
	-2,11926
	,90539
	-3,90926
	-,32926

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,810
	13,317
	,093
	-2,11926
	1,17114
	-4,64323
	,40471

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,026
	,873
	-1,557
	140
	,122
	-,362
	,233
	-,822
	,098

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,645
	14,908
	,121
	-,362
	,220
	-,831
	,107


Table D 7: Independent Samples Test for DUMenrich for all WTP measures (low=0-6 high 7-10)

	Group Statistics

	
	DUM2enrich
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	17
	10,3529
	1,05719
	,25641

	
	
	2
	131
	10,0916
	,54703
	,04779

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	17
	,65
	,702
	,170

	
	
	2
	131
	,75
	,501
	,044

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	18
	2,0278
	,96211
	,22677

	
	
	2
	130
	2,4154
	,67668
	,05935

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	18
	,72
	,669
	,158

	
	
	2
	130
	,91
	,616
	,054

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	18
	7,1111
	3,89402
	,91783

	
	
	2
	123
	9,6423
	2,93126
	,26430

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	18
	,61
	,698
	,164

	
	
	2
	123
	1,09
	,800
	,072


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	9,456
	,003
	1,626
	146
	,106
	,26134
	,16077
	-,05640
	,57907

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1,002
	17,129
	,330
	,26134
	,26082
	-,28863
	,81131

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	7,023
	,009
	-,743
	146
	,458
	-,101
	,136
	-,370
	,168

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,575
	18,180
	,572
	-,101
	,176
	-,470
	,268

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	6,072
	,015
	-2,153
	146
	,033
	-,38761
	,18002
	-,74338
	-,03183

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,654
	19,397
	,114
	-,38761
	,23441
	-,87755
	,10234

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	1,448
	,231
	-1,185
	146
	,238
	-,185
	,156
	-,495
	,124

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,113
	21,181
	,278
	-,185
	,167
	-,532
	,161

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	6,852
	,010
	-3,272
	139
	,001
	-2,53117
	,77356
	-4,06062
	-1,00171

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2,650
	19,917
	,015
	-2,53117
	,95513
	-4,52406
	-,53827

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,266
	,607
	-2,406
	139
	,017
	-,478
	,199
	-,871
	-,085

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2,663
	24,039
	,014
	-,478
	,180
	-,849
	-,108


Table D 8: Independent Samples Test for DUMKHrecom for all WTP measures (low=0-8 high= 9-10)

	Group Statistics

	
	DUM2KHrecom
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	248
	10,1290
	,60987
	,03873

	
	
	2
	53
	10,2264
	,84675
	,11631

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	248
	,67
	,566
	,036

	
	
	2
	53
	,81
	,557
	,076

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	221
	2,1652
	,88091
	,05926

	
	
	2
	50
	2,3300
	,80566
	,11394

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	221
	,77
	,613
	,041

	
	
	2
	50
	,86
	,606
	,086

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	114
	8,9825
	3,29382
	,30849

	
	
	2
	27
	10,5926
	2,13504
	,41089

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	114
	,93
	,795
	,074

	
	
	2
	27
	1,37
	,742
	,143


	Independent Samples Test

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	3,728
	,054
	-,979
	299
	,328
	-,09738
	,09946
	-,29311
	,09834

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,794
	64,004
	,430
	-,09738
	,12259
	-,34228
	,14751

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	4,058
	,045
	-1,709
	299
	,089
	-,146
	,085
	-,314
	,022

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,728
	76,759
	,088
	-,146
	,084
	-,314
	,022

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	1,730
	,190
	-1,213
	269
	,226
	-,16484
	,13588
	-,43237
	,10269

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,284
	77,824
	,203
	-,16484
	,12842
	-,42053
	,09084

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	1,031
	,311
	-,900
	269
	,369
	-,086
	,096
	-,275
	,102

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,906
	73,406
	,368
	-,086
	,095
	-,276
	,103

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	5,636
	,019
	-2,419
	139
	,017
	-1,61014
	,66565
	-2,92624
	-,29403

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3,134
	59,243
	,003
	-1,61014
	,51381
	-2,63818
	-,58210

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,000
	,996
	-2,621
	139
	,010
	-,441
	,168
	-,773
	-,108

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-2,737
	41,382
	,009
	-,441
	,161
	-,766
	-,116


Table D 9: Independent Samples Test for DUMexhibrecom for all WTP measures (low=0-8 high=9-10)

	Group Statistics

	
	DUM2exhibrecom
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	229
	10,1048
	,55205
	,03648

	
	
	high
	74
	10,2703
	,89592
	,10415

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	229
	,66
	,552
	,036

	
	
	high
	74
	,80
	,596
	,069

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	204
	2,1912
	,86402
	,06049

	
	
	high
	68
	2,2132
	,88231
	,10700

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	204
	,77
	,610
	,043

	
	
	high
	68
	,84
	,614
	,074

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	104
	9,0769
	3,15211
	,30909

	
	
	high
	38
	9,9474
	3,13608
	,50874

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	104
	,94
	,786
	,077

	
	
	high
	38
	1,24
	,820
	,133


	

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	13,819
	,000
	-1,897
	301
	,059
	-,16547
	,08723
	-,33712
	,00618

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,499
	91,571
	,137
	-,16547
	,11035
	-,38465
	,05372

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	,575
	,449
	-1,832
	301
	,068
	-,138
	,075
	-,286
	,010

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,761
	116,145
	,081
	-,138
	,078
	-,293
	,017

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,004
	,951
	-,181
	270
	,856
	-,02206
	,12163
	-,26152
	,21740

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,179
	112,873
	,858
	-,02206
	,12291
	-,26557
	,22146

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	,425
	,515
	-,745
	270
	,457
	-,064
	,086
	-,232
	,105

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,743
	114,389
	,459
	-,064
	,086
	-,234
	,106

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,491
	,485
	-1,459
	140
	,147
	-,87045
	,59670
	-2,05015
	,30926

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,462
	66,121
	,148
	-,87045
	,59527
	-2,05891
	,31802

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	1,144
	,287
	-1,954
	140
	,053
	-,295
	,151
	-,593
	,003

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,916
	63,464
	,060
	-,295
	,154
	-,602
	,013


	Table D 10: Independent Samples Test for audiouse and type of education (eductype)
Group Statistics
eductype

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

audiouse

not art related

259

,53

,500

,031

art related

42

,29

,457

,071



	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	audiouse
	Equal variances assumed
	49,049
	,000
	2,957
	299
	,003
	,243
	,082
	,081
	,405

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	3,155
	58,105
	,003
	,243
	,077
	,089
	,398


	Table D 11: Correlations of WTP and age, educ & visit (Pearson)

	

	
	entranceprice
	entrance
	audioprice
	audio
	entrancepriceafter
	entranceafter
	educ
	age
	visit

	entranceprice
	1
	,514**
	,063
	,158**
	,098
	,109
	,013
	-,006
	-,079

	entrance
	,514**
	1
	,074
	,150**
	,292**
	,470**
	,079
	-,069
	-,118*

	audioprice
	,063
	,074
	1
	,831**
	,277**
	,232**
	-,039
	,020
	,029

	audio
	,158**
	,150**
	,831**
	1
	,235**
	,187*
	,000
	-,056
	-,047

	entrancepriceafter
	,098
	,292**
	,277**
	,235**
	1
	,861**
	,022
	-,024
	-,072

	entranceafter
	,109
	,470**
	,232**
	,187*
	,861**
	1
	,030
	,005
	-,085

	educ
	,013
	,079
	-,039
	,000
	,022
	,030
	1
	-,088
	-,069

	age
	-,006
	-,069
	,020
	-,056
	-,024
	,005
	-,088
	1
	,268**

	visit
	-,079
	-,118*
	,029
	-,047
	-,072
	-,085
	-,069
	,268**
	1

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).


Table D 12: Independent Samples Test for DUMEDUC on all WTP measures

	Group Statistics

	
	DUMeduc
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	70
	10,0857
	,40799
	,04876

	
	
	high
	229
	10,1659
	,71847
	,04748

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	70
	,64
	,566
	,068

	
	
	high
	229
	,71
	,567
	,037

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	63
	2,2381
	,95401
	,12019

	
	
	high
	206
	2,1796
	,84638
	,05897

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	63
	,78
	,634
	,080

	
	
	high
	206
	,79
	,609
	,042

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	35
	9,2000
	3,15110
	,53263

	
	
	high
	106
	9,3585
	3,18983
	,30982

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	35
	1,00
	,767
	,130

	
	
	high
	106
	1,04
	,816
	,079


	

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	3,369
	,067
	-,891
	297
	,374
	-,08022
	,09007
	-,25748
	,09704

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,179
	205,840
	,240
	-,08022
	,06806
	-,21441
	,05396

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	,304
	,582
	-,834
	297
	,405
	-,065
	,077
	-,217
	,088

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,835
	114,698
	,405
	-,065
	,077
	-,218
	,089

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,465
	,496
	,466
	267
	,642
	,05848
	,12562
	-,18885
	,30582

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,437
	93,797
	,663
	,05848
	,13388
	-,20735
	,32431

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	,272
	,602
	-,152
	267
	,879
	-,013
	,089
	-,188
	,161

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,149
	99,578
	,882
	-,013
	,090
	-,193
	,166

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,212
	,646
	-,256
	139
	,799
	-,15849
	,62002
	-1,38438
	1,06740

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,257
	58,724
	,798
	-,15849
	,61619
	-1,39160
	1,07462

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	1,204
	,274
	-,241
	139
	,810
	-,038
	,157
	-,348
	,272

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,248
	61,362
	,805
	-,038
	,152
	-,342
	,266


	Table D 13: Independent Samples Test for educ with and without audiotour 
Group Statistics
audiouse

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

educ

dimension1

no

152

4,90

1,184

,096

yes

149

4,96

1,278

,105



	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	educ
	Equal variances assumed
	,522
	,471
	-,412
	299
	,681
	-,058
	,142
	-,338
	,221

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,411
	296,234
	,681
	-,058
	,142
	-,338
	,221


Table D 14: Independent Samples Test for all WTP measures and DUMage (low= < 40, high= >40)
	Group Statistics

	
	DUMage
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	46
	10,1304
	,49927
	,07361

	
	
	high
	254
	10,1496
	,68385
	,04291

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	46
	,74
	,575
	,085

	
	
	high
	254
	,69
	,565
	,035

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	39
	2,1154
	1,06042
	,16980

	
	
	high
	231
	2,2078
	,83543
	,05497

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	39
	,79
	,695
	,111

	
	
	high
	231
	,79
	,599
	,039

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	24
	9,7500
	2,84758
	,58126

	
	
	high
	117
	9,2308
	3,23607
	,29917

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	24
	1,13
	,680
	,139

	
	
	high
	117
	1,01
	,825
	,076


	

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,175
	,676
	-,181
	298
	,856
	-,01917
	,10564
	-,22707
	,18873

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,225
	79,147
	,823
	-,01917
	,08521
	-,18877
	,15042

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	,212
	,646
	,596
	298
	,552
	,054
	,091
	-,125
	,233

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,589
	61,796
	,558
	,054
	,092
	-,130
	,238

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	4,154
	,043
	-,613
	268
	,540
	-,09241
	,15076
	-,38924
	,20443

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,518
	46,297
	,607
	-,09241
	,17848
	-,45160
	,26679

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	1,957
	,163
	,066
	268
	,948
	,007
	,106
	-,202
	,216

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,059
	48,012
	,953
	,007
	,118
	-,230
	,244

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	2,909
	,090
	,730
	139
	,467
	,51923
	,71148
	-,88750
	1,92596

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,794
	36,295
	,432
	,51923
	,65373
	-,80623
	1,84469

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	2,624
	,108
	,647
	139
	,519
	,116
	,180
	-,239
	,472

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,736
	38,318
	,467
	,116
	,158
	-,204
	,437


	Table D 15: Independent Samples Test age with audiouse 
Group Statistics
audiouse

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

age

dimension1

no

152

4,95

1,124

,091

yes

150

4,84

1,227

,100



	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	age
	Equal variances assumed
	1,463
	,227
	,842
	300
	,400
	,114
	,135
	-,152
	,380

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,841
	296,996
	,401
	,114
	,135
	-,153
	,380


	Table D 16: Independent Samples Test for all WTP measures for gender
Group Statistics
sex

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

entranceprice

male

113

10,1593

,71422

,06719

female

188

10,1383

,62224

,04538

entrance

male

113

,78

,530

,050

female

188

,64

,582

,042

audioprice

male

103

2,1019

,84122

,08289

female

168

2,2530

,88229

,06807

audio

male

103

,76

,585

,058

female

168

,81

,628

,048

entrancepriceafter

male

56

9,8929

2,86470

,38281

female

86

8,9302

3,29988

,35583

entranceafter

male

56

1,20

,796

,106

female

86

,91

,792

,085



	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,314
	,576
	,268
	299
	,789
	,02099
	,07835
	-,13319
	,17518

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,259
	211,179
	,796
	,02099
	,08108
	-,13883
	,18082

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	10,284
	,001
	2,095
	299
	,037
	,140
	,067
	,009
	,272

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	2,145
	253,514
	,033
	,140
	,065
	,011
	,269

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,447
	,504
	-1,392
	269
	,165
	-,15103
	,10849
	-,36464
	,06257

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,408
	223,803
	,160
	-,15103
	,10726
	-,36240
	,06033

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	,126
	,723
	-,682
	269
	,496
	-,052
	,077
	-,203
	,099

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,694
	227,638
	,489
	-,052
	,075
	-,201
	,096

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	2,545
	,113
	1,788
	140
	,076
	,96262
	,53851
	-,10204
	2,02729

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1,842
	128,857
	,068
	,96262
	,52265
	-,07146
	1,99671

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,234
	,630
	2,125
	140
	,035
	,289
	,136
	,020
	,559

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	2,123
	117,203
	,036
	,289
	,136
	,019
	,560


	Table D 17: Independent Samples Test for all WTP measures and nationality 
Group Statistics
nationality

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

entranceprice

dimension1

English

5

10,0000

,00000

,00000

Dutch

298

10,1477

,66033

,03825

entrance

dimension1

English

5

1,00

,000

,000

Dutch

298

,69

,568

,033

audioprice

dimension1

English

4

2,1250

,75000

,37500

Dutch

268

2,1978

,86984

,05313

audio

dimension1

English

4

,75

,500

,250

Dutch

268

,79

,613

,037

entrancepriceafter

dimension1

English

4

10,5000

3,00000

1,50000

Dutch

138

9,2754

3,16866

,26973

entranceafter

dimension1

English

4

1,50

1,000

,500

Dutch

138

1,01

,797

,068



	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	1,088
	,298
	-,499
	301
	,618
	-,14765
	,29579
	-,72973
	,43443

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-3,860
	297,000
	,000
	-,14765
	,03825
	-,22293
	-,07237

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	18,280
	,000
	1,226
	301
	,221
	,312
	,255
	-,189
	,813

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	9,477
	297,000
	,000
	,312
	,033
	,247
	,377

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,031
	,861
	-,166
	270
	,868
	-,07276
	,43753
	-,93416
	,78864

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,192
	3,122
	,859
	-,07276
	,37875
	-1,25196
	1,10643

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	,450
	,503
	-,133
	270
	,894
	-,041
	,308
	-,648
	,566

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,162
	3,136
	,881
	-,041
	,253
	-,826
	,744

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,027
	,870
	,763
	140
	,447
	1,22464
	1,60534
	-1,94921
	4,39849

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,804
	3,197
	,477
	1,22464
	1,52406
	-3,46076
	5,91004

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,229
	,633
	1,212
	140
	,228
	,493
	,407
	-,311
	1,297

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,977
	3,111
	,398
	,493
	,505
	-1,081
	2,067


Table D 18: Independent Samples Test for all WTP measures and DUMvisit
	Group Statistics

	
	DUMvisit
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	entranceprice
	dimension1
	low
	163
	10,1963
	,77666
	,06083

	
	
	high
	140
	10,0857
	,47203
	,03989

	entrance
	dimension1
	low
	163
	,75
	,570
	,045

	
	
	high
	140
	,63
	,554
	,047

	audioprice
	dimension1
	low
	140
	2,1357
	,99249
	,08388

	
	
	high
	132
	2,2614
	,70836
	,06166

	audio
	dimension1
	low
	140
	,81
	,656
	,055

	
	
	high
	132
	,77
	,561
	,049

	entrancepriceafter
	dimension1
	low
	77
	9,5065
	3,09764
	,35301

	
	
	high
	65
	9,0769
	3,24185
	,40210

	entranceafter
	dimension1
	low
	77
	1,08
	,757
	,086

	
	
	high
	65
	,95
	,856
	,106


	

	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	8,876
	,003
	1,468
	301
	,143
	,11060
	,07534
	-,03766
	,25887

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1,520
	272,555
	,130
	,11060
	,07275
	-,03261
	,25382

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	1,238
	,267
	1,848
	301
	,066
	,120
	,065
	-,008
	,248

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1,852
	296,435
	,065
	,120
	,065
	-,007
	,247

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	12,854
	,000
	-1,195
	270
	,233
	-,12565
	,10511
	-,33258
	,08128

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-1,207
	251,785
	,229
	-,12565
	,10410
	-,33067
	,07937

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	2,932
	,088
	,464
	270
	,643
	,034
	,074
	-,112
	,180

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,466
	267,477
	,642
	,034
	,074
	-,111
	,180

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	1,450
	,231
	,806
	140
	,422
	,42957
	,53300
	-,62421
	1,48335

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,803
	133,760
	,423
	,42957
	,53507
	-,62872
	1,48787

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	3,234
	,074
	,917
	140
	,361
	,124
	,135
	-,144
	,392

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,907
	129,047
	,366
	,124
	,137
	-,147
	,395


	Table D 19: Independent Samples Test for all WTP measures and JK
Group Statistics
JK

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

entranceprice

No

293

10,1433

,65684

,03837

Yes

10

10,2000

,63246

,20000

entrance

No

293

,69

,564

,033

Yes

10

,80

,632

,200

audioprice

No

263

2,2034

,86573

,05338

Yes

9

2,0000

,93541

,31180

audio

No

263

,79

,608

,038

Yes

9

,67

,707

,236

entrancepriceafter

No

139

9,3381

3,16126

,26813

Yes

3

8,0000

3,46410

2,00000

entranceafter

No

139

1,03

,807

,068

Yes

3

,67

,577

,333



	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	entranceprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,211
	,646
	-,269
	301
	,788
	-,05666
	,21100
	-,47187
	,35856

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,278
	9,674
	,787
	-,05666
	,20365
	-,51249
	,39918

	entrance
	Equal variances assumed
	,049
	,825
	-,608
	301
	,544
	-,111
	,182
	-,469
	,247

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	-,546
	9,494
	,598
	-,111
	,203
	-,565
	,344

	audioprice
	Equal variances assumed
	,070
	,792
	,691
	270
	,490
	,20342
	,29420
	-,37580
	,78264

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,643
	8,476
	,537
	,20342
	,31634
	-,51900
	,92584

	audio
	Equal variances assumed
	,719
	,397
	,618
	270
	,537
	,128
	,207
	-,280
	,536

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,536
	8,410
	,606
	,128
	,239
	-,418
	,674

	entrancepriceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,047
	,829
	,724
	140
	,470
	1,33813
	1,84739
	-2,31425
	4,99051

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	,663
	2,073
	,573
	1,33813
	2,01789
	-7,05939
	9,73565

	entranceafter
	Equal variances assumed
	,618
	,433
	,772
	140
	,442
	,362
	,469
	-,566
	1,290

	
	Equal variances not assumed
	
	
	1,064
	2,172
	,391
	,362
	,340
	-,996
	1,720


Datum: 





Datum: 








� Quote from Pablo Picasso, www.quotegarden.com


� See for example Tallon & Walker (2008), Evan & Sterry (1999) and Bellotti, Berta, de Gloria & Margarone (2002).


� For a broader discussion on the value of culture in philosophy, psychoanalysis, Marxism, feminism, postmodernism, discourse theory etc., see Connor (1992). Bourdieu (1984&1986) and Anderson (1993) give a vision on cultural value from the sociological point of view. 


� For a review on the discussion of aesthetics and art in early economic theory, see Mosetti (1993, pp. 30-60). 


� There however exists a larger quantity of literature on the subject, which cannot be discussed entirely within the scope of this research.  


� On the issue of market value and art as an investment, compared to financial assets, a large quantity of literature is available. This is however not within the scope of this research. For a complete discussion on this issue see for example Baumol (1986), Buelens & Ginsburgh (1993), Pesando (1993), Holub,  Hutter & Tappeiner (1993), Frey & Eichenberger (1995), Velthuis (2002), Mei & Moses (2002), Frey (2003), Ashenfelter & Graddy (2003) and Grampp (1989). 





� Some ideas from an earlier paper were used for sections 2.2 and 2.3. (To buy or not to buy? The implications of the internet in the market for cultural products. Written for the course ‘Creative industries’). 


� For an extensive literature overview, see Frey & Meier (2003). 


� See Prieto-Rodrıguez & Victor Fernandez-Blanco (2006) for more literature suggestions. 


� This company develops audiotours for museums worldwide (website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.antennaaudio.com" �www.antennaaudio.com�). 


� For a further overview of existing CV studies in the field of cultural economics, see Snowball (2008, pp.80-87) and Noonan (2003). 
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