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that organizes academic education for the elderly and of the Netherlands Institute for Film 
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Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     8 
 
 

Arjo Klamer Since 1994 Arjo Klamer occupies the chair in cultural economics at the 
Erasmus University Rotterdam. Before that he taught at various universities in the US. His 
main research concerns the relationship between culture and the economy. In 1984, he 
attracted a great deal of attention with his Conversations with Economists. In his latest 
book, Speaking of Economics (Routledge, 2007), he pursues themes that emerged from that 
book. He has collaborated with Deirdre McCloskey to promote the rhetorical perspective on 
economics. The Economic Conversation, a textbook forthcoming in early 2008 (Palgrave) 
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Cees Langeveld is working in the field of theatre, as a consultant and as director of the 
Chassé Theatre in Breda, The Netherlands. He studied economics at the Erasmus University 
Rotterdam and received his PhD in 2006 on the subject 'Economics of Theatres'. He is a 
member of several boards and institutions in the theatre world. 
 
Anna Mignosa studied Economics at the University of Catania (I). After graduating, she 
collaborated to a research in cultural economics at the same university. She took her PhD at 
the Faculty of History and Arts - Erasmus University, Rotterdam (NL). Since 2002 she is a 
research fellow at the Department of Economics and Quantitative Methods of the 
University of Catania. She also teaches Cultural Economics at the MA on Science of cultural 
heritage that the University of Catania organises in Syracuse (I). She is a Canon Foundation 
Fellow for the year 2007. 
 
Lyudmilla Petrova is a PhD candidate at the Faculty of History and Arts at the Erasmus 
University, Rotterdam. In 2005, she graduated in MA in Cultural Economics and Cultural 
Entrepreneurships in the same department. In her dissertation she studied the consequences 
of financial support on the creativity motivation for visual artists. Her further research 
interests include the economics of arts and culture, financing the arts and various aspects of 
creativity. She worked on various international research projects. She had obtained MA in 
Marketing and Management (Economic University, Varna, Bulgaria) and BA in History and 
Cultural studies (New Bulgarian University, Sofia, Bulgaria).  
 
Dan Eugen Ratiu is an associate professor at the Department of Philosophy, Babes-Bolyai 
University of Cluj-Napoca, Romania, where he teaches art philosophy. He is an Andrew W. 
Mellon Visiting Fellow 2007/2008 at the Institute for Human Sciences in Vienna. He has 
conducted researches funded by Maison des Science de l’Homme Paris (2002), Ecole des 
Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales Paris (2003) and New Europe College Bucharest-
Institute of Advanced Studies (2004/2005). His main research interests are in the fields of 
contemporary art theories and practices, and arts policy. 
 
 

http://www.klamer.nl/articles/books/fortune.php
http://www.speakingofeconomics.com/
http://www.klamer.nl/community.htm
http://www.theeconoomicconversation.com/
http://faculty.roosevelt.edu/Ziliak
http://www.klamer.nl/articles/culture.php
http://www.klamer.nl/articles_academy.htm
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Policy and Practice, forthcoming in 2008 (Oxford University Press). 
 
Nathalie Sauvanet is Deputy Managing Director of Admical (the French association for 
the promotion of business support in the arts, humanities and environment, which gathers 
over 170 French companies), in charge of European, Fiscal and Legal Issues, and Training. 
She is a lecturer in Fund-giving, Patronage and Sponsorship at numerous Universities and 
Business Schools, and various conferences in France and abroad. During her three years as 
CEREC Co-ordinator (1998-2001), she developed this European network of national 
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raisers on sponsorship issues. Nathalie Sauvanet was educated at the Holborn Business 
School, London (graduated in Business and Management Studies), the Paris Graduate 
Management School (MA Honours in International Trade and Marketing) and got a Post-
Master Degree in European Management of Cultural Industries (Dijon, 
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Cas Smithuijsen studied sociology at the University of Amsterdam. In his dissertation he 
published the results of a long term literature research on music attendance. In the late 
seventies, he started his professional life in the artists organisations. Later on, he worked at 
the municipality of Amsterdam, as secretary general of the Amsterdam Arts Council. At the 
moment he is managing director of the Boekman Foundation, Study Centre for the Arts, 
Culture and related Policy in Amsterdam. He has written numerous articles on various 
aspects of cultural policy and was involved in the organisation of many (international) 
conferences. He is editor of the Dutch contribution to the European information system on 
national cultural policies (www.culturalpolicies.nl) and of the edition of Cultural Policy in the 
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d’Amsterdam and the Dutch Domain for Art Critics. He is member of the Advisory Board 
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Recent field of research undertaken/conducted by the Boekman Foundation:  

(1) Cultural policy systems in Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Germany (NRW) , France, 
Belgium (Flanders) and U.K.;  

(2) Governmental policy related to performing arts in Finland, Estonia, Romania, Bulgaria, 
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http://www.culturalpolicies.nl
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Emilia-Romagna. He is co-founder and senior partner of ECCOM-European Centre for 
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Association for Cultural Economics and of the Executive Board of the International 
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Leuven. In December 2000, he defended a dissertation on the growth of the Antwerp art 
market during the sixteenth century at Columbia University in New York.  In 2006, he 
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and culture in historical perspective (1400-present). The emphasis of these scholarly 
endeavors is on the history and functioning of art markets and particularly on the art trade, 
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http://www.boekman.nl
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INTRODUCTION OF THE STUDY: 
FUNDING THE ARTS AND CULTURE IN THE EU 

 
Arjo Klamer, Lyudmila Petrova, Anna Mignosa 

Sepember 2007 
 

1. Introduction 
This paper analyses the various sources of financing culture in Europe.1 It focuses 
not so much on the need and content of a European cultural policy as on the 
conditions necessary to conduct such a policy. Our concern lies particularly in the 
availability of financial data on public and private financing of the arts and culture. 
The main objective is that of focusing on the relationship among the public and 
private sectors that financially support the arts and culture and, especially, on the 
reciprocal influence that they can have. The analysis is both qualitative and 
quantitative. To best illustrate how culture is financed, the study explains data 
(where possible) in a wide cultural policy frame, including the analysis of policy 
priorities, decision-making patterns and administrative organisation. 
 

2. Theoretical background of the study   
For the purposes of the study it behoves us to stress a peculiar economic 
characteristic of culture: the likelihood that the way a cultural good is financed will 
matter to its valuation and its functioning (Frey 1997, Klamer 2002, Klamer & 
Zuidhof 1998, Throsby 2001). It usually matters whether cultural activities are 
financed by means of (government) subsidies, market arrangements or the non-
profit (third) sphere. The mode of financing has bearing on the organization of 
cultural institutions and especially affects the appraisal of cultural goods and their 
valorisation. 

The study focuses on three main sources of funds for the arts: the 
government, the market, and the third sphere (non-profit sector). Each has its 
own rationale, and tends to generate its own institutions and organisations. Any 
cultural policy may need to take these sources and their consequences into 
account. The study tries to adhere to a differentiation of these three main sources 
of financing by grouping the data accordingly. More specifically, the analysis 
considers: 
A. Public support: 

• Public direct support  
This includes subsidies, awards, and grants, as well as lottery funds provided by 
central and lower levels of governments2. 

• Public indirect support 
The analysis of indirect financial support to culture will draw attention to tax 
expenditures, which refer to income that local and national governments forego 

 
1 It is based on a research commissioned by the European Parliament and conducted between February 
and May 2006, see Klamer, Petrova and Mignosa, 2006. 
2 Lower levels of governments include Länder (Austria, Germany), Communities (Belgium), Voivodship 
(Poland), Regions, Provinces, Counties, Municipalities. 



Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     14 
 
 

because of tax reductions and exemptions granted to cultural institutions or to 
companies and individuals supporting the arts and culture. Tax incentives provide 
extra funds for culture.  
B. Private support 

• Business support 
Indicators refer to support from business organisations. 

• Non-profit organisations support 
Indicators refer to support from non-profit organisations and individuals’ 
donations for culture. 

The analysis is based on the collection of data from secondary sources (national 
statistics, ministries’ reports, and international database). The quantitative analysis 
proved to be very difficult as data for the period under consideration were 
frequently unavailable or not comparable.  

 
3. Findings 
3.1. Cultural policy priorities and organization of the public 
administration responsible for culture 

A. The qualitative analysis considers the cultural policy priorities and the 
administrative organization in place in the 27 EU member states. The organisation 
of the administrations responsible for culture and the arts varies widely among 
member states – from highly centralized to decentralized organisations. Most 
countries have a centralised structure with a central ministry bearing most 
responsibility. Some authority has been devolved to lower levels of government 
which, in general, operate under the control of the minister. Ireland, Cyprus, Italy, 
France, and Luxembourg belong to this group. Countries like Austria, Belgium, 
Germany, Poland, Portugal, Spain and the United Kingdom, instead, have a 
decentralised organisation where lower levels of government (Länder, regions, 
counties, provinces, and municipalities) are responsible for most cultural matters. 
In general, a process of decentralisation and désétatisation has taken place (and still 
is taking place) in accordance with what could be seen as the ideals of society that 
have developed in Europe over the past ten years. Most countries have started a 
process aiming at the reorganisation of the administration responsible for cultural 
matters, turning to a more active involvement of lower levels of government. The 
East and Central European countries are an interesting example of attempts to 
introduce new systems by looking at best practices in the rest of Europe. For 
example, the Baltic countries (Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia) have embraced the 
Nordic approach to the governance of culture, used predominately in Sweden, 
Denmark and Finland. East and Central European countries show a tendency 
towards decentralisation. Still, financial and management limitations remain 
barriers that prevent local levels of government from being able to assume new 
responsibilities.  
B. The analysis of the administrative organisations responsible for culture in the 
27 countries reveals the application of the so-called arm’s length principle in some 
of them. The presence of “arm’s length bodies” has had an important impact on 
the development of culture and the arts. However, the role of these bodies in East 
and Central European countries is limited.  
 Common features and peculiarities have surfaced with respect to the cultural 
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policy priorities in the 27 countries. Aligning with EU cultural policy objectives, 
support to creativity, heritage protection and promotion, and a focus on creative 
industries are two objectives that nearly all the countries share, followed by 
recognition and promotion of national identity, cultural pluralism, 
internationalisation and decentralisation of responsibilities. Certain countries focus 
on specific objectives such as support to individual artists, education in the 
cultural arts, or the preservation and protection of heritage.  
 

3.2. Public and p ivate financing of the arts and culture within EU. 
3.2.1. Direct public financing of the arts and culture   

In the period under consideration, public direct support has shown a general 
increase, especially in Central and East Europe. A significant rise in state spending 
on culture is noticeable in Malta and Cyprus due to the higher level of 
development investment in culture. Among the new members and acceding 
countries, the growth in central government expenditure on culture is 
considerable. Among the older EU member states, the increase in central 
government spending for the period 2000-2004 was more moderate. During the 
period studied, national spending on culture3 as a percentage of GDP varied 
between 0.3% and 1.2% among countries, but fluctuation within countries tended 
to be slight. When a broader definition of culture is considered,4 the data suggest 
percentages of GDP between 0.4 to above 2 percent, with Luxemburg and 
Denmark as the leaders and Greece at the lowest end. 
 Most East European countries (except Poland and Hungary) plus Malta 
and Cyprus show a trend towards decentralisation, but the central government 
remains powerful in the distribution of funds. The autonomy of regions and 
municipalities achieved in some countries (especially Austria, Belgium, Germany, 
Poland, Spain and the United Kingdom) has allowed them to contribute 
significantly to culture at the local level.  

The distribution of funds among different sectors varies among countries 
according to their respective cultural priorities. In some states, public support is 
distributed through foundations, arts councils and arm’s length bodies. In Sweden, 
Denmark and Finland, large shares of arts councils’ budgets are distributed as 
grants to individuals, especially writers and visual artists. 

In many countries, lottery funds for culture are important and in some, like 
Italy, their distribution has allowed cultural interventions that were otherwise 
impossible. Their collection and redistribution methods vary from country to 
country. They are primarily channelled to capital investment and much less for the 
realisation of projects.  
  

3.2.2. Indirect Public support to the arts and culture 

An important and often overlooked form of government support derives from 

 
3 According to Eurostat (2001) this includes creative arts, museums and archives, performing arts, libraries, 

film and video, without broadcasting and art education. 
4 The report of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD 2006) considers a 

broader concept of culture and recreation, where government expenditure includes the administration of 
sports, recreation and cultural affairs as well as the maintenance of zoos, botanical gardens, public 
beaches and parks, support to broadcasting services and in some countries support to provision for 
religious services. Also included are grants to artists, performers, orchestras and opera companies. 

 



Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     16 
 
 

the creation of a fiscal environment that provides extra funds for culture. Indirect 
support refers to income that local and national governments forego in tax 
reductions and exemptions granted to cultural institutions or to their supporters. 
Tax incentives take place as tax exemptions, tax deductions and special (lower) tax 
rates for art and cultural institutions. Fiscal relief can be ascribed to all forms of 
private support to culture (cash donations, sponsorships in kind, services or 
equipment).  

Although data are difficult – if not impossible – to obtain, in some countries 
(like the Netherlands and Ireland) indirect support appears to be as important as 
direct support. Fiscal measures can be very important in stimulating private 
intervention as they provide individuals and companies incentives to take part in 
the financing of culture and the arts. They can also favour the creation and 
development of non-profit cultural institutions with their promise of fiscal 
benefits. The importance of this form of support very much depends on the 
national habit of contributing, which is substantial in the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom. 

Indirect support for culture through taxes is developed differently among 
countries, although there is a general trend towards the introduction of tax 
benefits for donations or sponsorships in the cultural sector. France and Italy, 
countries where these measures have never played an important role, are now 
interested in this trend.  

There are also initiatives to stimulate people’s intervention in favour of third 
sector organisations in the cultural sector. Special tax schemes allow people to 
contribute 1 or 2% of their taxes (in Italy 5‰) to a non-profit organisation of 
their choice. 
 

3.3. Private support to the arts and culture 
  3.3.1. Business support to the arts and culture 

Business support has tended to increase since the beginning of 2000 along with 
the general economic development of the EU. Cultural sponsorship in East and 
Central European countries lags behind the older member states. Large events or 
well-established cultural institutions attract the bulk of business support. Business 
financial support to culture is mostly motivated by social responsibility combined 
with marketing goals. Tax incentives, instead, are not necessarily the primary 
motivation for companies to support culture via sponsorship and donations. In 
countries where businesses traditionally support culture, companies tend to have 
established a long-term partnership with the cultural actors or institutions, and 
tend to be strong supporters of regionally-based activities. On the opposite end, in 
East and Central European countries, where sponsorship is a rather new concept, 
support to culture is provided on an ad hoc basis.  
 

3.3.2. Non profit support to the arts and culture  

There is little explicit acknowledgement of the importance of the third sphere. 
Even so, its role appears to be increasingly significant.  
For the period under consideration there is a general increase in the support 
through donations. In Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal, Italy and 
Spain, art and culture are the priorities of private foundations’ support. However, 
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this is not a steady trend as it shows considerable fluctuations during different 
years. Still the largest share is redistributed to the organizations in the biggest 
cities. Support from bank foundations plays a significant role in Mediterranean 
countries (Italy and Spain). Non-governmental organizations for culture in East 
and Central Europe are mostly supported by private international foundations.  
 

4. Recommendations   
The results of the survey indicate that governments (local and central) still remain 
the largest supporters of culture in comparison to the other sectors. Nevertheless, 
strong evidence indicates that, when supporting the arts, the three spheres merge 
activities and objectives rather than separate them. Thus, the best strategy to 
follow would be to focus on the interaction among the three spheres and find the 
best ways to stimulate that collaboration. Certainly, governments could devise 
incentives to stimulate the market and, especially, third-sphere participation in 
supporting culture. The introduction of fiscal incentives, the use of matching 
grants and the involvement of private companies in the management of cultural 
institutions are tools that can easily be adopted by governments. A strategic design 
of these tools would also allow governments to direct private support towards 
specific objectives. 

Information and communication about cultural projects, policy priorities, 
financing possibilities and initiatives are fundamental to the cultural sector and to 
raise public awareness. Governments could encourage private involvement in 
supporting the arts and culture by stimulating communication among 
stakeholders; similarly, cultural organizations need to build communication and 
management skills and adjust their organizations accordingly. Furthermore, 
especially important is for governments to stimulate and promote joint venture 
practices with the business sector.  

The arts exist by virtue of the people involved, interested, committed. The 
challenge is to increase the involvement and enlarge the circles of the worlds of art 
and culture. One way to do that is to develop alternative ways of financing the 
arts. In particular, an increase in private support – individual contributions, 
donations, sponsorships – is called for without its reducing government support. 
Governments can stimulate these adjustments by matching private unearned 
income and by legislating fiscal incentives. The purpose of these policies is not to 
interfere with public support but to swell its value in the sector of the arts and 
culture.  
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Summary 

This technical paper relates to measurement issues in obtaining international 
comparable cultural expenditure data. This paper will summarise some of these 
issues with a focus on cultural public expenditure data. It will emphasise the 
necessity of building a consistent methodology based on existing classifications 
and systems. 

1. The need for a common definition of culture 
One of the first tasks in comparing cultural expenditure data between several 
countries is to reach a common understanding of what culture is. There is a 
common agreement on the following art domains: visual arts, performing arts, 
books and press and audiovisual. However, no consensus exists on the inclusion 
of domains such as design, architecture and advertising. A recent European study 
on the economic impact of culture included these creative domains in its 
definition of culture. Their inclusion was due to their creative input in the 
production of non-cultural goods (European Commission, 2006). Other 
categories such as tourism and sports are also sometimes considered as part of a 
broader definition of culture, which encompasses leisure activities. 

UIS is currently revising the UNESCO framework for cultural statistics 
which will be finalised in 2009. The 1986 Framework needed to be revised in 
order to incorporate new phenomena that resulted from globalisation. The 
growing role of multimedia has changed the creation and diffusion of different 
forms of culture worldwide. Consumers who only used to receive passively 
cultural messages are now in the position to create their own products. New 
products have emerged such as e-books and downloadable music. The new 
framework also needs to move away from the notion of high culture, i.e. opera, 
ballet and theatre, towards a definition that would correctly represent all cultural 
activities existing in developing countries. Intangible heritage will be one of the 
included domains.  
 Core cultural domains are defined as follows: Heritage; Performance & 
Celebration; Visual Arts, Crafts & Design; Books and Press and Audio-visual. 
Sports and tourism have been considered as expanded cultural domains. The 
UNESCO proposal is a modular approach where each country will be free to select 
the domains which are more pertinent to their own system. For comparability 
purposes, a clear definition of each domain will guarantee that the domain studied 
will be the same from one country to another. 



Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     21 
 
 

2. The use of existing systems for public expenditure data 
Many stakeholders are taking part in the growing role of culture in the economy. 
The public sector is one of the key actors in this process. The previous section 
looked at what culture is. The following sections will describe the existing systems 
to collect data on public expenditure. 

The definitions given in the previous section would require some 
adaptation for assessing cultural expenditure. Additional categories in relation to 
non-identified government spending would need to be added. In the UNESCO 
recommendation with regards to public financing cultural statistics, this additional 
category is called “General administration of culture and non-apportionable 
activities” (UNESCO, 1980). This category covers government services related to 
cultural activities and multipurpose cultural activities. 
 

2.1. The use of existing international classifications  

For comparative purposes, it is necessary to use international classifications. In 
most cases, culture is poorly defined in international classifications such as a 
product or an industry-based classification. The International Standard Industrial 
Classification (ISIC) which has 4 digit levels is not detailed enough to correctly 
assess cultural activities. In other cases, cultural activities and non-cultural 
activities are merged. The Harmonised System, a classification used in trade 
statistics, only relates to the physical characteristics of products. It fails to include 
the value of ideas, creativity and innovation which often take the form of 
intellectual property rights. However, the reference to adequate international 
classifications is required to guarantee comparability. 
 For assessing cultural public expenditure, different classifications exist 
according to purpose. The Classification of the Function of the Government 
(COFOG) is used for public finance data. This classification, defined by UNSD, 
aims to “classify the purpose of transactions such as outlays on final consumption 
expenditure, intermediate consumption, gross capital formation and capital and 
current transfers, by general government” (UNSD, 1999). 
 OECD (OECD, 2-2007) produced a code review related to cultural 
expenditure using the COFOG classification. Culture is defined in COFOG, in 
the category 08 - Recreation, culture and religion. 
The proposed codes which directly connected to culture are  
08.1.0 - Recreational and sporting services (IS) 
08.2.0 - Cultural services (IS) 
08.3.0 - Broadcasting and publishing services (CS) 
08.5.0 - R&D Recreation, culture and religion (CS) 
08.6.0 - Recreation, culture and religion n.e.c. (CS) 
However cultural expenditure is not limited to the codes listed above. Cultural 
activities also intervene in other areas. It is therefore important to also identify 
additional cultural spending that takes place in other ministries. The following 
codes need to be reviewed to avoid underestimation of government spending in 
culture.   

One of the main issues in assessing government cultural spending is the 
proper evaluation of transfer data between the different levels of government. 
They are defined in COFOG in “01.8.0 - Transfers of a general character between 
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different levels of government”. Unfortunately, these transfers are not allocated to 
any particular function. It will therefore be necessary to study the third level of 
COFOG to identify the spending portion in other ministries that were allocated to 
cultural activities.  
 

Art education is considered as a key pillar for cultural development. People learn 
how to value culture through education. Cultural knowledge is also transmitted 
from one generation to the next in an educational process. That is why it would 
be necessary to consider special grants for cultural activities within schools. They 
are covered by the code “09.5.0 - Education not definable by level” described as 
“Provision of education not definable by level (that is, educational programmes, 
generally for adults, which do not require any special prior instruction, in 
particular vocational training and cultural development)”. 
 

COFOG separates religion from culture whereas certain countries consider 
religion to be a sub-category of culture. Following the modular approach 
proposed by UNESCO, religious and other community activities can also be 
included in a broader definition of culture. In order to do so, the following code 
needs to be reviewed: 
08.4.0 - Religious and other community services  
 

Tourism is seen as a major economic activity but also as a vehicle of exchange. 
Cultural tourism comprises different activities such as visiting heritage sites, 
attending different modern or traditional cultural events and buying crafts. For the 
reasons given above, cultural tourism should also be taken into consideration: 
04.7.3 - Tourism.  
 

Finally, transfer abroad for international cultural cooperation can be found in 
01.2 - Foreign economic aid. This code also covers the funding of the 
development of cultural industries in developing countries or cultural projects. 
  

2.2. System to collect data on cultural public expenditure 
2.2.1.System of National accounts (SNA) 

This previous section recommended the use of international classifications to 
correctly assess cultural finance data. Another key element is the use of a common 
methodology that would lead to accurate comparable data. 

The System of National Accounts (SNA) systematises the economic flows 
of a country. The SNA also recommends using the COFOG classification to 
define the different sources of public expenditure.  
The SNA can be used as a framework to define the different entities that play a 
role in public finance. The SNA would help to identify the different models of 
governance (centralised, federal, state) which exist. 
 The definition of government unit in the SNA 1993 is given as:  

Government units may be described as unique kinds of legal entities established by 
political processes which have legislative, judicial or executive authority over other 
institutional units within a given area. Viewed as institutional units, the principal 
functions of government are to assume responsibility for the provision of goods and 
services to the community or to individual households and to finance their provision out 
of taxation or other incomes; to redistribute income and wealth by means of transfers; 
and to engage in non-market production. 

 



Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     23 
 
 

The government sector is described as  
    (a) All units of central, state or local government;  
    (b) All social security funds at each level of government; 
    (c) All non-market Non Profit Institutions (NPI) that are controlled and mainly 
financed by government units. 

The different levels of government are detailed enough in the SNA to 
differentiate the various data sources of cultural spending. The SNA has the 
advantage of being widely used within national statistical offices. Unfortunately, its 
purely economic structure does not fully fit with all characteristics of cultural 
activities. 

 
2.2.2.Cultural satellite accounts 

Different groups such as the Convenio Andres Bello (CAB) and Finland are trying 
to develop culture satellite accounts to overcome the limitations of the SNA on 
cultural data. The CAB is an International Intergovernmental Organization 
working in the field of Education, Science and Culture in Latin America (mainly 
MERCOSUR) and Spain. This project is part of development mechanism that 
implements cultural measures into the national accounting and statistics systems. 
The MERCOSUR countries built the satellite accounts in order to better assess 
the economic contribution of the cultural industries and activities in the GDP. 
This comprehensive system would provide a consistent framework with 
definitions, classifications and methodologies. It was based on a Chilean 
experiment on cultural accounts. The difficulty facing MERCOSUR countries is 
how to integrate the non-market value of cultural products and activities. One 
particular challenge is determining how to give a value to cultural heritage. 

3. Comparable data on public expenditure on culture 
The previous sections focused on the existing frameworks of systematisation of 
an economy. This section will present some results on cultural spending using the 
systems presented and the limitations encountered. 
 

3.1. Limit of the use of SNA methodology 
The 2007 OECD Factbook (OECD, 1-2007) proposed some comparable data on 
government expenditure. The data are based on national accounts databases 
(SNA) which guarantee comparability with the use of consistent definitions. As 
shown in figure 1, the data of government spending on culture for the available 
OECD countries range between less than 0.3 % to 2.8 % of the GDP. Certain 
countries are well below the average of 1.1 with less than 0.5% of the GDP such 
as USA, Greece and Japan. Some Nordic countries are higher than the average. 
Iceland has close to 3% of the GDP.  However, the lower figure of the USA can 
be explained by the fact that cultural funding is traditionally derived from private 
sources. 
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Figure 1: Government Expenditure on Recreation and Culture in 2004 
as percentage of GDP 
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* Data for Belgium are for 2003 
Source: OECD, 1-2007) Factbook 2007, Economic, Environmental and Social Statistics, 2007. 

The data given in Figure 1 are using the COFOG code 08 - Recreation, culture 
and religion. The definition of this code in COGOG is the following: 
Government expenditure in culture and recreation covers “administration of 
sporting, recreational and cultural affairs as well as the maintenance of zoos, 
botanical gardens, public beaches and parks; support for broadcasting services 
and, where present, support for religious, fraternal, civic, youth and other social 
organizations. Also included are grants to artists and arts companies. Capital 
outlays such as the construction of sports stadiums, public swimming pools, 
national theatres, opera houses and museums are included”.  

These data can only be considered as a first step towards more accurate data 
on cultural expenditure. Further developments are required: 
• The second level of COFOG must be able to differentiate between cultural 

and recreational activities. A limited number of European countries are 
currently in the position to provide these data. EUROSTAT is starting to 
collect the second level of COFOG.  

• Data on government expenditure by sub-sector and by function are necessary 
to differentiate between general, provincial and local levels of government 
spending on culture.  

• Grants are included in the code 08 but there is no information about the 
inclusion of subsidies and awards.  

Different studies showed other limitations of the current cultural expenditure 
data. The Task Force on Cultural Expenditure and finance concluded that there 
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was difficulty in assessing transfers between different levels of government 
(European Commission, 2001). Assessment of cultural expenditure often leads to 
double counting. A further breakdown of COFOG is required to identify other 
sources of cultural funding in other sectors of government. 
 
 

3.2. Using cultural satellite accounts 
Some data are already available in the first attempt of the MERCOSUR countries 
to build cultural satellite accounts. Only budget data are available; it can be a first 
step in identifying cultural expenditure. Graph 2 shows the cultural budget share 
to the total budget. The proportion of cultural budget is largely less than 1% for 
most countries except Colombia. However, the results need to be seen in 
perspective with the different level of centralisation of government structure in 
those countries. The contribution of culture within the total budget is likely to be 
underestimated because the source of cultural funding was mainly assessed in 
cultural entities. In the case of Argentina, the given budget only covers the cultural 
ministry.  
 

Figure 2: Share of cultural public budget as a percentage of total budget 
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Source: Cuenta satélite de cultura, Secretaria de cultura, Argentina, 2006. 

4. Concluding remarks 
Several recent initiatives could lead to a better assessment of cultural public 
expenditure. However it needs to be balanced according to different factors:  
• Some international comparisons can only be done at global level.  
• Comparisons will always be limited by the different structures of government. 

The accuracy of the data will depend on the capacity of identifying the 
different source of funding among all ministries and not only the Ministry of 
Culture. There is also a need for more details concerning transfer data between 
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the different ministries in order to avoid double counting.  
•  The balance between public and private funding differs significantly between 

countries. It resulted in an additional limit in comparing amount of cultural 
public expenditure between different countries. 

• International classifications are useful in obtaining comparable data on cultural 
public expenditure. However, the current data collection is not detailed 
enough to correctly assess cultural spending. 

• International cooperation between different international institutions such as 
EUROSTAT, UNESCO, national statistical agencies and other cultural 
agencies could help to obtain a better assessment of cultural public 
expenditure data. 
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ECONOMIC STATISTICS FOR CULTURAL HERITAGE° 

Ilde Rizzo 
University of Catania  

 
1. Introduction 

In developed countries, in the last thirty years a relevant amount of cultural data 
has been produced. The quality and policy relevance of cultural data are widely 
questioned; on the other hand, though there is great room for improvement it is 
also clear that not all the aspects of culture which are relevant for policy can be 
properly measured, especially when cross country comparisons are called for.  

In this short contribution no attempt is made to offer a full account of all 
the issues related to the evolution of cultural statistics programmes. The main 
point is that the efforts to improve cultural data should not simply be addressed to 
devise better statistical methods but to a better understanding of arts activities, to 
allow for a better design of arts policies. The relationships between data and 
policy need to be investigated to understand the impacts that measurement can 
have on ‘stakeholders’ in the cultural sector. Being the cultural sector very wide 
and variegated, whatever definition is chosen, attention will be focused on the 
narrow field of cultural heritage (CH) - one ”core” field of cultural & creative 
sectors, however defined - and attention will be paid to the demand and supply of 
CH, as a standpoint to address the measurement issues.  

 
2. The “cultural data” game 

It is surprising that, notwithstanding the long-term efforts undertaken at 
international level to tackle the problem5, the issue of the international 
comparison is far from being solved and, probably, other international 
conferences and workshops will have to be organized, in addition to the several 
activities, which have already taken place.  

An overview of the various initiatives undertaken so far at international 
level has been offered by the latest OECD Report International Measurement of the 
Economic and Social importance of Culture (2006) and by the study The economy of culture 
in Europe (KEA, 2006), promoted by the EU Commission6. Here, it is interesting 
to recall that international efforts to produce culture statistics based on a common 
methodology go back to 1972, when such an objective was put forward in the 
UNESCO Conference of European Ministers of Culture. Since then, several 
official international initiatives are worth mentioning: the 1986 UNESCO 
Framework for Culture Statistics (now under revision, to take into account the impact 
of technological changes); the EU Leadership Group on Culture Statistics (LEG) 
established in 1997, (conclusions and recommendations have been adopted by the 
Statistical Programme Committee of the European Commission in 2000 and 

 
° This contribution mainly refers to Peacock-Rizzo (2008).  
5 These efforts have been mainly directed to define better architectures and statistical frameworks, in order 
to standardize cultural statistics and improve their quality (Madden, 2005). 
6 A survey of the various theoretical as well as empirical issues involved by the development of cultural 
indicators and by the activities undertaken is offered by IFACCA (2005) 
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further specific studies are still going on); the mapping and updating of national 
cultural policies supported by the Council of Europe (it is still left to the reader 
the difficult task to draw comparative information from the detailed descriptions 
offered); the recent OECD ambitious project to provide “an approach to 
measuring the economic and social importance of culture” and also to “explore 
the linkages between culture and well-being” (no results so far)7.  

In addition to international institutions, many other players are involved, at 
various levels in the “cultural data game”. Any researcher is puzzled by the several 
obscure acronyms which populate the field; Schuster (2002) offers a long list of 
public, non profit and private types of players, ranging from Research Division of 
a Government Cultural Funding Agency, National or International Statistics 
Agency or Government-Designated University-Based Research Center, Cultural 
Observatory, Networks to Independent Nonprofit Research Institute or private 
consulting firm. Thus, as a matter of fact, the supply of cultural data is 
characterized by many players, who are in some cases interested parties, 
collecting/supplying data for their own purposes. Moreover, with so many 
sources of data, the issue of the quality is very relevant as well as the coordination 
of the different sources.  

The fact that many statistical sources produce an extensive amount of data 
does not mean that information is available, i.e. “data that have meaning, in the 
sense that they can help you sort the world into different logical or empirical 
categories.”(Schuster, 2002, p. 4).  Therefore, rather than discussing of better 
statistical methods to collect more data – which would be outside my expertise 
anyway – in what follows I address the question of the requirements cultural data 
should have to be useful, i.e. to be used for producing useful information. Useful for 
what?  

 
3. Useful requirements for data on cultural heritage  

In democratic societies CH policies imply negotiations among several actors: 
policymakers, public officials, providers of cultural services and the general public 
who finance all their activities. The financial relations between these ‘stakeholders’ 
cannot be ignored and data are needed to analyse them and to generate 
information for devising government policies.  

A first statistical requirement is the extent of the demand for CH services 
and its changes through time. Available data refer to households expenditures but 
this aggregate does not represent the overall economic dimension of the 
household consumption since it does not include the expenditures of government 
and/or non-profit institutions on behalf of the households (e.g., the subsidies 
received by museums). In a comparative perspective such a problem is enhanced 
because of the differences in the mix of private and public expenditures across 
countries. One might argue that there is a case for adding government subsidies8 

 
7No major news seems to have occurred so far as it is evident from the material available at the website of 
the recent OECD World Forum on Statistics, Knowledge and Policy, held in June 2007. The conclusions offered 
in the power point presentation by Hendrik van der Pol are very clear:  there is an increasing interest in 
measuring culture, several new approaches have been provided but that there are still many unresolved 
issues such as definitions and comparability, socio-cultural dimension and data sources  
8 This is hardly feasible for countries where the producers of cultural services (museums, archaeological 
sites, etc.) belong to the public sector and do not have financial and/or managerial autonomy (as it is the 
prevailing situation in Italy, with only few exceptions). 
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as they represent, anyway, benefits for the public, stemming from the decisions of 
elected governments. However, such a view underestimates that subsidies might 
reflect the tastes and preferences of bureaucrats and/or experts advising 
politicians rather than those of consumers.  

A second statistical requirement is to identify the amount of resources 
allocated to meet the demand and their changes through time, the policy relevance 
being to understand the efficiency of the production process of CH services9. 
Data on government spending on culture are usually available at international as 
well as at country level, though with the reliability problems outlined by the 
Klamer-Petrova-Mignosa study (2006). As the study stresses, even more problems 
arise to measure the various types of private support since major differences occur 
across countries and there are not systematic sources of reliable data. Apart from 
the usual caveats, differences exist across countries and they appear to be the 
‘endogenous’ outcome of the different institutional systems, as a result of the 
different incentives provided to the various actors.  
Data should describe the trends in CH transactions between the various 
‘stakeholders’, which lead to the matching of supply with demand, offering 
information useful to explain the motivation of the actors involved and to 
understand the features of the decision-making process. Such information is 
relevant to contrast the tendencies toward “supply-oriented“ policies10 and to 
meet the increasing demand for greater public accountability, to make clear the 
links between policy aspirations and the outcome of chosen policies. Of course, 
the last step is very difficult and tricky: for instance, it might be argued that it is 
not relevant to measure the number of the visitors to a cultural institution but 
whether the attendance has generated social and cultural capital11. Such a 
measurement requires different types of information deriving from qualitative, 
rather than quantitative sources, such as interviews, questionnaires, etc., and, 
rather than being considered an alternative, can be used an useful complement to 
the first type assessment. 

On the other hand, the construction of a statistical framework to express 
the interaction between the ‘stakeholders’ involved in CH supply and demand 
seems to be a first step to meet one of the recommendations of the Klamer-
Petrova-Mignosa study (2006, p. 63) “1. Applying a qualitative methodology to 
data collection to allow the contextualisation of the information available. Such 
contextualisation – presenting details on the distribution of financial resources to 
culture as well as the types of projects and initiatives undertaken –would provide a 
thorough and extensive picture of existing cultural policies, allowing for 
meaningful comparisons across countries”. 

The Transaction matrix presented by A. Peacock (1994) and reproduced with 
some modifications in Figure 1 below offers an useful point of departure. It 
provides an understanding of ‘where the money comes from and where it goes’12 
and, therefore, a measurement of the relative importance of different 

 
9 In evaluating the country’s effort described by the private/public funding,  the consistency of CH is a 
crucial variable since it affects if sustainability of CH conservation. 
10 The most relevant effect is the tendency in most countries toward the increase of cultural heritage 
supply, This issue is explored in Rizzo (1998) and Mignosa – Rizzo (2005). 
11 On these issues see Klamer (2001). 
12 To be more realistic, an important feature of heritage financing, the flow of income received from 
abroad through overseas visitors, should be included 
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(public/private) sectors in financing CH and of the relative importance, in 
financial terms, of each CH sector.  
A crucial issue is the definition of CH services. The wider the definition, i.e. not 
restricted to institutions within the public sector, the more difficult it may be the 
data collection. However, a wide definition is relevant from a political point of 
view since it reveals to what extent government funding is available for 
‘recognized’ providers of CH services, operating in accordance with government 
policy and how variegated is the supply of CH services. The various types of 
heritage providers are classified according with their ownership and their welfare 
function (i.e. their objectives and their relative importance); therefore, a wider 
definition also allows for understanding the composition of supply and the 
relative role plaid by public, private for profit and private not for profit sectors. 
Apart from its descriptive content, such an analysis can be an useful point of 
departure for investigating how a different composition of supply affects the 
quantity and quality of CH services as well as their efficiency and effectiveness, 
because of the different incentives characterizing public, private and not for profit 
actors.  

The Transaction Matrix provides a flexible scheme, suitable for the 
contextualisation advocated in Klamer-Petrova-Mignosa study (2006). According 
with the different institutional context different stages arise and one may 
distinguish between Suppliers – the taxpayers (distinguished in firms and 
households); Allocators – the central and local governments responsible for arts 
policies; Spenders – the agencies of government responsible for the distribution of 
grants to suppliers13; Users – the heritage service providers. The Matrix mainly 
describes institutional systems following the ‘arms’ length’ model (such as UK) 
but can be easily adapted to ‘bureaucratic’ systems (such as Italy)14 which do not 
need all these typologies of actors (thus, Allocators, Spenders and Users tend to 
coincide).  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

13 Spenders may include government departments, autonomous councils appointed by government or 
private  sector bodies working under contract. 
14 With respect to the wider cultural sector the classification is provided by Van der Ploeg (2006). 
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Figure 1. Transaction matrix: Cultural Heritage funding and services  

 

 
 
The Transaction Matrix is only a first step toward a better understanding of 

the heritage services demand and supply and cannot be considered an exhaustive 
picture of such a complex array of interactions. Indeed, it does offer only a static 
picture of these relationships, without investigating what happens through time 
for any change in the public sector behaviour, e.g. how will private sector react to 
an increase/decrease in public spending? 

Even within a static perspective, the Transaction Matrix suffers some 
limitations in describing the behaviour of the various actors and some relevant 
features are left out of the picture. The Matrix is concentrated on financing more 
than on the wider concept of support: for instance, the voluntary support by the 
private sector is not taken into account15 nor the public contribution in kind (for 
instance, free location for exhibitions). The public sector is described only as 
sponsor and not as a facilitator in the production of heritage services. Moreover, 
providers are assumed to act in isolation while there might be connections among 
them16 with potentially relevant effects in terms of the quality and quantity of the 
services offered as well as of their financial sustainability. 

Furthermore, it should be reminded that the Transaction Matrix, by its 
nature, does not take into account regulation which is a powerful tool in the hands 

                                                 
15 This may affect the comparability of data In some countries, such as UK, this contribution is quite 
relevant while in others, such as Italy, this is not the case. 

 

16 For instance, in many cases the supply of CH services is organized through networks, circuits or other 
forms of cooperation between providers. 
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of government: other things being equal, in fact, a change in regulation is likely to 
affect the behaviour of the CH service providers and with different impact on the 
different type of providers. 

Last but not least, the services provided might have different economics 
features, from private to public good characteristics and a more analytical 
description, which goes beyond the scope of the Matrix, might allow for a better 
understanding of their effects, for instance, to what extent private and social 
demand of CH services are met by supply. 

 
4. Concluding remarks 
Summing up, data collection in the CH field should consider demand and 

supply of CH services and the financial relations between the ‘stakeholders’ 
involved in financing and providing these services as well. Data on ‘where the 
money comes from and where it goes’ are needed as well as data on the flows of 
the services stemming out of the existing funding system. This would allow for 
offering policy relevant information with respect to the various institutional 
arrangements underlying the decision making process in the cultural sector.  
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 THE INTERACTIONS BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
FINANCING TO THE ARTS AND CULTURE 

AND MEASUREMENT OF THEIR CONTRIBUTION 
(Reflections on the French Situation)17

 
Jean-Cédric Delvainquière 

 
1. Introduction 

Following the findings and recommendations of the report on “Financing the arts 
and culture in the European Union” (European Parliament, 2006), the following 
objectives will be considered in this paper: 
- Pros and cons of the different forms of financing of culture existing, in 

development or discussed in France; 
- Discuss some aspects that need to be further investigated, drawing on recent 

(or not so recent) trends in the financing of arts and culture in France. 
 

2. Additional financing sources for culture in France 

France ranks among the countries where public financing is known to be high. 
This simple picture may lead to some misunderstanding regarding the national 
situation in which other sources of financing play an important role. As observed 
in the report, a lack of information makes it difficult to acknowledge the weight of 
each source as well as to get a global and accurate picture of the flows of financing 
of the arts and culture. However, it is important to acknowledge two sometimes 
“forgotten” (in France) sources of financing: (1) private spending for culture and 
(2) social funds, not provided by the public budgets. These sources are well 
described in the report as indirect public financing (fiscal expenditure) and private 
donations (business and individuals). They complement the public expenditures 
for culture.  
 

Private spending for culture 

Households’ expenditure for culture (goods and services, including media) have 
been estimated in France through the national accounts at 38 billions euros in 
2005, representing 4% of their total spending (35 billions euros in 2002 and 4,2% 
of their total expenditure). Compared to a total direct public expenditure - 
estimated to 12 billions euros - private households’ consumption of culture does 
constitute the first flow of financing to the sector. This figures concern a broader 
definition of culture, including for example, media expenditure.  

 
17 Due to time constraints, the English language could not be reviewed, so this contribution should be considered as a 
working document (aimed at a round table) and the reader is asked to please forgive the low capability of the contributor 
in written English. 
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Social funds for culture 

The French case of a specific unemployment scheme for artists and technicians in 
the performing and audio-visual sectors is well known and has been widely 
reported abroad. In 2005, around 70.000 persons had benefited from the system 
and the total fund amounted to almost 1,2 billions euros. Without being that high, 
this amount is far from negligible, considering in particular that it concerns a 
limited part of the cultural sector. 
 

3. Encouraging the private financing of culture 

Since the beginning of the 2000’s, measures have been taken to encourage the 
development of private funding to culture such as a new law in favour of patronage 
and foundations. It has reduced the taxation on foundations and has tried to 
improve and simplify state approval procedures and thus it has increased 
substantially tax incentives for private patronage and tax inducements for 
corporate patronage. These measures was taken in order to correct the previous 
limited incentives and advantages of the French system, compared to other 
countries, and which had lead to a low level of donations from private individuals 
(15% of the French donated to charities of general interest – this is not just to the 
cultural sector – and the volume of donations had not even reached one billions 
euros). Companies donated even less: the total of their donations was below that 
of private individuals (about 340 millions euros). ADMICAL (the association for 
the promotion of corporate donations) has estimated the amount of donations for 
cultural purpose to be less than 200 millions euros in 2002 (this does not include 
cultural sponsorship). Last but not least, the number of foundations in France was 
rather low, less than 600 in 2002. 

This situation has been the consequence of the historical importance of the 
role of the state in cultural affairs.  Another reason was the existing of strong 
reluctance from the fiscal administration to let tax incentives develop. The 
Ministry of Finance saw better tax incentives as a way for foundation to escape 
fiscal legislation. Probably the main effect, as well as the main challenge since 
2003, have been to make the way of thinking both for the private actors as well as 
for the cultural institutions to evolve, to raise the openness in France to the 
possible role (and duty) of the private donations. One very interesting aspect of 
the evaluation work that has just started regarding the effect of the reform was 
that a large number of companies do not declare their donations, and so do not 
seek for the fiscal advantages they could benefit from. This reveals that the fiscal 
benefits might not be primary motivation for companies to invest in donation. 

The development of alternative sources of financing has not been limited 
to the reform of the law on patronage and foundation. Some new fiscal expenditures 
have been created (since 2004), such as tax credit in favour of the (re)localisation 
of the film making (including TV films) in France Albeit the fact that such 
measures are under permanent attention from the European Union, Directorate 
for competition, their effects seem difficult to be evaluated.  
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“Targeted” funds 

There are additional important flow of financing when considering the cinema 
and broadcasting sectors. At first, there is “Television fee” (redevance audiovisuelle) 
that citizen pays as a tax, which is dedicated specifically to finance the sector. Such 
taxes escape the principle of non-attribution of fiscal revenue to any specific 
spending, which are governed by public finance in France. There are several 
another taxes paid on the tickets for the cinema as well as for the performing arts 
or on the purchase of videos and DVDs directly that go back for the financing of 
these sectors. Taxes on commercials on TV and radio also benefit to either the 
audio-visual production or non-profit radio. Companies (outside the cultural 
sector) also pay certain taxes that finance directly a cultural sector such as the tax 
on photocopiers (to support the book publishing). Altogether (and beyond the list 
above that is not complete) the total amount of funding through the targeted 
taxes reaches 3,5 billions euros, including the Television fee of 2,8 billions euros. 
The sole account dedicated to the financing of the cinema and audio-visual 
production reaches 500 millions euros. 

There are advantages to this: the government can not decide to use the money 
collected to any other purpose; money spent in the sector goes back to the sector 
(case of the cinema); system compensates a loss of income due to the use of 
reproduction devices. Two major drawbacks exist: the amount of money collected 
may vary and be unpredictable to a certain extent (and sometimes be low); it may 
also induce the government to rely exclusively on these flows of financing for the 
support of the activities at stake and thus limit the mobilization of additional 
public funding. 
 

4. Development of commercial activities as alternative source  

Cultural institutions are asked to increase their direct incomes, not only through 
audience development, but also through the development of “joint” or by-
products and services. 

Museums have for a long time been example of how to increase their 
incomes through commercial activities. As an anecdote, in the cultural heritage, a 
recent legislation has authorised advertisement on scaffolds for the renovation of 
monuments, and when there are incomes from advertising, the public expenditure 
for the renovation are reduced. The danger might be here that public funding 
becomes more and more matching funding, i.e. the level of public support might 
tend to be levelled with the amount of direct incomes the institutions managed to 
generate not only through its core activities but also through additional, more 
market oriented, activities. It may also seem paradoxical to impose free access to 
some cultural institutions, as might soon be the case in France for national 
museums, because reducing one source of direct income for these institutions, 
which can not be compensated by higher public funds, turns in bug limitations in 
fundraising of the cultural field.  

The latest development, for public cultural institutions, is the branding of 
their name as a trademark, which can be sold in different places as  “branches”, 
such as Le Louvre in Abu Dabi, partially inspired by the Guggenheim model. 
 

These processes are part of broader development in which the public cultural 
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sector need to reconsider valorise its intangible and tangible values in the Internet 
era. Here again, the legitimate preoccupation for a fair retribution of the possible 
uses of public resources by private actors might lead to some loss in access to 
certain public services. 
 

5. Public/private financing for culture: a shift of perspective? 

Public actors, may very well shift from a position where they were globally an 
alternative to the market, subsidising certain cultural activities that would 
otherwise encounter market failures, to a position where they also support and 
follow private initiatives, which role and importance are fully recognised. The way 
public actors are considered and consider themselves may be not only as an 
alternative to the market, as primary actors, but more and more as a partner in the 
support of the economic dimension of cultural activities. 

Private actors may also shift from a consumer approach, using cultural 
resources and benefiting from cultural dynamism and vitality, to that of a co-
producer, co-responsible for the production of cultural development. This would 
be true not only for private individuals (through their donations) but also for 
private companies, aware not only of the advantages they draw from a culturally 
developed territory, but also conscious in a growing way of the necessity to foster 
the global attractiveness of their territory, to ensure a high quality of life and 
sustain the famous creative atmosphere. The shift here could be qualified as a shift 
from an individualistic approach to a more collective one.  

The both perspectives remain and there should not be any withdrawal of 
the public actors in the financing of the arts and culture as well as it should not be 
expected from the private actors the responsibility of general interest as well as the 
redistribution at a higher level. 
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FINANCING THE ARTS AND CULTURE IN ROMANIA: 
PRACTICES OF SUPPORT AND THEIR CONSEQUENCES 

 
Dan Eugen RATIU 

The report Financing the Arts and Culture in the European Union (2006) provides a 
very useful survey of the financing to culture for the period 2000-2005, 
highlighting the interactions between public and private support and some general 
trends of cultural policies. It relies on the premise that the various modes of 
financing have an impact on the patterns of arts activity and cultural policies, thus 
partly accounting for differences among them. The report also justly points up the 
importance of financial data for cultural policies analysis, their availability being a 
condition necessary to conduct a European cultural policy. It considers all 
members states of the EU, plus the acceding countries, Bulgaria and Romania. 
However, data on the latter are lacking as they were unavailable in the studies 
accessible online. The general trends of financing to culture in the Central and 
Eastern European countries that it exposes are relevant to Romania as well, but a 
more thorough analysis is missing. If the Romanian case is not an illustration of 
best practices in the area of cultural policies, it could be instead an interesting 
example of the difficulty to introduce new ways of financing without reforming 
entirely an outdated arts support system. 

This paper addresses the issue of the practices of public and private 
support to the arts and culture in post-communist Romania, focusing on the 
period 2000-2006. According to the structure of the report, it will examine the 
sources and means of financing, as well as their distribution among different levels 
of governance and different cultural sectors. These will be explored in a wider 
frame, including the design, focus and implementation of cultural policies. In 
Annex, some relevant data will be provided about the financing to culture in 
Romania in the last six years. 

The report Financing the Arts and Culture in the EU also propounds an 
important question: ”Does the mode of financing interfere with the quality of 
culture?” This paper will also analyse the interactions between public and private 
financing to the arts and culture, trying to evaluate the potential of different 
methods of financing and their consequences on the organisation of the arts and 
the quality of artistic activity in Romania. 
 

I. Financing System: Sources and Means of Support to the Arts  
1. Direct public intervention 

1.1. Administrative o ganisations and decision-making patterns  
The governance of culture and the arts is controlled by a central key institution, 
the Ministry of Culture (MoC), established in December 1989 and reorganized in 
2001 as Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs (MoCRA). The Ministry have 
played and still plays the most important role in the cultural policy-making and 
implementation at different levels of governance, national but also regional and 
local, with its public de-concentrated services at each county level - the 42 
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Directorates for Culture, Cults and National Cultural Heritage. 
The Romanian arts support system could be qualified as a version of the 

“bureaucratic top-down approach”, related to the French “family of cultural 
policies”, as defined in a comparative study of cultural policies in the Western 
world (Toepler and Zimmer 2002). Despite the successive attempts of 
decentralization and reform in the late 1990s and after 2000, the configuration of 
the institutional system governing the arts and culture is still that of a centralized 
state dominated system. This is accentuated by the centrality of the capital-city, 
Bucharest, which concentrates the most part of the “national” cultural institutions. 
The institutional mix is dominated by major cultural institutions, which are 
predominantly state run. The number of cultural institutions under direct 
authority of the Ministry of Culture varied during the post-communist period, 
following the waves of centralization, decentralization and re-centralization, but it 
is still very large.18 The share of the independent cultural institutions and non-
profit organisations is very small, even if it increases after 2000.19

At regional and local levels, cultural and artistic institutions of same type – 
theatres, operas, philharmonics, museums, libraries etc. – are under the control of 
correspondent public authorities, the county councils and town councils. This 
way, the institutional system governing the arts and culture has a hierarchic-
vertical structure accomplishing the same horizontal functions of administrating, 
distributing public funds and organizing cultural events. 

Within this framework, the decision-making was highly centralized. Until 
1997 when a larger policy consultative council of the Ministry of Culture was set 
up, the drafting of public policies was exclusively realized on a closed circuit basis, 
which included the politicians responsible to the Ministry and the high cultural 
bureaucracy. The public-private partnership on cultural policy design is only a 
recent and fragile acquisition (CoE/ERICarts 2007). Consequently, the decision 
and policy-making were also voluntary, dependent on the personality of the 
minister of culture. 
 

1.2. Policy priorities 
During the period of transition 1990-2006, the most important rationale for 
supporting culture was its capacity of “carrying and generating national identity”. 
It is only secondary that culture was considered as an “instrument of social 
cohesion and economic development”. Within this context, the cultural policy 
focuses on cultural heritage, understood as main factor of national identity and of 
historic legitimacy, as well as on traditional forms of the arts. Even if 
contemporary creativity and cultural industries were considered during the 1997-
2000 governance and after 2004, they still remain at the periphery of cultural 
policy objectives. 
 

 
18 Starting in 1990 with 46 cultural institutions and 21 publishing houses, the Ministry of Culture increased 
progressively its dowry until the first wave of decentralization in 1997: in 1994, there were 57 institutions, 
16 publishing houses and 40 journals, supplemented in 1996 with 41 former local libraries, 41 centres of 
folk culture, and 44 museums. After a second wave of decentralization in 2002, there are still 53 national 
cultural or commercial institutions - film production studios, publishing houses, printing companies etc. - 
directly controlled by the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affaires (MoCRA 2006a, 6-7). 
19 For a recent review, see ECUMEST. 2005. A short guide to the Romanian cultural sector today. Bucharest. 



Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     41 
 
 

The “heritage priority” prevailed especially during the Social Democrat 
Party government 2001-2004, but it actually transcends the political and 
ideological cleavages of “right” and “left” type. The pre-eminence of preserving 
the national cultural heritage over the support to contemporary creativity was 
translated into the departmental structure of the Ministry of Culture, reorganized 
in 2001, as well as into its programs and budget. The Direction of Visual Arts 
founded in 1996 was merged with the Direction of Museums and Collections 
among a General Direction of Heritage. The major programs of the Ministry of 
Culture and Religious Affairs favoured institutionalized culture against “private 
initiative” from the cultural field, and mainly aim at supporting “national 
heritage”, “written culture and public reading”, and “performing art institutions” 
(MoCRA 2001-2004). The programs for exhibition or purchase of art works were 
set within the National Program for Valuating the Cultural Heritage. This way, the 
arts policy and its objectives – “stimulation of the arts” and “development of 
contemporary creativity” – looks small in the general view of cultural policy. 
 

1.3. Implementation 
The cultural policy implementation relates to the manner in which the Ministry’s 
role was conceived. Almost the entire post-communist period, the Ministry of 
Culture defined its role as an almighty administrator and cultural operator. Thus, 
public authorities acted mainly as direct producers of cultural events and 
administrators of culture, not as mediators between the cultural demand and 
supply. It is only in 2005 that the new government broke up with this 
interventionist policy: the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs 
programmatically renounced the role of cultural agent in favour of the functions 
of advising, consulting and mediating (MoCRA 2005). An opposition manifested 
thus between cultural policies based on direct management and those working 
through incentives and regulations. 

It is true that a significant change has occur at the end of 1998 when an 
autonomous agency - the National Cultural Fund (NCF) - was established in order 
to select and provide public funding through grant schemes and other support 
schemes for cultural programs and projects, including those of individual artists. 
But it became fully functional only at the end of 2002 and needed to be 
reorganized in 2005, as the Administration of the National Cultural Fund 
(ANCF), in order to really be an arm’s length financing body comparable to NEA, 
Art’s Council, or cultural funds in Hungary, Estonia, Latvia, Bulgaria etc. 

Another trait of the cultural policy implementation is the oscillation of 
cultural administration between a neutral attitude and interventionist-valuating 
policies in favour of one or other type of cultural-artistic practices, either the 
traditional ones (popular or “high”) or the contemporary vanguard ones. In the 
case of recent cultural policy, a tension still persists between strategic objectives as 
“favouring the new forms of expression and cultural practices”, proclaimed in the 
Governance Programme (2005), and the “maintaining of a balance between 
tradition and innovation”, as proposed in the Ministry strategy later presented to 
the Parliament by the liberal minister of culture (MoCRA 2005). 

The governments also oscillated between an elitist cultural policy founded 
on the principle of artistic excellence (1996-2000) and a protective-egalitarian 
policy (2001-2004). In the first case, the government intervention for “promoting 
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culture and the arts” was motivated in the artistic terms of “quality” and 
“competence” (MoC 2000; DVA 2000). In the latter, the government intervention 
and valuing were mainly based on social rationale: the support of artistic creativity 
and the access to culture as “factors of social security”, as stated in the 2001 policy 
report (MoCRA 2001). 

To summarize, the patterns of cultural policy during almost the entire 
period of transition 1990-2006 show a high degree of government involvement in 
the cultural and arts sectors: the policy decision-making and the implementation 
were not only highly centralized, but also voluntary and submitted to variations. 
The government intervention has been driven by conflicting logics and has a dual 
character, as public authorities oscillate between roles of cultural agents and 
mediators, valuating and neutral instances, social and artistic rationales (Ratiu 
2006). 
 

1.4. Direct public expenditure for culture 
The financial support to culture and the arts comes mainly from direct public 
sources, the state budget and local budgets. 

Considering the institutional framework and historical legacy, this is not 
surprising. Like the decision-making, the funding is under the control of public 
authorities, mainly central: the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs was and 
still is the main financing body in the fields of culture and the arts. Local 
authorities are also financing bodies, but less powerful and with lower budgetary 
amounts, through specific subsidies and grant schemes for their own subordinated 
institutions (CoE/ERICarts 2007; MoCRA 2006b). 

Beginning with 2005, an important change occur in articulating the cultural 
policy and its mechanisms, as MoCRA assumes a neutral position on the cultural 
projects market and separates its traditional authority functions from the function 
of selecting and financing cultural projects. This was delegated according to the 
arm’s length principle to the National Cultural Fund Administration (former 
NCF), which revives the support for cultural projects and independent artists, 
though its recent functioning is not spared by criticism. 

There are not comprehensive data on the financial support for cultural 
activities and individual artists from public sources during the period of transition. 
However, a constant of the daily reality within the Romanian cultural sector in the 
1990s was the insufficiency of funds, associated to the crisis in public finance. 
After 2000, in spite of a general trend to increase the public spending for culture, 
as the national income grows, the public support to culture is still situated at a 
very low level. 

It is quite relevant that the public expenditure for culture as percentage of 
the GDP is the lowest compared to the average spending in the EU countries for 
the period 2000-2005. According to the report Financing the Arts and Culture in the 
EU (2006), this varies from 0.3% to 1.2% if considering the Eurostat’s definition 
of culture, and from 0.4% to 2.0% if considering a broader concept of culture and 
recreation. In Romania, the overall budget of the Ministry of Culture and 
Religious Affairs between 2004 and 2007 reached only 0.15 to 0.19 percent of the 
GDP, which attained € 92 billions in 2006 and is estimated at € 110 billion in 2007 
(MoCRA 2006b). (ANNEX -Table 1.) 

The public expenditure (central and local governments) for culture as 
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percentage of the total public expenditures (state budget) is difficult to estimate, as 
the specific indicators and relevant data lack. However, some conjectures can be 
made based on the state budget breakdown by type of activities: the public 
expenditures “for culture, religion, sports and the youth” stabilised at around 
1.6% of the total state budget for the period 2001-2003 (1.69% in 2001, 1.60% in 
2002, 1.64% in 2003), and increased in 2004 and 2005 (2.00% in 2004, 2.21% in 
2005). The public expenditures “for culture, recreation and religion” reached 
2.24% of the total state budget in 2006 and drop to 1.85% in 2007. (Estimations 
based on the reports of Ministry of Finance.) 

The share from the state budget that the Ministry of Culture and Religious 
affairs has at its disposal is also under the average percentage in the EU. After a 
decline in the late 1990’s (0.73% in 1998 and 0.58% in 1999), the share of 
MoCRA’s budget in the total state budget has increased and stabilised at around 
1% for the period 2001-2005: 0.97% in 2001, 1.10% in 2002, 1.03% in 2003, 
1.07% in 2004, 1.10% in 2005. It registered a sensible increase up to 1.34% in 
2006 (related to the preparing of programmes “Sibiu-European Cultural City” and 
“The Year of Francophony”, and festivities related to the accession in the EU), 
and diminished to 1.11% in 2007. (Estimations based on the reports of MoCRA 
and Ministry of Finance.) 

Furthermore, the share of expenditures for actual cultural actions into the 
overall expenditures of the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affaires is small: the 
funds for cultural projects and programmes reach only 17 to 22 percent from the 
total amount of MoCRA’s budgetary expenditures for the period 2001-2004 
(ANNEX -Table 2). A large part of the budgetary funds was allocated to the 
functioning of cultural institutions under Ministry’s direction and of central 
cultural administration.20 There should be noticed that the ministry supports as 
well the religious affaires, a significant part of its budget going toward financial 
contributions to churches and religious communities. (ANNEX -Tables 3, 4 and 
5.) 
 

1.5. Means
During the 1990s and in early 2000s the cultural policy was dominated by an 
étatique, centralist-paternalist conception. Consequently, the support for culture 
was conceived as machinery put into function mainly by administrative means. In 
these conditions, the mechanisms for supporting culture and the arts were mostly 
reduced to a bureaucratic scheme of non-regular financial transfers by the 
Ministry of Culture. The favourite means of public support were direct public 
subsidies, state aid and commissions, and public purchase. 

These funding mechanisms through administrative intervention on the 
cultural supply were generally associated with an administrative mechanism of 
demands evaluation and decision-making, often qualified as arbitrary and non-
transparent. The practice of evaluating projects by advisory committees in view of 
a regular based funding was missing during the 1990s and in early 2000s, while the 
treatment of the cultural operators was uneven. As it was noticed regarding the 

 
20 See as example the chapters on ”Financial support” in the MoCRA reports 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004. For 
the allocation of expenditures on different types of activities, and the tiny share of expenditures on cultural 
activities into the overall expenditures of the ministry, see also CoE/ERICarts 2003: 4.1 “Cultural policy 
priorities in the past 5 years” [1996-1999], and the recent report MoCRA 2006b. 
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period 2000-2004, the public funds for cultural operators were generally different, 
separated with respect to their juridical status - public institutions, non-profit 
organisations, and independent artists. The access rules, the eligibility conditions, 
and the criteria and procedures of subsidy granting were also different, opposing 
administrative decision (in case of public institutions) versus project evaluation 
and selection (Mucica 2005). 

There is need to mention that, starting with 2005, new ways of support for 
cultural projects and individual artists were set up: 

• the Cultural mobility fund, supported by MoCRA, providing scholarships and 
travel grants for various target-groups, including youths, individual 
students, scholars, artists, cultural management professionals; 

• the artistic residences through MoCRA and the Romanian Cultural Institute 
(ICR), an autonomous national body established in 2003 following the 
restructuring of the Romanian Cultural Foundation, set up in 1990; its 
function is to promote Romanian culture abroad, with a view to preserving 
the cultural identity of Romanian diaspora. 

A new program for promoting Romanian contemporary art in the European 
Union was launched by the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affaires at the 
beginning of this year, Promocult 2007, addressing the fields of visual arts, theatre, 
music, dance, literature, and cinema. The overall budget in 2007 is around € 3 
millions (up to € 115,000 per project, covering up to 80% of all costs). 

Future positive effects of these new ways of support and programs are 
undoubtedly to expect, but still limited by the low amounts of money granted (as 
in the case of NCFA), as well as by the low rate of actual cultural spending. In the 
case of the ICR, it is only beginning with 2005 that cultural expenditures 
succeeded to reach 50% or more of the total expenditures. 
 
National Cultural Fund Administration (NCFA) support programmes: 
-2006 1st session for financing independent cultural projects: 92 projects, € 720,000; 
average rate: € 7,800 per project; no more than 20,000 € per project. 
-2006 1st session for financing cultural reviews/publications: 34 projects, € 80,000; 
average rate: € 2,350 per project. 
Romanian Cultural Institute (ICR): 
The overall budget for promoting abroad Romanian culture and protecting cultural 
identity: 
2005: € 3 millions: 50% for cultural projects and programmes, 50% for administrative 
expenses. 
2006: € 6 millions: 60% for cultural projects and programmes, 40% for administrative 
expenses. 
2007: € 13 millions: 72,6% for cultural projects and programmes, 27,4% for 
administrative expenses. 
Special ICR programmes 2006: 
-Promoting abroad the Romanian culture, science and civilization: € 3,3 millions. 
-Translating and publishing Romanian writers: € 450,000. 
-Cantemir Programme of international cultural projects: € 800,000. 
-International festivals, fairs, book-press-multimedia exhibitions: € 280,000. 
-Grants for study, and awards:  € 270.000. 

Sources. MoCRA. The Annual Report 2006. ICR reports (unpublished); press releases and interviews 
with the ICR President H-R. Patapievici. 
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1.6. Financing culture with lottery funds 
Lottery funds were recently brought in as additional sources of financial support 
to culture. The National Lottery contribute to support written culture with 0.4 
percent of the net profit since 2003, film production with 4.0 percent of the net 
profit since 2005 (the Cinema Fund), and cultural heritage preservation with 2.0 
percent of the tickets price since 2007 (the Historical monuments tax). In 2006, 
the National Lottery contributed with € 145.012 to written culture and € 1.450.119 
to film production. The contribution to cultural heritage preservation is estimated 
at € 1.5-2 millions in 2007 (Lottery report). 
 

1.7. Cultural expenditure by level of government and by sector 
The European compendium of national cultural policies, based on MoCRA’s data, 
estimates the share of the central government expenditure on culture in 2005 at 
44% of total public expenditure, and the share of the regional and local 
expenditure at 56% (CoE/ERICarts 2007). This distribution of public cultural 
expenditure by level of government is hardly credible, considering the high degree 
of centralization of policies and financial resources in Romania, acknowledged by 
The Strategy of Decentralization in the Field of Culture (MoCRA 2006a). However, 
positive developments with respect to the autonomy of decision and financing are 
to expect if this strategy would be finally concluded. 

A large part of funding provided by central government was constantly that 
of budgetary subsidies for programs of MoCRA’s own subordinated cultural 
institutions. In 2006, 46 of them were fully funded while other 50 national cultural 
institutions were partially funded from the state budget (MoCRA 2006b). 

Expenditures for cultural heritage and the performing arts are highly 
prioritized. Another important part of public funding is that of the state aid for 
publishing houses, book acquisitions (distributed by AFCN), and for film 
production (distributed by a governmental institution under MoCRA’s control, 
the National Centre of Cinema). There are also direct public subsidies for festivals 
of theatre and classical music, for folk events etc. (ANNEX- Tables 4 and 5) 

Grants and public commissions for individual artists were also provided, 
but they reached only a small share in the public funding, comparing to the 
funding for public cultural institutions and heritage preservation. Public 
contributions were not significant with respect the individual artists, except some 
commissioning of public art and monuments. It is only recently that the public 
support of independent projects of artists and non-profit organisations is seriously 
considered. 

This way, certain cultural sectors and forms of artistic expression were 
favoured: institutional versus independent, writing vs. visual, traditional vs. non-
traditional, canonical vs. alternative. 

For example, the public funds for the visual arts for the period 2001-2004 
reached only 2 % from the total funding for cultural actions, while this funding 
reached at its turn only 17 to 22 % from the overall expenditures of the Ministry 
of Culture and Religious Affaires. The discrimination against the visual sector and 
the ignorance of the real interest of the public are more flagrant if comparing the 
amount of funds allocated to the visual arts with the proportion of programmes in 
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this sector within the thematic programmes of the Ministry and the County 
Directions for Culture – constantly situated at 11.2-11.8 % from the overall 
cultural programmes –, as well as with the public’s expectations: on a scale from 1 
(minimum) to 10 (maximum), the public’s interest for the supply of representative 
cultural products within the county is situated at 8 for the visual arts and at 7.78 
for literature (average national grade).21

 
2. Indirect public support 

The creation of favourable fiscal environments within the legislative system was 
not a priority of cultural policy in Romania. Therefore the implementation of an 
effective legislative framework through mechanisms of sponsorship and 
patronage, tax policies, and public-private partnership remained for long time only 
at stage of intentions. 

A law on sponsorship and patronage/maecenatism was proposed in 1994, 
further amended and supplemented: since 2004, deductions up to a maximum of 
3‰ of the turnover and 20% of the due profit tax are allowed for cultural 
purposes. There are also fiscal incentives (tax exemptions) for the beneficiaries of 
sponsorship and maecenatism or donations. 

It is only recently that the indirect public intervention through tax 
incentives was considered. Since 2005 the 1% law allowed to the individuals to 
donate 1% of their private income tax due to non-profit organizations or to 
individuals as grants, amount increased to 2% in 2006. 

This donation system undoubtedly stimulated individual support to the arts 
and culture. However, it does not regard exclusively the cultural-artistic 
organizations or activities, and it has furnished very low amounts of monies - as 
the average gross income per capita/per year in Romania is around € 5.000, 
representing 27% of the average income per capita/per year in the EU. 
 

3. Private support: business sector and non-profit organisations 
The most astonishing features of the mechanism of financing culture in Romania, 
if compared to the sources of support to the arts in the Western countries, are the 
very low level of earned incomes of artists and the quasi-inexistence of viable 
alternatives of funding from the private sector, business and non-profit 
organisations. 

The first is due to the lack of demand (power of purchase) and of a viable 
arts market, as well as of the ineffective implementation of the copyright and 
neighbouring rights law. The latter is due to the imperfection of a non-stimulating 
legislation on sponsorship and patronage, as well as to the lack of tradition of 
philanthropic giving and of cooperation between the arts and the business sector 
in Romania. Additionally there is “a certain conformist attitude among domestic 
companies, which have tendency to invest in one-time and conventional events 
rather then in innovative contemporary art projects, as they believe that these 
kinds of programs are riskier in terms of public reception” (Add Business Chance 
on Art 2004, 4). 

 
21 For more detailed data, see the survey Cultural Market in Romania by the Concept Foundation (2000). For 
the structure of budgetary funds of the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affaires – financed projects and 
acquisitions of contemporary visual arts works and public monuments –, and those of the thematic county 
programmes, see the MoCRA reports 2001: 102,123; 2002: 70,79-82; and 2003: 74, 79-82, 88-100. 
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Thus, in spite of the existence for more than a decade of a legislative 
framework on sponsorship and patronage/maecenatism, the practice of private 
funding for the arts is still at an incipient stage and quite small in financial terms 
compared to the sports and social services. (There are no comprehensive data.) 

There is no significant funding for artists coming from their professional 
unions - Visual Artists’ Union, Writers’ Union, Composers’ Union etc. However, 
they deliver support in indirect form: non-monetary assistance, such as free 
exhibition space and subsidized studio space (exclusively for union members), and 
support for some specific activities through contributions from literary, 
cinematographic, theatrical, musical, folklore and visual arts stamps (similar to a 
para-fiscal tax applied to cultural goods/services). 

The lack of independent art institutions and non-profit organizations was 
partially compensated by several foreign public cultural agencies functioning in 
Romania since the early 1990s, like the French Institute and cultural centres, 
British Council, Goethe Institute, Pro Helvetia, and private foundations such as 
the Soros Foundation for an Open Society. As the Short Guide to the Romanian 
Cultural Sector Today (2005) remarks, the “spirit of networking” brought by these 
institutions helps the strengthening or emerging of new local alternative artistic 
initiatives and institutions. However, this process is rather recent, being firmly in 
place only since 2000, when emerging also new art galleries related to independent 
foundations or organizations. The emergence of careers like art managers, 
exhibition curators, press agents, and art producers and dealers is also a recent 
phenomenon in Romania (Suteu 2007). 

The slow and difficult emergence of an independent cultural sector could 
be partially explained by the economical problems of transition. But the public 
action in the cultural sector and the arts community itself were exposed not only 
to institutional or financial constraints (a general crisis in public finance). The 
collective mentalities or “subjective models of action” dominants in the cultural 
sector and public policies have also acted as constraints on the support for the arts 
and artists. Thus, a paternalistic attitude based on the idea of culture as being a 
state responsibility and, largely, an étatique mentality were shared - with some 
exceptions - both by policymakers and actors in the cultural sector. The arts 
community leaning toward an assisted condition, apparent during the 1990s, 
unveils the nostalgia for the former position as artiste d’Etat, as well as the “inertia 
of artistic mentalities that were used to legitimizing and producing arts exclusively 
within the institutionalized state-defined context” (ECUMEST 2005). 
 

II. Interactions and consequences of the modes of financing on the 
organisation of the arts and the quality of artistic activity 
 1. Interactions between public and private financing to the arts and 
culture 

 
The financing mechanisms were largely dominated until the last years by the direct 
intervention of government, which assumed almost exclusively the support for 
culture and the arts, by means of direct subsidies. Within these conditions, there 
was a lack of collaboration and interaction between the public and the private 
financing to the arts and culture. The cultural market was almost completely 
ignored by public authorities: though the participation of publishing houses to 
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inter-national book fairs was considered and partially supported, the art market 
and the art fairs were (and still are) ignored. Public policies have not encouraged 
the private involvement in supporting the arts and culture, neither the business 
sector nor the non-profit organisations. 

A supplementary constraint on the support for the arts was due to the fact 
that local independent cultural institutions and organizations were almost non-
existent until the mid 1990s. Considering particularly the visual arts sector, there 
was in early post-communist Romania a lack of both contemporary practices and 
of institutions for exposing and consecrating them – museums/centers of 
contemporary art, private art galleries –, as well as a lack of a functional art 
market. 

A shift toward a positive attitude with respect to the public-private 
partnership, both in policy decision-making and implementation and support for 
culture, has occur after 2004. The importance of indirect public intervention 
through tax incentives and of private subsidies (as sponsorship) was reconsidered. 
New fiscal incentives for individuals were introduced (the 1% law) and matching 
grants were implemented. 
 

2. Consequences of the modes of financing 
As the report Financing the arts and culture in the EU emphasises, it is important 
to evaluate the potential of each method of financing and the manner in which it 
interferes with the organisation of the arts sector and the quality of artistic activity. 

In post-communist Romania, the high degree of state intervention in the 
cultural sector was not related to a high level of public spending on the arts and 
culture. On the contrary, the financial support for actual cultural activities was 
situated at a very low level. Particularly the amount of public funds for individual 
artists remains quite low. This leads to the paradoxical situation that, during the 
1990s, the individual artists and independent cultural institutions have had to 
count mostly on alternative sources of support, as the foreign public cultural 
agencies functioning in Romania and the private foundations. 

The financial contributions from the “third sector” (non-profit 
organisations and private foundations) were small if compared to those in the EU. 
Yet they supported the innovative forms of arts and enhanced the diversity of 
cultural life. An example is the activity of the Foundation for an Open Society, 
whose Center for Contemporary Art contributed to the establishment of a more 
diverse and dynamic visual art scene in the mid 1990s. 

There is a recent agreement between artists and policy makers that an 
independent arts sector has undoubtedly flourished over the last five to seven 
years (Suteu 2007). But one can hardly assign this improvement to the public 
intervention in the cultural sector. Rather it accompanies the general development 
of the Romanian economy. On the contrary, the public policies were not quite 
successful with respect the objective to ensure the symbolic and financial 
recognition of artistic activities and artist’s social status. The reviews of Central-
East European contemporary arts sector and production still hold Romania off 
the map, while the professional and socio-economic condition of the artists is still 
precarious: they occupy a marginal position in the social system of carriers and re-
distribution of the public manna, as well as in relation to the international art 
institutions and markets. 
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The government capacity of achieving the assumed goals of cultural policy 
as the support to artists and artistic creativity was affected by the orientation of 
cultural bureaucracy towards self-promoting. For example, the purchase of 
contemporary fine arts and monumental art works in 2003 – in amount of $10 
million, representing 52% from the overall acquisitions by the Ministry of Culture 
and Religious Affaires – had as purpose “the endowment of the central 
administration” (MoCRA 2003), as the Ministry reinstalled itself in a brand new 
building! 

Even if arts policy was on principle considered as part of the overall 
cultural policy, the implementation failed. For example, after 2005 the Ministry of 
Culture and Religious Affaires adopted the principle that “cultural policy should 
aim to promote both creativity and participation in cultural life”. In fact, the 
cultural policy implementation was more oriented toward consumer-generated 
benefits/satisfactions (CoE/ERICarts 2007). However, this policy was favourable 
neither to artistic creativity nor to cultural participation. In spite of this consumer 
orientation, and of a slightly increase of cultural production, the cultural 
participation and consumption decreased during that period and over the last 5 
years, concerning the activities without large public subsidies, as cinema, as well as 
the heavily subsidized activities, like library use (CoE/ERICarts 2007, 33-35).22

In a situation where viable alternatives of funding from the private and 
non-profit sector were almost non existent, the bureaucratic approaches and 
implementation of cultural policies mainly centred on institutions have generated 
perverse side effects, as the unbalances between the actors in the cultural sector – 
public cultural institutions, non-profit organizations, and artists –, in disadvantage 
of the individual actors. In addition to the intermittent and deficient functioning 
of the National Cultural Fund that was created for supporting independent 
cultural projects, this accentuated the dependency – both institutional and 
financial – of cultural activities and individual artists on the public administration. 
This way, the valuating interventions of public authorities have had a strong 
impact on the arts sector by twisting its structure and functioning, and 
contributing to imposing a small number of “official” artists and an “official” art, 
as they supported mostly the traditional forms of arts. 

In due course, it is preferable that arts policy respects the principle of 
neutrality and balance, in order to not offend the freedom of creation and the 
autonomy of the artistic field, both of them also assumed as cultural policy 
principles. In the actual conditions defined by the increasing concurrence on a 
free and global art market, an interventionist policy using as main tool the direct 
public subsidy and ignoring the art market and the “third sphere” (non-profit 
organizations), can contribute neither to the development of the artistic sector nor 
to the improvement of the artists’ status.  

The effectiveness of a cultural policy aiming to sustain creativity and artistic 
quality but focusing mainly on direct public subsidies and state aid or 
commissions is put under question by the radical transformation of the processes 
of artistic recognition and consecration. As Raymonde Moulin (1997, 2003) 
pointed out in a sociological analysis of the construction and homologation of 

 
22 This declining continues the regressive tendency of cultural participation and consumption during the 
1990s (CoE 1999b, Concept Foundation 2000). For recent data, see the CSCDC surveys, The Indicator of the 
Cultural Life in Romania: A Longitudinal Analysis for the Period 1998-2004 and The Barometer of Cultural 
Consumption 2005 (http://www.culturanet.ro/eng/cscdc.aspx?pageID=02). 

http://www.culturanet.ro/eng/cscdc.aspx?pageID=02
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artistic value mechanisms, nowadays the valorization of art works and 
contemporary artists is mainly based on the association between the international 
network of private galleries and the international network of art institutions, 
having as leading actors art dealers-gallery owners and auction commissioners, 
curators, critics and art agents, collectors, investors and the public. Thus, the 
specific of the actual artistic configuration consists especially in the increasing 
interdependency between the cultural field, where the homologation and the 
hierarchy of artistic values are established, and the art market, where the 
transactions take place.23

For this reason, a research commanded by the French Ministry of Foreign 
Affaires – in order to determinate the best measures to be taken to impose the 
French contemporary art on the international arts scene – admits that a clever 
support for the art market is indispensable for the emergence and recognition of 
the most promising artistic talents.24

This kind of findings should not be ignored by a cultural policy concerned 
about artistic quality and responsible for the artists’ positioning in relationship 
with the main institutions of artistic consecration as well as with the art market, 
and which pretends to promote the arts on the international scene. 
 

III. Conclusions and Recommendations 
    
1. Conclusions 

The analysis of the practices of financing the arts and culture in Romania confirms 
the findings and recommendations of the report Financing the Arts and culture in the 
EU (2006). Mainly, that “the challenge is to increase the involvement and enlarge 
the circles of the worlds of art and culture”, one way to do this being “to develop 
alternative ways of financing the arts: in particular, an increase in private support – 
individual contributions, donations, sponsorship – is called for without its 
reducing government support” (Klamer, Petrova and Mignosa 2006, 65). 

However, there should be said that history and institutional arrangements 
matter more than economics in explaining cultural policy. The design, focus and 
implementation of cultural policies in Romania after the fall of communism 
proves to be path-dependent, being shaped by the tradition of centralization of 
power, the dominant étatique mentality and paternalistic attitude based on the idea 
of culture as being a state responsibility, as well as a “carrier and generator of 
national identity”, which was the most important rationale for supporting culture 
and the arts. Cultural policy was lacking continuity and not very imaginative as its 
implementation was mainly based on non-transparent and arbitrary administrative 
interventions of a wishy-washy welfare state, lacking in financial means to be really 
so. 

 
23 See Moulin 1997 and 2003, 39-44: “The constitution of contemporary artistic values, in the double sense 
of the term - aesthetically and financially -, is realized through the conjunction of the artistic field with the 
art market. The price ratifies, in fact, a non-economic labour of offering aesthetic credibility, a labour of 
value homologation realized by specialists that is critics, contemporary art historians, museum 
professionals, art administrators and exhibition curators. Once established on the market, the price 
facilitates and accelerates the circulation and internationalization of aesthetic judgment.” (The English 
translation is our.) 
24See the report « Le rôle des pays prescripteurs sur le marché et dans le monde de l’art contemporain », by 
the French sociologist Alain Quemin, published in 2002 as L’Art contemporain international: entre les institutions 
et le marché. Nîmes: Jacqueline Chambon/Artprice. 



Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     51 
 
 

Within this framework, the characteristics of the financing mechanism of 
culture were: the prevailing of public sources of support under the form of direct 
financial aids through administrative intervention on the cultural supply - public 
subsidies, state aid, public purchase; the administrative mechanisms of demands 
evaluation and decision-making; the lack of incentives to private initiative; the 
ignoring of the art market; the uneven treatment of cultural operators. These 
policies prevailing in the 1990s have led to the institutionalization and 
bureaucratization of cultural activities, as well as to the increase of their 
dependency on government and public subsidy. 

New policy rules and mechanisms have been progressively implemented 
since the late 1990s, mostly under external influence: the Council of Europe, 
under whose impetus was organized the first review of cultural policy (1998), 
continuing then with the reforms imposed by the programme of accessing the 
European Union. But the adopted models collide with the local centralized and 
traditionalist historical pattern, with a strong accent on close control by the state 
and a persistent conflict between traditional and modern forms of culture. The 
result was a lack of clear criteria and instruments for cultural policies, adapted to 
the local context, yet coherent with current European standards. The cultural 
policy remains path-dependent and, despite the successive attempts of reform, it is 
only recently that a more liberal and effective arts support system emerged. 

All these expose the weakness of a copy-paste cultural policy, as well as the 
need to associate the best financing practices and the reform of the arts support 
system in order to provide a coherent implementation of cultural policies. 
 

2. Recommendations 
The government at different levels should continue to support the arts and 
culture. There are good reasons for maintaining the public financing, as the 
precarious condition of the artists and arts sector in Romania, and the 
underdevelopment of alternative sources of financing from the private sector, 
business and non-profit organisations. 

However, the government should reform the arts support system - both its 
institutional organisation and the means of support -, seeing that the best practices 
adopted need to be integrated into a coherent cultural policy framework in order 
to become effective. Meanwhile, the ways of supporting artists and artistic 
creativity should be considered in relation to the actual context of 
internationalization of the art worlds and emergence of a free and global art 
market. 

On one side, the government should limit its role and interventions to 
ensuring the proper economic conditions for freely create art and, thus, to 
maintaining an autonomous artistic life. This role should be exercise in an indirect 
and more liberal manner, through supple and diverse financing mechanisms and a 
policy of stimulating the private initiative in the arts sector. For example, legal and 
fiscal incentives to the art market, the non-profit organisations committed to 
culture and to individuals that should be stimulated not only to donate for culture 
but also to collect contemporary art. This could lead to the emergence of a public 
of art collectors and the development of private art galleries, more capable than 
the government to support the free metabolism of artistic creation. 

On the other side, the alternative for artists to their precarious condition is 
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not the indulging in nostalgia of subsidy under the state’s paternal gaze, but the 
full assuming of the creator condition that involves innovation, freedom, as well 
as concurrence, incertitude and risk. 
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ANNEX 
 
Table 1: Evolution of the budget of the Ministry of Culture and Religious 
Affaires for the period 2004-2007: MoCRA’s budget as percentage of the 
GDP 

Thousands RON** 
Indicators  Budget 

2004 
Budget 
2005 

2005 Budget 2006 Budget 2007
/ 2006 / 2007 
2004 2005 2006

MoCRA’s 377.579 429.332 114 588.007 137 723.763 123 
budget * 
GDP 238.000.

000
281.200.00 - 322.500.00 - 372.300.0 - 

 0 0 00 
MoCRA’s 
b
p
of the 
GDP

 

0.15 0.15 0.18

 
 

0.19 

  
udget as 
ercentage 

 
 

 
* prises allocations from the state budget, proper revenues, non-
reimbursable funds, and external credits. 
S and faires nual est
* e oscillates from 1 RON=0.25 € in 2004 to 1 RON =0.30 € in 2007 
 

s for cultural actions program percen
from the overall expenditures of the Ministry of Culture and Religious 

 MoCRA’s budget com

ource: Ministry of Culture 
* The average exchange rat

 Religious Af . 2006. The An Report. Buchar . 

Table 2: Expenditure  and s as tage 

Affaires (2001-2004) 
Thousands ROL* 

CATEGORIES OF 
EXPENDITURES

2001 2002 2003 2004

OVERALL 
EXPENDITURES

140.206.148 127.092.682 148.350.825 209.166.419

EXPENDITURES 
FOR  CULTURAL 

ACTIONS 

24.761.701 20.915.965 32.596.605 42.216.553

PERCENTAGE (%) 17.66 16.46 21.97 20.18

Source: Mucica, Delia [MoCRA’s General Secretary]. 2005. A new mechanism of public funding for 
culture. Bucharest. 
*10.000 ROL equal 1 RON after denomination in 2005. The average exchange rate oscillates 
from 10.000 ROL =0.40 € in 2001 to 10.000 ROL =0.25 € in 2004. 
 



Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     55 
 
 

xpenditures 
% 2003 % 2004 

(Project) 
% 

Table 3. The budget of Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs 2001-2004:  
Breakdown by types of expenditures 

Thousands ROL 
Type of 2001 % 2002 
e
Total 1.981.979.558 100 1.902.315.623 100 2.635.956.017 100 3.014.019.615 100
MoCRA’s 
budget 
Personnel  87.962.387 4.44 112.621.376 5.9 129.549.200 4.9 157.186.107 5.21
Material  197.928.680 9.99 198.145.249 10.4 231.408.817 8.8 284.779.000 9.44
Subventions 653.269.000 32.96 792.426.553 41.7 1.214.843.5000 46.0 1.228.438.468 40.75
Transfers 951.015.862 47.98 739.175.856 38.8 969.616.000 36.8 1.224.166.040 40.61
Capital  90.048.629 4.54 57.946.598 3.1 86.429.500 3.3 100.000.000 3.31
Credits 
reimbursements 

1.746.000 0.09 2.000.000 0.1 4.109.000 0.2 19.450.000 0.64

Source: MOCRA’s Reports 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004. 
 

Table 4: State cultural expenditure, in RON, 2005*: Sector breakdown 

Source: MOCRA, Directorate for Budget, Finances and Development (cf. Council of 
Europe/ERICarts. 2007. Compendium of Cultural Policies and Trends in €ope: Romania. 8th edition. 
Data for 2006 were not available.) 
* The table uses MoCRA’s current budgetary indicators. 
** As a supplementary resource to the resources of the National Cinema Fund. 
 

Field / 
Domain / 

Sub-Domain 
 

Direct 
expendit

re   

Cultural 
Goods 
Cultural 
heritage
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DGET (RON) 

Table 5: The Budget of the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs in 
2006: Breakdown by directions of activity 
 

DIRECTIONS OF ACTIVITY BU

GENERAL DIRECTION OF CONTEMPORARY 
CREATION AND CULTURAL DIVERSITY 

6.871.910,34 

Service of  Performing Arts 5.447.150,64 
Office of  Written Culture and Public Reading  124.735,30 
Book Purchase  811.136,48 
Service of Minorities’ Culture 488.887,92 
DIRECTION OF INTERNATIONAL RELATONS, 
EUROPEAN REGLEMENTATIONS, AND 
HARMONISATION 

161.824,00 

GENERAL DIRECTION OF NATIONAL CULTURAL 
HERITAGE  

3.335.417,79 

Compartment of Visual Arts and Architecture  7.582,00 
Service of Historic Monuments  160.857,80 
Compartment of Archaeology (archaeological excavations) 1,700.000,00 
Compartment of Archaeology (cultural actions)  23.940,00 
Heritage in danger  981.991,83 
Office of Museums (cultural projects) 398.546,16 
Compartment of Immaterial Heritage 62.500,00 
Compartment of De-concentrated services  105.760,00 
Project “Sibiu–European Cultural City” 29.036.429,37 
CIMEC [Centre for cultural memory]  1.039.940,00 
[Year of] FRANCOPHONY 1.590.926,17 
REVEILLON  [EU accession festivities] 5.200.000,00 
TOTAL  47.342.207,67 
Source: MOCRA, Directorate for Budget, Finances and Development, 2006 



Round table: The interactions between public and private financing of the arts and culture 
Erasmus University and Boekman Foundation - Amsterdam, October 5th and 6th, 2007 
 

     57 
 
 

THE INTERACTIONS BETWEEN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
FINANCING TO THE ARTS AND CULTURE 

AND MEASUREMENT OF THEIR CONTRIBUTIO 
(Reflections on the round table topic) 

 
Michele Trimarchi 

 
Public funding of the arts is normally viewed as a residual action: since the 

arts are not able to stand upon their own feet in the marketplace, public 
intervention to fill the gap is needed. No wonder that such a view attracts the 
consensus of many art producers, who can always mention Baumol’s law as a 
technical – and therefore “objective” – justification for the public support of their 
activities. 

These short notes do not intend to go through the intensive criticism 
addressed at dismantling the pillars, which Baumol’s law stands upon. One single 
detail must be emphasized; it does not suggest anything about the criteria and the 
mechanisms of pubic funding. In fact, when public budgets start to face tighter 
constraints a further residual source of funding enters the arts sector: 
corporations, non-profit organisations, individuals. Despite the variety of ethical 
and aesthetical justifications, such forms of public and private funding just 
respond to a dimensional need. 

At first sight, such a system seems to grant the creative and productive 
independence of arts organisations, whose cultural choices remain out of 
governmental scope. Looking at the mechanism with more attention, there is no 
other precise reason for public (and therefore also for private) funding of the arts. 
Unless we take seriously the rich list of goals declared in legislation and regulation; 
they are quite often impossible to measure, and this implies the technical 
impossibility to set any serious process of monitoring and sanctioning. 

In recent years, cultural markets are expanding and connecting with each 
other, also when they are characterised by a different degree of technology (e.g. 
museums and the audiovisuals). Consumers tend to move from the demand for 
mysterious experience towards the demand for knowledge, and this raises the 
potential degree of financial autonomy of cultural organisations, due to their wider 
area of exchange with consumers. At the same time, municipalities and other 
territorial governments emphasize the benefits connected with the impact of 
cultural creation and production upon the local economy. 

Such an evolution points at the wide and heterogeneous range of benefits 
generated by the arts sector, suggesting that they are unfungible. Individual 
consumers, the local community, public administrations and private sector 
companies get relevant benefits from the arts production, with no logical priority: 
while in a neoclassical framework the laws of the marketplace dominate any 
relationship and therefore set the hierarchy of values, in a more advanced view 
arts production is related to the rest of the worlds through what we can define a 
“multiple synallagma”. 

It implies equal weight for each of the transactions occurring in the arts 
market (i.e. between art producers on one hand and art consumers, private 
corporations, foundations, etc. on the other). And it requires the precise 
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identification of public goals to be pursued through art production. Such a view 
shifts the focus of arts funding from generic and ethical goals to specific 
objectives related to the welfare of the local community, to the enhancement of 
cultural markets and organisations, to the growth of the local economy. 

In such a framework a relevant change concerns the concept of quality, 
which normally incorporates aesthetical and creative profiles. The relevance of 
“cultural” quality ends up to require a selection whereby the producers whose 
cultural project/activity is highly rated by a commission of experts are awarded 
higher public funding. In this way, it is argued, public action manages to award 
excellence. We can simply object that in this way the need for a stable fertilisation 
of cultural creation and production is drained, since excellence naturally arises 
from a non-structured, chaotic, and heterogeneous sert of cultural activities, 
including “bad products”. 

In order to prove effective, selection of excellence must be left to the 
natural evolution of the cultural markets, rather than to a subjective and 
questionable decision of the public administration. Therefore, instead of focusing 
upon cultural quality, public action aimed at supporting the arts must concentrate 
upon the non-fungible contribution that the arts are able to give to the growth of 
local community’s welfare. This includes goals such as: 

 
- the economic characteristics of the product (its novelty, its life-span, its 

territorial circulation); 
- the effectiveness in using the material, technologic and human resources 

(development of side markets, on-the-job training, technologic progress); 
- the expansion of access and the composition of the audience (growth in 

ticket sales, audience specific education, workshops and laboratories). 
 
Of course, the redesign of aims and tools of public action implies a substantial 
renewal in the analysis and design of the other sources of support, i.e. the market 
with its growing expectations, the private sector with its emerging opportunities, 
the whole society with its new demand for participation. The centre of the scene, 
previously occupied by the public sector (able to condition the existence and 
survival of cultural organisation), is now taken by cultural producers, who must 
accept and perform a new strategic role, directly negotiating with each potential 
supporter, and exchanging the multidimensional impact of cultural production 
with each recipient of specific benefits. 
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EFFICIENCY 
 

Cees Langeveld 

 
In the study ‘Financing the Arts and Culture in the European Union’ various 
sources of financing the arts are discussed: central, regional and local government, 
the third sphere including foundations and other private institutions, companies 
and individual consumers. The income that these sources generate for the arts can 
be divided into structural and incidental contributions and in exchange 
contributions in goods and values are supplied by the cultural organizations. A 
donation is not a direct exchange, a ticket however is.  

An art institution or an artist does not just receive money. They need to 
make the effort to gain funds. That effort can be in the artistic field - such as 
proven artistic quality. It is also important whether the objective of the one that 
provides the funds is met; objective that is set as a condition.  

In the aforementioned three spheres the effort that needs to be put into a 
project will differ in absolute terms or will differ related to the possible funds. The 
chances of success also vary. A rule applies considering the size of the fund: the 
higher in the administrative organization, the bigger the budget. The state 
government has larger budgets than local governments; in private enterprises head 
offices have more money than regional offices.  
 Not rare, the question is what sphere is to be focused on. Say one wants to 
organise a festival. The effort could be either to obtain government subsidies 
and/or contributions from funds or to marketing activities aimed at visitors of the 
festival and sponsors. Each sphere has its own characteristics, its own chance of 
success and its budget to invest.   

A clear overview of the advantages and disadvantages of the different 
spheres is given in the abovementioned report (European Parliament, 2006, p.61 
One of the mentioned disadvantages within  ‘government’ sphere is the 
inefficiency. The other spheres do not share this disadvantage. Does that mean that 
the other spheres are efficient? In practice, it does not seem to be so. 

I am interested in the level of efficiency of the various sources, both 
absolutely and relatively connected to the chance and size of the support. In a 
bureaucratic environment efficiency is not considered an important topic. In a 
democratic system rules are often set as a compromise between the various 
groups of interest. Rules are rarely set according to the most efficient way to reach 
the expected outcomes. If the implementation of an arrangement causes 
problems, one is willing to repair it. But just as happily one will reset the rules in 
such a manner that a high level of bureaucracy – i.e. inefficiency – is needed to 
keep them. When government money are spent for certain purpose, often the 
bureaucratic rules create more obstacles that make it looks more like there is some 
fear of the money actually being spent. Sometimes it is almost impossible to fit the 
conditions. And then, despite of all the efforts: no funding. It often seems more 
like good intentions than an actual will to support initiatives. Budgets stay unspent 
as a consequence of the rules.  
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But this is only part of the story. If one has the privilege to belong to the 
established order with a long-term subsidy relation, the matter of inefficiency is 
completely out of the question. The larger national art institutions such as the 
‘Nederlandse Opera’ (Dutch opera), the ‘Koninklijk Concertgebouworkest (Royal 
concert building orchestra), or others, which are part of the so-called basic 
government cultural infrastructure, have already reserved government budgets. 
The money will be spend if the institution sticks to artistic and qualitative 
requirements and is able to present the annual financial accounts. In this case, in 
an absolute size, but most certainly related to the size of the subsidy, a small effort 
to obtain money is needed.  

In my view, inefficiency is not necessarily the case when the government 
provides subsidies. It is a different matter when there is no structural relation with 
the government, i.e. an incidental relation, no matter whether it is local, national 
or even European government. It will take an unfair amount of energy to gain any 
form of support: elaborate application forms, many autographs, an accountant’s 
statement beforehand, a committee who judges, reports, final reports, evaluation 
and final checks by an accountant. There is always fair of someone’s judgement 
that the community money is wrongly spent. The costs that are made to gain 
funds are estimated at least fifteen per cent of the total amount of provided funds. 
Van Klink concludes that the transaction costs for providing governmental 
subsidies in The Netherlands is 11,6 million. This is a factor to be taken into 
account25. In the US, the fund receivers are less focused on the government and 
more on corporate businesses and the third sphere. Comparison on personnel 
files shows that art institutions in the US have more personnel in overhead 
functions than European institutions. The difference lies in the amount of effort 
put into gaining funds from outside the government.  
 In the third sphere a similar difference can be made between structural and 
incidental support. Long-term relations between friends, business clubs and art 
institutions work efficiently. It takes energy to keep these relations but it does not 
take much time or money. It has to be taken into account that these contributions 
are often modest in amounts.  

For organisers of festivals and other manifestations that have no structural 
support of the government, it is often a difficult task to fundraise. Many requests 
for support are forwarded to art funds. And those funds need rather exact 
descriptions to meet their criteria. A lot of energy goes into fancy requests with 
elaborate arguments of the programme, the target group, goals, etc. If the 
application does lead to funding often it is about a small sum. And for that little 
amount, the applicant has to write an elaborate evaluation, using the politically 
correct terms so as not to run the risk that the final payment will be reduced.  
 The market sector needs a different approach. A free producer does not 
spend money on getting funding. He spends most of his budget on marketing 
aimed at ticket sales. In large productions the marketing costs – not counting 
personnel costs – can often run up to fifteen per cent of the production costs. 
Whether this is inefficient depends on its definition. Effectiveness and efficiency 
are intermingled. The producer works efficiently if he controls the marketing and 
realises its effectiveness.  

 
25 Van Klink (2005) 
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The question of achieved artistic qualities is also important to be 
considered. There are examples in which private gifts lead to a high level of artistic 
expressions. But there is also a fear that being dependent on the market too much 
leads to bleaker art. The fear of bleakness is not unjustified. The shift from 
government to the third sphere and the market can be cheered when looking at 
the principle of consumer-paid services. But I am not too sure whether this holds 
up for the importance of art.  
 
Conclusion  

1) It is not instantly clear whether governmental subsidies are more inefficient 
for the receiver than subsidies given by the market and the third sphere.  

2) In all cases structural relations are more efficient than incidental or single 
relations. It is more important to strive after structural relations than to 
make a choice for either government, market or the third sphere.  

3) Whoever pays the bills, sets the rules. The different spheres have different 
interests and the question is whether they all have the same standards 
considering the realization of artistic goals. Cautiousness is obligatory in 
cheering on a movement of the government towards the market and the 
third sphere.  

Breda, 17 September 2007 
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ARE FRENCH TAX INCENTIVES USEFUL FOR THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF CULTURAL PRIVATE GIVING? 

 
Nathalie Sauvanet 

ADMICAL – 
French Association for the Promotion of Corporate Support in the Arts 

 
1. Introduction 

Encouraging giving through tax breaks can have a significant influence on the type and 
the amount of support. This is of course not the only factor to be considered when 
examining what motivates undertakings to support but it is an important factor that all 
European Member States take into account. Cerec, European Committee for Business, 
Arts, and Culture will shortly publish a study carried out in collaboration with its national 
members (Admical for France) describing the tax treatment of corporate donations and 
sponsoring for the Arts in ten European countries. 

Sponsoring is generally defined as a transaction whereby a sponsor receives a 
commercial benefit in exchange for payment or assistance in kind to a sponsored 
institution. The benefit stems from the exposure given to the sponsor, its brand, or to one 
of its products by the sponsored institution. Generally speaking, when there is a direct 
link between the benefit and the service provided, the price paid or – in the case of 
Sweden – the activity of the sponsor, in the most European countries it is allowed a 
deduction of this expense from the taxed income. 
 A donation takes place when the payment or the assistance in kind is provided to a 
cultural, social, environmental or sporting organisation without having a direct, 
commercial exchange. It should therefore be stressed that a donation must be viewed as a 
gift, whereas a sponsoring is a contract for valuable consideration. In the majority of 
cases, donations are encouraged by the tax legislation of the various countries in Europe 
through tax deductions. 
 

2. The French legal and fiscal framework 
Since the passing of the Law of 23rd July, 1987 “for the development of mécénat (private 
donations)”, France has a general fiscal and legal framework within which corporate and 
individual donations can be raised. These last years, French government decided to 
promote private giving from individuals and companies to organizations or activities of 
general interest by bettering its fiscal and legal environment. Last 4th January 2002, the 
Law on French Museums was voted, which improved the legal and fiscal framework for 
donations and specially encouraged the purchase of ‘National Treasures’. Last 1st August 
2003, a major reform was voted, which relates mainly to: 

- Individual giving: allows a tax deduction up to 66% (Law for Social Cohesion 
2005) of the donations directly on income tax up to a maximum of 20% of the 
total taxable income. Amount in excess can be deducted over a five-year period 
(before, 50% of donations were deductible up to 10% of taxable income).  

- Corporate giving: allows a tax deduction of 60% directly on corporate income 
tax (before, donations could only be deducted from the taxable profits), up to 
0.5% of the turnover, which is twice the past allowed amount. Amount in excess 
can be deducted over a five-year period. 

- Corporate income tax of foundations: increase of the tax-free allowance for 
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foundations' income from 15,000€ (past regime) up to 50,000€ (2003) and are 
totally exempted from 2005 (Finance Law 2005). 

- Other measures regard the simplification of the public utility approval procedure, 
and the simplification of creation and operation of "public utility foundations" as 
of January 2003 

 
2.1. Tax legislation concerning the purchase of art works. 

The Law on Museums (4th January 2002) encourages companies to keep in France, the 
French ‘National Treasures’: 
- purchase of ‘National Treasures’, given to the State, sets out a tax deduction of 

90% of the value, directly on corporate income tax, up to 50% of this due tax (art. 
238 bis OA CGI) 

- purchase of ‘National treasures’, kept by the company but lend to museums for a 
ten-year period, sets out a tax deduction of 40% of the value, directly on corporate 
income tax (art. 238 bis OAB CGI). 

The Law on Donations, Associations and Foundations (1st August 2003) encourages 
purchase of works on art realised by living artists: 
- purchase of works of art can be deducted by companies from its taxable profits, 

up to 0.5% of the turnover. The value of the work of art will be deducted by equal 
fraction on a five-year period. Company is required to make the work of art free of 
access to the general public during the same five-year period (it can be exhibited in 
the company building, in a museum, etc.). 

2.2.Benefits for the fund-raisers. 

Mécénat 
The requirement that no benefit should accrue to the donor, originally laid down by the 
tax authorities, has appropriately been replaced in 2000 by a requirement that no direct 
benefit should accrue, direct benefit being defined as that which is immediate in nature 
and of commensurate value to the gift. Thus, for company a non-quantifiable PR benefit 
(mention of the name of the company) and counterparts up to 25% of the given amount 
is classified as indirect and is allowable. For individual, counterparts up to 25% of the 
given amount, but limited to 60€ (for the current year) is also allowable. In practice, that 
means an individual could be gratified with a book, catalogue as a gift in exchange for 
one’s support, along with mention of his name in communication tools. In addition, 
donations never fall under VAT scope whereas sponsoring expenses usually do, as 
sponsoring is considered to be a standard commercial exchange. 
 
Sponsoring (parrainage) 
Deductibility of expenditure of direct benefit to the company: occurs where sponsorship expenditure 
is classifiable as expenditure of a communications nature and is therefore allowable as an 
overhead expense. Sponsoring is still the favored way companies invest in civil society 
being a pure commercial exchange, but mécénat attracts more and more corporate 
fundgivers, because of the growing importance of CSR, its use in bettering company’s 
image for stakeholders and, indeed, the fiscal advantages. 
 

 
2. Overview of the impact of the 1st August 2003 Law 
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Increase in corporate fund-givers 
Admical has been a unique organisation to carry out surveys on corporate donations since 
1986. On March 2006, in collaboration with the CSA (poll institute), we published the 
results from 2005, which prove the efficiency of the new law voted last August 2003.  
Significant results:  
 - 18% of companies employing more than 200 people donated (around 6,000 

compared to 2,000 in 2002) 
 - 53% of corporate donors were small-and-medium-sized companies  
 - 57% of corporate donors were settled in the countryside  
 - 1 billion euros was donated in 2005 (roughly third times the amount compared to 

2002) 
 - 72% of the total amount was given by services companies  
 - 31% of the total amount was given by small-and-medium-sized companies  
 - 66% of corporate donors gave to human causes  
 - 52% of corporate donors gave to culture  
 - 31% of corporate donors supported in skills  
 
Increase in corporate foundations 
In addition, the number of corporate foundations (established by companies) grew 
dramatically. On August, 25th, 2007, among 260 corporate foundations, 145 were 
established in the last 3 years (for comparisons, for the period of 15th years (1987-2002) 
there were 115 established foundations), as 40 of them were established in the 2006 and 
39 for the first part of  2007. That is especially interesting when considering that to 
establish a new foundation require investments, clear selection criteria, call for projects, 
and a committed and skilled team managing the foundation. All of that making 
fundraisers’ life easier!  
 
What companies p efer to support in culture 
In our Directory of Corporate Giving 2007, we were able to draw a breakdown of cultural 
support by art sectors (as a percentage of the total number of cultural corporate giving): 
Music – 33,3%, Fine Arts - 13%; Heritage – 8,1%; Museums – 8%; Literary publications – 
7,6%; Audio-visual/Multimedia – 7,5%; Photography - 5,9%; Dance – 3,2%; 
International projects – 3,2%; Theatre – 3%; Multi-disciplinary activities – 2,9%; 
Architecture/Design – 2,3%; Miscellaneous (among which circus–1,1%) - 2%. 
Banks are the main economic sector to support culture (47%), then services (6,3%), 
industry  (6,1%) and distribution/retail (6,1%). 
 
The case of “National treasures”
Beginning in December 2002, the law has been applied 26 times and enabled 186 national 
treasures to stay on national land benefiting collections of 17 museums for a total amount 
of 81 millions euros given by companies. Most recent example is the buying of a 
“Poussin” for the Lyon Museum of Fine Arts bought 17 millions euros, and 15 millions 
euros of those were given by companies (10 millions euros by corporate foundation Gaz 
de France, Total and Axa, and 5 millions euros by local small-and-medium-sized 
companies). 
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Increase in individual givers 
Both Fondation de France and CERPHI carried out surveys on individual giving. The 
results in 2005 showed an increase: from 1,2 billions euros declared for tax deduction in 
2002 up to 1,7 billions euros in 2005. In adding up what is given “hand-to-hand” or not 
claimed for tax deduction, amount given by individuals scored 2,5 billions euros 
(compared to 1,9 billions euros in 2002). Unfortunately for the time being, only 5% of 
donors chose culture. We can notice that the specific measures encouraging buying of 
national treasures and contemporary art are restricted to corporate giving. It could be 
interesting to advocate these fiscal advantages to be expanded to individuals, and thus 
witness, or not, an impact on cultural individual giving. Otherwise and only valid for 
individual giving, last Law 2007-1223, art. 16 of 21st August 2007, allows individuals 
paying wealth tax to deduct from it 75% up to 50,000€ of the amount given to some 
listed general interest organisations (for the time being, shorter list than those on art. 200). 
 

3. More details to understand French way. 
3.1. Foundations established by companies. 

There are three possibilities in France for a company to establish a foundation: 
  The corporate foundation: this status was drafted by Admical and established by the 
Law of 4th July, 1990 which requires the founding company to make a first 
commitment for not less than five years and not less than 150,000 euros. Procedures 
are simple and make the establishment of a corporate foundation (fondation 
d’entreprise) as easy to do as the setting up of an association. 

  Another method is to establish a foundation under the umbrella of certain authorized 
bodies, the two principal such bodies being the Institut de France and the Fondation 
de France.  

  Third method is to establish a foundation of public benefit: this recognition of “public 
benefit” status can only be given by the Conseil d’Etat (France’s Highest 
Administrative Court) and requires a quite important endowment (usually not less 
than 4 millions euros). 

 

3.2. “Mécénat” beneficiaries. 
Donations only give rise to a tax deduction if they are made to listed recognized 
organizations, among them: 

  Organizations or deeds of general interest 
  French Museums (under the Law of January, 4th, 2002) 
  Private or public disinterested organizations offering performing arts, filmed 
entertainment, and exhibitions of contemporary art even if they are subject to VAT 
and other commercial taxes (restricted to corporate giving) 

  Non-profit making organizations and foundations recognized as being of public 
utility  

  Public higher education or artistic establishments, or private non-profit making 
establishments of the same type 

  Corporate foundations. 
 

© Nathalie Sauvanet. 20th September 2007. ADMICAL 
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THE SORROW OF BELGIUM: 
TAX EXPENDITURES AS AN UNDERUSED SOURCE FOR 

FINANCING THE ARTS IN BELGIUM 
 

Filip Vermeylen 
Erasmus University Rotterdam & University of Leuven 

 
Belgium can boast a high level of per capita direct government spending on culture. 26 
However, it scores very low in terms of private support for the arts. In fact, only Bulgaria 
ranks below Belgium in terms of the level of private support as a percentage of overall 
public spending (Klamer et al. 2006). The aim of my brief paper is to examine this 
discrepancy and, using the EU report on Financing the Arts and Culture in the European Union 
as a point of departure, I will comment on the Belgian situation with particular attention 
to the potential of tax expenditures to provide alternative ways to finance the arts. This 
approach also explores the question as to why so-called third sphere investments are not 
widespread, and how this can be remedied. The wider implications and even the 
desirability of such strategies will be reflected upon in the conclusion. 
 

1. Impediments to tax expenditures as a source for financing culture in 
Belgium 

The Kingdom of Belgium is by no means the only federal state on the European 
continent, but its complex structure features some distinct particularities which have 
hampered the cultural sector in terms of the development of third sphere financing. Since 
the institutional reforms of 1970, culture has become a quasi exclusive prerogative of the 
regional governments. The Flemish regional government and the Wallonian community 
each have their respective departments of culture and a sizable budget at their disposal. 
However, fiscal policy and thus taxation has firmly remained a federal matter. This has led 
to some conflicts of interest and has thus far impeded the implementation of 
comprehensive fiscal reforms which could generate additional funds for the cultural 
sector through tax incentives and other means.  

A case in point is the Dora Janssen inheritance. Mrs. Janssen is the wife of the late 
Paul Janssen, the founder of Janssen Pharmaceuticals. To pay for her inheritance tax 
(estimated at 7.5 million euros) after her husband had passed away in 2003, she offered to 
donate her entire collection of priceless pre-Columbian art to fulfill her inheritance tax 
obligations. Inheritance taxes are de jure a regional responsibility even though the actual 
duties are levied federally, and subsequently transferred to the regional government. A law 
that went in effect in 2001 effectively allows for the donation of valuable works of art as 
an alternative means of paying inheritance tax, but it is the federal finance minister who 
has to approve each application, formally accept the collection and preserve it.27 As such, 
the Flemish community would not only miss out on millions of euro in revenue, but also 
would not even be able to claim the Janssen collection as its own. The matter has since 

 
26 I wish to thank Guido de Brabander, Bert Demarsin, Jan Scheidtweiler and Bart van der Herten for their 
stimulating comments. 
27 An earlier law passed in 1985 already allowed for works of arts being donated in lieu of paying inheritance taxe,  
but was unsuccessful due to the administrative red tap and other practical limitations it imposed on interested parties 
(Derème 2004).  
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been resolved, but it took more than two years of political and judicial haggling, and a 
public outcry to keep the unique collection in the country. (Van Boxtael 2006). 

This is just one illustration of the fact that Belgium’s federal structure is not always 
conducive to new and alternative ways of financing which might facilitate more private 
sponsoring of the arts. The awkward federal make-up of the Belgian state aside, there are 
additional structural reasons for the low level of private participation in cultural spending. 
Despite the fact that the country traditionally harbors a great number of private collectors 
of the visual arts, gifting works of art to a museum is fiscally heavily restricted by a ceiling 
on the monetary value of donated works (presently approximately 305,000 euro), and by a 
ratio to the net income of the gifter which cannot exceed ten percent. This is rather 
peculiar in a nation in which extensive private collections once formed the basis of the 
holdings of all important art museums founded in the nineteenth century such as the 
Royal Museum of Fine Arts of Antwerp.   

Another fiscal impediment can be found in the many restrictions that apply to gifts 
and other forms of meacenatism, especially if compared to the situation elsewhere in 
Europe. Individuals and businesses can make financial donations to recognized 
foundations or non-profit organizations that benefit the common good (those that engage 
in charity or the arts mostly). There are financial ceilings on the amounts that can be 
donated, but an additional major hurdle seems to be that there are only a rather limited 
recognized foundations connected to the arts that can act as a recipient of such gifts and 
donations. The current rules make it very cumbersome to start and run a foundation and, 
as a result, Belgium is lagging behind notably in the number of foundations that could 
function as a vehicle for mecaenatism (Anheier and Daly 2004).28  

Another issue pertains to the value added tax (VAT) paid on the purchase of 
works of art. Buying a painting in an art gallery implies paying a 21 percent sales tax while 
the same picture could be bought directly from the artist with only 6 percent added on 
(Van der Herten and Jolling, 2005, p. 16). Such discrepancy threatens the viability of these 
important intermediaries in an already fickle market. Moreover, gallery owners complain 
about the substantial differences in VAT rates across Europe. Since art lovers tend be 
rather mobile and often well-informed, they do not hesitate to shop around.  
 

2. The potential of tax expenditures as a source for cultural spending  
There is little doubt that targeted fiscal and other measures could stimulate private 
spending on the arts in Belgium and its regions. Several strategies are possible. 
Cooperation between private and public partnerships can be encouraged through (among 
others) a system of matching funds, loan funds, reduced interest rates for the purchase of 
works of art, awards promoting private-public partnerships or the so-called one-percent 
rule whereby taxpayers may indicate a good cause to which their tax euros will flow 
(Klamer et al. 2006). 

There are some actions that can be taken which would address the specific 
situation in Belgium. For instance, a new law pending (or bogged down) in the federal 
parliament seeks to lower or even remove the fiscal barriers on gifting, but does not 
address the many restrictions on foundations (Wetsvoorstel betreffende mecenaat 2005). 
Given the success of such measures elsewhere (for instance, a French law from 2003 
making it easier to establish and donate to foundations appears to be quite successful in 
stimulating third sphere contributions to the arts), easing the rules regulating foundations 

 
28 Denmark, a country comparable is size, counts about 14.000 foundations while a mere 500 are registered in 
Belgium (Anheier and Daly 2004). 
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will constitute an important step forward. In addition, the actual purchase of works of art 
may be stimulated by lowering VAT rates for art galleries. To remedy for differences in 
taxation among the various European Member states, however, a new treaty would be 
required.  

Even though a somewhat gloomy picture emerges from the previous paragraphs, 
there is a growing awareness of the problem and certain initiatives have been taken. An 
area in which remarkable progress has been made is in the cultural industries, and 
especially the Belgian film industry. A law that was passed in 2004 provides for a tax 
shelter for public-private ventures set up to produce Belgian (European) films and which 
allows for capital injections by businesses of up to 500,000 euros. The measure has 
enjoyed instant success and already by 2006, these tax shelters raised more money than 
the total of government subsidies allocated to the sector. The recent establishement of 
Cultuurinvest in Flanders, intended to stimulate public-private partnerships in the cultural 
industries, points to an attempt to broaden of the scope of government intervention 
beyond direct subsidies (De Voldere and Maenhout 2007).  
 

3. Concluding remarks 
Third sphere investments fueled by tax incentives will certainly benefit the cultural sector, 
or at least have the potential to do so. A fiscal regime more favorable towards donations 
and sponsorship would provide a genuine incentive to private individuals and (to some 
extent) corporations, and would generate more funding for culture in addition to the 
major efforts already undertaken by the public sector. 

However, it should be noted that Belgium (and mutatis mutandis Flanders) has not 
had a tradition of private donations to the arts, at least not since the nineteenth century. 
There exists no real national habit of contributing to the arts. The reigning discourse is 
still very much focused on a government-led and financed cultural sector, with only the 
market as a viable but often frowned upon alternative. The virtual absence of arms’-length 
bodies may also be indicative in this respect. It is therefore no surprise that there is no 
inclination towards gifting as part of the national identity compared to other European 
nations, and it would be a major challenge to raise awareness and affect a change in 
mentality. Changing the laws is one necessary step in this process, but enticing individuals 
and companies to invest in the arts will require more than changing the rules.  

The EU report under discussion outlines several strategies to raise awareness 
among the stakeholders, with an emphasis on communication and information (Klamer et 
al. 2006, pp. 64-65). Many of them may be applicable to Belgium and its regions. For 
instance, a measure such as the one-percent rule in place in Italy might not simply provide 
a fiscal incentive, but would also draw attention to the value and importance of a viable 
cultural sector, provided such initiatives are properly communicated to the population.   

Furthermore, the question remains whether third sphere investments in the sector 
would effectively stimulate artistic innovation. National and international theater critics 
claim in unison that Flemish theater is innovative and of a superb quality. The 
participation of Belgian theatre companies in international festivals (for instance, Jan 
Fabre at the Festival d’Avignon) is mentioned to underscore this assumption. Indeed, 
there are some indications that the ‘quality’ of the performing arts in Flanders has 
increased during the last decade when direct subsidies from the state became more lavish, 
although it should also be noted that simultaneously a clear decline in attendance was 
observed in the subsidized performing arts (Werck and Heyndels 2007). This raises 
serious questions pertaining to the relationship between artistic innovation and direct 
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government subsidies, and what the mission of the government should be in their support 
of the arts. 

Stimulating more indirect spending through fiscal incentives causes a shift towards 
the demand-side, and redefines the role of the state to that of a facilitator of the arts 
rather than a patron (Klamer et al. 2006, p. 35). This makes some policy makers and 
artists nervous, and points to important ideological choices a society has to make relative 
to the role of state, the market and the third sphere with regards to culture. This being 
said, in light of the increasing financial demands of the cultural sector and the tightness of 
government budgets, allowing for more tax expenditures will be become increasingly 
important for the financing of art and culture.  
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PRACTICAL INFORMATION 
 

Round table venue  
The round table will be hosted by the Amsterdamse Kunstraad (The Amsterdam Arts 
Council), located in the historical city centre of Amsterdam. From the hotel, it is advised 
to walk to the round table venue. This is a 10-15 minute walk.  
 
Address round table venue  
Amsterdamse Kunstraad  
Kloveniersburgwal 47  
1011 JX Amsterdam 
+31 20 626 43 15 
Contact: Marielle Hendriks +31 6 55 72 66 22 
 
Map to the venue: http://maps.google.nl/maps?oe=UTF-
8&hl=nl&ie=UTF8&msid=117508224159411375990.00043a69bf24946f07b34&ll=52.37
0307,4.895139&spn=0.006328,0.014462&z=16&om=1&msa=0  
 
Public transport to the round table venue 
You can take any metro (underground) no 51, 53, 54 from the Central Station. Exit at 
stop ‘Nieuwmarkt’. Follow the exit signs ‘Nieuwe Hoogstraat’. When on ground level, 
make a left on Nieuwe Hoogstraat. Turn left again. This is the Kloveniersburgwal. No 47 
is on your left hand. 
 
Hotel 
NH City Centre Amsterdam Hotel  
Spuistraat 288-292, 1012 VX Amsterdam 
+31 20 4204545 
 
Map to the hotel: 
http://www.booking.com/hotel/nl/nhamsterdam.html?sid=9bb735e1ed9359f4c6a90d5d
c7120012. 

http://maps.google.nl/maps?oe=UTF-8&hl=nl&ie=UTF8&msid=117508224159411375990.00043a69bf24946f07b34&ll=52.370307,4.895139&spn=0.006328,0.014462&z=16&om=1&msa=0
http://maps.google.nl/maps?oe=UTF-8&hl=nl&ie=UTF8&msid=117508224159411375990.00043a69bf24946f07b34&ll=52.370307,4.895139&spn=0.006328,0.014462&z=16&om=1&msa=0
http://maps.google.nl/maps?oe=UTF-8&hl=nl&ie=UTF8&msid=117508224159411375990.00043a69bf24946f07b34&ll=52.370307,4.895139&spn=0.006328,0.014462&z=16&om=1&msa=0
http://www.booking.com/hotel/nl/nhamsterdam.html?sid=9bb735e1ed9359f4c6a90d5dc7120012
http://www.booking.com/hotel/nl/nhamsterdam.html?sid=9bb735e1ed9359f4c6a90d5dc7120012
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Public transport to the hotel 
You can take trams no: 1, 2, and 5 from the Central Station (7 minutes ride) and exit at 
the stop ‘Spui’. Walk up the road to ‘Spui’ square, pass the book store Athaeneum and 
make a right on the Spuistraat. You see the NH City Centre Hotel across the street.   
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