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Abstract
The main focus of audience studies in the field of arts and culture has been preoccupied with socio-economic characteristics. When it comes to those characteristics the vast literature on museum audiences is univocal: museum visitors do not resemble the wider public by far. This thesis contributes to the knowledge on audience research by not only looking at visitor profiles but by also investigating how visitors rate their experience and whether there are significant differences between the ratings of various socio-economic groups. The study focuses on one case, museum Boijmans van Beuningen. 

The subject is approached from multiple viewpoints. The cultural economic perspective makes up the largest part of the theoretical framework, explaining rationales for public support to the arts, exploring the debate on taste formation, and clarifying the relation between different types of value and cultural commodities. At the same time, notions from sociology are adopted to complement cultural economic theories. Moreover, the theoretical discussion is related to cultural policy in the Netherlands as well as to – in specific – museums as institutions with a multi-product output. 

Ultimately, this thesis concludes that the the experience of visiting a visual arts museum is rated to be average, high or even very high. Surprisingly, there were no significant relations between socio-economic characteristics and positive ratings. This hopeful result shows that visitors from multiple backgrounds – from those with low educational attainment and low income, to those with high educational attainment and high income – can enjoy their museum experience equally. The challenges for the future, however, lie in attracting people with non-Dutch nationalities and low educational attainment, as they are heavily underrepresented in the current museum audience. 
Introduction
Museum audiences are portrayed to be white, rich, wealthy, and old – the true upper classes of society. These audience patterns have been continuous throughout history, with little exceptions. As a consequence, they are heavily discussed in academic, as well as public debates. Questions concern the unease about the fact that ‘so much’ public money goes to art forms. Shouldn’t those budgets be distributed to services  used (or consumed) by everyone, such as education, health, or social welfare?  How can it be justified that public tax money is distributed to the elite? 

In academia it has been argued that for museums, as for other traditional arts, there is a so called “Robin Hood in reverse” phenomenon: the government takes from the poor, and gives to the rich. At the same time, the Dutch government takes measures to try to change these typical audience compositions and stimulate audience diversity. Museums are pushed to attract visitors from all walks of life, and provide their content in a way that it is both interesting, appealing and (financially) accessible for groups with different backgrounds. This thesis delves into that heated debate, by relating cultural economic theory and a framework of cultural policy in the Netherlands to an audience study at museum Boijmans van Beuningen. The focus of this thesis is centered around the twofold research question: 

Who are the visitors of museum Boijmans van Beuningen? And how do they rate their experience as a museum visitor? 

Due to limitations in time the audience of only one institution, museum Boijmans van Beuningen, could be studied. Nonetheless, museum Boijmans makes a very interesting case because it is the largest visual arts institution in the region of Rotterdam. The collection is made up of what is considered to be traditional or complex art (i.e. old, modern, and industrial/applied art, and design). Furthermore, the museum receives the highest amount of subsidy of all cultural institutions in Rotterdam. Moreover, the location adds relevance to the case. Rotterdam has 173 registered nationalities and on a bigger range has historically been a ‘working class’ city, with lower incomes and educational levels than the other big three cities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Den Haag, Utrecht). It is thus meaningful to ascertain if the “Robin Hood in reverse” syndrome also applies to Rotterdam and museum Boijmans van Beuningen.

Put simply, the first aim of this study is to investigate if it is really ‘all that bad’. By measuring several socio-economic characteristics of the visitors, insight is given to how diverse the audience of Boijmans actually is. The investigation does not stop there. The second aim of this study is to determine how the visitors rate their experience. Art is an experience good: the more you experience it, the more you like it (or, the more your taste is refined). We study whether positive ratings or valuations of the museum (i.e. positive experiences) are significantly related to specific socio-economic characteristics.

Building up to the research question, the literature review provides the necessary cultural economic background on government rationales for support to the arts. The literature review also includes theoretical  perspectives on museums as a multi-product institution and it covers the cultural policy in the Netherlands. This research is quantitative in nature and the method used is a cross-sectional (survey) design. Naturally, earlier studies on museum audiences, and in specific art museum audiences, are critically discussed  beforehand. A survey research design proves to be the most popular method to collect data about audiences. After this overview of existing audience research, the empirical part of the thesis is introduced. The central research question will be tested with several hypotheses, which act as points of departure, as well as a structure, through the presentation of the empirical results. The choice is made not to state the hypotheses in this introduction because they need underlying arguments. The theoretical framework essentially builds up to the formulation of the hypotheses. 
Part I of this thesis presents the general literature review, which forms the basis of the theoretical framework. Part II goes into more depth about the subject of this thesis, dealing with audience studies. This is followed by the empirical component of the thesis in part III, wherein chapters are devoted to methodology and the presentation of results. At last, the final conclusions are made in part IV.
Part I: Literature review

‘Cultural goods’ and ‘artistic commodities’ are two concepts that are quite prominent in the vocabulary of cultural economists. The adjectives ‘cultural’ and ‘artistic’ seem to denote something special or unique. It is not without reason that we have scholars to whom we refer as cultural economists instead of general economists or journals specifically aimed at the field of cultural economics. Yet, what is art or what is culture? 

First and foremost, it must be said that definitions vary greatly and discussions on the essence of art and culture reach much further then domain of economics. It is not my aim to give value judgments, but rather to give definition of culture that is comprehensible and somewhat fenced off. Since, for every study borders have to be set and a framework has to be given. David Throsby (1999:6) suggests two distinct constructions for the term culture. On the one hand, culture can be interpreted as a set of activities in the “cultural sector” of the economy. On the other hand, he proposes a more sociological or anthropological approach to culture, ‘where culture is seen as a set of attitudes, practices and beliefs that are fundamental to the functioning of different societies.’ Trine Bille and Günther Schulze (2006) divide culture up into three definitions. In accordance with Throsby (1999) they also acknowledge the more sociological interpretation of culture, which they call ‘culture as aspect’. Second, they describe ‘culture as art’. When culture is described with this definition it captures an implicit underlying quality valuation (2006:1054). Finally, they define culture as a series of genres (e.g. dance, literature, painting, etc.) and following this line of thought, the cultural sector ‘consists of those institutions, firms, organizations and individuals who work with these genres.’ This last definition coincides with Thorsby’s (1999) interpretation of culture as a set of activities. 

For me the point of departure is the definition of culture as a set of activities in the cultural sector – culture as a series of genres. However, as Bille and Schulze (2006) point out, this definition includes both commercial businesses as well as subsidized institutions. Most relevant to my argument are the subsidized cultural institutions because a key part of this thesis is centered around the idea of public support. Later it will also become clear that, even though we are using this fenced off approach, we cannot fully deny the sociological perspective in understanding the relation between culture and economics.

1. Market failure and public support

1.1 Art as public good
The normative question whether or not the arts should be publicly supported is a central issue that cultural economists relentlessly deal with. According to Bruno Frey (2003:389) it is the role of the cultural economist ‘to inform the public about a welfare-enhancing public policy towards the arts.’ Neoclassical economists assume that in a ‘regular’ market without market failure resources are allocated efficiently and that government interference therefore is unnecessary and even harmful for the functioning of the market mechanism. Consequently, the rationale for public support to the arts is based on the welfare theory. The question then is if the private market misallocates the resources in the domain of the arts and more specifically why the government should step in to adjust the price system. 

Market failure in the case of the arts has already proven to be existent, both on a theoretical and on an empirical level (Frey, 2003:395). Arguments that underline market failures in the arts are found on the demand side as wells as on the supply side, and examples vary from very specific to broad, conceptual cases. One argument that is generally accepted is that cultural goods have public good characteristics. A true public good is non-rivalrous and non-excludable in consumption; take for example the statue of the late humanist Desiderius Erasmus (1469-1536) in the centre of Rotterdam. It simply means that the ‘consumption’ of the statue by one person does not diminish the possibility of consuming it for others and that no-one can be excluded from consuming the good. These public good characteristics ‘make cultural goods unprofitable for an enterprise to supply them in the market’: how are you going to charge people for consumption if no-one can be excluded (Cuccia, 2002: 119)?
However, it must be said that some cultural goods have more (or less) public good characteristics than others. In contrast to the statue of Erasmus, a lot of cultural goods do have a mix of public and private good characteristics. For example, an exhibition in a museum, a dance performance in a theatre, and a pop concert in a stadium all have in common that they can be excluded. Additionally, cultural goods can be somewhat rivalrous, for example when a free festival is visited by a large amount of people, a specific concert at that festival might be less available to some consumers (e.g. people standing far from stage) than compared to others (e.g. people who managed to get close to the stage). 

1.2 Art as merit good
The public good argument explains one element of market failure in the arts; however on its own it is not a rationale for government support. Next to the arts and culture there are many other goods and services with public good characteristics, such as the environmental goods, health care and national defense. Therefore, there is another rationale that is used to argue that the arts need and deserve public support. That is: cultural goods are considered to be merit goods. Jeanette Snowball (2007:12) defines merit goods as follows: ‘goods which some persons believe ought to be available and whose consumption and allocation are felt by them to be too important to be left to the private market.’ Snowball argues that when a government acknowledges certain art as merit goods, it is inevitable that ‘some value judgment is being imposed on society (2007:13).’ Frey (2003:392) underlines Snowball’s argument and says that political decision makers decide on the ‘inherent’ worth of a good; not accepting the consumers’ preferences. It is exactly this part of the merit good argument that clashes with the basic notion of consumer sovereignty – “the consumer knows what is best” – in neoclassical economics. 

Nevertheless, the merit good argument is closely related to another rationale for government intervention, namely ‘the lack of information’.  David Throsby (1994), among others, writes that consumers do not have the necessary information concerning art and culture to make informed market decisions. This has to do with the fact that cultural goods are experience goods. It is difficult for a consumer to determine the quality in advance. Only after experiencing it (i.e. consuming it), for example by visiting an exhibition, one can ascertain the satisfaction with the good or service. Frey (2003) critically remarks that the lack of information on the demand side cannot be used as a validation for government intervention per se. He (2003:392) says that we need ‘to face the question whether consumers’ limited information is a rational consequence of their being little interested in the arts.’ The issue of the public being interested in the arts (or not) and the consumption of cultural goods by different types of consumers, brings us to the discussion about taste cultivation and income distribution. A discussion that stretches the boundaries of economics and now and then even enters the domain of sociology. 

1.3 Equity and taste formation 

A well-known motivation for public support to the arts is that the consumption of cultural goods should be open to all layers of society, so not only accessible to the rich. However, it is argued that undesired distributional aspects of cultural demand – where wealthy people are the main consumers and thereby the beneficiaries of subsidized arts and culture – are the case. I will elaborate on this in further detail in Part II (Art audiences). Thus, by making art consumption available to persons who are not able to pay much money for consuming them, does not necessarily mean that they will start consuming ‘just because it’s cheap’. The demand for art and culture is a complex matter. As Charles Gray (1998) argues, in regular markets demand reflects the willingness to pay for products. Economists tend to ignore the possible influence of taste in forming demand. Going even further, many economists even assume tastes and preferences are stagnant. 

However, the arts are often said to be a cultivated or acquired taste. Roger McCain (2003:445) writes that the ‘cultivation of taste means that preferences are changed by experience.’ Louis Lévy-Garboua and Claude Montmarquette (1996) call this ‘learning by consuming’. Every time someone consumes culture, his or her taste is adjusted, refined. This idea, that tastes are dynamic and can be formed, shakes up the world of economics, mainly because it causes some difficulties for economic analysis. ‘In conventional welfare economics individual preferences form the basis for the estimation of benefits’ (McCain, 2003:445). When it is assumed that tastes change, a blurry area arises with different possible measures. In other words, should economists then base themselves on the original, or on the new preferences of the consumer (as a basis for judgment)? 

Still, some cultural economists have found ways to overcome the notion of taste formation. In their famous 1977 article ‘De Gustibus Non Est Disputdandum’, which means ‘there is no disputing about tastes’, George Stigler and Gary Becker ‘model changing tastes in such a way that there are constant underlying preferences and that taste formation results not in a change in the preferences but in a change in the form of their expression (McCain, 2003:445).’ Put differently, Stigler and Becker (1977) eliminate taste as the explanatory variable for changes in individuals’ behavior; rather constraints are seen as the reason for changes. Cultural economist Tyler Cowen (1989) heavily criticized Stigler and Becker’s theory. One the one hand, because their theory cannot be tested and proven empirically and on the other hand because by denying changes in tastes, the problem of analyzing shifts in demand gets pushed a step back (see Cowen, 1989:134).  

When dealing with the notion of acquired tastes there is another important issue that comes about, namely that we tend to distinguish between different groups of consumers. As McCain says (2003:446): ‘we make an implicit contrast between those who have cultivated tastes and those who have not.’ It is on this level that we approach the proximity between economics and sociology. Famous cultural sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1990-2002) described that tastes and preferences are dependent upon a person’s social, cultural and economic capital. Bourdieu (1984) claims that cultural capital is the decisive factor between class fractions. Consequently, he (1984) argued that according to the accumulated capital (e.g. education, a broad social network and monetary assets) a person owns, one will act out his or her taste and preferences. The crucial point in his argument is that tastes and preferences ultimately work as indicators of social orientation and stratification. Put simply: people from lower classes – with lower cultural capital – tend to have ‘simple’ aesthetic preferences, because they have never learned to appreciate complex art. People from higher classes – with higher cultural capital – often have more cultivated tastes, since from a very young age onward they were surrounded with and thought about ‘high’ cultural attitudes. 

Even though some economists, like Stigler and Becker (1977) for instance, are inclined to be very critical about the sociological perspective (e.g. for its lack of an analytical framework), the connection between Bourdieu’s arguments and cultural economics is visible. Many studies in the field of cultural economics (such as Morrison and West, 1986; Dobson and West, 1988; Abbé-Decarroux, 1995; Champarnaud et al. 2008) have shown that childhood cultural participation and exposure to arts increase adult demand. Additionally, McCain (2003) points out that tastes are not only malleable through childhood, but also in adulthood. This all is in accordance with Bourdieu’s line of thought that tastes are cultivated and accumulated through a person’s life. Moreover, Chan and Goldthorpe (2005) argue that the consumption of certain types of culture, say visual arts, also raises the appreciation for other genres, e.g. performing arts and literature. In other words, when tastes and preferences are formed it is not limited to one type of art, it affects a broader cultivation. 

When we connect back to the equity argument – art available to all – that is used as a rationale for government support, we need to accept taste formation to make sense of it all. Would we assume that tastes are stagnant, then the equity argument does not hold. Because even with art available to all, stagnant tastes imply that only the ones with a lot of capital (the upper classes) would consume complex art. However, when we embrace the concept of taste formation, we acknowledge that (different types of) capital can accumulate and that therefore the availability of art to all classes makes sense. 

The debate about tastes and preferences in cultural economics has revolved around whether or not they are dynamic and evolving. Stigler and Becker’s (1977) analytic framework is practical and provides an alternative to deal with tastes in economics. However, at the same time it tends to simplify the world up to a point where we can ask ourselves if it really contributes to the notion of tastes. On the other hand, there is evidence from economic studies that tastes are malleable and should be considered as changing entities. On a more sociological level, the discussion about taste formation is also linked to the idea that persons from different classes can enlarge their capital during life and as a consequence can learn to appreciate complex art. In this light, the equity argument for public support to the arts gets more depth. Nevertheless, taste formation remains a debated issue in cultural economics, where arguments can be made for both sides the story. 

1.4 The value of culture

Next to the subject of taste, there is another complex construct in cultural economics that again approaches the field of sociology, namely: value. You might think that it in economics it is pretty straightforward, the monetary price of a good points out the value. Yet, the heated discussion in cultural economics involves more than the argument of monetary prices and that is exactly what complicates the concept of value. In this section we will see a broader approach to value and deal with the concepts of non-market demand and external effects. 
Cultural economists like David Throsby (2001; 2003) and Arjo Klamer (2003) argue that cultural goods have certain characteristics or qualities that cannot be expressed only in economic value. Elements like ‘aesthetic properties, spiritual significance, symbolic meaning and historic importance’ cannot be captured in mere monetary terms and therefore belong to a separate category: cultural value (Throsby, 2003:280). In addition, Klamer (2003) argues that there are social values. Social values ‘work in the context of interpersonal relationships’ (Klamer, 2003:9). Having a meal with a friend, for example, cannot be directly translated in economic terms; rather you would say that it gave you a sense of happiness or friendship. Throsby (2003:280) argues that economic and cultural values are often closely related, but the connection is never perfectly the same. Through economic analysis we might get a hint of the total value of a cultural good, but it is practically impossible to measure something intangible as social and cultural value. However, Klamer (2003) is of the strong opinion that economist should broaden their horizon and try to find alternatives to cope with social and cultural value. 

Economists have found ways to deal with intangible culture. First of all, the difference is made between the concepts use values and non-use values. Use values of commodities are the direct values that a consumer receives from involvement with the good. Non-use values on the contrary are passive values that are not reflected in market demand.
 Non-use values are differentiated in the several types: option value, existence value, bequest value, prestige value and education value. Frey (2003:391) clearly describes the first three as follows: ‘people may value the option of visiting an artistic production though, in fact, they never spend any money to actually attend themselves. People may even know beforehand that they will never themselves attend an artistic production but they value the existence of a respective activity. Some people may not themselves value art, but consider it a bequest for future generations.’ Furthermore, Prestige value is about the feeling of prestige, such as national identity or social cohesion, art can convey. Finally, education value aims at the educational effects that art can have, both on direct consumers as well as on the broader society. 

These intangible, non-use values may not only be beneficial for the ‘users’ of art. For example the description of education value already gives the impression that it can also affect non-users, in addition to users. Arthur Brooks (2004) names these spill-over values the economic impact. By this he (2004:276) means that the consumption of cultural goods can create secondary and tertiary economic activity. Think for example of hotels and restaurants that benefit from a local art festival which attracts lots of tourists. These positive external benefits in production and consumption are also often used as a rationale for government support, since individuals or firms who do not pay for the art still take advantage of it. Frey (2003:391) warns us however that ‘multiplier effects generated by expenditures for the arts work through the price system’ and therefore do not constitute market failure. We can only speak of market failure, in this case, when people (or firms) act as free-riders – outside the price system. When people ‘free-ride’, i.e. do not pay for what they benefit from, the production stays lower than what is socially optimal.
The value of culture thus is a complex construct that can be approached from different viewpoints and defined accordingly. There seems to be consensus on the fact the cultural goods do have some extra values that are not expressed in the market. Yet, the discussion on the importance of these non-monetary values for economic analysis is still going on amongst cultural economists. On a policy level, the concept of value is mainly used in relation to positive external benefits and as an argument for public support.

1.5 Summary

The market for cultural goods differs quite essentially from so called regular markets, that are well-known in neoclassical economics.  Several types of market failure, both on the demand as on the supply side, have as a consequence that resources are misallocated. Welfare theory also teaches us that through misallocation of resources, art is not provided on a social optimal level. Government support of the arts is often founded on these arguments. In addition, we have seen that the merit good argument is a rationale for public support, as is the lack of information about art on the demand side. Moreover the ‘accessibility’ argument, where the notion of taste formation plays a crucial role, is used as an argument for government intervention in the arts. 
2. Cultural Policy in the Netherlands

There are thus many rationales for public support to the arts. Yet, how these rationales are translated into cultural policy differs from country to country. Bruno Frey (2003) states that  governments have always been greatly involved in the arts, but between countries there can be great variance on how public support is organized. Cultural policy indicates which government tiers carry different kinds of responsibilities. Frey exemplifies (2003:389): ‘in Ireland nearly 90 per cent comes from the central government, while in Germany it is less than 10 per cent, the bulk is coming from the Länder and cities.’ Additionally, cultural policy specifies whether or not and to what extent public support is divided up in direct and indirect subsidies. Since there is great difference between countries, the following paragraphs will focus only on cultural policy in the Netherlands. 
2.1 Historical outline

The foundations of a national concept of cultural policy in the Netherlands are laid in the period of French rule – the Batavian Republic (1795-1813). During the Batavian Republic, which was a unitary nation state, national policy on culture was developed by assigning an ‘Agent’ to promote ‘Arts and Sciences’ (Van Hamersveld, 2009:24). After the French reign the arts were mainly supported by the royal court and later also by the government. However, it is not until the second half of the twentieth century that the Netherlands get back to a national cultural policy. One important reason for this is that from the mid-1920s the Dutch society split up in different social, political, and religious ‘pillars’. As Van Hamersveld (2009:28) describes each pillar ‘had its own institutions and organizations – newspapers, magazines, publishers, leisure clubs, libraries, choirs, musical associations, and later on broadcasting associations.’ The end of the Second World War brought change in that people started regarding culture as a matter of national interest that should not be split up amongst the different ‘pillars’ (2009:31). Hereafter, the contents of the national cultural policy changed on different levels, for example on matters of privatization and deregulation. Nevertheless, Van Hamersveld (2009) argues that today’s cultural policy of the Netherlands is still based on three basic convictions that were formed throughout Dutch history.

 The first conviction stems from liberal statesman Johan Rudolf Thorbecke (1798-1872). Thorbecke put forward the idea that in cultural policy a democratic government ‘should refrain from any artistic judgment’ or valuation (Van Hamersveld, 2009:17). Instead, the government should take on the role of a neutral stimulator and coordinator. According to Van Hamersveld (2009:31), especially since 1945, the government distanced itself from  value judgments on art and culture when first a Ministry for Art and Culture came into being (1945) and later the Council for the Arts was installed by the Cabinet (1947). In the 1990s different councils, e.g. for the arts, heritage, media, and libraries, merged into one overall Council for Culture. ‘The emphasis shifted from advising on artistic merit to advising on policy. In a parallel move, a broad range of different production and incentive funds emerged that took over the task of assessing artistic value (2009:31).’

The second conviction is based on an idea raised by Catholic nobleman Victor de Stuers (1843-1916) in his article ‘Holland op zijn smalst’ (‘Holland at its narrowest’). The idea is that ‘national heritage is worth preserving and that the government has a duty to protect it’ (Van Hamersveld, 2009:31). Van Hamersveld (2009:31) asserts that ‘inspired by De Stuers, government gradually developed a heritage policy that can now be described as the most comprehensive and best-financed segment of the cultural sector.’ Finally, the third conviction is that everyone should enjoy and participate in the arts. This idea was first verbalized by socialist Emanuel Boekman (1889-1990) in 1926, when he put forward the notion of mass participation in culture. To this day, as Van Hamersveld (2009:31) argues, the idea of encouraging active and passive participation in the arts is still is a central aim of national cultural policy.  
2.2 Recent cultural policy

Now that we know the fundaments of Dutch cultural policy it is essential to look at recent policy documents and cultural policy themes that provide a framework for the functioning of the cultural sector. At the moment of writing it is uncertain what the near future will bring for cultural policy. The fourth Balkenende Cabinet fell on 20 February 2010, leaving a demissionary Cabinet. The general elections of 9 June 2010 have taken place, however, the coalition formation is still in the process of negotiations. The only certainty is that the new Cabinet will have to cut down notably on its costs (up to 18 or 29 billion euro, Doorduyn & Douwes, 2010). Nevertheless, it is insightful to take a closer look at the outlines for cultural policy of the fourth Balkenende Cabinet because it presents us with the current state in which the cultural field finds itself.

Minister of Education, Culture and Science Ronald Plasterk (2007) published his plans on the level of culture in his policy document Art for Life’s Sake: Dutch Cultural Policy Outline. Following a recommendation by the Council for Culture, Plasterk implemented a major change in the funding system of the sector. Institutions that are directly subsidized by the Ministry now make up the so called ‘basic infrastructure’. Van Hamersveld (2009:43) explains that these institutions ‘play a specific role in the national system or have a core function in the regional and urban basic infrastructure.’ Other recommendations by the Council for Culture have also been followed by Plasterk (2007). First, there is the theme ‘aiming for excellence’, in which emphasis is placed on quality assessment and artistic and cultural autonomy. Secondly, the national cultural policy outline is designed to encourage innovation and e-culture. The third theme is cultural participation. To promote participation Plasterk (2007:21) introduced a ten-point plan and a fund that focuses specifically on participation. Fourth, he presents his idea of making the Netherlands a ‘More Beautiful Country’, through architecture. Lastly, Plasterk’s (2007) aim was to provide for a strong culture sector, based and carried by society. Together these aims and themes will form the departing point for renewed cultural policy after the general elections and Cabinet formation later this year. 
2.3 Public funding

Although cultural policy is designed on a national level the responsibilities are divided between government tiers. Next to the state, provinces and municipalities are also involved in the implementation. The central government creates conditions and carries responsibility for the basic infrastructure. ‘The overall duty of the provinces is to ensure the dissemination of culture in the geographical sense, to regulate and maintain the culture sector at the provincial level, and to support the regional broadcasting system. The municipalities bear primary responsibility for the demand side of cultural policy’ (Van Hamersveld, 2009: 88). Knowing that responsibilities are shared raises the following question: how is funding differentiated between different government tiers?

Figure 1: Net public expenditure on media and culture by sector 

(In millions of euros, 2008 prices, adjusted by GDP)
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Source: Röring et al. (2008:43)

Figure 1 shows that from the total of public spending on culture approximately one third is provided by the central government (purple). Of course, it varies from sector to sector. The state dominates in the financing of media, but in contrast  the municipalities (blue)  are the largest subsidiaries on the fields of cultural education, amateur arts and libraries. Important to realize is that these public subsidies consist of many forms. 

Van Hamersveld (2009) distinguishes four types. First of all, there is direct funding, which comprise three lines: long-term and four-year funding for institutions, and project grants. The second type of subsidies comes from the public cultural funds. Currently, the Netherlands has eleven public cultural funds. The government does supervise these funds directly, by both setting conditions for operation and by providing money. Moreover, the minister controls  the way grants are allocated (2009:78). A third way of public funding is through government prizes. Van Hamersveld (2009:79) points out that these prizes are not directly awarded by the government, but rather by various independent non-profit organizations that receive funding from the government.  The final type of public support consists of indirect subsidies in the form of tax measures. A reduced value-added tax rate (6% instead of 19%) applies in the cultural sector, which helps to keep entrance tickets and admission fees low (Van Hamersveld, 2009:80). Another tax measure to stimulate the funding of the arts the deductibility of private donations. This is to create an incentive for private-sector institutions to support the cultural field.  Other types of tax measures that affect the culture sector are inheritance tax, corporate and income tax, (deductible) cultural investments and road and environment tax (Van Hamersveld, 2009:80).

In sum, we can say that cultural policy in the Netherlands is historically funded on three convictions (government as neutral stimulator; heritage protection; mass participation). The detailed plans for the near future are uncertain because of the fall of the fourth Balkenende Cabinet. However, the departing points are the broad themes laid out by Minister (under resignation) of Education, Culture and Science, Ronal Plasterk. Finally, it has become apparent that the responsibilities of the implementation of cultural policy are divided between the government tiers and that there public funding exists of different categories.
3. Museums
So far, we have specified culture in this thesis by using series of genres, like the performing and visual arts, or even more narrow, for example dance, literature and painting.   Following this line of thought Bille and Schulze (2006:1054) state that the cultural sector ‘consists of those institutions, firms, organizations and individuals who work with these genres.’ One such type of institutions is museums. However, within this institutional category a wide range of variance is present. Museums can differ on levels of size and focus (concerning the content), as well as on reputation and many other factors, which can complicate the forming of definitions. For the purpose of this thesis, from now on the attention will be centered on museums. Before elaborating on audiences in Part II, this paragraph will provide the theoretical background on museums as cultural institutions in relation to their environment. 
3.1. Definition

It is hard to formulate a precise definition of a museum, since museums themselves are subject to change (as will be elaborated on in section 3.2). However, it is not necessary to engage in a extensive debate on a precise definition. Rather creating a general understanding of what the institution ‘museum’ entails will suffice. The International Council of Museums (ICOM) has set out such a general description of what a museum is:

‘A museum is a non-profit, permanent institution in the service of society and its development, open to the public, which acquires, conserves, researches, communicates and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage of humanity and its environment for the purposes of education, study and enjoyment.’

(Source: http://icom.museum/definition.html)
Other definitions, for instance from the Museums Association (United Kingdom, Johnson & Thomas, 1991:6) and from the American Association of Museums (Dassen, 2008:13), are either a bit more general or more specific, but they essentially correspond with the ICOM definition. When we take a closer look at museums in the Netherlands, we see that the Dutch Museum Association [Nederlandse Museumvereniging] uses exactly the same definition as ICOM.
 Currently, there are over 1200 institutions in the Netherlands that call themselves museums. As a consequence the Netherlands has the highest number of museums per capita in the world (Steenbergen, 2008). Yet, only 775 museums are recognized and included by the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) and only 418 museums are registered with the Dutch Museum Association.
 

Table 1: Number of museums per category
	Categories
	Year
	Number of museums
	%

	Art museums
	2005
	107
	14

	History museums
	2005
	391
	50

	Natural history museums
	2005
	51
	7

	Anthropological (and ethnological) museums
	2005
	18
	2

	Technique and science museums
	2005
	196
	25

	Museums with a mixed collection
	2005
	12
	2

	Total museums
	2005
	775
	100


Source: CBS (2005).
Figure 2: Division of museums per category
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Source: CBS (2005). 
Table 1 and Figure 2 show number of museums per category. As can be seen, the Central Bureau of Statistics uses six categories to divide up different types of museums. More than half of the Dutch museums have a historical collection. Second, come the technique and science museums, followed by the art museums. Museums for natural history, anthropology and ethnology, and museums with a mixed collection only make up a small part of the total (i.e. together 11%). Joannes Vaessen (1986) critically remarks that by only looking  at a thematic division of museums the statistics of the CBS only give a narrow view. Vaessen (1986) shows that the number of employees and the total budget of the museums change the weight of the different categories of museums significantly. For example, although history museums make up the largest part of the field in the Netherlands, they are much smaller when looking at the number of employees and total budget. Remarkably, the two categories with the largest number of employees and total budget are anthropological/ethnological museums and art museums (Vaessen, 1986:96). Therefore, we have to be cautious when we draw conclusions or categorize types of museums on only one aspect. 

3.2 History

The word ‘museum’ originates from the Greek word mouseion, which stands for the house of muses: a place dedicated to wisdom and inspiration. Early museums were centered around private art collections  of wealthy individuals or families. Moreover, people were only allowed to visit to the collections on invitation or appointment. It was not until the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries that the public museum acquired its modern form (Bennett, 1995). At that time, there was a growing interest in the establishment of national collections across Europe. Tony Bennett (1995:19) argues that culture was used as a vehicle to express power. Consequently, the royal collections were the first collections that were brought into the public museum buildings.

The shift from presenting for a narrow, educated, elite audience to a broad and often uneducated public was gaining ground in Western Europe. Whilst several museums, like for example the Vatican Museums in Rome, the British Museum in London and the Belvedere Palace in Vienna, opened their doors as a public museum, for a large number of people it could still be difficult to gain entrance (Arnold, 2006). It was during the French Revolution that the palace of the Louvre (1793) was opened as the first public museum, exhibiting the royal collections. A public art museum with a national collection became a sign of political virtuous states and by the end of nineteenth century every Western nation had at least one public art museum (Oliver, 2006). 

Early modern collections that were shown in the sixteenth and seventeenth century cabinets, to an educated audience, had as their purpose to show off the quantity and quality of the exhibited works. To the contrary, the modern public museums were perceived as educative centers, where a broad public could spend their leisure time and simultaneously gain knowledge. This mentality change had a consequence for the organization and exhibition of art works (Oliver, 2006).  Collections were organized into art-historical schools, to show the development and achievement of each school. Next to an educative purpose, this reorganization of collections contributed to a feeling of new national pride, following from the democratic revolutions (Miller & Yúdice, 2002:156).
Another visible development in the museum world of the nineteenth century is the diversification and specialization of separate functions of the public museum. As said earlier, with a growing uneducated audience the museum focused on its educational function. Whilst the traditional functions as collecting, preservation and conservation of the collection demanded the same input and importance as before. Through time the museum differentiated its tasks even further. In the next section, we will elaborate on these different functions of art museums, taking into account the organizational framework.

3.3 Organization and functions

The organization of museums varies due to a mix of ownership patterns.  There are corporate and private museums, but at the same time there are museums governed by public authorities. Moreover, most museums are organized on a not-for-profit basis (Johnson, 2003).  The size of a museum is an important determinant in how it is organized and which tasks and functions get attention. Peter Johnson (2003) argues the output of museums is of a multi-product nature and that due to limited resources a trade-off has to be made between different tasks. A small, locally focused museum, for example, might not have the resources to undertake research. Large museums, with international reputation in contrast might have the resources to conduct research, however, they also have to determine priorities amongst different tasks. In the end, John O’Hagan (1998) argues, that the different functions of a museum are interrelated and serve the museum as a whole.

Collecting
Collecting is still seen as the main task of museums. Vaessen (1986) explains that collecting is done both actively and passively. Acquisitions, special collecting trips and travels, and  getting artifacts on a long-term loan all are the active manner of collecting. Passive collecting consists of accepting gifts, legacies and donations. Active collecting by museums is very dependent on the art market, i.e. what is for sale and what fits the budget. At the same time, both active and passive collecting are reliant on random coincidence. Vaessen (1986:102) writes that although there are reports on how museums wish to collect, it cannot be planned systematically. It is almost impossible for a museum to assess  the quality of a legacy in advance, or to estimate the competition and final price at an auction. Michael Hutter (1998) is of the opinion that collecting as core function of the museum is making place for other functions, such as communication. However, in contrast to this, O’Hagan (1998) argues that we should not underestimate the key function of collecting, because all other functions (conserving and restoring, research, education, and so forth) are inherently based on the collection of the museum.

Conserving and restoring 
Conservation and restoration, both labor-intensive functions, can be considered essential tasks of the museum. They are closely linked to collecting because when new works become part of the museum collection they have to be maintained. According to Hutter (1998:100) conserving and restoring, museums also need capacities to control the physical environment, e.g. air composition and organic invasion, in which artifacts are stored or exhibited. A well preserved collection is fundamental for a museum. Yet, how far conserving or restoring should go remains a discussion in the museum world. Should restorations be reticent? Or should the goal be to reproduce the original state of the artifact? Vaessen (1986) shows that opinions in the field differ and that experts disagree on how the museum collection is best conserved and restored. 

Research and documentation
Academic research is traditionally conducted by the curators of a museum. Their research is aimed at giving an precise description of objects in the museum collection, by putting it into scholarly context (Vaessen, 1986:113). Documentation means systematically recording the results of the research done on the objects, as well as recording all administrative information on the objects (e.g. date of acquisition, current state, etc.). Vaessen (1986) argues that the importance of research and documentation are generally acknowledged, however, not all museums practice these tasks to the same extent. On the one hand, there are museums that have an academic purpose (such as many university museums), on the other hand, there are numerous small, often local museums where little to no research is done (Vaessen, 1986).

Presentation 
The presentation of the collection and temporary exhibitions forms important function in the museum organization, because it is the first thing visitors see. The presentation sets an image for the museum and accordingly communicates a message to the public. In the second half of the twentieth century, with the rise of temporary exhibitions, presentation developed as a specialized function in museums (Vaessen, 1986:119). Hutter (1998) demonstrates that extra services, such as hand outs and audio materials, have more and more made their way into the domain of presentation. Moreover, with their presentations, museums now cater for different visitor groups. By making exhibitions as accessible as possible museums try to reach a broader public. Finally, the presentation function of museums has expanded both in time and place. Time wise, museums are expanding their opening hours (Wensink, 2009:9) and geographically, museums are increasingly crossing borders for example by starting annexes abroad (e.g. the Guggenheim Museum and the Louvre, Hutter, 1998). 
Education
The educational tasks comprise all activities with didactical purposes (Vaessen, 1986:122). That is, all activities aimed at clarifying the presented objects and themes. Educational tasks can thus vary from writing hand-outs from school children, to providing guided tours to a general group of visitors. The underlying idea to stimulate visitors to take on an active position when they are in the museum. According to Vaessen (1986) educational tasks often tend to overlap with the presentation function of museums. Whether or not and to what extent these functions are separately organized differs amongst museums. 

Finally, we should keep in mind that this list of tasks is not exhaustive. Museums are changing entities with changing organizational structures. For example, a function that was not explicitly mentioned in the literature as a museum function but does play an important role in the organizational framework is: public relations and marketing. With the diminishing public subsidies, finding new sources of income is becoming an essential task for museums. Hutter (1998) explains this by saying that the communicative function of the museum is gaining more importance. It is conceivable that over the coming years other tasks may develop into separate functions too. 
3.4 Financing
Hutter (1998) divides up museum financing two branches: external income and internal income.  External income can be further split up in, first, government support, which in turn can be divided in national, provincial and local subsidies. Second, external income is made up by private funding, for example financial gifts by benefactors. As already mentioned earlier, the Dutch government has been diminishing its overall subsidies to the arts. However, figure 3 shows that the state support to museums has remained more or less the same, with a peak in 2004. 

Figure 3: Cultural subsidies per sector, in millions of euros
[image: image3.png]250

200

150

100

AL g

o4 |
Podium- Musea Fondsan BBy AKKE Film Lotteren
ansten

2002 W2003 [72000 [ 2005 2005 [ 2007




Source: Röring et al. (2009:43)

In explanation of figure 3, it has to be noted that the subsidies are according to the Cultuurnota. The cultural subsidies that are distributed to the museums are those that are directly allocated by the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science (under advice of the Council of Culture). These are four-year subsidies (which from September 2008 onwards are redirected into the National Basis Infrastructure for subsidies [Landelijke Basisinfrastructuur]). In addition, museums have the possibility to apply for subsidies of several funds. A separate budget of the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science is distributed to those funds, which can independently decide on how to allocate those subsidies.

Still, what we have to keep in mind is that costs for museums are ever-rising (Hutter, 1998). Therefore, cultural institutions are motivated to expand their sources of alternative income. This can either be private funding or internal income. Internal income comprises ticket sales, museum shop and museum café or restaurant. Ticket sales are a direct source of income, but according to Hutter (1998) they make up a very marginal part of the total income. Nevertheless, Johnson (2003:318) writes that some museums are ‘sophisticated in terms of price discrimination.’ Hutter (1998) argues that add-on goods, e.g. merchandise, sold in museum shops are a growing source of income for museums. Additionally, museum cafés or restaurants are also a successful source of internal income (1998:105). 
Concluding this chapter, we can say that museums are permanent institutions in the service of society and its development. History has shown that although they are permanent institutions, they are also changing entities, with expanding and specializing tasks and functions. Museums’ multi-faceted output can be financed through two different ways. On the one hand, external income makes up the essential part of a museums budget. On the other hand are the revenues from ticket sales. Furthermore, museums have developed ancillary commercial activities to get more internal income.
Part II: Museum Audiences 
The literature review in part one of this thesis sets a general framework for the following parts that are more specifically related to this research. After the theoretical basis of the cultural economic discourse on public support, cultural policy and museums as institutions with multi-product output, we can now proceed to the subject of audience studies. Audience research in the cultural sector is conducted on a very large scale, from performing arts to visual arts. For the purpose of this thesis the discussion will be limited to museum visitor studies only. 
4. Audience studies

As previously mentioned, there is a wide spectrum of audience studies in the cultural field. They can be theoretical in nature, yet often they also serve a practical goal: the expansion of knowledge about visitors and ultimately, the increase of (a satisfied) visitor lot. Sandra Bicknell and Graham Farmelo (1993) argue that audience research is not bound to one academic field. It is conducted by for example anthropologists, sociologists, psychologists, economists, and also outside academia by public policy makers (both national and regional) or by order of marketing professionals in museums. Moreover, even within cultural economics audience research can be approached from different angles. On the one hand, there are participation studies that have as their aim to obtain specific information on the demographics of visitors (e.g. age and socio-economic background). On the other hand, there are demand studies that focus mainly demand in relation to price, for example willingness to pay studies. It is this multitude of approaches that causes the diversity and vastness of published studies on arts audiences (Bicknell & Farmelo, 1993). In the following, I will take a closer look to studies on profiles of museum audiences, first in general, later specifically for the Netherlands.

4.1 Museum audiences 

Museum visitor studies have a long history. The first known study was published in 1916, in Scientific Monthly, and dealt with the degree of (non-)comfort of a museum visit (Hood, 1992:17). Since then a lot of progress has been made on both theoretical and methodological levels. A remarkable and concise overview of the developments in museum audience research from the start in the 1910s through the 1970s is given by Marilyn Hood (1992). Subject-wise visitor studies can be designed for different purposes. Hood (1992) argues that the first studies were mainly centered among issues of comfort and appeal of a museum (visit). Today, audience research is often aimed at the evaluation of specific exhibitions or events. Yet, at the same time the subjects of visitor profiles and backgrounds are still among the most researched areas (Selwood, 1991). 

From an economic perspective visitor studies are both interesting and useful on a pragmatic level, because they convey information on how to run museums more effectively (Bicknell & Farmelo, 1993). While there seems to be consensus on the matter of the importance of well-conducted audience research, there has been a strong debate on who should be the respondents: visitors or non-visitors. According to Hood (1991) demographics and participation patterns of visitors are the backbone of audience studies, whereas information on non-visitors is lacking. She argues that studies amongst non-visitors are equally important to enrich our knowledge about the motivations and driving factors behind  a visit. 

Cultural economist Ruth Towse (2009:240) points out that it is difficult to generalize outcomes of different studies, because the way museum visitor profiles are presented vary considerably. Although we most certainly have to be cautious when comparing different audience studies, it does not mean that we cannot say anything about general visitor profiles. Hood (1992:17) illustrates that hundreds of museum surveys have shown that the typical frequent museum visitor, in the United States and Canada, is in the upper education, upper occupation, and upper income groups. Moreover, this social class factor applies across the spectrum of museums – from science museums to art museums. Bruce Seaman (2003:419) underlines these findings and states that in terms of income and education museum audience are ‘elite’ and hence non-representative for the more general population. Research by Mark Davidson Schuster (1991), which was specifically aimed at participation rates in art museums, closely corresponds with Hood’s results. In addition, he (1991:2) found that ‘the art museum visitor population was better educated, wealthier, older and composed of more professionals than visitors to history, science, or other museums.’

Towse (2009) makes clear that the age factor only shows one side of the story. She writes (2009:240) that ‘from looking at details from several countries, young people, especially school-age children, have higher participation rates than adults.’ Audience research conducted in order of museums often only consults adult visitors and therefore can have a biased outcome. It is thus essential that prior to a survey it is clarified which age groups are taken into consideration (i.e. definition of the population).  Concerning gender, women, in the United States,  are slightly more likely to attend than are men (Davidson Schuster, 1991:8). Regarding race or ethnicity, whites, as Davidson Schuster (1991) categorizes them, are highly represented in museum audiences. African-Americans are underrepresented, which may be attributed to differences in general education level or income level. In the next paragraph we will go into more detail about the Dutch situation, however, before that there are some common motivation factors of visitors that have to be covered.

There is at least one important difference between the social group that is overrepresented in museum audiences (upper class, as described by Hood, 1992) and infrequent or non-visitors. This difference is founded in the motivational factors behind a visit. Hood (1992:17) argues that the upper class has three main factors that stimulate a visit to museum in ones leisure time: opportunities to learn, the challenge of new experiences, and doing something worthwhile for themselves. She says that a museum fulfills these motivations and therefore a visit to the museum is perceived as appealing or attractive. In contrast, ‘the occasional visitor is drawn more to leisure activities that emphasize opportunities for social interaction, participating actively, and feeling comfortable and at ease in his or her surroundings (1992:17).’ The underlying sentiment of not feeling comfortable in a museum, is therefore likely to demotivate a visit by ‘lower’ classes. 

Moreover, De Vries and Epskamp (2008) give additional factors that can act as a barrier (or when reversed as an incentive) for a possible visit. First of all, they mention the absence of information. Surveys have shown that the majority of the visitors want to have some sort of idea on what to expect. Most visitors want to feel ‘safe’ (informed) when they step into the museum; spontaneous visits are the exceptions (2008:10). Related to being informed is the source of information. De Vries and Epskamp (2008:10) argue that when a museum or exhibition is recommended by friends, family or colleagues, people are more motivated to pay a visit. In addition, the authors argue that if people have the feeling that a museum is expensive – even though rationally this might not be the case – it functions as barrier. In this case, information is again of importance because it can communicate a different message.

Bicknell & Farmelo (1993) also argue that affective aspects of a museum visit, such as motivations, emotions and attitudes, are decisive in researching why people do or do not visit a museum. With this we touch upon the key concern of audience research nowadays. Both Hood (1991;1992), and Bicknell and Farmelo (1993) illustrate that demographics of visitors are important and necessary, but additionally, we should try to find out how visitors actually experience their visit to the museum. Towse (2009:251) is of the opinion that ‘we can use information on the subsidy per attendee and the socio-economic profile of visitors.’ Ultimately audience research can help to assess what (e.g. policy) can make the museum more accessible to less well off and less educated people. 
4.2 Audience diversity in the Netherlands

In the Netherlands a lot of participation studies are conducted in order of the government.  On a national level the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) and the Netherlands Institute for Social Research [Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau, SCP] are the main institutions that study the degree of cultural participation of Dutch society. On regional and local levels there are Centers for Research and Statistics (COS) that investigate cultural participation of inhabitants of a particular region or city. Since historically mass participation has been a key conviction in Dutch cultural policy (see Chapter 2) it is understandable  that it is frequently researched and evaluated. Moreover, this conviction entails that museum audiences – as well as audiences for all other cultural genres – should be diverse. In other words, museum audiences should resemble the diversity in overall society and therefore all groups and layers should participate equally in different types of cultural consumption.

In the most recent publication on diversity in museum audiences in the Netherlands, Huysmans and De Haan (2007), give an outstanding overview of the development of visitor profiles from 1983 through 2003.  Concerning gender, women have become more present, in a larger degree than men. In the 80s of the last century, women and men visited museums equally. A survey from 2003, however, shows that women are slightly more present in museum audiences than are men (Huysmans & De Haan, 2007:70). What is more, is that the gender ratio very much varies between different types of museums. Letty Ranshuysen (1998) illustrates that for science, technique, and maritime museums the ratio of men is higher, whereas women are over-represented at art museums.    

Looking at the diversity of age groups in museum audiences shows that Ruth Towse’s (2009) statement about school-age children proves to be true for the Netherlands. From 1983 onwards the attendance of children up to the age of twelve has grown structurally. The same counts for visitors over 50. The young-adults (20-34 years) are least present in Dutch museum audiences, in 2003.
 Additionally, the attendance of people of middle age (35-49 years) has been  decreasing between 1983 and 2003. 

Huysmans and De Haan (2007) also investigated the variety in education levels of museum visitors. Museum visitors are generally highly educated. This group is much more present than people with lower educational levels. These patterns coincide with international characteristics of museum visitors (Hood, 1992). Unfortunately, the researchers do not have any data on income levels of museum audiences. However, we can thus identify that museum audiences are from upper education groups. Ganzeboom (1989:176) shows on a theoretical level that education, or: ‘the capacity to process cultural information’, is the most determining factor for participation in cultural activities. A second influential aspect that is often overlooked, is upbringing or parental milieu. Huysmans and De Haan (2007:71) argue that whether or not a child is brought up with art and culture is even more determining than education for ones participation during adulthood. Nevertheless, people’s attitudes on ‘cultural’ upbringing have not been measured or investigated on a national level up to this point. 

4.3 Cultural participation by different ethnic groups

Data on participation by different ethnic groups have only been collected since 1995. From 1995 onward measurements have been made on the basis of  five ethnic groups: Dutch, Turkish, Moroccan, Aruban/Antillean, and Suriname. Next to the Dutch, the other four ethnical groups are most present in Dutch society and were therefore chosen as categories. The results, as presented by Huysmans and De Haan (2007) are remarkable: all non-Dutch ethnical groups are highly underrepresented in museum audiences. People with a Turkish or Moroccan background participate least, however, Arubans, Antilleans and Surinamese people also participate significantly less than people with a Dutch national background. 

In the study Het dagelijks leven van allochtone stedelingen [The daily life of allochthonous citizens] Van den Broek (2008) gives more context on cultural participation by groups of diverse national backgrounds in the Netherlands. Most importantly, the skewed participation in Dutch society can be brought back to education. We tend to assume a cultural background or ethnicity is the determinant in cultural participation, nevertheless Van den Broek (2008) illustrates that it has more to do with education. The education level amongst people with non-Dutch cultural backgrounds is lower than amongst people with a Dutch background. However, within the group of allochthonous citizens people with high education levels do participate in cultural activities in much higher degree than do those with lower education – a pattern that is also true for Dutch citizens. 

Furthermore, we should make a distinction between classic or traditional culture (under which museums are categorized) and popular culture. Van den Broek (2008) argues that it is especially classic culture where non-Dutch ethnic groups lag behind in participation. Noteworthy, is that art museums in specific are even less visited by allochthonous citizens (e.g. opposed to historic museums). In contrast, the difference in participation between people with a Dutch background and non-Dutch background is considerably smaller when it comes to popular culture (2008:156). 

To end with, a brief paragraph about museum audiences in Rotterdam – since my empirical research is about museum Boijmans van Beuningen, a Rotterdam-based institution. It might seem superfluous to zoom in to the local level, but in fact it proves to be essential because Rotterdam has some peculiar characteristics. First of all, cultural participation in Rotterdam is lower than in the rest of the Netherlands. De Vries and Epskamp (2008:6) explain that underlying reason for this is that the average educational level of the inhabitants is relatively low. Second, historically the average income in Rotterdam – both per head, as per household – has been much lower than the Dutch average. Even though  big cities tend to have a lower average income, Rotterdam also stays behind compared to the other three big cities, Amsterdam, Den Haag, and Utrecht (De Graaf, 2003). A third aspect that we have to take into account is that Rotterdam is a very multi-cultural city. The Centre for Research and Statistics (2009) shows that in 2009 there were 173 different nationalities (cultural backgrounds) amongst the citizens of Rotterdam. Although, the Turkish, Moroccan, Aruban/Antillean, and Surinamese are the most present nationalities, like on the national level, Rotterdam has one additional group that is highly present, namely people with a Cape Verdean background. In terms of cultural participation by people from non-Dutch backgrounds we can identify that the data from Rotterdam correspond with the Netherlands as a whole: all non-Dutch ethnical groups, Cape Verdeans included, are underrepresented in museum audiences (De Vries and Epskamp, 2008:81).
4.4 Undesired distribution: Robin Hood in reverse
With this chapter it has become clear that museum audiences, both in the Netherlands as well as internationally, are by no means representative of the larger society in a country. Museum visitors are generally ‘white’ – or for the Netherlands ‘Dutch’ –, from upper education,  and upper income groups.  Additionally, when considering adult visitors, the general visitors are visit 50 years or older. This also counts for the Netherlands, where tax money from all government tiers (national, regional, local) is allocated to museums and where mass participation is a central backbone of cultural policy. 

As a consequence, an often heard critique is that tax money has undesired distributional aspects, namely, that the wealthy are the main beneficiaries. In other words, audience studies have pointed out that governments inadequately are subsidizing a very restricted group, often referred to as ‘the elite’. This occurring pattern is called the “Robin Hood in reverse” syndrome, with which is meant that (tax) money from the poor, or less wealthy, is allocated to the wealthy in a society. The “Robin Hood in reverse” syndrome is not only used to illustrate the situation in the arts, different fields from healthcare, to environmental issues, to law use the concept (Reitzer and Reitzer, 1971). John O’Hagan (1996:269) argues that ‘as a result, many arts councils and arts bodies have explicitly adopted a policy of pursuing a more equal access to and participation in the arts as a policy objective.’ In his study, however, O’Hagan finds no evidence of any change in the span diversity of arts audiences. Other more recent studies that were covered in this chapter shows the same results (Huysmans & De Haan, 2007; Van den Broek, 2008; De Vries & Epskamp, 2008). In the following chapter, I will translate these results, as well as the discussed theories in parts I and II, to my own research and I will elaborate on my research question and hypotheses.

5. Research question and hypotheses 
The theoretical framework that was constructed in part I and II, serves as the broader context and strong basis for my own empirical research. In part I, we took notion of the fundaments of the cultural economic discourse on the peculiarities of cultural goods. A discussion that often stretches the boundaries of economics and sometimes deals with constructs from sociology. We looked at museums as institutions with multi-product output, and we now know how to approach museums from an economic perspective. Furthermore, the chapter on cultural policy in the Netherlands made the connection  between institutions (museums) and the broader society. Part II elaborated on this relationship between museums and their audiences, from which we could say that it in some way is mediated by cultural policy. 

As became clear through the literature review, the field of audience research has a long and extensive history. A lot of research has been done on general visitor profiles, participation rates and the like. In the Netherlands, the predominate part of these studies are conducted in order of different government tiers (e.g. as an instrument to evaluate policy). A pitfall, however, is that it is hard to make generalizations because often there are substantial differences in either applied definitions or the methodological approach. Moreover, museum audience research has been very general in nature, often only aimed at investigating socio-economic characteristics. Among others, Hood (1992), Bicknell and Farmelo (1993), and Towse (2009) have argued that we can use more information on how visitors value their museum experience. Based on this knowledge I came to the, previously stated, two-fold research question:

Who are the visitors of museum Boijmans van Beuningen? And how do they rate their experience as a museum visitor?
I elaborate on the choice to investigate the audience of one specific institution, museum Boijmans van Beuningen, in the next chapter, where an account for the used methodologies is given. Nevertheless, it does need to be mentioned that the results from my empirical study only make sense in a broader framework. The frame of reference will be the theories in part II. Additionally, a connection will be made with data from national data on socio-economic profiles of museum visitors.  In contrast to the more general central research question, the hypotheses, that were used to structure the thesis and the accompanying survey, are more detailed in nature. In particular, we will investigate the relationship between socio-economic backgrounds and motives for attendance. All hypotheses are based on theory; they are explained below. This description is especially useful for part III, in which it will be used to clarify choices made on methodology and survey design.

H1a.
Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to higher education levels.

H1b.
Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to higher income levels.

H1c.
Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to upbringing with art and culture.


H1d.
Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to age. 

These sub-hypotheses are extracted from the literature. In chapter 4 we discussed the general socio-economic features of (art) museum audiences and found that the upper education, income and age groups are the main visitors. It is thus likely that those groups will have a positive and appreciative attitude toward, in my case, museum Boijmans van Beuningen. Moreover, some authors (Huysmans & De Haan, 2007) have argued that next to education, upbringing is crucial in taste formation. In other words, it is likely that those who were brought up with (visual) arts will be more likely to appreciate it later on in adulthood. Further, in paragraph 1.3 we discussed the notion of taste formation and cultural goods as experience goods. The next hypotheses are set up to test those theories:

H2a.
 The more frequent one visits the museum, the more appreciation one has for the museum. 

H2b.
The average art museum visitor consumes more culture than the average Dutchman. 
Hypothesis 2b is based on the idea that, in general the consumption of one type of culture is related to other types of culture. Or put differently, that those who consume visual arts (e.g. through a museum visit) are more likely to also engage in other cultural activities, e.g. performing arts and literature (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2005). Hood (1992) pointed out that a main barrier for attendance is the lack of knowledge or information. Complementing this idea, De Vries and Epskamp (2008) have found evidence that  especially information from friends, family, or acquaintances (e.g. colleagues) is decisive as a motivation to visit a museum. Hood (1992) also argued the social activity of visiting a museum, or the social value, is an important motivation – in specific for people with lower education. Finally, drawing from these claims we formulated the following set of hypotheses:

H3a. 
Information by friends, family or acquaintances is the most important motivation behind a visit.

H3b.
People with a lower educational background are more likely to visit the museum in company of others than are people with higher educational background. 

H3c.
People combine a museum visit with other leisure time activities. 

The intention of the thesis is to test the hypotheses above. That is, how are different socio-economic factors related to the appreciation of the museum visit and what are the determinants for appreciative attitudes. The motivations of visitors will also be tested. Furthermore,  through data analysis we will get an insight in the ‘inclusion performance’ of museum Boijmans van Beuningen. This is the descriptive part in which an overview of the socio-economic characteristics of the audience will be given. All of this will be elaborated upon in the next part. First, in chapter 6 it will be explained why the used methods were chose and more context will be given on research design and data collection. Later, in chapter 7 the results will be presented and connected back to the hypotheses.
Part III: Empirical Research

6. Methodology 

Up to this day, the long history of audience research in the museum sector has paid little systematic attention to how people actually value their museum visit. The existing studies ranging from the field of economy to sociology, however, have pointed out that socio-economic characteristics are key determinants for possible visits. Cultural economic studies in the field of audience research are mostly aimed at demand in demand, translated in willingness to pay. This thesis takes an alternative approach by focusing on how art museum visitors rate their experience. The valuation is thus not translated in willingness to pay, rather it is looked at how the museum experience is valued in measures of appreciation. With these measures this study will try to make a contribution to the existing knowledge on audience profiles by relating them to ratings (valuations) and motivations. Put differently, we will try to contribute to understanding of accessibility of art museums for audiences with different backgrounds. Moreover, this study is focused on one case, museum Boijmans van Beuningen, on which will be elaborated in the next paragraph of this chapter. Consequently, we will be able to measure the inclusion performance of the museum, by looking at how diverse their audience actually is. Hereby, the results from this study can be related to the key conviction of mass participation in  cultural policy. This research is quantitative in nature, with a (cross-sectional) survey research design. A survey research design is the most popular way to gather data about audiences, yet, at the same time it can be subject to certain biases or flaws. In the following paragraphs, a detailed description of the data collection will be given, as well as ways to overcome possible flaws or biases that can harm the validity and reliability of the research.

Collecting data about audiences can be done on different scales. Most of the studies we referred to in chapter 4 were ‘ordinary’ household surveys. Another type of audience research can be conducted on the institutional level. This thesis deals with the latter, for several significant reasons. First of all, audience studies at institutions allow for direct control over time and costs. Household surveys have to be conducted on a relatively large scale, as well as far in advance – because they have to be sent to home or digital addresses. Then, still the response rate is very uncertain (Bryman, 2009). By handing out self-completion questionnaires in an institution itself, one can ascertain the response immediately, by looking at the number of people that want to participate. The second important reason for selecting an institution to hold the audience survey, is that in contrast to general data on the common households in a country, it is interesting to learn how the institution performs. The survey can be more detailed in nature, with question on accessibility and motivational backgrounds. The outcome of the audience survey will bring to light what the ‘inclusion performance’ of the institution is and how that relates to cultural policy. 

At the same time, selecting a specific institution to conduct an audience study also has some limitations. Most importantly, fencing off the population to an existing audience considerably restricts the possibility of making generalizations (Bryman, 2009). The population only consists of people that participate in culture; non-visitors are not included. As mentioned in the literature review, this weakness of audience surveys at institutions is heavily criticized (Hood, 1992). Also, institutions vary from one to the other, therefore even no generalizations between institutions, for example all Dutch art museums, can be made. Nevertheless, when conducted properly an audience study at one institution can have meaningful results. In the next section the choice for museum Boijmans van Beuningen will be validated and matters of reliability will be clarified. 

6.1 Museum Boijmans van Beuningen & population 
The population for this study consists of the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen. Due to restrictions in time, the choice to fence off the broader art museum audience had to be made. Museum Boijmans van Beuningen makes an interesting case.  First of all, it is the largest art museum in the region of Rotterdam. Rotterdam is an interesting location in itself, because it is a city with lower education and lower income levels, but at the same time with a higher multi-cultural composition than the rest of the Netherlands – three categories that are negatively related to cultural participation (for more information see paragraph 4.3). Moreover, as the largest art institution, museum Boijmans van Beuningen receives the highest amount of subsidy from the municipality – annually around 10 million euro
. To illustrate: the institution receiving the second largest amount is Maritiem Museum, with a little over € 4.7 million per year (Cultuurplan 2009-2012, Rotterdam)
. The combination of demographics with the amount of subsidies distributed to the museum make it particularly interesting if the “Robin Hood in reverse” syndrome is present at Boijmans. 

About the museum

Museum Boijmans was established in 1847 when Utrecht-born lawyer Frans Jacob Otto Boijmans bequeathed his collection to the City of Rotterdam. In 1958, the museum acquired the collection of Daniël George van Beuningen, upon which the name of the museum was changed into museum Boijmans van Beuningen. It is a visual arts museum in the wider sense of the word. The collection of the museum is made up out of old, and modern art, industrial/applied art, and design. Furthermore, the origin of the artworks range from the Middle Ages to the 21st century. The uniqueness of the museum originates from the collection; for example, it is the only museum in the Netherlands that contains paintings by the Van Eyck brothers, Titian, Bosch, Bruegel the Elder, Dalí and Magritte.
 Moreover the way old and modern art are combined is exceptional for the the Netherlands. It can be said that the museum’s collection falls under the header of ‘complex art’ (as explained in Part II). During the time that the survey was conducted there were no large temporary or blockbuster exhibitions.
6.2 Survey design

The design of the survey has been formed with the guidelines of Letty Ranshuysen (1999), a researcher that has vast experience with conducting surveys in the cultural sector and on an institutional level. The survey is divided up into four parts, with closed questions only. Ranshuysen (1999) argues that questions about socio-economic background should not be started with because it scares off the respondents. Therefore, the first section involves ‘undemanding’ questions (e.g. if it is the first visit to the museum, and what information motivated the visit) . Then, part two and three go deeper into socio-economic characteristics, as well as questions concerning motivations (part 2) and upbringing (part 3). Finally, part four is made up of Likert scale questions that measure how visitors rate their museum experience. Also, a question about cultural participation in general is asked. The exact questionnaire with all questions can be found in the appendix. 

Regarding the lay-out, Bryman (2009:221) argues that the questionnaire should be broadly set up. For instance, no question was divided up over two pages, and answer possibilities were arranged vertically (the only exceptions are the Likert scale questions). It improves the readability and helps the respondents to understand and answer the questions. To further improve the survey, the questionnaire was pre-tested on a small group of people before the actual survey took place. Bryman (2009) describes different ways to pre-test a questionnaire. Examples are the one-to-one interview, where respondents first fill in the questionnaire and later discuss it in an interview with the researcher, or the verbal protocols, in which respondents are asked to think out loud (i.e. verbalize their difficulties and thoughts on the questionnaire). The type of pre-testing type that was used for this study are the ‘pilot surveys’, in which a group of respondents fill out the draft questionnaire and give their feedback to the researcher. The pre-testing took place in the first week of May 2010, among a group of fifteen respondents. Unfortunately, the pilot surveys could not be held among the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen, due to time constraints. As an alternative the pilot was held amongst friends, family and colleagues. 

Outcomes of the pilot helped improve the questionnaire further. Comments were made on certain questions (unclear formulation or typing mistakes), on lay-out (more space between answer options), and on the length. As a consequence, some questions were removed, others adjusted, and the lay-out was arranged even more broadly. All together, seven questions were subject to revision as a result of pre-testing (namely: 1, 10, 15, 18, 19, 22, and 23).

6.3 Data collection

The survey was conducted by means of self-completion questionnaires, complemented with face-to-face contact between participants and researcher. This means that the questionnaires were handed to visitors directly, instead of sending it to a home or email address afterwards. A probability sampling method was used, to limit the sampling bias (Bryman, 2009). In other words, the sample was constructed randomly. The sampling frame comprised all visitors of sixteen years and older. Systematically, every third visitor leaving the museum was asked if he/she wanted to participate in the survey. The group of people that said ‘no’, can be seen as the non-response (Bryman, 2009:169). During the data collection it became obvious that a considerable percentage did not want to participate – i.e. a lot of people said “no”. Especially families with children under twelve often rejected. This might have to do with the fact that they felt they could not make their children wait. Unfortunately, no accurate measures were made concerning non-response and therefore we cannot make any claims on the scale of non-response. 

The survey was conducted from Tuesday to Sunday – the museum is not opened on Mondays – in the second and third week of May 2010. Hereby differences between weekdays and weekends were captured. On these six days, data was collected from noon until four P.M.. It also has to be mentioned that on two out of six days the weather conditions were notably bad (e.g. constant rain). As a consequence, it was very silent in the museum, which was also pointed out by security guards and staff at the information desk. All in all, after removing the questionnaires that could not be used (e.g. due to too many missing answers), the final amount of usable responses consists of 123  completed questionnaires. 

As already mentioned in the introduction of the chapter, this study is very limited to make generalizations. Even though the survey was constructed carefully and the sample has been selected using probability sampling, the outcomes of the analysis ‘can be generalized only to the population from which that sample was taken’, i.e. the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen (Bryman, 2009:187). However, before we get to the discussion of the outcomes, the results need to be presented. In chapter 7 the collected and processed data will be analyzed, after which a paragraph is dedicated to the discussion.
7. Presentation of results 

In this chapter, the choice is made to first present the empirical results by theme. Paragraph 7.1 is devoted to the analysis of the socio-economic characteristics of the museum audience. The variables are explained one by one before the results are presented. For that reason paragraph 7.2 gives a concise overview of the variables that belong to socio-economic profile of the average visitor of museum Boijmans van Beuningen. Paragraph 7.3 goes into the other variable categories, such as appreciation and motivations, and gives a descriptive analysis. Moreover the results are connected and the hypotheses are tested. Finally, paragraph 7.4 gives a concise summarizing discussion of the outcome and certain limitations.

7.1 Socio-economic characteristics

The socio-economic characteristics are divided up over ten variables: gender, age, habitual residence, national background/ethnicity, income, education, arts education, upbringing, attendance and overall cultural consumption. In the survey many of the variables consist of more questions (sub-variables) which were later aggregated into one of the ten main variables. For instance, the variable ‘upbringing’ is made up of three questions in the survey. These three questions were initially processed as separate variables (in order for SPSS to process it accurately), but aggregated for our analysis. The following sub-sections deal individually with the variables that belong to the category of socio-economic characteristics.

Gender
From all the respondents, 55,3 per cent were men, and 44,7 per cent were women. Below, table 2 shows the exact frequency division over both genders. 

	Table 2: Frequency of gender type

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	male
	68
	55,3
	55,3
	55,3

	
	female
	55
	44,7
	44,7
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


Even though the division does not deviate largely, the results are somewhat surprising. Ranshuysen (1999:125) claims that especially in art museum (e.g. in contrast to science museums) women are more present than men. Davidson Schuster (1991:8) also found that women are slightly overrepresented in art museum audiences, namely with a ratio of 6:5. In our case it is exactly the other way around: men outnumber women by a ratio of 6 to 5. 

Age
The variable ‘age’ was measured through an open question in the survey. Previously, it was stated that questionnaire contained no open questions, however, the age question is the only exception. Since respondents could only fill in an numerical answer, and also because the question is so straightforward, the question was left open. Later on, the data were recoded into the same (age) groups as used by the Central Bureau of Statistics. The advantage of having collected the data unclassified, is that we can calculate the average age of the museum visitor. 

	Table 3: Descriptives for the variable ‘age’

	
	
	
	Statistic
	Std. Error

	Age
	Mean
	46,40
	1,680

	
	95% Confidence Interval for Mean
	Lower Bound
	43,07
	

	
	
	Upper Bound
	49,72
	

	
	5% Trimmed Mean
	46,32
	

	
	Median
	49,00
	

	
	Variance
	347,127
	

	
	Std. Deviation
	18,631
	

	
	Minimum
	16
	

	
	Maximum
	82
	

	
	Range
	66
	

	
	Interquartile Range
	34
	

	
	Skewness
	-,120
	,218

	
	Kurtosis
	-1,221
	,433


As can be read off in table 3, the average age of the visitors of museum Boijmans van Beuningen is 46 years (mean), with a Standard Deviation of 18,6. The Standard Deviation is considerably high, which means that there is quite some dispersal in the variable age. In table 4 we get an overview of the frequencies in age groups. Using age groups in a frequency table is advantageous because it compresses the data and gives a concise impression of the overall division. 
	Table 4: Frequency of the different age group

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	< 20
	11
	8,9
	8,9
	8,9

	
	20-34
	28
	22,8
	22,8
	31,7

	
	35-49
	23
	18,7
	18,7
	50,4

	
	50-64
	36
	29,3
	29,3
	79,7

	
	65-79
	24
	19,5
	19,5
	99,2

	
	> 79
	1
	,8
	,8
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


Almost half of all visitors (49,6 %) is 50 years or older. Moreover, the largest group consists of people from 50 to 64 years old. This corresponds with CBS data from 2003, presented in a research by Huysmans and De Haan (2007): the age group 50-64 is best represented in museum audiences. Figure 3 visualizes the outcomes even more clearly. The CBS data from 2003 show that the smallest group of (adult) visitors was between 20-34 years old (Huysmans & De Haan, 2007). In contrast, our analysis shows that for museum Boijmans van Beuningen, the group of 35 to 49 years lags behind a little on all other age groups above 20.  Huysmans and De Haan (2007:69) suggest that this might have to do with the busy contemporary lifestyle in the age span from 30 to 45. More than before, people have careers, have and raise children, get extra education at a later age. This might partially explain the lower participation rates. All in all, however, the diffusion over the age categories is quite evenly proportioned. An explanation for the low representation of the category ‘under 20’ might be that we only measured people from 16 to 19 years old (which is a very limited age group compared to the others).

[image: image9.emf]Figure 4: Percentage diagram of the frequency per age group
Habitual residence
In its year report of 2008 (p.16), museum Boijmans van Beuningen claims that about one third of its audience are inhabitants of the region of Rotterdam. Our investigation nearly corresponds with those results, with a percentage of 36,6. What’s more is that the second largest group of visitors all reside in Zuid-Holland (the province in which Rotterdam is located): together they make up 50 per cent of the total Dutch visitors. Inhabitants of the provinces Zeeland and Drenthe are absent; all other provinces are  represented. Although the well-represented part of the visitors seems to live in the same province as the museum, distance does not seem to be a key determinant. Inhabitants of Limburg and Gelderland, for instance, are better represented than inhabitants of Utrecht – while Gelderland and especially Limburg are geographically much farther than Utrecht. 

Figure 5: Percentage pie chart of the frequency of habitual residences 
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National background / ethnicity 
The literature concerning cultural participation by different ethnical groups is univocal: all autochthonous groups are heavily underrepresented in art museum audiences.  Our findings are no exception. Almost 90 per cent of the adult audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen has a Dutch national background. Moroccans and Antilleans are not at all present in our survey and the representation of people with a Surinam, Cape Verdean, Turkish or other non-western background is incredibly minimal. Table 5 presents the numbers and percentages on the rate of participation by different ethnical groups – figure 6 visualizes these numbers. For a city with 173 nationalities,  the audience of the largest museum does not compare the ethnical diversity by far. Nevertheless, De Graaf (2003) argues that ethnicity is not the decisive factor. Instead, the explanation for these numbers is to be found in, the upbringing, the education and income levels of autochthonous groups. On average, people with non-Dutch backgrounds tend to have, both lower incomes, as well as lower education (see chapter 4.3). 
	Table 5: Frequency of the different ethnicities 

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Dutch
	109
	88,6
	88,6
	88,6

	
	Surinam
	2
	1,6
	1,6
	90,2

	
	Cape Verdean
	1
	,8
	,8
	91,1

	
	Turkish
	2
	1,6
	1,6
	92,7

	
	Other non-western countries
	1
	,8
	,8
	93,5

	
	Other EU-countries
	6
	4,9
	4,9
	98,4

	
	Other Western countries
	2
	1,6
	1,6
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


Figure 6: Pie chart of the frequency of different ethnical groups
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Income

The variable ‘income’ was categorized prior to the data collection. This was mainly done so that the respondents did not have to write down their exact (net) income. By making several options, people only had to ‘tick a box’. The disadvantage is that we cannot calculate the mean, mode, median, and Standard Deviation. Nevertheless, the frequency table (table 6) and bar chart (figure 7) are illustrative in showing how the income of the art museum audience is proportioned. 

	Table 6: Frequency of the average monthly income

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	0-1000 euro
	29
	23,6
	23,6
	23,6

	
	1001-2000 euro
	29
	23,6
	23,6
	47,2

	
	2001-3000 euro
	31
	25,2
	25,2
	72,4

	
	3001-4000 euro
	18
	14,6
	14,6
	87,0

	
	4001-5000 euro
	6
	4,9
	4,9
	91,9

	
	More than 5000 euro
	10
	8,1
	8,1
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


The results of our investigation are surprising. In the literature review it became clear that many authors argue that upper income classes are best represented in art museum audiences (i.a. Davidson Schuster, 1991; Hood, 1992). The outcomes of our study, however, diverge significantly. The diagram and the frequency table show that a quarter (25,2%) of the audience has an average income of €2001 to €3000 per month. Moreover, almost half of the visitors (47,2%) earns €2000 or less. The average income of the Dutch citizen is approximately €2400.
 Relating that to the results, we can identify that the visitors’ income is close to modal or even below the Dutch modal income. This leaves only a small percentage of the audience with a higher than average income, respectively: 14,6 % (€3001-€4000), 4,9% (€4001-€5000), and 8,1% (more than €5000). Taking into account that a the average income in Rotterdam is lower than in the rest of the Netherlands, connected to the fact that over one third of the audience is from Rotterdam, it is interesting to see that, concerning this variable, the audience does resemble the wider public.
Figure 7: Percentage diagram of the frequency per income category
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Education
Almost 83 per cent of the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen is highly educated, of which 63,4 per cent even at a college or university level. The levels are classified according to the Dutch education system. In that system, hoger voortgezet onderwijs (HAVO/VWO/Gymnasium), HBO and WO (Academic BA/MA) are considered high levels. The medium level consist of middelbaar voortgezet onderwijs (VMBO/MAVO) and MBO: this group only makes up about one tenth of the art museum audience (13,8%). People that have (had) little education (elementary school and LBO) are least present with a percentage of 3,3. These empirical results – presented in figure 8 – closely correspond with other museum visitor studies: the upper education class is highly present. 
Arts education
Another way to measure for education is to specifically look at art-related education. Since we accept that art is an experience good, meaning: ‘the more you consume, the more you enjoy’, we might expect that those adults (> 15) who visit the museum voluntarily are likely to have experienced it in their youth through arts education. Yet, remarkably, table 7 shows that 72,4% of the visitors had very little or no arts education in elementary school. Regarding the high school period it is fifty-fifty: half of the visitors say that they had very little or no art related education (table 8). The empirical results thus do not match our preconceptions. The next variable that is investigated also has to do with the ‘experience’ characteristic of art and might have another outcome: upbringing. 

Figure 8: Percentage diagram of the frequency of education levels
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	Table 7: Quantity and percentage of visitors with elementary school arts education

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	no, never
	41
	33,3
	33,3
	33,3

	
	a few times during the whole school time
	48
	39,0
	39,0
	72,4

	
	a few times per school year
	24
	19,5
	19,5
	91,9

	
	frequently, part of the curriculum
	10
	8,1
	8,1
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


	Table 8: Quantity and percentage of visitors with high school arts education

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	no, never
	25
	20,3
	20,3
	20,3

	
	a few times in the whole period
	37
	30,1
	30,1
	50,4

	
	a few times per school year
	23
	18,7
	18,7
	69,1

	
	frequently, part of the curriculum
	38
	30,9
	30,9
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


Upbringing
The variable ‘upbringing’ is complex in nature because it can be subject to various interpretations. With this variable we aimed to measure whether or not people were brought up with culture or not. This is complicated because, on the one hand, one’s memory of the past/childhood might be blurred, and on the other hand because there are no exact categories for an upbringing with or without culture. Of course, we attempted to diminish these difficulties as much as possible. First of all, following Ranshuysen (1999), the variable upbringing was divided over three questions in the survey, with both specific questions about cultural participation of parents, as well as a broader question about a person’s upbringing. Second, Ranshuysen (1999) argues that it in a survey the question about cultural participation in one’s childhood should be specified because it makes respondents think more actively about their youth. For example, in the formulation we used “when you were 10-12”, instead of “when you were a child”. The three questions in the survey all make up sub-variables of the overall variable ‘upbringing’, and below they are analyzed in turn. Firstly, respondents were asked if they visited a museum with their parents when they were 10-12 years old.

	Table 9: Frequency of responses to the question: Did you ever visit a museum with you parents when you were 10-12 years old?

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	No, never
	45
	36,6
	36,6
	36,6

	
	maximum once a year
	32
	26,0
	26,0
	62,6

	
	2-3 times a year
	24
	19,5
	19,5
	82,1

	
	more than 3 times a year
	22
	17,9
	17,9
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


36,6% of the respondents say that they never visited a museum when they were around 10-12 years old. This is a fairly large percentage, but at the same time the proportion of respondents that did visit a museum with their parents is much greater. Almost 40 per cent (37,4%) of the visitors visited a museum at least two times a year – with 17,9% even visiting more than three museums a year. Most importantly, table 9 teaches us that the prevailing part (63,4%)  of the art museum visitors have had experiences with visiting museums in their childhood. 

After this question, another specific question about upbringing followed in the survey, namely: ‘Did your parents occasionally engage in the following activities when you were 10-12 years old?
 The four accompanying answering options were: (1) visiting theatre, (2) visiting classical music performances, (3) reading books, (4) listening to classical music on radio/TV/CD/LP/etc. Respondents could give more than one answer; they had to select every activity that their parents engaged in. For every answer that was selected we coded a “1” in SPSS, if an activity was not selected it was coded with “0”. Later, these data were aggregated to see how much culture was consumed by the parents of the respondent, during his/her childhood. For our investigation it is not so much relevant to see which types of cultural activities surrounded the respondents in their youth. As already pointed out in the literature review, taste formation takes place through experiencing culture during one’s upbringing. Museums belong to the ‘traditional’ and complex arts, along with for example theatre, classical music and literature. For that reason, the mentioned answer categories were constructed (in contrast to, e.g. popular music, pop concerts, etc.). Thus, it is interesting to investigate if and how much respondents were surrounded by traditional culture because it is these types of culture that are considered to affect (or shape) future tastes. Table 10 shows the frequency distribution amongst the respondents.

	Table 10: Frequency distribution of number of cultural activities parents occasionally engaged in during the respondents childhood

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	0
	20
	16,3
	16,3
	16,3

	
	1 activity
	44
	35,8
	35,8
	52,0

	
	2 activities
	29
	23,6
	23,6
	75,6

	
	3 activities 
	17
	13,8
	13,8
	89,4

	
	4 activities
	13
	10,6
	10,6
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


It is clear that the largest part of the respondents did have parents that engaged in some cultural activities. Remarkably, the largest group only selected one out of four activities (35,8%). 16,3% of the visitors of museum Boijmans van Beuningen answered that their parents did not engage in any kind of traditional/complex culture during their childhood. If we only take into consideration the respondents who declared at least one activity, we see that the percentage is declining. The smallest group consists of 10,6% of the respondents that said that their parents occasionally engaged in all selectable cultural activities. Finally, the following, more general, question about upbringing was asked in the survey: ‘Where you brought up surrounded by arts and culture?’ The answer options were dichotomous: yes and no. 

	Table 11: Frequency table for the question: Where you brought up surrounded by arts and culture?

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	no
	72
	58,5
	58,5
	58,5

	
	yes
	51
	41,5
	41,5
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


It is very surprising that almost 60 per cent (58,5%) of the respondents say that they have not been raised surrounded by arts and culture. In the previous two questions where respondents were more specifically asked about cultural participation in their upbringing
, the predominant part claimed that they did visit museums and that their parents engaged in types of traditional culture. Apparently, respondents thought more actively about a specific type of cultural activity in the first two questions concerning cultural upbringing. 
Attendance
The variable attendance takes a closer look to whether or not it is the respondent’s first visit to museum Boijmans van Beuningen. If the respondent did visit the museum before, it was also asked how many times he/she had visited the museum in the past two years. This variable does not teach us anything about general cultural participation patterns of the art museum visitor, however, that will be analyzed in the next section (variable ‘general cultural consumption’). 

Table 12 shows that 30,9 per cent of the visitors is new in the museum: it is their first visit, their first experience in museum Boijmans van Beuningen. Of course, this means that the larger part of the visitors (69,1%) are frequent visitors. One question in the survey was devoted to get an idea of how frequent these “frequent” visitors actually visit the museum. One fifth of the frequent visitors has not visited the museum in the past two years. Moreover, a significant part, all together 61,2%, visits the museums occasionally – from 1 to 6 times over the past two years. There also seems to be a small group that is almost ‘addicted’ to the museum: 9,4% visited the museum every nine weeks, 1,2% every two months, and 2,4% every month or more.

	Table 12: Frequency table for the question: Is it the first time you visit museum Boijmans van Beuningen?  

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	no
	85
	69,1
	69,1
	69,1

	
	yes
	38
	30,9
	30,9
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


	Table 13: Frequency table for the question: How many times have you visited museum Boijmans van Beuningen in the past two years?  

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	0
	17
	13,8
	20,0
	20,0

	
	1
	3
	2,4
	3,5
	23,5

	
	2
	14
	11,4
	16,5
	40,0

	
	3
	15
	12,2
	17,6
	57,6

	
	4
	6
	4,9
	7,1
	64,7

	
	5
	14
	11,4
	16,5
	81,2

	
	6
	3
	2,4
	3,5
	84,7

	
	8
	2
	1,6
	2,4
	87,1

	
	10
	8
	6,5
	9,4
	96,5

	
	15
	1
	,8
	1,2
	97,6

	
	24
	1
	,8
	1,2
	98,8

	
	26
	1
	,8
	1,2
	100,0

	
	Total
	85
	69,1
	100,0
	

	Missing
	9999
	38
	30,9
	
	

	Total
	123
	100,0
	
	


	Table 14: Frequency table for the general cultural consumption patterns for the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen  
	

	
	
	Responses
	Percent of Cases
	CBS Statistics

	
	
	N
	Percent
	
	Percent in overall society


	General cultural consumptiona
	library member
	71
	6,8%
	57,7%
	42%

	
	read a book in the past month
	116
	11,1%
	94,3%
	58%

	
	visits a cinema at least once a year
	95
	9,1%
	77,2%
	48%

	
	member of the artotheek/kunstuitleen
	17
	1,6%
	13,8%
	1%

	
	radio- television programs about art
	103
	9,9%
	83,7%
	39%

	
	listens to classical music on radio/tv
	77
	7,4%
	62,6%
	29%

	
	listens to own cd's with classical music
	89
	8,5%
	72,4%
	46%

	
	visits a theatre performance once a year
	76
	7,3%
	61,8%
	25%

	
	visits a classical music performance once a year
	55
	5,3%
	44,7%
	13%

	
	visits a ballet performance once a year
	34
	3,3%
	27,6%
	4%

	
	visits a cabaret show once a year
	46
	4,4%
	37,4%
	11%

	
	visits a pop music concert once a year
	70
	6,7%
	56,9%
	25%

	
	visits a museum in the NL once a year
	115
	11,0%
	93,5%
	34%

	
	has a Museumkaart
	81
	7,8%
	65,9%
	10%

	Total
	1045
	100,0%
	
	

	a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1.
	


General cultural consumption

The literature on cultural consumption is clear about the consumer relationship between different types of cultural genres. As Ganzeboom (1989) writes, people that consume one type of complex culture are very likely to consume a lot more types of culture.  That is, once someone has the capacity to process (complex) cultural information, the barrier to ‘try out’ (or experience) other cultural genres is lowered (Chan & Goldthorpe, 2005). For this thesis it is relevant to investigate whether visitors of museum Boijmans van Beuningen fit into this theory of general cultural consumption, or if their cultural consumption patterns are atypical. The variable ‘general cultural consumption’ measured with 14 questions in the survey. These questions, measuring different cultural activities, were the same as those used by the CBS. During the analysis, these questions were aggregated into one overall picture,  together with the secondary statistics of the CBS – see table 14. It has to be noted, however, that our results are not perfectly comparable with the statistics of the CBS. This is because the CBS results include the whole Dutch society (starting with children from 6 years old), whereas our sample only included people over 15 years old. Nonetheless, we do get a clear impression of the cultural consumption by art museum visitors in proportion to the overall Dutch society. 

In table 14 we see that every single kind of cultural activity – from traditional culture, to popular culture – is consumed more by art museum visitors than by ‘average’ Dutch citizens.  Even the cultural consumption that is positively related to young children (who were not included in our sample), have lower percentages that the visitors of museum Boijmans. For example, children from 6 to 12, and from 13-17 are very often member of a public library, respectively 84% and 86% of those groups (Ranshuysen, 1999:255). Yet, even with those high percentages pulling up the average, the total percentage library members in Dutch society is 42%. In contrast, 57,7% of the Boijmans visitors are library members. Another type of cultural consumption where can compare the numbers is: member of the artotheek/kunstuitleen (“loaning art”). Only people of 18 years and older can be a member of the kunstuitleen and therefore our results can be compared with those of the CBS. The difference is astonishing: only 1% of the Dutch adults is a kunstuitleen member, while 13,8% of the adult visitors of museum Boijmans are kunstuitleen members. 

With table 14 we can accept hypothesis H2b: “The average art museum visitor consumes more culture than the average Dutchman”. Even though the results are not perfectly comparable, the differences between cultural consumption by the ‘average’ Dutchman and  the Boijmans visitor are that significantly large that we can accept the hypothesis on the basis of our analysis.  

7.2 Summary: average visitor profile
Now that all socio-economic characteristics are analyzed, we can draw up a profile of the average visitor of museum Boijmans van Beuningen. This paragraph summarizes the elaborate analysis of the variables presented in the previous paragraph. The bullet points below show what the average is for every socio-economic characteristic that was investigated. The exact percentage is shown between brackets.

· The average visitor of Boijmans (55,3%) is male. However, the percentages do not deviate strongly: 44,7% is female.

· The average visitor of Boijmans (50,4%) is younger than 50. 

· The average visitor of Boijmans (50,4%) lives in the province of  Zuid-Holland.

· The average visitor of Boijmans (88,6%) has a Dutch national background. 

· The average visitor of Boijmans (47,2%) earns 2000 euro or less; this is below modal. 

· The average visitor of Boijmans (82,9%) is highly educated.

· The average visitor of Boijmans (72,4%) had very little to no art related education during elementary school. The numbers for art-education in high school are more equally divided (fifty-fifty), therefore, it is hard to say what the average is. 

· The average visitor of Boijmans (58,5%) was not brought up with art and culture. Yet, 37,4%  visited a museum at least twice a year in their childhood, accompanied by parents. Moreover, next to visiting museums, 48% states that their parents occasionally engaged in at least two types of traditional cultural activities in during their upbringing (such as visiting theatre or classical music performances). 

· The average visitor of Boijmans (69,1%) is a frequent visitor. The frequency, however, varies: 13,8% did not visit the museum in the past two years, while 61,2% visited the museum between 1 and 6 times in the same period. There is also a small group of addicts (2,4%), they visit the museum every month or more. 

· The average visitor of Boijmans engages in much more cultural activities than the average Dutch citizen. 
Now that the profile of the average Boijmans visitor is formed, the question arises: what does this tell us? Does the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen correspond with the theory that predicts it to be upper class, or elite? Our empirical investigation, summarized above, match up with theory on many socio-economic characteristics. The audience is very homogeneous when it comes to education levels, ethnicities, cultural consumption, and attendance (frequent visitors). However, it is remarkable that on other variables the audience proves to be diverse. In contrast to Hood’s (1992) findings that museum audiences belong to upper income classes, our results show that among the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen upper income classes are least present. Near to three-quart of the audience earns around the modal income or less. 

What is also surprising is that there is a noteworthy diffusion over different age groups in the audience. This contradicts the general belief that art museum visitors are ‘old’. The largest age group might be 50 to 64, however the second largest age group is 20 to 34. Figure 4 in paragraph 7.1 illustrates the heterogeneity in age. The inclusion performance of museum Boijmans van Beuningen is also well when it comes to the subject of places of residence. Although around one third of the visitors are inhabitants of Rotterdam, the geographical spread of the rest of the visitors is quite heterogeneous. Nearly all provinces are represented – in lesser or higher degree. To end with,  a striking result concerning upbringing. Upbringing is argued to be one of the most decisive factors in taste formation and future cultural consumption (Bourdieu, 1984; Van den Broek, 2008). Yet in contrast to the theoretical expectations, the majority of the Boijmans visitors claim that they have not been brought up surrounded by art and culture. 

In the next paragraph, we make the final step towards answering the research question. That is, by examining the connection between socio-economic characteristics  of visitors and their valuation of the museum visit. It will be investigated if there are significant relations between specific characteristics of visitors and the way they rate their experience in the museum. In order to do so the previously mentioned hypotheses will be tested and evaluated. 

7.3 Rating the experience

Besides questions concerning socio-economic characteristics, the survey consisted of questions aimed at measuring the valuation of the visitor experience. The two-fold research question of this thesis, on the one hand, asks who the visitors of museum Boijmans are (dealt with in paragraph 7.2), and on the other hand intends to find out how those visitors rate their visit. In this paragraph we take a closer look to that second part of the research question, namely: how the museum experience is rated by different groups of visitors. The points of departure are our hypotheses, which will be treated one by one. 

The first group of hypotheses deals with the variable ‘appreciation’. Appreciation is one of the hardest variables to measure, because how is it to be defined? It is a multi-layer construct with vague borders. However, opinion variables like these do give us insight in visitor perception and demand (Throsby, 1990). The survey contained 18 Likert scale questions, in which the visitors gave their opinions on different facets of the museum – varying from the building, the content (program), the image, and more other general factors. It was intentionally decided to include many opinion questions, because it improves the measurability of an abstract variable like ‘appreciation’. Moreover, to improve the reliability, existing, i.e. previously tested, questions were used, derived from Ranshuysen’s manual for audience research (1999:213). Respondents could answer by ticking of one box on the five point scale. The box in the middle was indicated to be neutral. On both ends of the scale the two contrasting opinions were shown – ranging from appreciative/positive attitudes to unappreciative/negative attitudes. To illustrate, a question looked like this:

     neutral




interesting





boring





2
1
0
-1
-2
The rest of the questions can be found in the appendix. The row below the answer options demonstrate how the answers were coded. In this case, for every respondent who ticked the outer left box (closest to interesting), 2 points were coded. The box on the outer right is the most unappreciative answer and was coded negatively with -2. In the analysis of the variable ‘appreciation’ the answers of all respondents were aggregated into the variable ‘TOTAL Appreciation’. The higher the number of points, the higher the overall appreciation. Theoretically the highest amount would be 36 points, if a respondent only ticked the utter left boxes, and in the opposite case the lowest amount would be -36. However, table 15 shows that the range of given answers only runs from -2 through 22. This means that none of the visitors rated their experience in the museum to be very low (between -36 and -22) or low (between -21 and -6). 

Table 15: Frequency table of visitor appreciation 
	
	
	Frequency
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	 Valid
	-2
	6
	4,9
	4,9

	
	-1
	4
	3,3
	8,1

	
	0
	4
	3,3
	11,4

	
	1
	3
	2,4
	13,8

	
	2
	7
	5,7
	19,5

	
	3
	6
	4,9
	24,4

	
	4
	5
	4,1
	28,5

	
	5
	7
	5,7
	34,1

	
	6
	8
	6,5
	40,7

	
	7
	13
	10,6
	51,2

	
	8
	9
	7,3
	58,5

	
	9
	5
	4,1
	62,6

	
	10
	7
	5,7
	68,3

	
	11
	9
	7,3
	75,6

	
	12
	4
	3,3
	78,9

	
	13
	3
	2,4
	81,3

	
	14
	11
	8,9
	90,2

	
	15
	4
	3,3
	93,5

	
	16
	2
	1,6
	95,1

	
	17
	3
	2,4
	97,6

	
	18
	1
	,8
	98,4

	
	19
	1
	,8
	99,2

	
	22
	1
	,8
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	


Initially, classifications from -36 to 36 were made, but since little extreme answers were given by the respondents,  the bulk piled up in the ‘average’ or ‘above average’ groups. Moreover, with that classification no variation in answers came to light. Therefore, it was decided to adjust the classifications according to the given answers. 

Thus, to get an overview of the dispersion among visitors the frequencies in table 15 were classified in three groups. The first group runs from -2 through 5 and is labeled ‘average appreciation’ (since it is close to zero). The second group runs from 6 through 14 points and is labeled ‘high appreciation’. Consequently, the final group runs from 15 through 22 and is labeled ‘very high appreciation’. Table 16 illustrates that over 56% of the visitors has a high appreciation for museum Boijmans van Beuningen.
	Table 16: Frequency table of total appreciation classified  

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	average appreciation 
	42
	34,1
	34,1
	34,1

	
	high appreciation 
	69
	56,1
	56,1
	90,2

	
	very high appreciation
	12
	9,8
	9,8
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


The first hypothesis to be tested is the following:
H1a.
Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to higher education levels.
To begin with, the education levels were classified as low (elementary school/LBO), medium (VMBO/MBO), and high (havo/vwo/HBO/Academic Ba/Ma). However, only four respondents belonged to the lower level. When using this division in a cross tabulation with the variable appreciation, the cell values were not useful. That is, more than 20% of the cells had a value under five. This first investigation also showed that  the responses of the four respondents with lower education levels corresponded closely with those of people with medium levels. As a consequence, it was decided to merge these groups, leaving only two groups: lower/medium education levels and high education levels. The statistical correlation between education and appreciation is calculated with the Cramer’s V (table 18). Cramer’s V shows that there is a very weak relation between both variables (0,16). The Chi-Square test, table 19, confirms these results – with a remarkably low Chi-Square and a high Asymptomatic Significance (AS) – proving that there is no significant association between the variables education and appreciation.
	Table 17: Cross tabulation of appreciation with education levels  

	
	
	
	Classes education
	Total

	
	
	
	low/medium education
	high education
	

	Classes appreciation
	average appreciation 
	Count
	6
	36
	42

	
	
	Expected Count
	7,2
	34,8
	42,0

	
	
	% within  classes education 
	28,6%
	35,3%
	34,1%

	
	high appreciation 
	Count
	14
	55
	69

	
	
	Expected Count
	11,8
	57,2
	69,0

	
	
	% within  classes education 
	66,7%
	53,9%
	56,1%

	
	very high appreciation 
	Count
	1
	11
	12

	
	
	Expected Count
	2,0
	10,0
	12,0

	
	
	% within  classes education 
	4,8%
	10,8%
	9,8%

	Total
	Count
	21
	102
	123

	
	Expected Count
	21,0
	102,0
	123,0

	
	% within  classes education 
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%


	Table 18: Symmetric measures: educational level vs. appreciation   

	
	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Nominal by Nominal
	Phi
	,106
	
	
	,501

	
	Cramer's V
	,106
	
	
	,501

	N of Valid Cases
	123
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


	Table 19: Chi-Square Test, education & appreciation   

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1,382a
	2
	,501

	Likelihood Ratio
	1,493
	2
	,474

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	,002
	1
	,962

	N of Valid Cases
	123
	
	

	a. 1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2,05.


The statistical investigation provides us with interesting results: appreciation is not dependent on educational level of the respondent, and vice versa. Almost 65% of the respondents with higher education has a high or very high appreciative attitude towards the museum, but remarkably, the percentage of respondents with a lower/medium education level with the same amount of appreciation is higher: 71,5%. On the basis of association measure Cramer’s V and the Chi-Square test, we therefore cannot accept hypothesis: H1a. Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to higher education levels. 

Although people with lower or medium education levels are strongly underrepresented in the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen, it does not mean that they do not appreciate it. On the contrary, those that do visit the museum do rate their visit positively – comparable with those of highly educated visitors. This is remarkable, because based on theory we expected  appreciation to be positively related to higher education levels. It seems that museum Boijmans serves all education groups well, as they all value it highly.

Next to educational levels, other socio-economic characteristics are also often argued to be determinant for appreciation of art. The second feature we tested for is income: 

H1b.
Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to higher income levels.
In paragraph 7.1 it already became clear that a relatively small part of the visitors has very high incomes. To have large enough groups for our analysis we therefore had to aggregate the groups ‘4001-5000 euro per month’ and ‘more than 5000 euro per month’ to one group. Chi-Square Test amounts 8,055 but AS exceeds the level of significance (0,428 where it can only be 0,05). In other words, there is no correlation between income levels of art museums visitors and their appreciative attitudes.

	Table 20: Chi-Square Test, income & appreciation   

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8,055a
	8
	,428

	Likelihood Ratio
	8,283
	8
	,406

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	,260
	1
	,610

	N of Valid Cases
	122
	
	

	a. 5 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,48.


Since over 20% of the cells have an expected count less than 5, we have to verify the outcome of the Chi-Square test with measure Kendall’s tau-c (Gamma is not possible).  Kendall’s tau-c (table 21) is 

-0,028 which confirms that there is no association between the variables income and appreciation. Hypothesis H1b cannot be accepted. 

	Table 21: Symmetric measures: income vs. appreciation   

	
	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Ordinal by Ordinal
	Kendall's tau-c
	-,028
	,080
	-,347
	,729

	N of Valid Cases
	122
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


For the variables upbringing and age similar hypotheses were tested:

H1c.
Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to upbringing with art and culture.

H1d.
Appreciative attitudes toward the museum are positively related to age. 
Like the previous hypotheses, these two cannot be accepted due to a lack in statistical significance. For the association between the variables ‘appreciation’ and ‘upbringing with art and culture’, Cramer’s V shows a weak relation (0,158). Moreover the Chi-Square test illustrates a high AS (over 0,05), by which we can identify that there is no correlation. The two variables are independent. 

	Table 22: Symmetric measures: upbringing vs. appreciation   

	
	
	Value
	Approx. Sig.

	Nominal by Nominal
	Phi
	,158
	,216

	
	Cramer's V
	,158
	,216

	N of Valid Cases
	123
	


	Table 23: Chi-Square Test, upbringing & appreciation   

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	3,063a
	2
	,216

	Likelihood Ratio
	3,114
	2
	,211

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	1,725
	1
	,189

	N of Valid Cases
	123
	
	

	a. 1 cells (16,7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4,98.


To calculate the association between the age of visitors and their appreciation, the symmetric measure Kendall’s tau-c is used. As can be read off in table 24, there is no association between the two variables. We cannot identify that the older one gets the more positive one rates the museum experience. Different age groups rate their experience more or less the same, close to the outcomes of probability calculations. It is thus likely that museum Boijmans van Beuningen succeeds to provide all age groups – or for that matter education/income/upbringing groups – with something suitable, i.e. for the varying processing capacities of the different visitors. As an visual art museum, which is often deemed to be complex, it still seems to manage to keep the content accessible, as well as appealing, for visitors with  diverse socio-economic backgrounds. 
	Table 24: Symmetric measures: age vs. appreciation   

	
	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Ordinal by Ordinal
	Kendall's tau-c
	-,078
	,072
	-1,083
	,279

	N of Valid Cases
	123
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


A final hypothesis, concerning the ranking of the experience by visitors, tested the relationship between attendance and appreciative attitudes. The theory of taste formation tells us that the more we consume art, the more we like it. For museum Boijmans van Beuningen, we investigated whether frequent visitors have higher levels of appreciation than new visitors, or infrequent visitors:
H2a.
 The more frequent one visits the museum, the more appreciation one has for the museum. 

To start with, it was tested if there was a significant correlation between appreciation of new visitors – visiting the museum for the first time – or experienced visitors. Cramer’s V, however, shows that the relationship is weak (table 25). Additionally, a Chi-Square Test was run, which confirmed that there the variables do not correlate.

	Table 25: Symmetric measures: attendance vs. appreciation   

	
	
	Value
	Approx. Sig.

	Nominal by Nominal
	Phi
	,159
	,212

	
	Cramer's V
	,159
	,212

	N of Valid Cases
	123
	


After that, the group of frequent visitors were classified in four sets, to bring to light the differences among how frequent one visited in the past two years. Since even among these there were big variations: some did not visit the museum in the past two years, while others visited the museum every month. Chi-Square is relatively high and AS does not exceed the significance level of 0,05 (see table 26). This means that we have to reject the null hypothesis. In other words, there is a significant relation between how frequent one visits and appreciative attitudes. To figure out how strong the correlation actually is association measure Kendall’s tau-c is used; Gamma cannot be used due to a lack in cell filling. Kendall’s tau-c is 0,242 which indicates that the relation middling, not strong. Appreciative attitudes are thus likely to be somewhat dependent on how often a respondent has visited the museum, but we cannot say that it is a decisive or essential factor.  
	Table 26: Chi-Square Test, classes frequent visits & appreciation   

	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	14,441a
	4
	,006

	Likelihood Ratio
	14,087
	4
	,007

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	5,807
	1
	,016

	N of Valid Cases
	85
	
	

	a. 3 cells (33,3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1,22.


	Table 27: Symmetric measures: frequent visits (classes) vs. appreciation   

	
	
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Tb
	Approx. Sig.

	Ordinal by Ordinal
	Kendall's tau-c
	,242
	,077
	3,158
	,002

	N of Valid Cases
	85
	
	
	

	a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

	b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.


Hypothesis H2b. “The average art museum visitor consumes more culture than the average Dutchman” was already tested in paragraph 7.1 of this chapter. It indeed proved to be true that the cultural consumption patterns of the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen are significantly higher than compared to the average cultural consumption of Dutch citizens. 

The last set of hypotheses is not directly translatable into how visitors rank their experience in the museum. However, they do give us more insight in what is valued as a part of the museum visit. As Hood (1992) and De  Vries and Epskamp (2008) have argued, social factors are very important for people to have positive experience in a museum. The three sub-hypotheses relating to these factors will be tested and discussed in turn.
H3a. 
Information by friends, family or acquaintances is the most important motivation behind a visit. 

In the survey, respondents were asked what information acquainted them with museum Boijmans
Before their first visit (only for frequent visitors) and also and also what was their main source of

information for this specific visit. Table 28 shows the frequencies of answers given on the question:

‘in what way did you get aware of museum Boijmans van Beuningen the first time?’

Table 28: Frequency table of answers ‘first contact with Boijmans’
	
	
	Frequency
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	information from  friends, family, colleagues
	45
	52,9
	52,9

	
	school
	14
	16,5
	69,4

	
	organized excursion (not school related)
	1
	1,2
	70,6

	
	article in newspaper/magazine
	17
	20,0
	90,6

	
	posters at this museums
	1
	1,2
	91,8

	
	brochures museum (not home sent)
	1
	1,2
	92,9

	
	VVV
	3
	3,5
	96,5

	
	other
	3
	3,5
	100,0

	
	Total
	85
	100,0
	

	Missing
	9999
	38
	
	

	Total
	123
	
	


Convincingly, more than half of the frequent visitors (52,9%) indicates that their first contact with or 

knowledge of museum Boijmans van Beuningen was through information of friends, family, or acquaintances. The rest of the sources of information do not nearly reach the same extent. The second question that was asked (to all visitors) was: “What information motivated this visit?”. Respondents could give multiple answers; later these answers were aggregated. Table 29 gives an overview of the answers that were given, accompanied by the frequencies. Again, the most important ‘source’ that motivated the respondents to visit the museum is information by friends, family or acquaintances (32,8%). What also can be read off is that the second largest motivation (18%), is a previous visit to the museum. Moreover, information from the internet and newspaper articles follow up as information sources that motivate a visit (both 15,6%). Based on table 28 and 29 we can accept hypothesis H3a: Information by friends, family, or acquaintances is the most important motivation behind a visit. 

	Table 29: Frequency table of answers “what information motivated this visit?”

	
	
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	
	N
	Percent
	

	Information: this visita
	Info friends/family/etc.
	40
	25,3%
	32,8%

	
	school
	4
	2,5%
	3,3%

	
	excursion (not school)
	6
	3,8%
	4,9%

	
	article newspaper/magazine
	19
	12,0%
	15,6%

	
	article cultural magazine
	6
	3,8%
	4,9%

	
	newspaper add
	4
	2,5%
	3,3%

	
	radio/television
	12
	7,6%
	9,8%

	
	posters at museum
	3
	1,9%
	2,5%

	
	posters elsewhere
	2
	1,3%
	1,6%

	
	home sent brochures 
	1
	,6%
	,8%

	
	not home sent brochures
	2
	1,3%
	1,6%

	
	Internet
	19
	12,0%
	15,6%

	
	VVV
	7
	4,4%
	5,7%

	
	last visit
	22
	13,9%
	18,0%

	
	other
	11
	7,0%
	9,0%

	Total
	158
	100,0%
	129,5%

	a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1.


The second hypothesis that investigates social factors connected to a museum visit is:
H3b.
People with a lower educational background are more likely to visit the museum in company of others than are people with a higher educational background. 
The questionnaire contained a question about with whom people visited the museum on the day of

the survey. During the data processing these answers were simplified in dichotomous categories: “no one / alone” and “in the company of others”. This variable was cross tabulated with the variable ‘educational level’ and the association measure Cramer’s V was calculated (table 30 and 31). Table 30 illustrates that the largest part of both education groups (low/medium and high) visit the museum  in company of other people (respectively 90,5% and 74,5%). From the higher educated group a larger percentage visits the museum alone: but is this  statistically significant?

	Table 30: Cross tabulation of ‘(alone/company) visit’ with education levels  

	
	
	
	2 classes education level
	Total

	
	
	
	low/medium education
	high education
	

	With whom did you visit the museum?
	alone
	Count
	2
	26
	28

	
	
	Expected Count
	4,8
	23,2
	28,0

	
	
	% within 2 classes education level
	9,5%
	25,5%
	22,8%

	
	in the company of others
	Count
	19
	76
	95

	
	
	Expected Count
	16,2
	78,8
	95,0

	
	
	% within 2 classes education level
	90,5%
	74,5%
	77,2%

	Total
	Count
	21
	102
	123

	
	Expected Count
	21,0
	102,0
	123,0

	
	% within 2 classes education level
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%


Cramer’s V is 0,143 which indicates that the association between both variables is weak. In other words, there is no correlation between the education level of a visitor and whether or not they visit the museum alone or in company. The Chi-Square Test confirms this outcome – the relation is not statistically significant.

	Table 31: Symmetric measures: (alone/company) visit vs. education level

	
	
	Value
	Approx. Sig.

	Nominal by Nominal
	Phi
	-,143
	,112

	
	Cramer's V
	,143
	,112

	N of Valid Cases
	123
	


The very last hypothesis with which we tested the social element of a museum visit is the following:

H3c.
People combine a museum visit with other leisure time activities. 

As argued in the literature on art museum audiences, visits are often perceived as social activities. Moreover, visiting a museum requires opportunity costs over other leisure time activities. It is imaginable that visitors arrange their museum visit accordingly, combining it with other leisure time activities. In the survey, we measured if this is the case, and if so, which leisure time activities are combined with the museum visit. 

	Table 32: Frequency table for the question “Do you combine your visit to the museum with other leisure time activities?”

	
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	no
	37
	30,1
	30,1
	30,1

	
	yes
	86
	69,9
	69,9
	100,0

	
	Total
	123
	100,0
	100,0
	


Over two third (69,9) of the visitors combine their visit to museum Boijmans van Beuningen with other leisure time activities. If we take a closer look shopping in the city is most often combined with a visit to Boijmans. Furthermore, over one third of the visitors indicated that they even visit another museum on the same day. Hypothesis H3c can thus be accepted: the largest part of the visitors does combine their visit to Boijmans with other leisure time activities. Surprisingly, one of the most popular leisure time activities is to visit a second museum on the same day.

	Table 33: Frequency table of other leisure time activities (combined with museum visit)

	
	
	Responses
	Percent of Cases

	
	
	N
	Percent
	

	Museum visit combined with other act.a
	shopping in the city
	42
	29,8%
	46,7%

	
	going out for dinner
	15
	10,6%
	16,7%

	
	visiting friends/family
	13
	9,2%
	14,4%

	
	visiting a cafe (not museumcafe)
	14
	9,9%
	15,6%

	
	visiting another museum
	32
	22,7%
	35,6%

	
	visiting a theatre or concerthall
	3
	2,1%
	3,3%

	
	visiting a touristic attraction
	10
	7,1%
	11,1%

	
	other
	12
	8,5%
	13,3%

	Total
	141
	100,0%
	156,7%

	a. Dichotomy group tabulated at value 1.


7.4 Discussion

In this chapter we made the final steps towards answering the two-fold research question of the thesis: who are the visitors of museum Boijmans van Beuningen? And how do they rate their experience as a museum visitor? The first part of the question was answered elaborately in paragraph 7.1 and was summarized in paragraph 7.2. We learned that the audience can be segmented in many different socio-economic groups, and that some of those groups are highly underrepresented. However, does it mean that those who are less present also value their experience differently? 

Paragraph 7.3 investigated how the museum experience was rated (or valued). The outcome is that, in general, the visitors of museum Boijmans have appreciative attitudes.  None of the visitors rated their experience to be extremely negative. More so, the prevalent part of the audience even indicated to appreciate their experience highly, or even very highly. Our investigation did not stop there. Guided by the hypotheses we tested if there were significant correlations between how the museum visit was appreciated and specific socio-economic characteristics of the visitors. Based on theory, we expected to find that those who had more experience with complex art – i.e. the higher education, income, and age groups, but also frequent visitors and people that are brought up with art – would appreciate a museum visit considerably more than those with less to no experience. Surprisingly, nearly no significant statistical relations were found. Our results show that there appreciative attitudes are not positively related to higher incomes, higher education, upbringing with art and culture, or age. Moreover, they are not at all related. People with low educational level and low incomes also rated their experience in the museum to be (very) positive. So did young adults and visitors that were not brought up with art and culture. So, what can we draw from this? 

The population of this study was limited to the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen. Therefore, we cannot make any generalizations about the wider art museum public. Likewise, we cannot reject the theory on the basis of this case study. However, what can be done is assess the situation for museum Boijmans. It seems as though museum Boijmans van Beuningen succeeds to provide all (investigated) segments of the audience with appreciated experiences. Theory tells us that people with little cultural capital have little capacity to process complex information such as visual arts. Yet, our study points out that a visual arts museum (Boijmans) can successfully cater their content for those groups as well. 

Although this outcome is meaningful, we still have to be careful not rave in enthusiasm. It is great that varying socio-economic groups can appreciate their visit to the museums, however, it does not alter the fact that still a lot of those groups with less experience are heavily underrepresented in the overall audience. Most of all, the results raise interesting questions for further research. What makes it that museum Boijmans van Beuningen succeeds to provide for people with different processing capacities? Do they translate policy measures in direct actions? Unfortunately, staff members of the museum did not agree to participate in qualitative interviews on this subject. Moreover, they told me that they have no documents on diversity policy that I could use as a source of information. It would have carried great weight if their view on their ‘performance’ could have been integrated in this thesis. Now it remains a possibility for further research. Furthermore, it would be interesting to widen the scope of this study, by comparing the case of museum Boijmans to other art museums in the Netherlands. An enlargement of the investigated population would contribute greatly to the reliability and validity of the results. A final proposition for further research concerns the subject of non-visitors. As became clear, a lot of groups are still very minimally represented in the museum audiences, while those who are present do rate their experience to be positive. Research among non-visitors can contribute to the knowledge on the accessibility of the museum. What is it that holds them back? And more importantly, how can those non-visitors become part of the museum audience?

Part IV: Conclusions 
This thesis originated from the lively debate on subsidies to the arts in relation to art audiences. What sparks that debate is that art audiences have been argued to consist of the upper classes in society. In academia, many studies have pointed out that arts audiences by far do not resemble the wider society, while that same society does contribute to the financing of art and culture through taxes. This phenomenon in the arts has popularly been called the “Robin Hood in reverse” syndrome, pointing out that (tax) money from the poor is distributed to the rich. Although many audience studies have been conducted, they have been mainly concerned with socio-economic characteristics. Up to this day, the knowledge on how different socio-economic groups experience their museum visit is very limited. The objective of this thesis was to contribute to that knowledge. For our purpose we focused on the case of museum Boijmans van Beuningen in Rotterdam, which translates in the following (two-fold) research question: Who are the visitors of museum Boijmans van Beuningen? And how do they rate their experience as a museum visitor?
Cultural policy

The literature review that was set out in chapter 1 through 4 dealt with the necessary theoretical background on the topics related to this thesis, one of them being cultural policy. Cultural policy that dictates public support for the arts is based on several rationales. The most important rationales for government support are: the misallocation of resources due to market failure; the fact that the arts are seen as merit goods; art as experience goods; and, the fact that art has non-market values. Taking into account these arguments, public support still varies from country to country. Historically, the Netherlands has substantially supported the cultural sector guided by three key convictions. Important for this thesis is that one of those three key convictions is based on the notion of mass participation. In other words, everyone should enjoy and participate in the arts.  Especially during the last decades measures were taken to pursue more equal access and participation in the arts (Van Hamersveld, 2009). Despite these policy measures, O’Hagan (1996) finds no evidence for any change in the diversity span of arts audiences. Through a survey research design we investigated the current situation for museum Boijmans van Beuningen.

Robin Hood in reverse?
Ruth Towse (2009) argues that is it very hard to compare results on audience profiles because the used methods and circumstances vary between different studies and countries. Although we most certainly have to be cautious when comparing different audience studies, it does not mean that we cannot say anything about general visitor profiles. Hood (1992:17) illustrates that hundreds of museum surveys have shown that the typical frequent museum visitor, is white, and in the upper education, upper occupation, and upper income groups. In the Netherlands, the Central Bureau for Statistics regularly investigates the socio-economic backgrounds of museum audiences and finds similar results. It has to be noted however that the CBS does not have any published data on the income levels of museums audiences.

Remarkably, the research results show that the “Robin Hood in reverse” syndrome is not applicable to museum Boijmans van Beuningen. We found that the largest segment (47,2%) of the audience earns below modal (up to €2000 per month). Furthermore, the second largest group (25,2%) is made up of those with a middle class income (€2001 to €3000 per month). People with high incomes, i.e. €4000 or more, are least present. What is also surprising is that there is a noteworthy diffusion over different age groups in the audience. This contradicts the general belief that art museum visitors are ‘old’. The largest age group might be 50 to 64, however the second largest age group is 20 to 34.
On other socio-economic characteristics the audience of museum Boijmans corresponds more closely to theory. For instance, the audience is very homogeneous when it comes to ethnicity and education. Almost 90% of the visitors has a Dutch national background. Other ethnicities that are present are Turkish, Surinam, Cape Verdean and other Non-Western nationalities. However, all of these groups are represented extremely minimally. Moroccans and Antilleans are not at all present. Regarding educational levels, the results show that 82,9% of the visitors is highly educated. This is in line with the leading outcomes of earlier visitor studies. 

Taste formation
Next to general education, we investigated whether the art museum visitors had had art related education during elementary and high school. Remarkably, 72,4% of the visitors indicated that they had very little or no arts education in elementary school. Regarding high school, half of the visitors say that they had very little or no art related education. Furthermore, an upbringing with art and culture is argued to be one of the most decisive factors in the cultivation of taste and future participation (Bourdieu, 1984; De Graaf, 2003; Ganzeboom, 1989). The results for the variable ‘upbringing’ are very peculiar: almost 60 % (58,5%) of the respondents say that they have not been raised surrounded by arts and culture. This is in contrast with the premise that upbringing with art and culture is a key determinant in future participation. 
Rating the museum
The second part of the research question deals with how the experience of a museum visit is rated by the visitors, and if there is any variance amongst valuations of different socio-economic groups. The outcomes show that no one rates their experience as very negative, or even remotely negative.  The overall valuation of the museum experience turns out to be average, high, and very high. Guided by several hypotheses it was tested whether certain socio-economic backgrounds were (positively) related to a high rating. The leading assumption, derived from the literature review, is that people from upper income, age, and education groups are more likely to rate their experience highly, because they are likely to have more experience with processing complex art. The same was tested for the variables ‘upbringing’ and ‘attendance’.

In contrast to our expectations, positive ratings of the museum experience were not at all significantly correlated to either higher income levels, higher education levels, or age. People from low to high income and education levels rated their experience to be average, positive or very positive. The same counts for different age groups. The expectation was that the older one gets, the more experience one has with arts and culture, and thus the more highly one rates their museum visit. Nevertheless, our statistical tests demonstrate that there is no relation between age and appreciation. Moreover, no significant relations were found between the variable ‘upbringing’ and higher appreciation. That is, people who were brought up with arts and culture did not rate their experience significantly higher than those who were not brought up with arts and culture. 

Museum Boijmans van Beuningen, which as a visual arts museum is often deemed to be complex, seems to manage to keep the content accessible, as well as appealing, for visitors from diverse socio-economic backgrounds. This result gives hope; the prejudice that people with lower processing capacities will not enjoy a visual arts museum have proven not to be necessarily true. In addition to this optimistic conclusion, a critical note: museum Boijmans has still a long way to go when it comes to the inclusion of people with non-Dutch ethnicities and people with lower educational levels. There are large potential markets among those groups of non-visitors. It might be a challenge to attract them but, as we have seen, once they visit the museum it is very likely that they will appreciate their experience.

Yet, even though we did not find any significant correlations between socio-economic characteristics and high ratings of the museum experience, there is one other possible explanatory variable that could elucidate why the whole museum audience is (very) positive in its judgment. The variable ‘general cultural consumption patterns’ illustrates that the overall cultural consumption (including both traditional/complex art, as well as popular art) of Boijmans visitors is much higher than the general cultural consumption of the average Dutch citizen. In other words, the visitors of museum Boijmans have a much broader cultural orientation compared to the average of the overall Dutch society. Moreover, they are cultural omnivores because they consume both traditional and popular art. These results suggest that through consuming a wide array of cultural activities the audience of museum Boijmans van Beuningen is experienced with processing different types of complex information. The fact that the visitors have a lot of experience with arts in general might be an explanatory factor for the high appreciation of the museum visit. 

Finally, the results of this thesis can be connected back to cultural policy. The key conviction of mass participation in the arts (i.e. that everyone should participate) is not fully fulfilled by museum Boijmans van Beuningen. However, the outcomes concerning socio-economic characteristics are much more promising than the leading results in audience research. In this case, the often assumed distributional consequences of subsidies to the arts are not so disturbing, as the audience is quite diverse, especially when it comes to the composition of income amongst the audience. As mentioned in the discussion, museum Boijmans van Beuningen currently does not have specific policy on audience diversity. This thesis might act as the basis for developing effective measures and policy regarding audience diversity, because we now know that the challenges and possibilities lie in attracting groups with non-Dutch nationalities and low educational attainment. 
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Appendix 

[SURVEY MUSEUM BOIJMANS VAN BEUNINGEN]
Geachte bezoeker van Museum Boijmans van Beuningen,

Alvast hartelijk dank voor uw medewerking aan dit publieksonderzoek van de Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam. Wij vragen slechts vijf minuten van uw tijd om deze enquête in te vullen, bestaande uit vier korte delen met gesloten vragen. 


Deelname is volledig anoniem en vrijwillig. Het is gegarandeerd dat de door u gegeven antwoorden op geen enkele manier te herleiden zijn naar u als persoon. Alle verzamelde data wordt gecodeerd en verwerkt met een computerprogramma. De individuele data van het onderzoek worden niet openbaar gemaakt en niet doorgespeeld naar derden. 

Vriendelijke groet,

Serçe Sahin

Masterstudente Cultural Economics & Cultural Entrepreneurship

Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam 

RESPONDENTNUMMER:  _____

ENQUÊTENUMMER:  _____

DATUM: ____ - ____ - ______

WEEKDAG:
1 dinsdag

2 woensdag

3 donderdag

4 vrijdag

5 zaterdag

6 zondag

TIJDSTIP VAN ONDERVRAGING

____ - ____ uur

De vragen beginnen op de volgende bladzijde.
Tenzij anders aangegeven is er slechts één antwoord mogelijk per vraag. 
Bij meerkeuzevragen kunt uw antwoord omcirkelen.
DEEL 1
1. IS HET DE EERSTE KEER DAT U HIER KOMT?

1 nee

2 ja ( ( ga naar vraag 4) 

2. HOE VAAK BENT U DE AFGELOPEN TWEE JAAR IN Museum Boijmans van Beuningen GEWEEST?

____ keer


ik ben de afgelopen twee jaar niet geweest
3. OP WELKE WIJZE BENT U DE EERSTE KEER MET Museum Boijmans van Beuningen IN AANRAKING GEKOMEN?

1 informatie van vrienden, familie of kennissen

2 een door school georganiseerd bezoek

3 een niet door school georganiseerde excursie

4 een artikel/recensie in een krant of tijdschrift

5 een artikel/vooraankondiging in een cultureel magazine

6 een advertentie of de uitgaansladder in een krant of tijdschrift

7 radio of televisie

8 uithangborden/affiches bij dit museum

9 affiches elders

10 thuisgestuurde informatie (folders, agenda’s, etc.)

11 niet thuisgestuurde folders of andere informatie van dit museum

12 door Internet

13 via VVV of toeristische bladen

14 anders, n.l. _______________________________________________________

4. WELKE INFORMATIE GAF AANLEIDING TOT DIT BEZOEK?
Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!

1 informatie van vrienden, familie of kennissen

2 een door school georganiseerd bezoek

3 een niet door school georganiseerde excursie

4 een artikel/recensie in een krant of tijdschrift

5 een artikel/vooraankondiging in een cultureel magazine

6 een advertentie of de uitgaansladder in een krant of tijdschrift

7 radio of televisie

8 uithangborden/affiches bij dit museum

9 affiches elders

10 thuisgestuurde informatie (folders, agenda’s, etc.)

11 niet thuisgestuurde folders of andere informatie van dit museum

12 door Internet

13 via VVV of toeristische bladen

14 naar aanleiding van een vorig bezoek

15 anders, n.l. _______________________________________________________

5. MET WIE BENT U VANDAAG HIERHEEN GEKOMEN?

0 niet van toepassing, want ik ben alleen

1 met mijn partner

2 met school/studie

3 met één of meer vrienden/familieleden/kennissen, zonder kinderen jonger dan 12 jaar

4 met één of meer vrienden/familieleden/kennissen, met kinderen jonger dan 12 jaar

5 met een excursiegroep (bijv. toeristisch), n.l. _______________________________

6 anders, n.l. __________________________________________________________

6. WIE KWAM MET HET IDEE VOOR DIT MUSEUMBEZOEK?

1 ikzelf

2 een andere volwassene uit het gezelschap

3 een van de meegenomen kinderen

4 dit bezoek is onderdeel van een groepsexcursie (bijv. school)

5 anders, n.l. __________________________________________________________

7. COMBINEERT U HET BEZOEK AAN Museum Boijmans van Beuningen MET EEN ANDERE ACTIVITEIT?

1 nee (volgende vraag overslaan)

2 ja

8. MET WELKE VAN DE ONDERSTAANDE ACTIVITEITEN COMBINEERT U DIT BEZOEK?
Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!

1 met winkelen in de stad

2 met een etentje buitenshuis

3 met bezoek aan vrienden of familie

4 met cafébezoek (niet het museumcafé)

5 met een bezoek aan een ander museum

6 met een bezoek aan een theater of muziektheater

7 met een bezoek aan een toeristische attractie

8 met iets anders, n.l. ___________________________________________

DEEL 2

9.  WAT WAS HET BELANGRIJKSTE DOEL WAARVOOR U VANDAAG NAAR HET MUSEUM BENT GEKOMEN?

1 om het museum als geheel te bekijken

2 de Collectie Twee

3 Interventie # 13 – Anne Wenzel

4 3-dimensionele muurschilderingen Lily van der Stokker

5 Japanse zen tuin – Ritsue Mishima

6 Interventie # 14 – Hans Wilschut

7 De museumwinkel

8 Het museumcafé

9 Een special activiteit (lezing, rondleiding, e.d.) 
n.l. _____________________________________________________________

10 Anders, n.l. _______________________________________________________

10. WELKE VAN DE HIERONDER AANGEGEVEN ONDERDELEN SPELEN OOK EEN ROL BIJ UW BESLUIT OM Museum Boijmans van Beuningen TE BEZOEKEN?
Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!

1 om het museum als geheel te bekijken

2 de Collectie Twee

3 Interventie # 13 – Anne Wenzel

4 3-dimensionele muurschilderingen Lily van der Stokker

5 Japanse zen tuin – Ritsue Mishima

6 Interventie # 14 – Hans Wilschut

7 De museumwinkel

8 Het museumcafé

9 Een special activiteit (lezing, rondleiding, e.d.) 
n.l. _____________________________________________________________

10 Anders, n.l. _______________________________________________________

11. GESLACHT

1 man

2 vrouw

12. WAT IS UW LEEFTIJD?

_____  jaar

13. WAT IS UW WOONPLAATS?

_____________________________________

14. WELKE NATIONALE ACHTERGROND HEEFT U?

1 Nederlands

2 Surinaams

3 Antilliaans

4 Kaapverdisch 

5 Turks

6 Marokkaans

7 Overige niet-westerse landen

8 Overige EU-landen

9 Overige westerse landen
DEEL 3

15. WAT IS GEMIDDELD UW (BRUTO) INKOMEN PER MAAND?

1 € 0,- en € 1000,- per maand

2 tussen € 1001,- en € 2000,- per maand

3 tussen € 2001,- en € 3000,- per maand

4 tussen € 3001,- en € 4000,- per maand

5 tussen € 4001,- en € 5000,- per maand

6 Meer dan € 5001,- per maand

16. WAT IS DE HOOGSTE OPLEIDING DIE U HEEFT AFGEMAAKT?

(Indien u nog op school zit of studeert: MET WELKE OPLEIDING BENT U OP DIT MOMENT BEZIG?)

1 lager- of basisonderwijs (lo, lom, blo, vglo)
2 lager beroepsonderwijs (lts, huishoudschool, lhno, lbo, leao, 3 jaar handelsavondschool)

3 middelbaar voortgezet onderwijs (mavo, ivo, [m]ulo, 3 jaar hbs /vhmo)
4 middelbaar beroepsonderwijs (mts [voor 1968 uts], meao, bestuursambt [ga1], mhno, inas, verpleegster, kms, politieschool, mba/spd-1)

5 hoger voortgezet onderwijs  (havo, vwo, mms, hbs, gymnasium, lyceum)

6 hoger beroepsonderwijs (hbo, hts, heao, spd 2/3, nlo, mo-a [2e/3e graad], hoger bestuursambt [ga2], politieacademie, kweekschool, sol, kma, mo-b [1e graad])

7 wetenschappelijk onderwijs (drs., ir., mr., arts, tandarts, apotheker, dr., BA, BSc, MA, MSc)

17. GING U MET UW OUDERS OF VERZORGERS WEL EENS NAAR EEN MUSEUM TOEN U 10-12 JAAR OUD WAS?

1 nooit 

2 op zijn hoogst één keer per jaar

3 twee tot drie keer per jaar

4 meer dan drie keer per jaar

18. HIELDEN UW OUDERS OF VERZORGERS ZICH WEL EENS (MEER DAN ÉÉN KEER PER JAAR) BEZIG MET DE VOLGENDE ACTIVITEITEN TOEN U 10-12 JAAR OUD WAS?

Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!

1 bezochten toneelvoorstellingen

2 bezochten klassieke muziekuitvoeringen

3 lazen regelmatig boeken

4 luisterden naar klassieke muziek op radio/tv/platenspeler/cd-speler/etc.

19. BENT U OPGEVOED OMRINGD DOOR KUNST EN CULTUUR?


1 nee

2 ja

20. WERD / WORDT ER (VROEGER) OP SCHOOL AANDACHT BESTEED AAN BEELDENDE KUNST?

A. Lagere school/basisonderwijs
1 
nee, nooit

2
een paar keer tijdens de gehele schoolperiode

3 een paar keer per school jaar

4 regelmatig want dit was een vast onderdeel van het lesprogramma

B. Voortgezet onderwijs
1 
nee, nooit

2
een paar keer tijdens de gehele schoolperiode

1 een paar keer per school jaar

2 regelmatig want dit was een vast onderdeel van het lesprogramma

DEEL 4
21. HIERONDER VINDT U EEN AANTAL AAN ELKAAR TEGENGESTELDE UITSPRAKEN OVER Museum Boijmans van Beuningen; WILT U HET PUNTJE OMCIRKELEN DAT UW MENING HET BESTE WEERGEEFT?
Met het omcirkelen van het middelste puntje neemt u een neutraal standpunt in.

     neutraal

A
toegankelijk aanbod





moeilijk aanbod
B
sfeer en aanbod

spreken me aan






spreken me niet aan
C
goed betaalbaar






te duur
D 
een bezoek is

makkelijk in te plannen





moeilijk in te plannen
E
makkelijk te bereiken





moeilijk te bereiken

22. HIERONDER VINDT U EEN AANTAL AAN ELKAAR TEGENGESTELDE UITSPRAKEN OVER  HET GEBOUW, DE PROGRAMMERING EN DE UITSTRALING VAN Museum Boijmans van Beuningen; WILT U HET PUNTJE OMCIRKELEN DAT UW MENING HET BESTE WEERGEEFT?
Met het omcirkelen van het middelste puntje neemt u een neutraal standpunt in.

A. De instelling / het gebouw

           neutraal

a
vertrouwd





onbekend

b
voor iedereen





 voor een bepaalde groep

c 
mooi






lelijk

5
overzichtelijk





verwarrend
B. De programmering

           neutraal

a
makkelijke





moeilijke

onderwerpen





onderwerpen

b
boeiend






saai

c
ook voor





niet voor

kinderen





kinderen

d
afwisselend





eenzijdig
C. De uitstraling / het imago
           neutraal

a
goedkoop





duur

b
toegankelijk





ontoegankelijk

c
grootstedelijk





provinciaal

d 
aansprekend





afstotend

e
warm






koel
· DE LAATSE VRAAG BEVINDT ZICH OP DE VOLGENDE BLADZIJDE  -

23. ZOU U KUNNEN AANGEVEN WELKE VAN DE VOLGENDE OMSCHRIJVINGEN VAN U OP TOEPASSING IS?

           Nee
             Ja
a
lid van een openbare bibliotheek


0

1

b
heeft in de afgelopen maand een boek gelezen

0

1

c
bezoekt tenminste eenmaal per jaar een bioscoop
0

1

d
lid van de artotheek of kunstuitleen


0

1

e
luistert of kijkt wel eens naar radio- of




televisieuitzendingen over kunst 


0

1

f
volgt wel eens een uitzendingen van klassieke 

muziek op radio of televisie



0

1

g
luistert wel eens naar eigen cd’s, platen, etc. met 




klassieke muziek




0

1

h
bezoekt tenminste eenmaal per jaar een 


toneelvoorstelling




0

1

i
bezoekt tenminste eenmaal per jaar een





uitvoering van klassieke muziek



0

1


j
bezoekt tenminste eenmaal per jaar een ballet





van een beroepsgezelschap



0

1

k
bezoekt tenminste eenmaal per jaar een 





cabaretvoorstelling




0

1

l
bezoekt tenminste eenmaal per jaar een uitvoering




van populaire muziek (pop, rock, jazz, musical, etc.)
0

1 

m
bezoekt tenminste eenmaal per jaar een museum 


in Nederland





0

1

n
heeft een Museumkaart



0

1

– HARTELIJK DANK VOOR UW MEDEWERKING –
� Also often referred to as ‘non-market demand’ (see Frey, 2003:391).


� See: �HYPERLINK "http://www.museumvereniging.nl/default.aspx?id=780"�http://www.museumvereniging.nl/default.aspx?id=780� (Consulted at, 25-04-2010).


� See: �HYPERLINK "http://www.museumvereniging.nl"�www.museumvereniging.nl� (Consulted at 26-04-2010). 


� The group ‘80 years and older’ is statistically least present, but this can be attributed to e.g. decreased mobility and other factors that limit museum visits for people in that age group (Huysmans & De Haan, 2007).


� For the period 2009-2012, the average amount is set at €9.860.500. However, in 2009 the structural subsidies turned out higher, namely at: €10.044.00 (Museum Boijmans van Beuningen, Jaarverslag 2009).


� Source: �HYPERLINK "http://www.rotterdam.nl/DKC/Document/cijfermatig%20overzicht%20incl.%20moties.pdf"�http://www.rotterdam.nl/DKC/Document/cijfermatig%20overzicht%20incl.%20moties.pdf�. Consulted at: 07-06-2010.


� Source: Museum Boijmans van Beuningen, �HYPERLINK "http://www.boijmans.nl/nl/5/van-bosch-tot-beuys"�http://www.boijmans.nl/nl/5/van-bosch-tot-beuys�. Consulted at: 06-07-2010.


� The calculated average is €2353, determined by Centraal Planbureau (2008). Source: �HYPERLINK "http://www.gemiddeld-inkomen.nl/modaal-inkomen.php"�http://www.gemiddeld-inkomen.nl/modaal-inkomen.php�. Consulted at: 11-06-2010. 


� In the survey it was specified that “more than once a year” was meant with “occasionally”.


� Respectively: if they visited museums (table 9) and if their parents engaged in cultural activities (table 10).


� These percentages are derived from Ranshuysen (1999:255),  they are CBS statistics from 1997.


� The lay-out of this paragraph was designed after the example of Marjolein Fischer’s  paragraph on socio-economic characteristics of opera visitors (2009:84).





1

_1346067622.xls
Chart1

		Art museums

		History museums

		Natural history museums

		Anthropoligical museums

		Technique and science museums

		Museums with a mixed collection



Number of museums per category

107

391

51

18

196

12



Blad1

				Number of museums per category

		Art museums		107

		History museums		391

		Natural history museums		51

		Anthropoligical museums		18

		Technique and science museums		196

		Museums with a mixed collection		12

				Als u de afmetingen van het gegevensbereik van de grafiek wilt wijzigen, versleept u de rechterbenedenhoek van het bereik.






