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1. Introduction

Introduction  
This thesis, shortly written after the elections for a new cabinet in the Netherlands (June 2010) , deals with what can only be interpreted as a ‘hot’ topic: artists and subsidies. Political parties have been elected by the people of the Netherlands that aim for great cuts in the expenditures. Retrenchments in the cultural sector are not excluded from this. The existing subsidies for art and artists as we know them are most likely going to be abolished more or less by ruling parties. That cuts in the subsidies to artists are going to be made is practically unavoidably going to happen. When this would happen, what would become of the artists? How will they react on a situation in which they can no longer depend on the government to provide them with the means to keep their artistic practice going? These are the circumstances that lead to writing this thesis, which hopefully will make a contribution to the ongoing debate about artists’ subsidies. Notice that the subject on which has been tried to shed some light has not yet taken place, but describes a hypothetical situation in the (near) future. This somewhat unusual point of view is therefore focusing on opinions and expectations of visual artists who may find themselves in a situation as described above in a few years from now. 
A historic viewpoint
The Dutch cultural policy is based on three notions within the Dutch history (Ministerie van OCW/Boekmanstudies, 2007:27). The first notion is that ‘the government is not in a position to criticize art and science’, a notion that is directly translated from what J.R. Thorbecke (1798 – 1872) argued. This notion means that art should be the result of the efforts of private civilians, associations and foundations. To create a distance between the government and art, in 1945 a department for art and culture was installed and in 1947 an advisory committee was installed, in order to make sure that politics would not get involved. After some merges with other advisory committees, the ‘Council of Culture’ (Raad van Cultuur) came to existence and provided policy advise (Ministerie van OCW/Boekmanstudies, 2007:27). The second notion is from V. de Steurs (1843 – 1916) who said that the government should play an active role in the preservation of cultural heritage. The reason for this notion of De Steurs was that the cultural heritage in the Netherlands was in bad shape and that much of the heritage was transported abroad. The third notion came from E. Boekman (1889 – 1940) who though that art and culture should be enjoyed by all the people in the Netherlands, both actively and passively (Ministerie van OCW/Boekmanstudies, 2007:27). 
In the years after world war II the government expanded their grip on society and began to interfere with people’s lives in all departments. From 1949 on, individual artists could receive a subsidy, called the ‘contraprestatie-regeling’, and in the 1950’s and 1960’s the amount of subsidies to the arts began to grow. Until then, the thought was that subsidies were just a temporary arrangement. When the amounts of money that were spend on art and culture were growing in the 1970’s, this believe was eliminated and the number of cultural activities and organizations grew further (Ministerie van OCW/Boekmanstudies, 2007:32). In the 1980’s the bad economic climate inflicted that the cultural policy was transformed, which resulted in a decentralization of policy to lower governments like municipalities. The fact that the distances from artists to artistic foundations were shortened, leaded to quicker decisions and subsidy assignations to higher criteria like quality and professionalism improvements. In 1994 came the Ministry into existence that still exists: the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science (Ministerie van OCW/Boekmanstudies, 2007:36). 
In 1987 was decided that cultural policy was from that point on a four-year matter, which meant that all subsidies were determined in periods of four year. Because of this new arrangement, the transparency was enlarged, and cultural organizations were forced to justify their need for subsidies, accordingly to the directives that were given in the cultural nota. From 2006 on, the subsidy request were no longer handled by the parliament, but by foundations. The Foundation of Visual Arts, design and architecture (Fonds BKVB), received in 2007 €21.289.000 from the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, which it uses to stimulate a good quality in the work of artists with providing individual subsidies (Ministerie van OCW/Boekmanstudies, 2007:52). These subsidies provide the artists with an allowance, for example for professional costs and/or for means of life support,  in order to let them concentrate on their artistic profession. 

In 2009 2.8 billion euro´s is being spend on the cultural sector by the central government (NOVA, 2010). These kinds of numbers to spend on the arts by the government always went without questioning. Now the time has come that these amounts of money are being questioned. The question of why the ‘normal’ man has to pay for the arts of which only a select group of wealthy people makes use is being heard a lot lately. Hence 45% of the people in the Netherlands think that the amount of money that is spend in art and culture is too high, against 8% who thinks that the amount is too low (Synovate, 2010:3). Almost 60% of the people in the Netherlands think that there should go less money from the government to the arts (Synovate, 2010:1). In a climate like this retrenchments on the arts seem unavoidable. The questions remain where the arts should get their money from. Sponsorship and the expanding of the gift sphere are options that are being named. Could this also be the answer for artists in order to cope with the almost certain upcoming retrenchments on artists’ subsidies? 
Political debate

The elections of June 2010 in the Netherlands resulted in a winning for the Liberal Party, VVD, with 31 of the total of a 150 chairs in the Dutch parliament. With only one chair less, the Social Democratic Party, PvdA, ended with 30 chairs. The Christian Democratic Party, CDA, lost a lot of chairs, being the former ruling party, and ended up with 21 chairs in parliament. The new conservative, liberal party PVV with its controversial agenda, known for anti-Islamic ideas and condemnation of art, won 24 chairs in parliament all at ones (Algemeen Dagblad, August 19, 2010). The division that these election results brought in the country were complete. A difficult formation period started in which a majority coalition was supposed to be formed with the winning liberals’ party VVD. At the moment of writing this thesis, the negotiations to form a coalition still continue. 


The perspectives for the cultural sector with the results of the elections do not look good. On July 31 an article appeared in the paper about the winning liberal party VVD, in which concerns are described about the party’s idea to cut 200 million Euros from the budget for art and culture. According to ‘Kunsten ‘92’, an interest group for organization in the arts, culture and heritage, this could mean the end of a lot of theatre groups, orchestra’s and organizations for visual arts (De Volkskrant, July 31, 2010). The interest group ‘Kunsten ’92’ bases this amount of money on figures of the National Planning Bureau (CPB), and thinks because of the fact that heritage is appreciated by the party, and museums are lawfully protected, the cuts are going to be made in the producing organizations. In reaction to these notions, one of the VVD members claims that the cultural organizations are too dependent on subsidies and that the organizations should look for sponsoring and gifts (De Volkskrant, July 31, 2010).


The liberal party VVD is not the only party that wants to make cuts in the budget for arts and culture. Based on calculations of the National Planning Bureau (CPB), interest group ‘Kunsten ‘92’ came up with the plans of each political party regarding their cuts in art and culture. The liberal, conservative party PVV was clear in their desire to cut on subsidies for the cultural sector from the beginning of their campaign. Their program, named ‘The agenda of hope and optimism’ clearly states that they ‘will maintain subsidies for museums, libraries and heritage, but will abolish the subsidies to the arts’ (De agenda van hoop en optimisme, consulted: August 19, 2010). PVV leader Wilders did never hide the fact that he was against subsidies for the arts, and pointed out that he did not understand why the average man should pay for ‘left hobbies’. The Christian Democrats’ party CDA desires to make cuts in the budget for art and culture and wants to abolished the subsidy Wwik that is directly beneficial to artists. Also the Social Democratic Party PvdA wants to make cuts in the arts and culture budget (Kunsten ’92, consulted August 19, 2010). 


Because the chances are big that two or more of the parties that want to make cuts will form a guiding coalition in the near future, the unrest amongst cultural organizations is big. In reaction to the formation negotiations with the parties that are prepared to cut the most in the budget for culture (VVD, CDA and PVV), the chairman of the Council for Culture (Raad voor Cultuur) which is the highest advisory committee for art and culture in the Netherlands, has written a letter to the informateur who leads the negotiations. In this letter, the chairman of the Council for Culture expresses her worries about the announced cuts in the culture budget, and asks to keep in mind how important the arts are for the society. Arguments the council comes up with in order not to make cuts in arts and culture are that art and culture unites people and that in a period of crisis the need for art and culture is even bigger (Swaab, 2010). The Netherlands is not the only country in Europe that is planning to make large cuts in the cultural budget because of the financial crisis that started in 2007 in the USA. Sica, an institute for international culture policy, claims that almost all lands in Europe have planned great cuts in art and culture on their agenda (Sica, June 21, 2010).

Research question

Due to the planned retrenchments in all areas of society, almost certainly some cuts are going to be made in the arts and culture over the next four years. If these cuts are really this big as some of the negotiating parties for the next cabinet are saying, subsidies to artists may disappear. When this would happen, artists will have to make some behavioral changes. The research question that is practiced in this thesis is as following: ‘What are the expectations of visual artists about what behavioral changes they would make when they will no longer be able to make use of any subsidies from the government or subsidized foundations in a near future?’ Subsidies are being described in this thesis as financial support from the central government, municipalities or funds and foundations that are financed by the government, and which are directly beneficial to visual artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and  Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. 

Possible alternatives that could happen when artists will no longer be able to receive subsidies may be that in the most extreme case the number of artists will decrease, for some of them may quit being an artist. However, I do not expect this to happen on a great scale, if at all, but it may be possible that in a situation with no subsidies less aspiring artists will make their entrance in the art world, which means that in the long run the number of artists will diminish. Other, maybe more obvious thinkable alternatives that could take place in a situation without subsidies, are slight changes in behavior of artists, like professionalizing their practices, (more) extensively leaning on partners or working more hours in a second job. The sub questions of this thesis that correspond with these alternatives are; ‘What are the changes that the artists are going to make when subsidies were to be abolished in a hypothetical situation?’, ‘Which artists make what changes?’ and ‘What do artists expect that would happen with artists in general, art in general en the competition amongst artists when subsidies were to be abolished?   
The fact that expectations of visual artists are being addressed is because the situation that is being asked about is a hypothetical one, for we do not know for sure whether or not subsidies to artists are diminished in the near future and if so, to what extent. By describing a hypothetical situation to the artists in which subsidies are gradually phased out from now on and in five years do not exists anymore at all, the questioned artists can think of what they expect that would happen. Whatever the expectations of the questioned artists may be, in reality their behavior may well change in ways they do not expect now. Nevertheless it would be interesting to have an insight in what behavioral changes artists could make when subsidies would disappear. These insights could make a useful contribution to the current debate about artists and subsidies. 
Relevance 

As mentioned earlier in this introduction, the subject in this thesis can be called a ‘hot’ topic, for right now the retrenchment decisions have to be made and cuts in cultural expenditures are almost unavoidable. The consequences of such retrenchments for artists and art are however unclear and only guesses about that can be made so far. With this thesis, I hope to look at the possible consequences of making great cuts in subsidies for artists, from another perspective, which is from the perspective of artists themselves in particular. Via the expectations that artists have concerning their own future when subsidies were to disappear, I hope to get a somewhat clearer view on what could be the consequences of abolishment of subsidies for artists. After all, the artists themselves can probably provide us with more accurate insights in their futures without subsidies than the policy maker might be able to give. Whether many things will change for the artists, or stay the same when subsidies would disappear, is a question that now is being answered by the artists, which can help policy makers in making the right decisions. This way, the thesis can contribute to discussions about the need of subsidies for artists and function as an indicator of what behavioral changes artists could go through when subsidies will no longer be available. 
Outline thesis
The outline of this thesis will be as following. To start with after this first chapter, in chapter 2 the literature that is of any interest to the subject is reviewed. Because this research is explorative, the design of this thesis is rather deductive. Therefore the literature that will be reviewed is mainly to provide the reader with some background information about artists’ subsidies. After this, chapter 3 will follow in which the method that was used in this thesis is being explained. In the chapter about the methods the concepts of this thesis will be explained, the research strategy which is mainly quantitative will be described and the method of data collection will be explained. After the chapter about the methods, chapter 4 will follow in which the interviews that were conducted with three artists, in order to be able to create the questionnaires, are presented. Then, chapter 5 will consist of the results that are about the frequencies of the independent variables, and chapter 6 about the frequencies of the dependent variables. In chapter 7 the results will be presented of the crosstabs between the variables concerning artists who receive subsidies or not at the moment, in the past or in the future in relation to variables that concern possible changes that artists may make when subsidies were to be abolished in a hypothetical situation. Finally, chapter 8 gives a conclusion in which the research question will be answered. 

2. Literature review

Introduction

In the introduction of this thesis the central question of this research was described. This question concerns the expectations of visual artists about what behavioral changes they would make when they will no longer be able to make use of any subsidies from the government or subsidized foundations in a near future. Subsidies are being described in this thesis as financial support from the central government, municipalities or funds and foundations that are financed by the government, and which are directly beneficial to visual artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. Because of the fact that the expectations that artists may have about their future without subsidies are not investigated earlier, as we know of, this research is mainly explorative. Therefore, as will be explained more extensively in chapter 4 about the method, the design of this thesis will be more inductive, than deductive. This means that the theories that are described in this literature review, mainly serve the purpose of informing the reader about the subject of subsidies in general, rather than serve to deduct hypotheses from the theories that can be either accepted or rejected later on in the statistical analysis. 
The outline of this literature review is as following: first, some information is provided about subsidies in general, through describing the research of Brouwer and Zijderveld (2003) and of IJdens et al. (2007). These studies are about which artists receive subsidies and what the structure and reach of subsidies is. From these studies especially the information that is comparable with the information that is presented in this thesis is described. After this, an outline is given of what the work preference theory contains according to Throsby (1994). This theory is of interest to the subject of this thesis because, as may appear later on in this thesis, a lot of the questioned respondents work in second jobs and therefore the theory can be applied on them. Then, a theory of Rengers (2001) is described in which he explains some market structures in which artists can be working. Next, a theory will be described about the legitimization of subsidies, according to Abbing (2002) and finally, an insight is being given in why subsidies may not be that good for artist in general as may be believed, through describing some theories about the relation between the government and artists of Abbing (2011) and Frey (2002). The theories in this literature review are selected with the purpose of providing the reader with some background information about artists, subsidies and the artistic labor market.   
Comparable studies about subsidies in general
In this paragraph of the literature review some information is provided about a few studies about artists and subsidies in general. In 2003, Brouwer and Zijderveld have published their research that was commissioned by the mystery of Education, Culture and Science, about the market for visual arts and the financial position of artists. They have questioned, over a period of five years (from 1994 to 1999), 9487 visual artists. For the results of the research that is described here (2003), 524 artists were questioned. Because this chapter is meant to provide the reader with a broader view of the subject of this thesis, from this research the part that is about the visual artists and their financial position will be focused on. The part about the personal data of the artists in this study is comparable to the personal data of the respondents who were questioned for this thesis. In Brouwer & Zijderveld’s (2003) study, 40% of the 524 artists are in the age between 31 and 41, 56% of them is a male, 44% is female. 45% of the questioned artists are married, and 29% of the artists takes care of children. 9% of them has a university diploma, 16% a higher vocational education, and 11% a lower vocational education. Almost all artists who were questioned in this research attended an art school; 91% against 9% who did not. Of the questioned artists 54% is a painter, 22% is a sculptor, 22% is a photographer, 14% is involved in new media, 11% makes graphic art and 23% is involved in other techniques. Almost 31% of these artists has an arts-related second job, and 35% has a non-arts second job (Brouwer & Zijderveld, 2003:13-19). 

In 1999, 19% of the artists of Brouwers and Zijdervelds (2003) research have applied for a individual subsidy or a so called ‘stimulation’-subsidy and 81% did not, of the 19% who applied for the subsidy 48% were admitted and 52% were not. Also 67% of the artists applied for a ‘basis subsidy’ and 33% did not, and 36% think that they might apply for such a subsidy in the future. 21% receive the Wwik in 2002, and 14% might apply for the Wwik in the future. Concerning the finances of the artists from this research, 41% does not earn any money with their art, 12% earns up till €2500 with their art, 10% earns from €2500 to €5000, 10% makes up to €7500, 10% up to €12.500, 12% up to €25.000 and 6% more than €25.000 with their art. These numbers are based on the total sale from these artists’ art per year, minus their professional costs. Of the 45% artists who have a partner, 82% has a partner that earns a living below average (average being set on €26.000 per year), and 18% has a partner that makes a living that is average or above average (Brouwer & Zijderveld, 2003:28-29). 

The data from the research of Brouwer and Zijderveld (2003) as described above is meant to provide an image of the market of visual artists and their financial position. This information is somewhat comparable to the sixth and seventh chapter of this thesis, that are about the frequencies of the dependent and independent variables that were measured amongst the questioned artists. In some aspects the research of Brouwer and Zijderveld (2003) cannot be compared with this thesis. For instance, the research of Brouwer and Zijderveld is longitudinal whereas this thesis describes a situation at this moment (2010). Furthermore, this thesis is about the opinions of artists on what they expect that might happen when subsidies were to be abolished in a hypothetical situation, which is a subject that the study of Brouwer and Zijderveld (2003) does not address. 
Somewhat more focused on subsidies in general is the study of IJdens, de Nooy, and Vloet (2007) about the Dutch subsidy system for visual arts 1984-2005, concerning scope, structure and flow of subsidies. 12.000 artists have between 1984 and 2005 at least one time received a subsidy of some sort. A differentiation is being made between subsidies that targeted on the supply side of the market, and subsidies that are targeted on the demand side of the market. The first kind are subsidies that are directly beneficial to the artists, like compensations for professional costs, ‘basissubsidies’, ‘startstipendia’, ‘werkbeurzen’, Wwik or other individual subsidies. Whether or not the artists may receive such a subsidy is up to professionals in the arts, with exception of the Wwik which is assigned without artistic experts. The second kind are subsidies that are indirectly beneficial to artists, like purchase from the government or museums, ‘Kunstkoopregeling’ and other subsidized purchases. Except for the assignments for the ‘Kunstkoopregeling’ the applications for these subsidies are tested by artistic experts (IJdens, 2007:15). These subsidies are analyzed by answering questions like how many times artists applied for what kind of subsidies, how many years were in between subsidies, how big the overlap was between different kinds of subsidies and how big the possibility is that when an artist receives one particular subsidy, he or she will later on also receive another particular subsidy, etcetera (IJdens, 2007:16-17). 

What appears from the analysis is that in the period between 1984 and 2005, the subsidy with the biggest range is the ‘Kunstkoopregeling’, of which 5921 artists have made use. The two other wide ranged subsidies are the compensations for professional costs (2825 artists) and the ‘basis subsidy’ (2708 artists). In the year 1989 the most artists receive one or more subsidies (2606 artists), and in the year 1984 the least artists receive one or more subsidies (552 artists). Furthermore, it appears that in the period between 1984 and 2005 69% of the artists has one subsidy, 31% has more than one subsidy, 17% has more than two subsidies and 19% has three or more subsidies (IJdens, 2007:20-26). What appears from the overlap within the subsidies that are examined in the research, was that the ‘Kunstkoopregeling’ did not have any overlap with the other subsidies, which means that not a lot of the questioned artists who profited of this subsidy received other subsidies. Furthermore, there was quite some overlap between the purchases from museums and the government, with ‘werkbeurzen’ and other individual subsidies. The ‘werkbeurzen’ had a lot of overlap with the other subsidies, except for the ‘Kunstkoopregeling’ (IJdens, 2007:33). A few conclusions concerning the flow of artists amongst the examined subsidies are that artists who start with a ‘startstipendium’ quite often have a ‘basissubsidy’ or ‘werkbeurzen’ and other individual subsidies later on in their career, that artists who start with a subsidized museum acquisition end up quite regularly in none of the other subsidies on the one hand, or end up very often in other subsidies on the other hand, and that artists who start with a ‘werkbeurs’ are later on in their career almost never subsidized with a ‘beroepskosten-vergoeding’ (IJdens, 2007:53). 
What has been accomplished with the research of IJdens et al. (2007), is that over a period of 21 years an insight has been given in who the artists are that subsidies reach, how the subsidies overlap each other and how artists move within the net of subsidies. Although in this thesis it is not the main goal to provide an image of what subsidies artists receive or might in the future, it is interesting to get to know a lot about what subsidies the artists have and how they will develop their artistic profession because of them. After all, this thesis is about what artists would do when there were no more subsidies and knowing in detail how subsidies are divided amongst artists and how artists move within this web of subsidies is of importance to be able to decide whether or not the artists could live without subsidies.     
Work preference theory

Now that in the previous paragraph some studies are described that offer some comparable material with some data of this thesis, in this part of the literature review the ‘work preference’, a concept first discussed by David Throsby (1994), will be described. This theory is of importance because as will appear later on in this thesis, a lot of the questioned respondents work in one or more second jobs. 
The work preference that artists have, differs from the work preference that people in other professions have (except for maybe experimental scientists, researchers and other academics). For the people working in other than artistic professions counts that they will prefer leisure time over working time. Furthermore, when they will receive an increase in wage they are going to spend more time on their work until a certain point where working more does not compensate for the extra money anymore, and leisure time is preferred over an even bigger increase in wage (Throsby, 1994:69). Artists have a contradicting preference when it comes to working than the non-artists, because the artists have a preference for working over the income that the work generates. For them it is of importance that the work they are doing satisfies them, and that they would probably turn down a better paying job in another profession because they want to make art. In fact, I have spoken to several artists myself who openly admitted to turn down better paying jobs because they wanted to make art instead. Also artists spoke about not being suitable for doing work in which they would have to adjust to the corporate culture and its rules. This notion supports the arguments of Throsby (1994) about artists not being willing to work outside of the area in which lies there interest. That the particular work that artists do is more important for them then the financial rewards they get from it appears from the often low financial returns artists receive for making art (Throsby, 1994:69). Because of the high work preference, artists choose work over money and as a result of this they do not have a lot of leisure time, for they have to make some money to provide for minimal living circumstances, such as housing, clothing or food. It is even possible that the average artist even lowers its standard of living, just to be able to keep on working on their art. 

However, artists usually do not earn enough money to provide for minimal living conditions just by making and selling their art. Most of them have to take on other jobs as well, art-related or not, to complement the money they make with art. They will take on these extra job(s) only to complement the money they make from art, up to a level that insures a minimum income of which they can provide for their basic needs. When artists earn more money in their (non-)arts job they are going to spend less time in this job, in order to spend more time on making art (Throsby, 1994:72). Thus, what Throsby (1994) noticed is that artists have a stronger preference for working on their art than they have for money or leisure time. Their work preference is in fact so high that they cannot make enough money with the often little money that is made with making their art, and therefore have to take on extra job(s) to provide a minimum income. When the wages for these extra jobs were to increase, the artists would diminish the amount of time that they work in that job, and would spend the extra time on making art. Their situation would thus not financially improve. 

Artists’ work preference is so high that they choose not to make money by working in other jobs that pay a lot better than the artists earn with making art. It appears that the level of education that artists have, does not correspond to the amount of money they make with practicing their artistic profession. The relation between artists educations (mostly high) and their income from art related work is somewhat stronger and the relation between their education and their income from non-arts work is strong. All together, artists tend to have more jobs to complement the earnings from their art up to a minimum income but work under their ability and have lower incomes than people with comparable educational levels. This appears from a study from Jenje-Heijdel and Ter Haar (2007) on artists in the Netherlands which shows that almost 30% of the artists earn in total (earnings from art and second jobs together) less than €10,000 in 2005, compared to 6% of people in other professions that make the same amount of money and are of the same educational level as the artists (Jenje-Heijdel & Ter Haar, 2007:12). Another theory that supports the fact that artist do not make a lot of money due to their choice of being an artists and the holding of multiple jobs that almost self-evidently comes with that, is that of Alper and Wassall (2006) who claim that artists suffer from an earnings penalty. They compared average wages over a period of time of artists and workers in other fields, and noticed that artists earned generally less money than employers in other professions. According to Alper and Wassall (2006) the differences in income are a consequence of the fact that artists work less per year, apart from their artistic work. This theory corresponds to Throsby´s theory about the work preference of artists, because the differences in incomes of artists and employers in other professions are a result of artists’ tendency to work less when an increase in salary occurs, due to which the differences between the two groups will become bigger over time. 

In the next paragraph some theories have been described that are some more critical about subsidies and that even question whether subsidies to artists do any good at all.  
Government and market oriented

Rengers (2001) describes a theory in which he distinguishes two segments: on the one hand the private market which exists of the total demand of all individuals, commercial galleries, businesses and non-governmental organizations that work in the art sector, and on the other hand the public market for art production, including promotion of producing arts, providing subsidies, commissions, grants, buying art and lending art. To give an image of how these to markets are divided when it comes to artists’ incomes; in the year 1995 in the Netherlands 43% of the total income of all artists was earned on the public market and 57% of the total income of all artists was earned on the private market (Rengers, 2001:2). The private market operates as an unregulated market on which artists produce art works which they can try to sell to (or try to get commissions from) businesses or private citizens. The public market is a market that is controlled by the government on which artists try to sell their work to the government, receive grants or subsidies, or get commissions from the government. 

Rengers (2001) distinguishes three structures for the market in which artists can operate. The first he calls the ‘specialized market’, which means that the artist operates mostly in either the private market, or the public market. The reason that an artist may for a large part operate in one of these markets may be because the artist receives more information or gets to know more about techniques in that particular market which results in lower transaction costs. When an artist has more knowledge about one of these two markets it gets easier to operate in it so the artist will probably invest more time in earning money from there. The second market structure that Rengers (2001) writes about he calls the ‘winner-take-all’ structure, which means that the policies of the government stimulate the private market in a way that the same artists receive both money from the public, and the private market. The idea here is that a few artists are successful on the public and the private market who earn a lot more than the artists who cannot operate on both markets for whatever reason. The third market structure is called the ‘independent market structure’, which means that both market are not connected to each other when it comes to what it provides artists. Thus, an artist can be successful in one of the two markets, but this does not say anything about whether or not the artists is going to be successful in the other market as well. When the artist will be able to make more money on the one market, he/she will work for that and vice versa (Rengers, 2001:8-9). 

The conclusions that Rengers (2001) drew from his model in which the different market structures that are described above relate to the artists in the Netherlands, working on either the private, or the public market, are the following. The market structure that came out as most accurate, was the winner-take-all structure. The success that artists have on the one of the two markets influences the other and vice versa. Furthermore, whether an artist has a lot of human capital or not does not determine their success on either one of the two markets and neither does schooling. Male artists are more often successful than female artists and it appears that artists in general are not lead entirely by financial rewards. The role of the government that provides grants and subsidies is that it emphasizes the private market because the winner-take-all structure dominates, and it emphasizes specialization as well, because some artists earned a lot more in the public market than others. If it is true that the winner-take-all structure in the Netherlands dominates, this could mean that the government is only contributing to a few artists who are already successful in the private market. In this way, subsidies are not accessible to all artists, and therefore may not make poor artists less poor.  

Legitimizing subsidies 

There are various reasons to be found why the government should subsidize the arts. One of these reasons is that art serves the public interest and that the government because of this should subsidize the arts (Abbing 2002:205). However, when the government subsidizes the arts, it needs reasons for doing to, because otherwise, the subsidies would be provided illegitimate. In welfare economics, several reasons are given of why the government should subsidize the arts. One of these reasons is that artworks are merit goods, which means that the artwork is thought of to be good for the audience, and therefore it is subsidized. Another reason is that the market does not allocate the incomes equally over the people, so that some people are wealthier than others. When the arts are subsidized, the prices of artworks or entrance fees are going down which means that poor people can enjoy the arts as well. Another reason to subsidize the arts is that the market does not produce certain goods, like collective goods and external effects, because everyone can enjoy them and no one can be excluded from them (Abbing, 2002:209). 


Although all of these arguments for subsidizing the arts are used by people who are pro-subsidies all the time, Abbing (2002) explains why these arguments are not always true. The merit good argument does not necessarily serve the public interest, because it is not proven that subsidized art are good for someone. There are merit goods that are better than arts for people, like for example education and fine arts can promote inequality because people from higher classes can distinguish themselves from lower class people (Abbing, 2002:212). Baumol (2003) supports this argument and explains that there are no good arguments to be found that say why the arts should have better qualities than any other merit good, and therefore there is not really an argument based on the merit good reason why the arts should be supported (Baumol, 2003:22). Also the equality argument is not a good argument for supporting the arts, according to Abbing (2002). While workers in other fields than the arts can be supported which makes them better off, for artists this is not the case, as will be explained later on in this chapter by Abbing (2011). When subsidies are given to artists, only more artists will enter the profession because aspiring artists will be attracted into the profession, which results in even more poor artists. Baumol (2003) on the other hand thinks that the equality argument may be a good argument for the government to subsidize the arts, in order to make sure that everyone can go to the theatre and museum, which would be very expensive if not subsidized (Baumol, 2003:21). Baumol furthermore thinks that the collective goods argument is a good reason to support the arts because otherwise nobody would pay for these goods an there would not be any (Baumol, 2003:22). Abbing (2002) argues however that is it questionable whether it is a good reason to support the arts because they are collective goods. Because of this the importance of collective goods and their possible positive external effects within the arts are questioned, and art is, unlike for example buildings are, not under-produced, even when there were no subsidies (Abbing, 2003:216). A maybe better explanation for subsidization of the arts is that an influential group of people in the art world pressure the government to support the arts, because of institutionalized values (Abbing, 2003:229). Another reason that the arts are subsidized is because the Dutch government impresses the people in the country and the people abroad with their art (Abbing, 2002:254). 


With the theory of Abbing (2002) we have come to the end of the literature review. Some insights have been offered about two studies about artists and subsidies in general (Brouwer & Zijderveld (2003), and subsidies concerning their reach and the way in which artists make use of them (2007). Also the work preference theory by Throsby (1994) was explained and government support was questioned versus market support in theories of Abbing (2011), Frey (2002) and Rengers (2001). With these theories it was intended to provide the reader with some background information that is indirectly connected with the subject of this thesis, for lack of theories that could support the particular subject of this thesis. 
Criticism of subsidies
Whether or not subsidies are good for artists in general is a question that has been tried to answer by various experts in the fields. In this paragraph some theories are explained about the advantages and disadvantages of subsidies from the government to artists. Abbing (2011) explains in his theory why subsidies are not good for artists in general and why artists in general do not become less poor because of subsidies. In this theory three kinds of artists are distinguished. First, there is one small group of artists who are not poor. They earn just the same or above the minimum income with their total income from art and/or second jobs, and a few of them earn a lot of money. The second group exists of artists who are poor but for whom poverty is not inevitable. This large group earns less than the minimum income but they can just make a living. When this group of artists is going to earn more in their second job, they will work less in it and spend the extra hours on their artistic profession (which is the work preference theory). The third group exits of artists who are inevitably poor. They can only just make a living but they are in the danger zone, because when their income would drop for whatever reason they will have to quit their artistic profession. In this group most young artists start of (Abbing, 2011:4). 
When subsidies enter the field, more money is available to artists. Some of this money will go to the artists from the first group who do not really need it to keep up their artistic profession. Some money will be received by the artists from the second group for whom poverty is not inevitable and they will use this money to spend on their art work. Nevertheless they will remain quite poor for their income is just the same or only a little above the minimum income. Also, some of the money from the subsidies will be received by the artists from the third group who are inevitably poor. Because of the subsidy money some of them will move out of this group and enter the second group of the not inevitably poor artists. Because of this, the group of inevitably poor artists becomes a little smaller, which can attract aspiring artists (Abbing, 2011:4). Thus, when the group of inevitably poor artists becomes smaller and the group of not inevitably poor artists and artists who are not poor becomes a little bigger because of subsidies, this gives a signal to people that desire to be artists, that they should become artists, because the prospects of being an artist are good. When this happens, the aspiring artists enter the group of artists who are inevitably poor, and the percentage of poor artists has remained the same. Because of the money from subsidies, there are now more poor artists (both inevitably poor and not inevitably but still poor) than there were before the subsidies were spend. The conclusion of this theory is that subsidies will not contribute to making artists generally less poor (Abbing, 2011:5). 

Another theory that criticizes subsidies is of Frey (2002). Instead of art, he writes about creativity, which is the essence of art, according to Frey (2002, 363). This theory, that deals with both psychological and economical phenomena, explains that monetary awards, like subsidies from governments, make people less innovative. It is argued by Frey (2002), that most economists think that only extrinsic motivation is of importance and that when the external constraints change, the extrinsic motivations change. Thus, when for example monetary rewards go up, people are willing to work harder, or in this case, when artists receive benefits or monetary rewards, they will be more creative. In contrast to this approach however, Frey (2002) assumes that artists can only be creative when they are intrinsically motivated. The reason for this would be that rewards can draw the attention from the task itself. The monetary rewards , in this case an extrinsic motivation, can crowd-out the intrinsic motivation; the motivation that is necessary to produce creative art. When the intrinsic motivation is suppressed by the extrinsic rewards, the intrinsic motivation is crowded-out, which appears when an intervention is perceived to be controlling. When the intrinsic motivation is raised, this is called crowding-in, which means that an intervention is perceived to be supportive (Frey, 2002:369). Whether or not artists’ activities are hindered because of rewards, hence extrinsic motivation, depends in this theory on the institutional setting in which the artists act. 

When it comes to the institutional setting two relating arguments are being made; one refers to the extent of democratic rights of the citizens, and the extent of decentralization of political decisions (Frey, 2002:365). It is argued that when a state is more authoritarian, the art is greater in diversity of quality than in democratic states. This can be explained by the fact that in democratic states the governments are more controlled by the citizens, in which the art policy is formed by the preferences of the average voter, hence a more stable art policy is the result. In authoritarian states on the other hand, the one ruler chooses the art that he likes, which can lead to e greater diversity in art and art policy. The ruler in the authoritarian state can have a good taste in art, and then the art policy will probably produce a high quality art, but the ruler can also have a bad taste in art and then the art policy produces bad art (Frey, 2002:366). In the second argument is argued that in authoritarian states the art policy is characterized by a smaller diversity of types of art than in democracies. This can be explained by the fact that authoritarian rulers do not allow to get artists who do not agree with the system get too close or too powerful, which results in only a few types of art that are approved of. In democratic states on the other hand, it is widely accepted that others have different opinions and hence different types of art are more easily accepted (Frey, 2002:167). Another institutional setting within states that Frey (2002) has described is whether a state is politically centralized or decentralized. In a state that is centralized an artist must live up to the rules that are set by the politicians that are in power. These artists may be less free in what they make, because when it is not liked by the politicians they cannot receive subsidies. In a decentralized state on the other hand, the artists can try to receive subsidies from other, lower governments, which results in their artistic freedom getting bigger (Frey, 2002:367).

When these two institutional settings that are described above are combined, the following conclusions can according to Frey (2002) being made. The first one is that in authoritarian states the quality of types of art is larger, but the diversity of types of art is smaller. The second one is that in democratic states there are more diverse types of art, but the quality of types of art is more in one line (Frey, 2002:368). The kind of effect these institutional settings have on the support that artists receive from their governments as regard to their intrinsic motivation could be as following in the Netherlands. The Dutch, institutional setting is democratic, and decentralized. This would mean that the differences in quality are quite small, for a lot of people have a vote on what is acceptable art. On the other hand, the diversity of types of art is quite big, because artists can apply for subsidies at other organizations than just the central government, which allows them to be more free in what they make. As was mentioned above, when artists perceive government support as being controlling, crowding-out occurs, which is not good for the creativity of artists. This can happen in a democratic state like the Netherlands, when the intrinsic motivation to produce original art is crowed out by extrinsic motivation like rewards. Thus, intrinsic motivation can be undermined by government policies, which is bad for creativity (Frey, 2002:373). 

3. Method

Concepts 
In this chapter the research methods that have been used in this thesis will be described. The central question that will be answered in this thesis is the following: ‘What are the expectations of visual artists, about what behavioral changes they would make when they will no longer be able to make use of any subsidies from the government or subsidized foundations in a near future?’ To answer this question a quantitative research strategy has been chosen, in which a survey amongst visual artists in the Netherlands has been conducted. With the outcomes of the survey a statistical analysis will be presented with frequencies and crosstabs of the variables. A more thorough explanation of the research methods will follow in the next section of this chapter.  Before that, a few concepts that are in the research question which are regularly used in this thesis will be looked at more closely. It is of importance to explain some of the used concepts because they may be vague and unclear, which can cause interpretation problems and such. The concepts that will be explained are; ‘subsidies’, ‘artists’, ‘expectations’, ‘behavioral changes’ and ‘near future’. 

Subsidies are formally described as financial support from the government (Van Dale, 2010). According to a little more detailed definition, subsidies are payments that are made by the government to producers, with the purpose of influencing the production levels, the prices, or the rewards of the production factors (CBS, 2010). From this definition can be derived that subsidies, in this thesis, are meant as a payment from the government to artists, with the purpose of influencing the amount of artworks that artists make, the prices of those artworks, or the financial rewards that artists get for making artworks. More specifically, subsidies are being described in this thesis as financial support from the central government, municipalities or funds and foundations that are financed by the government, and which are directly beneficial to visual artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. 
There were different kinds of subsidies that are directly beneficial to artists throughout the history. From 1956 until 1987 artists were subsidized via the so called ‘BKR’-arrangement, an arrangement of the minister of Social Affairs. The idea of this arrangement was that the artists would receive an income at minimum wage, and in exchange they had to deliver their art to the Ministry which could present it in government buildings. From 1975 this arrangement got too expensive and the emphasis was shifted from artists policy to art policy (IJdens et al., 2007:12). Some other arrangements were introduced like the ‘beroepskosten-vergoeding’, the ‘regeling individuele subsisidies’ and the ‘regeling basisstipenida’. The ‘regeling basisstipendia’ was replaced in 2001 by the ‘regeling basissubsidies’. In that same year the ‘regeling stimuleringssubsidies’ was introduced, which existed of ‘startstipendia’, ‘werkbeurzen’, ‘project- and investerings subsidies’ (Brouwer & Zijderveld, 2003:19-20). In 1999 the Wik (since 2005 Wwik) was introduced; an arrangement that is not subordinated to the subsidy system for visual arts, but is an arrangement of the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment (SZW). The Wwik is an arrangement that provides an income of 70% below the welfare minimum over (not necessarily contiguous) four years (IJdens et al., 2007:13). 

In this thesis the specific subsidies that were asked about in the questionnaire are, apart from subsidies on ateliers, the Wwik and other subsidies that the artists could fill in themselves in a blank field, are subsidies that are allocated by the Foundation of Visual arts, Design and Architecture. These subsidies are one by one: ‘beroepskostenvergoedingen’ which are flexible compensations for professional costs, a ‘basisstipendium’, that is meant to provide a minimum income for artists of €36.000 over a minimum of two years, a ‘startstipendium’, which is €18.000 for one year to support an artist’s starting practice and development of the artistic practice, a standard ‘werkbeurs’, that is meant to attribute to the costs of a project with €2.500 per month and a publication subsidy which is flexible in the amount of money that is received by the artists (Fonds BKVB Subsidiemogelijkheden, 2010).

The definition of ‘artist’ is not an easy one to give. According to the dictionary an artist is a person who is able to create artworks (Van Dale, 2010). In this thesis it is not necessary to go into detail about who artists in general are and what art is and what not, because it is not the essence of this thesis to know that. It is however useful to know of whom is being spoken when we talk about artists. In this thesis, that is about visual artists who live and work in the Netherlands. The visual artists’ work can be quite diverse, varying from painting, textile, graphic art, sculpting, photography, film, performance art, etcetera. Amongst all art forms, the visual artists have been chosen because they represent a large group of the artists, and because they are also most easy to get in contact with, because most of them have individual websites and a lot of them can be found on websites of professional organizations, which will be mentioned later on in this chapter. Furthermore, for this group of artists is  more common to get subsidies, when compared to for example musicians, because the history of visual artists and subsidies goes back to post-war times. 

The main question in this thesis is about expectations of visual artists about what would happen when, in a hypothetical situation, there will be no more subsidies that are directly beneficial to artists. The fact that this question is about expectations has everything to do with the questioned situation being a hypothetical one. The hypothetical situation that the questioned artists are asked to imagine, is not real and moreover has not taken place yet. This is why the artists cannot be sure about what their behavioral reaction on this hypothetical situation will be and why they can only have expectations about it. As the dictionary claims, an expectation is to consider something likely to happen (Van Dale, 2010). This means that the expectation is not a certainty but might well happen in the future, because the artist in question believes that it will. Although the possibility exists that some of the expectations will not come true, asking about expectations is a way to get to know something about the actual reactions of artists on a future situation in which the subsidy system were to change.  

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, this thesis is about behavioral changes that artists expect to make in a hypothetical situation in which subsidies will be abolished in the near future. The behavioral changes that artists expect to make in this situation will be the most important findings in this thesis, because the changes that artists would possibly make, give an indication of what could happen with artists and their art without subsidies. It is stated that in this thesis it is not about the opinion of artists about the desirability or undesirability of subsidies, but purely on their changes in behavior. Thus, on how they will react; on how they will adjust their lifestyles when they cannot make use of subsidies anymore.  

The last concept from the central question that may be unclear is the one that indicates that time is involved. The hypothetical situation that is spoken of, takes place in the near future. The near future in this thesis refers to the gradual reduction of all subsidies over the next five years until a complete abolishment of subsidies in five years from now. The transition period in the hypothetical situation in which subsidies will be gradually reduced over five years is invented so that the questioned artists would not immediately have to change their lifestyle all at ones, but will be able to anticipate on the coming situation in which they would not be able to receive any subsidies. By making the hypothetical situation as plausible as possible for the questioned artists, they hopefully will be able to make better judgments of what could expectedly happen to them. 

Now that the concepts which are used regularly in this thesis are clear, in the next section of this chapter the research strategy and research method will be explained. 

Research strategy

The research in this thesis is mainly quantitative, which according to Bryman (2008) means that data collection and data analysis knows a deductive approach, is build on positivistic norms and practices and in which social reality is viewed as an objective reality (Bryman, 2008, 22). This classical explanation of quantitative research is accurate only partly for this thesis. For instance, this research is not entirely deductive because there are not one or more theories from which hypothesis are drawn which are tested. A view hypotheses can be drawn from some of the theories in the literature review earlier in this thesis, but they will not form the main findings in this research. Because a great part of this research is examining an unknown area, this research can also be called explorative, and therefore inductive. The theory in this research is mainly to inform the reader and provide him/her with some background information. The outcomes from the research will bring up new theories. In this case this theory will exist of the answer on the question about what might happen when subsidies to artists were in a near future to be abolished. Concerning the second assumption of Bryman (2008) about quantitative research being build on positivistic norms as distinct from interpretivism, this also is partly true because this research is about a hypothetical situation and therefore not build on facts and observations which make it controllable. Nonetheless this research defines itself as being quantitatively because it makes use of great quantities of respondents who are compared with each other in various aspects. This research can be called partly qualitative as well because depth interviews were deducted, which will be elaborated on extensively in the next chapter. 

Research method
In this paragraph the research methods will be described that were used in this thesis. As mentioned, a mainly quantitative research strategy has been chosen with mostly inductive, but also some deductive elements. The main source for data collection in this thesis is through conducting an online survey. Preliminary to making the design of the survey, some interviews have been held with visual artists, in order to orientate on the subject and artists’ reactions. The first interview was an open depth interview which was meant purely for orientation and exploration of the subject. The next two interviews were somewhat more structured and semi-structured because more was known about the subject and the answers that the artists gave. After these interviews a provisional questionnaire was made up. The interview that followed was mainly to test the questionnaire, which led to some small adjustments. A pilot with the questionnaires that were filled in by two visual artists took place and some small adjustments were made, for instance in the financial part of the questionnaire. In the next chapter of this thesis the results from the interviews will be described. 


  When the questionnaire in its current form was finished, a design of it was made in a program called ‘Surveymonkey’. The questions were mainly closed questions, so that respondents could choose from given answers. When necessary open answering fields were added to the questions so that the respondents could write a comment if they wanted. Respondents were not able to skip any questions, because then the program would give an error in order to make sure that the number of missing values in the final data was limited to a minimum. The email addresses of 1121 visual artists were one by one collected, through websites where artists can be found, like beroepkunstenaar.nl, kunstenaarszuidholland.nl, nabk.nl, arttrack.nl, bbk.net, kunstenaars.nu and kunstinzicht.nl. Out of the 1121 sent emails, in which was placed a link to the online survey, there were around 52 emails that returned as a system delivery notice. This led to the amount of 1069 artists who have gotten a first invitation and a reminder to fill in the questionnaire, from which 293 started the questionnaire. 
The visual artists who were invited to fill in the questionnaire were randomly selected via the above mentioned websites, which sometimes led directly to an email address but more often led to the artists’ website from which their email addresses were copied. When copying the email addresses of artists, it was strived for that there was an equal division of place of residence, age and gender amongst the artists. It was not necessary to take samples at random because the artists were alphabetically ordered on the above mentioned websites where the links to their websites could be found, and alphabetically ordered last names are already random. The websites on which the names of the artists have been found were used because they demanded a certain profession of their members. From these websites an equal share of the names was contacted so that the dispersion of matching characteristics amongst artists was as big as possible. 
It may be argued that the contacted artists who came from these websites represent only a small share of the ten thousands of visual artists who live and work in the Netherlands. The choice that has been made to find as much a possible respondents from these websites was made because of various reasons. First of all, the websites from which the respondents’ email addresses were gathered were the only ones found that contained a lot of names from artists, including links to their websites. Also, the websites in question listed large quantities of artists, and were each unique in their kind. For example, on one of the websites artists could apply to show their name themselves, on one website artists were selected because they joined expositions, and on another they were listed because they joined a union, hence, all websites covered their own area. Furthermore it was impossible to get access to a list from, for example Kunstenaars & Co, with email addresses from artists and therefore the used method was argued to be the best way to find large quantities of artists’ email addresses. The websites in question were merely a starting point, for the email addresses were not listed on the sites and a lot of time went into finding artists’ email addresses yet. In most cases the name of the artists was linked to their website. On the website of the artist the ‘contact’-page had to be found and from there, the email address could be copied and put into an excel file.  
During the phase where the questionnaires were being filled in by the artists, around the fiftieth artist who filled in the survey, it was noticed that about 20% of the respondents ended the questionnaire before it was finished. When was looked at the specific problem it appeared that the artists who stopped filling in the questionnaire, all did so at the page on which the questions about artists’ personal finances began. At this moment, while the survey was already online, it has been changed in a way that the questions about artists’ finances have been moved to the end of the questionnaire, which led to a far greater percentage of artists who have come to the most important questions. This change in the questionnaire, while already being online, has had no consequences for respondents’ questionnaires that were filled in before the change, or for the part of data analyzing. 

The data that is obtained from the surveys is analyzed through cross-sectional analysis. According to Bryman (2008), cross-sectional design can be characterized as following: it deals with more than one case, for the researchers are interested in variation; it is done at a single point in time; it deals with quantitative data, because in order to notice variations between cases the data should be systematic and standardized; and finally, it shows patterns of association, which means that only relationships between variables can be examined, because variables cannot be put in order for the data is collected simultaneously (Bryman, 2008:44). The data on which cross-sectional analysis is performed has been imported In SPSS via Excel. The working file in SPSS was first prepared in a way so that all variables were labeled, written reactions of artists in the survey were processed and missing values were examined and possibly named. The statistical calculations which are performed in SPSS are successively; presenting the frequencies of all independent variables; presenting the frequencies of all dependent variables; and making crosstabs of the variables that concern the artists who either or not receive subsidies at the moment, have in the past or might apply for in the near future, in relation to the variables that concern possible changes that the artists will make in their behavior or expectations about art, artists or the competition amongst artists in general. Behind or in each of the crosstabs is described whether or not the relations between the above mentioned variables are statistically significant with the Chi-square calculation and when they are statistically significant, how strong this relation is, calculated with association measure Cramér’s V.   
Research criteria
Now that the research method has been explained, in this paragraph some scientific criteria will be explained that are of importance for this research. Some of these criteria are relevant in this research and some of the criteria are not applicable to this particular research. It is of importance to be conscious of this because then the research can be valued for what it is worth. A few criteria that are of importance in social research are ‘reliability’, ‘replication’, and ‘validity’. A research can be called reliable when the research is repeatable (Bryman, 2008:31). When the research is reliable the measure that is used in the research is stable. The criteria of replicability are not to be mistaken with the criteria of reliability, for they are very similar with the first named criteria but not exactly the same. If a research is replicable it means that other researchers are able to replicate the research in question (Bryman, 2008:32). In most cross-sectional research the replicability can be quite high because when the methods are accurately described, the procedures for selecting respondents and analyzing data can be replicated by other researchers. 
Validity is the criterion that says something about the integrity of the conclusions that are made. Different types of validity are distinguished, which will be briefly explained. Measurement validity, or construct validity, is about whether the chosen measure reflects the concepts that it are supposed to be measured; i.e., whether the measure really measures the concepts. This kind of validity is therewith connected to the reliability of the research, because when the measure is unreliable it does not reflect the concept properly and then the validity is weak (Bryman, 2008:32). Another form of validity is the internal validity, which says something about the causality. There can be spoken of a high internal validity when the independent variable (the experimental variable) is most likely to be of influence on the scores of the dependent variable (‘t Hart, Boeije, Hox, 2005:199). The internal validity is in cross-sectional research quite weak for it is difficult to determine the causal relation between the variables. External validity is a form of validity that says something about the generalization of the research into another context (Bryman, 2008:33). In cross-sectional research, when the data has been collected randomly, the external validity is strong (Bryman, 2008:46). In this thesis the data has not been collected totally random because the artists’ names have been randomly chosen, but the websites on which the names were found were not randomly chosen. However, because the websites listed large quantities of artists from all over the Netherlands and operated in different areas, the external validity in this thesis is quite high. Finally, ecological validity says something about the results being applicable to peoples everyday lives. It is namely possible that the results from the research is technically valid but does not have much to do with peoples natural habitat (Bryman, 2008:33). In this thesis there is the possibility that people expect to behave in another way than they would in a situation that was not a hypothetical one. Furthermore, respondents are asked about their expectations and expectations are an uncertainty. Therefore the ecological validity could be low, although it may be high as well, for the expectations of the artists may well become true.
Weaknesses 
Besides the fact that this thesis is about a hypothetical situation in the future, which makes is difficult for the respondents to answer the questions from the questionnaire, there is another weakness in this thesis. It is expected that the subject of this thesis could trigger some emotions amongst the people that are directly involved in the arts or art subsidies. People, especially artists, have different opinions about the retrenchments on subsidies. As appeared from the many emails that have been received from the artists who were invited to fill in the questionnaire, for some of the artists subsidies are (part of) their income and they are not likely to give their subsidies up without a fight. For others subsidies are seen as an unfair contribution to some artists who do not deserve to receive subsidies even more than they do. Others again have more nuanced opinions and some do not care whether subsidies continue to exist in its current form or be abolished. It has became obvious that a lot of emotions are involved in this subject. This is something to consider as a possible weak point concerning the method in this thesis. Because of the fact that respondents all have different opinions about the subject and may act in an emotional matter rather than an objective one, various precautions have been taken in order to prevent that the respondents are acting upon their emotions when they are filling in the questionnaire. For instance, it has been made clear several times in the questionnaire that this survey was not intended to get respondents’ opinions about the desirability or undesirability of subsidies, but about behavioral changes only. Also, respondents were asked to choose from the offered answers in closed questions, but were also invited to add something in an empty writing field if they liked. This way people were pointed into the right direction concerning possible answers but were also free to say what they wanted. Furthermore, it was explained clearly several times in the questionnaire that the situation on which respondents had to respond was a fictional situation and not a real one. With these precautions the respondents’ emotions were somewhat controlled, which appeared also from the added answers and reactions that respondents left in the questionnaires’ empty answering fields.  
4. Results: interviews 

Introduction

In this part of the thesis the interviews that were conducted in order to create the questionnaire will be described. Although the interviews were only conducted in order to be able to know what questions would be most interesting to ask in the questionnaires, in this chapter an outline of the interviews is given because it provides the reader with a lot of background information about what changes artists expect they would make when subsidies were to be abolished. Also, it may provide the reader with a better understanding of the statistical analysis that will be presented in the coming chapters. Therefore, the interviews were not only meant as an preparation of how the questionnaires should be created, but also as a supplement, because the information that the interviewed artists give are interesting as well, additionally to the statistical analysis that will be presented in the following chapters. For instance, in the interviews also the opinions of artists concerning subsidies are presented; something that will not be processed in the statistical analysis, but which does contribute to the general subject of this thesis.   
The first interview that was done was semi-open because at this point the direction in which the thesis had to go was roughly clear, but the possible answers of the interviewee about the topic were greatly unknown. In this first interview there was a lot of room for the interviewee to talk freely about everything that came to mind, concerning the subject. The second interview was more structured than the first one, but also left much room for the interviewee to talk freely about the subject. During the third interview the questionnaire had the form it was most likely going to have in the survey, so the interview was quite structured. After this third interview some small adjustments were made in the questionnaire and it was tested with two artists, after which again some small changes have been made before the questionnaire was ready to be send out to the artists. The report of the interviews as written below is divided in several sub questions that form the main questions in the final questionnaire. Because some of the answers that the artists gave are private, in this thesis the artists will remain anonymous and are therefore addressed with their first names only. 
Expectations of three artists
The interviews opened with asking if the artists could introduce themselves shortly. The first artist, named Wilma, introduced herself as being a painter and a theatre-maker. She has a family (a husband and two children) and works two mornings and two evenings as a teacher in painting at the local art academy. Her husband also is an artist (a writer) who also works as a teacher. The second artist that was interviewed is named Joost and he is a painter and a cultural entrepreneur. A lot of his time is spent on giving workshops, organizing cultural exhibitions and doing work in commission. The time that is left he spends on ‘free’ work. His wife works long hours and earns most of their income. The third artist that was interviewed was quite a successful one, named Olaf. He mostly makes installations and other spatial works. He works as an artist full time and never had a second job. Olaf has two children. 
When the interview was taken Wilma was just looking into the possibilities of receiving some subsidies, so that she can work less in her teaching job. In the past she has had a structural subsidy from the government up until a few years after her graduation. When this subsidy ended she did not receive any other subsidies anymore. She thinks that if she had not had this subsidy at the time she would probably have kept her temporary social welfare payment from the government for which she had to apply for jobs, although otherwise she would not have quit being an artist anyway. Wilma does have an atelier that is subsidized. Joost does not receive any subsidies for his artistic work but he receives quite a lot of subsidies for other artistically related projects, like workshops and for organizing exhibitions and for booklets of regional artists. Joost also works in a subsidized atelier. Olaf has received some subsidies in the past and nowadays receives a so called ‘startstipendium’ that provides a lot of his income. He also does a lot of work in public buildings and occasionally gives a workshop. He works in a atelier that is not subsidized but which is going to be broken down in about five years. Olaf claims that he would probably not be an artist nowadays if he had never received a subsidy to get him started. 
In the interviews two scenarios were described to the artists. In the first scenario the subsidy system would remain exactly like it is now. In the second scenario all subsidies that are directly assigned to artists would gradually be phased out in a period from now on until 2015 (thus in 5 years). In this scenario artists can no longer receive any subsidies from the government (central government, provinces, municipalities and by the government subsidized foundations). What was meant with subsidies was extensively made clear to the interviewees because it is of importance for the outcomes that they knew what was meant with the second scenario. Subsidies are being described in this thesis as financial support from the central government, municipalities or funds and foundations that are financed by the government, and which are directly beneficial to visual artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. 

For Wilma it would not make a difference whether she would be able to get subsidies or not in the near future because she does not receive any subsidies now anyway. Subsidies would be welcome but if she does not sell so well she can work a little more in her teaching job if necessary. It would become more difficult for her when she would lose the subsidized atelier as well, but she is positive about finding another working place if necessary. Joost thinks that not a lot will change when he will not be able to receive any more subsidies. He will probably leave his subsidized atelier in ten years when the market price has to be paid for it, but by that time his children will probably  live on their own which will create some room in the house for Joost’ atelier. Olaf thinks he would professionally not change a lot when subsidies were to disappear.  

Concerning any behavioral changes that the artists would make in the second scenario where artists would not be able to receive any subsidies, Wilma claims she would not change a lot, because she does not receive any subsidies now either. However, when she would sell less she would have to work more in her teaching job and this would mean she would have less time for her ‘free’ art. This would have an effect on the development of her art, because less time to paint means that the quality of her paintings could stagnate. She wants to keep improving her work and that is why she has to invest time in painting. Wilma does realize that she makes concessions in some ways. For example she sometimes regrets not having bought a house and does not live a very luxurious life, but she would not choose another career if she could start all over. Wilma thinks she is going to work less hours in her teaching job when she would get a subsidy, so that she can spend more time on her art. Joost thinks that in a situation in which he would no longer be able to receive any subsidies, he would spend more time on networking. His work would not become any more commercial than it is now because he already does some commercial activities. He would however spend more time on doing work in commission and try harder to get his work under the attention of one or more galleries. Joost, as well as Wilma, would never consider to stop being an artist when subsidies would no longer be available. Joost would make cuts in expenditures on luxurious goods like going out for dinner or vacation. When he would not have gotten subsidies at all in the past, things would not be any different now. Olaf would, in a situation where subsidies would no longer be available, spend more time on networking because he thinks it is then all the more important to attract people from outside of the art world in his network. These people could for example sponsor his work. Olaf thinks that when he would receive no subsidies anymore he would have to spend more time on working in commission, for example make art for public spaces. He probably would look into the possibility of requiring subsidies abroad. Like Wilma and Joost he would never consider quit being an artist. Nevertheless Olaf thinks that if he would never have had a subsidy when he was a starting artist, he may now not be an artist, because he thinks that most artists need a period after finishing art school where they can try out a lot of things and find their own style. When subsidies were to be abolished he would become a member of an artist union because when artists would be united they may have a say in political decisions concerning subsidies.   
Expectations about artists and art in general

In the previous paragraph the opinions of three artists who were interviewed to get a better view on how artists think about the possible abolishment of subsidies are explained. The artists also gave their opinion on what could probably happen to artists and art in general when subsidies were to disappear in a hypothetical situation. Wilma thinks that not a lot of artists would quit being an artist when subsidies would no longer be provided. When subsidies on ateliers for artists would be abolished, this would probably be a problem for a lot of artists because the rents are high. Artists who cannot afford to pay around seven hundred  Euros a month for a space of thirty square meters would have to work at home and this would probably have consequences for their art. Wilma thinks that art could become more commercial when there would be no subsidies available to artists. When artists do get subsidies they probably can make whatever they want without thinking about what the customer wants, according to Wilma. In this aspect art in general could change a little bit when subsidies were to be abolished. 

Joost thinks that when subsidies would no longer be available to artists a lot of them would see whether they could work in art-related areas, like teaching or designing, etcetera. He also expects artists to work more in commission. Concerning the arts in general Joost thinks that the work that artists make will not change, except they will make more commercial work apart from their ‘free’ work. He thinks that the competition amongst artists will not change when subsidies are no longer available, for it is open to apply for subsidies to everyone in this situation as well. Joost thinks that everyone has an equal chance to receive subsidies, in opposite to Wilma who thinks that only the ones that already are successful receive them. Joost thinks that without subsidies the same artists will be successful because they are just slightly better entrepreneurs. 

Olaf has a slightly different opinion than the other two artists for he thinks that the amount of artists will diminish, and that the artists who survive will have a hard life. They will have to work more in second jobs and because of that they will be able to spend less time on their art, which qualitatively will suffer from this. He also thinks that the competition amongst artists will become more grim then it is now, because subsidies now work as a sign of quality and when artists get a subsidy they can build up prestige with it and are more likely to receive another subsidy. Without subsidies artists will fight even harder to get distanced from the rest. Olaf thinks it would be bad when subsidies were to be abolished, especially for young, starting artists because it is difficult to get started when you have not yet made a name in the arts. He thinks that a lot of artists will go working in art related areas like design, and that because of this the quality of art will diminish. 

Opinions about subsidies in general
As appeared from the previous paragraphs the artists who have been interviewed about subsidies, agree with each other on some aspects and have different opinions on some other aspects. When it comes to their opinion about subsidies in general, Wilma thinks that culture enriches society and therefore government should invest in art and culture, also via subsidies. She thinks though that it would be better to provide the subsidies directly to the artists, instead of leaving the allocation of subsidies to municipalities or foundations, because they will set all kinds of standards and conditions that the artists have to live up to which can be bad for the good ideas that artists come up with. Joost thinks that subsidies sometimes end up being profitable for the artists who do not need it very much. He gives an example of successful artists working in expensive, highly subsidized ateliers while poorer artists cannot afford to work in even smaller (unsubsidized) ateliers. Although it is understandable that municipalities would not want to lose their successful artists to other municipalities, the subsidy system sometimes is not fair. To end with, Olaf is quite pro-subsidies but being the one artist of the three that does receive a lot of money from subsidies this may be understandable. He thinks that sometimes it is being misinterpreted what artists do. They work very hard, it just does not generate a lot of money. With subsidies they will be able to survive, according to Olaf. He claims that culture is the only thing that remains from history and is of value in the future. This is sometimes forgotten and the government should recognize the great value of art and culture and stimulate it financially. 

5. Results: Frequencies independent variables

Introduction

From the results of the interviews that are described in the previous chapter, the questionnaires for the survey were deducted. To 1121 visual artists in the Netherlands an email was sent, in which was asked to fill in the questionnaire. From those 1121 artists, 293 started the questionnaire. Not all 293 finished the survey, namely 26 quit filling in the questions in the part of the questionnaire that was about personal finances of artists. Although it was extensively made clear in both the invitation email as in the questionnaire that all the answers would be processed anonymously, some of the artists felt their privacy was violated, as became also clear from some of the reactions that came back on the questionnaires. The results from 293 questionnaires are statistically analyzed and the answers of the 26 artists who did not fill in all the questions function as missing values. This way the answers that those 26 artists did fill in, before they skipped the part with the financial questions, will be processed.    

The questions that were asked in the survey, form the variables. The variables can be divided into independent variables and dependent variables. An independent variable can be defined as ‘a variable that has a causal impact on another variable’, a dependent variable can be defined as ‘a variable that is causally influenced by another variable’ (Bryman, 2008: 693/695). The independent variables that are analyzed in this thesis are; kind of visual art that is made by the artist; having a second job or not (apart from making art); the amount of time that is worked in the second job; which subsidies are received now, in the past and in the future; what the amount of money from subsidies is in the previous year; whether an artist is a member of a union; the educational level of the artists; the gender of the artists; the age of the artists; whether the artist has children and how many; whether the artists’ partner is an artist or not, and; the artists’ income from selling art, their second jobs, their partner or other income. The dependent variables in this thesis exist of various statements about what would happen when subsidies that are directly beneficiary to artists were to be abolished in the next five years. The respondents filled in to what extent they agreed with statements like ‘I would spend more time in my second job’, ‘I would ask for subsidies abroad’ and ‘my art would become more commercial’. The other statements on which the artists reacted will be described later on in this chapter. Apart from the dependent variables that are about declaring to what extent the respondents agree with the given statements, the respondents were asked to give their opinion on what would happen with visual artists and art in general, and with the mutual competition amongst artists when subsidies were to gradually disappear over the next five years. Subsidies are being described in this thesis as financial support from the central government, municipalities or funds and foundations that are financed by the government, and which are directly beneficial to visual artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis.
The frequencies of the dependent variables will be addressed in the next chapter. In this chapter the independent variables will be explained in further detail. The amount of missing values varies along the explanation of the variables, which has to do with the fact that the order of the questionnaire has been changed while it was already online. The questions that were more in the beginning of the questionnaire before the change produced less missing values than the questions that were more in the end of the questionnaire. However, the order in which the questions were answered changed after the 50th respondent, hence the changing amount of missing values when the variables are explained in this chapter.  
Independent variables that concern personal details   
In this paragraph some personal details of the respondents will be described. The purpose of this is that there is more known about who the respondents are. Later on these personal details will be included in the statistical part of the analysis. In this paragraph however, the personal details will only be summed up. 
Of the 272 respondents who filled in this question in the questionnaire (21 did not), the most artists were painters, namely 65% of them. Respectively 33% of the respondents make spatial works, 28% works in photography, 27% makes installations, 23% makes sculptures, 19% of the respondents make graphic arts, 10% makes ceramics and the left over 25% makes either film, performances, glass art, or works with textile. As can be seen, these percentages add up to a lot more than a 100%, which means that a lot of the respondents work with more than one art from. 58%, which are a 170 respondents work with two or more art forms, and 35%, which are a 102 respondents, stick to one art from. 

The respondents who took part in this thesis were mainly women, although the questionnaire was sent to about as many man as it was sent to women. Of the 275 respondents who answered this question (18 did not), 64% of the respondents are women and 36% are man. 7% of the respondents are in the age group of 21 to 30, 20% of the respondents are 31 to 40, 26% of the respondents are 41 to 50, 31% of the respondents are 51 to 60, 15% of the respondents are 61 to 70 and 1% of the respondents are older than 71. This results in the fact that most respondents are in the age of 41 to 60 which on the one hand may mean that they have some experience with receiving or applying for subsidies in their career, but on the other hand may mean that they have had some time to build up their artistic practice and are not in the need of receiving a lot of subsidies anymore. 

Most of the respondents have children, namely 164 that do and 111 that do not have children. It may later on in the analysis appear that the artists who have children have a bigger need for subsidies than the ones who do not have children. The educational level of the respondents is quite high, which corresponds with theories about artists earning less money than people with a similar educational level. Of the 275 respondents who answered this question, 58% of the respondents attended an art school, 20% attended another higher vocational education and 13% attended a university. Together this counts as 91% of the respondents who are highly educated. 9% is less high educated and attended lower vocational education (7%) or high school (2%). When was asked whether the partner of the respondents was also an artist, it appeared that most partners were not. Of 275 respondents 63% of the partners of the respondents are not artists themselves, 16% of the partners are artists as well, and 21% of the respondents do not have a partner. Because there is the presumption that artists could financially be more dependent on their partners when subsidies were to be abolished, this could be of interest for the statistical analysis. The 15% of the respondents of whom the partner is also an artist may be more dependent on subsidies. Finally, the respondents were asked whether they were a member of an artist union. Out of the 275 respondents who filled in that question, 45% said not to be a member of an artist union, versus 55% who are. From the 55% who are a member of an artist union most are a member of BBK (Beroepsvereniging Beeldende Kunstenaars) and FNV Kiem, a union for self-employed workers and freelancers. The remaining respondents are members of small local unions. 

The next independent variable that is described here is whether or not the artist has a second job. A second job can be explained as a job that artists work in, next to their artistic work that they consider being their ‘real’ job. As appeared from the theory in chapter 2, most artists work in a second job, because they do not make enough money with their artistic work. The second jobs of artists can be divided into arts-related jobs and non-arts jobs. Arts-related jobs are defined in this thesis as jobs that have something to do with art, like jobs in art education, participation in committees in the arts, jobs in the applied arts and workshops within the arts, etcetera. Non-arts jobs have no connection what so ever with the arts. What becomes clear from bar graph 1 is that 35% of the respondents, do not have a job on the side. 32% of the respondents work in one or more art related second jobs, 21% works in one or more non-art related second jobs, and 10% works in both an arts-related second job and a non-arts second job. Combining these percentages this means that 35% of the respondents does not have any second job, against 63% of the respondents who have a second job, either art related, non-art related or both art related and non-art related. 6 of the respondents did not fill in this question and therefore of 2% of all 293 respondents the information about their work status cannot be given.  
Bar graph 1. Second jobs
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Of the respondents who are working in a second job, 19% works up to 8 hours per week, also 19% works from 9 hours to 16 hours per week, 14% of the respondents work from 15 hours to 24 hours per week, 6% works from 25 to 32 hours per week, and 8% of the respondents work from 33 to 40 hours or more per week in a second job. 6 (2%) respondents, did not fill in this question. To be able to understand these numbers better, bar graph 2 gives a visualization of the amounts of time per week that the respondents work in a second job.

 Bar graph 2. Hours per week spent on second jobs  
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Independent variables that concern subsidies
In the previous paragraph some of the independent variables have been explained, in this paragraph, of some other independent variables the frequencies will be described. These variables are about subsidies that the respondents are receiving now, have received in the past or expect that they may apply for in the (near) future. Furthermore, the amount of money the respondents receive from subsidies now is presented. This part is of particular interest for this thesis because it is expected that the artists who receive the most subsidies will be the most affected when subsidies were to disappear. However, later on in this thesis this insight will be extensively discussed. Now the frequencies of the variables that concern subsidies will be described. 

Some of the respondents receive a subsidy at the moment. These subsidies are, as noted in chapter 3, subsidies from the central government, municipalities or funds and foundations that are financed by the government, and which are directly beneficial to artists.  Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. Of the 273 respondents that filled in this question (20 did not), 78% (213) does not receive any subsidies at this moment. 22% (60) of the respondents do receive subsidies, some more than one subsidy. Of the 60 respondents who receive subsidies at this moment, 28 have a subsidized atelier, 11 have subsidies that (partly) cover expenses, 13 have a so called ‘basissubsidie’, 15 have a ‘werkbeurs’ and/or subsidies for projects, 7 have a subsidy for publication or documentation and 13 respondents receive the so called ‘Wwik’. 19 of these respondents receive at the moment more than one subsidy.  
When was asked if respondents had ever received any subsidies in the past it appeared from the survey results that out of the 275 respondents who have filled in this question (18 have not), 46% (126) of the respondents received one or more subsidies at a certain time in the past and 54% (149) did not. Of the 126 that did receive a subsidy in the past, 36 have had subsidized ateliers, 55 had subsidies that (partly) cover expenses, 37 had a ‘basissubsidie’, 26 had a ‘startstipendium’, 44 had a ’werkbeurs’ and/or subsidies for projects, 30 had a subsidy for publication or documentation and 35 respondents received a ‘Wwik’ subsidy in the past. 72 respondents of the 126 that received a subsidy in the past received more than one subsidy.  
The question whether the artists think they might apply for any subsidies in the near future was answered by 270 respondents (23 have not). From those 270 respondents 58% (156) of the respondents think they might apply for a subsidy in the near future, 42% (114) thinks they will not apply for subsidies. Of the 156 respondents who think they might apply for subsidies in the near future 55 think they might apply for subsidies on atelier space, 41 think they might apply for subsidies that (partly) cover expenses, 57 might apply for a ‘basissubsidie’, 17 might apply for a ‘startstipendium’, 76 think they might apply for a ’werkbeurs’ and/or subsidies for projects, 51 might apply for a subsidy for publication or documentation and 13 think they might apply for a Wwik subsidy in the near future. 85 of those 156 respondents think that they might apply for more than one subsidy in the near future. 
In bar graph 3 the results that were mentioned above will be presented next to each other.
Bar graph 3. Kinds of subsidies of artists presently, in the past and in the future
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From the bar graph (3) above becomes clear that not a lot of the respondents currently receive subsidies. In the past a lot more artists have received subsidies, and in the near future subsidies are desired by many respondents. 
Because there exists quite some overlap in the variables that concern whether or not an artist has received subsidies either now, or has in the past or might in the future, it has been examined also whether the artists do not want to get involved in receiving subsidies for whatever reason, either at this moment, or in the past and in the future, or will get involved in receiving subsidies in either point of time. Thus, the variables that concern the artists who receive subsidies in the present, in the past of in the future are combined with each other so that can be seen how much artists are, for whatever reason, not interested in receiving subsidies. As appears from calculations with SPSS, 86 (31%) of the 277 respondents who filled in the questions about whether or not they receive subsidies, do not receive subsidies at the moment, nor have in the past or will in the near future. 191 (69%) respondents are receiving subsidies at this moment, have received subsidies in the past or may apply for subsidies in the near future. What this implies is that 31% of the respondents are not interested in subsidies because they do not receive subsidies now and they have not received subsidies in the past and they think they will not apply for subsidies in the near future. Reasons for this could be that they are against subsidies in general, that they think that subsidies will not be given to them, that they do not need subsidies or that they simply do not know that they can apply for subsidies.    
In the next table (1), the results will be shown of how much money the respondents receive from subsidies that they have had in the year 2009 or in this year (2010). This question was meant to give an indication of what the amounts of money are that artists receive approximately. These figures are based on estimations of the artists over a chosen year 2009 or 2010. This question was not filled in by 19 respondents.  
Table 1. net amount of money that artists receive from subsidies in Euros in 2009/2010
	Net amount of money from subsidies in Euros in 2009/2010
	Frequency
	Percent

	€ 0 
	199
	67.9

	€ 1 - 500 
	5
	1.7

	€ 501 - 1000 
	12
	4.1

	€ 1001 – 1500 
	5
	1.7

	€ 1501 – 2000 
	3
	1.0

	€ 2001 – 2500 
	3
	1.0

	€ 2501 – 3000 
	6
	2.0

	€ 3001 – 4000 
	4
	1.4

	€ 4001 – 5000 
	3
	1.0

	€ 5001 – 6000 
	1
	0.3

	€ 6001 – 7000 
	8
	2.7

	€ 7001 – 8000 
	4
	1.4

	€ 8001 – 9000 
	1
	0.3

	€ 9001 – 10.000 
	4
	1.4

	€ 10.001 – 15.000 
	8
	2.7

	€ 15.001 -20.000 
	4
	1.4

	€ 20.001 – 25.000 
	0
	0

	€ 25.001 – 30.000
	1
	0.3

	more than E 30.001  
	3
	1.0

	Total
	274
	93.5

	Missing values
	19
	6.5

	Total
	293
	100


What appears from this table is that most respondents do not receive any money from subsidies. What stands out is that most respondents receive a relatively small amount of money from subsidies and then gradually less respondents receive higher amounts of money from subsidies, with a peak in the category of €6001 - €7000 which is received by 8 respondents. The presented data may become a little more clear when the amounts of money from subsidies are regrouped into steps of €5000. The results from this can be seen in the next table (2). 
Table 2. net amount of money that artists receive from subsidies in Euros in 2009/2010 per € 5000

	Net amount of money from subsidies in Euros in 2009/2010 in steps of € 5000
	frequency
	Percent

	€ 1 – 5000
	41
	13.9

	€ 5001 – 10.000
	18
	6.1

	€ 10.001 – 15.000
	8
	2.7

	€ 15.001 – 20.000
	4
	1.4

	€ 20.001 – 25.000
	0
	0

	€ 25.001 – 30.000
	1
	0.3

	More than € 30.000
	3
	1.0

	Total
	274
	93.5

	Missing values
	19
	6.5

	Total 
	293
	100


In this table (2) can clearly be seen that most respondents who receive money from subsidies in the previous year receive relatively small amounts of money between €1 to € 5000. Then, a smaller group of 18 respondents receives between €5001 to €10.000, after which a few more artists receive even more money from subsidies and of which 3 respondents receive more than €30.000. 

Independent variables that concern finances

In this paragraph the frequencies of the finances of the respondents are presented. It was stated clearly in the questionnaire that the questions about the finances were anonymous, as were all the other questions. However, 27 (9%) respondents did not want to fill in these questions, but are included in the following calculations about the finances. This is why the totals of the percentages do not add up to a 100%.  The first question about the respondents’ finances concerns their net income from the art that they sell, with subtraction of costs for materials and taxes. This amount of money is without any subsidies that the respondents may or may not receive and is presented in bar graph 3 in Euros per year. All the questions about the respondents’ finances are based on estimations of the respondents.  
 Bar graph 4. Net amount of money from art without subsidies in Euros per year
[image: image4.emf]Net amount of money from art without subsidies in Euros per year more  than  30.001 25.001- 30.000 20.001- 25.000 18.001- 20.000 16.001- 18.000 14.001- 16.000 12.001- 14.000 10.001- 12.000 8001- 10.000 6001- 8000 4001- 6000 2001- 4000 1-2000 0 Count 80 60 40 20 0


What stands out in bar graph 4 is that 44 (15%) respondents do not earn any money with their art, 79 (27%) respondents earn up to €2000 a year net with their art, after which the amounts of money respondents earn with their art decline. It is remarkable that there are 9 (3%) respondents who make more than €30.000 net with their art. 
When it comes to the artists’ income concerning their possible second jobs, the following bar graph (5) is presented, in which it is about arts-related jobs. Arts-related jobs in this thesis are, as defined earlier in this chapter, jobs that have something to do with art, like jobs in art education, participation in committees in the arts, jobs in the applied arts and workshops within the arts, etcetera. Non-arts jobs have no connection what so ever with the arts. 
Bar graph 5. Net amount of money from arts-related second job(s) in Euros per year. 
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What becomes clear from this bar graph (5) is that most artists, namely 138 (47%) do not earn any money in an arts-related second job, probably because they do not have an arts-related second job. 48 (16%) respondents earn up to €2000 per year in an arts-related second job, 20 (7%) earn in between €2001 and €4000 in their arts-related job after which the graph shows that the more is earned in the arts-related second job, the smaller the number of respondents gets. 
When it comes to the amount of money that is earned in a non-arts job, thus a job that has nothing to do with art what so ever,  the following bar graph (6) is presented. 
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What can be deducted from this graph (6) is that 168 (57%) respondents do not earn any money from a non-arts second job, probably because they do not have one. Furthermore, the 98 (34%) respondents that do earn money in non-arts second jobs are equally divided over the amounts of money they earn in their job. The division of respondents over the amounts of money that are earned in non-arts second jobs are actually not that different from the divisions of respondents who can be seen in bar graph 5, that is about the amounts of money that are earned in arts-related second jobs. 
In bar graph 7 a combination between the amounts of money that are earned in arts-related jobs in relation to the amounts of money that are earned in non-arts jobs is presented. 
Bar graph 7. Net amount of money from arts-related second job(s) and non-arts second job(s) in Euros per year

[image: image7.png]60

50

40

30

20

10

W art related job(s)

m non-art related jobs





In this bar graph (7) only the amounts of money that are earned with art related and non-arts second jobs are shown. The respondents who did not make any money with second jobs are left out, in order to be able to make a better comparison between art related and non-arts jobs. What becomes clear from this graph is that most of the respondents earn up to €2000 with one or more arts-related jobs. The number of respondents who earn the same money in a non-arts job is a lot smaller, which indicates that jobs in the arts do not pay as good as comparable jobs qua level in the non-arts. When €10.000 or more is earned in a job, more respondents work in non-arts jobs than arts-related jobs, with the exception of the category in which €18.001 to €20.000 is earned, for in this category more respondents work in arts-related jobs than in non-arts jobs. Furthermore, more respondents work in non-arts jobs than in arts-related jobs when more than €30.000 is earned. 

In order to see whether the respondents could financially be more dependent on their partners when subsidies were to disappear, one of the financial questions was about the partners income. To avoid the risk that some respondents would not be able to fill in the amount of money that their partner earns, because they simply do not know this, the answers that the respondents could choose from were divided into three categories: below average, average and above average. The average income is set at approximately €2000 net per month and €26.000 net per year. Of the 266 respondents who filled in this question (27 did not) 62 (23%) respondents filled in they do not have a partner, of 81 (31%) respondents the partner earns an income that is below average, of 58 (22%) respondents the partner earns an average income and of 65 (24%) respondents the partner earns an income that is above average. It is remarkable that almost half of the respondents have no partner or a partner that earns an income that is below average because those respondents may earn little money themselves and they cannot depend on their partners a lot, if subsidies that they possibly live on now would be abolished. Whether this assumption is true will become clear further on in the statistical analysis. 
The final question that was asked about the finances of the respondents was whether they have other incomes besides the ones from their art and possible second jobs. 215 (81%) respondents of 266 that filled in this question said they had no other incomes, 51 (19%) said they did. Sources of income that were named here were savings, bonds, tax returns, alimonies, heritage, sponsorship, etcetera. Now that the frequencies of all the independent variables are described, in the next chapter the frequencies of the dependent variables will be presented. 

6. Results: Frequencies dependent variables

Introduction 
In the previous chapter the frequencies of the independent variables were given. In this chapter the frequencies of the dependent variables will be presented; the variables that are influenced by the independent variables. In this thesis the dependent variables are about twelve statements that the respondents have given their opinion on. The respondents were offered to choose how much or how little they agreed with the statements in the questionnaire. The answers from which could be chosen were: ‘I disagree’, ‘I disagree a little’, ‘neutral’, ‘I agree a little’ and ‘I agree’, accordingly to the Likert scale. Although the answering categories are strictly of the ordinal scale, they can also be treated in this thesis as an interval scale, because that could make the statistical analysis more interesting. When the categories are treated as being an interval scale, it is assumed that the intervals between the categories are equal to each other (‘t Hart, 2005:138). This can be assumed because each of the categories have been given a number from one to five. The statements that have been given an opinion on by the respondents, are all about whether a respondent would change his/her behavior when subsidies would gradually disappear, and in five years would not exist anymore. The statements on which the respondents reacted are as following: When subsidies from now on to 2015 were gradually reduced and after five years were completely abolished, I expect to change the following things: 
‘I am going to change nothing’
‘I am going to work more in my arts-related or non-arts second job(s) or I am going to look for one’ (Second jobs also include giving workshops. Work in commission that is either subsidized or not is not included in second jobs).

‘I would have to spend less time on my artistic profession (because I would have to work more in a second job(s))’
‘I am going to participate in courses that will help me professionalize’
‘I am going to spend more time on networking’

‘My art will become more commercial’

‘I am going to apply for (more) subsidies abroad’

‘I am going to contact (more or better) galleries that could sell my work’
‘I am going to live of selling personal assets, savings, a higher mortgage, etcetera, or moderate my life style’

‘I am going to undertake action to preserve subsidies, like organizing or joining protests, join a union, etcetera’

‘I will quit the artistic profession’

‘I am going to  financially lean more on my partner and/or family’

In table 1 the opinions of the respondents about the twelve statements are presented. All 293 respondents answered this question. The percentages in the last row of the table do not add up to a hundred percent because 6.5% (19) of the respondents declared not to have a partner or family on which they could financially lean when subsidies were to be abolished. 
Table 1. Frequencies and percentages of respondents’ opinions on statements

	
	I disagree
	I disagree a little
	neutral
	I agree a little
	I agree

	I am going to change nothing
	95
32.4%
	32
10.9%
	28
9.6%
	24
8.2%
	114
38.9%

	I am going to work more in my second job(s) or look for one
	81
27.6%
	19
6.5%
	48
16.4%
	58
19.8%
	87
29.7%

	I would have to spend less time on my artistic profession
	100
34.1%
	14
4.8%
	27
9.2%
	42
14.3%
	110
37.5%

	I am going to participate in courses that will help me professionalize 
	134
45.7%
	33
11.3%
	54
18.4%
	48
16.4%
	24
8.2%

	I am going to spend more time on networking
	71
24.2%
	21
7.2%
	58
19.8%
	76
25.9%
	67
22.9%

	My art will become more commercial
	148
50.5%
	28
9.6%
	36
12.3%
	44
15.0%
	37
12.6%

	I am going to apply for subsidies abroad
	135
46.1%
	15
5.1%
	74
25.3%
	36
12.3%
	33
11.3%

	I am going to contact (more) galleries that could sell my work
	70
23.9%
	15
5.1%
	71
24.2%
	69
23.5%
	68
23.2

	I am going to live of  selling personal assets, savings, etcetera, or moderate my life style 
	95
32.4%
	21
7.2%
	54
18.4%
	38
13.0%
	85
29.0%

	I am going to undertake action to preserve subsidies  
	88
30.0%
	21
7.2%
	67
22.9%
	56
19.1%
	61
20.8%

	I will quit the artistic profession
	277
94.5%
	Not an option
	Not an option
	Not an option
	16
5.5%

	I am going to financially lean more on my partner/family  
	105
35.8%
	21
7.2%
	44
15.0%
	38
13.0%
	36
22.5%


.
What stands out in table 1 is that the reactions of the respondents are quite equally spread over the agreement scale per statement. About half of the respondents agree a little or agree with most of the statements, around 20% of the respondents are neutral about a lot of the statements and the others disagree a little or disagree to make behavioral changes when subsidies were to be abolished in a hypothetical situation. There are however a few remarkable outcomes that diverge from the general outcomes that are presented in the table. For example, only 25% of the respondents agrees a little or agrees with the statement that claims that respondents are going to participate in courses that will help them to professionalize their practice. 57% thinks they would not participate in courses that will professionalize their practice when they could not apply for subsidies anymore. The fact that just 25% of the respondents are willing to take courses to professionalize their practice when subsidies were to be abolished is not examined in this research, but it could be that the respondents do not think that courses will professionalize their practices or that they think they do not need a course in order to professionalize their practices. 
Another statement that stands out concerning the percentages of the agreement scale concerns the statement that claims that the art of the respondents will become more commercial when subsidies were to be abolished. Namely 27% of the respondents agrees a little or agrees that their art will become more commercial, against 60% that disagrees a little or disagrees with the statement. Apparently most artists will not make any concessions in their work in order to sell more, so that they do not need to apply for subsidies. Furthermore, it is striking that 16 respondents indicate that they would actually quit being an artist when they could not apply for subsidies anymore. Notice furthermore that the percentages in the last row of the table when it comes to the variables that concerns whether or not the artists would financially lean more on their partners when subsidies were to be abolished do not add up to a 100% because some of them do not have a partner on which they could financially lean, and are therefore left out of the frequency table.   

Some of the respondents have described some other consequences of what would happen to them when subsidies were to be abolished, apart from the changes that are described above. For example, one of the respondents wrote that he/she can probably not rent an atelier without subsidies and because of this his/her work will suffer. Some think that when subsidies were to be abolished they will not be able to present their work on expositions anymore because they are often subsidized, which will result in a lower income. A few other respondents even claim to emigrate to for example Berlin when subsidies were to be abolished. Some other respondents think they will have to stop working with big projects. Finally, some other respondents think they will have to use less expensive materials and others think that they will no longer be able to present their art abroad.   
Frequencies of dependent variables that concern general expectations

In the previous paragraph, the frequencies were given of the dependent variables that are about what behavioral changes the respondents would make when subsidies were to be abolished in a hypothetical situation. In this paragraph the frequencies will be given of the dependent variables that indicate the opinions of the respondents about what would happen with artists in general, art in general and the competition amongst artists. The questions in this paragraph were filled in by all 293 respondents. In the table (2) below, the results of the opinions of the respondents about what would happen with artists in general when they would no longer be able to receive subsidies is presented. Notice however that the respondents have only given their agreement on the statements and when they did not agree with the statement they did not mark that statement at all. The assumption was then made that the respondents who did not mark a statement as an agreement, disagree with that statement. This way a clearer view can be given on what the ratios between the agreements and the disagreements are. However, since the respondents did not actually mark statements as a disagreement, it could also be that the respondents did not have an opinion about this. 
Table 2. Frequencies and percentages of respondents about what would happen with artists in general when subsidies would be abolished

	
	Disagree or have no opinion (assumption)
	agree

	Nothing would change for artists in general
	289

98.6%
	4

1.4%

	Artists will be able to spend less time on their art for they would have to work more in their second job(s)
	66
22.5
	227
77.5%

	Artists will have to financially lean more on  their partners/family 
	147
50.2%
	146
49.8%

	Artists will unite themselves
	224
76.5%
	69
23.5%

	The number of artists will decline
	108
36.9%
	185
63.1%

	Artists will have to work longer hours per day
	222
75.8%
	71
24.1%

	Artists will become (even more) poor
	103
35.2%
	190
64.8%


What appears from this table (2) is that only 4 respondents (1.4%) think that nothing would change for artists when they would no longer be able to receive subsidies. Over three quarters of the respondents (78%) think that artists in general would have to work more in a second job and therefore will be able to spend less time on their art. This figure is somewhat remarkable when it is compared to the figures about time spent on art in the previous paragraph, because there only 56% of the respondents think about themselves that they would have to work more in their second job(s) and 52% think that they will be able to spend less time on their art because of it. Apparently the respondents are more optimistic when it concerns themselves then when it concerns artists in general. Something else that stands out in this table is that 63% of the respondents think that the number of artists is going to decline which again is remarkable because as appeared from the previous paragraph only 16 artists think they would quit being an artist themselves when there were no more subsidies. Furthermore, 65% of the respondents thinks that artists will become (even more) poor than they are now when subsidies were to be abolished. 
Some other insights of respondents about what could happen to artists in general when subsidies are no longer available to artists are that it is going to be difficult for young artists to survive. Other respondents think less people will choose the profession of being an artists. Some respondents think the differences between poor and rich artists will become bigger. Others are more positive and think that artists will come up with something in order to survive without subsidies, like thinking more about businesslike aspects and work more efficiently. Also is mentioned that it would be good for the artists’ reputation when subsidies were to be abolished and that a lot of artists may start to work in applied arts, like design. 
In the next table (3) the opinions of the respondents are given about what would happen to art in general when subsidies were to be abolished in a hypothetical situation. Again, only the assumption has been made that the respondents who did not mark the statement (which would mean that they agreed) disagree. However, as can be seen the last four rows in table 3 are opposites of each other and here the cross percentages do not add up to a hundred. Here probably the respondents who are classified under ‘disagree’ actually do not have an opinion about this. Also, many of the artists, as appeared also from the written reactions, have nuanced opinions and have therefore marked both opposite statements.  
Table 3. Frequencies and percentages of respondents about what would happen with art in general when subsidies would be abolished

	
	Disagree or have no opinion (assumption)
	agree

	Nothing would change about art in general
	270
92.2%
	23
7.8%

	Art in general would be more commercial
	125
42.7%
	168
57.3%

	The number of artworks will increase
	280
95.6%
	13
4.4%

	The number of artworks will decrease
	168
57.3%
	125
42.7%

	The quality of art in general will decrease
	172
58.7%
	121
41.3%

	The quality of art in general will increase
	222
75.8%
	71
24.2%


What can be deducted from this table (3) is that 23 of the respondents (8%) think that nothing would change about art in general when there were no more subsidies. Also, more than half of the respondents (58%) think that art in general would become more commercial. This percentage of respondents is a lot higher than the percentage that agreed a little or agreed on their own work becoming more commercial when subsidies were to be abolished, which as can be read in the previous paragraph was 29%. Again, the respondents apparently think more positive when it is about their own art. Something else that can be deducted from this table (3) is that only 4% of the respondents think that the number of artworks increase. It could be that the respondents think that the artists have to produce more in order to compensate for the absence of subsidies. 
Some of  the respondents have also other opinions about what would happen with art in general when subsidies were to be abolished. Some think that art in general will be less renewing and experimental, others think that installations and other big art forms will disappear because only large enterprises will be able to buy them when they are unsubsidized. Some other respondents think that art will have even more trouble as it is to reach people. 
The last question about the expectations of visual artists is about the competition level amongst artists when subsidies were to disappear. In table 4 the results of the opinions of the respondents concerning the competition amongst artists is presented. Also in this table (4) the respondents only marked the statement when they agreed with it. Therefore the left over respondents are classified under ‘disagreed’ or ‘have no opinion’, which is merely an assumption.      
Table 4. Frequencies and percentages of respondents about what would happen with the competition amongst artists when subsidies would be abolished

	
	Disagree or have no opinion (assumption)
	agree

	Nothing will change about the competition amongst artists
	199

67.9%
	94

32.1%

	The competition amongst artists will become more fair
	189

64.5%
	104

35.5%

	The competition amongst artists will become less fair
	218

74.4%
	75

25.6%


From table 4 appears that 32% of the respondents believe that when subsidies were to be abolished this will not have an effect on the competition amongst artists. 36% of them thinks that the competition amongst artists will become more fair and 26% thinks the competition amongst artists will become more unfair. The rest of the respondents are assumed either to disagree or have no opinion on the statement. Apart from the answers that were given in table 4, some of the respondents have other opinions about competition amongst artists. Some think the competition amongst artists will harden, others think that only the artists who are wealthy will survive. The general opinion of the respondents seems to be that the competition amongst artists will get bigger but that the qualitatively good artists will survive anyway. Of all the dependent variables that have been discussed in this chapter the frequencies have been given, hence in the next chapter the statistical analysis will continue with presenting crosstabs, in which the independent variables are shown in relation to the dependent variables.   
7. Results: crosstabs 

Introduction

In the previous chapters the frequencies were given of all the data that has been collected in this thesis. In this chapter some figures are presented concerning the relation between some of the independent and dependent variables in crosstabs. The variables that are of importance in the crosstabs are the independent variables that are about subsidies, and the dependent variables that are about the statements that were explained in the previous chapter. In particular these independent and dependent variables are interesting because in a crosstab they can say something about whether the respondents with subsidies are going to change something in their behavior when subsidies were gradually reduced and in five years would not exist altogether anymore, in a hypothetical situation. The assumption is that the artists who receive one or more subsidies at the moment, will make more behavioral changes than the artists who do not receive subsidies. The same assumption can be made when it is about artists who received subsidies in the past, and artists who expect to apply for subsidies in the near future. Subsidies are being described in this thesis as financial support from the central government, municipalities or funds and foundations that are financed by the government, and which are directly beneficial to visual artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. The behavioral changes that are referred to are deducted from the twelve statements that are described in the previous chapter, on which the respondents gave their opinion according to an agreement scale.  
In this chapter the percentages of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment (60), received subsidies in the past (126), and expect to apply for subsidies in the near future (156) are put in one crosstab per statement, thus twelve crosstabs. In addition to the data of the artists who receive subsidies now, have received them in the past, or may apply for them in the near future, the crosstabs also describe the percentages of the respondents who receive subsidies either now, or in the past or in the future (191). This combined group of all the respondents who receive subsidies at one point in time will be called the subsidy-artists from now on, in order to avoid confusion. Also a group of combined respondents has been made who do not receive subsidies now, nor did in the past or will in the future, which will be called the non-subsidy-artists. This group of 86 respondents apparently is not interested in subsidies for whatever reason. The variables of the combined respondents for subsidy-artists and non-subsidy-artists were made because between the separate groups of respondents who receive subsidies at the moment, did in the past or may in the future a lot of overlap exists. This way a clear overview is given of each statement, hence behavioral change, in which the subsidy-artists can be compared to the non-subsidy-artists. The statements are each about a hypothetical situation in which subsidies that are directly assigned to artists would be gradually reduced over a period of five years and then stop existing. In the crosstabs however this is abbreviated to ‘subsidies that are being abolished’, in order to make the reading more comfortable. 
After each of the crosstabs some highlights will be explained about the above crosstab, but these explanations will be quite brief because the crosstabs speak for themselves. In the crosstabs only the percentages are given because this provides the reader a much clearer overview than when the absolute values are also included. When a reader would want to know what the absolute value is, a simple mathematic calculation can be done because the number of respondents is presented in the last column of each table or behind the variables between brackets. Because some of the respondents did not fill in the questions about what subsidies they receive, the number of respondents and corresponding percentages do not add up to 293 respondents, hence a 100%. The data about what subsidies are received at the moment exists of 20 missing respondents (6.8%), the data about subsidies that were received in the past exists of 18 missing respondents (6.1%) and the data about the respondents who expect to apply for subsidies in the near future exists of 23 missing respondents (7.8%). These missing values are not registered in the crosstabs. 
The division of artists who receive a subsidy now, compared to the ones that do not receive a subsidy now is somewhat unequal, for 60 respondents receive subsidies at this moment and 213 do not. However, when it is about artists who received subsidies in the past, the division between the respondents who did receive subsidies in the past and the ones that did not receive subsidies in the past becomes more even, for 126 have received subsidies in the past and 149 have not. When it is about artists who might apply for subsidies in the near future even more respondents, namely 156 against 114, will probably apply for subsidies in the near future. When is looked at the combined groups of respondents, 191 subsidy-artists either receive subsidies at the moment, have in the past or might in the future, against 86 of the non-subsidy-artists who do not receive subsidies now, nor have in the past or will in the future. Although often is spoken of subsidies (plural), in the first category about artists who receive subsidies now, this means that most respondents receive one or more subsidies. When it is about the second category about subsidies that have been received in the past, the chance gets bigger that the respondents have received multiple subsidies, and when it comes to the category in which respondents may apply for subsidies in the near future it is most common that the respondents are actually applying for more than one subsidy or have received a subsidy in the past. There are only three respondents who may apply for a subsidy in the near future, but until this moment did not receive any subsidies. In this chapter is spoken of subsidies, whether that means one subsidy or more than one subsidies. The subsidies that are spoken of are subsidies that are directly beneficial to artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. 
There exists some overlap in the crosstabs concerning the number of respondents. 191 (against 86) of the 277 respondents who are presented in the crosstabs are in two or more of the categories ‘artists who receive subsidies now’, ‘artists who have received subsidies in the past’ and ‘artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future.’ These groups of respondents are called the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in order to avoid confusion. The group of non-subsidy-artists combines all the respondents who are not interested in subsidies for whatever reason, because they do not receive subsidies now, they have not received subsidies in the past, and they will not apply for subsidies in the future. The reason that these respondents are in this group could be that they believe that their art is not good enough to receive subsidies, that they do not know they can apply for subsidies or that they are against subsidies. These last two variables in the crosstabs were added because within the variables that concern respondents who receive subsidies now, who received subsidies in the past or who may apply for subsidies in the near future separately, a lot of overlap exists, which is now filtered by presenting one group of respondents combined of subsidy-artists, and another group of respondents combined of non-subsidy-artists. In each of the tables the first two rows and the last two rows are printed in bold because the percentages in these rows are the most interesting in this thesis.   

Apart from the percentages that are presented in the crosstabs about the relationships of the variables that concern artists who either receive subsidies now, have received subsidies in the past or may apply for them in the future or not and the variables that are about in what degree the respondents agree or not with the given statements, it is presented whether or not the relations are statistically significant and what the strength of these relations is. In order to find out whether or not there is a statistically significant relation between the variables that are presented in the crosstabs below, the Chi-Square tests is performed in SPSS. The null hypothesis in a Chi-Square test is that both of the variables in a crosstab are statistically independent of each other (De Vocht, 2007:156). This means that with the null hypothesis there is no statistic correlation between the variables in the crosstabs. Using the probability value (Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)) the Chi-Square test can be interpreted. The probability value indicates the chance of the risk that has been taken that the null hypothesis is rejected falsely. In this thesis the significance level is set on 0.05 (5%), which means that there is a 5% chance that the null hypothesis is mistakenly rejected. The reliability of this probability value about the statistically significant relation between the variables in the crosstabs is 95%. When the probability value is smaller than 0.05 the null hypothesis is rejected which means that there is a statistically significant relation between the variables with a reliability of 95%. The probability value is only valid when all the expected cell frequencies are bigger or equal to one, and when approximately 20% of the expected cell frequencies are in between one and five (De Vocht, 2007:157). Because the statistical significance says nothing about how strong a possible relation between two variables is, the association measure Cramér’s V is presented. When this association measure is calculated, based on the Chi-Square test, 0 means that there is no relation between the variables whatsoever, and 1 means that the relation between the variables is complete. In between there can be a weak correlation (0.25), a moderately strong correlation (0.50), or a strong correlation (0.75).  Whether the variables in the crosstabs are statistically significant relations or not, and what the strength of these relations is, is described after each of the fifteen crosstabs.     

In the first crosstab (table 1) the percentages are given of the variables that concerns the respondents who receive subsidies in relation to the variables that concern the respondents’ opinion about the first statement: ‘Nothing will change for me when subsidies were to be abolished’. In the last column the absolute values of the totals are presented in between brackets.  
Table 1. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 1
	
	Statement 1: Nothing will change for me when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	66.7%
	20.0%
	5.0%
	1.7%
	6.7%
	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	23.5%
	8.9%
	10.3%
	9.4%
	47.9%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	49.2%
	15.9%
	6.3%
	9.5%
	19.0%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	18.8%
	7.4%
	12.1%
	6.0%
	55.7%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	50.0%
	17.9%
	7.7%
	7.7%
	16.7%
	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	10.5%
	1.8%
	12.3%
	7.9%
	67.5%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	44.0%
	15.7%
	8.9%
	8.9%
	22.5%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	7.0%
	2.3%
	10.5%
	5.8%
	74.4%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What stands out in this table (1) is that over half of the respondents (67%) that receive subsidies now do not agree with the statement that nothing is going to change for them when subsidies were to be abolished. For the respondents who do not receive subsidies at the moment counts that almost a quarter of them (24%) disagrees that nothing will change for them when subsidies were to be abolished. For the respondents who do not receive subsidies now, nor have in the past or will in the future counts that only 7% disagrees with the statement. These figures comply with the assumption that for the respondents who receive subsidies more is going to change than for the respondents who do not receive any subsidies. Concerning the respondents who received subsidies in the past and the respondents who expect to apply for subsidies in the future the same conclusions can be drawn. For the subsidy-artists counts that 23% agrees with the statement that nothing will change and 74% of the respondents who are non-subsidy-artists agrees that nothing will change when subsidies were to be abolished. In some way these outcomes are quite surprising considering that as later on in this analysis appears, most respondents who are subsidy-artists realize later on in the analysis of the statements that some things are going to change when subsidies were to be abolished. To clarify, most of the respondents who have said that nothing will change for them when subsidies were to be abolished in the table above, will think that things will change when it comes to the following statements. Albeit things that they did not consider that would change when they filled in the question about the first statement (table 1 above) in the questionnaire.

           The probability value of all the variables in the table in relation to the first statement; ‘nothing will change for me when subsidies were to be abolished’ is 0.00, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected, hence that there is a statistically significant relation with a reliability of a 100% between all the variables that concern artists and subsidies (or without subsidies) and the first statement. The strength of the relation between the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) and the first statement is 0.46, which means that the correlation is moderately strong. The strength of the statistically significant relation between the variables that concern artists who either received subsidies in the past or did not, in relation to the first statement is 0.43, which means the relation between the variables is moderately strong as well. The strength of the statistically significant relation of the variable that concerns whether or not the respondents might apply for subsidies in the near future in relation to the first statement is 0.53, which indicates that the statistically significant relation between these variables is moderately strong as well. The strength of the variable that concerns the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the first statement is 0.53, which means that the statistically significant relation is moderately strong.     

           In the following eleven tables it is not really relevant what the respondents say who do not receive subsidies now, nor received them in the past or expect to apply for them in the future, because they have given their opinion about a situation that does not really apply to them. Nevertheless, their answers on some other subjects that will be addressed later on in this thesis are of interest and therefore they had to fill in these questions as well, and are their results presented in the tables. 

           In the next table (2) the same variables that concern artists and subsidies are shown in relation to the second statement: ‘I am going to work more in my second job(s) or look for one when subsidies were to be abolished’. 
Table 2. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 2
	
	Statement 2: I am going to work more in my second job(s) or look for one when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	16.7%


	8.3%


	8.3%


	30.0%


	36.7%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	31.5%
	5.6%
	16.4%
	17.8%
	28.6%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	21.4%
	7.1
	10.3%
	23.8%
	37.3%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	33.6%
	6.0%
	18.0%
	17.4%
	24.2%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	17.9%
	7.1%
	12.2%
	24.4%
	38.5%
	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	41.2%
	6.1%
	18.4%
	14.0%
	20.2%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	18.8%
	7.3%
	13.6%
	23.6%
	36.6%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	47.7%
	4.7%
	18.6%
	12.8%
	16.3%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What becomes clear from table 2 is that over half (67%) of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment agree a little or agree with the statement that they are going to work more in their second job(s) when subsidies were to be abolished. The artists who received subsidies in the past or expect to apply for them in the near future agree a little less on whether they are going to work more when subsidies were to be abolished. For them subsidies are probably just a welcome supplement on their income, instead of a part of their present income that they would have to give up. For the non-subsidy-artists counts that only 16% expects to work more in their second job(s) when subsidies were to be abolished. 
The probability value of the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment or not and the second statement: ‘I am going to work more in my second job(s) or look for one when subsidies were to be abolished’, is 0.031. This means that the null hypothesis is rejected because the probability value is beneath 0.05, which means that the variables statistically significant relate with each other. The value of Cramér’s V is 0.20, which means that the statistically significant relation of the two variables is quite weak. For the variables that concern artists who received subsidies in the (or did not) and the second statement, the probability value is 0.015, which means that these variables are statistically significant related to each other, although Cramér’s V shows that this statistically significant relation is quite weak (0.21). When it comes to the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the future and the second statement the probability value is 0.00, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected with a 100% reliability. These variables thus are correlated to each other. The association measure Cramér’s V is 0.31, which means that there is a weak to mediocre strong connection between the variables. For the final variables in table 2, the variables ‘Subsidy-artists’ and ’Non-subsidy artists’, in relation to the second statement, the probability value is 0.00, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected, hence that there is an statistically significant relation between the variables with a reliability of a 100%. Cramér’s V is 0.33 which means that there is a weak  to mediocre strong connection between these variables. 
In the next table (3) the variables that concern artists and their subsidies are given in relation to the third statement: ‘I will be able to spend less time on my art profession when subsidies were to be abolished’.   
Table 3. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 3
	
	Statement 3: I will be able to spend less time on my art profession when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	13.3%
	3.3%


	5.0%


	16.7%


	61.7%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	39.0%
	5.2%
	9.9%
	13.1%
	32.9%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	25.4%


	3.2%


	6.3%
	15.9%
	49.2%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	40.3%
	6.7%
	10.7%
	12.1%
	30.2%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	20.5%
	3.8%


	9.6%


	14.7%


	51.3%
	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	50.9%
	7.0%
	7.9%
	12.3%
	21.9%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	22.5%
	4.2%
	9.4%
	14.7%
	49.2%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	57.0%
	7.0%
	7.1%
	12.8%
	16.3%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What becomes clear from the table above (3) is that most of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment (78%) agree a little or agree with the given statement about being able to spend less time on their artistic profession as an artist when subsidies were to be abolished. For the respondents who have received subsidies in the past a quarter of the respondents disagrees with the statement, although more than half of them (65%) agrees a little or agrees. The thought behind these results is probably that most of the respondents would have to work harder in their second job(s) and as a result of that would be able to spend less time on their art. Half of the subsidy-artists agree with the statement that they would be able to spend less time on their art when subsidies were to be abolished, against 16% who agrees with this statement of the non-subsidy-artists. 

The probability value of the variables that concern artists with (or without) subsidies at the moment in relation to the third statement: ‘I will be able to spend less time on my art profession when subsidies were to be abolished’, is 0.00. This means that the null hypothesis is rejected and that there is a statistically significant relation between the variables with a reliability of 100%. The strength of this relation, calculated with association measure Cramér’s V is 0.28, which means the correlation between the variables is quite weak. The probability value of the variables that concern artists who received subsidies in the past (or have not) in relation with the third statement is 0.01. This means that the null hypothesis is rejected, hence that there is a statistical significant relation between the variables with a reliability of 99%. The strength of the statistical significant relation is 0.23, which means that the relation is quite weak. The probability value of the relation of the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or will not) in relation to the third statement is 0.00. This means that the null hypothesis is rejected, thus that with a reliability of a 100% there is a statistically significant relation between these two variables. The strength of this relationship is 0.36 which is weak to moderately strong. The probability value of the variables that concern the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the third statement is 0.00, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected, hence, that there is a statistically significant relation between these variables with a 100% reliability. The strength of this relation is 0.38, which means that the relation is weak to moderately strong. 
In the next table (4) it is about the following statement: ‘I am going to attend courses that will help me professionalize my practice when subsidies were to be abolished’. 
Table 4. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 4
	
	Statement 4: I am going to attend courses that will help me professionalize my practice when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	45.0%


	13.3%


	21.7%


	13.3%


	6.7%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	 46.0%
	 11.3%
	 16.9%
	 16.9%
	 8.9%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	44.4%


	13.5%


	15.9%


	19.8%


	6.3%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	 46.3%
	 10.1%
	 20.15
	 13.4%
	 10.1%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	38.5%


	12.8%


	19.2%


	21.8%


	7.7%


	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	 55.3%
	 9.6%
	 15.8%
	 9.6%
	 9.6%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	41.4%
	12.6%
	19.4%
	18.8%
	7.9%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	53.5%
	10.5%
	16.3%
	10.5%
	9.3%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What stands out in this table (4) is that almost none (7%) of the respondents who receive subsidies now are willing to participate in courses that can help professionalize their artistic practice when subsidies were to be abolished. This counts for the percentages of the variables ‘artists who received subsidies in the past’ (6%) and ‘artists who may apply for subsidies in the future’ (8%) as well. It is Remarkable that when these percentages are compared to the percentages of the respondents who do not receive subsidies now, the respondents who have not received subsidies in the past or the respondents who might not apply for subsidies in the future, it appears that the latter groups are more likely to participate in courses that will help them professionalize their artistic practice. Furthermore, of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment, 20% agrees a little or agrees with the statement, against 30% of the respondents who may apply for subsidies in the near future that agree a little or agree. An explanation for this could be that the artists who receive a subsidy now or in the have in the past think of themselves as being professional enough, unlike the respondents without subsidies who may think they are less professional. This may hold some truth because the artists who receive subsidies could have been selected for that based on their professionalism. Another explanation could be that the courses that are suppose to help the artists become more professional, are thought of not to be effective. Concerning this statement it is mostly not true that the respondents who receive subsidies now are willing to make the biggest change; in this case taking courses to professionalize their artistic practice, when subsidies were to be abolished. 

The probability value of the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the fourth statement: ‘I am going to attend courses that will help me professionalize my practice when subsidies were to be abolished’, is 0.84. This is not under 0.05 and therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected, which means that there is no statically significant relation between these two variables. For the variables that concern artists who have received subsidies in the past (or have not), counts that the probability value is 0.73, which means that the null hypothesis is not rejected and there is no statistically significant relation between these variables. Concerning the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or will not) the significance is 0.024 which is smaller than 0.05 and therefore rejects the null hypothesis. Hence can be argued that with a reliability of 95% there is a statistically significant relation between the variables ‘artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future’ (or will not) and the fourth statement. The strength of this relation is however 0.20 which is quite weak. The probability value of the variables that concern the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the fourth statement is 0.27, which means that the null hypothesis is not rejected, for this number is bigger than 0.05. Hence, there is no statistically significant relation between these variables.  
In the next table (5) the variables that concern artists with subsidies are presented in relation to the fifth statement: ‘I am going to spend more time on networking when subsidies were to be abolished’.     
Table 5. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 5
	
	Statement 5: I am going to spend more time on networking when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	20.0%


	10.0%


	25.0%


	21.7%


	23.3%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	 25.8%
	 7.0%
	 17.8%
	 25.8%
	 23.5%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	19.0%


	9.5%


	20.6%


	28.6%


	22.2%


	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	28.9%
	 6.0%
	 18.85
	 22.1%
	 24.25
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	17.9%


	7.7%


	21.8%


	30.1%


	22.4%


	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	 33.3%
	 7.9%
	 15.8%
	 18.4%
	 24.6%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	19.4%
	8.4%
	22.0%
	28.3%
	22.0%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	34.9%
	5.8%
	15.1%
	18.6%
	25.6%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


From table 5 appears that there is a slightly bigger tendency towards agreement from artists who receive subsidies now, concerning the amount of time that respondents are going to spend on networking when subsidies were to be abolished. For the respondents who already received subsidies in that past counts that the agreement (agree a little or agree) is even more significant in percentages, which could imply that they experienced the importance of networking more than the respondents who receive subsidies now. For the respondents who may apply for subsidies in the near future counts that over 50% of them agrees a little or agrees with the statement. Of the non-subsidy-artists 35% disagrees with the statement which are quite a lot of respondents compared to the subsidy-artists (20%).   

The probability value for the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the fifth statement: ‘I am going to spend more time on networking when subsidies were to be abolished’ is 0.60 which is bigger than 0.05 and therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected. This means that there is no statistically significant relation between these two variables. For the variables that are about artists who received subsidies in the past (or did not) in relation to the fifth statement counts that the probability value is 0.27, which means that the null hypothesis is not rejected and that there does not exist a statistically significant relation between these two variables. For the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or may not) in relation to the fifth statement count that the probability value is 0.023 which is lower than 0.05. Because of this the null hypothesis is rejected and can be argued that with a reliability of 95% there is a statistically significant relation between the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or not) and the fifth statement. Nevertheless, with the association measure Cramér’s V is calculated that the statistically significant relation between these variables is quite weak (0.21). The probability value of the variables concerning the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the fifth statement is 0.035, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected and that there is a statistically significant relation between these variables with a reliability of 95%. The strength of this relation is according to association measure Cramér’s V 0.19, which means that the relation is quite weak.   
In the next table (6) the statement ‘My art will become more commercial when subsidies were to be abolished’, will be presented in relation with the respondents who receive subsidies. 
Table 6. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 6
	
	Statement 6: My art will become more commercial when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	43.3%


	16.7%


	10.0%


	16.7%


	13.3%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	 53.1%
	 8.0%
	 11.7%
	 14.1%
	 13.1%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	50.0%
	15.1%


	11.1%
	11.9%
	11.9%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	 51.75
	 5.4%
	 11.4%
	 17.4%
	 14.1%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	43.6%


	11.5%


	12.8%


	17.3%


	14.7%


	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	 60.5%
	 7.9%
	 8.8%
	 11.4%
	 11.4%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	45.5%
	11.5%
	13.1%
	16.2%
	13.6%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	61.6%
	5.8%
	8.1%
	12.8%
	11.6%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


From table 6 it appears that the bigger share of the respondents who receive subsidies are not willing to make concessions when it comes to their art. 60% of the respondents who receives subsidies now disagrees or disagrees a little with the statement. When it comes to artists who have had subsidies in the past this percentage is even higher (65%), which implies that they are not willing to commercialize their work in order to receive subsidies. The group of respondents who may apply for subsidies in the near future is very similar to the group of respondents who receives subsidies now. Also the percentages of the variables that concern the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists are very similar to the other variables. 

The probability value of the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the sixth statement: ‘My art will become more commercial when subsidies were to be abolished’, is 0.311. This means that the probability value is bigger than the significance level of 0.05 and that therefore the null hypothesis is not rejected, which means that there is not a statistically significant relation between these two variables. Concerning the variables that concern artists who received subsidies in the past (or did not) in relation to the sixth statement, the probability value is 0.083, which is slightly over the significance level of 0.05. Because of this, the null hypothesis is not rejected, which mean that there is no statistically significant relation between these variables. The probability value of the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or may not) and the sixth statement is 0.104, which means that the null hypothesis is not rejected here too, and that there is no statistically significant relation between these variables as well. the probability value of the variables concerning the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the sixth statement is 0.14, which means that the null hypothesis is not rejected, hence that there is no statistically significant relation between these variables. 
In the next table (7) the results will be presented on the statement that is as following: ‘I am going to apply (more) for subsidies abroad when subsidies were to be abolished’. 
Table 7. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 7
	
	Statement 7: I am going to apply (more) for subsidies abroad when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	31.7%


	11.7%


	23.3%


	18.3%


	15.0%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	 50.2%
	 3.85
	 25.8%
	 9.9%
	 10.3%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	37.3%
	7.1%
	29.4%
	11.9%
	14.3%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	 53.0%
	4.0%
	 22.8%
	 11.4%
	 8.7%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	34.6%


	3.8%


	28.2%


	17.3%


	16.0%


	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	 62.3%
	 7.0%
	 21.1%
	 3.5%
	 6.1%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	35.6%
	5.2%
	30.4%
	15.2%
	16.6%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	67.4%
	5.8%
	16.3%
	3.6%
	7.0%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What appears from table 7 is that all the percentages from the different groups of respondents are quite similar. Around 40% of all respondents who receive subsidies now, have received subsidies in the past or may apply for subsidies in the future disagree or disagree a little to apply for (more) subsidies abroad when subsidies in the Netherlands were to be abolished. What stands out is that the group of respondents who agrees or agrees a little is slightly smaller in the group of respondents who have received subsidies in the past.    

The probability value of the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the seventh statement: ‘I am going to apply (more) for subsidies abroad when subsidies were to be abolished’, is 0.013. This implies that the probability value is lower than the significance level 0.05, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected. With a reliability level of 95% can be argued that there is a statistically significant relation between these variables. The association measure Cramér’s V indicates that with a value of 0.22 this relation is however quite weak. When it comes to the variables that concern artists who received subsidies in the past (or have not) in relationship to the seventh statement, the probability value is 0.095, which means that the null hypothesis is not rejected, and that there is no statistically significant relation between these two variables. The probability value of the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or may not) in relation to the seventh statement is 0.000, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected, hence that there is a statistically significant relation between these variables with a reliability of a 100%. The strength of this relationship is 0.33, which means that it is a weak, to moderately strong relation. The probability value of the variables concerning the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the eight statement is 0.00, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected, which means that there is a statistically significant relation with a reliability of a 100% between these variables. The strength of this relation is according to association measure Cramér’s V 0.31, which indicates that the relation is weak to moderately strong.     
In the next table (8) is shown what the results are of the respondents with subsidies in relation to the following statement: ‘I am going to contact (more) galleries that could sell my work when subsidies were to be abolished’. 
Table 8. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 8
	
	Statement 8: I am going to contact (more) galleries that could sell my work when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	21.7%


	11.7%


	25.0%


	18.3%


	23.3%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	 24.4%
	 3.3%
	 25.8%
	 23.9%
	 22.5%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	20.6%


	6.3%


	29.4%


	23.8%


	19.8%


	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	 26.8%
	 4.0%
	 22.1%
	 22.1%
	 24.8%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	20.5%


	5.1%


	25.6%


	27.6%


	21.2%


	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	 28.9%
	 6.1%
	 24.6%
	 16.7%
	 23.7%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	19.9%
	5.2%
	27.7%
	26.2%
	20.9%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	32.6%
	5.8%
	19.8%
	15.1%
	26.7%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What appears from table 8 is that the percentages are generally quite equally spread. Of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment 42% agrees a little or agrees with the statement that they would try harder to sell their work in art galleries, 44% of the respondents who received subsidies in the past would so, and 49% of the respondents who may apply for subsidies in the near future does so. 21% of the subsidy-artists are not going to contact more or better galleries when subsidies were to be abolished. Since these percentages are not that high it may be that a significant share of the respondents already sells their work via a gallery and does not think that contacting more galleries is useful. It may also be that they just do not think galleries are that important for selling their work. 

The probability value of the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or do not) in relation to the eighth statement: ‘I am going to contact (more) galleries that could sell my work when subsidies were to be abolished’, is 0.124, which means that the null hypothesis is not rejected. There is no statistically significant relation between these variables. For the variables that concern artists who have received subsidies in the past (or have not) in relation to the eighth statement the probability level is 0.399 which means that also here the null hypothesis is not rejected and that there is no statistically significant relation between these variables. The probability value of the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or may not) in relation to the eighth statement is 0.223, which means that there is no statistically significant relation between these variables as well. The probability value of the variables concerning the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the eight statement is 0.048, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected and that there is a statistically significant relation between these variables with a reliability of 95%. The strength of this relation is according to association measure Cramér’s V 0.19, which means that the relation is quite weak.
In the next table (9) the statement on which will be reflected is as following: ‘I am going to live of selling personal assets, savings, etcetera, or moderate my life style when subsidies were to be abolished’. 
Table 9. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 9
	
	Statement 9: I am going to live of selling personal assets, savings, etcetera, or moderate my life style when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	20.0%
	11.7%
	16.7%
	13.3%
	38.3%
	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	 37.1%
	 6.1%
	 17.8%
	 11.7%
	 27.2%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	23.8%
	7.9%
	17.5%


	13.5%
	37.3%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	 40.9%
	 7.4%
	 18.1%
	 10.6%
	 22.8%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	21.2%


	7.7%


	16.7%


	16.7%


	37.8%


	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	 49.1%
	 7.9%
	 19.3%
	 5.3%
	 18.4%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	24.1%
	7.3%
	17.3%
	15.2%
	36.1%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	52.3%
	8.1%
	19.8%
	4.7%
	15.1%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What stands out in table 10 is that over half of the respondents (52%) that receives a subsidy at the moment agrees a little or agrees with the statement. From the group of respondents who received subsidies in the past 51% agrees a little or agrees, and from the group of respondents who may apply for subsidies in the near future 55% agrees a little or agrees. The conclusion that might be drawn from this is that the amount of respondents who receive subsidies now and that disagree a little or disagree (32%) will stop making the art for which they use the subsidies they receive now, because of the fact they disagree (a little) to live of selling assets or savings etcetera or moderate their lifestyles when subsidies were to be abolished. 

The probability value of the variables that are about artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the ninth statement: ‘I am going to live of  selling personal assets, savings, etcetera, or moderate my life style when subsidies were to be abolished’, is 0.086. Because this value is higher than the significance level of 0.05 the null hypothesis is not rejected which means that there is no statistically significant relation between these variables. When it comes to the variables that concern artists who received subsidies in the past (or did not) in relation to the ninth statement, the probability value is 0.023. The null hypothesis is rejected because the probability value lies between 0.05, which means that there is a statistically significant relation between the variables for which the reliability is 95%. The strength of this relation is however quite weak (0.20). the probability value of the variables that are about artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or may not) in relation to the ninth statement is 0.000, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected. There is a statistically significant relation between these variables with a reliability of a 100%. The strength of this relation which is calculated with Cramér’s V is 0.34, which is weak to moderately strong. Of the variables that concern the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the ninth statement the probability value is 0.00 which means that with a 100% reliability the null hypothesis is rejected thus that here is a statistically significant relation. The strength of this relation is 0.32, which means the relation is weak to moderately strong. 
In the next table (10) the respondents with subsidies are shown in relation to the tenth statement: ‘I am going to undertake action to preserve subsidies when subsidies were to be abolished’. What is meant with ‘undertaking actions in order to preserve subsidies’ was explained to the respondents in the questionnaire. Examples were given like protesting, joining a union, raise votes etcetera.    
Table 10. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 10
	
	Statement 10: I am going to undertake action to preserve subsidies when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	10.0%


	6.7%


	23.3%


	28.3%


	31.7%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	 36.6%
	 8.0%
	 21.6%
	 16.4%
	 17.4%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	21.4%
	4.8%
	20.6%
	23.0%
	30.2%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	 38.3%
	 10.1%
	 24.2%
	 15.4%
	 12.1%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	18.6%


	5.8%


	20.5%


	25.6%


	29.5%


	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	 47.4%
	 10.5%
	 22.8%
	 9.6%
	 9.6%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	20.9%
	5.2%
	23.0%
	23.6%
	27.2%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	51.2%
	12.8%
	20.9%
	9.3%
	5.8%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What appears from table 10 is that 60% of the respondents who receives a subsidy now would undertake action when subsidies were to be abolished. Of the respondents who received subsidies in the past this percentage is a little lower, namely 53% and of the respondents who may apply for subsidies in the near future this percentage is 55%. Clearly the respondents who receive subsidies at this moment have got a lot too loose and are therefore probably willing to do a lot to prevent subsidies from being abolished. Of the subsidy-artists 35% disagrees a little or disagrees with the statement, of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment this percentages is only 17%.


The probability value of the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the tenth statement: ‘I am going to undertake action to preserve subsidies when subsidies were to be abolished’ is 0.001, which lies beneath the significance level of 0.05. Therefore the null hypothesis is rejected and with a reliability of 99% there is a statistically significant relation between these variables. The strength of this relation, calculated with association measure Cramér’s V is 0.26, which means that the statistically significant relation is weak. Concerning the variables that concern artists who received subsidies in the past (or did not) in relation to the tenth statement, the probability value is 0.000, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected. There is a statistically significant relation between these variables, with a reliability of a 100%. The strength of the relation is 0.28 which is weak. The probability value of the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or may not) in relation to the tenth statement is 0.000, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected. There is a statistically significant relation between these two variables, with a reliability of a 100%. The outcome of Cramér’s V is 0.39, which means that the statistically significant relation between these two variables is weak to moderately strong. The probability value of the variables concerning the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the tenth statement is 0.00, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected, which means that there is a statistically significant relation with a reliability of a 100% between these variables. The strength of this relation is according to association measure Cramér’s V 0.39, which indicates that the relation is weak to moderately strong.     
In the next table (11) the eleventh statement is presented in relation to the artists with subsidies. The statement is as following: ‘I will quit the artistic profession when subsidies were to be abolished’. The degree of agreement that the respondents could give on this statement was unlike all the other statements twofold; either they disagreed with the statement or they agreed with it. This was done because it was argued that an artist could either quit or not quit when subsidies were to be abolished, and that there was not really something in between, especially since the statement about being able to spend less time in the artistic profession was covered earlier. 
Table 11. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 11
	
	Statement 11: I will quit the artistic profession when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	88.3%


	Not an option
	Not an option
	Not an option 
	11.7%


	100% (of 60 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	 95.8%
	Not an option
	Not an option
	Not an option
	 4.2%
	100% (of 213 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	92.1%


	Not an option
	Not an option
	Not an option
	7.9%
	100% (of 126 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	96.0%
	Not an option
	Not an option
	Not an option
	 4.0%
	100% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	91.7


	Not an option


	Not an option
	Not an option
	8.3%


	100% (of 156 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	 97.4%
	Not an option
	Not an option
	Not an option
	 2.6%
	100% (of 114 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	92.1%
	Not an option
	Not an option
	Not an option
	7.9%
	100% (of 191 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	98.8%
	Not an option
	Not an option
	Not an option
	1.2%
	100% (of 86 respondents)


What stands out from table 10 is that 12% (that is 7 artists) of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment would quit being an artist when subsidies were to be abolished. The same counts for 8% (10 artists) of the respondents who received subsidies in the past, and for 8% (13 artists) that may apply for subsidies in the near future. As expected, most of the respondents will not quit being an artist when subsidies were to be abolished: 88% of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment will continue being an artist, 92% of the respondents who received subsidies in the past, 92% of the respondents who may apply for subsidies in the near future and 92% of the subsidy-artists.
The probability value of the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or do not) in relation to the eleventh statement: ‘I will quit the artistic profession when subsidies were to be abolished’, is 0.030, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected, because the value if beneath the significance level of 0.05. This mean that there is a statistically significant relation between these variables with a reliability of 95%. However, the strength of the statistically significant relation between these variables is 0.13, which is rather weak. For the variables that concern artists who have received subsidies in the past (or have not) in relation to the eleventh statement the probability level is 0.168 which means that here the null hypothesis is not rejected and that there is no statistically significant relation between these variables. The probability value of the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or may not) in relation to the eleventh statement is 0.050, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected and there is a statistically significant relation between these variables with a reliability of 95%. The strength of this relation however, calculated with association measure Cramér’s V is 0.12, which is rather weak. Of the variables that concern the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the ninth statement the probability value is 0.026 which means that with a 95% reliability the null hypothesis is rejected thus that here is a statistically significant relation. The strength of this relation is 0.13, which means the relation is however quite weak.  
In table 12 the following statement is presented: ‘I am going to financially lean more on my partner and/or family when subsidies were to be abolished’. Because of the fact that some of the respondents do not have a partner or a family on which they can financially lean, the table is expanded with an extra column. Notice however that the total amount of respondents differ from the totals in the previous tables because in this table the respondents that do said not to have a partner are not in the table. 
Table 12. Artists and subsidies in relation to statement 12
	
	Statement 12: I am going to financially lean more on my partner and/or family when subsidies were to be abolished
	

	
	Disagree 
	Disagree a little
	Neutral
	Agree a little
	Agree 
	Total (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	16.4%


	16.4%


	21.8%


	23.6%


	21.8%


	100% (of 55 respondents)

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	45.5%
	4.5%
	13.9%
	10.9%
	25.2%
	100% (of 202 respondents)

	Artists who received subsidies in the past
	34.8%
	7.8%
	13.9%


	16.5%


	27.0%


	100% (of 115 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past
	43.1%
	6.3%
	16.7%
	11.8%
	22.2%
	100% (of 144 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future
	29.9%


	8.3%


	16.0%


	20.1%


	25.7%


	100% (of 144 respondents)

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future
	52.3%
	6.3%
	15.3%
	6.3%
	19.8%
	100% (of 111 respondents)

	Subsidy-artists
	33,9%
	7,3%
	15,3%
	17,5%
	26,0%
	100% (of 177 respondents)

	Non-subsidy-artists
	2.9%
	62.3%
	8.7%
	18.4%
	7.2%
	100% (of 69 respondents)


What appears from this table is that of the respondents who receive one or more subsidies at the moment 42% agrees a little or agrees with the statement and 30% disagrees a little or disagrees. The opinions of the artists who received subsidies in the past are quite equally spread over the agreement scale. In that category 40% agrees a little or agrees with the statement and almost 40% disagrees a little or disagrees. In the category of respondents who may apply for subsidies in the future counts that 42% agrees or agrees a little with the statement and 35% disagrees a little or disagrees. Of the subsidy-artists 44% agrees a little or agrees and 41% disagrees a little or disagrees. 

The probability value of the variables that are about artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the twelfth and final statement: ‘: I am going to financially lean more on my partner and/or family when subsidies were to be abolished’ is 0.000. This means that the null hypothesis is rejected because the value is beneath the significant level of 0.05, which means that there is a statistically significant relation between these variables, with a reliability of a 100%. The strength of the relation is 0.31 which is a weak to moderately strong statistically significant relation. When it comes to the variables that concern artists who have received subsidies in the past (or did not) in relation to the twelfth statement, the probability value is 0.232, which means that the null hypothesis is not rejected. There is no statistically significant relation between these variables. The probability value of the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future is 0.001, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected. It can be argued that with a reliability of 99%, there is a statistically significant relation between these variables. The strength of this relation, calculated with association measure Cramér’s V is 0.38, which means that the statically significant relation is quite weak. The probability value of the variables concerning the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists in relation to the twelve statement is 0.019, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected and that there is a statistically significant relation between these variables with a reliability of 95%. The strength of this relation is according to association measure Cramér’s V 0.22, which means that the relation is quite weak.
Now that of all statements that the respondents gave their opinion on, the results are presented in the crosstabs, and whether or not their relations are statistically significant, in the next paragraph some more crosstabs will be presented, with more general opinions of the respondents about what would happen when subsidies were to be abolished. 

Crosstabs general part  
In the previous paragraph the crosstabs were presented of the variables ‘artists with subsidies at the moment’, ‘artists with subsidies in the past’, ‘artists who may apply for subsidies in the future’ and ‘artists who received subsidies now, or did in the past or might in the future’ in relation to twelve statements. In this paragraph the crosstabs will present the same variables in relation to the respondents’ opinion about subsidies in general, art in general and the competition amongst artists when subsidies were to be abolished. More specific, it is about a situation in which subsidies that are directly beneficial to artists are gradually reduced over five years and after which they will not exist anymore. To make it more readable this is shortened to ‘if subsidies were to be abolished’. The subsidies that is spoken of are subsidies that are directly beneficial to artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. 
In this part not only the opinions of the respondents who receive one or more subsidies now, have received subsidies in the past, or might apply for subsidies in the near future will be analyzed, as was that case in the previous section of this chapter, but also the opinions of the respondents who do not receive subsidies. After all, the opinions from respondents who are against subsidies or do not make use of them for whatever reason are just as interesting when it comes to expectations about what would happen to artists, art and competition amongst artists in general. For all three of the tables that will follow counts that some of the respondents did not give their opinion on the given statement but explained their own opinion in a textbox in the questionnaire. However most of these responses could yet be classified in one of the categories from the statements after all. The remaining answers were unclear or of less significance and therefore in some cases left out of the analysis.    

In each of the three crosstabs is described whether or not some of the variables’ relation is statistically significant or not. This is done in the exact same matter as the results from the crosstabs about the statements in the previous section of this chapter. The significance level is set on 0.05, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected when the probability value comes beneath this. When the null hypothesis is rejected there is a statistically significant relation with a reliability of 95%. Then with the association measure Cramér’s V the strength of the relation is measured, resulting in a weak relation (0.25), a moderately strong relation (0.50), a strong relation (0.75), or a complete relation (1). Because the tables below process a lot of information it would cost too much time, and would not be interesting to describe whether or not the relations between the variables in the crosstabs are statistically significant or not. In order to get to know something about the statistical significance of the relation in the tables below, some of the cells in the table are marked with ‘stat.sig’. When ‘stat.sig.’ is written in a cell this means that the relation between the variables is statistically significant, with a reliability of 95%. When there is nothing but the percentage in the cell, this means that the relations between the variables are not statistically significant. After the crosstabs, some of the most significant relations between some variables are further explained. The total number of respondents that the following tables are about, is 277.   
Table 13 presents the results of the opinions of the artists about what would happen with visual artists in general when subsidies were to be abolished, in relation to the respondents with or without subsidies at the moment, in the past and in the future. In the first column the respondents are presented that receive subsidies now, in the past or in the future and the respondents who have never received subsidies now, nor have in the past or will in the future. In the first two rows the statements are stated which the respondents were able to mark when they agreed with it. 
The given percentages in the table say how much of the respondents with or without subsidies in the first column agree with the statements in the first row. Because the respondents could either agree with the statements or leave them open in the questionnaire, in this table it is only about the respondents who agree with the statement. Because not all of the seven statements could be placed next to each other because the A4-paper is only that wide, the table (13) was split up into two separate tables; part one with three statements and part two with four statements. Because the percentages are about separate statements that cannot be compared in any way, this does not cause any reading problems. If a relation between two variables is statistically significant with a reliability of 95% it is mentioned in the cell itself because this gives a better overview than when this was done afterwards for each cell separately. Notice furthermore that the total number of respondents of each of the variables concerning the respondents with or without subsidies, are presented between brackets in the first column.   

Table 13, part 1. What artists think would happen with artists in general in relation to artists and (or without) subsidies when subsidies were to be abolished
	
	When subsidies were to be abolished, the following things will happen with artists in general:
	

	
	Nothing will change with artists in general
	Artists would be able to spend less time on their artistic profession
	Artists will have to financially lean more on their partners/family

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (60)
	0%


	90%

Stat.sig.
	56.7%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment (213)
	1.9% 
	74.6%

Stat.sig.
	50.2%

	Artists who received subsidies in the past (126)
	0%
	88.1%

Stat.sig.
	54.8%

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past (149)
	2.7%
	69.8%

Stat.sig.
	48.3%

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future (156)
	0%

Stat.sig.
	86.5%

Stat.sig.
	53.8%

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future (114)
	3.5%

Stat.sig.
	66.7%

Stat.sig.
	45.6%

	Subsidy-artists
	0%

Stat.sig.
	84.3%

Stat.sig.
	53.4%

	Non-subsidy-artists
	4.7%

Stat.sig.
	64.0%

Stat.sig.
	45.3%


Table 13, part 2. What artists think would happen with artists in general in relation to artists and (or without) subsidies when subsidies were to be abolished

	
	When subsidies were to be abolished, the following things will happen with artists in general:
	

	 
	Artists will unite
	The number of artists will decline
	Artists will have to work longer hours in general
	Artists will become (even more) poor

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (60)
	30.0%
	73.3%
	35.0%

Stat.sig.
	78.3%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment (213)
	22.1%
	61.5%
	22.5%

Stat.sig.
	61.0%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who received subsidies in the past (126)
	19.0%
	65.1%
	31.7%

Stat.sig.
	76.2%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past (149)
	27.5%
	63.1%
	19.5%

Stat.sig.
	55.7%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future (156)
	25.6%
	63.5%
	29.5%

Stat.sig.
	70.5%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future (114)
	21.1%
	64.0%
	17.5%

Stat.sig.
	56.1%

Stat.sig.

	Subsidy-artists
	24.1
	64.9%
	28.3%


	72.3%

Stat.sig.

	Non-subsidy-artists
	23.3%
	61.6%
	17.4%
	48.8%

Stat.sig.


What can be deducted from this table (13) is that all of the respondents who receive a subsidy now, or have had them in the past or may apply for them in the future are convinced that there will be some changes for visual artists in general when subsidies were to be abolished. Another general notion that can be deducted from this table (13) is that generally more of the respondents who receive a subsidy now think that there will be some changes for artists in general than the respondents who have received a subsidy in the past or might apply for a subsidy in the near future. An explanation for this could be that the respondents who receive subsidies at this moment are more afraid of losing them and therefore are more likely to think from their own perspective. For example about what changes losing their subsidy would bring for them personally. The respondents who do not receive a subsidy at this moment may be better able to view the situation and the consequences of losing subsidies for artists in general from a more objective viewpoint. What furthermore stands out is that the subsidy-artists when it comes to almost every statement, agree less than the non-subsidy-artists. Again, the non-subsidy-artists are less dependent on subsidies and therefore think less would change when subsidies were to be abolished than the respondent that are more dependent on subsidies. Something else that can be deducted from the table above (13) is that some statements are quite strongly agreed with by both artists with subsidies now, in the past or in the future, as artists without subsidies now, in the past or in the future. The changes that a large number of the respondents think are going to take place when subsidies were to be abolished, are that nothing is going to change when subsidies were to be abolished (on average 1%), that artists will be able to spend less time on their artistic profession (on average 79%), that the number of artists will decline (on average 65%), and that artists will become (more) poor (on average 66%). 

From the last two rows of subsidy-artists and non-subsidy-artists appears that when it comes to the statements  some of the differences between the two categories are quite big, and others are relatively small. For example, 84% of the subsidy-artists think that artists in general would be able to spend less time on their artistic profession when subsidies were to be abolished, against 64% of the non-subsidy-artists. On another statement, for example about whether artists will unite when subsidies were to be abolished, the differences are much smaller. Here 24% of the subsidy-artists agree, against 23% of the non-subsidy-artists. When the assumption that artists who do not depend on subsidies are less likely to think that a lot of things are going to change for artists in general when subsidies were to be abolished is applied, one would think that the differences between the last two rows should be substantive. Although most of the non-subsidy-artists are when it comes to most of the statements somewhat more positive, about a few statements both of the groups (the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists) think the same. In general, the subsidy-artists are less optimistic about the future of artists when subsidies were to be abolished than the non-subsidy-artists.

As can be seen in the crosstab above, not all the relations between the variables are statistically significant. There are however a few variables that are statistically significant related to each other. One of the statistically significant relations exists between the variables that concern all artists who have either subsidies at the moment, in the past or in the future or do not, and the variable about artists in general that would be able to spend less time on their art when subsidies were to be abolished. Calculations with association measure Cramér’s V show that the statistically significant relations between these variables are however al weak. Also the statistical significant relations between the variables that concern the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists and the variables that concern that artists will have to work longer hours in general when subsidies were to be abolished and that artists will become (even more) poor are all quite weak. 
In the next table (14) the results are shown of the opinions of both artists with subsidies now, in the past or in the future, as artists without subsidies now, in the past or in the future, on what would happen with art in general when subsidies were to be abolished. The ground plan of the table is exactly the same as the previous table (13) which was about artists in general. This table (14) is about art in general. If the relations between the variables are statistically significant with a reliability of 95% this is presented in the cells of the table. After the table a short remark will be made on the strength of the statistically significant relations in the table below. Notice that the percentages of the statements that are opposites of each other, like the statement about declining and improving quality and the quantity of art becoming more or less, do not add up to 100%. This is because the respondents only marked the statement in the questionnaire when they agreed with the statement and some of the artists agreed with both of the opposites or did not have an opinion. 

Table 14, part 1. What artists think would happen with art in general in relation to artists and (or without) subsidies when subsidies were to be abolished
	
	When subsidies were to be abolished, the following things will happen with art in general:
	

	
	Nothing will change about art in general
	Art in general will become more commercial
	There will be more art in general

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (60)
	3.3%


	70.0%

Stat.sig.
	3.3%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment (213)
	9.4%
	54.5%

Stat.sig.
	4.7%

	Artists who received subsidies in the past (126)
	5.6%
	61.1%
	3.2%

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past (149)
	10.1%
	55.0%
	5.4%

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future (156)
	5.1%

Stat.sig.
	64.7%

Stat.sig.
	2.6%

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future (114)
	12.3%

Stat.sig.
	47.4%

Stat.sig.
	7.0%

	Subsidy-artists
	5.8%

Stat.sig.
	62.3%

Stat.sig.
	2.6%

	Non-subsidy-artists
	12.8%

Stat.sig.
	47.7%

Stat.sig.
	8.1%


Table 14, part 2. What artists think would happen with art in general in relation to artists and (or without) subsidies when subsidies were to be abolished

	
	When subsidies were to be abolished, the following things will happen with art in general:
	

	
	There will be less art in general
	The quality of art in general will decline
	The quality of art in general will improve

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (60)
	50.0%
	63.3%

Stat.sig.
	21.7%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment (213)
	41.3%
	36.2%

Stat.sig.
	26.8%

	Artists who received subsidies in the past (126)
	52.4%

Stat.sig.
	56.3%

Stat.sig.
	18.3%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past (149)
	35.6%

Stat.sig.
	30.2%

Stat.sig.
	31.5%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future (156)
	48.1%

Stat.sig.
	51.9%

Stat.sig.
	19.9%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future (114)
	36.0%

Stat.sig.
	28.9%

Stat.sig.
	33.3%

Stat.sig.

	Subsidy-artists
	48.2%

Stat.sig.
	51.3%

Stat.sig.
	18.8%

Stat.sig.

	Non-subsidy-artists
	31.4%

Stat.sig.
	22.1%

Stat.sig.
	39.5%

Stat.sig.


What appears from table 14 is that almost none of the artists (3%, 6%, 5% and 6%) who receive subsidies either now, have received them in the past or may apply for them in the near future, and the subsidy-artists, think that nothing will change about art in general. The percentages of the opinions of the respondents who do not receive subsidies either now, in the past or in the future are slightly higher (9%, 10%, 12% and 13%). A lot of the respondents agree with the statement that art in general will become more commercial, although the subsidy-artists agree more with this than the non-subsidy-artists. What else stands out in this table is that the difference between subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists, is quite significant when it comes to the statement that says that the quality of art in general will decline (51% against 22%). It is remarkable that the non-subsidy-artists are more optimistic when it comes to changes that will take place concerning art in general when subsidies were to be abolished than the subsidy-artists, because the first group agrees more when it comes to the final statement: ‘the quality of art in general will improve. Of the non-subsidy-artists even 40% thinks that the quality of art will improve when subsidies were to be abolished. In general, the subsidy-artists agree more than the non-subsidy-artists when it comes to their believe in changes in art that will take place when subsidies were to be abolished. Furthermore, the group of respondents who receives subsidies at the moment agrees more with the statement than the respondents who received subsidies in the past or might apply for them in the future. An explanation for this could be that the respondents who receive subsidies now, have more to lose when subsidies were to be abolished, and therefore have a different view on the situation. 
As can be seen in the table (14) above, some of the relations between variables are statistically significant, and some of them are not. According to association measure Cramér’s V, the statistically significant relations are quite weak of the variables that concern the artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or do not), artists who may apply for them in the future (or may not) and the subsidy-artists and non-subsidy-artists and the variables that concern art in general which will become more commercial. The other statistically significant relations between the variables are also quite weak. 
In the final table (15) the opinions of artists who receive subsidies now, have received them in the past or might apply for them in the near future, as well as the respondents who do not receive subsidies, are presented. Their opinions are about what will change about the competition amongst artists when subsides were to be abolished. In the cells in the crosstab can be seen whether or not the relations between the variables are statistically significant or not with a reliability of 95%. After the table (15) a short remark will be made about the strength of the statistically significant relations.    

Table 15. What artists think would happen with the competition amongst artists in relation to artists and (or without) subsidies when subsidies were to be abolished
	
	When subsidies were to be abolished, the following things will happen with the competition amongst artists:
	

	
	Nothing will change about the competition amongst artists
	The competition amongst artists will become more fair
	The competition amongst artists will become less fair

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (60)
	33.3%
	25.0%

Stat.sig.
	35.0%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment (213)
	33.3%
	44.1%

Stat.sig.
	25.4%

	Artists who received subsidies in the past (126)
	34.9%
	32.5%

Stat.sig.
	31.0%

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past (149)
	31.5%
	46.3%

Stat.sig.
	24.2%

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future (156)
	31.4%
	32.7%

Stat.sig.
	34.6%

Stat.sig.

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future (114)
	35.1%
	50.0%

Stat.sig.
	16.7%

Stat.sig.

	Subsidy-artists
	31.9%
	34.0%

Stat.sig.
	34.6%

Stat.sig.

	Non-subsidy-artists
	34.9%
	52.3%

Stat.sig.
	11.6%

Stat.sig.


What can be deducted from the table above (15) is that the opinions about the statement that nothing will change about the competition amongst visual artists when subsidies were to be abolished, are quite similar between the subsidy-artists and the non-subsidy-artists. Furthermore the subsidy-artists are less positive about the competition amongst artists when subsidies were to be abolished than the non-subsidy-artists. In the table the opposite statements do not add up to a hundred percent because the respondents only reacted when they agreed with the statement, and did not respond when they did not have an opinion or disagreed with the statement. Also some of the respondents may have agreed with both of the opposite statements because they have a nuanced opinion. A few of the respondents declared not to have an opinion about this, and ten respondents (3.4%) specifically declared to disagree with all of the statements above and thought that the competition amongst visual artists would become more greater than it is now, however not more or less fair, as was the question in the questionnaire. 

Of the statistically significant relations that are presented in some of the cells of the crosstab (15) above, the variables that concern the subsidy-artists and the variable that concerns the competition amongst artists that will become more fair, are according to association measure Cramér’s V all weak statistical significant relations. Also the statistically significant relations between the variables that concern artists who may apply for subsidies in the near future (or not) and the subsidy-artists and the variable about the competition between artists becoming less fair when subsidies were to be abolished are quite weak. 
In the next paragraph of this chapter some more crosstabs will be presented with variables that concern the respondents’ finances.  
Crosstabs finances 
In the previous paragraph three crosstabs were given with variables that were about what artists either with or without subsidies at the moment, in the past or in the near future, thought that would happen to visual artists in general, art in general and the competition amongst visual artists when subsidies were to be abolished. In this paragraph some crosstabs will be presented about what the relation could be of the variables that concern artists with or without subsidies at the moment and the variables that concern the respondents’ income. The subsidies that is spoken of are subsidies that are directly beneficial to visual artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis. The financial questions in the questionnaire were filled in by 262 respondents, hence 31 did not. All of the answers that the respondents gave, concerning the amount of money they made with particular activities, were regrouped so that the statistical analysis would become more clear. For example, the fourteen categories with the amounts of money that the respondents could choose from were regrouped into two groups: one group that made up to €6000 net per year with their art or a second job(s), and one group that made €6001 or more net per year with their art or their second job(s). 
The information about the finances of the visual artists, concerning their net income from art per year, their income from their possible arts-related second job(s), their income from their possible non-arts second jobs and their partners income in relation to the  visual artists who receive subsidies at the moment or not, is presented in two tables per source of income. The first table it is about how much money the visual artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) earn with a particular activity. The totals of the absolute values and of the percentages are given in the last column. The second table is about how much of the visual artists that earn either beneath €6000, or above €6001 with a certain activity, receive subsidies at the moment. The totals of the absolute values and the percentages are presented in the last row. The reason that both of these tables per income source are given is because it is for this thesis of interest to what extend the artists who receive subsidies earn money with their art, their second jobs and how much their partner earn, as it is interesting to know to what extend the artists who either earn less or more than €6000 receive subsidies. 

Below, four crosstabs are presented about on the one hand whether or not the artists receive subsidies at the moment and on the other hand, the variables that concern respectively, the net income per year that the artists earn with their art, the net income per year that the artists make with their arts-related second job, the net income per year that the artists make with their non-arts second jobs and the net income per year that the possible partners of the artists make. After each of the four tables a short explanation if given about the most important outcomes and is mentioned whether or not the table is statistically significant or not, possibly with the strength of the relation. The reliability of the significance value is set on 0.05, which means that there is a 95% chance of reliability that the null hypothesis is not falsely rejected. The strength, calculated with association measure Cramér’s V, can either be described as weak (0.25), moderately strong (0.50), strong (0.75), or complete (1).   
In the table below (16) the variables that concern the artists who receive subsidies at the moment and the ones that do not, are presented in relation to the variable; ‘net income from art per year’. The variable about the net income from art per year is more specifically about the income that the respondents earned over the self chosen year 2009 or 2010, with their art, minus the costs of materials and taxes, without possibly subsidies. The income from work in commission and purchases are also included here, income from workshops that the artists organizes him/herself are not included.     
Table 16a. Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the net income that artists make with their art per year. 
	
	Net income from art per year
	Total

	
	€ 0 - 6000
	€ 6001 and more
	

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	Count

Percentage 
	67.3%
	32.7%
	55

100.0%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 
	Count

Percentage 
	75.8%
	24.2%
	207

100.0%


Table 16b. The net income that artists make with their art per year in relation to artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not). 

	
	Net income from art per year

	
	€ 0 - 6000
	€ 6001 and more

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	Percentage
	19.1%
	26.5%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 
	Percentage 
	80.9%
	73.5%

	Total 


	Count

Percentage 
	194

100.0%
	68

100.0%


What becomes clear from table 16a and 16b is that of the artists who receive subsidies at the moment 67% earns up to €6000 with their art net. 33% of this group earns more than €6001. When this is compared to the group that does not receive subsidies at the moment appears that 76% of these artists earns up to €6000, and 24% more than €6001. Of the group of respondents who receive up to €6000, 19% receives subsidies at the moment and 81% does not. Of the group of respondents who earn more than €6001 27% receives subsidies at the moment and 74% does not. The relations between the variables in the table (16) are not statistically significant, because the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. This means that the relations in the table above could be based on a coincidence, and may not depend on each other, which is based on the expected cell frequencies (De Vocht, 2007:156). 

In the next table (17) the variables that concern the visual artists who receive subsidies at the moment and the ones who do not are presented in relation to the variable ‘Net income from an arts-related second jobs per year’. Examples of arts-related second jobs are jobs in art education, admittance in commissions in the arts, a job in the applied arts, a workshop in the artists’ work field etcetera.  
Table 17a. Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the net income that artists make in their arts-related second jobs per year. 
	
	Net income from arts-related second jobs per year
	Total

	
	€ 0 - 6000
	€ 6001 and more
	

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	Count

Percentage
	83.6%
	16.4%
	55

100.0%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 
	Count

Percentage
	81.6%
	18.4%
	207

100.0%


Table 17b. The net income that artists make in their arts-related second jobs per year in relation to artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not). 

	
	Net income from arts-related second jobs per year

	
	€ 0 - 6000
	€ 6001 and more

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	Percentage
	21.4%
	19.1%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 
	Percentage
	78.6%
	80.9%

	Total 


	Count

Percentage
	215

100.0%
	47

100.0%


What can be read in table 17a and 17b is that of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment 84% earns up to €6000 net per year, and 16% earns more than €6001 net per year. Of the respondents who do not receive subsidies at the moment 82% earns up to €6000 net per year, and 18% earns more than €6001 net per year. Of the respondents who earn up to €6000 net per year 21% receives subsidies at the moment and 79% does not. Of the respondents who earn more than €6001 net per year 19% receives subsidies at the moment, and 81% does not. The relations between the variables in the table (16) are not statistically significant, because the null hypothesis cannot be rejected, which may imply that the variables are not of influence on each other. 

In the next table (18), the variables that concern the artists who receive subsidies at the moment and the ones that do not, are presented in relation to the variable ‘Net income from non-arts second jobs per year’. Non-arts second jobs are defined here as jobs that do not have anything to do with art, like working in catering jobs or working for businesses that do not have anything to do with art.  
Table 18a. Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the net income that artists make in their non-arts second jobs per year. 

	
	Net income from non-arts second jobs per year
	Total

	
	€ 0 - 6000
	€ 6001 and more
	

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	Count

Percentage
	92.7%
	7.3%
	55

100.0%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 
	Count

Percentage
	69.6%
	30.4%
	207

100.0%


Table 18b. The net income that artists make in their non-arts second jobs per year in relation to artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not).
	
	Net income from non-arts second jobs per year

	
	€ 0 - 6000
	€ 6001 and more

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	Percentage
	26.2%
	6.0%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 
	Percentage
	73.8%
	94.0%

	Total 


	Count

Percentage
	195

100.0%
	67

100.0%


What can be described from table 18a and 18b is that of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment 93% earns up to €6000 net per year, and 7% earns more than €6001 net per year. Of the respondents who do not receive subsidies at the moment 70% earns up to €6000 net per year, and 30% earns more than €6001 net per year. Of the respondents who earn up to €6000 net per year 26% receive subsidies at the moment and 74% does not. Of the respondents who earn more than €6001 net per year 6% receives subsidies at the moment, and 94% does not. The relation between the variables in the table above (18) is statistically significant with a reliability of a 100%, because the probability value is 0.000, and therefore the null hypothesis is rejected. The strength of the statistically significant relation between these variables, calculated with Cramér’s V association measure, is weak (0.22). 
In the next table (19) the variables that concern the visual artists who receive subsidies at the moment and the ones that do not, in relation to the variable’ Net income from partner per year’ are presented. The two values within the variables that concern the income of the artists’ partner are ‘below average’ and ‘average or above average’, which is about €26.000 net per year. 61 respondents said they did not have a partner when was asked about the partners income in the questionnaire. Therefore the totals of the absolute values (the counts) are smaller in this table (19) than in the previous tables above.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Table 19a. Artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not) in relation to the net income that artists’ partners make net per year. 

	
	Net income from partner per year
	Total

	
	Below average 

(< than 26.000 net per year)
	Average or above average (= or > than 26.000 net per year)
	

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	Count

Percentage
	59.5%
	40.5%
	37
100.0%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 
	Count

Percentage
	34.1%
	65.9%
	164
100.0%


Table 19b. The net income that artists’ partners make net per year in relation to artists who receive subsidies at the moment (or not).
	
	Net income from partner per year

	
	Below average
(< than 26.000 net per year)
	Average or above average (= or > than 26.000 net per year)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	Percentage
	28.3%
	12.2%

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 
	Percentage
	71.8%
	87.8%

	Total 


	Count

Percentage
	78

100.0%
	123

100.0%


From table 19a and 19b appears that of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment 60% has a partner that earns a living below average and 41% of the artists’ partners earn an average living or above average. Of the artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment 24% of the artists’ partners earn a living below average and 66% of them earn a living that is average or above average. Of the respondents’ partners that make a living that is below average, 28% of the respondents receives subsidies, and 72% does not. Of the respondents’ partners that earn a living that is average or above average 12% of the respondents receives subsidies and 88% does not.

The probability value of the relation between the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies at the moment and who do not receive subsidies at the moment in relation to the variables that concern the incomes of the partners of the respondents, is 0.004, which means that the null hypothesis is rejected. There is a statistically significant relation between these variables, with a reliability of 95%. The strength of the relation that has been calculated with association measure Cramér’s V is however quite weak. 
Crosstabs of other findings 
Already a lot of information has been provided in this chapter about artists with or without subsidies at the moment, in the past or in the future, presented in crosstabs. Although all possible combinations of all the variables in the frequency chapters could be made, a choice has been made within the variables that were thought to provide the most interesting information. The most relevant information for this thesis is concerned with variables that are about whether or not subsidies are received by the respondents, in relation to other variables. However, there is some other interesting data that will not explicitly be described because it is not the real subject of this thesis and because there is a time and space constraint. An example of this kind of interesting, although not explicitly described, information, is the fact that women on average earn less money with their art without subsidies net per year than man, namely 31% of men earn below average with their art without subsidies, net per year (with subtraction of taxes and material costs), while 69% of the women does. Within the group of artists who earns an average or above average living with their art net per year, 51% is man and 49% is women. Although this kind of information is highly interesting, a selection has been between some other variables that concern artists and subsidies, which are shown below in this final part of the statistical analysis. These crosstabs are presented because it provides the reader with some extra background information about who the artists are that receive subsidies.  
In the previous crosstabs above (statistically significant) relations have been presented with variables that concern artists who received either subsidies now, have received subsidies in the past, or may apply for subsidies in the near future or not, and variables that concern statements on which the respondents reacted, variables that concern what respondents thought would happen with artists in general, art in  general and the competition amongst artists when subsidies were to be abolished, and variables that concern the finances of artists. In the last part of this chapter, some interesting details will be presented in crosstabs about the artists with or without subsidies in relation to some of their personal details like age, whether or not they have children and whether or not their partner is also an artist. The questions about these personal details were filled in by 272 respondents in the questionnaire, which means that 21 respondents did not. In these last four tables only the percentages are presented and the totals of the absolute values are described in the final column in between brackets. When the relation between the variables in the tables below are statistically significant, with a reliability of 95%, this is mentioned in the ‘total’-column.  

In the table below (20) the variables that concern visual artists who receive subsidies either at this moment, have received in the past or may apply for in the near future will be presented in relation to the variable that is about the respondents’ gender.
Table 20. Artists who receive subsidies at the moment, have in the past or may apply for them in the future (or not) in relation to the respondents’ gender 

	
	The respondents’ gender
	

	
	Men (total of 99 respondents)  
	Women (total of 176 respondents)
	Total % (of respondents)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	43.3%
	56.7%
	100.0% (of 60 respondents)



	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	34.0%
	66.0%
	100.0% (of 212 respondents)



	Subsidy-artists
	37.7%


	62.3%
	100.0% (of 183 respondents)



	Non-subsidy-artists
	31.8%


	68.2%
	100.0% (of 85 respondents)




What appears from table 20 is that of the artists who receive subsidies at this moment 43% is a man, and 57% is a woman. Of the artists who do not receives subsidies at the moment, 34% is a man and 66% is a women. Of the respondents who receive subsidies either now, have in the past or might in the future 38% is a woman and 62% is a man. Of the respondents who do not receive subsidies either now, nor have in the past or might in the future 32% is a man and 68% is a woman. From these results appears that of the artists who receive subsidies at the moment or the artists who either receive subsidies now, in the past or in the future, more artists are women than men. These results are however not statistically significant.     
In the table below (21) the variables that concern visual artists who receive subsidies either at this moment, have received in the past or may apply for in the near future will be presented in relation to the variable that is about the respondents’ age. 
Table 21. Artists who receive subsidies at the moment, have in the past or may apply for them in the future (or not) in relation to the age of the respondents.  
	
	The respondents’ age
	

	
	From 18 to 40 
	From 41 to 60+
	Total % (of count)

	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment 
	38.3%
	61.7%
	100.0% (of 60 respondents)
Stat.sig.

	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	23.6%
	76.4%
	100.0% (of 212 respondents)
Stat.sig.

	Artists who received subsidies in the past 
	30.4%
	69.6%

	100.0% (of 125 respondents)

	Artists who did not receive subsidies in the past 
	23.5%
	76.5%
	100.0% (of 149 respondents)

	Artists who may apply for subsidies in the future 
	35.7%
	64.3%
	100.0% (of 154 respondents)
Stat.sig.

	Artists who will not apply for subsidies in the future 
	13.2%
	86.8%
	100.0% (of 114 respondents)
Stat.sig.

	Subsidy-artists
	33.3%
	66.7%
	100.0% (of 189 respondents)

Stat.sig.

	Non-subsidy-artists
	11.6%
	88.4%
	100.0% (of 86 respondents)

Stat.sig.


What becomes clear from table (21) above is that generally, most of the respondent that were questioned are above 40, hence the high percentages in the second column. What can be explained from this table is that of the respondents who receive subsidies at the moment 38% is in the age of 18 to 40, while 62% of them is 40 or older. Of the artists who may apply for subsidies is the near future 36% is below 40, while 64% is older than 40. Of the non-subsidy-artists 12% is younger than 40, while 88% of them is older than 40. The strength of the relations in the table that are statistically significant with a reliability of 95% are according to calculation with association measure Cramér’s V all weak. 


In the next table (22) the variables that concern the artists who receive subsidies at the moment and the subsidy-artists will be presented in relation to the variable that is about whether or not the respondents have children. 

Table 22. Artists who receive subsidies at the moment, have in the past or may apply for them in the future (or not) in relation to whether the respondents have children.  

	Whether or not the respondents have children (of 272)
	

	
	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	Subsidy-artists
	Non-subsidy-artists

	No (of 111)
	30.6%
	69.4%
	75.7%
	24.3%

	Yes (of 161)
	16.1%
	83.9%
	64.0%
	36.0%


What appears from this table is that of the respondents who do not have children most artists (69%) do not receives subsidies at the moment. However, more respondents without children (31%) receives subsidies at the moment than respondents with children (16%). For the artists without children count also that 76% of them is a subsidy-artist, against 64% of the respondents who do have children. Apparently the artists without children are more likely to receive subsidies in general than the respondents with children. All results in the table are statistically significant with a reliability of 95%. According to calculation with association measure Cramér’s V these relation are however quite weak. 

In the next table (23) the variables that concern artists who receive subsidies either at this moment, and the subsidy-artists and non-subsidy-artists will be presented in relation to the variable that is about whether or not the artists’ partner is an artist him/herself or not. In this table all the respondents who answered this question in the questionnaire by saying that they do not have a partner are left out. Hence the total of the respondents in this table is 216, 56 did not have a partner or did not fill in the question for other reasons. 
Table 23. Artists who receive subsidies at the moment, have in the past or may apply for them in the future (or not) in relation to whether the respondents’ partner is an artist as well.  

	Whether or not the respondents’ partner is an artist (of 216)
	

	
	Artists who receive subsidies at the moment
	Artists who do not receive subsidies at the moment
	Subsidy-artists
	Non-subsidy-artists

	Partner is an artist (of 44)
	29.5%
	70.5%
	82.2%
	17.8%

	Partner is not an artist (of 172)
	16.9%
	83.1%
	61.3%
	38.7%


What appears from this table (23) is that of the respondents’ partners that are an artist as well, 30% receives subsidies at the moment and 71% of them does not. However, less artists of the respondents who do not have a partner who is an artist receive subsides at the moment (17%). Also, the respondents who have a partner who is an artist as well receive more often subsidies either now, have in the past or might apply for them in the future (82%) than the respondents who do not have a partner that is an artist as well (61%). This could imply that the artists who have a partner that is also an artist are more often subsidy-artists, than artists without a partner who is an artist. The relations in this table are statistically significant with a reliability of 95%, although qua strength somewhat weak. 

This is the end of the statistical analysis in this thesis. In the coming chapter the conclusions will be presented.  
8.  Conclusion 
Introduction
It is the year 2010. In the Netherlands, as well as in almost every other country in the Western world, the financial crisis, which began in September 2008 in the USA, endures. Elections have just taken place in the Netherlands and the negotiations to form a coalition are slowly progressing. One thing is for sure at this point, the next administration has to make a lot of retrenchments in the spending budget of the government. It seems almost unavoidable that the arts and culture amongst many other things are going to suffer from this. Probably, not only cultural organizations like theaters and museums are going to experience these retrenchments, but dependent on who will take place in the coalition the artists as well. For some of these artists this will not make any difference, but for the artists who depend upon financial support from the central government, municipalities or foundations that are financed by the government, large retrenchments may create financial problems. What would they do when they could no longer receive any subsidies? 

Research question and method
This thesis it is about what visual artists in the Netherlands would do when the subsidies that are directly beneficial to artists would be gradually phased out from now on, and in five years will not exists anymore at all. The exact research question is as following: ‘What are the expectations of visual artists about which behavioral changes they would make when they will no longer be able to make use of any subsidies from the government or subsidized foundations in a near future?’ Sub questions that will be answered in order to give an answer to the research question are as following: ‘Which visual artists make what changes?’, ‘What are the changes that the visual artists are going to make when subsidies were to be abolished in a hypothetical situation?’ and ‘What do visual artists expect that would happen with visual artists in general, art in general en the competition amongst visual artists when subsidies were to be abolished? Subsidies are being described in this thesis as financial support from any government or subsidized foundation, which are directly beneficial to visual artists. Subsidies on artists’ ateliers are also included in this thesis as being subsidies. Directly or indirectly subsidized orders and purchases, for example purchases from the Ministry of Housing, Planning and Environment, are not a part of the subsidies as applied in this thesis.  

The research strategy that was used was mainly quantitative, for the results of a lot of respondents were statistically analyzed. The main source for data collection in this thesis is through performing an online survey. The survey was created after conducting interviews with five artists. The email addresses of 1121 visual artists were randomly chosen by last name, via websites like beroepkunstenaar.nl, kunstenaarszuidholland.nl, nabk.nl, arttrack.nl and kunstinzicht.nl. 293 artists filled in the questionnaire. Because a great part of this thesis is examining an unknown area, this research is explorative, and therefore mainly inductive. The theories in this thesis are mainly to inform the reader and to provide him/her with some background information about the subject. The outcomes from the research may function as a starting point for the development of new theories in this subject. 
Results

The main question in this thesis is what visual artists expect that would happen when there would be no more subsidies. The fact that this question is about expectations has everything to do with the questioned situation being a hypothetical one. The hypothetical situation that the questioned artists are asked to imagine, is not real and moreover has not taken place yet. Despite of the uncertainties about whether or not the artists’ expectations will become true, the following results were analyzed. 

Although most of the respondents at first thought that nothing would change for them when subsidies were to be abolished, it later on appeared from the statements on which respondents have given their opinion, that some things for them would change after all. Especially the 191 subsidy-artists (the artists who either receive subsidies now, have received them in the past or will apply for them in the near future) expect that they will have to make some behavioral changes when subsidies were to be abolished. The 86 non-subsidy-artists (the artists who do not receive subsidies now, nor received them in the past or will apply for them in the future) expect to have to make far less changes when it comes to their behavior when subsidies were to be abolished. This might be understandable because the subsidy-artists are probably more committed to subsidies and/or have a lot more to lose when subsidies were to be abolished than the non-subsidy-artists.  


The behavioral changes that are going to be made most certainly when subsidies were to be abolished, according to the expectations that the respondents have about this, are that the respondents are going to work more in their second jobs, that they will be able to spend less time on their artistic profession, that they are going to live of selling personal assets, savings, etcetera, or moderate their life style and that they are going to undertake action to preserve subsidies, like joining a union or protest. The behavioral changes of which the respondents expect that they will not make when subsidies were to be abolished are that they are going to participate in courses that could help professionalize their artistic practice and that they are going to apply for subsidies abroad. The behavioral changes that the respondents expect that they might make when subsidies were to be abolished, although not convincingly, are that they are going to spend more time on networking, that their art will become more commercial, that they are going to contact more (or better) galleries that could sell their work and that they are going to financially lean more on their partner and/or family. Quite remarkable is that 12% of the respondents who receive a subsidy at this moment are going to give up being an artist when subsidies were to be abolished in the near future. 


When it comes to the respondents’ expectations about what would happen with artists in general, art in general and the competition amongst artists, the respondents are clearly much more negative about the hypothetical abolishment of subsidies. Namely over 80% of the subsidy-artists think that visual artists in general would be able to spend less time on their artistic profession, over 60% thinks that the number of visual artists will decline and over 70% think that visual artists will become (even more) poor. The non-subsidy-artists are slightly less negative but share about the same opinions. When it comes to art in general over 60% of the subsidy-artists expect that art in general will become more commercial and that the quality of art in general will decline when subsidies were to be abolished. On the other hand, almost 30% of the artists that receive a subsidy at this moment think that the quality of art in general will improve. Of the non-subsidy-artists even 40% thinks that the quality of art in general will improve. Concerning the competition amongst artists when subsidies were to be abolished, over 30% of the subsidy-artists expect that the competition amongst visual artists will become more fair. Even over 50% of the non-subsidy-artists think this. Also over 30% of the subsidy-artists expect however that the competition amongst artists will become less fair when subsidies were to be abolished. 


Generally, it appears that the respondents when it comes to their own artistic practice, expect that less things would change when subsides were to be abolished than they expect when it is about the consequences of the abolishment of subsidies for other artists or other art than their own art. To given an example of this, when it comes to the artists who receive subsidies at this moment, 30% thinks that their art will become more commercial when subsidies were to be abolished. When it comes to the same group of artists who receive subsidies at this moment, 70% thinks that art in general will become more commercial when subsidies were to be abolished. This could imply that the idea of the abolishment of subsidies seems worse to the respondents than the actual consequences may be for the respondents. Apparently a lot of artists think that abolishing subsidies has large consequences for art and visual artists in general. The respondents who expect the least behavioral changes to be made by visual artists in general as well as with themselves when subsidies were to be abolished are the non-subsidy-artists. The reason that these 86 respondents are not interested in subsidies can be for various reasons, but probably these respondents are against subsidies in general. Anyway, that the respondents expect to have to make some behavioral changes when subsidies were to be abolished, is certain. 
When it comes to the finances of the visual artists it appears that of the artists who receive subsidies at the moment, 67% earns €6000 or less net per year with their art and 33% earns more than €6000. Of the artists who receive more than €6000 net per year with their art 27% receives subsidies at the moment and 73% does not receive any subsidies at the moment. When the finances of the visual artists are interpreted in relation to arts-related second jobs it appears that of the artists who receive subsidies at the moment 84% earns less than €6000 with their arts-related job net per year and 17% earns more than €6000 in an arts-related job net per year. Of the artists who earn more than €6000 net per year in their arts-related second job 19% receives subsidies at the moment and 81% does not. When the artists who receive subsidies at the moment are related to non-arts jobs it appears that 93% earns less than €6000 net per year in a non-arts job and 7% earns more than €6000 net per year in a non-arts job. Of the artists who receive more than €6000 net per year in their non-arts job net per year only 6% receives subsidies now, against 94% who do not receive subsidies at the moment. What can be concluded from looking at these finances of the respondents, is that the artists who receive subsidies at the moment more often earn an income below €6000 net per year, and that the respondents who earn more than €6000 net per year more often do not receive subsidies at the moment. It could be argued that the visual artists who receive subsidies at the moment work less in an arts-related or non-arts second job than artists who do not receive subsidies because they do not need the money so much. Also, it could be argued that the visual artists who earn more than €6000 net per year with an arts-related or a non-arts second job receive less subsidies at the moment because they do not need them. 
Some other findings about the visual artists in relation to some personal characteristics, are that of the artists who receive subsidies at the moment 43% are women and 57% are men. Furthermore, of the artists who receive subsidies at the moment 38% is younger than 40 years old and 62% is 41 years old or older. Of the respondents who do not have children 30% receives subsidies at the moment and 70% does not receive subsidies now. Of the respondents who have children 16% receives subsidies at the moment and 84% does not. From these findings can be deducted that having children is not beneficial when subsidies are aspired, which probably has to do with the fact that visual artists with children spend less time on their art and/or applying for subsidies than artists without children. Of the artists who´s partner is also an artist 30% receives subsidies at the moment and 70% does not receive subsidies at the moment. Of the artists who’s partner is not an artist themselves 17% receives subsidies at the moment while 83% does not. Apparently having a partner who is also an artist is beneficial for artists perspectives on subsidies, while artists who have a partner who is not an artist as well more often do not receive subsidies. An explanation for this could be that artists with a partner who is also an artist are more focused on subsidies, have more contacts in the arts field or earn less money for which they try to compensate.

Although the literature that was described in the second chapter was mainly to inform the reader about the subject in general and not to draw hypotheses from, some theories are comparable to this thesis. One of these theories is that of Brouwer and Zijderveld (2003) who have questioned 524 artists in order to find out more about them. In this study slightly more men were questioned, as opposed to this thesis in which more women were questioned. Also the group of artists that Bourwer and Zijderveld (2003) questioned was somewhat younger than the artists in this thesis. Concerning the subsidies 48% of the respondents in the study of Brouwer and Zijderveld received a ‘stimulation’-subsidy and 21% receives the Wwik whereas only 22% in this thesis receives any subsidy at this moment. Furthermore, in this thesis only 15% of the respondents do not earn any money with their art while 41% does not make any money with their art in the study of Brouwer and Zijderveld (2003). 

Another theory that is applicable to this thesis is that of the work preference of Throsby (1994). In this theory is explained that artists have a high work preference to work in the arts, and when artists earn more money in their (non-)arts jobs they are going to spend less time in this job, in order to spend more time on making art. In this thesis it appears that most of the artists work in a second job, in which most of them (especially in the arts-related second jobs) do not make a lot of money. Also most of the artists in this thesis think that they would have to work more in their second job(s) when subsidies were to be abolished and that they would be able to spend less time on their artistic profession. Although it was not investigated whether or not the artists in this thesis have a high work preference, it is likely that they do. The other theories that were described in the literature review, are highly interesting and providing a lot of background information on the subject, but were not directly comparable or applicable to the findings in this thesis.   

Limitations and recommendations
Now that the most important conclusion of this thesis have been given, in this final part of the conclusion chapter some of the limitations of this thesis will be described and some recommendations for further research in this subject will be given. 


This thesis knows a few limitations. One of them is that the situation that the respondents are questioned about is a hypothetical one, as was mentioned earlier in this chapter. Subsidies that are directly beneficial to visual artists have not (yet) been abolished, which is why the respondents are asked about their expectations. Whether or not an expectation actually comes true in the future can only be known in time, and only if subsidies were to be abolished. This limitation results in a lower external validity for we cannot know whether the expectations of the respondents really predict what a situation in the future without subsidies is going to be like. Another limitation in this thesis is that the subject of the possible abolishment of subsidies is an emotional subject for artists, because it is about their income that they may lose and subsidies function as some sort of signal that provides artists a right to exist. Because of these emotions the danger exists that the respondents are not giving honest answers, in order to try to preserve subsidies. As can be read in chapter four, some measures were taken in order to prevent this as much as possible. 

Further research in the subject of what would happen with visual artists when subsidies were to be abolished is recommended. One of the recommendations is that a more qualitative investigation could be a useful complement to this thesis because it could go deeper into the expectations of the respondents, which may expose new insights. Another recommendation for further research could be an investigation into the opinions of respondents about subsidies. This could be of interest because when the opinions of respondents about subsidies would be analyzed, the discrepancy between expecting and what they would like could be analyzed. Thus, when the opinions about subsidies were analyzed, it could become clear in what way these opinions influence the respondents’ expectations. Also it could be quite useful to do a similar research with more respondents involved or with a specific group of respondents, like for example artists who receive the Wwik. Further research would be useful because there is no known information about the subject of what would happen with visual artists and art when subsidies were to be abolished, while the discussion about whether or not subsidies should be abolished continues. Research about this could be a great contribution to this discussion. 
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Attachtments

Attachtment 1: Questionnaire
[image: image8.png]1. Zonder subsidie

Deze enquéte gaat over welke gedragswilzigingen eventueel bij beeldend kunstenaars zouden optreden wanneer het
subsidiestelsel in Nederland zou veranderen. Het maak hierbij iet uit of u in het verleden of nu wel of geen gebruik
van subsidies heeft gemaakt

Het gaat bijdit onderzoek niet om uw mening over de wenselijkheid of onwenselijkheid van subsidies

De enquéte bestaat uit twee delen. Het eerste deel gaat over eventuele gedragwigigingen in een fictieve stuatie, het
tweede gedecte betreft vragen over wie u bent en wat u doet.

Uw gegevens zullen volledig anoniem behandeld worden!





[image: image9.png]Stelt u zich twee situaties voor
Situatie 1- alle subsidies die direct aan kunstenaars worden toegekend biiyen onveranderd bestaan

Situatie 2 tussen nu en juni 2015 (dus over een periode van 5 jaar), worden alle subsidies die direct aan kunstenaars
worden toegekend geleidelijk afge bouwd.

Dit zou betekenen dat u vanaf juni 2015 nooit meer om bijdragen van de overheid (gemeente, provincies, centrale
overheid. door de overheid gefinancierde fondsen en stichtingen) kunt vragen. Hierbij worden subsidies op
atelierruimtes dus ook meegerekend!

De overheid bijftin deze fictieve situatie echter wel onverminderd kunst kopen en opdrachten geven, zoals opdrachten
van de Rijksgebouwendienst en Stichting Kunst openbare ruimte.

De vraagis wat u in de tweede situatie in de komende 5 jaar (en daarna) anders zou doen
(Letop: de twee boven geschetste scenario’s zip fictief. Bovendien gaat het bij dit onderzoek niet om uw mening over

de wenselifheid of onwenselijheid van subsidies, maar utsluitend over mogelije gedragswizigingen bij
kunstenaars)





[image: image10.png]* 1. In de volgende vragen geeft u uw mening over stellingen die betrekking hebben op
fictieve situaties.

Het maakt hierbij niet uit of uin het verleden of momenteel wel of niet gebruik van
subsidies (heeft ge)maakt.

Het gaat hier om subsidies die u als kunstenaar direct ten goede komen zoals
subsidies van het Rik, de gemeente of fondsen en stichtingen die door de overheid
gefinancierd worden. Subsidies op atelierruimten horen hier ook bij!

Let op: direct of indirect gesubsidieerde opdrachten en aankopen vallen hier niet
onder. Daar verandert n deze fictieve situatie niets aan.

Geef aan in hoeverre u het met de volgende stellingen eens bent.

Vult u alstublieft alle vragen in. Ook als het erop lijkt dat ze niet op u van toepassing
Zijn, bijvoorbeeld omdat u nooit subsidies heeft ontvangen.

Stelling:
Wanneer subsidies van nu tot 2015 geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en over 5
jaar helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden, verwacht ik dat het volgende zal

veranderen:
newtaal et
betemee e besiemee
= oreers oneersiiet eens -
mee cens)

¢ verandert voor i hekemast ks g N eS o geN T ]
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e ga ext cusussen (ivosroesk vor Bischoingof omschaln) I N R ST S
volgen i mj kumen helpen min berospsprak &
profesionlseren
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*2_ stelling:

Wanneer subsi van nu tot 2015 geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en over §
jaar helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden, verwacht ik dat het volgende zal
veranderen:

1k 2l stoppen met het kurs tenasrsschap. &I &I

*3. Stelling:

Wanneer subsidies van nu tot 2015 geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en over 5§
jaar helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden, verwacht ik dat het volgende zal

veranderen:
neutasi (it

et & hebgeen
o mes. me  bestmee
mes onsens e mescens  partner ol
oreers oreers famiie
mes sens)
1k ga finncisel gesien mesr eunen op. C)F @ F)F 8 e FI 8O e

i parnes en/ of femile.

4. Wanneer subsidies van nu tot 2015 geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en over
5 jaar helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden verwacht ik dat ik ook nog het
volgende zal veranderen ten opzichte van een situatie waarin alles hetzelfde blijft:
(optioneel)

(U kunt hier desgewenst ook nog een toelichting geven bij één of meer van uw

eerdere antwoorden.)

a





[image: image12.png]* 1. Wat verwacht u dat er met kunstenaars in het algemeen zal gebeuren wanneer
subsidies vanaf nu in 5 jaar geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en daarna
helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden?

Er zijn meerdere antwoorden mog:

Hrzsi s versnderen voor kunstenaars in het sigemesn

instdnssrs zullen mindes fid hebben voor hun kunstensarsbercsp omdst ze mess mosten werken i sl dan niet-
urstgarelsteerge tpanen

instdnssrs zullen financies! gezien mesr mosten gan leunen op hun partners famiie.
nstdnssrs zullen zich verenigen

et sshtal kunstensars zal sinemen’

instdnssrs zullen lsngere werk dagen gasn mken

Hinstdnasrs zullen (nog) srmes worden

Arged

name





[image: image13.png]* 2. Wat verwacht u dat er met kunst in het algemeen zal gebeuren wanneer subsidies
vanaf nu in 5 jaar geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en daarna helemaal niet

‘meer verstrekt zouden worden?

Er zijn meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!
e s aan e burstvaandaren
Gt o cormmer it werden
fN] -
Hrzal frinder kurst komen
el vanurst sl veshchiaen
2wt van kst el vereteren

Arged

namei

* 3. Wat verwacht u dat er met de onderlinge concurrentiepositie van kunstenaars zal
gebeuren wanneer subsidies vanaf nu in 5 jaar geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden
worden en daarna helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden?

Er zijn meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!
el it san e ndringe concrenseposie van rsterea
2 anlatnge concrrensepesie vankunstenaas worch eefer

3= onderlinge concurrentiepositi van kunstensars wordt onesriker.
Arged

name





[image: image14.png]De volgende vragen gaan over wie u bent, wat u doet. etc.

Uw gegevens worden volledig anoniem behandeld.

1. Welke vorm van beeldende kunst beoefent u?

Er zijn meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!
Tl

Hextie|
drarel
Heiarlouwkurst
iz amie
otoaibtie
dim [
ihstalities
et hance
it wek
Faselrst
Arged

name

/—J

* 2. Heeft u een bijbaan / bijbanen?

(Voorbeelden van een kunstgerelateerde bijbaan zijn kunstonderwijs, deelname aan
commissies in de kunst, een baan waarin toegepaste kunst wordt gemaakt, het
geven van een workshop binnen uw kunstvak, etc.)

e
U sitden &én of meer kunstgerelstasrde tijsasn/bibanen.

€] atden &

of mesr et curs gereltesrde bilbssr/bibenen.

6 bebe: dén of mesr kursigerelsiserde bitsanbibanen én &4

of meer ietunstgerelateerde bibaanbibsnen.





[image: image15.png]* 3. Hoeveel uur werkt u ongeveer in uw al dan niet kunstgerelateerde bijbaan /
bijbanen per week?

(Onder bijbanen vallen ook workshops in eigen beheer. Al dan niet gesubsidieerde
opdrachten vallen hier niet onder bijbanen maar onder uw vrije werk).

2t vin toepassing (k heb geen bibssn)
10 i per ek
572 uir per wesk
5212 Gir per ek
167 14 wur per week
1528 wur per week
28 ur perwesk
2528 uur perwesk
28728 uur perwesk
38 28 uur perwesk
A 28 uur perwesk

G don 40 uur per week





[image: image16.png]* 1. Van welke subsidie(s) maakt u momenteel gebruik?

Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!
G

e obubsisiesra stetier
Harcelskostenvergossing(en)
s its)
Hartsipandumistipendia
Wereburs beurzen
Hobiickiesubsidie(s)

i [

Arged

name





[image: image17.png]* 2. Van welke subsidie(s) heeft u in het verleden gebruik gemaakt?

Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!
G

e obubsisiesra stetier
Harcelskostenvergossing(en)
e sl iiets)
Hartsipandumistipendia
Wereburs beurzen
Hobiickiesubsidie(s)

owac [

Arged

name

|

* 3. Welke subsidie(s) denkt u misschien in de komende vilf jaar aan te vragen?

Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk!
G

e obubsisiesra stetier

Harcelskostenvergossing(en)
e sl iiets)

Hartsipandumistipendia
Wereburs beurzen
Hobiickiesubsidie(s)
owac [

Arged

name





[image: image18.png]* 4. Wat is gemiddeld uw jaarlijks netto inkomen uit subsidies? (bijvoorbeeld over het
jaar 2009 of 2010)

Het gaat hier om subsidies die u als kunstenaar direct ten goede komen zoals
subsidies van het Rik, de gemeente of fondsen en stichtingen die door de overheid
gefinancierd worden.

Let op: subsidies op atelierruimten horen hier ook bij!

&G ratio per jsar

7 - 560 netto per jear

501 £1000 retto per jesr
107171500 neto pe jear
15012000 netio per jear
5001~ 2500 neto pe jear
35012000 neto per jear
3001~ 2000 neto per jear
4001”5000 neto per jear
8071”6000 neto pe jear
80717000 neto pe jear
7001~ 3000 netio per jear
5071”2000 neto per jear
£5074(-10.000 netto per jear
10,061 15,000 netio per joar
&15061-20.000 netio per jor
30061 25.000 netio per jor
35061-30.000 netio per jor

esfdan 30,001 netto per jear





[image: image19.png]* 1. Bent u lid van een kunstenaarsvakbond of vereniging?
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[image: image20.png]* 5. Heeft u kinderen?
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[image: image21.png]De volgende vraag gaat over uw inkomsten. Ik begrip dat dit een lastige vraag is maar maakt u alstublieft een ruwe
schatting. Ik garandeer u dat deze vragen slechts dienen om een inkomensplaatie van kunstenaars te maken en dat
uw gegevens niet openbaar worden

U kunt het inkomen baseren op het voorgaande jaar (2009). Het gaat hier om de netto inkomenscifers (dus na aftrek
van kosten en belasting).

(Uw gegevens worden volledig anoniem behandeld)

* 1. Wat is de netto opbrengst van uw kunst na aftrek van materiaalkosten en belasting
per jaar ongeveer? (dus zonder eventuele subsidies).

Inkomsten uit opdrachten en aankopen vallen hier ook onder. Inkomsten uit
workshops in eigen beheer worden hier niet meegerekend.

&G ratio per jsar

7 - 2600 netio per joar

5074 4000 retto per jsr
2070000 neto perjasr
807+~ 8000 netto per jesr
50712 10,000 netto per jear
10,061 12.000 netio per jear
12061 14.000 netio per jear
12061 16.000 netio per jear
18061 18.000 netio per jear
18,061 20,000 netio per jear
30061 25.000 netio per jor
€508 - 20 000 netto p jasr

Afar dan € 0,000 nsto per s





[image: image22.png]* 2. Wat is uw jaarlijks netto inkomen uit uw eventuele kunstgerelateerde
bijbaan/bijbanen?

(Voorbeelden van een kunstgerelateerde bijbanen zijn banen in het kunstonderwijs,
deelname aan commissies in de kunst, een baan waarin toegepaste kunst wordt
gemaakt, het geven van een workshop binnen uw kunstvak enzovoort).

G (1 heb geen kunstgerelstesrce bipsan)
7 - 2600 netio per joar

5074 4000 retto per jsr
307+~ 6000 retto per jesr
807+~ 8000 netto per jesr
50712 10,000 netto per jear
10,061 12.000 netio per jear
12061 14.000 netio per jear
12061 16.000 netio per jear
18061 18.000 netio per jear
78 061 20,000 netto per jear
30061 25.000 netio per jor
35061-30.000 netio per jor

Afar dan € 0,000 nsto per s





[image: image23.png]* 3. Wat is uw jaarlijks netto inkomen uit uw eventuele niet-kunstgerelateerde
bijbaan/bijbanen?

(Een niet-kunstgerelateerde bijbaan is een baan die niks met kunst te maken heeft
zoals bijvoorbeeld werken in de horeca en werk bij bedrijven of
overheidsinstellingen die niets met kunst te maken hebben).

£ (i heb geen nietkunstgerelstesr de bijbsan)
7 - 2600 netio per joar

5074 4000 retto per jsr
307+~ 6000 retto per jesr
807+~ 8000 netto per jesr
50712 10,000 netto per jear
10,061 12.000 netio per jear
12061 14.000 netio per jear
12061 16.000 netio per jear
18061 18.000 netio per jear
78 061 20,000 netto per jear
30061 25.000 netio per jor
35061-30.000 netio per jor

Afar dan € 0,000 nsto per s

* 4. Wat s het jaariijks netto inkomen van uw partner?
e e parnr
Foep—
fatacd (i ongevesr €000 netto per maand! €26.000 neto pr jaer)

‘Soven modsal
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[image: image25.png]Hartelijk dank voor het invullen!

1. Bij afronding van dit onderzoek zal een rapport worden opgesteld met de
belangrijkste resultaten van dit onderzoek.

Als u geinteresseerd bent in het ontvangen van dit rapport, zou u dan zo vriendelijk
willen zijn hier u emailadres achter te laten.

———





Attachtment 2: Reactions that artists wrote in open answer boxes in the questionnaire. (unedited)
Wanneer subsidies van nu tot 2015 geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en over 5 jaar helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden verwacht ik dat ik ook nog het volgende zal veranderen ten opzichte van een situatie waarin alles hetzelfde blijft: (optioneel)    (U kunt hier desgewenst ook nog een toelichting geven bij één of meer van uw eerdere antwoorden.)  

"Ik ga financieel gezien interen op persoonlijk bezit (zoals bijvoorbeeld spaargeld, een hogere hypotheek, verkoop van bezit) en/of mijn levensstijl versoberen." Als ik nog meer versober, eet ik niet meer.

(dus bij deze enquette doe ik of ik een ander ben?)  In mijn omgeving zullen veel kunstenaars  geld-problemen krijgen vooral de oudere kunstenaars die niet makkelijk ander werk vinden.

ad: "mijn kunst zal commercieler worden"  Gaat het hier over het karakter van de kunstwerken of over het commerciele succes die deze zouden gaan krijgen?  Mijns inziens is deze vraag niet duidelijk.

aktievere PR plegen ten kosten van het werken in het atelier.

Alles wat u hierboven schetst is al voor mij van toepassing.

Bij het ontwikkelen van nieuw werk speelt het beheersen van de materiaalkosten een belangrijkere rol.

Bijna geen atelier meer te betalen en dus te krijgen

Dan gaat dat absoluut ten koste van de kunst en zal de maatschappij verarmen.

de aantrekkelijkheid van nederland voor buitenlandse kun stenaars zal dusdanig afnemen, dat de cross over en het aanzien van de nederlandse kunst t.o.v. buitenland sterk zal doen afnemen, er zal een leegloop ontstaan.  de ontwikkeling van  meer experimentele kunst zal afnemen.  de werkeloosheid zal sterk toenemen. zelf zal ik zeker naar het buitenland vertrekken.

De crisis was/is al een slijtageslag, meer dan de andere vrije beroepen (hoge terugval in inkomen) zijn de kunstenaars gedupeerd, maar dit is een vak waar een principieele kant aanzit.. Kunst is een levenstaak. Stoppen kán niet. Ik zou hopen dat alle halve kunstenaars af gaan vallen, maar verwacht juist een toename van rommel. Kunsten kalven al af in niveau..Teruggang zal doorzetten.

De echte kunstenaar overleeft toch wel en zo niet dan gaat het om een afhankelijk en dus onvrij kunstenaarschap van subsidie-afhankelijke kunstenaars. Zet dat maar in je onderzoek.

de kunst zal duurder worden voor de verzamelaars en opdrachtgevers

De kunstwereld moet zo wie zo anders. Mensen willen kunst kopen maar het moeten geen slaven zijn die het maken en dan nog zo behandeld worden ook. Sinds Vincent van Gogh en nog zo velen moeten de mensen toch wat hebben bijgeleerd. Zij vinden het normaal voor de ontwikkeling van een schitterend model auto te betalen in een mooie showroom. Wij willen ons beroep normaal kunnen uitoefenen. Er is veel spraken van uitbuiting.

de meeste kunstenaars leunen zowiezo niet op subsidie . er is allang een soort ondernemersschap en zelfredzaamheid

De meeste subsidie van de overheid wordt zijdelings uitgegeven aan allerlei mensen die vakbladen uitgeven, zogenaamd bemiddelen of exposities maken enzovoort. Hierdoor blijft er heel weinig over om daadwerkelijk aan de beeldend kunstenaar uit te geven. Dus als de subsidies verdwijnen zijn er alleen maar mensen in de marge van de kunst die hun baan verliezen ( adviescommissie leden etc.) en voor actieve kunstenaars verandert er maar weinig. Bij hen komt het geld op dit moment namelijk niet terecht.

De subsidie op atelierruimte zal de grootste impact hebben.  De vraag is of ik (samen met anderen) atelierruimte ga kopen. Is al sprake van geweest.

Dit zijn dingen die ik allemaal al doe omdat ik geen subsidies aanvraag of toegekend krijg. Dat is altijd al een hele kleine groep geweest en het overgrote deel van de kunstenaars moet toch op deze manier proberen te overleven. Het is vooral vervelend voor kunstenaars dat kunst maken een eerste levensbehoefte is en geen luxe, daarom zal kunst altijd blijven bestaan. Eigenlijk zou de overheid kunstenaars moeten koesteren door ze belastingvoordeel te geven etc. Kunstenaars voegen wel degelijk iets toe aan de maatschappij, dit wordt vaak over het hoofd gezien. De kunstenaar wordt vervolgens afgedaan als een 'doorgedraaide' kunstenaar zoals van Gogh bijvoorbeeld was.

door subsidies kan ik manifestaties organiseren die maatschappij gericht zijn zonder dit heb ik geen basis waaruit ik verder kan bouwen, dus voor mij zou mijn manier van kunstuitvoering ophouden te bestaan, en zou overgaan tot kleinschalige kunstvorm zoals productie van kunst als verkoop om te overleven, de basis van kunst is zijn overbodigheid als verkoopproduct de enige waarde is zijn vorm als schoonheid of het vrij weergeven van ongeziene ongekende of verzwegen omstandigheden, personen, groepen, gebeurtenissen uit onze maatschappij. de maatschappij heeft daarintegen de verantwoordelijkheid kunstenaars de mogenlijkheid te bieden zonder teveel beperkt te zijn door zoeken naar manieren om te overleven een menswaardig bestaan te leven, en een toeziend en vrij oog te hebben voor onze maatschappij. op het gebied van netwerken en zoeken naar een goede vertegenwoordiger voor onze kunstuiting hebben veel kunstenaars veel tijd en energie nodig, voor het ontwikkelen van een basis waaruit kunst kan ontstaan ook. daarnaast bestaat er ook zoiets als prive wat bij de meeste kunstenaars uitloopt op een ramp omdat er niet genoeg tijd is om in alles goed te zijn, en een kunstenaar meestal kiest voor zijn grootste impuls het criereen van werk ik vind de vragen dan ook zeer beperkt en zeker niet een goed beeld geven om een goed en doeltreffend antwoordt te geven op de gestelde vraag

dramatisch, en het is al zo krap

Een volk zonder cultuur en vrije niet commerzielle kunst kan niet bestaan en heeft geen toekomst en heeft geen warde meer!

Een werkruimte huren is waarschijnlijk financieel niet meer mogelijk, problematisch

Er verandert niets. Ik werk zonder subsidies en kan er van leven. Wat mij wel parten gaat spelen is het ouder worden en geen pensioen(opbouw) hebben

Er wordt nu net gedaan alsof er veel subsidies zijn .Vanaf 1987 is er steeds minder geld naar de kunstenaars gegaan.Nu kan een beperkte groep wat subsidie krijgen meer geld is er niet. Degenen die niet het goede lotnummer hadden, zijn al jaren bezig te overleven.De anti-kraakwet is ook weer een manier om het vrije kunstenaarschap verder om zeep te helpen.

Er zal gezocht worden naar andere vormen van verkoop en koop.

Er zal minder experimentele kunst worden gemaakt. Momenteel doe ik veel mee aan kunstprojecten met een bijzonder karakter waarbij de gemaakte kunst niet verkocht kan worden. Dat kan alleen met subsidie.

Er zijn al geen individuele subsidies meer sinds 1988 !!! Je onderzoek uitgangspunten kloppen niet.

geen idee, ben geen waarzegger

Geen subsidies meer maakt het doen van bijzondere projecten in het buitenland bijna onmogelijk.

geen verandering

grote financiele problemen, mentaal onwelzijn

Het hele kunstklimaat verandert; er zal veel minder tijd vrij zijn voor het organiseren van culturele activiteiten door kunstenaars; niet alleen individuele kunstenaars zullen financieel slechter af zijn zonder subsidies, maar de secor als geheel.

Het staat m.i. vast dat de BKR een belangrijke rol heeft gespeeld bij de ontwikkeling van beeldend kunstenaars en dat subsidies noodzakelijk zijn. In dit verband wil ik wijzen op het belang van de samenstelling van kunstcommissies (voor subsidies en overheidsopdrachten). Gezien de resultaten in de openbare ruimte, vraag ik me wel eens af (ik weet dit ook van collega's die in dit soort commissies zitten en zaten), of een percentage van de leden van deze commissies wel een groot inzicht hebben in wat een wezenlijke bijdrage levert aan de beeldende kunst in Nederland.

Het vinden van een evenwicht tussen het kunstenaarschap en een bijverdienste is ontzettend belangrijk.  Kunstenaar zijn en werken als kunstenaar is een noodzakelijke toestand die de kern of motor vormt van alle andere activiteiten. (ook de in de banen voor de bijverdienste)

Het zal de vrijheid in mijn werk zwaar beperken. Ik zal meer werk moeten maken voor bedrijven, waardoor het meer toegepast of 'af' moet zijn. Verkoopbaar. Dat haalt het experiment uit mijn werk.

Het zal moeilijk wordn om zelf maar een minimaal inkomen te vrkrijgen.

Het zal ten koste gaan van je eigen creativiteit wanneer mensen meer commerciele kunst gaan produceren. Het creatieproces is het belangrijkste voor de kunstenaar, misschien komt er wel een goed onderscheid russen mensen die echt vanuit hun eigen bron kunst willen maken en mensen die het voor de lol doen. Dan zou het de echte kunstenaar naar boven halen !!

het zou een hoop grotere interessante projecten onmogelijk maken, omdat er waarschijnlijk teveel tijd gaat zitten in het werven van voldoende sponsorgeld op een andere manier. Of men zou creatiever moeten worden in het zoeken en vinden van alternatieve geldbijdragen.

honger lijden

hoop op - valt weg

huis opeten is de enige mogelijkheid

ijn partner heeft ook een eenmanszaak dus we zorgen samen voor inkomsten. Ik vul de gaten als hij geen opdracht heeft,

ik bekostig mijn eigen kunst,

ik ben autodidact en krijg dus geen subsidies

Ik ben kunstenaar geworden in het huidige stelsel; ik kan moeilijk inschatten of ik in de geschetste situatie nog in staat ben om het te blijven!! Wel vind ik het in de huidige situatie al moeilijk genoeg.

Ik ben niet (direct) afhankelijk van subsidies maar kan niet overzien wat de indirecte gevolgen voor mijn situatie zullen zijn.

Ik ben nu, met subsidies, al heel actief wat het benaderen van galeries betreft en met netwerken. Meer kan ik op dit gebied niet doen. Het wegnemen van subsidies brengt daar geen verandering in. Verder verkoop ik mijn werk regelmatig, ik geef les in kunstvak onderwijs en geef lezingen. Samen met de susidies die ik krijg kan ik het net redden. Als de subsidies totaal stoppen, kan ik mijn atelier niet meer betalen. Wat daar het gevolg van is is niet helemaal in te schatten. Maar wat is een kunstenaar zonder wekplaats. Een wezenlijk aspect van veel kunst is de 'ambachtelijke' kant ervan; de handmatige vervaardiging en persoonlijke arbeidsintensieve aandacht. Mijn inschatting is dat dit aspect van kunst in de toekomst alleen maar belangrijker zal worden als tegenhanger van een  wereld die steeds gepolijster wordt, steeds meer digitaal georienteerd  en steeds abstracter.  Subsidies zijn ook belangrijk om speciale projecten te realiseren. Ik heb een heel bijzonder project gedaan dat veel (internationalen en museale) belangstelling heeft gekregen. Dit had ik nooit uit kunnen voeren zonder het basisstipendium van het Fonds Beeldende Kunsten, Vormgeving en Bouwkunst dat ik in die periode kreeg.  Subsidies maken het mogelijk je volledig op je werk te concentreren. Het zijn maar enkele mensen die zich in ook kunnen concentreren als ze zich in chaos  bevinden, geldzorgen hebben of geen plaats hebben om te werken. De meeste mensen hebben daar rust voor nodig. Maar zonder die concentratie kan geen goede kunst gemaakt worden.

Ik ben van mening dat een kunstenaar zodanig aan zijn niveau moet blijven werken dat DAARDOOR de opdrachten binnenkomen.Lukt dat niet , dan moet de kunstenaar eventueel iets anders ( erbij ) gaan doen om ziijn kost te verdienen. Jan Schoonhoven als voorbeeld : postbesteller en kunstenaar. Door kwaliteit moet het werk zichzelf bewijzen en onderscheiden.Het verkrijgen van subsidies is heel vaak toch een kwestie van connecties en vriendjespolitiek, zo is mijn ervaring. Bovendien : de samenstelling van toekennende commissies is vaak nogal discutabel!

ik blijf mijn kunst maken

ik denk dat beginnende kunstenaars veel minder kans zullen hebben een goede start te maken

Ik ga denk mijn denk ik maar in het Buitenland wonen en werken. Want waar we in Nederland nu mee bezig zijn daar begrijp ik toch niets meer van. En zo'n mooi land hebben we wat Natuur betreft ook weer niet. Eigenlijk helemaal niet. Je wordt hier meer geleefd door de overheid. Dan dat je leeft (jezelf).

Ik ga een kleine persoonlijke galerie openen.

Ik heb al een fulltime baan naast mijn kunstenaarsschap, ik werk daar 37,5 uur per week, in de avonden en weekenden en vakanties werk ik voor mezelf. Ik heb nooit subsidies gekregen omdat ik daar niet voor koos. Ik wil als kunstenaar onafhankelijk zijn en blijven, daar geloof ik in. Die financiele crisis zal wel over waaien en ik heb het geloof en de overtuiging dat ik er ooit van zal kunnen leven. Ondertussen zorg ik dat ik een uitmuntend portfolio heb en onderhoud ik mijn internetsite. Sociale netwerken zijn heden ten dagen mijn heil en ik netwerk me de tandjes. Maar of het me gelukkig maakt om overdag bij een advocatenkantoor te werken en s'avonds mijn eigen ding te doen....Nee dat niet echt, ik wil zo graag doorbreken en meewerken aan grote projecten of reclame campagnes of dat mijn muziek opeens verkoopt. Ik heb het talent in huis, nu alleen nog het geluk om op de juiste tijd op de juiste plaats te zijn. http://www.doubleoroos.com is mijn site. Misschien kan je me nog eens wat tips geven naar aanleiding van de uitkomst voor dit onderzoek. ;-)

Ik heb altijd erbij gewerkt voor mijn "brood"en ben bijna met pensioen, de vragen zijn op mij dus niet zo van toepassing

Ik heb een bloeiende praktijk als portretschilder, heb twee keer een basisstipendium aangevraagd, maar werd allebei de keren afgewezen. In de afgelopen zes jaar heb ik mijn praktijk zelf opgebouwd, zonder hulp van subsidies. Inmiddels verdien ik te veel om voor bijvoorbeeld een basisstipendium in aanmerking te komen.

Ik heb er altijd al voor gezorgd dat ik naast kunstenaarschap ook een basisinkomen verdien via betaald werk om afhanekelijk te kunnen opereren

Ik heb nog nooit subsidie gehad, doe alles in eigen beheer, betaal mijn eigen atelier, maar wel met behulp van een partner met een baan. Anders zou het niet kunnen. Ik bekostig verder alles zelf mede door het geven van cursussen en workshops, maar daar kun je dus niet van leven, wel van blijven schilderen.

Ik heb nooit aanspraak gemaakt op subsidies.  Mijn productie en omzet is goed.  Tevens ben ik ook docent.

Ik heb nooit om subsidie gevraagd en dus gekregen. Omdat mijn partner voor het hoofdinkomen zorgt. Een luxe positie. Denk er wel over om een bijbaantje te nemen omdat het soms wel heel erg krap is.

ik heb tot nu toe nooit subsidie aangevraagd, en het inkomen van mijn partner zorgt dat ik "vrij" kan werken

Ik leef van geld dat ik verdien met bijbanen. Ik maak films, deze worden gefinancierd met kunstsubsidies en door sponsoring. Als kunst (en film) subsidies helemaal verdwijnen, zal ik heel hard gaan lobbieen in NL en buitenland bij bedrijven en mogelijke belangengroepen/ geintresseerden (afhankelijk van inhoud film) om te kijken of via ik via volledige sponsoring kunstfilms kan blijven maken. Meer low-budget werken dan nu is niet mogelijk (werk nu al extreem low-budget, bijna iedereen die meewerkt aan mijn films doet dat voor niets).

Ik ontvang geen directe subsidies als kunstenaar, maar wel eens subsidies voor collaboratieve projecten in de culturele sector. Deze (vaak vrijwillig georganiseerde en niet ten behoeve van mijn eigen ondernemersschap) projecten zullen er wel onder lijden.

Ik ontvang geen subsidie en leef van het inkomen van mijn partner en verkoop van mijn werk

Ik probeer al bijna 20 jaar rond te komen zonder subsidies.  Ik ben wel voor subsidies in de zin dat ze een oncommercieel maar proffessioneel kunstzinnig project ondersteunen. Bovendien geeft een voltooide subsidie aanvraag weer een extra naamsvermedling in offcieeel circuit, dat krijg je als doe het zelver  / autonome kunstenaar nauwelijks voor elkaar.

Ik verwacht, al wordt de soep nooit zo heet gegeten als hij nu wordt voorgeschoteld, dat Nederland er cultureel gezien een stuk armer uit gaat zien.  Lamgeslagen door het politieke klimaat verwacht ik dat weinigen de barricades opgaan. Wel ontstaan er alternatieve initiatieven zie b.v. http://kunstreizigers.net/  gr,    Jacob Bos

ik verwcht dat de nadruk op verkoop wordt gelegd, enhoop dat meer werk anagekocht wordt door overheden, bedrijven en particulieren.  wel zal het aanbod beeldende kunst minder experimenteel en gevarieerd zijn.  ik verwacht ook dat er minder professionele kunstenaars zullen zijn.

Ik werk al jaren zonder subsidie, en ik werk daar niet anders, meer of minder onder.  Vroeger heb ik wel subsidies ontvangen.  De meeste subsidie gaat trouwens alleen naar zogenaamde "topkunst" en het zijn altijd dezelfde kunstenaars die dat krijgen.  De politiek moet zich helemaal niet met kunst bemoeien.  Die vind dat kunstenaars zich "commercieel" moeten onderhouden. Ha, het idee alleen al.  Ik maak wat ik wil, en wat ik belangrijk vind en of dat topkunst is, al of niet commercieel daar denk ik geen moment aan. ( de van Gogh doctrine) !  Een goede kunstenaar heeft een vrije geest.

Ik zal een andere bron van inkomsten MOETEN zoeken en dus nog nauwelijks aan kunst maken toekomen, al helemaal geen mogelijkheden meer hebben om te investeren in promotie en verkoop van mijn werk

Ik zal een parttime baan zoeken. Ik zal mij om laten scholen tot leraar scheikunde. Ik zal parttime werken als leraar. Ik zal veel minder tijd kunnen besteden aan mijn beroepspraktijk als beeldend kunstenaar.

Ik zal meer leunen op het werk als projectsecretaresse dat ik nu doe en me daar meer in gaan professioneliseren. Dat doe ik nu al omdat ik het leuk vind en ik het goed kan combineren met mijn schilderpraktijk.

Ik zal met mijn kunst nog meer de straat op gaan

Ik zal minder uren aan het maken van kunst kunnen besteden.

Ik zal minder van expositie mogelijkheden gebruik  kunnen maken

Ik zal vrijwel zeker mijn gesubsidieerde atelier moeten opgeven.

ik zal wellicht andere materialen, andere formaten en andere materialen gaan gebruiken. Misschien ook mijn atelier moeten opzeggen en thuis gaan werken.

Indien er blijvend te weinig opdrachten komen en voldoende verkopen uitblijven zal ik misschien genoodzaakt zijn om te stoppen met de manier waarop ik nu werk maak, waarvoor ik een grote ruimte nodig heb en veel apparatuur. Ik zal dan minder veelzijdig bezig kunnen zijn. Wellicht leidt dat ertoe dat ik helemaal stop of een andere mooie nieuwe weg vind. Voluit doorgaan is toch steeds weer een afweging, omdat je toch al zoveel minder inkomen hebt dan andere hoog opgeleiden terwijl je wel veel uren maakt. Geld is niet zaligmakend, maar wel nodig.

kleinere projecten

kleinschaliger projecten doen

Kunst zit innerlijk in hart en geest!!!!! Altijd en in welke omstandigheden ook!!!!

kunstenaars en geld heeft eigenlijk niets met elkaar te maken. Kunst verwijst naar iets waar de samenleving een te kort aan heeft. Daarom krijg ik nu ook al geen subsidies. Val overal buiten en toch kopers van mijn kunst zeggen: 'Ik kom eindelijk thuis!' "Mijn gezin is harmonieus en is harmonieuser geworden door de kunst" Natuurlijk moet je wel leven, maar als je de samenleving met zijn buitenkant beleid zijn gang laat gaan verliest de samenleving zijn ziel.

Maastricht zal opnieuw een koude saaie commerciële winkelstad worden. Nederland zal veranderen in een kleurloze vergrijsde samenleving waar alles zal gaan om geld. Wel zal er een underground kunstenaar opstaan die zogenaamd alleen maar voor overlast gaat zorgen in de vorm van publieke acties!!!

meer beweging op de kunstmarkt, de kunstenaars laten meer van zich horen, gaan zich duidelijker met de politiek bemoeien, en zoeken de pr van de dagbladen op met ludieke KUNST akties. Ze houden zich in ieder geval niet meer tam.

Meer dan nu zal ik workshops moeten geven, misschien een moeilijk te vinden baan zoeken als docent beeldende vorming en zal ik financieel nog meer moeten leunen op mijn partner. Er blijft dan te weinig ruimte over om mij te kunnen ontwikkelen in mijn eigen werk, dat haalt de kwaliteit naar beneden. Niet alleen ten aanzien van de inhoud van mijn eigen werk maar ook in het geven van workshops gekoppeld aan het onderwijs. Juist de wisselwerking tussen het kunstenaar zijn en het lesgeven, geeft een meerwaarde.

Meer nevenactiviteit, bijvoorbeeld lesgeven betekent minder toekomen aan eigen werk

Mijn huis verkopen en een huis huren, dat geeft voordelen zoals geen onderhoud meer en WOZ belasting, en je kunt aanspraak maken op huursubsidie.

mijn kunst wordt marktconform en dus minder inhoudelijk, minder baanbrekend, tam. en heeft daardoor alleen nog maar een opsmukkende rol. terwijl kunst juist een autonome positie binnen de maatschappij moet hebben. het moet wakker maken, schuren, vragen oproepen, richting geven. dat is de enige manier hoe kunst nut kan hebben voor de maatschappij.

mijn kwaliteit verhogen voor goede verkoop

Mijn levensstijl kan niet soberder. Ik woon antikraak vanuit financiele redenen. Ik koop nauwelijks nieuwe kleren. Ik ga niet op vakantie. Ik ga weinig uit. Dat doe ik allemaal om de ontwikkeling van mijn beroepspraktijk als kunstenaar/vormgever mogelijk te maken. Wanneer de WWIk weg zou vallen zou dat ingrijpend zijn voor de opzet van mijn dagelijkse beroepspraktijk.

Mijn werk zal er comercieler gaan uitzien.

minder bijscholing , kleinere kans om in het buitenland te exposeren

Minder geld om mijn werk te exposeren

minder makkelijk in buitenland exposeren  minder snel bijscholing voor kunstenaars

Moeilijk om inzicht te krijgen hoe subsidie indirect ook stopt: ik geef optredens voor organisaties die vaak subsidies krijgen (in de kunst). Als dat stopt, dan moet ik wel ander werk erbij zoeken.

Moet ik me voor deze vraag inbeelden dat ik wel subsidies ontvang? In dat geval zouden de antwoorden anders zijn ingevuld.  Ik heb ze dus ingevuld vanuit mijn huidige situatie en omdat ik geen subsidies meer ontvang maakt het per saldo niets uit of ze verdwijnen.

Mogelijk vertrek naar het buitenland vanwege een gezonder kunstklimaat elders.

mogelijkheid om te participeren / te starten met grotere proijecten zullen niet langer mogelijk zijn (te hoge investeringen), hetgeen het niveau van de kunst niet ten goede komt.

Naast kunst ander betaald werk doen (doe ik nu ook al)

Netwerken- mijn netwerkactiviteiten zouden meer verschuiven naar bv architecten, designlabels en mecenas achtige personen en bedrijven. (sponsors)    Verder denk ik dat meer dan de helft vd gestelde vragen nu al een dagelijks feit zijn in de hedendaagse subsidieering. bv "ik ga financieel gezien meer leunen.....partner/familie. Het is nu al zo in mijn omgeving dat de partner met een vaste baan sneller word aangesproken op hulp (even lenen) omdat kunstenaars vaak geen buffer kunnen opbouwen.  "ik ga mijn werk....galerieen proberen te verkopen" Dat is natuurlijk nu ook de doelstelling van kunstenaars. Er zijn alleen heel veel kunstenaars en veel minder galerieen. (dus wie er nu al niet goed genoeg is valt af) JUIST door het subsidie stelsel (denk aan de wwik) zijn er nog midelmatige kunstenaars actief die amper verkopen en/of geen enkele toevoeging zijn voor hoogwaardige cultuur/kunst. Dit geld in mindere maten voor startstipendia die een nuttige bijdrage kunnen zijn voor de opstart van een kunstenaar. Maar ook deze subsidies kunnen gezien worden als bv oneerlijke concurrentie.

nog beter mijn totale inkomensplaatje organiseren, sneller proberen onafhankelijk te zijn ten opzichte van voorzieningen i.h.k. van het door de overheid uitgevoerde kunstbeleid. gaat hoe dan ook ten koste van het vervaardigen van mijn werk

nvt

nvt

Om verschillende redenen maak ik al lang nauwelijks gebruik van de subsidiemogelijkheden.  Dat heeft me niet gehinderd in mijn kunstenaarsschap.   Wel verwacht ik dat het moeilijker zal zijn om studenten te ondesteunen. Dat zal voor zowel mijn studenten (stoppen van kennisoverdracht) als voor mijzelf (geen - zeer bescheiden- vergoeding maar als docent) Dat laatste betekent dat ik voor de productie (materiaal overhead) meer afhankelijk word van mijn partner.   Vervallen van de subsidie zal geen invloed hebben op mij eigenlijke werk.

ontbvang nu geen subsidie. werk naar mijn kunstenaarschap op een school als bevoegd docent

Open-Ended Response

over 4,5 jaar moet ik de relatief goedkope ruimte uit van deze creatieve broedplaats: dan wrodt he tmoeilijk (er) om betaalbare en geschikte ruimte te vinden voor voortzetting van de creatieve workshops en inloopatelier voor buurtbewoners ed.

qua lesgeven ben ik met pensioen, dus ik ben misschien te oude voor deze enquette

Sommige kunstenaars zullen stoppen, waardoor ik minder concurrentie zal hebben.

Stelling drie van kunst alleen kun je nu al niet leven.

Subsidies afschaffen!!!!!

Veel kunstenaars vertrekken naar Berlijn,vanwege meer mogelijkheden,goedkopere ateliers,beter kunstklimaat,synergie.

verarming van kunst & cultuur(uitingen) in Nederland

voor mij verandert er niets voor zover je in de toekomst kunt kijken. Voor de kunstenaars en met name  voor de jonge of beginnende, die van hun werk moeten leven, hoop ik dat het subsidiebeleid verbeterd wordt. Het is een mooi, maar geen makkelijk vak om je brood mee te verdienen

voor mij wel; k heb nog nooit subsidie ontvangen!

voor mij zal er totaal niets veranderen omdat ik volledig onafhankelijk ben van subsidies.

waarschijnlijk kan ik mijn atelier niet meer betalen, die prijs zou dan omhoog gaan als ik het goed begrijp. dus thuis werken of in tijdelijke ruimtes. dat is een beperking voor mijn werk.

weinig geld om te investeren in materialen &  weinig geld om te presenteren zal iedere kunstenaar het gevoel geven geamputeerd te worden. Hoe kun je dit gevoel uitdrukken in woorden. Ogenschijnlijk lijkt er niets aan de hand, geestelijk zal het wel doorwerken. Het is volstrekt a-sociaal als alle geldkranen dichtgedraaid worden. Niet iedereen is inventief en commercieel om zichzelf te profileren, dat zijn meestal kunstenaars met een dikke portemonnee. Verdeling in arm en rijk zal zich op die manier ook manifesteren binnen de kunstwereld.

Wat verwacht u dat er met kunstenaars in het algemeen zal gebeuren wanneer

subsidies vanaf nu in 5 jaar geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en daarna

helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden?
Absolute verarming van onze cultuur

alleen de idealistische echte kunstenaars  blijfen over  prima

allen idealistischemet de goede mentaliteit hard werkende kunstenaars blijfen over  goede zaak

De beroepspraktijk zal veranderen. Het wordt niet langer rendabel  om een kunstenaar te zijn die alleen begrepen wordt door de kunstincrowd.

De beste en de mensen die werkelijk professioneel met het vak bezig zijn blijven over

de echte kunstenaar blijft

de echte kunstenaar zal opstaan doordat de trouw blijft aan de behoefte van het creatieproces !! Het gaat n.l. niet om het geld maar om de sterke behoefte iets te creeeren.

De 'echte' kunstenaars zullen blijven bestaan, zij kunnen niet anders dan kunst maken, en er zal een groep kunstenaars over blijven die rijk getrouwd zijn. Daarnaast zullen hobbyisten gaan concurreren met de kunstenaar omdat de kunstenaar zijn prijzen zal moeten verlagen, om nog wat verkocht te krijgen. De Nederlandse maatschappij zal verarmen omdat signalen niet meer opgepikt zullen worden,  en de beschaving zal terug lopen, zoals in landen waar schrijvers en kunstenaars geen vrijheden kennen.

De kunstenaars pur sang zullen overblijven, omdat het kunstenaarsschap een heilig moeten is.

De kwaliteit van de kunst die nog wel gemaakt wordt zal afnemen, omdat de concentratie van kunstenaars verbrokkeld wordt

de kwaliteit van hun kunst gaat achteruit

De markt zal gezonder worden door een afname van aanbod. Ook zou het de reputatie van de kunstenaar ten goede komen. Het Nederlandse subsidie klimaat heeft het beroep van kunstenaar een negatieve lading gegeven.

De niet-verkoopbare kunst zoals installaties etc. zal veelal verdwijnen, tenzij een bedrijf het bijvoorbeeld wil aankopen. Kunstenaarsinitiatieven, waar spannende dingen gebeuren, verdwijnen. Alles zal veel minder spannend en interessant worden.

Dit geldt alleen voor de zeer kleine groep die nu nog directe subsidies ontvangt en voor de grote groep die bijvoorbeeld in sociale of educatieve gesubsidieerde rollen functioneren (de vraag is overigens bij deze groep, of dit wel onder kunstsubsidies zou moeten worden gerekend of gewoon onder onderwijs of sociale zaken)

dit zal de kwaliteit van goede kunst niet bevorderen,  bijv. de selectie normen zullen veranderen/ verlaagd worden.

een soberder kunstenveld, en commercialisering van de kunsten. meer mecenas en sponsoring vanuit bedrijfsleven en private gelden.  minder galerieen, exposities en kunstenaars.

Eerst wordt ze een zogenaamd '' kunstenaars steun ontwikkeld, '' WWIK '' waar kunstenaars naar mijn mening eerder door werden bellemmerd in hun ontwikkeling en uiteindelijk zijn afgehaakt.    Nederland is al lang bezig met een luchtbel te ontwikkelen voor Kunst en Kunstenaars!     De verkeerde groepen en organisatie kregen het grootste deel van subsidies waar de echte kunstenaars niet van konden meeprofiteren! Dus in dat opzicht verandert er niet veel voor de strijdende kunstenaar!

Er komen minder podia en instellingen voor kunstenaars om zich te presenteren.

Er zal een groot verschil/gaat gaan komen tussen gevestigde kunstenaar s(die kunnen leven van hun werk) en beginnende kunstenaars. Een beginnend kunstenaar zal niet of nauwelijks gemotiveerd raken en worden onder gewaardeerd en zal worden beschouwd als 'amateur/hobbyist'.

Er zal een groter beroep worden gedaan op instituten en fondsen die nu ook al de kunsten sponsorfen/subsidieren.

Er zal meer worden gekeken naar mogelijkheden in andere landen

er zal veel meer commerciële kunst gemaakt gaan worden en toegegeven worden aan de wensen en de smaak van het publiek en de mode van dat moment. Dit kan de kunst nooit ten goede komen. Zie de talloze voorbeelden uit de kunstgeschiedenis.

Er zullen er veel naar het buitenland vertrekken waar meer kunstverzamelaars zijn.

Experimentele en niet commerciële kunst wordt minder gemaakt. Dit leid tot vervlakking en zal Nederland een slechte internationale naam geven.

Het aantal (kunst) organisaties dat leeft van subsidies zal ook afnemen en hierdoor de "bijbanen" voor kunstenaars ook, tevens zal de kunstenaar dus nog minder betaald worden als hij/zij exposeert.

Het aanzien van het beroep zal nog verder dalen.

Het ligt aan de personen zelf, waar een wil is, is wel degelijk een weg. ;-)

Het woord part-time kunstenaar zal opgenomen worden in het woordenboek.

Ik heb plannen voor een internationale kunstfabriek in Zwolle. Er moet naar mijn idee meer met andere disciplines in de maatschappij samengewerkt worden voor ondersteuning zoals dat overal normaal is. zie www.duitsekunst.eu/gastenboek waar ik steun voor het BEROEP KUNSTENAAR VRAAG. voor het Recht van de Zwakke en plannen voor een kunstfabriek.

Ik werk momenteel zo´n 60 uur per week. Dat is het totaal van werken aan kunst, netwerken en werken in nietkunst-gerelateerd werk

ik wordt werkeloos

kalitatief goede kunst verdwijnt. Er zal kunst voor de massa gemaakt worden want  dat verkoop. Commercieler.  Reflectie op menszijn; maatschappij zal verdwijnen.  De broodnodige ,zo totaal andere blik van de kunstenaar zal verdwijnen.

Komt er mogelijk eindelijk een schifting in kwalitatief goede kunst.

Kunst zal verschralen, aanbod wordt nog minder gevarieerd. Het is nu al moeilijk voor de meerderheid van de kunstenaars, veel hebben nu al moeite om subsidie te krijgen en/of in hun onderhoud te voorzien.

kunstenaars ( de echte ) zijn creatief en verzinnen wel iets of vertrouwen op de toekomst en gaan gewoon door. muv grotere theatergezelschappen en orkesten etc. Ik heb het over de inidividuele kunstenaar.  Degene die het niet lukt om van hun werk te bestaan zijn al gewend aan bijbaantjes, steun van ev familie etc etc

Kunstenaars die niet de roeping hebben maar het alleen interessant vinden zullen weg gaan. Meestal zijn dit de gesubsieerde kunstenaars. Veel wol maar weinig inhoud. Ik mag natuurlijk niet alle kunstenaars over één kam scheren er zijn ook goede bij hoor!

kunstenaars die nog niet in het opdrachten circuit zitten, zullen geen mogelijkheid hebben om een oeuvre op te bouwen waarmee zij zich en positie op de kunstmarkt kunnen verwerven.  aanwas van nieuwe kunst zal stokken of op zijn minst heel eenzijdig worden. (alleen geselecteerde academieverlaters)

Kunstenaars gaan meer commerciële initiatieven ontwikkelen ten kosten van het autonome werk..

kunstenaars moeten creatiever worden in het voorzien van eigen onderhoud.

Kunstenaars worden dan (eindelijk) gedwongen hun werk toegankelijker en commerciëler te maken. Voor breder publiek. Het is het brede publiek dat hun werk mogelijk maakt (namelijk via de belastingen)    Kunst moet uit de elitaire hoek.

kunstenaars worden dan beperkt in hun mogelijkheden en hun keuzes.

Kunstenaars worden onafhankelijker.

Kunstenaars zullen (in eigenbelang) een collectief moeten vormen.  Kunstenaars die geen goed werk leveren zullen afvallen(en terecht) immers als je in een functie  in  de maatschappij niet mee kan zul je ook iets anders moeten doen.

kunstenaars zullen andere manieren moeten vinden om werk te verkopen, of door de vorm c.q. doelgroep van hun werk te veranderen

kunstenaars zullen beperkt worden in het uitvoeren van hun plannen, projecten zullen 2 keer zo lang duren, projecten zullen sneuvelen en doodbloeden.

Kunstenaars zullen efficienter moeten gaan werken en zich beter profileren op de markt.

Kunstenaars zullen heel goed na moeten denken over wat ze gaan maken en hoe. In sommige gevallen zal het de kwaliteit ten goede komen, in andere gevallen - kunstenaars die goed werk maken dat niet geschikt is voor de commerciële markt- zal het een verarming betekenen in het kunstaanbod. Sowieso denk ik dat het aanbod zal vervlakken als subsidies echt helemaal verdwijnen.

Kunstenaars zullen het altijd wel blijven volhouden, omdat ze gewend zijn aan tegenstand. Maar het wordt ze wel heel erg moeilijk gemaakt dan. Vooral jonge mensen zullen zich wel twee keer bedenken voordat ze voor de kunst kiezen.

kunstenaars zullen meer een kloof voelen tussen hen en de samenleving.

Kunstenaars zullen meer en meer ondernemers moeten worden om hun werk te kunnen blijven uitoefenen.

kunstenaars zullen meer sponsoring vragen voor drukwerk e.d.

Kunstenaars zullen ook financieel creatiever worden.

Kunstenaars zullen zakelijker moeten worden

kunstenaars zullen zich meer moeten aanpassen aan de smaak

Kwaliteit zal zwaar achteruitgaan.    Kwaliteit ontwikkel je door mogelijkheden, tijd en uitdagingen.  Minder geld voor de kunstnaars betekent minder mogelijkheden en minder tijd.

Kwaliteitsaanbod en podia vallen weg.  Kunstenaarsinitiatieven zullen toenemen.(low budget)  Er zal een alternatief circuit ontstaan, zeker als ook het politiek klimaat bedreigender wordt.  De top en talenten vertrekken naar buitenland.  (goedkoper wonen en werken, betere kansen inkomen en ontplooiing)

leegloop kunstenaars naar binnenland minder aantrekking voor buitenlandse kunstenaars

Minder doorgroeimogelijkheden en ontwikkelmogelijkheden voor startende kunstenaars

Minder kunnen investeren (tijd en geld) in de promotie en verkoop van hun werk

Minder mensen zullen dit voor hun beroep gaan doen, alleen de echte gemotiveerden gaan die richting op

Misschien geeft het ook een nieuwe impuls aan "de kunst" in het algemeen. Veel kunstenaars zullen zich moeten herpositioneren. De noodzaak van de kunst die gemaakt wordt zal misschien groter zijn. Dat is in het meest positieve geval. Anderzijds denk ik dat een aantal ontwikkelingen binnen de kunst te lijden zullen hebben onder deze maatregelen. Als de ruimte tot experiment wordt ingeperkt (gebrek aan "speelruimte" door afschaffen subsidies) kan dit ook een zekere stagnatie tot gevolg hebben. Ik denk wel dat de assertiviteit van kunstenaars die besluiten hun beroep voort te zetten (het contact met de buitenwereld), groter wordt. Hun afhankelijkheid van de buitenwereld wordt groter en daarmee de betrekking intensiever.

namelijk:

-Nogmaals, bovengenoemde is nu al een feit in de hedendaagse beroepspraktijk van Kunstenaars.  Verder zullen er naar mijn mening minder kunstenaars overblijven behalven de echt serieuze groep beeldend kunstenaars. Wat de kwaliteit ten goede komt.  - Wat wel zorgelijk zou zijn is dat de individuele grote/bijzondere projecten, die soms plaatsvinden middels individuele subsidie, bedreigt gaan worden. Maar deze zouden door samenwerking met instellingen alsnog gerealiseerd kunnen worden. (mits deze instellingen meer geld gaan krijgen)

Op veel vlakken zal het cratieve beeld van Nederland afgebrokkeld worden.

Startende kunstenaars zullen verstrikt raken tussen enerzijds broodwerk (kassiere, telefoniste of wat maar geld oplevert) en weinig tijd overhouden voor het emotionele proces van inspiratie en idee vorming.     Zo even in het weekend snel een idee eruit persen werkt niet altijd, ook omdat de kunstenaar beknibbelt op rust.    Door de broodbaan ontstaat er tijdnood, de kunstenaar moet dan kiezen tussen netwerken, uitgaan en openingen aflopen of zelf productief zijn.

Verdeeldheid binnen arm en rijke kunstenaars zal zich gaan manifesteren. Ik zie het nu al om mij heen. Als kunstenaars zich kunnen verenigen en zich commercieel kunnen profileren, zal het wat gemakkelijker voor hen zijn. Maar ook dat is niet voor alle kunstenaar weggelegd.

volgens mij kan het alle kanten op, voor de 1 zal het een overduidelijke verandering in zijn beroepsuitoefening inhouden. op een andere manier geld zien te vinden om tot realisatie te komen. maar het gehele stelsel ging er zo van uit dat je naast je kunstenaarschap ook tekstschrijver en verkoper was dat er voor andere kunstenaars misschien weer mogelijkheden ontstaan.  er zullen misschien ook weer andere regelingen worden geintroduceert. ellitaire kunst zal waarschijnelijk wat meer naar de achtergrond verdwijnen. hopelijk word noeste arbeid en schoonheid wat meer beloond.

Voor de kunstenaar wordt het onmogelijk gemaakt om vernieuwende projecten in gang te zetten. Stagnatie in ontwikkeling van kunstenaar en de kunst.

Werkelijke kunst geschiedt altijd en misschien wel meer onder benauwde situaties.  Een kuhnstenaar mengt zich niet in politiek. en het gejoel, maar besteeds en leeft in zijn werk.

ze zullen meer moeten nadenken over hun werk en de relatie met het publiek, wat een positief effect zou kunnen zijn. Een soort emancipatie, omdat kunst zijn eigen weg meer zou moeten zoeken om te kunnen voortbestaan.

Zoals ik eerder opmerkte: het hele kunstklimaat verandert; de sector als geheel zal veel minder complex, experimenteel en  vernieuwend zijn.    En, kunstenaars maken nu al vreselijke lange dagen...

Wat verwacht u dat er met kunst in het algemeen zal gebeuren wanneer subsidies

vanaf nu in 5 jaar geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden worden en daarna helemaal niet

meer verstrekt zouden worden?
Absolute verarming van het culturele klimaat

alleen commerciële kunst zal overleven, maar ja ik maak geen commerciële kunst en werk ook nog steeds door zonder subsidie.

Alleen echte kunstenaars houden vol en zullen geen concessies doen wat betreft aard en kwaliteit van hun werk,

Alleen kunst gemaakt door financieel draagkrachtige kunstenaars, en die een man met een goede, tot zeer goed betaalde  baan hebben.

commerciële kunst is niet altijd de beste kunst

cultuur is de voedende en dragende kracht van een maatschappij, dus tegelijk met verslechtering van de kwaliteit van de kunst zal uiteindelijk ook de kenniseconomie eronder lijden. (zoals dit ook het geval is met bezuinigen op onderwijs en wetenschap).

de enige 'echte' kunstenaar blijft altijd bezig met zijn/haar werk.

De galeries zorgen voor de commercialisering van de kunst.

De gewenste diversiteit in werkveld van de kunstenaars zal zich vernauwen. Er kan minder vernieuwende en experimentele kunst tot stand komen. Hetgeen een groot gemis is voor de samenleving.

De kunst zal minder onderzoekend zijn.

de kunstenaar zal het zich niet meer kunnen permitteren om te reflecteren op het eigen werk. net als in de wetenschap is dit funest

De kwaliteit zal iets verbeteren maar het zal ook saaier worden/minder divers. Doordat galeriste puur commercieel zijn ingesteld en kunstenaars moeilijker "autonomer" of ingewikkelder werk kunnen laten zien zal er naar mijn mening een versobering in diversiteit optreden. Het is dan aan de kunst instellingen om dit op te vangen. (wederom alleen mogelijk mits zij er geld bijkrijgen)

de serieuze kunstenaars blijven toch wel bestaan

Echt goede kunstenaars kunnen verzanden en wegzakken. De gehaaiden onder ons weten zich altijd te handhaven!

er is een kans dat het aandeel amateurkunst groter zal worden, deze mensen hoeven er niet van te leven     er zal misschien een meer duidelijke scheiding komen tussen professioneel en amateur    met name het 'middensegment' zal het moeilijk krijgen

Er zal minder kunst te zien zijn of naar de oppervlakte borrelen

er zal minder plaats zijn voor grotere projecten. Anderzijds zal de kwaliteit toenemen omdat slechtere kunst zal verminderen bij uitblijven subsidie. Overigens zal er op communicatief vlak meer van de kunstenaar worden gevraagd. Matige kunstenaars met goede netwerken zullen echter beter presteren dan goede kunstenaars die een zwak netwerk hebben.

er zal nauwelijks nog autonome kunst  zijn.De maatschappij verliest een klankbord

Er zal wel wat aan de kunst veranderen en ook aan de plaatsen waar kunst gezien kan worden tegen welke prijs.

er zal wellicht minder artistiek bnredeneerde kunst komen en meer kunst die direct uit het hart van de kunstenaar zelf ontspringt komen

Er zijn veel mensen die zich zelf de titel kunstenaar hebben gegeven!  De echte kunstenaar zal overeind blijven.

Helaas is deze opleving van tijdelijke aard

Het aanbod via internet van hobbyisten zal nog meer toenemen.

Het duurt heel lang voordat een evenwicht zich kan herstellen; in het korte termijn, geloof ik dat de kunst (klimaat) zal verslechteren; misschien na lange tijd wordt het beter, oftewel, kunstenaars die het commercieel goed willen doen die nu naar het buitenland vertrekken, zullen in Nederland blijven. Maar dat betekent een hele verandering in de samenleving tov de waarde van kunst. En dat zie ik nog niet zo snel gebeuren.

het niveau van kunst in nederland en zichtbaarheid van nederlandse kunstenaars in het buitenland tot schrikbarend trieste laagte zal dalen.

Het ontbreken van subsidie zal een tweifelachtige werking hebben op de kunsten.  Zij die wel tijd en geld hebben kunnen blijven produceren (denk aan de adelvrouwe die zich creatieve bezigheid konden permiteren)  Startende kunstenaars met van begin aan een sterk netwerk kunnen zich ontwikkelen. (Bijvoorbeeld kunstenaars die vanuit ouderlijk huis al in kunstenaars kring vertoefden)  Oogverblindend top talent (dus zo een van daar heb je er maar 1 van op de 1000) zal door omgeving gesteund worden.    Maar iedere kunstenaar zonder netwerk, zonder financiele steun, die zich nog moet ontwikkelen is gedoemd in de broodbaan te verstrikken.

Het verhaal om het kunstwerk als kunst aan te prijzen zal verdwijnen. De pure kunst zal overblijven. Deze kunst heeft geen verhaal nodig en hoeft men alleen maar te ervaren. Kunst als universele taal.

het verslechteren en verbeteren lijkt een contradictie maar er zal een smallere kwaliteitstop komen (verbeteren) en er zal een grotere groep matig getalenteerden niet meer de uren maken om toch tot grote kwaliteit te komen (verslechteren)

iedere beweging brengt ook weer creativiteit met zich mee, dat hoeft niet minder of slechtere kunst op zich te betekenen.

Ik denk dat de goede kunstenaars die nu subsidie van het fonds krijgen minder tot een verdieping zullen komen,  verder dat het experiment in kunst meer verdwijnt in die zin dat het minder zichbaar is in galeires etc.

Ik denk meer een tweedeling tussen kunst voor kunst en commercielere kunst.

ik durf het niet te zeggen. er was altijd al meer bagger dan goed werk.

Ik hoop dat de kunstenaars wakker worden en zich gaan organiseren en samenwerken. Er op staan dat zij BEVRIJDT GAAN WORDEN ZOALS medio 1880 OOK DE ARBEIDERS en nu de DIEREN.

ik vraag me af of kunst zou verbeteren; ech tja wil ik er nie top antwoorden. Het kan ook tenkoste gaan van juist de eigen visie o pkunst van een kunstenaar. Maar soms vind ik dat te ver gaan namelijk

Kunst is subjectief. Sommige specifiek van subsidie afhankelijke kunst zal verdwijnen, vooral de kwaliteit van gezelschappen of gezamenlijke initiatieven zal dalen.

Kunst waar kunst voor dient valt weg alleen sterke benen kunnen dit dragen. De ziel van de samenleving wordt om zeep geholpen. Het hart gaat weg. En toch zullen er een paar die sterke benen hebben over blijven of veel geld hebben om de kunstwereld om te kopen zoals het nu al gebeurt. Betaal je elke maand een bedrag dan kom je in een galerie te hangen die wereldwijd aanwezig is. Kwaliteit is niet belangrijk. Betaal je meer dan krijg je een groter artikel in een kunstblad over hoe fantastisch je kunst is. Nou, dan is de ziel helemaal verdwenen. Kunst is een levenswijze zodra dit soort initiatieven groter worden dan wordt de kunst ook om zeep geholpen. Het land de samenleving wil leren samenleven maar kennelijk zonder ziel.

kunst wordt misschien commercieler maar daarnaast ook weer meer van de kunstenaars en 'echter' en minder van de subsidiegevers en curatoren, misschien is dat voor de kunst en de kunstenaars ook wel positief.

Kunst wordt nog marginaler in onze maatschappij dan nu al het geval is. Nederland neemt in dit opzicht een achterstandspositie in. Er is weinig breed gedeeld gevoel voor het belang van kunst en cultuur, behalve bij een elite. Elites mogen niet meer in dit land. Het wordt één grote, domme kleurloze middelmaat, dit Nederland.

Kunst wordt publieksvriendelijker.

kunst zal veranderen ( of de kwaliteit beter of slechter wordt is niet te zeggen)  omdat de selectie (stempel?) door subsidiegevers vervalt.

kunst zal weer meer een maatschappelijke functie krijgen

Kunstenaars concurreren nu op vier gebieden: de commerciële markt, de museale markt (het gebied van de biënnales e.d.) bedrijfs- en overheidssponsoring. Als de laatste wegvalt is er meer concurrentie in de eerste drie gebieden, maar gezien de tweede markt vooralsnog overeind blijft, is niet te zeggen of kunstenaars zich meer zullen commercialiseren.

kwalitatief goede kunst wordt meer en meer geïmporteerd.

meer conventionle kunst, minder experimenten. schilderijen en beelden nemen toe, conceptuele video/foto/installatie kunst nemen af.

Meer hypes;

MInder mensen zullen met echte mooie kunst in aanraking komen vrees ik.

Minder verbazing

namelijk: 

Sluiting van Musea. (Vooral die van de Hedendaagse Kunst) En podia. ( Alternatieve circuit zoals BIM, etc) Minder tot geen openbare Kunstevenementen/manifestaties ( Holland Festival, Schier, Parade etc. etc.)  Stevig protest vanuit de Kunsten. We kunnen aardig een potje breken in de media door onze originaliteit.

stuggle voor life  goede kunstenaars die niet het vermogen hebben om krachtig naar buiten te treden, worden de dupe

Van veraf gezien zitten we in een golf van desintresse t.o. beeldende kunst. De nogal hermetische groepen die nu sterk bepalend zijn zullen hun invloed gaan verliezen. Veel galerien zullen verdwijnen. Kunstenaars die dat kunnen zullen naar het buitenland vertrekken.   Misschien komt er een particulier besef dat kunsten waardevol zijn. Misschien...

Veel interessante projecten komen hierdoor te vervallen en worden nooit uitgevoerd, verarming van cultuur en cultuuraanbod in nederland.

verslechteren: omdat galeries minder hoge kwaliteit zouden kunnen gaan aannemen.  verbeteren: omdat verkoop een (nog) grotere noodzaak wordt.

vooral de "avant-garde kunst" zal een deuk oplopen, omdat die op dit moment het meeste profiteert van overheidsbemoeienis in de vorm van subsidies. Kortom er is kunst die meer getroffen wordt dan andere kunst.

zie landen waar weinig subsidiemogelijkheden zijn! is dat een goed voorbeeld?

Wat verwacht u dat er met de onderlinge concurrentiepositie van kunstenaars zal

gebeuren wanneer subsidies vanaf nu in 5 jaar geleidelijk afgebouwd zouden

worden en daarna helemaal niet meer verstrekt zouden worden?
Absolute verarming van het culturele klimaat

Alleen kunstenaars uit betere financiele kringen zullen zich nog deze 'hobby' kunnen veroorloven

Als er sprake is van business binnen de kunstwereld, zal deze wereld ook harder worden, neem ik aan. Verharding, concurentie, jaloezie zullen allemaal parten gaan spelen.

Concurrentie-afhankelijke kunstenaars zijn onvrijen

concurrentiepositie verhard

de concurrentie strijd zal sterker worden.

De concurrentie wordt groter en het hebben van een goed netwerk en andere pr-kwaliteiten wordt veel belangrijker; 'prijzenslag' : kunstenaars die hun werk voor te weinig aanbieden.

de concurrentiepositie van de kwaliteitskunstenaars zal beter worden

de dood van de een wordt het leven van een ander  wat inhoud dat de kunst van nu beoordeeld wordt in het licht waaruit we nu naar kunst kijken   wat niet inhoud dat dit hetzelfde beeld is in tijd  de zwakke mens als kunstenaar wordt ondergelopen door de gehaaide verkoper de manipulator of de oplichter. de meeste kunstenaars zijn een beetje los van de wereld verbonden met een andere wereld misschien zelfs een beetje vreemd.

De gevestigde namen zullen nog meer de dienst uitmaken, gezien daar wel geld voor is (coommercieel gezien). Nieuwe/vernieuwende kunstenaars zullen zo nooit meer aan de bak komen. Een afvlakking en doodsteek voor de kunst.

de markt bepaald grotendeels het succes/erkenning/voorbestaan van de kunstenaar.

De markt voor kunstenaars is zo klein dat het nu al zo kunstenaars erg afgunstig op elkaar zijn. Mensen gunnen elkaar soms het licht in de ogen niet. Er is totaal geen gevoel van solidariteit. Nu verenigen kunstenaars zich al niet meer, omdat iedereen het te druk heeft met overleven. Dat zal alleen maar erger worden.  Kunstenaar die subsidie krijgen hebben het iets makkelijker dan kunstenaars die dit niet krijgen. Maar, hoewel het systeem niet hermetisch is, Is het wel zo dat betere kunstenaars meer kans hebben om voor subsidie in aanmerking te komen. Dan kan je dus ook zeggen dat betere kunstenaars een betere concurrentiepositie hebben(!?)

De markt zal enerzijds nog meer achter de waan van de dag aanrennen (hypes) en anderzijds juist uitermate op veilig spelen, iets wat eigenlijk nu ook al gebeurt. Dat is slecht voor een grote groep kunstenaars. Hun slechte marktpositie wordt niet zozeer bepaald door een moordende onderlinge concurrentie, maar meer door het gedrag van galerieën en kunstkopers. In dat laatste zie ik weinig verandering komen.

De meest handige kunstenaars zullen doorgaan, daarnaast zullen er altijd onafhankelijke kunstenaars blijven.

de onderlinge concurrentie tussen kunstenaars wordt groter

de onderlinge concurrentiepositie van kunstenaars verandert.

De onderlinge concurrentiepositie van kunstenaars wordt meer gericht op de maatschappelijke relevantie van de kunst die gemaakt wordt. Het 'nut' zogezegd zal meer meegaan spelen, iets dat hierboven als 'commercieler' gezien kan worden. Een soort algehele vervlakking zal plaatsvinden in de kunst, aangezien het toegankelijk moet zijn voor het publiek, er een nut van het kunstwerk ervaren moet worden, een soort rechtvaardiging van het object d'art zelf.

De onderlinge concurrentiepositie wordt anders. Kunstenaars die in staat zijn om producten te leveren waar hun opdrachtgevers blij mee zijn, gaan beter draaien.

De positie wordt nog slechter dan dat ie al was,en het was al bar en boos.

Een bepaald soort kunstenaars met comercieler werk zullen overleven

Enerzijds solidariteit en anderzijds harde concurrentiestrijd waar het om het brood gaat.

Er zal meer concurrentie onderling gaan ontstaan

Extraverte persoonlijkheden zullen eerder aandacht krijgen

geen idee

geen mening

He  Het is al oneerlijk, de haat en broodnijd is er toch al!  Nu gaat het ook om vriendjespolitiek, relaties etc. dat is altijd al zo geweest.

Het experiment maakt plaats voor harde concurrentie. Commercie wint van intellect. Hopelijk valt het wel mee..

Het is al zo'n probleem om nu het hoofd boven water te houden en er genoeg tijd aan te kunnen besteden.

het is niet mijn ervaring dat het werk van kunstenaars die nu subsidie krijgen, goedkoper is. vaak is het krijgen van subsidie (bijv. stipendium) een pré.    werk zal vaker verkocht worden beneden de productie kosten,  marktwerking is oneerlijk voor werk wat vanuit het atelier verkocht wordt.

het selecteerd zichzelf door kwaliteit te leveren en door inspiratie

Het wordt steeds duidelijker dan tussen  "bekend/gevierd"  en niet of minder bekend.

het zal verschuiven, en of dat eerlijker of oneerlijker wordt hangt af van hoe je er tegenaan kijkt. De koper krijgt grotere invloed.

Ik denk dat er een verschuiving optreedt. "Handige" en "slimme" kunstenaars die makkelijk relaties leggen en verbindingen maken, zullen groot worden. Kunstenaars die solistisch werken en afzondering prefereren worden niet langer gesteund en zullen het niet redden. Wellicht gaat ook de smaak van het publiek weer een grotere rol spelen (want de betaler bepaalt wanneer subsidies worden afgeschaft). Tenzij er geniale verzamelaars opstaan en ook curatoren zich massaal hard gaan maken voor het fasciliteren van goede, niet noodzakelijk commerciele kunst.

Ik ervaar het niet als concurrentie, de goeie zullen blijven

ik heb beide me tja ingevuld, omdat de grootste schreeuwers het vak winnen en dat hoeven niet altijd de beste kusntenaars te zijn. Soewieso zijn kunstenaars vaak niet zo handig in commercieel vlak.

Ik maak me zorgen over de hoeveelheid kunstenaars die zich gaan toeleggen op toegepastte kunst (dat gebeurt nu al). Waardoor een dikwijls multiple editie werk dat makkelijk te maken is concurreert met werk dat alleen al vanwege emotioneel proces uniek is.

Je kan niet met verschillend maatstaven meten; sommige kunst is niet te verkopen, maar toch heel erg goed. En andere soorten, (schilderijen) kan je an de muur hangen, en verkopen, die zullen het in een wereld zonder subsidies "beter" doen.

Kunstenaar blijven en zo ook de denkwijze over kunst.  een heldere scheiding misschien tussen kaf en koren

kunstenaars met eigen vermogen zullen de toon aan gaan geven, zonder concurrentie van kunstenaars die zichzelf niet kunnen bedruipen

meer concurrentie maar niet perse oneerlijker.

Men zal zijn werk goedkoper aan de man gaan brengen om toch een inkomen te verkrijgen

mensen in bevoorrechte posities (rijkere partners/familie etc) zullen meer tijd en geld hebben om kunst te maken. Dit zal niet perse ten goede komen van de kwaliteit vd kunst lijkt me.

Met kunst concurreer je niet!!

minder elite

Moeilijk te zeggen.

namelijk: 

Niet iedere kunstenaar is afhankelijk van subsidiepotjes.  Het is toch vaak een wereldje van ons kent ons.. en netwerken.

Omdat nu een klant mij wilde en verboden werd door de instelling waar zij mee moesten samenwerken. Wat eigenlijk verboden was. 40.000 euro ben ik hierdoor mis gelopen.

op het moment dat je niet goed bent in netwerken en niet goed bent in inhoudelijke concessien doen, wordt jue positie als kunstenaar zwak

positie NL kunst zal verslechteren t.o.v. buitenland

Positief aspect: er komt een eind aan de "staatskunst" en de macht van de bijbehorende clubs/netwerken en kunstcensoren.  Negatief aspect: toename van de hoeveelheid rommel en commercie.

Subsidies worden door veel kunstenaars gezien als erkenning.( een commissie staat in hoog aanzien, hoger dan een goed lopende kunstverkoop)  Zonder subsidies valt dit onderscheid weg en de vraag is of de 'goede 'kunstenaar dan over blijft.  Het wegvallen van gesubsidieerde kunstenaars-broedplaatsten zal ook een verarming voor de kunst zijn.

te complex om over te gaan speculeren

Tja, ik heb het idee dat subsidie op dit moment vooral wordt verstrekt aan kunstenaars die niet commercieel werken, dit valt in de smaak binnen 'het kunstwereldje', maar het werk is meestal lastiger te verkopen. Ik denk niet dat deze kunstenaars commerciëler werk zullen gaan maken als subsidies wegvallen dus ik denk dat er niet veel zal veranderen aan de onderlinge concurrentie (voor zover die er al is).

uitgaande van het feit, dat de markt gaat bepalen wat levensvatbaar is en wat niet, zal minder toegankelijke kunst het heel zwaar krijgen.

weet het niet precies

werkelijke kunst is autonoom en heeft collega,s nodig om zich te ontwikkelen.l,art pour l,art

Wij moeten onze rechten eisen in plaats van ons nog meer tegen elkaar op laten zetten! Er is mij al verteld dat ik bekendheid via het bed moet zien te krijgen!! Doorbreken met zeer experimenteel werk is haast niet mogelijk omdat je alles op alles moet zetten met je werk en de krenten worden uit de pap gehaald voor vriendenprijsjes als je niet uitkijkt. Ik heb de noodklok nu al geluid voor hulp van SAMENSCHOLEN zodat wij elkaar kunnen versterken!

Zij die geen subsidies kregen staan dan 'op gelijke voet' met anderen die het wel krijgen, wat ook wel goed kan zijn.

Zoals deze al was, er zijn winnaars en verliezers....survival of the fittest noemen we zoiets toch?

Heeft u nog opmerkingen etcetera?
ik ben opgewonden van boosheid verwondering over deze vragenlijst

Alle inkomsten van subsidie en onkosten vergoeding gaan op aan materiaal en atelierkosten,  dus geen winst uit onderneming.

Als het subsidiesysteem wordt afgebouwd is dat funest voor mijn kunstenaarschap. Ik blijf wel kunstenaar, maar zal er weinig tijd voor hebben.

Als zelfstandig autonoom kunstenaar wil ik mijzelf kunnen bedruipen  en geen subsidies aanvragen. Ik heb een partner die ook  een eenmanszaak heeft dus wij gaan er samen voor om   en zijn zeer gedreven in ons vak om door te gaan,.

Bedragen inkomsten zijn niet relevant omdat door familieomstandigheden een doorstart wordt gemaakt.

Ben benieuwd naar de uitslag en succes!

Dat het beroep van kunstenaar niet meer tot armenluizenbaantje bestempeld wordt met de bijgaande vernederende opmerkingen en ondertussen zowat een eigen fabriek moeten runnen.

Dat het hele subsidie beleid anders zou moeten, kunstenaars meer professie zouden moeten tonen tov bedrijfsvoering vind wik ed vaak een verkapte uitkering

De fiscus en mijn boekhouder weten alles van inkomsten(daar blijft het bij).

De inkomensvraag is nogal onduidelijk gesteld: netto= alleen met aftrek materiaalkosten en belasting of ook reiskosten, huur atelier e.d.? Zo heb ik t nu wel gerekend. De vraag zou beter precies volgens de belastingaangifte kunnen zijn, bijv. Inkomsten met aftrek van alle uitgaven = totale winst of winst na aftrek zelfstandigen aftrek

de subsidie die ik ontvang is vooral projectgerelateerd. het grootste deel van deze subsidie gaat dus naar derden. inmiddels onderhou ik daardoor enkele assistenten in hun levensonderhoud en kunnen andere bedrijven dank zij mij bestaan. ik mis in een discussie over subsidie dit onderdeel. het kleinste deel van de subsidie gaat naar mij toe. het overgrote deel gaat naar anderen. daardoor is de kunstenaar een belangrijk economisch factoor.    enkele vragen zijn verder wat ondduidelijk of misleidend. zo staat ergens de antwoord of kunstenaars nog langere werkdagen maken. maar staat nergens, hoe lang de werkdag al is. als je bijvoorbeeld een werkweek van tegen de 50 uur hebt, dan is het vrij lastig om te zeggen dat de werkdagen langer moeten worden.    verder lijkt mij interressant om het inkomen van de partner verder te differentieeren. zo hebben zij samen meestal een verzamelinkomen van 10.000 euro per jaar.   ook is alleen de vraag naar nette inkomen wat onduidelijk. als ondernemer probeer je te investeren. indien je veel inkomden hebt, zal je in velen gevallen ook veel ivesteren. waardoor het nettoinkomen uiteindelijk niet veel zegt over de daadwerkelijke omzet van het bedrijf. juist met dit verschil toon je de ecomomische relevantie van de kunstenaar aan.    verder mis ik een opsplitsing van verschillende bronnen van inkomsten vanuit de kunst. hoe veel komt uit opdrachten (rijksgebouwendienst, skor, andere gemeenten). hoeveel door verkoop. zeker in verband met jou eerste fictieve situatie lijkt mij dit voor dit onderzoek noodzakelijk.

de subsidie verstrekking is nu al niet landelijk hetzelfde geregeld. woon je in een grote stad heb je meer mogelijkheden om subsidie te krijgen. in Zuid Holland kan je je niet meer als beeldend kunstnaar registreren als je buiten de grote steden woont. in Den Haag kan je je inschrijven bij Stroom,  maar woon je buiten Den Haag dan kan je je niet registreren.  heb je een (WAO) uitkering dan kom je ook niet aanmerking voor subsidie ( voor een atelier) waardoor ik nu genoodzaakt ben om aan huis te werken en het formaat van mijn werk daar naar aan te passen.

Erg hè.........

Geen hope voor dit volk!

Graag ontvang ik bericht van de resultaten van dit onderzoek & eventuele pogingen dit onder de aandacht van de betreffende minister/ de media e.d. te brengen

het lijkt er op dat dit onderzoek de mogelijkheid toetst of het idd verantwoord is de subsidies te stoppen

Ik ben kostwinner, mijn partner verdient beneden modaal is bijna niets

ik blijf graga op de hoogte van de resultaten: info@spaltro.nl

Ik kan nu al vaak langere perioden niet werken bij gebrek aan budget voor materiaal en moet vrijwel elke kans om te exposeren of anderszins mijn werk te promoten/verkopen laten voorbijgaan wegens gebrek aan budget, terwijl subsidies gaan naar mensen die het eigenlijk niet meer echt nodig hebben. Om in aanmerking te koemn voor subsidies moet je eerst die dingen gerealiseerd hebben waar ik niet in kan investeren wegens gebrek aan budget. Als de weinige mogelijkheden die er nu voor mij zijn ook nog weg vallen, kan ik het kunstenaarschap wel aan de wilgen hangen en heb ik jarenlang voor niets geknokt om het hoofd boven water te krijgen.

Ik spreek namens velen collega's. Het is in deze welvarende maatschappij schandalig wat er gebeurd. Blijf van kunst en cultuur af, dit is misschien wel een van de belangrijkste maatschappelijke dingen die een mens doen overleven. We zullen steeds meer verkillen en aggressie zal toenemen. (Afschaffing Kraakwet is daar ook een voorbeeld van!)

ik volg momenteel een hbo opleiding creatieve therapie, volgend jaar klaar

Ik wens u succes met een eerlijke uitkomst van alle deelnemers.

ik wens u veel wijsheid en inzicht bij uw onderzoek

Ik zou graag de verwerking van deze enquete terug willen zien, kortom het eindresultaat

In het kunstonderwijs moet meer aandacht komen voor de beroepspraktijk die je als kunstenaar moet gaan runnen . Misschien ook wel een bij-opleiding  voor een ambacht/ of ander vak waarop je terug kan vallen in slechte tijden.

Inkomsten gaan jullie verder niet aan.

Kunst en cultuur gedijt niet bij marktwerking. Dat is een dwaze opvatting van deze tijd. Particuliere -en bedrijfsmatige ondersteuning is een optie (zoals in Amerika) maar dat vergt een cultuuromslag.

Kunst is als sport, een grote inspanning waarin je jezelf uitdaagt en je grenzen verlegd, het geeft betekenis aan het leven en is een rustplaats voor de ervaring. Dat moet je in de eerste plaats zelf faciliteren. Subsidies dreigen van  kunstenaars op den duur kasplanten te maken. Zeg je kunstenaar, zeg je subsidie. Dat is niet goed. Niet goed voor de kunstenaar, niet goed voor de kunst. Getalenteerde starters (tot zeg, 5 jaar na studie) daarentegen, moeten de mogelijkheid houden om hun werk te ontwikkelen zonder economische druk. In het begin van het kunstenaarschap is dat heel belangrijk. Er is tijd nodig voor vorm-onderzoek. Maar daarna alsjeblieft onafhankelijk verder.

Kunstenaars werken al super efficiënt voor heel weinig geld. Nog meer bezuinigen zou een hoop kapot maken en uiteindelijk kapitaal vernietiging zijn. Lees The Creative City van Charles Laundry, over hoe cultuur indirect geld oplevert voor de maatschappij.

mijn inkomsten zijn onder invloed van een verhuizing in 2009 lager, het workshopdeel moet zich weer opbouwen.

Mijn partner heeft een baan in een technisch bedrijf

mijn partner werkt in het bedrijfsleven, daardoor stimulans voor mij i.v.m maken van website, nieuwsbrieven sturen, netwerken etc. Ik ben echter niet afhankelijk van mijn inkomen, door vaste "basis inkomsten" van mijn partner

Misschien brengt het afschaffen van de subsidies wel meer creativiteit. Ik verbaas me wel eens over de vanzelfsprekendheid waarop alles maar mogelijk is in dit verwende landje. Door de crisis gaan we veel meer kijken wat is nou echt belangrijk en wat wil IK nu echt graag !! Hele goeie ontwikkeling voor iedereen en bewustwording dat we het hier gewoon vreselijk goed hebben !!

Nee

nee

Nee

nee

nee

nee geen

neen

Neen behoudens dat deze enquette buitengewoon invul vriendelijk is

nvt

onze collega's in het buitenland krijgen ook geen subsidies,  en vinden andere wegen  daar is de kunst niet minder of van mindere kwaliteit   misschien in tegendeel.  maar goed initiatief, wij zijn nu eenmaal zo opgevoed   en vechten voor behoud is prima.  hartelijke groet

Subside is concurentie vervalsend

succes

succes

Succes , ben benieuwd naar je uitkomsten en conclusies..  ps..Vraag 4.: mijn partner heeft géén inkomsten, we leven samen van mijn inkomen, maar zij werkt wel volop mee. (admin., regelwerk etcetc.)

succes met der verwerking

succes met het onderzoek !

Succes met het onderzoek!

Succes met het onderzoek.

succes!

Succes!

Succes! ben benieuwd wat er uitkomt.  Misschien was het goed als er een vraag in had gezeten hoelang iemand als kunstenaar was, zodat er ook een segmentatie van veranderingen in gedrag had kunnen worden gemaakt aan de hand van jaren in de beroepspraktijk, dit had denk ik wel een significant verschil gemaakt, waarbij de oudere garde (zo ik inschat) veel meer afhankelijk is geweest van de subsidies die altijd voor handen waren en daar wellicht veel meer op ingesteld zijn.

U maakt deze enquete lastig door te vragen naar inkomsten. Hierdoor moet de invuller moeite doen om cijfers boven tafel te krijgen. Boekhouding, jaaropgaven opzoeken etc. Bovendien zijn inkomens in de kunst heel variabel.  Misschien haken invullers hierop af.

Veel kunstenaarsinkomens (ook de mijne) zijn negatief. Dat kon ik niet invullen.

vraag 4 wilde ik niet beantwoorden

Waarom wordt de uitslag van dit onderzoek niet openbaar? Ik denk dat als er genoeg kunstenaars geintervieuwd worden dat datniet slecht is voor deze discussie..

Wat gaat er gebeuren met het collegegeld van de academie voor mensen die al eerder een hbo-diploma hebben behaald?

Zie eerdere opmerkingen,  De subsidies die verstrekt worden door het Fonds BKVB  helpen maar een zeer klein gedeelte van het totale kunstenaarsbestand. Je voorstelling van zaken klopt dus niet. Er is al jaren geen subsidie voor autonoom werkende kunstenaars mee,noch een markt,enz.  Er wordt al sinds 1981 bezuinigd op cultuur.  zie www.zonderkunstenaarsgeenkunst.nl

zie graag het onderzoeksverslag tegemoet, succes! hartelijke groet
ziet er somber uit maar ik ben wel gelukkig.

Einde

