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Executive Summary 

 

 

Background 

 

In April 2013, the Directorate General for Education and Culture of the European Commission (DG 

EAC) asked the European Expert Network on Culture (EENC) to produce a short report examining the 

image and main trends of public funding for culture in EU Member States. 

 

This research focuses on public budgets for the cultural and creative sectors as provided by 

governmental departments in charge of cultural affairs (e.g. Ministries of Culture, State Secretariats, 

Federal Commissioners) or other public bodies to which responsibilities for cultural policy have been 

allocated (e.g. Arts Councils, agencies, funds), as well as other forms of data classification which 

make cultural purposes explicit, insofar as this data was available.  

 

Even though the initial aim was to collect data for 2012 and 2013, as well as initial forecasts for 2014, 

lack of data in many countries and years and the aim to present figures in a longer-term framework 

which facilitated the interpretation of trends has led the research team to collect data for previous 

years, which through the EUROSTAT and OECD databases was also presented in a uniform, 

comparable format. 

 

The research has involved the mapping of existing literature, an econometric analysis of public 

budgets for culture at national and local level and the comparative analysis of data obtained. The 

preparation of the report has faced serious methodological difficulties, including the lack of data in 

some countries, as well as the different definitions used in each country. In addition, it should be 

noted that whereas budgetary data for previous years can be based on actual expenditure, figures for 

2012 and particularly 2013 can only be based on initial estimations, thus rendering comparisons 

limited. The final conclusions include some references to the need to improve and further explore the 

knowledge base on public funding for culture. 

 

 

Trends in Public Funding for Culture in the EU 

 

The research team has carried out a long-term clustering and regression analysis of data on the 

public funding of culture in EU Member States, taking into account broader trends in public budgets, 

and has also examined data on cultural employment up to 2011. The main findings of this analysis 

are as follows:  

 

► From the policy variable characteristics, two broad clusters of countries have been identified, being 

labelled as high-scoring and low-scoring countries. When considering also other available data it 

seems that up to three clusters could be identified: “Liberal/Socialdemocratic Western European 

countries”, “Continental Western European countries” and “Eastern and Southern European 

countries”. These groupings have implications for cultural policy research and would have to be 

tested and explored in the future. 

► The responses of cultural budgets in times of crisis followed more the individual characteristics of a 

country than the similarities and differences in cultural policy models. This is confirmed by 
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differences in clustering groupings in changes of general, central and local cultural budgets, where 

e.g. Sweden, Luxembourg and Ireland clearly group into the “Cutters” cluster while France, Finland 

and Netherlands group into the “Stagnators” cluster, at least until 2011. 

► Local cultural budgets have been lowered less than central ones during the crisis. This is 

confirmed by the findings of both clustering as well as regression analysis. 

► Some countries, especially Finland and Cyprus (among the 13 EU Member States included), 

experienced growth in (nominal and real; general, central and local) cultural budgets in times of the 

crisis for the period 2009-2011. 

► The movements in cultural budgets in times of the financial crisis have most likely occurred as 

cyclical movements and are not part of a longer-term structural trend. The analysis shows clear 

downward deviations from the trend value for general, central and local budgets for culture. The 

analysis demonstrates that downward movements in cultural budgets on general, central and local 

level were present during the crisis, a movement that cannot be observed in previous years as part 

of longer-term trends. It means that countries lowered the budgets for culture in the years 2009-

2011 most likely as a consequence of the financial crisis and not of some other longer term trend. 

► The analysis shows that the crisis was probably reflected more in the fall in the level of GDP per 

capita than in the fall in cultural budgets. The latter were lowered mainly as a response to the 

falling of the welfare of the country. 

► In each year of the crisis the nominal general cultural budget per capita has been lower than what 

it would be if it followed the trend of the previous half decade, by €21.92 on average in each of the 

15 EU countries included in the regression analysis. When using real-term quantities, the effect of 

the crisis amounts to €17.32 lower general cultural budget per capita in each year of the crisis. 

► The crisis had mainly effects on central cultural budgets per capita, lowering them from the trend 

value by €17.62 (nominal value) in each year of the crisis. Local cultural budgets per capita tended 

to be lower by €3.68 (real value) than what would be their trend value. This again demonstrates 

that the main negative effect of the crisis was most likely on central cultural budgets and not on 

local cultural budgets. 

► The effect of the crisis on employment in culture was negative and significant, amounting to ca. 

0.07 percentage points lower employment in culture in the total workforce in each year of the crisis 

as compared to 2008 (the average value of employment in culture as share of total workforce for 

the period 2002-2011 in the 13 studied countries amounts to 1.74%). 

 

This long-term analysis, which covered only some Member States but could rely on standardised, 

comparable data, has been complemented with a mid-term analysis of trends since 2011, in the 

countries where data was available. This more recent analysis has presented difficulties, particularly 

because different terminology and methodologies are available in different countries, yet provides a 

picture of trends in a large majority of EU countries. The diverse landscape which emerges from this 

observation is further analysed in the final chapter of conclusions.  

 

 

Conclusions 

 

The examination of the statistics of public expenditure of the last years reveals different, even 

opposite patterns between cultural and total spending, and between central and local budgets 

respectively.  
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With regard to the individual countries, the analysis reveals no overall “European trend” in how the 

new financial environment affected public cultural funding. Trends of cultural finances in most cases 

follow the curves of the general public budgets in each country: when and where government budgets 

suffer major reductions cultural expenditure also falls at large degree. 

 

This correlation between general budgets and cultural finances is, however, not automatic. In most 

countries the crisis had an immediate impact on the budgets of central governments, reaching local 

(regional and municipal) finances in later waves. At the same time the variety of cultural funding 

between local governments is greater than the differences of percentages of culture between the 

budgets of Ministries of Culture. 

 

The scarceness of current statistical evidence prevents from drawing conclusions about changes in 

the internal composition of cultural finances. However, a few observations can be made in the midst 

of a general reduction in cultural funding: 

 

► Cultural education, or more broadly culture for children and young people, belongs to these, 

having preserved a strategic position in national expenditure in countries like Austria, Finland etc.  

► The established, institutionalised nature of the library sector may be key to the stability that this 

domain receives in financing, coupled probably with successful adaptation to the shift from 

physical to digital in the information devices, and with offering enriched community services.  

► The latter, the upgrading of the need for serving local communities, explains why in the Eastern 

Member States financing local cultural centres maintained its traditionally strong position in 

financing culture at municipal level.  

► The slight absolute and relative decrease of spending on heritage protection that was observed in 

a few countries may be linked to the general reduction of all capital investment activities. 

► A flagship domain of culture, the performing arts (music, theatre, dance etc.), appears to be a 

major loser of the dire financial period, enjoying priority in few places only. Statistics fail to reflect 

the continued shift towards ad-hoc events (festivals, tours) from regular programmed 

performances; public money is less apparent in the case of the former. 

 

Severe cuts have been reported in some places about large cultural institutions in terms of staff 

numbers, salaries and operational costs (e.g. Baltic countries, Cyprus), also fusions between 

institutions occurred in many places. Independent operations and projects, including individual artists, 

however, living in precarious conditions by definition, have suffered a more serious setback in many 

more places (Latvia, Hungary, Slovakia, United Kingdom).  

 

There has been a continued shift within the sphere of public cultural finances from the central to the 

local level. This trend received a fresh impetus after the crisis, with local authorities acquiring and 

even more important role in public funding for culture across the EU. 

 

The mechanisms by which the greater part of public funds on culture are decided upon should be 

further explored. Statistical figures expose a very large variety in the proportion and composition of 

cultural expenditure in European towns and regions, but the same statistics reveal little about the 

decision-making processes. Little is known about the relationship between policies, strategies, 

programmes that are declared and implemented centrally and those made in the field, especially on 

the municipal level. 

 



 

Trends in Public Funding for Culture in the EU 
 

by Vesna Čopič, Péter Inkei, Anita Kangas and Andrej Srakar 
EENC Report, August 2013 

 
 

8 

The analysis also shows how some ‘alternative’ funding mechanisms, including the EU Structural 

Funds and National Lotteries where they exist, have played an important role in maintaining or 

increasing public funding for culture. The importance of the Structural Funds in this respect should be 

further recognised in the design of the European Union’s Cohesion Policy 2014-2020. A more 

versatile approach for supporting culture, heritage and the arts in the domain of regional development 

and social cohesion is needed. On the other hand, in some countries National Lotteries operate as 

‘financial buffers’, which may compensate budgetary fluctuations in times of economic downturn. Yet 

the observation also shows different approaches in how governments use lottery revenue in cultural 

funding. 

 

The analysis has found a slight reduction in cultural employment in most countries. Although different 

trends are visible, the level of GDP per capita and the effects of the financial crisis were identified as 

predictors for cultural employment. The analysis also highlights the need to establish common 

frameworks to measure and follow-up cultural employment.  

 

Finally, taking into account the experience of this research exercise, the report calls for an 

improvement of the availability of data, in order to facilitate analysis, accountability, planning and 

policy-making in the future. 
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1. Background 

 

1.1. Context and Objectives 

 

In April 2013, the Directorate General for Education and Culture of the European Commission (DG 

EAC) submitted a request for an expert contribution on behalf of the European Expert Network on 

Culture (EENC) regarding the current context of public funding for culture in EU Member States. The 

EENC was asked to produce a short analytical report examining the image and main trends of public 

funding for culture in EU Member States, including updated data for 2012 and 2013, forecasts for 

2014, an analysis of visible trends (funding conditions and criteria, differences among sectors, etc.) 

and potential consequences in terms of cultural employment. 

 

The general objective of the report is to provide the European Commission with an analysis of current 

trends in public funding for culture at national and, where possible, regional level across the EU, 

including an analysis of the impact of the economic crisis. 

 

Specific objectives included the following: 

 

► To present data and a picture of the impact of the economic crisis on the public budgets for cultural 

and creative sectors of EU Member States in recent years and a forecast of future budgets, 

including insofar as possible data from national budgets (Ministries for Culture, Arts Councils, etc.) 

as well as, if possible, regional data in countries with a federal or quasi-federal structure (Austria, 

Belgium, Germany, Spain). 

► To observe trends regarding the conditions and criteria in public funding for culture, including an 

analysis of the temporary or structural nature of any shifts identified. 

► To identify any visible consequences of budgetary decisions on cultural employment, in both the 

public and private sectors. 

 

 

1.2. Scope 

 

The research focuses on public budgets for the cultural and creative sectors as provided by 

governmental departments in charge of cultural affairs (e.g. Ministries of Culture, State Secretariats, 

Federal Commissioners) or other public bodies to which responsibilities for cultural policy have been 

allocated (e.g. Arts Councils, agencies, funds), as well as other forms of data classification which 

make cultural purposes explicit, such as the ‘Recreation, culture and religion’ category identified in the 

United Nations Statistics Division’s Classification of the Functions of Government (COFOG) and its 

subcategories (including ‘Cultural services’, ‘Broadcasting and publishing services’ and ‘R&D 

recreation, culture and religion’, among others). Even though funding for culture is also provided by 

other governmental departments and public bodies (e.g. Ministries of Education, Foreign Affairs, etc.), 

the time available for this research has rendered a close examination of these budgets impossible – 

evidence has only been collected where it was easily available. 

 

The distinction set out above is valid for national, regional and local governments. In the case of the 

regional level, particular effort has been done in federal or quasi-federal Member States of the EU 
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(Austria, Belgium, Germany, Spain). However, it has proven difficult to obtain data for all regions in 

these countries – data collected should however enable a partial appreciation of trends within these 

countries. Likewise, data regarding trends in the public funding for culture among local authorities has 

been collected where it was already available in the form of statistics (e.g. COFOG data), research 

reports and other publications but does not aim to provide a systematic review. 

 

The main focus of the research is on budgets allocated to culture in recent years. Even though the 

initial aim was to collect data for 2012 and 2013, as well as initial forecasts for 2014, lack of data in 

many countries and years and the aim to present figures in a longer-term framework which facilitated 

the interpretation of trends has led the research team to collect data for previous years, which through 

the EUROSTAT and OECD databases was also presented in a uniform, comparable format. 

 

The main quantitative aspects informing the research are the following: 

 

1. Budgetary allocations for the cultural and creative sectors, as provided by national, regional and 

local authorities and other public bodies with a specific remit for cultural policy. 

2. Employment in the cultural sector, including both jobs within public authorities and in the broader 

cultural and creative sectors. 

 

As regards the qualitative aspects, the following issues have been taken into account: 

 

3. Trends regarding the impact of budgetary cuts on specific sub-sectors or artforms, including 

whether some areas have been more affected than others in individual countries and whether any 

trends at European level can be observed. 

4. Discussion of the temporary or structural nature of changes observed, within individual countries, 

as well as whether any European trends can be discerned. 

5. Changes in the conditions and criteria established for obtaining public funding, including whether it 

is necessary for local or regional governments to have designed cultural strategies in order to 

obtain funding from national or regional authorities. 

 

The main question from an economic point of view is whether changes in public budgets are of 

structural or temporary/cyclical nature. To this aim, data on budgets and employment since 2005 has 

been collected, and other economic and social characteristics of a country have been used as control 

variables. This enables to provide estimates on the level of public budget for culture most likely to 

happen with no crisis and the difference to the (actual) public budgets for culture in the present 

situation. Likewise, it allows to study the effects of individual variables on cultural budgets as well as 

the effect of (lowered, raised) cultural budgets on cultural employment in the public and private sector. 

 

 

1.3. Methodology 

 

The research has been led by a team involving Vesna Čopič, Péter Inkei, Anita Kangas and Andrej 

Srakar, with additional support provided by the EENC secretariat (Interarts) and individual researchers 

at the Budapest Observatory and the University of Jyväskylä.  

 

Following initial conversations with DG EAC, the use of a questionnaire aimed at ministries and other 

public bodies, which could have provided recent quantitative data as well as qualitative interpretation, 
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was discarded and the collection of data has relied on existing publications and databases as well as 

some interviews with ministerial staff and experts. 

 

The following data-collection techniques have been used: 

 

1. Mapping of relevant literature. Budgetary and policy documents, research reports, comparative 

research frameworks (e.g. the Compendium on Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe), articles and 

other written evidence relevant for the subject matter of the report have been collected. Common 

tables based on the key indicators identified (e.g. budgetary allocations, employment, etc.) were 

produced by the EENC secretariat and enabled for the quick integration of data, despite the 

methodological difficulties found; among others, different countries tend to use different definitions, 

which often renders comparisons impossible, and data may not be available for all years under study, 

this complicating the observation of mid- and long-term trends. 

 

2. Econometric analysis. Given the aim to analyse long term trends in public funding for culture and to 

determine whether changes were of a cyclical or structural nature, Vesna Čopič and Andrej Srakar 

focused their analysis on the collection of data on public cultural funding from the COFOG database 

available on EUROSTAT. This was combined with a range of other variables (e.g. GDP per capita, cultural 

employment) in order to present an analysis on trends in public funding for culture in recent years as well 

as the impact of budgets for culture on employment in culture. A hierarchical clustering analysis has also 

been done, grouping EU countries on the basis of their similarities and differences as regards the level of 

cultural budgets in the context of the financial crisis, as can be seen in section 2.1. 

 

3. Analysis of national evidence. Members of the research team combined their respective areas of 

thematic and geographical expertise to produce short national profiles on most of the EU Member 

States. In addition to the data obtained through existing literature, some interviews with relevant 

ministerial staff and experts were carried out.
1
 Given that budgetary figures come from a variety of 

sources, most national profiles cannot be seen as comparable to one another, but merely as an 

indication of trends and shifts in individual countries, which can complement the information obtained 

through other sources, such as those used in the econometric analysis. On the other hand, data on 

cultural employment was only available in most cases up to 2011. Péter Inkei and Anita Kangas have 

been mainly in charge of observing general developments in this respect, with a particular focus on 

recent trends and what this entails as regards cultural policy developments at European level. 

 

Research has been carried out between late April and mid-July 2013. As noted above, the 

preparation has had to face serious methodological difficulties, including the lack of data in some 

countries, which is duly noted in the respective national profiles, as well as the different definitions 

used in each country, which limit the validity of comparisons and conclusions. In addition, it should be 

noted that whereas budgetary data for previous years can be based on actual expenditure, figures for 

2012 and particularly 2013 can only be based on initial estimations, thus rendering comparisons 

limited. The final conclusions include some references to the need to improve and further explore the 

knowledge base on public funding for culture. 

 

  

                                                           
1
 See a list of acknowledgements in Annex 1. 
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2. Trends in Public Funding for Culture in the EU 

 

2.1. Long-term perspective 

 

In the first part of our empirical exercise we will study the similarities and differences between EU 

Member States in their response to the financial crisis and the average effects of the financial crisis 

on the level of general, central and local cultural budget and on the employment in culture. We will 

use the hierarchical clustering method
2
 (strengthened by K-means

3
) to firstly come to clusters of 

countries, similar in their cultural policy and macroeconomic characteristics and then to study whether 

the response of these countries to the crisis has been conditioned by their cultural policy 

characteristics or some other unobserved factors. In the second part, we will use regression analysis 

(using some simple methods from panel data analysis) to study the numerical effects of the financial 

crisis to cultural budgets and employment in culture. By this we will be able to answer whether the 

effects of the crisis are of cyclical (short-term) or structural (long-term) perspective. In this analysis, 

data covering the period 2002-2011 has been considered, in order to observe long-term trends. 

 

2.1.1. Clustering analysis 

 

This section consisted of grouping the countries according to the similarities and differences in 

movements of cultural budgets (general or total public funding; central; and local,), cultural 

employment and other policy and macroeconomic characteristics (in the following: policy variables). 

The initial grouping was done using hierarchical clustering analysis and will be used in our analysis to 

study the effects of changes in different clusters (used also later in regression analysis). The eight 

policy variables, averaged over the period 2002-2011 are total budget of the general government per 

capita; total budget of the central government per capita; total budget of the local government per 

capita; number of employed people in culture per workforce of a country; nominal GDP per capita; 

cultural budget of the general government per capita; cultural budget of the central government per 

capita; and cultural budget of the local government per capita. Also, in our analysis we consider ranks 

(positions in the ordering of countries according to the value of parameters) instead of the nominal 

values to address the problem of different units of the variables. 

 

Below we present five clustering groupings: firstly two groupings on the basis of policy variables for 

the period 2002-2011 – one that uses variables related to cultural budgets (COFOG 08.2: Cultural 

services), and a second one that uses variables related to budgets for general sector of “recreation, 

culture and religion” (COFOG 08); and, secondly, three groupings on the basis of changes in general, 

central and local cultural budgets (COFOG 08.2) in the period 2009-2011, to observe the countries 

that were moving in the similar direction in relation to cultural budgets during those years. 

 

                                                           
2
 ‘Hierarchical clustering’ or ‘connectivity-based clustering’ is a clustering algorithm based on the core idea of 

objects being more related to nearby objects than to objects further away. As such, these algorithms connect 
‘objects’ to form ‘clusters’ based on their distance. Hierarchical clustering repeatedly links pairs of clusters until 
every data object is included in the hierarchy. 
3
 ‘K-means’ is a method of cluster analysis which allocates each observation to the cluster with the nearest mean. 

K-means is a method of non-hierarchical clustering (i.e. the relationship between clusters is undetermined) and is 
frequently used to complement and strengthen the results of hierarchical clustering methods. 



 

Trends in Public Funding for Culture in the EU 
 

by Vesna Čopič, Péter Inkei, Anita Kangas and Andrej Srakar 
EENC Report, August 2013 

 
 

13 

As dataset for clustering we use data available through Eurostat. We use data analysis for 13 EU 

countries: Cyprus, Czech Republic, Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, 

Netherlands, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden. For other EU countries there was insufficient information 

in the data (or no data at all) to carry out the analysis. We also used an analysis for 24 countries 

(excluding only Bulgaria, Malta and Poland) using data for the sector “Recreation, culture and religion” 

to strengthen the results in section 1.1, and the results are presented in the same section. 

 

All of the groupings have been done separately for nominal and real (deflated) data. As deflator we 

used the harmonised index of consumer prices (HAIC), available for the period 1995-2012 at 

Eurostat. The base year was 1998. 

 

2.1.1.1. Clustering – policy variables 

 

Results of first clustering with a dendrogram
4
 are presented below. 

 

Figure 1: Dendrograms for clustering on basis of policy variables, COFOG 08.2, nominal (left 
dendrogram) and real (right dendrogram) data 

 
 

From the above figure it is apparent that we can speak about two broad clusters in nominal case: 

 

Cluster 1 – “High Scoring Countries”: country 9 (Luxembourg), country 4 (France), 10 (Netherlands), 6 

(Ireland), 13 (Sweden), 3 (Finland) 

Cluster 2 – “Low Scoring Countries”: 11 (Slovenia), 1 (Cyprus), 8 (Lithuania), 5 (Hungary), 2 (Czech 

Republic), 12 (Spain), 7 (Italy) 

 

The thesis on the two clusters is supported by analysis of deflated data (dendrogram on the right of 

Figure 1), where the clusters are shown to consist of exactly the same countries. 

 

The average ranks in all eight used variables in two clusters are provided below. The names of the 

clusters are apparent from the two tables: countries in the first cluster score significantly better in all 

                                                           
4
 A dendrogram is a tree diagram used to illustrate the arrangement of the clusters produced by hierarchical 

clustering. In this and subsequent figures, individual observations have been grouped according to the clusters to 
which they have been seen to belong. On the horizontal axis is the distance measure between clusters (i.e. 
distance value between the right and left sub-branch clusters), on the vertical axis are cases (individual countries 
numbered in the order of original appearance in the dataset) 



 

Trends in Public Funding for Culture in the EU 
 

by Vesna Čopič, Péter Inkei, Anita Kangas and Andrej Srakar 
EENC Report, August 2013 

 
 

14 

eight categories than countries in the second cluster. This means that they have on average e.g. 

higher level of general, central and local cultural budget, higher employment in culture, higher GDP 

per capita etc. 

 

Table 1: Average ranks in the two clusters, nominal data 
 

 

Table 2: Average ranks in the two clusters, real data 
 

 

 

Yet the diagram on the left side of Figure 1 also shows that there could be possibly a third cluster 

present, namely Italy and Spain (countries 12 and 7), which could be serve to group “continental” 

cultural policy (Western) countries. The existence of this third cluster was verified by the clustering 

analysis done for policy variables, taking budgets for the broader sector of “recreation, culture and 

religion” (COFOG 08) instead of budget for cultural service (COFOG 08.2). The clustering in this case 

is presented below. 

 

Figure 2: Dendrogram for clustering on basis of policy variables, COFOG 08, nominal data 
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The above dendrogram (analysing 24 countries as more data are available for this broader category 

of cultural budget) confirms that we should probably be speaking about three clusters of countries in 

relation to cultural policy characteristics: 

 

Cluster 1 – “Liberal/Socialdemocratic Western European Countries”: Luxembourg (16), Ireland (12), 

UK (24), Denmark (5), Finland (7), Netherlands (17), Sweden (23). 

Cluster 2 – “Eastern and Southern European countries”: Cyprus (3), Slovenia (21), Estonia (6), Latvia 

(14), Lithuania (15), Czech Republic (4), Hungary (11), Romania (19), Slovakia (20), Greece (10), 

Portugal (18). 

Cluster 3 – “Continental Western European countries”: Italy (13), Germany (9), Spain (22), Belgium 

(2), Austria (1), France (8); 

 

The main difference between clusterings is in the countries in the second and third cluster. Firstly, 

France gives more pronouncement on culture (i.e. a higher level of funding in nominal and per capita 

terms) as other “continental” countries, it is therefore included in the first cluster in Figure 1. Secondly, 

in Figure 1 we only include two remaining “continental” countries, Italy and Spain, which cluster with 

others only in the last steps. It would be therefore wise to consider the three clusters of Figure 2 for 

future analysis. They also appear to be consistent with intuition and some cultural policy observations 

of past years. 

 

2.1.1.2. Clustering – general budget for culture, nominal and real/deflated data 

 

Below we present also results of clusterings using only changes in general, central and local cultural 

budgets in the years 2009-2011 (using the three chain indexes 2009/08, 2010/09 and 2011/10 as 

variables). 

 

Figure 3: Dendrograms for clustering on the basis of changes in general cultural budgets 2009-2011, 

nominal (left dendrogram) and real (right dendrogram) data 

 

 

From the above dendrogram we can observe two broad clusters of countries in the nominal case: 

Cluster 1 – “Cutters”: 9 (Luxembourg), 6 (Ireland), 8 (Lithuania), 12 (Spain), 5 (Hungary), 4 (France) 

and 13 (Sweden); 
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Cluster 2 – “Stagnators”: 3 (Finland), 1 (Cyprus), 7 (Italy), 11 (Slovenia), 10 (Netherlands), 2 (Czech 

Republic). 

 

For the real data case the only change is in the position of France, which moves to the second 

cluster, therefore among the “Stagnators”. 

 

Below are the average values of the growth indexes in both clusters for each of the years 2009-2011. 

 

Table 3: Average indexes in movements of general cultural budgets 2009-2011, nominal data 

 

 

 

Table 4: Average indexes in movements of general cultural budgets 2009-2011, real data 

 

 

 

The similarities of countries in the first cluster are presented also on the graph below: 

 

Graph 1: Changes in general cultural budgets 2002-2011, first cluster, real data
5
 

 

 
 

                                                           
5
 These and the following graphs depict the values of cultural budget per capita. On the vertical axis is the level of 

budget per capita and on the horizontal axis the respective year. Graphs are used to better show the diversity of 
countries inside each cluster (e.g. the dendrogram for real general cultural budgets clearly shows some 
differences within the first cluster between Hungary, Spain and Sweden on the one hand as compared to Ireland, 
Lithuania and Luxembourg on the other). 
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Similarities of countries in the second cluster according to changes in general cultural budgets 2009-

2011 are presented below: 

 

Graph 2: Changes in general cultural budgets 2002-2011, second, third and fourth cluster, real data 
 

 
 

 

From the clustering, figures, tables and graphs some characteristics of movements in the budgets are 

apparent. Firstly, the classification into clusters on the basis of policy variables is followed only 

vaguely. Among countries of the “high scoring” policy variables cluster, Finland, France and 

Netherlands have followed the stagnating path, not having significant cuts in their cultural budgets as 

of yet (although Netherlands started with this trend in 2011, for more see the individual country 

descriptions in the next chapter). On the other hand Sweden, Luxembourg and Ireland followed a 

different path, although sometimes closely resembling one other (Luxembourg and Ireland are almost 

always connected at the root of the dendrogram). Sweden experienced a severe drop in cultural 

budgets (on central and local level) in 2009 which is related to the drop in the total country budget in 

the same year (again following data under COFOG methodology). Luxembourg experienced a 

significant drop in 2009, followed by two further slight drops in real terms in years 2010 and 2011. 

Perhaps the drops could be related to significant raises in cultural budget in 2005 (most likely a 

consequence of EU presidency in this year) and 2007 (in that year the city of Luxembourg bore the 

title of European Capital of Culture), as being a correcting fall in the budget to reach the levels pre 

2005. Also, Luxembourg is a very small country and the significant rises and drops can be caused by 

relatively slight changes such as new capital investments (2005) or bearing the title of European 

Capital of Culture (2007). Finally, Ireland has experienced the consequences of the financial crisis 

more than any other country among the “high scoring” cluster (being among the “problematic” PIIGS 

countries, including Portugal, Italy, Ireland, Greece and Spain) and perhaps drops in cultural budgets 

are also a consequence of decreases in total public budgets due to the austerity policy. 

 

On the other hand, countries of the “low-scoring” policy variables cluster have also followed different 

paths. Slovenia and Cyprus, which are considered similar already in our clusterings based on policy 

variables (being connected at the very root of the scheme), did not experience significant drops until 

2011, which holds for the central as well as the local level. Italy and the Czech Republic, which are 

classified among the “Stagnators” in the movements of general cultural budget, have also pursued a 

similar path. Czech Republic has experienced a significant drop in real central cultural budget, but 
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only in 2010. On the other hand it had (real) growth in local cultural budget for the whole period 2009-

2011. Italy on the other hand had an even bigger cut in the (real) central cultural budget, yet again 

only in 2010, while experiencing drops also in local budgets in 2010 and 2011. Still our clustering 

groups those two countries in the “Stagnators” cluster, having a net positive effect on real general 

cultural budget (Czech Republic) or negative effect just above the border that separates the 

“Stagnators” cluster to the “Cutters” cluster (Italy). 

 

On the other hand, Hungary and Lithuania were not so fortunate during the crisis regarding the 

cultural budgets (the graphs do not show the extent of the drop in its full picture due to the scale of the 

graph). Both had high real drops already in 2009, followed by another significant cut in 2010 in 

Lithuania (probably the data for Latvia and perhaps also Estonia, countries of the Baltic area, would 

tell the same story, as evidenced by other available data for total budgets and the COFOG 08 sector). 

The net effect for both has been highly negative – the general real cultural budget has been lowered 

in Lithuania by almost 25% in the period 2009-2011, while in Hungary the drop has been almost 18%. 

 

The final case is Spain, which suffered severe drops, probably related to the similar reason as for 

Ireland, being among the PIIGS countries which have been under most attack during the crisis. Its 

general real cultural budget has been lowered by almost 15% while its central real cultural budget has 

been lowered to almost one half during 2009-2011. 

 

 

2.1.1.3. Clustering – central budget for culture, nominal and real/deflated data 

 

The dendrograms for changes in central cultural budgets are presented below. 

 

Figure 4: Dendrograms for clustering on the basis of changes in central cultural budgets 2008-2011, 

nominal (left dendrogram) and real (right dendrogram) data 

 

 

 

From this dendrogram again two clusters (which are the same for both nominal and real data) can be 

noted: 
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Cluster 1 – “Cutters”: 12 (Spain), 6 (Ireland), 5 (Hungary), 8 (Lithuania), 13 (Sweden), 9 

(Luxembourg); 

Cluster 2 – “Stagnators”: 11 (Slovenia), 4 (France), 10 (Netherlands), 3 (Finland), 1 (Cyprus), 7 (Italy), 

2 (Czech Republic). 

 

Below are the average values of indexes of movements in central cultural budgets in the years 2009-

2011 in both clusters for both nominal and real data. 

 
Table 5: Average indexes in movements of central cultural budgets 2009-2011, nominal data 

 
 
 
Table 6: Average indexes in movements of central cultural budgets 2008-2011, real data 

 

 
 

 

The similarities of countries in the first cluster are presented on the graph below. 

 

Graph 3: Changes in central cultural budgets 2002-2011, first cluster, real data 
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The similarities of countries in the second cluster are presented on the graph below. 

 

Graph 4: Changes in central cultural budgets 2002-2011, second cluster, nominal data 

 

 
 

The figures and graphs tell a similar story to that told before, they even match perfectly the clusters in 

total cultural budgets. Again the groupings done for policy variables are followed, but only vaguely. 

Some countries from the high-scoring cluster on the basis of policy variables are classified as 

“Cutters” and some as “Stagnators”, which holds for countries in the low-scoring cluster as well. This 

shows that reactions to the crisis did not always follow the cultural policy characteristics (similarities 

and differences) of the countries. The response has been very versatile and dependent upon 

individual country characteristics (economic, political, etc.) more than similarities and differences in 

cultural policy characteristics. 

 

 

2.1.1.4. Clustering – local budget for culture, nominal and real/deflated data 

 

Finally, the dendrograms for changes in local cultural budgets are presented below. 

 

Figure 5: Dendrograms for clustering on the basis of changes in local cultural budgets 2009-2011, 
nominal (left dendrogram) and real (right dendrogram) data 
 

 

0,00

5,00

10,00

15,00

20,00

25,00

30,00

35,00

40,00

Czech
Republic

Italy

0,00

10,00

20,00

30,00

40,00

50,00

60,00

70,00

80,00

90,00

Cyprus

Finland

France

Netherlands

Slovenia



 

Trends in Public Funding for Culture in the EU 
 

by Vesna Čopič, Péter Inkei, Anita Kangas and Andrej Srakar 
EENC Report, August 2013 

 
 

21 

 

From the dendrogram in Figure 5 three clusters based on changes in local cultural budgets can be 

noted (again they are the same for nominal and real data): 

 

Cluster 1 – “First Year Cutters”: 13 (Sweden), 5 (Hungary), 12 (Spain), 2 (Czech Republic); 

Cluster 2 – “Second Year Cutters”: 6 (Ireland), 7 (Italy), 8 (Lithuania), 9 (Luxembourg). 

Cluster 3 – “Stagnators”: 4 (France), 3 (Finland), 10 (Netherlands), 1 (Cyprus), 11 (Slovenia); 

 

Below are the average values of indexes of movements in local cultural budgets in the years 2009-

2011 in all three clusters for nominal and real data.  

 

Table 7: Average indexes in movements of local cultural budgets 2009-2011, nominal data

 
 
Table 8: Average indexes in movements of local cultural budgets 2009-2011, real data

 
 

 

The similarities of countries in the first cluster in this classification are shown below. 

 

Graph 5: Changes in local cultural budgets 2002-2011, first cluster, real data 
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The similarities of countries in the second cluster in this classification are shown below. 
 
Graph 6: Changes in local cultural budgets 2002-2011, second cluster, real data 
 

 
 

 

The similarities of countries in the third cluster in this classification are shown below. 

 

Graph 7: Changes in local cultural budgets 2002-2011, third cluster, real data 
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Secondly, differences among the countries in responses in local cultural budgets are even more 
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Republic) have had a net (real) raise in local cultural budgets in the period 2009-2011. On the other 

hand, Hungary and Spain, countries from the same “First Year Cutters” cluster, had significant net 

cuts in the local cultural budget, equalling or exceeding 15% in both cases in the period 2009-2011. 

All countries in the second cluster (“Second Year Cutters”), Ireland, Italy, Lithuania and Luxembourg 

had severe cuts in the local cultural budget, for most of them (except Lithuania and Italy), this 

happened only in the year 2010. The most affected was Luxembourg with a cut of 18% in the period 

2009-2011. 

 

On the other hand, countries in the third cluster (“Stagnators”), namely Cyprus, Slovenia, France, 

Finland and Netherlands had a net (real) raise (France, Finland and surprisingly mostly Cyprus, by 

almost 8%) or at least no significant drop (Slovenia, Netherlands) in local cultural budgets in this 

period. This only confirms what we previously said regarding general cultural budgets classifications 

when all the named countries have been classified as “Stagnators”. In some cases (Finland and 

Cyprus) they could be even named “Slowgrowers”, experiencing growth in (nominal and real) cultural 

budgets in times of the crisis. 

 

 

2.1.2. Effects of the crisis on public budgets for culture – econometric analysis 

 

To analyse the effects of the crisis on public budgets in culture we also performed a panel data 

regression analysis,
6
 using the dataset from Eurostat’s COFOG data (sector: COFOG 08.2) for 15 

countries (including Estonia and Portugal which had sufficient data for cultural budgets in 2002-

2011
7
). 

 

We firstly present results for estimating the effects of crisis on general public budgets for culture. The 

econometric model we were estimating was based on the following equation (equation 1): 

 

                                                                             

                                                          

         

 

where: 

 

            is the general cultural budget per capita for country   in year  ; 

        is the nominal GDP per capita for country   in year  ; 

          is the index of quality of legal institutions
8
 (based on absolute values of institutional quality 

index scores database used by Kunčič 2012) for country   in year    9  

                                                           
6
 ‘Regression analysis’ is a statistical process for estimating the relationships between variables. When applied to 

panel data, it serves to estimate the relationship between multiple dimensions, including measurements over 
time. 
7
 Those countries did not have sufficient data for employment in culture and were therefore dropped in clustering 

as well as employment analysis. 
8
 The three indexes of quality of legal, political and economic institutions are based on Kunčič’s clustering done at 

the basis of over 30 worldwide indices of institutional quality (Index of Economic Freedom; Freedom of the Press; 
EFW Index; Freedom in the World; etc.). Kunčič inentified three clear groupings of institutional quality factors: 
legal, political and economic. We therefore use this database and proxies for qualities of legal, political and 
economic institutions to test the thesis (probably best presented in the seminal work of Acemoglu & Robinson 
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              is the index of quality of political institutions (again based on absolute values of 

institutional quality index scores in the same database) for country   in year    ; 

              is the index of quality of economic institutions (ibid.) for country   in year    ; 

        is a dummy variable
10

 taking the value of 1 in years 2009-2011 (also time period 2008-2011 

was tried but the results give a much clearer interpretation in this manner and are also more in 

accordance with theory and observations, as the crisis officially started only in the second half of 2008 

and the budgets have therefore been able to adjust only in 2009) and 0 otherwise, this variable is 

used as proxy
11

 for the effects of the financial crisis; 

        is a dummy variable taking the value of 1 in the year 2011 and 0 otherwise, this variable is 

used as proxy for the effects of the EU austerity strategy of solving the crisis, starting in the year 

2010; 

       is a dummy variable, taking the value of 1 if country is in our second cluster (“Low Scoring 

Countries”) and 0 otherwise; 

               and                are the interaction variables used as proxies for different 

effects of financial crisis in different clusters; 

  is the (linear) time trend; 

   are the country-specific unobserved effects; 

    is the random error component. 

 

The results of the econometric estimation of this model are given below (using random effects as 

strongly suggested by results of the Hausman test,
12

 the random effects were used also because they 

give a broader picture on the clustering effects). We separately present results of estimation when 

using nominal and deflated budgets as dependent variables. We also present for each model results 

when using GDP per capita (in nominal or real terms) as predictor or not. We do this because on the 

one hand GDP per capita was highly dependent upon the effects of the crisis and therefore using it 

gives us much lower estimates of possible negative effects of the crisis on budgets, while on the other 

hand using it as predictor gives us much better insight into the effects when controlling for welfare of 

the country (i.e. comparable effects for countries independent of their differences in welfare). 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
2012) that country macroeconomic characteristics and performance is significantly influenced also by the quality 
of its institutions. We use these proxies also in the role of control variables. All three variables range in value from 
0 to 1, with a value closer to one denoting higher institutional quality. Cf. Aljaž Kunčič (2012): ”Institutional Quality 
Database”, Kiel Institute for the World Economy, Advanced Studies in International Economic Policy Research, 
Working paper No. 457. 
9
 Year t-1 is used because Kunčič's scores are made for years until 2010, we therefore regress the general 

cultural budget on the previous year's institutional quality index, which should not cause any estimation problems 
due to high collinearity between the adjacent year's index scores. 
10

 In regression analysis, a ‘dummy variable’ is one which takes the value 0 or 1 to indicate the absence or 
presence of some categorical effect that may be expected to shift the outcome. 
11

 In statistics, a ‘proxy’ or ‘proxy variable’ is something that may not be of great relevance in itself but through 
which a variable of interest can be obtained. 
12

 In econometrics, the ‘Hausman test’ evaluates the significance of an estimator versus an alternative estimator, 
thus helping to evaluate if a statistical model corresponds to the data. In panel data analysis, Hausman test is 
used to differentiate between fixed effects model and random effects model. Under the null hypothesis (p-value of 
Hausman statistic is greater than 0,05), Random effects (RE) is preferred due to higher efficiency, while under 
the alternative hypothesis (p-value of Hausman statistic is lower than 0,05) Fixed effects (FE) is at least 
consistent and thus preferred. 
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Firstly, in all models
13

 for determinants of effects on total cultural budgets, the time trend is positive 

and significant, which shows that general cultural budget in individual countries tended to grow 

linearly in the period 2002-2011.
14

 

 

In the first model in Table 9, there is only one additional statistically-significant predictor: GDP per 

capita. Its effects are positive and strongly significant as one would expect. All other predictors are 

insignificant and the two crisis dummies have the expected negative sign. This shows that the 

negative effect of the crisis on the general cultural budget is present yet it is mostly associated in the 

(downward) movement of the GDP which is finally reflected in downward moves in cultural budgets. 

Our analysis shows that the crisis was probably reflected more in the fall in the level of GDP than in 

the fall in cultural budgets. 

 

In the second model in Table 9, excluding GDP per capita as predictor, one sees that when not taking 

into account the effects of the crisis on GDP, there are three additional predictors. Firstly, the crisis 

dummy is negative and significant, telling us that in each year of the crisis the nominal general cultural 

budget per capita has been lower than what it would be if it had followed the trend of the previous half 

of decade, by 21,92 EUR on average in each of the 15 EU countries. Also, the “low-scoring” countries 

(countries in the second cluster based on policy variables) tended to have 85,67 EUR lower nominal 

general cultural budget per capita than “high-scoring” countries throughout 2002-2011, which is again 

in accordance with expectations. Note that this effect is insignificant when including the GDP and has 

been even shown to be positive in several regressions including GDP per capita as predictor, showing 

that when controlling for GDP, low-scoring countries sometimes tend to give more for culture than 

high-scoring countries, an effect that would surely need more discussion and has been shown to be 

persistent in many regressions. 

 

Finally, the effect of the quality of political institutions is positive and weakly significant. This is in 

accordance with literature (e.g. Acemoglu & Robinson 2012; Toth 2012) claiming that many 

macroeconomic indicators of a country are based on institutional quality in a country and not solely on 

its welfare as measured by GDP.
15

 

 

The third model, when including real GDP and a deflated general cultural budget, gives very similar 

results as in our first model so no additional discussion is needed.  

 

In the fourth model, the main change is in the level of statistically-significant predictors. When using 

real-term quantities, the effect of the crisis is somewhat smaller, amounting to €17.32 lower general 

cultural budget per capita in each year of the crisis. Also, the quality of political institutions is not 

significant in this model anymore. 

                                                           
13

 The word 'model' is used here and in the following pages to describe the econometric specification different 
from other specifications that have been estimated. In each of tables 9-12 four different models/specifications 
were tested, the difference between the models is in the choice of dependent and independent variables. 
14

 We also analysed the data using other trend specifications, such as quadratic, cubic, exponential and 
logarithmic. Only logarithmic proved to be consistent with data but gave very similar predictions as the linear one. 
When excluding the time trend one comes to positive effects of the crisis (i.e. higher budgets) on general and 
especially local cultural budgets. When using (linear) time trend as the predicting variable, the picture becomes 
much more in accordance with observations 
15

 Cf. Daron Acemoglu and James A. Robinson, Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, Prosperity, and Poverty 
(Crown Business, 2012); and Akos Toth, “The Economic Performance of the Cultural Sector in the European 
Union: an Institutional Perspective”, 17th Conference of Association for Cultural Economics International, Kyoto 
2012, Mimeo. 
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It might come as a surprise that clustering effects during the crisis (interaction variables) are 

insignificant which will be confirmed also in regressions of central and local cultural budgets. This 

further confirms our previous observations from section 1 that countries responded to the crisis in a 

very uneven manner following more the individual situation in a country than similarities and 

differences in cultural policy characteristics. 

 

Table 9: Panel RE regressions, dependent variable: general cultural budget per capita; *** significant at 

1% level, ** significant at 5% level, * significant at 10% level 

 

 
 

Secondly, we estimate also the effects of the crisis on central cultural budgets. We estimate the same 

econometric model as in equation 1 using central cultural budget (instead of the total cultural budget) 

per capita as dependent variable. The results are presented below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value

const -208,951 0,15146 -133,239 0,40455 -108,379 0,35772 -61,1242 0,63748

legal_abs 44,0538 0,58741 92,5714 0,277 9,21169 0,89076 46,2026 0,50614

political_abs 161,801 0,28157 284,588 0,07937 * 97,9349 0,42299 150,003 0,255

economic_abs 10,9118 0,87928 -13,995 0,85179 23,7247 0,69296 73,0565 0,23421

time_trend 4,79096 0,00076 *** 8,15788 <0,00001 *** 3,81381 0,00026 *** 3,54573 0,00078 ***

Dum_09_11 -5,75371 0,58047 -21,9184 0,03356 ** -5,65592 0,51042 -17,3176 0,04016 **

Dum_2011 -4,15305 0,73455 -5,7427 0,64926 -4,13807 0,68458 -6,10784 0,55479

CPMod1 31,2678 0,43428 -85,6669 0,05711 * 2,95316 0,92594 -87,5697 0,0135 **

CPMod1_Cr09_11 3,28691 0,75005 5,35247 0,61505 0,34327 0,9685 7,50735 0,38939

CPMod1_Aust -3,89288 0,80506 -5,76077 0,72322 -2,78153 0,83205 -0,313113 0,98124

Nominal BDP_p_c_ 0,005745 <0,00001 ***

Real BDP p_c_ 0,00511781 <0,00001 ***

Mean dependent var 141,7115 141,7115 112,0777 112,0777

S.D. dependent var 94,00541 94,00541 77,60117 77,60117

Sum squared resid 299547 664062 177716,6 406324,9

S.E. of regression 46,25605 68,62696 35,6287 53,68181

Log-likelihood -782,7951 -842,5029 -743,639 -805,6613

Akaike criterion 1587,59 1705,006 1509,278 1631,323

Schwarz criterion 1620,707 1735,112 1542,395 1661,429

Hannan-Quinn 1601,045 1717,237 1522,732 1643,554

Hausman test stat. 2,26122 0,726665 1,42405 0,817318

Hausm. test p value 0,986632 0,999456 0,997672 0,99916

Dep. variable: nominal general cultural budget p.c., 

Random Effects (RE)

Dep. variable: deflated general cultural 

budget p.c., RE
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Table 10: Panel RE regressions, dependent variable: central cultural budget per capita; *** significant at 
1% level, ** significant at 5% level, * significant at 10% level 
 

 
 

The first model in Table 10 is the only one in our analysis where the time trend is not significant, 

which could be a consequence of the effect of two strongly significant variables in the model, GDP per 

capita and the low-scoring cluster effect. The time trend is significant in all three remaining models of 

this table, so this observation is probably not particularly relevant. The nominal GDP is positive and 

significant as expected and low-scoring countries tend to give more for culture when the GDP is 

controlled for, an effect to which we already pointed out above. 

 

In the second model there are two significant effects. Firstly, the crisis dummy is again significant and 

negative, showing that the crisis had main effects on central cultural budgets (per capita), lowering 

them (measured as distance from the linear trend) by €17.62 in nominal terms in each year of the 

crisis. Secondly, the time trend is again positive and strongly significant. 

 

The third model again shows the importance of GDP per capita, while on the other hand having the 

time trend as another significant predictor as would be expected. The two crisis variables are negative 

while insignificant. 

 

The only significant predictor in the fourth model is the time trend, while the crisis dummy is negative 

and very close to statistical significance. 

 

Finally, we also estimate the effects on local cultural budgets, the results are shown below in Table 

11. 

Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value

const -235,694 0,11178 -122,262 0,45294 -151,287 0,21651 -71,5615 0,59221

legal_abs 0,53917 0,99479 40,8243 0,63941 -18,8244 0,78651 9,71357 0,89254

political_abs 98,4393 0,51888 190,079 0,25032 79,4858 0,53035 100,539 0,45952

economic_abs 44,7227 0,54089 19,6382 0,79829 30,3584 0,62586 76,5081 0,22932

time_trend 0,829978 0,55852 4,25333 0,00129 *** 2,12992 0,04513 ** 1,87344 0,08255 *

Dum_09_11 -1,33022 0,89999 -17,6126 0,09524 * -2,45833 0,78231 -13,7188 0,11596

Dum_2011 -1,71628 0,89045 -3,35281 0,79591 -1,6565 0,87519 -3,60304 0,7369

CPMod1 81,9051 0,04483 ** -42,2735 0,33906 48,4412 0,14445 -44,5143 0,20536

CPMod1_Cr09_11 4,9101 0,64009 6,7353 0,53781 0,346986 0,96926 7,10252 0,43237

CPMod1_Aust -1,15478 0,94264 -3,15392 0,85021 -2,02786 0,88132 0,259354 0,98502

Nominal BDP_p_c_ 0,00584136 <0,00001 ***

Real BDP p_c_ 0,00498384 0,00002 ***

Mean dependent var 68,8183 68,8183 54,0716 54,0716

S.D. dependent var 74,3684 74,3684 60,09188 60,09188

Sum squared resid 290477,9 620017,7 181828,9 391154,5

S.E. of regression 45,55044 66,31205 36,03856 52,67016

Log-likelihood -780,4893 -837,3559 -745,3547 -802,8075

Akaike criterion 1582,979 1694,712 1512,709 1625,615

Schwarz criterion 1616,096 1724,818 1545,826 1655,721

Hannan-Quinn 1596,433 1706,943 1526,164 1637,846

Hausman test stat. 1,63498 0,205632 0,0843039 0,370434

Hausm. test p value 0,996016 0,999996 1 0,999958

Dep. variable: nominal central cultural budget p.c., 

Random Effects (RE)

Dep. variable: deflated central cultural 

budget p.c., RE
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Table 11: Panel RE regressions, dependent variable: local cultural budget per capita; *** significant at 1% 

level, ** significant at 5% level, * significant at 10% level 

 

 
 

In the first model, there are several significant predictors. Firstly, GDP per capita is again a positive 

and significant predictor. Secondly, the time trend is positive and strongly significant. Thirdly, 

countries in the low-scoring cluster tend to give lower funds for local cultural budgets than countries in 

the high-scoring cluster. This can be explained by the latter being much more decentralised, a finding 

that is consistent with theory and other statistical observations. Finally, the quality of institutions 

appears to be much more important on local, i.e. micro level. The quality of political institutions is 

shown to be a positive and significant predictor in all four models. The quality of legal institutions is a 

positive and significant predictor in the second model, while being positive and very close to 

significance in all remaining models. 

 

The crisis dummy is significant and negative in the fourth model, showing that real/deflated local 

cultural budgets per capita tended to be lower by 3,68 EUR than what would be their trend value. This 

again demonstrates that the main negative effect of the crisis was most likely on central cultural 

budgets and not on local cultural budgets. 

 

 

2.1.3. Effects of the crisis on employment in culture – econometric analysis 

 

To study the determinants of cultural employment we use a similar econometric specification as in the 

previous chapter. The variable           denotes the percentage of employees in culture per total 

workforce in a given country. The “employees in culture” are workers in subsectors “Creative, arts and 

Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value

const -31,9878 0,5019 -9,8888 0,83245 -3,61863 0,91964 10,0576 0,77535

legal_abs 34,6781 0,15481 40,417 0,09873 * 25,7523 0,15841 29,6362 0,10483

political_abs 133,391 0,00482 *** 146,269 0,00204 *** 81,3657 0,02009 ** 83,3326 0,01808 **

economic_abs -48,4765 0,12412 -52,9564 0,11444 -16,6406 0,31121 -9,43942 0,55481

time_trend 3,83597 <0,00001 *** 4,40885 <0,00001 *** 1,9069 <0,00001 *** 1,86765 <0,00001 ***

Dum_09_11 -1,23169 0,70074 -3,9495 0,17697 -1,96068 0,41053 -3,68345 0,09159 *

Dum_2011 -2,34952 0,50934 -2,62482 0,46595 -2,78818 0,29592 -3,08706 0,25039

CPMod1 -41,3631 0,02792 ** -62,5384 0,00006 *** -45,0227 0,00305 *** -59,5095 <0,00001 ***

CPMod1_Cr09_11 -4,72931 0,11666 -4,44345 0,14435 -1,92757 0,40659 -0,902913 0,68948

CPMod1_Aust -5,0853 0,26834 -5,43785 0,24179 -2,0247 0,55513 -1,6783 0,62702

Nominal BDP_p_c_ 0,00097429 0,0537 *

Real BDP p_c_ 0,00076508 0,09022 *

Mean dependent var 81,91605 81,91605 65,24415 65,24415

S.D. dependent var 48,05607 48,05607 41,02345 41,02345

Sum squared resid 88078,08 89792,32 56913,24 59167,05

S.E. of regression 25,08245 25,23539 20,16242 20,48474

Log-likelihood -690,9916 -692,4372 -658,2394 -661,1521

Akaike criterion 1403,983 1404,874 1338,479 1342,304

Schwarz criterion 1437,1 1434,981 1371,596 1372,411

Hannan-Quinn 1417,437 1417,106 1351,933 1354,536

Hausman test stat. 3,92165 2,9388 2,907 2,63981

Hausm. test p value 0,916493 0,938139 0,967868 0,954892

Dep. variable: nominal local cultural budget p.c., 

Random Effects (RE)

Dep. variable: deflated local cultural 

budget p.c., RE
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entertainment activities” and “Libraries, archives, museums and other cultural activities” of the sector 

COFOG 08.2 “Recreation, culture and religion”. There is unfortunately an unpleasant break in the 

time series of Eurostat which occurs in 2008, therefore we were only able to study the employment 

data for 2008-2011. An analysis confirming the negative effects of the crisis on employment on culture 

was done also for data 1998-2011 yet it is not reported here due to possible bias in results. 

 

In this section we estimate the following econometric model. The clustering effects were largely 

removed due to lack in the degrees of freedom
16

. 

 

                                                                                    

                   

 

The estimation of the model is presented below. We use only data for 13 countries as there were 

insufficient data for Estonia and Portugal which were dropped for this analysis. 

 

We estimate four models. First, we include as regressors only time dummies for 2009, 2010 and 

2011. Secondly, we include two usual dummies for crisis: 2009-2011 crisis dummy and 2011 austerity 

dummy. Thirdly, we include as regressors also control variables such as institutional quality and 

general cultural spending as a percentage of GDP (                ). The latter is included as it 

takes into account both the effect of cultural budget as well as GDP. Including both would be incorrect 

due to multicollinearity as shown by VIF factors in OLS regression.
17

 Finally, we include also a linear 

time trend as regressor. 

 

The results of the first model show that year effects are unevenly distributed. The biggest drop in 

employment in culture as defined previously occurred in 2009 and accounted for 0.055 percentage 

points on average for each country in the model as compared to employment in culture in year 

2008
18

. Second drop occurred in 2010 and accounted for 0.051 percentage points as compared to 

2008. The coefficient for 2011 is negative but insignificant, indicating that falls in that year were lower, 

possibly due to adjustment to the crisis in 2009 and 2010. 

 

The second model confirms this observation. The effect of the crisis is negative and significant, 

amounting to ca. 0.05 percentage points lower employment in culture in the total workforce in each 

year of the crisis as compared to 2008. When controlling for the crisis, the negative effect in 2011 was 

slightly lower, as noted in the previous paragraph. 

 

The third and fourth models confirm the findings. When including the controls, the negative effect of 

the crisis becomes even slightly larger amounting to 0.07 percentage points on average in each year 

of the crisis. Again the effect in 2011 has been slightly lower. As expected, a strongly significant and 

positive predictor is also share of the general cultural budget as regards the GDP as well as 

                                                           
16

 Degrees of freedom denote the number of values in the final calculation of a statistic that are free to vary. If 
there are insufficient degrees of freedom in the model (which frequently happens when there are too many 
parameters in the model or too few observations - as in our case) one cannot estimate the model with sufficient 
precision. 
17

 In statistics, the variance inflation factor (VIF) quantifies the severity of multicollinearity in an ‘ordinary least 
squares’ (OLS) regression analysis. VIF provides an index that measure how much the variance of an estimated 
regression coefficient is increased because of collinearity. 
18

 The average value of the empyloment in culture as percentage in total workforce in the 13 studied countries is 
1,74%. 
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institutional quality (namely quality of political institutions). The fourth model confirms the findings and 

shows that the time trend is not a significant predictor in this case (the share of cultural workers in the 

total workforce is not rising or falling linearly in time). More space and resources would be necessary 

to further explore and confirm this finding. 

 

Table 12: Estimation of effects of crisis on cultural employment; *** significant at 1% level, ** significant 

at 5% level, * significant at 10% level 

 

 
 

 

 

2.1.4. Summary of main findings 

 

We can summarise the main findings of the clustering and regression analysis as follows: 

 

1) From the policy variable characteristics, two broad clusters of countries were identified, being 

labelled as high-scoring and low-scoring countries. When considering also other available data it 

seemed that we could even speak about three clusters: “Liberal/Socialdemocratic Western 

European countries”, “Continental Western European countries” and “Eastern and Southern 

European countries”. These groupings have implications for cultural policy research and would 

have to be tested and explored in the future. 

2) The responses of cultural budgets in times of crisis followed more the individual characteristics of a 

country than the similarities and differences in cultural policy models. This is confirmed by 

differences in clustering groupings in changes of general, central and local cultural budgets, where 

e.g. Sweden, Luxembourg and Ireland clearly group into the “Cutters” cluster while France, Finland 

and Netherlands group into the “Stagnators” cluster, at least until 2011. 

Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value

const 0,00848793 <0,00001 *** 0,00848793 <0,00001 *** -0,0105155 0,07681 * -0,0135924 0,04409 **

legal_abs -0,0080112 0,31041 -0,0086614 0,27512

political_abs 0,0213087 0,06599 * 0,0220071 0,0584 *

economic_abs 0,00708003 0,22998 0,00849285 0,16373

time_trend 0,00025987 0,33681

Dum_09_11 -0,0005297 0,02452 ** -0,0007101 0,00772 *** -0,0011059 0,02626 **

Dum_2009 -0,0005513 0,04463 **

Dum_2010 -0,0005082 0,06328 *

Dum_2011 -0,0001356 0,61377 0,00039417 0,09019 * 0,00059869 0,01445 ** 0,00023058 0,60844

genartspercgdp 0,438474 0,02039 ** 0,459112 0,01603 **

Mean dependent var 0,008189 0,008189 0,008189 0,008189

S.D. dependent var 0,0021 0,0021 0,0021 0,0021

Sum squared resid 0,000205 0,000205 0,000106 0,000102

S.E. of regression 0,002132 0,002109 0,001586 0,00158

Log-likelihood 228,671 228,6697 244,5294 245,2825

Akaike criterion -449,342 -451,3393 -475,0588 -474,565

Schwarz criterion -441,8572 -445,7257 -461,9604 -459,5954

Hannan-Quinn -446,5134 -449,2179 -470,1089 -468,908

Hausman test stat. -8,66E-15 0 8,53756 7,71691

Hausm. test p value NA 1 0,201304 0,358217

Dep. variable: percentage of employment in culture per total workforce, Random Effects (RE)
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3) Local cultural budgets have been lowered less than central ones during the crisis. This is 

confirmed by the findings of both clustering as well as regression analysis. 

4) Some countries, especially Finland and Cyprus (among the 13 EU Member States included), 

experienced growth in (nominal and real; general, central and local) cultural budgets in times of the 

crisis for the period 2009-2011. 

5) The movements in cultural budgets in times of the financial crisis have most likely occurred as 

cyclical movements and not being part of a longer-term structural trend. The analysis shows clear 

downward deviations from the trend value for general, central and local budgets for culture. The 

analysis demonstrates that downward movements in cultural budgets on general, central and local 

level were present during the crisis, a movement that cannot be observed in previous years as part 

of some longer-term trend. It means that countries lowered the budgets for culture in the years 

2009-2011 most likely as a consequence of the financial crisis and not of some other longer term 

trend. 

6) Our analysis shows that the crisis was probably reflected more in the fall in the level of GDP per 

capita than in the fall in cultural budgets. The latter were lowered mainly as a response to the 

falling of the welfare of the country. 

7) In each year of the crisis the nominal general cultural budget per capita has been lower than what 

it would be if it followed the trend of the previous half of decade, by €21.92 on average in each of 

the 15 EU countries included in the regression analysis. When using real-term quantities, the effect 

of crisis amounts to €17.32 lower general cultural budget per capita in each year of the crisis. 

8) The crisis had mainly effects on central cultural budgets per capita, lowering them from the trend 

value by €17.62 (nominal value) in each year of the crisis. Local cultural budgets per capita tended 

to be lower by €3.68 (real value) than what would be their trend value. This again demonstrates 

that the main negative effect of the crisis was most likely on central cultural budgets and not on 

local cultural budgets. 

9) The effect of the crisis on employment in culture was negative and significant, amounting to ca. 

0.07 percentage points lower employment in culture in the total workforce in each year of the crisis 

as compared to 2008 (the average value of employment in culture as share of total workforce for 

the period 2002-2011 in 13 studied countries amounts to 1.74%). 

 

The analysis presented in this section is complemented with the more recent data which will be 

examined in the next section. 

 

 

2.2. Mid-term perspective 

 

This section presents short summaries of the information collected on public funding for culture and 

cultural employment in EU Member States. In order to complement the COFOG data presented in the 

previous section, which was available only until 2011, information hereafter places emphasis on 

developments in 2012 and 2013, which is compared with data from previous years when possible. 

However, the diverse range of sources used in this section (including general national budgets, 

ministerial statistical reports, media releases, etc.) means that figures are scarcely comparable across 

countries. In addition, some inconsistencies may exist with figures presented in section 2.1, given the 

diversity of sources used.  
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The short descriptions below are presented, nevertheless, in order to facilitate the observation of 

recent trends within individual countries, in quantitative and qualitative terms
19

. Insofar as possible, an 

effort has been made to present information as regards changes in funding priorities and criteria, as 

well as to present an indication of forecasts for 2014 and subsequent years, although the latter has 

proven particularly difficult. Preliminary orientation proved that in the majority of countries by mid-2013 

at best careful tentative guesses were available about the position of culture in the 2014 budgets. This 

is primarily due to the state of flux that characterises public finances all over Europe but also reflects 

the precarious position of culture among the policy targets in most places. We found therefore that 

attaining forecasts about public funding of culture in 2014 by way of interviews or questionnaires was 

an illusory prospect.  

 

 

Austria 

 

Figures show a rather stable allocation of funds to culture in the annual budgets of the 

Bundesministerium für Unterricht, Kunst und Kultur (Federal Ministry for Education, the Arts and 

Culture, BMUKK): from €440.79 m in 2009, the budget decreased to € 424.75 m in 2010 and then 

increased again to a peak of €449.45 m in 2012; a slight reduction of 1.6% has been experienced in 

2013, to €442.45 m, which however makes 2013 the year with the second-highest budget in the last 

five-year period. It is worth noting that figures available for 2011 (and not for subsequent years) 

indicate that the total budget for culture at national level, including contributions from the Federal 

Ministry of Science and Research (€242 m), the Federal Ministry of Economy (€44 m) and others, 

amounted to € 805.29 m, thus indicating that the BMUKK’s expenditure accounted for approximately 

54.5% of all cultural expenditure at federal level in 2011. 

 

As regards the internal breakdown of funds, few clear conclusions can be obtained. The allocation of 

resources to the promotion of the arts has increased by 7.5% in 2011-2013 (from €90.96 m to €97.81 

m), whereas that for heritage preservation has increased by 11% over the same period (from €31.08 

m to €34.54 m). On the other hand, funds allocated to Federal Museums and the National Library 

have decreased by 8.4% (from €141.48 m to €129.62 m), although this may be due to specific 

investment efforts in earlier years. The allocation to federal theatres shows only a slight increase 

between 2011 and 2013 (from €146.20 m to €149.37 m, thus a +2.1% change) although 2012 marked 

a peak, at €160.94 m.
20

 

 
The presentation of the 2013 budget done by BMUKK stresses the fact that the budget for culture 

remains stable and even increases the allocation for some categories despite the current difficult 

times. Quality, innovation, openness and dialogue between cultural actors and audiences are 

                                                           
19

 No relevant data has been obtained for Bulgaria, Greece and Lithuania. 
20

 Data taken from Bundesministerium für Finanzen (BMF), Bundesfinanzgesetz 2013. Gesamtüberblick (BMF, 
2012), available at https://www.bmf.gv.at/budget/das-budget/Gesamtueberblick_2013.pdf?3vtkfo; BMF, 
Bundesvoranschlag 2013, Untergliederung 30: ‘Unterricht, Kunst und Kultur’ (BMF, 2012), available at 
https://service.bmf.gv.at/BUDGET/budgets/2013/bfg/teilhefte/UG30/UG30_Teilheft_2013.pdf; BMUKK, Kunst & 
Kultur: Das war das Jahr 2012. Eine Auswahl der Projekte und Termine. Erster Ausblick auf 2013 (BMUKK, 
2012a). Available at http://www.bmukk.gv.at/medienpool/23799/20121220.pdf; BMUKK, Bundesministerium für 
Unterricht, Kunst und Kultur. Budget 2013 (BMUKK, 2012b). Available at 
http://www.bmukk.gv.at/medienpool/23411/20121106.pdf; and Statistik Austria, Kulturstatistik. Tabellenwerk 
2008/09 (Statistik Austria, 2010); Statistik Austria, Kulturstatistik. Tabellenwerk 2010 (Statistik Austria, 2012); 
Statistik Austria, Kulturstatistik. Tabellenwerk 2011 (Statistik Austria, 2013); all available at 

http://www.statistik.at/web_de/statistiken/bildung_und_kultur/kultur/kulturwirtschaft/index.html.  

https://www.bmf.gv.at/budget/das-budget/Gesamtueberblick_2013.pdf?3vtkfo
https://service.bmf.gv.at/BUDGET/budgets/2013/bfg/teilhefte/UG30/UG30_Teilheft_2013.pdf
http://www.bmukk.gv.at/medienpool/23799/20121220.pdf
http://www.bmukk.gv.at/medienpool/23411/20121106.pdf
http://www.statistik.at/web_de/statistiken/bildung_und_kultur/kultur/kulturwirtschaft/index.html
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mentioned as the guiding criteria for the allocation of public funding. Among the budget items which 

see an increase in their resources are the Austrian Film Institute and the promotion of regional cultural 

programmes (including the aim to foster the inclusion of culture in the EU’s regional policy). The 

document also highlights the aim to foster cooperation between cultural institutions and schools as 

well as access to culture, including the provision of free entrance to museums for young people up to 

19 years of age.
21

 

 

When analysing all public cultural expenditure (including by non-cultural departments), the Statistical 

Yearbook 2011 points to an overall reduction by 3.7% over 2010, which resulted from a 7% reduction 

in funding by local authorities (excluding Vienna), -2.9% by provinces; and -0.7% by the federal 

government. A similar reduction of 2.2% had been observed in 2010 with regard to 2009, including -

4% in local authorities (excluding Vienna), -1.9% in provinces and -0.9% in the federal government. 

On the other hand, the comparison between 2007 and 2008 showed a +5.4% increase, resulting from 

increases by local authorities excluding Vienna (6.4%), provinces (6.6%) and the federal government 

(3.2%). Therefore, similar trends are visible in different tiers of government (growth up to 2008/09, 

reduction since 2010) which are however more marked among regional and local authorities and less 

pronounced in the case of the federal government. 

 

 

Belgium 

 

The analysis for Belgium focuses on developments at regional level, since the federal nature of the 

country means responsibilities for culture are held by regional governments. No information has been 

obtained about the cultural budgets of the German-speaking community. 

 

Budgets for culture in the French-speaking Community show a positive trend over recent years, 

with a recent slowdown: the figures of cultural sub-categories within the overall budget devoted to 

health, sports and culture increased from €471.6 m in 2007, peaking at €600.3 m in 2012 and slightly 

decreasing again to €599.4 m in 2013. Over this period, the share of culture within the overall budget 

of the French-speaking Community remained stable, at 6.1% (2007) and 6.2% (2013). 

 

As regards the internal breakdown, the largest category is audiovisual and multimedia (cinema, video, 

radio and TV), which amounted to €228.6 m in 2007 and increased by 17% to €266.8 m in 2013. 

More substantial increases were visible for general cultural affairs (which after a rather stable period 

increased from €57.8 m in 2012 to €106.5m in 2013) and performing arts (up by 20% between 2007 

and 2013, with year-on-year increases from €75.5 m to €90.9 m). 

 

A presentation of the 2013 budget by the Minister of Culture, Audiovisual, Health and Equal 

Opportunities indicated that the government had decided to reduce ‘non-organic expenditure’, 

excluding staff, that is, expenditure in areas which are not based on existing decrees and which are 

therefore non-statutory. In the case of culture, this led to a reduction in areas such as the support for 

artistic creativity, costs related to the management of public facilities and grants derived from open 

calls for proposals. She also stressed that contracts signed in 2012 and programmes in the fields of 

libraries and public reading, museums and media remained stable. Whereas a reduction in the 

support for new works was visible in some areas (e.g. the performing arts), the Minister stressed that 
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the government had aimed to retain the same level of support for educational projects in the 

performing arts as well as for the street arts and circus.
22

 

 

Lesser evidence has been found for the Flemish Government. The budgetary allocation for culture 

has seen a decrease of approximately 2.6% between 2012 (€457.24 m) and 2013 (€445.72 m), thus 

returning to a level similar to that of 2011 (€443.34 m). This results mainly from a decrease in genera l 

expenditure (including general expenditure for youth, sports and media in addition to that for culture), 

which was reduced from €67.2 m in 2011 to €50.3 m in 2013; other budget items, including the large 

budget chapters for arts and heritage and for socio-cultural work, were slightly increased over the 

same period.
23

 

 

It is worth noting that Flanders is one of the European territories which has made some funding for 

local authorities conditional on their design and approval of local cultural policy documents, as 

established in the 2001 Decree on Local Cultural Policy and the new Decree approved in 2012, which 

will come into force in 2014. The latter fosters the adoption of pluriannual cultural strategies and the 

alignment of local cultural policies with those of the regional government. Following the principles set 

out in the 1973 Cultural Pact Act (a federal law), these processes should involve consultation 

processes involving local communities. 

 

As of July 2013, evidence has emerged of significant reductions in the funding of cultural 

organisations following the revision of the 2013 budget by local authorities including Antwerp and 

Ghent, which also affects health policies, social affairs and other areas. In Antwerp, the mayor has 

indicated that ‘This is only the beginning of the savings exercise. It will get a lot tougher and more 

difficult yet’; the finance alderman has mentioned that these cuts were inevitable if the city wanted to 

have some funds for investment in 2014-19.
24

 

 

 

Croatia 

 

Croatia has unfortunately no data available on the Eurostat COFOG level for budgets in culture 

(neither COFOG 08 nor COFOG 08.2). The data presented below, therefore, relies strictly on internal 

information from documents (Ministry of Culture and other organisations) available via internet. 

 

The budget of the Ministry of Culture rose significantly until 2008. In 2006, the budget amounted to 

€117,290,254, which was announced in the media as the “highest cultural budget in Croatia so far”.
25

 

The budget was even further significantly raised in 2007, when it amounted to €147,750,450, and in 
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 Communauté française, Exposé général du budget pour l‘année budgétaire 2013 (2012 ?), available at 
http://www.budget-finances.cfwb.be.  
23

 Vlaams Parlement, ‘Ontwerp van decreet houdende de algemene uitgavenbegroting van de Vlaamse 
Gemeenschap voor het begrotingsjaar 2013. Tekst aangenomen door de plenaire vergadering’, 19.12.2012 ; 
Vlaams Parlement, ‘Ontwerp van decreet houdende de algemene uitgavenbegroting van de Vlaamse 
Gemeenschap voor het begrotingsjaar 2012. Tekst aangenomen door de plenaire vergadering’, 21.12.2011 ; 
Vlaams Parlement, ‘Ontwerp van decreet houdende de algemene uitgavenbegroting van de Vlaamse 
Gemeenschap voor het begrotingsjaar 2011. Tekst aangenomen door de plenaire vergadering’, 23.12.2010 ; 
Studiedienst van de Vlaamse Regering, ‘Tewerkstelling in de culturele sector’ (2012?), available at 
http://www4.vlaanderen.be/sites/svr/cijfers/Exceltabellen/cultuur/algemeen/CULTALGENIEUW7.xls 
24

 Flanders Today, ‘Budget cuts shock Antwerp social, cultural groups’, 3.7.2013, 
http://www.flanderstoday.eu/content/budget-cuts-shock-antwerp-social-cultural-groups 
25

 See: http://www.matica.hr/Vijenac/vijenac333.nsf/AllWebDocs/knji9kd. 

http://www.budget-finances.cfwb.be/
http://www4.vlaanderen.be/sites/svr/cijfers/Exceltabellen/cultuur/algemeen/CULTALGENIEUW7.xls
http://www.flanderstoday.eu/content/budget-cuts-shock-antwerp-social-cultural-groups
http://www.matica.hr/Vijenac/vijenac333.nsf/AllWebDocs/knji9kd
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2008, when it amounted to €159,355,674, which was also the peak of the trend. The budget then 

started a downward trend in 2009, being lowered significantly until 2012 when it amounted to 

€111,323,531, which amounts to an average yearly fall of ca. 8.5% in 2009-2012. In 2013 the current 

budget of the Ministry of Culture amounts to ca. €108,726,467, which means it has suffered another 

fall by 2.3% since 2012.  

 

Prospects are uncertain, as on the one hand the crisis is strongly affecting Croatia as well, while on 

the other hand the entrance of Croatia in the EU (1 July 2013) will surely have consequences, as 

should the focus on the cultural and creative industries, which is proclaimed in some strategic 

documents
26

 and in new organisations (e.g. Croatian Cluster of Competitivity of Cultural and Creative 

Industries opened in 2013
27

), which could take advantage of financial resources available through the 

EU Structural Funds in 2014-2020. This move has already been promoted by some Croatian media.
28

 

 

Individual cultural sectors did not follow a single trend in the years of the crisis. The largest sector is 

surely cultural heritage, which received a large raise of funds in 2007 when it was raised from 

€15,632,197 to €34,006,042, thus an increase of over 100%. Funds for cultural heritage remained at 

over €30 m per year until 2011 as these were years of big capital investments. In 2011 the funds were 

reduced to €19,559,842. The funding of museums and galleries suffered significant cuts in 2012 when 

it was reduced by over 50%, yet the significant rise one year before, which amounted to over 40%, 

should also be noted, so there a correction for the “shock” of the previous year may have been a 

factor. 

 

Employment in culture in Croatia, according to Eurostat data, experienced a rise in 2009, when it 

grew from 10,650 to 13,225 employees. In the next two years (2010 and 2011), it experienced 

significant falls bringing it to 11,100 workers in 2011, while in 2012 another rise happened to finish the 

year at 12,933 workers. This recent increase could perhaps be attributed to the expected 

strengthening of the cultural industries and cultural tourism
29

 which are generating additional 

employment in the cultural field. On the other hand, the lowering of the public budget in 2012 and 

2013 was accompanied by cuts in public sector employees, with an impact in cultural departments as 

well.
30

 

 

 

Cyprus 

 

The budgetary allocation for culture peaked in 2009, reaching around €46.6 m. After the year 2009, 

the culture budget has witnessed a substantial decrease. In 2013 the culture budget was less than 

half of the 2009 budget (€20 m). However, if one does not take into account “the peak year 2009”, but 

instead compares the current figures (2013) to a “normal” year to prior to the actual effects of the 

crisis, the current figures are approximately at the same level: in 2008 the culture budget in Cyprus 
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 See e.g. http://www.min-
kulture.hr/userdocsimages/NAJNOVIJE%20NOVOSTI/Strateski%20plan%20Ministarstva%20kulture%202012%2
0-2014%20%20-%20revidiran%20za%20web%2016042012.pdf 
27

 See http://2013.dan-d.info/ivana-nikolic-15-6-11-45/. 
28

 See e.g. http://www.tportal.hr/kultura/kulturmiks/255284/Osnivanje-Klastera-omogucit-ce-komunikaciju-izmedu-
sektora.html 
29

 See e.g. http://www.mvinfo.hr/izdvojeno-razgovor-opsirnije.php?ppar=4637. 
30

 See, among others, http://www.tportal.hr/kultura/kulturmiks/241388/Ne-narusavamo-dostojanstvo-zaposlenih-
u-kulturi.html and http://www.vecernji.hr/kultura/hrvatskoj-kulturi-proracuna-38-milijuna-kuna-manje-nego-lani-
clanak-376408 for further details. 

http://www.min-kulture.hr/userdocsimages/NAJNOVIJE%20NOVOSTI/Strateski%20plan%20Ministarstva%20kulture%202012%20-2014%20%20-%20revidiran%20za%20web%2016042012.pdf
http://www.min-kulture.hr/userdocsimages/NAJNOVIJE%20NOVOSTI/Strateski%20plan%20Ministarstva%20kulture%202012%20-2014%20%20-%20revidiran%20za%20web%2016042012.pdf
http://www.min-kulture.hr/userdocsimages/NAJNOVIJE%20NOVOSTI/Strateski%20plan%20Ministarstva%20kulture%202012%20-2014%20%20-%20revidiran%20za%20web%2016042012.pdf
http://2013.dan-d.info/ivana-nikolic-15-6-11-45/
http://www.tportal.hr/kultura/kulturmiks/255284/Osnivanje-Klastera-omogucit-ce-komunikaciju-izmedu-sektora.html
http://www.tportal.hr/kultura/kulturmiks/255284/Osnivanje-Klastera-omogucit-ce-komunikaciju-izmedu-sektora.html
http://www.mvinfo.hr/izdvojeno-razgovor-opsirnije.php?ppar=4637
http://www.tportal.hr/kultura/kulturmiks/241388/Ne-narusavamo-dostojanstvo-zaposlenih-u-kulturi.html
http://www.tportal.hr/kultura/kulturmiks/241388/Ne-narusavamo-dostojanstvo-zaposlenih-u-kulturi.html
http://www.vecernji.hr/kultura/hrvatskoj-kulturi-proracuna-38-milijuna-kuna-manje-nego-lani-clanak-376408
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was €20.2 m. In the years 2010-2012 – in many cases the years that suffered severely from the 

budget cuts - the culture budget in Cyprus was around €12-14 m higher than before the crisis, and 

comparable to current figures in 2013. 

 

As regards the internal distribution, changes in funding (up and down) have been rather consistent 

and have not affected any branch in particular.  

 

It is expected that there will be severe cuts in the culture budget in the next few years, due to the 

financial crisis.  

 

 

Czech Republic 

 

Since 2009 the economic crisis and the efforts to combat the deficit in the state budget have had 

serious impacts on the Ministry of Culture's system of subsidies. The Ministry had to curb its own plan 

of activities. Similar problems occur on the level of the regions and municipalities: less attention is 

paid to culture than to other fields like economics. 

 

On a broader scale, as per the statistics combining culture with sports and other related fields, 2010 

showed a few percent drop back in the central government’s budget, and by 2011 also in the local 

governments, which stand for over 2/3 of all public cultural expenditure. 

 

Comparing budgets of the Ministry of Culture in 2011 and 2012, the 15% increase was accompanied 

by considerable structural changes, favouring support to organisations (which accounted for 63% of 

all expenditure), while direct arts and heritage subsidies fell by over 20% in both fields.  

 

 

Denmark  

 

The total national budget has steadily increased between 2005 and 2012, as has the budgetary 

allocation for culture: a steady raise has taken place in 2007-2012, without any particular departures 

from the general trend. In 2012, the culture budget in Denmark reached DKK 11,598 m, whereas in 

2007 it was DKK 9567.2 m (total state funding, including TV/radio licenses and receipts from the state 

lottery pools. Domain Sports and recreation [Amusement and Theme Parks, Sports, Gambling] 

excluded). 

 

Looking at the internal distribution, there are no clear “losers and winners”. Funding for TV and Radio 

has grown considerably: from DKK 3747 m in 2007 to DKK 4214.8 m in 2012. Also the allocation for 

‘Libraries’ has increased steadily since 2007: from DKK 750.3 m to 853.8 m in 2012. Together with TV 

and Radio, Libraries have traditionally been one of the biggest domains in the culture budget. Some 

branches in the domain ‘Cultural and natural heritage’ have doubled their funding between 2007 and 

2012, such as ‘Archives’.  
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In the years 2012-2015 music (in particular popular music) receives some complementary funding 

from state sport pools, as part of the action plan One music scene – many genres .
31

 

 

Funding of some national cultural institutions has been a hot topic in Denmark in recent years, in 

particular the situation of the Royal Theatre, which has - in addition to some other financial burdens 

and difficulties - faced continuous budget cuts, partly due to the government’s recovery package 

presented in 2010.
32

 

 

In recent years, the Danish government has actively promoted new partnerships between public 

cultural institutions and private sponsors and foundations through i.a. tax exemptions for private 

companies, foundations and sponsors; in order to finance a bigger share of cultural activities by 

private means e.g. tax reductions. This has motivated some debate about the actual developments of 

the public spending on culture in Denmark: has the public spending on culture in fact decreased?, 

some cultural actors have wondered. Such an assessment would require further research.
33

 

 

 

Estonia 

 

The years 2008 and 2011 were peak years in Estonia in terms of public funding for culture: the 

budgetary allocation for culture was at its highest – perhaps a bit surprisingly in 2011 - the year 2008 

following right behind. Public spending on culture (state and local together) was €188.6 m in 2011, 

and €187.3 m in 2008. Despite the financial crisis, culture has been able to retain a relatively stable 

share of the state budget, in particular in comparison to some other sectors of public funding, such as 

health care, social welfare and education, which have faced considerable cuts due to the crisis. 

However, between the peak years, also the culture budget experienced a clear decline. For the years 

2012-2013 the direction of the state funding for culture seems to be downwards: state funding has 

decreased in 2013 in comparison to year 2012 by some €12 m. At the same time, the total national 

budget has increased from 2011 onwards, and in 2013 it was clearly higher than in the preceding 

years, at €7.7 b. Thus, the share of the culture budget appears to have decreased in 2012-2013. 

 

The share of local funding (municipalities) within the total public funding for culture in Estonia has 

increased since 2007: at that time it was around 40%, in 2009 it increased to 48% and in 2011 it stood 

at around 46%. 

 

Looking at the internal distribution, in many cases funding has increased towards the year 2008, and 

after that, in turn, decreased, but (and what is noteworthy) not below the pre-crisis situation. This is 

the case with ‘Cultural events’, ‘Folk and popular culture’, ‘Museums’, ‘Literature’, ‘Performing arts’, 

and ‘Music and concert organisations’. 
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 Compendium on Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe, Denmark, 
http://www.culturalpolicies.net/web/denmark.php?aid=41 (28.7.2013). 
32

 Ibidem. 
33

 Ibidem. 
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Finland 

 

When looking at the total national cultural spending (taking into account the functions moved to the 

Ministry of Finance in 2010 as part of reform of the state subsidies for municipalities), the budgetary 

allocation for culture increased steadily 2005-2013, as has the total national budget. The culture 

budget was €352 m in 2005, and €543.5 m in 2013. 

In the case of Finland, it is necessary to take a look at the complementary funding mechanisms as 

well: funding from the state pools and lottery operations is used as a complementary source of 

funding for culture in Finland quite extensively. It is a customary funding source for culture. In fact, the 

share of the state lottery money often exceeds the share of the budgetary funding. In the years of 

economic downturn the share of the lottery money often increases substantially: it is used as a sort of 

buffer to reduce the implications of budget cuts. In 2009, the share of lottery money was 42% of the 

total state funding. In the years 2010-2013, it was 52% (The 2010 reform is not taken into account 

here).  

 

Looking at the internal distribution, it is noteworthy that the sum of the state subsidies for 

municipalities has increased steadily over the years 2005-2013 (2005: €168.1 m; 2013: €236.9 m), 

including allocations for museums, theatres and orchestras as examples of the branches which have 

seen an increase in funding. Also moving some functions to be financed by the Ministry of Finance 

(funding of public libraries and municipal cultural services) has allowed the Ministry of Education and 

Culture to increase funding substantially in the domain ‘Other art and cultural promotion’, from €99 m 

in 2009, to €135.7 m in 2013. This domain includes some “customary” allocations in this category 

(Finnish Cultural Institutes, support for cultural journals, etc.) as well as the establishment of some 

new (often more short-term) funding tools and areas (culture export programmes, Turku 2011 

European Capital of Culture funding etc.). Within the domain “state / national institutions” there are 

winners and losers: the Finnish National Opera and the Finnish National Gallery have increased their 

funding relatively steadily over the years, whereas the National Theatre and the Finnish Film 

Foundation have faced minor cuts, in particular in the years 2010-2013. The budget of the National 

Board of Antiquities (state agency for museums and cultural heritage) experienced a drop in funding 

in 2010-2012, but its budget seems to be recovering again. 

 

The number of people working in cultural occupations as their main job (in 2005-2010) has witnessed 

a slight increase in recent years. 

 

 

France 

 

Public funding for culture at national level in France remained rather stable between 2005 (€2805 m) 

and 2009 (€2941 m). On the other hand, following a change in the methodology used which renders 

comparisons difficult, recent years have shown a progressive reduction: whereas figures in 2010 and 

2011 were similar (€4227 m and €4261 m respectively), smaller allocations in 2012 (€4121 m) and 

2013 (€3966 m) have amounted to a reduction of almost 7% between 2011 and 2013. 

 

The most visible reductions exist in areas such as books and cultural industries (-12% between 2011 

and 2013), cultural heritage (-10.7%), TV and radio (-54%) and international audiovisual activities (-

27%). On the other hand, the budget for ‘cultural dissemination and democratisation’, which includes 
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cultural education and access, remained stable and accounted for approximately 25% of the total 

budget, an increase of 5% was visible in funds for creativity in the performing and visual arts (from 

€736 m to €775 m) and one of 23% in the case of support for the printed media (from €420 m to 

€516m).
34

 

 

The new government which came into office in 2012 has criticised its predecessor for launching large 

cultural initiatives which had allegedly not been budgeted for (such as the Maison de l’Histoire de 

France) and has delayed, cancelled or stopped their implementation. According to recent data, staff in 

the Ministry of Culture and Communication and other public cultural bodies has decreased by 7% 

over the past 5 years (1707 jobs less) and is expected to be further cut by 100 posts in 2013.
35

 

 

General trends in cultural employment at national level, available only until 2009, had shown an 

increase which led cultural employment to account for 2.3% of total employment in France in that 

year, up from 1.8% in 2005. 

 

 

Germany 

 

Public funding for culture at federal level in Germany generally increased over the past decade, from 

€1010.7 m in 2000 to €1224.7 m in 2009. On the other hand, a slight decrease was foreseen in 2010 

and 2011 (to €1212.3 m and €1198.5 m respectively, thus a -2.2% between 2009 and 2011) and a 

new increase in 2012 (up to €1330.1 m, thus +11% with regard to 2011 and marking a peak among 

the years observed). Likewise, the budget for culture was expected to amount to 0.78% of the total 

federal budget in 2012, the highest figure in the years under study, and continuing a clear upward 

trend. Figures for 2012 should, however, be taken with care since they were published before the 

actual budget was approved.  

 

As regards the internal breakdown, marked increases are visible in particular as regards ‘Foreign 

Cultural Affairs’, which experience a 17% increase in 2010-12 and make up 32% of all federal 

expenditure on culture in 2012, as well as in ‘Monument preservation’, with an increase of 33% yet 

which amounts to only 6% of all federal cultural expenditure. Libraries made up 24.5% of public 

cultural expenditure at federal level in 2012 but this was a lower share than two years earlier, as 

resources allocated to them had only increased by 1.5%. Similarly, expenditure in ‘Museums, 

Collections and Exhibitions’ grew by 10% in 2010-12 and retained a similar share of 20% in the total 

budget. A slight decrease was recorded under ‘Theatre and Music’, which remained a small figure, at 

under 1% of the federal budget for culture.
36

 

 

Of course, the federal government remains a minor actor in the public funding of culture in Germany – 

as of 2009, its contribution amounted to roughly 13.4% of total public cultural funding (local and 

regional authorities accounting for 45% and 41.7% of resources respectively), although this had 

increased from 12.6% in recent years.  
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 Ministère de la culture et de la communication, Chiffres clés 2013 statistiques de la culture, « Financement de 
la culture et professions culturelles et emploi » (Paris : Ministère de la culture et de la communication, 2013) 
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 http://snac.fsu.fr/spip.php?article386.  
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 Statistische Ämter des Bundes und der Länder, Kulturfinanzbericht 2012 (Wiesbaden: Statistische Ämter des 
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The resources devoted by Länder to culture were expected to decrease between 2010 and 2012, 

after reaching a peak of €3941.8 m in 2010 (+18% since 2005), slightly going down to €3896.9 m in 

2012 (-1.1%). However, these overall figures hide divergent trends among different regions, with 

Länder in the former ‘West’ experiencing a 3% increase in 2010-12 (with a marked increase in North 

Rhein Westphalia in particular) and those in the former ‘East’ forecasting a decrease by 8% (mainly 

due to the trend in Saxony and Saxony-Anhalt). Marked differences were also visible among the city 

states of Berlin (+6%), Bremen (-7%) and Hamburg (-22%).
37

 

 

 

Hungary 

 

Gaining information about public cultural expenditure is particularly difficult in this country. Public 

budgets have traditionally lacked transparency, especially on central government level but also at 

local levels. Achieving the Maastricht criterion of government budget deficit being a top priority, 

approved allocations have often been frozen, with irregular regimes of defrosting (if at all), which 

made it even more difficult to estimate the actual amounts of public resources for culture. Austerity 

has affected both central institutions and the independent organisations. EU-funded investment 

projects have nevertheless been going on at considerable scale, affecting cultural heritage, libraries 

and museums. Especially far reaching was the effect of cooperation projects between educational 

and cultural institutions financed from the Structural Funds.  

 

In the central government budget for 2014, for example, besides the Ministry of Human Resources, 

which incorporates the State Secretariat for Culture, important cultural domains and financial 

appropriations are contained in seven more chapters and four annexes to the Act. Approximately one 

hundred lines relate to culture, which are not consolidated or clearly identified, and are difficult to 

match to items in former years. These lines range from small items like 30 million subsidy to the 

Writers’ Union, to 16,9 billion for public collections that covers subsidies to museums and libraries 

without further specification.  

One sort of consolidation is included in the explanation to the draft of the Act on Budget (without 

specifying precise relation to the details of the budget), which suggests sharp increase from previous 

years in COFOG 8.2 Cultural Services (HUF million): 

2012 fact 2013 plan 2014 budget 

66,7 68,3 85,1 
 

Analysis is made difficult also by deviations from approved budgets which have grown significant in 

the past period, in two ways: 

a) The government freezes (blocks) significant amounts of budgetary appropriations during the 

course of year when the budget deficit targets are being jeopordised, which affects cultural 

items as well. These blocks are lifted unpredictedly, sometimes in the following year, and 

sometimes not at all. Detecting these changes in an analytical manner is almost impossible 

from the outside. 

b) On the other hand, the government allocates considerable amounts to cultural projects with 

ad hoc decisions during the course of the year. 
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Among these conditions a clear picture can be expected a posteriori, from figures reporting past 

expenditure. Unfortunately, the COFOG figures quoted above on 2012 does not match the 

appropriate items on Eurostat website (COFOG 8.2, HUF million): 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

88,0 84,9 77,8 84,2 93,1 121,5 128,9 111,7 106,0 100,2 
 

These Eurostat figures suggest considerable decrease in central budgetary resources. On local level 

an even sharper fall could be observed with certain delay, between 2011-2012: 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

87,6 94,3 99,9 107,7 106,3 113,4 115,2 125,6 124,3 97,0 
 

 

The National Cultural Fund keeps fulfilling its important role in financing thousands of projects each 

year, based on lottery revenues. 

 

 

Ireland 

 

The analysis of trends in Ireland is based on data from Eurostat and documents available online. The 

general government expenditure for culture followed a continued upward trend from 1992, rising from 

€168.9 m in 1992 to €810.2 m in 2008. This represents a yearly rise of slightly more than 10% (in 

nominal terms, without taking account of inflation). Since 2005 the annual rise was almost 14%. After 

2008, however, resources fell, amounting to €674.6 m in 2010, a drop of almost 17% with regard to 

2008. Figures rose again in 2011, to €709.1 m, but according to the information available new 

decreases have taken place since.
38

 

 

Central government expenditure for culture followed a similar upward trend since 2003 and 

progressed from €191.7 m in 2003 to €368 m in 2008 which represents a rise of almost 100% or an 

average annual rise of almost 14%. After the start of the crisis the funds started to fall until 2010, 

when they amounted to €263.6 m, then rose again 2011 to €278.6 m. A similar trend was visible as 

regards public funding for culture at local level, which was almost on a continuous rise from 1992 until 

2009 coming to €420.2 m in 2009 (yearly rise of 8.5% in this period), suffering a fall of ca. 10% in 

2010 while rising again in 2011 by ca. 4% to the final sum of €438.1 m. It is interesting that in all this 

period the local funds exceed the central government funds by more than 50%. 

 

A slightly different trend has been observed in broadcasting and publishing services (COFOG 08.1). 

Funds in this field more than tripled in 2009, while being more or less stagnant in other years (before 

and after 2009) since 1990. Probably this can be attributed to the adoption of the Broadcasting Act in 

2009 which established a single content regulator, the Broadcasting Authority of Ireland, which took 

over the roles previously held by the Broadcasting Commission of Ireland and the Broadcasting 

Complaints Commission.
39
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 See http://www.irishtimes.com/blogs/pursuedbyabear/2011/12/07/diminished-but-not-decimated-budget-2012/. 
39

 More information available at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Broadcasting_Act_2009.  

http://www.irishtimes.com/blogs/pursuedbyabear/2011/12/07/diminished-but-not-decimated-budget-2012/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Broadcasting_Act_2009
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Employment in culture has been rising and reached a peak in 2010 amounting to 21,300 employees 

(Eurostat data), while suffering a severe drop of 10% in 2011 coming to 19,175 workers in that year. 

This drop can be perhaps attributed to the general condition of the national economy as well as the 

situation in the “recreation, culture and religion” (COFOG 08) sector, as all other subsectors in this 

sector have experienced budget decreases in 2011. 

 

 

Italy 

 

In Italy, funds for the COFOG 08 field of “recreation, culture and religion” viewed on the level of all 

public expenditure, developed at a rather stable pace and followed a trend of slight rise until 2009, 

followed by a drop in 2010 and a sharp drop of over 60% in 2011. This drop, however, cannot be 

attributed to the field of “cultural services” (COFOG 08.2) as it was caused entirely by the field of 

“broadcasting and publishing” (COFOG 08.1). The latter experienced a drop of about €4 b (!) n 2011 

reaching deep negative numbers. Although we are not able to give a satisfactory explanation for this 

fall, from the negative sign of the final amount provided by broadcasters and publishers and from 

some press articles
40

 part of the answer could indeed lie in the legal suits against owners of 

newspapers and broadcasters (some of them being political figures) which had to return subsidies 

received in previous years, although the extreme number of €4 b cannot be sufficiently explained by 

material found in the press. As stated in media articles, the general attitude towards subsidies to 

publishing in Italy is highly negative, especially in times of financial crisis. 

 

The general government expenditure for cultural services followed a trend of slight rise until 2007, 

reaching the level of €5.89 b or an average annual rise of 2.87% in the period 2000-2007. In 2008 and 

2009 it experienced sharper rises of 6.17% (2008) and 7.02% (2009) reaching an amount of €6.69 b, 

followed by a marked drop of almost 14% in 2010 and stagnation in 2011. The final general 

government spending for culture in 2011 amounted to €5.77 b. 

 

On the central level an oscillation in the interval of €1.5 to 2.5 b is present, accompanied by periods of 

rise (2002-2004; 2006-2009) and fall (2000-2002; 2004-2006; 2009-2011). On the other hand, data 

from materials of the Ministry of Culture (Culture in Italy Basic Figures 2012) show that the budget of 

the Ministry of Culture has been on a constant downward trend in the 2000s (as stated also by Carla 

and Simona Bodo in the Compendium of Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe). 

 

On the local level similar trends of rise and fall can be observed although being accompanied by a 

general upward trend (in 2000 the local funds for culture amounted to €3.24 b while in 2009 they 

amounted to €4.68 b, a yearly rise of 4.17%). A downward trend is present in past years, the funds 

falling to €4.21 b in 2011. As in other countries, local budgets are significantly higher than central 

budgets for culture in Italy. 

 

Surprisingly, employment in culture did not follow the trends in cultural budgets and has been on a 

significant rise in the whole period of 2008-2012. In 2008 it amounted to 117,100 workers while in 

                                                           
40

 See e.g. http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2012/11/20/fondi-per-leditoria-in-dieci-anni-truffe-per-110-milioni-di-
euro/420850/; http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2012/12/10/editoria-verdini-e-altri-24-indagati-per-truffa-aggravata-ai-
danni-dello-stato/441493/; and http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2010/10/02/il-porcellum-dei-contributi-
all’editoria/66986/. 

http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2012/11/20/fondi-per-leditoria-in-dieci-anni-truffe-per-110-milioni-di-euro/420850/
http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2012/11/20/fondi-per-leditoria-in-dieci-anni-truffe-per-110-milioni-di-euro/420850/
http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2012/12/10/editoria-verdini-e-altri-24-indagati-per-truffa-aggravata-ai-danni-dello-stato/441493/
http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2012/12/10/editoria-verdini-e-altri-24-indagati-per-truffa-aggravata-ai-danni-dello-stato/441493/
http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2010/10/02/il-porcellum-dei-contributi-all'editoria/66986/
http://www.ilfattoquotidiano.it/2010/10/02/il-porcellum-dei-contributi-all'editoria/66986/
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2012 it amounted to 133,850 workers, which is a rise of 14.3% in 4 years (average yearly rise of 

3.4%). 

 

 

Latvia 

 

The state allocation for culture grew steadily between 2005 and 2009, and the cultural budget peaked 

in 2009, reaching LVL 132 m. There were two reasons for the clear peak in 2009: cultural education 

and a start of a major public construction project, the Latvian National Library. 

 

The culture budget experienced substantial cuts in 2010 due to the financial crisis: the budget for 

culture sank to LVL 68 m. The Library project affected again the figures of 2011-2012: in 2010 the 

culture budget was at its lowest, whereas in 2011 and 2012 figures showed signs of a recovery: A 

marked part of this increase was caused by the Library project. In 2011 the costs of constructing the 

National Library reached 32% and in 2012 even 41% of the total budget of the Ministry of Culture.  

 

Despite the major role of this project in funding, some true recovery has been experienced also. The 

budgets of the National Opera and cultural education have experienced a slight increase since 2010. 

Since 2011 the Ministry of Culture has been responsible for the elaboration of government policy in 

the field of society integration, and for its implementation and coordination. 

 
The State Culture Capital Foundation (CCF) was established in 1998. It provides funding for arts and 

culture projects and also for individual artists. The budget of the foundation reached LVL 7.6 m in 

2008. In 2010 it was LVL 2.1 m: that is, 72% less than two years before. This has caused concern 

among the arts and culture actors in Latvia.  

 

The crisis has brought some changes in taxation as a response to the necessity to balance the state 

budget. VAT increase has caused severe issues in the book publishing branch in particular: the 

increase in consumer prices has caused a clear decline in book sales in Latvia. In 2008 VAT for 

books was 5%, in 2011 it was 12%. This has caused a reduction in the number of books published 

annually, sold annually and brought on a decrease in the number of publishing houses in Latvia.
41

 

 

 

 

 

Luxembourg 

 

In Luxembourg, figures on public funding for culture since 2005 attest to a progressive increase, 

which has seen resources move from €89.8 m in 2005 to €121.7 m in 2013 – the latest is in fact the 

highest figure observed, amounting to a 1% increase over 2012. However, it is worth noting that this 

progressive increase has not kept pace with the overall increase in the total national budget: cultural 

affairs accounted for 1.41% of the total national budget in 2006 but only 1.06% in 2013, this being the 

lowest figure observed in the period under review.
42

 

 

                                                           
41

 Compendium of Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe, Latvia.  
42

 Ministère de la culture, Rapport d’activité 2012 (Luxembourg : Ministère de la culture, 2013) ; available at 

http://www.mc.public.lu/ministere/rapports/min_culture/rapport_2012.pdf.  

http://www.mc.public.lu/ministere/rapports/min_culture/rapport_2012.pdf
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No data has been obtained as regards the internal breakdown of expenditure. 

 

 

Malta 

 

Malta is another country which has resisted the trend of falling cultural budgets in times of the crisis. 

Sharp rises in the level of budgets for both COFOG 08 and COFOG 08.2 categories can be observed 

throughout the period 2007-2011. General government expenditure for culture has therefore risen 

from €21.1 m in 2007 to €39.2 m in 2011, which represents a rise of over 85% in five years (average 

annual rise of 16.75%). Central government expenditure for culture followed a similar trend, rising 

from €19.8 m in 2007 to €37.5 m in 2011. The local level, which represents only about 5% of public 

cultural budgets, has also been on a slight rise, from €1.3 m in 2007 to €1.7 m in 2011. 

 

Ministerial budgets and institutional subsidies are divided into recurrent and capital parts. The main 

four cultural institutions receiving government subsidies are Heritage Malta, the Malta Council for 

Culture and the Arts, the National Orchestra and the Manoel Theatre. Heritage Malta has suffered a 

severe drop in funds dedicated for recurrent expenditure in 2007 followed by corrections in 2008 and 

2009 when it received public support of slightly less than €4 m. In the period 2010-2012 a drop 

followed while in 2013 the support is again planned at over €3.5 m. Recurrent support to the National 

Orchestra has been on a constant rise since 2007, similarly as for the Manoel Theatre, especially 

from 2009 forward. The Malta Council for Culture and the Arts also experienced raises in recurrent 

support, especially in 2012 and 2013 (planned). On the other hand, data on capital expenditure does 

not show any clear trends, and it is likely that funds increase or decrease in accordance with specific 

infrastructure needs. There is an apparent drop though in capital support to the Manoel Theatre after 

2009 falling from almost €400,000 in 2009 to €50,000 in 2012 and 2013. 

 

Data for employment in culture (sector COFOG 08 – “recreation, culture and religion”) are available 

only until 2008, and they show a drop in employees in 2008 of over 2%, falling from 3,175 to 3,100. 

 

 

Netherlands 

 

The Netherlands could tell the same story as Malta as there are no apparent negative trends taking 

place due to the crisis up to 2011. Only in 2011 apparent cuts in budget have taken place, which can 

be observed on several levels. 

 

On the level of general government spending an almost unbroken trend of rises in nominal level of the 

public budget for culture is present since the first year of available data (1995) until 2010. In this time 

the level of the general public budget for culture has risen by ca. 97%, which represents an average 

yearly nominal growth of ca. 4.6%. The general cultural budget amounted to €3.35 b in 2010. In 2011 

it fell to €3.26 b which is a drop of slightly less than 3%. 

 

The budget on the central level does not tell such a uniform story and has experienced declines in the 

periods 2003-2004 and 2007. Nevertheless its cumulative rise since 1995 amounted to over 100% 

and the nominal amount of the central cultural budget in 2010 was €927 m. In 2011 it fell to €839 m, 

which is a drop of almost 10%. This late decrease may have been conditioned by the Dutch Four-

Year Multiannual Budgetary Framework, since a new 4-year framework came into force only in 2011. 
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The drop in the central cultural budget in 2011 has been felt most severely in the sector of literature 

and libraries where the budget fell by almost 50%, from €111.6 m to €65.6 m. Budgets for the visual 

arts, architecture and design and film remained almost the same, while budgets for the performing 

arts and foundations have even been raised in 2011. 

 

The local level in the Netherlands represents over 86.5% of the general public budget for culture. It 

experienced a constant growth trend since 1995, being broken only in the period 2006-2007. It has 

been growing in nominal terms during the crisis as well, while in 2011 falling from €2.85 b to €2.83 b, 

which represents less than a 1% drop in funds. 

 

Employment in culture followed the trends in public budgets for culture and experienced growth trends 

in 2008-2010, while falling in 2011 from 94,500 to 92,050 workers. A recovery occurred already the 

next year as the number of employed workers rose again to 94,225. Unfortunately there are no data 

available yet for 2013, but in the last two quarters of 2012 the number of workers in creative, arts and 

entertainment activities grew. 

 

 

Poland 

 

The budget of the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage has kept growing in the only EU country 

without an annual GDP decrease after the crisis. Nevertheless, central spending represents around a 

third of all public cultural expenditure, culture being governed and financed in one of the most 

decentralised manners in Europe.  

 

This divergence between the central and local level has continued after the crisis, too. The massive 

local cultural spending showed a particular peak in 2010, especially in capital expenditure figures, 

apparently due to a robust investment cycle based on the Structural Funds, complemented by the 

Norwegian Fund. The rich inventory of data reveals that the largest single target of local cultural 

spending were the ‘houses of culture’, oscillating around 40% of budgets. Statistics show an 

investment boom of cultural centres in the 66 largest cities – with a nearly 30% decrease by 2011 in 

this area, investment having apparently been completed.  

 

As to balanced development, the financing of libraries has increased in the most even way over the 

span of eleven years until 2011. In 2011, state expenditure on culture and national heritage rose 

slightly (by 3.1% in comparison with 2010) due to the "Pact for culture". This is an agreement signed 

in 2011 by representatives of the government, eminent persons and citizens. It declares that 1% of 

the state budget will be earmarked for culture – to be achieved in 2015. 2012 was a year of real 

growth of the budget which was at disposal of the Minister of Culture and National Heritage. The 

overall sums earmarked for this budget in 2012 were almost 25% higher than in 2011. Since the 

greater part of cultural activities are financed at the local level, the Ministry can focus on selected 

major programmes. 

 

Culture is the decisive constituent in the COFOG 08 budget group in Poland, although spending on 

sports came very near in 2010-2011, most probably connected to the European Football 

Championship held in 2012.  

 



 

Trends in Public Funding for Culture in the EU 
 

by Vesna Čopič, Péter Inkei, Anita Kangas and Andrej Srakar 
EENC Report, August 2013 

 
 

46 

Revenues from the lottery provide for funding cultural projects through the Fund for the Promotion of 

Culture. This source reached 250 million zlotys in 2010, about 3% of all public financing of culture.  

 

 

Portugal 

 

Austerity policies in place in Portugal in recent years have had an impact on cultural administration at 

central level: in 2011, the former Ministry of Culture became a State Secretariat, and this renders the 

comparison of year-on-year data difficult.  

 

Evidence of cultural budgets obtained has proven inconclusive, partly as a result of the fact that 

recent annual budgets have been revised in the course of each budgetary year. The percentage 

allocated to ‘culture, recreation and religion’ within the national budget appears to have increased 

from 0.25% in 2011 (€ 529 m) to 0.69% in 2012 (€1450 m) and decreased again to 0.31% in 2013 

(€693 m), but these figures are based on initial estimates and should be taken with care.
43

 

 

No details have been found as regards the internal breakdown of expenditure. 

 

Information on cultural employment has been found until 2011: at the time, 76,800 people were 

employed in the cultural and creative sector in Portugal, showing a reduction of 5.3% from the 

previous year. This amounted to 1.6% of the total employed population, a figure which was roughly 

similar to that of 2010. Over one half of those employed in the cultural and creative sectors in 2011 

worked in the Lisbon region (55.3%), which however was home to only 25% of the total employed 

population in the country. In Lisbon, cultural employment amounted to 3.4% of total employment.
44

 

 

 

Romania 

 

Internationally available statistics reveal that in the broader domain of recreation, culture, religion, 

media and sports 2005 was the starting point of a sharp budget increase particularly in local 

governments, fuelled apparently to a certain extent by the influx of EU Structural Funds. This was 

followed by a drop of over 20% after 2008, the level of which had not been reached again by 2011.  

 

According to the Compendium on cultural policies and trends, the share of cultural finances within all 

public expenditure is one of the highest in Europe, going over 2% in 2010. Cultural expenditure is high 

also in terms of GDP: 0.73% in 2010. This is being distributed in a decentralised manner, local 

governments handling over 80% of the resources.  

 

 

Slovakia 

 

                                                           
43

 Data taken from the national budgets published in the Diário da República on 31.12.2010, 30.12.2011 and 

31.12.2012 respectively. Both the amounts allocated to ‘integrated services’ and to ‘autonomous services and 
funds’ have been taken into account. It is worth noting that recent media information indicated that the state 
budget for culture had been halved in recent years, cf. Emma Jane Kirby, ‘Portuguese culture feels the pinch a 
arts budget slashed’, BBC News, 23.7.2013; available at http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-23248062.  
44

 Instituto Nacional de Estatística, Estatísticas da Cultura 2011 (Lisbon: Instituto Nacional de Estatística, 2012). 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-23248062
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Leaving aside year-to-year oscillations, the trend of cultural spending has been on the increase. The 

financing of culture and related areas (religion and recreation) is more centralised in Slovakia than the 

EU average. The years immediately after the eruption of the global financial crisis show no decrease 

in this domain except for a sudden divergence at the expense of local spending in 2011.  

 

A successful example of diversification not only of financing in the area of culture is the Audiovisual 

Fund of the Slovak Republic, which is based on a so-called “arm’s-length” model of financing and 

management. The Audiovisual Fund draws its funding from multiple sources including actors 

operating in the audiovisual industry in Slovakia (public television, private television, cinema 

operators, distributors of audiovisual works and retransmission operators). After the first three years 

of operation, the increase in Slovak film production and its international acknowledgement is very 

visible. 

 

As a result of measures to decentralise culture and reduce state influence, many cultural institutions 

now fall under municipal and regional government. They have for a long time been in a poor financial 

situation because municipal and regional authorities regard culture as an “optional extra” and are 

primarily concerned with infrastructure development, healthcare and social services. Also several 

cases of political interference with artistic freedom of those institutions have been reported over the 

last few years. 

 

The independent artistic sector has been struggling with an old-fashioned cultural policy framework 

and under-financing for almost two decades. However, in recent years a number of operators came 

up with new activities, events, venues and operational models, instead of surviving strategies. This 

wave of “activism” in the cultural sector gave birth to a new creative urban culture, which seems to be 

more vivid than anytime over the last few decades. 

 

 

Slovenia 

 

In Slovenia the response to the crisis has been conditioned by the political situation. In 2008 the Left 

Wing Coalition overthrew the Conservatives of Janez Janša and started a policy of budgetary raises 

which mainly involved raises in social transfers and maintaining of the welfare state. The policy lasted 

until the overthrow of the coalition in 2011, when the Conservative government under Janez Janša 

once more took control, which lasted one more year and ended in huge protests bringing to power 

another Left Wing coalition which is in charge to date. 

 

The measures implemented by the 2008-2011 Left Wing coalition have been based on raises in 

public budgets, and had as a consequence also significant raises in both central and local 

government spending for culture. Under Minister Širca, culture received large raises despite the crisis. 

In 2009 a final large raise of the ministry’s budget from €178 m to €204 m was implemented, followed 

by slight drops until 2011 and a final severe drop of over 10% in 2012 (adopted under the second 

Janša government, as a corrective to the crisis and previous budget rises). 

 

But already in 2008 a significant rise took place on all three levels of cultural budgets (general, 

central, local). This was mainly caused by a newly-adopted public employees’ payment reform which 

caused significant disturbances in the system of remuneration of public employees. Therefore in 2008 

the general cultural budget (measured following the COFOG classification) rose from €255.7 m to 
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€301.1 m, which represents a raise of 17.75%. The central cultural budget rose in the same year by 

13.2% and the local cultural budget by over 21%. 

 

In the years 2009 and 2010 COFOG data shows additional rises in both the central and local cultural 

budgets. In 2010 the central cultural budget amounted to €182.4 m and the local cultural budget to 

€180.8 m. This has been followed by a drop in 2011 of 3% on the central level and 6% on the local 

level (all data measured under COFOG 08.2). As noted previously, an even sharper drop followed in 

2012. The prospects for 2013 and 2014 are negative. 

 

Among the sectors the largest part is represented by cultural heritage which followed the trends 

experiencing a sharp drop of over 10% only in 2012. There was a sharp drop in 2012 also in the field 

of literature which suffered a decrease of almost 18%, and in the field of media, of over 50%. 

Investments on the other hand reached a peak in 2009 (after a period of significant rise which can be 

attributed to investment projects like the renovation of the National Opera House) followed by a 

“crash” in the trend, leading to a drop of almost 90% in 2012 as compared to 2009. Surely all of the 

trends were accompanied by funds given to the European Capital of Culture Maribor 2012 – perhaps 

some drops in several sectors in 2012 can be attributed to the raised attention given to this project in 

2012. One would of course expect some rise in investments due to this project, yet the convoluted 

story of this project, which suffered from several leadership changes and conflicts during the planning 

process, has had a clear, negative impact on broader investment trends in previous years. 

 

For the employment in culture, data is based firstly on internal materials of the Ministry. According to 

them, employment in culture has been on a steady rise in the period 2005-2010, going from 21,422 

employees in 2005 to 24,857 employees in 2010, which represents a rise of over 16% in 6 years. 

According to data from Eurostat on the other hand the employment in “Creative, arts and 

entertainment activities” has been rising also in 2011 and 2012 amounting to 5,025 workers in 2012, 

while employment in “Libraries, archives, museums and other cultural activities” has grown 

significantly in 2011 from 4,650 to 5,875 workers while falling back to 5,100 workers in 2012. Support 

to higher employment in culture, especially in NGO, freelance and private for-profit sectors has been 

proposed by the Ministry of Culture in its recent National Program for Culture 2014-2017, which is still 

in the phase of discussion and implementation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Spain 

 

The observation of public funding for culture at national level in Spain in recent years shows two 

clearly-differentiated phases: between 2005 and 2009, ‘policy programmes for culture’ in the overall 

national budget increased each year, from €936.3 m to €1284.3 m (+37%). Since then, each year has 

seen a more marked reduction, reaching the bottom figure of €721.7 m in 2013 (-44%). Whereas in 

2005 funding for culture accounted for 0.37% of the total national budget, by 2013 this figure had 

decreased to 0.21%.  
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When considering this rather low percentage in comparative terms, it is necessary to take into 

account that most public funding for culture in Spain corresponds to local and regional authorities. In 

2010, local, regional and national authorities were the source of, respectively, 58.9%, 25.8% and 

15.3% of the total funding for culture in Spain. Local authorities devoted 5.3% of their overall budget 

to culture, a percentage which had remained rather stable in previous years.  

 

On the other hand, a decrease in relative expenditure in culture was visible particularly among 

regional authorities (from 1.21% in 2006 to 0.99% four years later, with a marked drop particularly 

between 2008 and 2010). This trend was valid for most regional governments, although at varying 

paces: in the case of Madrid and Murcia, the share of cultural activities within the overall regional 

budget was halved between 2006 and 2010, whereas Asturias, the Basque Country and the 

autonomous city of Melilla were the only territories in which the cultural budget increased over this 

period. 

 

As regards cultural employment, trends replicate the general increase in unemployment in Spanish 

society and they are also similar to those of public budgets for culture, although the reduction in 

cultural jobs was visible before the reduction in public funding: a peak of 578,300 cultural employees 

was reached in 2008 (rather than 2009) and reductions have been constant thereafter until 2012, the 

latest year for which data is available (452,700; or -22%). Cultural employment accounted for 2.8% of 

total employment in Spain for most of the years between 2005 and 2010 but decreased to 2.6% in 

2012, thus pointing to a more marked reduction in this sector than in the broader economy.
45

 

 

 

Sweden 

 

The total national budget and the culture budget have both grown steadily between 2006 and 2012: 

from SEK 6036 m in 2006, to SEK 6616 m in 2012. Looking at the big picture, the financial crisis has 

not left any particular marks on the public spending on culture in Sweden. However, in 2011 some 

central domains experienced a decline, and the figures have not returned to the level of 2010: 

Looking at the data of 2012, this is the situation with domains ‘Museums and Exhibitions’; ‘Theatre, 

dance and music’ and ‘Literature, reading and language’. However, it should be noted that an 

administrative reform known as Cultural Cooperation Model is being implemented in Sweden since 

2011, channelling part of the state funding through regional administration (see the increase in the 

domain ‘Multidisciplinary activities’). The domain ‘Multidisciplinary activities’ shows a sharp increase. It 

includes inter alia state support for regional governments, for funding of regional arts and culture 

institutions and policies. The administrative reform shifts power from state level to the regions. 

However, the regions have to have the approval of the Swedish Arts Council, that is, a state agency, 

for their cultural policy plans and spending. This has drawn some criticism in the regions. The 

increase in ‘Multidisciplinary activities’ identified above is largely related to this reform (2010: SEK 422 

m; 2012: SEK 1550 m).  

 

The domain ‘Cultural environment’ has experienced a steady increase, reaching SEK 927 m in 2012; 

whereas ‘Film’ and ‘Visual arts, architecture and design” and ‘Archives’ have experienced a minor 

decline over the years. 
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 Ministerio de Educación, Cultura y Deporte, Anuario de Estadísticas Culturales 2012 (Madrid: MECD, 2012); 

available at http://www.mcu.es/estadisticas/MC/NAEC/2012/PresentacionAnuarioEC2012.html.  

http://www.mcu.es/estadisticas/MC/NAEC/2012/PresentacionAnuarioEC2012.html
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Sweden invests in children’s art education – the focus on children and youth has been one of the the 

government’s key priorities in recent years, and it is also evident in the light of figures: the Skapande 

Skola (Creative Schools) project was launched in 2008 and its funding has tripled since, reaching 

SEK 151 m in 2012.  

 

The regional level is gaining importance in the Swedish cultural policy. Regional governments’ 

budgets for culture continue to increase: their share of the total public spending on culture has grown, 

whereas the share of the municipalities has decreased. In 2011 the state share of the public funding 

for culture was 45%, that of regional level 15% and local level 40%. 

 

 

UK 

 

Total funding under the COFOG-defined category ‘Recreation, culture and religion’ in the UK has 

shown a regular increase in the years under study, moving from £10.8 b in 2005/06 to £13.2 b in 

2011/12. Figures peaked at £13.3 b in 2009/10 but, despite a decrease of almost 3% the next year, 

increased again to an almost similar figure of £13.2 b in 2011/12, the last year for which figures could 

be found. Over the years under study, the share of the budget for ‘recreation, culture and religion’ 

decreased from 2.1% to 1.9% of the total national budget. 

 

The broad category mentioned above includes several subcategories, some of which are more 

directly relevant to culture. Expenditure on ‘Cultural services’ increased from £4.2 b in 2007/08 to £4.4 

b in 2009/10 (+6%) and then decreased to £4.2 b in 2011/12 (-5.7%). The trend was different for 

‘Broadcasting and publishing services’, which reached its peak year in 2011/12 (£4.2 b), up 13% from 

2007/08. It is worth noting that by the end of the period broadcasting and publishing received 1% 

more resources than cultural services, whereas four years earlier they received 11% less funding. A 

sharp decrease was visible as regards religious and other community services (from £151 m to £100 

m), whereas R&D on recreation, culture and religion increased but remained a small figure (from £125 

m to £131 m).
46

 

 

At local level, it is worth noting that the Local Authority Budget Settlement Review 2012 carried out by 

ArtsDevelopmentUK, an association of arts officers working in local authorities, found that local 

authority expenditure on culture in 2012/13 remained largely stable as regards the previous year, 

which, when taking inflation into account, pointed to a reduction of funding in real terms. 

Nevertheless, taking a longer-term perspective, the report stressed that average expenditure on the 

arts by the councils surveyed was 38% lower than in 2008. Among the areas in which a reduction in 

funding was visible were staff costs, revenue of regularly-funded organisations and capital 

expenditure. Local authorities are increasingly working to maximise external funding, making 

partnerships and securing additional funding. On the other hand, a decline in cooperation between 

local authorities and the Arts Councils in England and Wales was noted. 87% of the councils 

surveyed expected further reductions in 2013/14. Since 2003, 55 authorities had closed their arts 

service and 7% of respondents were fearful of closure in 2013/14.
47

 

 

 

                                                           
46

 HM Treasury, Public Expenditure: Statistical Analyses 2012 (London: HM Treasury, 2012). 
47

 ArtsDevelopmentUK, ‘Local Authority Budget Settlement Review 2012’ (2012); available at 
http://artsdevelopmentuk.org/2012/10/arts-development-uk-local-authority-arts-funding-survey-2012/.  

http://artsdevelopmentuk.org/2012/10/arts-development-uk-local-authority-arts-funding-survey-2012/
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3. Conclusions 

 

3.1. Public funding for culture 

 

3.1.1. Varying trends among Member States 

 

The current crisis in Europe is of a general nature, going beyond economic issues and affecting the 

values and living conditions of European citizens on a broader scale. In this respect, the crisis is a 

long process in which the crunch in October 2008 constitutes one point in time only. Nevertheless 

from the point of view of public financing of culture, our actual topic, the autumn of 2008 was indeed a 

critical turning point, placing the issue of public debt in the focus across Europe, ushering a period of 

austerity and budget cuts, which is far from being over.  

 

The examination of the statistics of public expenditure of the last several years reveals different, even 

opposite patterns between cultural and total spending, and between central and local budgets 

respectively. The diagram with the accumulated data of sixteen countries
48

 (this many were available 

from Eurostat databases) illustrates the point: 

 

Graph 8: Trends in cultural and total public budgets at central and local level, 2004-2011 

16 EU countries; 2004 is taken as the index year (=100) 

 

 
 

 

                                                           
48

 Eurostat COFOG data accessed via http://datamarket.com. The 16 countries (Cyprus, Czech Rep., Estonia, 
Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia, Sweden) 
represent an appropriate sample for the entire EU. 2004 = 100%. 
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Between 2006 and 2009 there was a real boom of cultural expenditure from the central budgets. Its 

dynamics surpassed the growth rate of total central public spending. A considerable share of this high 

rate is without doubt capital investment, not independently of the attraction investment enjoyed in 

Europe before the crisis. After the 2008 credit crunch nevertheless central funds had other priorities, 

which included the bailouts in a number of countries. In 2009-2010 this meant even increased growth 

of the expenditure followed by a sharp regression by 2011. In the meantime on the local level there 

was continued expansion of public resources (partly just compensating for the inflation), with culture 

keeping abreast of the total expenditure. We shall see later that local spending on culture became 

larger than the central sources already in the previous decade and this divergence has amplified after 

the crisis. In most countries the central cultural budgets shrank first and deeper, buffered and 

counterbalanced by the relatively smaller decreases – or in fact increases – detected at the local 

levels. 

 

With regard to the individual countries, the analysis revealed no overall “European trend” in how the 

new financial environment affected public cultural funding. The clusters that were generated in section 

2.1 on the basis of selected key indicators of financing express the basic patterns, with nevertheless 

considerable variation also inside clusters. The trends of cultural finances in most cases follow the 

curves of the general public budgets: when and where government budgets suffer major reductions 

cultural expenditure also falls at large degree (e.g. the Baltic republics in 2009-2010, currently Cyprus, 

Greece, Spain, and to a lesser extent Bulgaria.)  

 

This correlation between general budgets and cultural finances is, however, not automatic. Cultural 

finances have a degree of independence for a number of reasons, of which only one is the relative 

position of culture in the hierarchy of policy priorities. As could be seen also on the graph, in most 

countries the crisis had an immediate impact on the budgets of central governments (including the 

national agencies of cultural funding), reaching local (regional and municipal) finances in later waves. 

At the same time the variety of cultural funding between local governments is greater than the 

differences of percentages of culture between the budgets of Member States’ Ministries of Culture. 

The large number of relatively autonomous decisions made by local governments (which number over 

ten thousand authorities in some countries) lends a great degree of independence to the actual 

manifestations in cultural financing. 

 

Countries where there was no fallback in cultural finances, or even maintained the upward trend of 

the previous years (Sweden, Finland, Denmark, Poland, Austria) are conscious about the singularity 

of the phenomenon which they proudly attribute to cultural policy principles. In fact the grand total of 

European cultural finances is less grim than one would predict on the basis of communication in 

various professional platforms and in the general media, with relative stability secured mainly through 

developments at local level. 

 

The scarceness of current statistical evidence prevents us from drawing conclusions about changes 

in the internal composition of cultural finances. However, a few observations can be made in the midst 

of a general reduction in cultural funding: 

 

► Cultural education, or more broadly culture for children and young people, belongs to these, 

having preserved a strategic position in national expenditure in countries like Austria, Finland etc.  
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► The established, institutionalised nature of the library sector may be key to the stability that this 

domain receives in financing, coupled probably with successful adaptation to the shift from 

physical to digital in the information devices, and with offering enriched community services.  

► This latter, the upgrading of the need for serving local communities, explains why in the Eastern 

Member States financing local cultural centres maintained its traditionally strong position in 

financing culture at municipal level. This is displayed at great detail on the information platform of 

the Polish Sejm (Parliament)
49

, where we learn that with PLN1.8 b cultural centres (houses, clubs 

etc.) represented 40% of total municipal cultural expenditure in 2011 in Poland.  

► The slight absolute and relative decrease of spending on heritage protection that was observed in 

a few countries (Poland, Czech Republic) may be linked to the general reduction of all capital 

investment activities. Conversely, for example in France this area has enjoyed preferential 

treatment even in times of cuts. 

► A flagship domain of culture, the performing arts (music, theatre, dance etc.), appears to be a 

major loser of the dire financial period, enjoying priority in few places only. Statistics fail to reflect 

the continued shift towards ad-hoc events (festivals, tours) from regular programmed 

performances; public money is less apparent in the case of the former. 

 

Besides by administrative levels from central down to local, and along the various subsectors, cultural 

finances can be broken down by the character or status of the beneficiaries. This ranges from state-

owned large institutions to independent art groups or even individuals active in one or other cultural 

form. Severe cuts have been reported in some places about large cultural institutions in terms of 

staff numbers, salaries and operational costs (e.g. Baltic countries, Cyprus), also fusions between 

institutions occurred in many places. Independent operations and projects, including individual 

artists, however, living in precarious conditions by definition, have suffered a more serious setback in 

many more places (Latvia, Hungary, Slovakia, United Kingdom).  

 

 

3.1.2. The relationship of central and local finances of culture 

 

As stated above, there has been a continued shift within the sphere of public cultural finances from 

the central to the local level. This trend received a fresh impetus after the crisis, as is clearly 

illustrated by the cumulative data from the 16 countries that are available at Eurostat
50

: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
49

 Sejmometr, Wydatki w Dziale 921 Kultura i ochronę dziedzictwa narodowego, 

https://sejmometr.pl/bank_danych_lokalnych/56?p_wym2=1305  
50

 Total public expenditure on cultural services (COFOG 08.2) million euros in Cyprus, Czech Rep., Estonia, 
Finland, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain 
and Sweden. Accessed via http://datamarket.com. 

https://sejmometr.pl/bdl_wskazniki_podgrupy/56
https://sejmometr.pl/bank_danych_lokalnych/56?p_wym2=1305
http://datamarket.com/
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Graph 9: Trends in public expenditure on cultural services at central and local level, 2001-2011 

16 EU countries; total public expenditure in million € 

 

 
 

The mechanisms by which the greater part of public funds on culture are decided upon should be 

further explored. Statistical figures (like those in the Urban Audit of Eurostat) expose a very large 

variety in the proportion and composition of cultural expenditure in European towns and regions, but 

the same statistics reveal little about the decision-making processes. Little is known about the 

relationship between policies, strategies, programmes that are declared and implemented centrally 

and those made in the field, especially on the municipal level.  

 

Local cultural planning is to some extent determined by legislation in most countries. Acts of 

Parliament may stipulate specific obligations (providing library services, for instance, is common in 

almost every Member State), otherwise local governments have a great degree of freedom. 

Availability of resources and the hierarchy of priorities are the main constraints in determining local 

cultural expenditure. The impact of higher level priorities, e.g. national cultural strategies or agendas 

of the Ministry of Culture is a little explored area.  

 

We have identified at least three cases (Sweden, Slovenia and Flanders, Belgium) where the 

existence of a valid local cultural strategy is a condition for central funds. The role of these strategies 

in the definition of priorities, allocation of funding and accountability, nevertheless, may present 

important differences. In Sweden the collaborative cultural model is a new model for allocating state 

allowances to regional cultural activities, for the delegation of power from the national government to 

the regional governments. In practice a substantial part from the national government supporting 

regional cultural institutions and policies are transferred to regional governments. However, the 

Swedish Arts Council, acting as a representative of the national government, approves regions’ 

cultural policy plans before they can get funding. Representatives of the regional governments have 

uttered some criticism regarding the way the model has been implemented, arguing that it is giving 

too much authority to the Swedish Arts Council over regional cultural policy. The system for the 

follow-up of the grants in the cultural cooperation model formulated by the Swedish Arts Council can 
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have a strong normative effect, particularly if feedback from the regions forms the basis of grant 

distribution.
51

 

 

 

3.1.3. Alternative funding mechanisms 

 

EU Structural Funds 

 

As many reports
52

 written by the members of the EENC have shown, the EU Structural Funds have 

an important role in cultural funding. They reduce regional disparities in development and strengthen 

cohesion and cultural diversity, while improving public access to culture and the arts. This is the case 

especially in Eastern countries and seems to be little affected by the crisis. For instance, in Poland in 

2010 the strong increase in EU-supported capital investment in the sector in the countryside made the 

entire cultural spending produce a peak year. Similar trends were observed in other countries in the 

region, such as the Czech Republic.  

 

Besides, in Finland the activities of the EU’s Structural Funds and the European Agricultural Fund for 

Rural Development have a large impact on the Finnish culture sector in the programme period 2007-

2013. The Funds had allocated over €180 m in public and private funding in culture by the end of 

2010.
53

 Near 800 projects have been implemented since 2007. This figure does not include projects 

that received a financing decision in 2011 or projects related to cultural environments and funded by 

the administrative branch of the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry or projects related to cultural 

entrepreneurship by that of the Ministry of Employment and the Economy. The funding of the EU’s 

Structural Funds and the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development can be compared to the 

annual state and municipal funding allocated to culture, which for the state totals around €400 m and 

for municipalities around €500 m. 

 

It is an important characteristic of financing in the frame of the EU Structural Funds that a significant 

part of it occurs outside the agenda of the Ministry of Culture in the relevant country. This happens 

either due to the principle of subsidiarity that applies in the use of EU funds, or because certain 

investments in culture are initiated by other sectors like tourism, urban or rural development, 

education, less frequently as social cohesion, environment, employment etc. (In fact in spite of their 

cultural character several of these projects are categorised differently and thus escape the records of 

cultural finances.) Thus the resources of the EU enhance synergies of culture with other economic 

and social spheres. 

 

These examples are relevant for the implementation of culture within new strategies of the European 

Union’s Cohesion Policy 2014-2020. Especially in the domain of regional development and social 

cohesion a more versatile approach for supporting culture, heritage and arts is needed.  

 

 

                                                           
51

 Roger Blomgren and Jenny Johannisson, Kultursamverkansmodellen. Styrning och bidragsfordelning. 
Myndigheten för kulturanalys. Rapport 2 (2013), available at http://www.kulturanalys.se/wp-
content/uploads/2013/05/Kultursamverkansmodellen_2013_inlaga_low.pdf.  
52

 Documents available at http://www.eenc.info/category/eencdocs/papers-2/ 
53

 Laura Pekkala, Cultural projects in EU programmes. Culture in the EU’s Structural Fund projects and in the 
Rural Development Programme for Mainland Finland in 2007–2013 (Helsinki: Ministry of Education and Culture, 

2012), p. 16. 

http://www.kulturanalys.se/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Kultursamverkansmodellen_2013_inlaga_low.pdf
http://www.kulturanalys.se/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Kultursamverkansmodellen_2013_inlaga_low.pdf
http://www.kulturanalys.se/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Kultursamverkansmodellen_2013_inlaga_low.pdf
http://www.kulturanalys.se/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Kultursamverkansmodellen_2013_inlaga_low.pdf
http://www.eenc.info/category/eencdocs/papers-2/
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State lotteries  

 

A paper presented by the European Lotteries to the EU institutions and the Member States of the 

European Union tells that in 2011 the members the European lotteries contributed more than €25 b to 

the state budgets and the funding of causes of general interest.
54

 The paper emphasises that state 

lotteries represent a system in which the state ensures that the proceeds are used for the benefit of 

society as a whole rather than being a source of private profit. 

 

State lotteries’ profits are employed in Europe for funding for the arts and culture. Depending on the 

country, the main beneficiary varies (heritage, arts, sports, other “good causes” such as welfare, 

health, science, education, youth and recreation, local community, culture for all) and their collection 

and redistribution methods vary from country to country; in Finland, Denmark, Sweden and the UK the 

share of culture (total of arts, culture and heritage) has been marked:
55

 

 

► In Finland the state funding for culture comes from two sources: 1) budgetary resources and 2) 

state lotteries and pools operations. The lottery operations’ profits have been a customary source 

of state funding for culture for decades, and there is a law regulating the distribution of the lottery 

funds on a percentage/beneficiary principle: arts and culture 38.5%; sports 25%; science 17,5%; 

and youth 9%, and the remaining discretionary 10% is left for the government to decide. The 

lottery funds have served as a sort of ‘buffer’ in the times of economic downturn in Finland: the 

share of the lottery funds experienced an increase during and after the economic recession of the 

early 1990s in Finland. It peaked in 1999, when the share of the lottery funds reached 78% 

(including also funding for public libraries). Looking at the culture budgets and the shares of the 

lottery funds 2005-2013, the role of the lottery funds as “financial buffers” compensating budgetary 

fluctuations becomes apparent: An increase of approximately 10% is detectable after the global 

crisis broke.  

► In the UK, where cultural heritage is the key beneficiary of lottery funding for culture, the Heritage 

Lottery Fund reports that the share of lottery funds for heritage increased from 16.7% to 20% 

between 2008 and 2012. The increase is partially caused by the government’s decision to increase 

funding in this field from lottery resources.
56

 The Heritage Lottery Fund receives its assets from the 

National Lottery operations. Also the Arts Councils benefit from the Lottery: the predicted increase 

in Lottery income made possible the development of the ambitious strategic framework for the arts 

over 10 years, “Achieving great art for everyone”.
57

 In addition the open-application “Grants for the 

arts” has lottery budget (£202 m is earmarked for this programme for 2011-15).
58

 From April 2012 

the Department for Culture, Media and Sport and the Department for Education increased the 

share of National Lottery funding for the arts from 16.67% to 20%. Together with increased 

                                                           
54

 The European Lotteries, The European Lotteries White Paper on a Sound and Sustainable Gambling Policy for 
the Benefit of Society (Lausanne: European Lotteries, 2012); available at https://www.european-

lotteries.org/announcement/el-white-paper-sound-sustainable-gambling-policy-benefit-society  
55

 Diane Dodd, Dorota Ilczuk and Carla Bodo, Gambling on Culture. State Lotteries as a source of funding for 
culture - the arts and heritage, conference reader, 14-15 November 2002, Rome.  
56

 Heritage Lottery Fund, A lasting difference for heritage and people. Strategic Framework 2013–2018 (London: 

HLF, 2012). Available at 
http://www.hlf.org.uk/aboutus/whatwedo/Documents/HLFStrategicFramework_2013to2018.pdf. 
57

 See more at: http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/funding/our-investment/investment-in-the-arts-2012-
15/#sthash.jG5t73OG.dpuf  
58

 Ibidem.  

http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/about-us/a-strategic-framework-for-the-arts/
http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/funding/apply-for-funding/grants-for-the-arts/
http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/funding/apply-for-funding/grants-for-the-arts/
https://www.european-lotteries.org/announcement/el-white-paper-sound-sustainable-gambling-policy-benefit-society
https://www.european-lotteries.org/announcement/el-white-paper-sound-sustainable-gambling-policy-benefit-society
http://www.hlf.org.uk/aboutus/whatwedo/Documents/HLFStrategicFramework_2013to2018.pdf
http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/funding/our-investment/investment-in-the-arts-2012-15/#sthash.jG5t73OG.dpuf
http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/funding/our-investment/investment-in-the-arts-2012-15/#sthash.jG5t73OG.dpuf
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National Lottery income, this means that Arts Council England should receive £262 m of National 

Lottery funding in 2014 to 2015, compared with £151 m in 2010/11.  

► In Denmark public support to amateur culture (the national associations, the national programmes 

for the development of talents and the occasional national funds / pools aimed at amateur arts) is 

financed through both the State Budget and the annual lottery surplus allocations. It is also from 

the lottery surplus that the occasional national funds / pools aimed at the amateur arts have found 

their funding.
59

 

► In Poland since 2003, Article 47 of the Gambling Act has provided for a transfer of funds from the 

rise in lottery ticket sales to the fund for the promotion of Culture, which is administered by the 

Ministry of Culture. This additional funding seems to be reflected in an effective growth in the 

cultural data, especially in the 2004 national cultural budget, which was 14 times higher than in 

1995.
60

  

► In Hungary the National Cultural Fund was established as an arm’s length body to the Ministry with 

the aim of financing cultural projects in 1993. Between 1993 and 2010 this Fund was financed by a 

1% cultural contribution paid on cultural goods and services, including advertising. In 2010, this 

cultural levy was abolished and replaced by lottery revenue as the main source of funding. 

 

These examples highlight the different emphases in how governments/ministries use lottery revenue 

in cultural funding. The specific feature and the sustainable contributions from lotteries need more 

researches and analysis in cultural policy. Lottery revenue tends to be a type of income that is not 

closely related to the economic cycle, its level of sensitivity to economic cycle is low
61

. The decisions 

on how to distribute lottery revenue is linked foremost to the priorities of lottery-revenue distributing 

bodies.  

 

 

3.2. Cultural employment 

 

Culture and the creative industries have been increasingly integrated into the policy agendas in the 

EU Member States since the 2000s. The growth of the cultural and creative sectors in the EU from 

1999 to 2003 was 12.3% higher than the growth of the overall economy.
62

 According to the European 

Commission, between 2008 and 2011 employment in the cultural and creative sectors proved more 

resilient than in the EU economy as a whole with growth rates varying however between subsectors.
63

 

This tendency is all the more interesting because some sectors have a higher percentage of youth 

employment than the rest of the economy. Analyses made by the Work Foundation in 2010 and 2011 

showed that in all recessions creative industries employment has been more sensitive to the 

economic cycle than employment in market-based knowledge services more generally in the UK. 

                                                           
59

 Compendium on Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe, Denmark: 
http://www.culturalpolicies.net/web/denmark.php?aid=621  
60

 Veronika Ratzenböck, Katharina Okulski and Xenia Kopf, Cultural policy landscapes.A guide to eighteen 
Central and South Eastern European countries. (Vienna: Erste Stiftung and österreichische kulturdokumentation. 

internationales archiv für kulturanalysen, 2012), available at http://www.erstestiftung.org/wp-
content/uploads/2012/11/Cultural-policy-landscapes.pdf.  
61

 Lindqvist, Katja, “Museum finances: challenges beyond economic crises”, Museum Management and 
Curatorship, vol. 27, no.1 (2012), pp. 1-15. 
62

 KEA European Affairs (2006) The Economy of Culture in Europe. Study prepared for the European 
Commission, Directorate-General for Education and Culture, Brussels. http://ec.europa.eu/culture/key-
documents/doc873_en.htm  
63

 European Commission, Promoting cultural and creative sectors for growth and jobs in the EU, COM(2012) 537 

final. http://ec.europa.eu/culture/our-policy-development/documents/com537_en.pdf  
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Over the last three recessions the employment resilience of the sectors has been remarkably 

consistent. In each recessionary period employment in creative-based industries fell by between 4 

and 5%. Interestingly, in the Work Foundation’s report there have been marked differences between 

the arts, entertainment and recreational services group where employment falls in the last recession 

have been greater than in previous downturns, and information and communication services where 

the fall in employment has been much less. The main reason seemed to have been a much greater 

vulnerability of self-employment to the downturn in arts, entertainment and recreation compared with 

other sectors. Between mid-2008 and mid-2010 self-employment across the economy went up by 4%, 

but in arts, entertainment and recreation self-employment went down by 16%. In contrast, employee 

employment in arts, entertainment and recreation was relatively stable, falling by just 0.8%. In 

information and communication services both self-employment and employee employment fell, but 

the fall in employee employment was larger than for self-employment.
64

 

 

In our analysis we found a slight reduction in cultural employment in most countries; in a few countries 

there was even a slight increase. However, in the interpretation of the statistics there are some 

problems concerning the definition of cultural employment. Definitions vary, depending on how 

different countries compile statistics on this topic
65

. In our analytic continuation we used data available 

through Eurostat and we examined the determinants of cultural employment and the effect of the 

crisis on employment in culture. Only two predictors for trends in culture employment were found, 

namely the level of GDP per capita and the effects of crisis. The crisis cycle dummy is negative and 

strongly significant, which showed that cultural employment declined severely during the economic 

crisis.
66

 

 

Our analyses substantiate the need to establish a common way (framework, variables and 

parameters) to measure and follow-up cultural employment. Cultural employment has been of interest 

to the European Commission and to Member States. It has been studied and a wide variety of reports 

are written, but their frameworks and contexts vary significantly and this results in separate 

publications through where comparable data and trends are difficult to identify. The definitions of 

‘cultural employment’ often differ as well. 

 

In the OECD labour force statistics, the cultural sector is a small part of the service sector, and it is 

very difficult to separate any parameters to forecast cultural employment trends. However, in the 

current post-industrial society, the increasing provision of services (public and private) and increasing 

leisure time mean that cultural services are exposed to the expected growth. 

 

                                                           
64

 Ian Brinkley and Charlotte Holloway, Employment in the creative industries (London: the Work Foundation, 
2010), available at 
http://www.theworkfoundation.com/assets/docs/employment%20in%20the%20creative%20industries.pdf; and Ian 
Brinkley, Recession and Recovery to 2020. A Knowledge Economy Report (London: the Work Foundation, 

2009), available at 
http://www.theworkfoundation.com/downloadpublication/report/230_230_ke_recovery%20final.pdf  
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 See EU Skills Panorama, Precision, handicraft, craft printing and related trades workers. Analytical highlight, 
prepared by ICF GHK for the European Commission (2013), available at 
http://euskillspanorama.ec.europa.eu/docs/AnalyticalHighlights/73%20PrecisionHandicraftPrintWorkers_en.pdf 
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 Eurostat does not provide a continuous time series and has a break in methodology unfortunately exactly in 
the year 2008. As predicted by the model, each country has in each year had a lower percentage of cultural 
employment in the workforce by 0.19%. If one takes note that average percentage of cultural employment in 
workforce is 1.67% this is a highly significant drop. 
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To develop activities with information and statistics regarding the cooperation between the labour 

market and education is also most important. In statistics, cultural employment is often classified in 

other services. Additionally, because of the recent organisational transformations, cultural labour 

markets are characterised by casualisation, informal networking and freelance work. 

 

Even if the relationship between forecasting employment trends in culture, and quantitative and 

qualitative planning of education is very complex, interventions and focused analyses are justified. 

Both the standard industrial as well as occupational classification systems are still very strongly based 

on the attributes of national and international industrial society. The main problem with these lists is 

that they go out of date rapidly as new occupations develop and older ones decline. The new growing 

sectors in occupational cross-border areas are often missing in the quantitative classifications in 

education planning or anticipation of labour force qualification, and it follows, of course, that the 

development of all vocational branches is not transmitted to decision-makers. Assessments of cultural 

labour force, knowledge and skills needs are often somewhat incomplete, because quantitative 

examinations concern only a part of the cultural labour force. It follows that analyses of cultural 

employment are sometimes partly false interpretations of the sector as a whole. The demand for 

occupations is a poor predictor of future labour market requirements for qualified labour, simply 

because the types of occupation change rapidly with the new technologies. 

 

In addition to occupational and standard industry classification, it might be reasonable to anticipate 

the labour market by taking into account the necessary qualifications’ development across 

occupational borders. Besides the common classifications, it might be necessary to create some new 

common classification that could be used for examining the qualifications required for various 

occupations, and then for summing these estimates together across occupational boundaries at 

national and EU level. One idea to define training needs (i.e. skill needs) could be to use a list of 

occupations and then to see whether commonalities in skills can be identified among the 

occupations.
67

 This perhaps would better reflect the fact that cultural and inter-cultural knowledge and 

creativity are needed not only in the traditional cultural occupations, but also as a complementary 

know-how of qualifications in many other professions. Reports by the CEDEFOP
68

 provide the basis 

for this kind of analyses. In practice, it is a question of how to develop teamwork between responsible 

experts of multi-sector labour market and multi-and cross-disciplinary education in e.g. humanities, 

economics and social sciences. The role of cultural competencies (i.e. visualisation, design, 

aesthetics) will increase in demand within production and services. 

 

 

3.3. Transparency of information 

 

This report has had to face serious difficulties regarding the availability of information on public 

funding for culture at both central and local level. Whilst the time and resources available for the study 

did not render a thorough, in-depth analysis feasible, the research team encountered a number of 

difficulties deriving from the use of different accounting methods, non-accessibility of data, lack of 

updated central databases, etc. These factors have influenced the results of the analysis and should 

                                                           
67

 For example, European Commission, Transferability of Skills across Economic Sectors: Role and Importance 
for Employment at European Level (Luxembourg: Publications Office of the EU, 2011), available at 
http://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/news/18798.aspx 
68

 Ibidem; and CEDEFOP, ‘Quantifying skill needs in Europe. Occupational skills profiles: methodology and 
application’, research paper (Luxembourg: Publications Office of the EU, 2013), available at 
http://www.cedefop.europa.eu/EN/Files/5530_en.pdf  

http://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/news/18798.aspx
http://www.cedefop.europa.eu/EN/Files/5530_en.pdf
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be taken into account by European and national authorities to facilitate analysis, accountability, 

planning and policy-making in the future. 
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