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Introduction
The Netherlands has a great deal of experience in developing art and cultural policy. You can read all about it in the book titled: `Cultural Policy in the Netherlands’. Dutch cultural policy is best described as rational and well thought-out -  as was confirmed in the eighties in the large-scale comparative research project commissioned by the Council of Europe. Its findings have resulted in a true portrait gallery, revealing the similarities and differences in the way national governments solve the problems of developing, presenting and preserving art and culture within their own national borders. The Council of Europe’s work has been further continued in the electronic data system known as the: `Compendium of Cultural Policies in Europe, facts and trends’. It is my job to update the chapter on the Netherlands at regular intervals together with Vladimir Bina from the Ministry of Education, Cultural Affairs and Science (ECS). This forces me, from time to time,  to immerse myself in the intricacies of cultural policy in our country.

On the whole, it has been the work carried out by the Council of Europe that has led me to realize that you can only get a proper picture of the cultural policy of your own country by crossing its borders. Incidentally, that was something I used to do on a smaller scale a long time ago, way back in the seventies. At the time I was surprised to find that the cultural political issues prevalent in West Germany were almost the same as in the Netherlands. I was then working for the combined artists organizations and was deeply involved in defending the position of the artist in the cultural policy being produced at the time. Trying to safeguard their position was an uphill battle as you found yourself running up against the authorities at every turn. What was at stake was the conversion of the copyright laws from a  protective legal regulation (ideally speaking) into a primarily economic tool: with the new-style copyright laws a work of art could be exploited for economic gain, it could actually generate an income. In Flanders they were in the process of writing a statute for artists, inspired by policy plans in the same domain in France. The idea that policy options were unique to the Netherlands, and that they had never been devised in any other country before, proved to be naïve and was quickly discarded.

In the eighties, the Netherlands reorganized the structures governing orchestras, theatres, museums and libraries. That took place against a backcloth of a re-allocation of responsibility   at central, regional and local governmental levels. This redistribution of governmental responsibility combined with the reorganization of the different cultural components are together referred to as the `Dutch model’. Matarasso and Landry (1999) have characterized this model as a halfway house between government and art. It works in the following way: a long-term grant is awarded with the proviso that once every four years all the institutions receiving these subsidies (more than 800 of them) will be inspected – all at the same time. This model is said to ensure the correct balance between an appreciation of art and political commitment. However, the rationale behind the model is closer to that of the performing arts. In this branch there is an artistic necessity to engage upon long-term planning, one that has become even more compelling now that theatre, music and dance companies travel such long distances. In this sector time and space seem to align: in the global system in which the opera houses, symphony orchestras and music industry operate it is not unusual to plan 4 to 6 years ahead. What was once important for the performing arts, namely long-term planning, was later also considered to be applicable to libraries, archives, the visual arts, film, literature and so forth. The `kunsten plan’ (arts plan) was stretched to take on board the ‘cultuurnotasystematiek’(cultural policy programme governing funding cultural institutions for a four years period).

After the model had been adopted by the entire cultural field, and provided for by law (The Cultural Policy (special purpose funding) Act 1993), certain European trans national developments occurred which then somehow or other had to be included in the national model. This led to a proposal to adjust the ‘Dutch model’, which is the term we shall use in the rest of this paper for the cultural policy act governing special funding.  

Background to the Dutch Model
Before 1988, there used to be an annual round of subsidies granted by the Department of Culture. To determine how the grants available for art should be spent, they would ask for recommendations from the Arts Council. In addition to this channel there were working parties set up by the department which dealt with specific sectors like the orchestra sector, the museum sector or the theatre sector. This `sectoral approach’ focused mainly on internal relations within well-defined sectors. A typical question for them to deal with would be whether there were sufficient orchestras in the Netherlands, or whether the national heritage entrusted to the numerous museums was being well conserved and properly displayed. Thus it was mainly concerned with the desired combined action between the participants in any one sector, and less worried about how the museum sector or the orchestra sector related to other areas of subsidized culture.
During those years it was mainly the department that took care of both policy preparation and its execution. This changed slightly due to the partial transfer of policy preparation to the Arts Council, and policy execution to funding bodies. The department gave the `direction model’ the chance to grow. But this didn’t mean that the old system was abandoned entirely. Even after the Dutch model had been introduced there were subjects that the department preferred to take care of itself, often without asking for recommendations from the Arts Council. One example is the policy platform `Culture and School’ which is carried out almost entirely by central government; or the `Cultural Outreach Action Plan’ in which the local, regional and central government, headed by the State, work together to attract new audiences. Not forgetting international culture policy, which for the greater part is prepared and executed by civil servants from the Ministry of Education, Cultural Affairs and Science with their colleagues from the Foreign Office.
The arrival in 1988 of what was then called the ‘arts plan’, was prompted by the need for  long-term planning, but once the idea was born it developed at high speed, mainly fuelled by management and policy considerations. In the eighties the Department of Culture was looking for opportunities to improve the management of institutions in the cultural sector across the board. To facilitate accountability for so many differing grant-flows, they tried to develop a model which would allow them to compare ‘subsidized achievements’ in various sectors by a process of standardization. The idea was that comparability (stage1) would open new channels that would lead to an assessment (stage 2) of the output of the individual cultural institutions in a broader context, after which an evaluation (stage 3) could take place. The results of the evaluation formed the building blocks for governmental choice (stage 4).
This governmental choice had to be based on three dimensions, according to a letter from minister Brinkman to the Arts Council dated 2 April 1987: (a) supply versus demand (because there may occasionally be a surplus); (b) large towns versus the region (to ensure the supply is well spread over the entire country) and (c) art discipline versus art discipline (a `fair division’ of state funds over the differing sectors). What was eventually to become the foundation of the management rationale behind the Dutch model is described in a letter from the minister to his advisory council. However, just as the possible consequences of comparing different dimensions have never been adequately specified, so the rudiments of a  `fair division’ have never been drawn up either. A principle is a far cry from practice. In principle, a large museum like the Rijksmuseum with 400 employees has the same status in the Cultural Policy Act Governing Special Funding procedure as a small  theatrical company with three permanent members of staff and five freelance actors.  In principle, the law governing the Specific Cultural Policy makes it possible to compare institutions that belong to different art disciplines with one another for the purposes of assessment (type c). Nevertheless, in practice, this principle hasn’t been applied up to now. Type a assessments are not to be found either, as in the Netherlands the discussion about consumer subsidies has never got off the ground, except in the field of art education, where pupils are given vouchers by the government which they can exchange for tickets at theatres, concert-halls and cinemas. Type b proposals are popping up occasionally, but gradually there is a tendency to bring central government, provinces and municipalities together in one central led cultural planning strategy. 

The Cultural Policy Act procedure, with its ambition to compare different sectors in an integrated way, was designed to arrive at a well-balanced cultural policy. In the publication ‘Cultural Policy in the Netherlands’ (2003) the Ministry of Education, Cultural Affairs and Science outlines the possibility of, in principle, ‘bringing up the entire content for discussion’ at regular intervals. However, they immediately add the proviso that in the case of the ‘crown jewels’, that is institutions like the Koninklijk Concertgebouworkest (Royal Concertgebouw Orchestra) or the Rijksmuseum, discussions focusing on their right to exist would be extremely theoretical. 

In the nineties, it was government policy to hand out subsidies solely on the basis of the act. Consequently the system of four-year subsidies in the field of culture was given a legal grounding. But what is the tenor of this legislation? The Cultural Policy (special purpose funding) Act is a  procedural law: it stipulates which arrangement of interconnected actions the central government must follow to ensure that subsidies for cultural and artistic institutions are distributed in a controlled and lawful way. One of the clauses has a bearing on recommendations. In the mid-nineties it was decided that there would be only one advisory body for each department of the ministry, which led to the Arts Council, the Media Council and the Library Council being merged into one. This new Culture Council (1995) was given the task - within the set limits of the decision-making protocol laid down in the Cultural Policy Act procedure - to make recommendations about the entire cultural sector: visual arts, museums, cultural heritage, the libraries, the liberal arts and the audio-visual media. The introduction of the Law governing Specific Cultural Policy and the merging of the advisory councils were the two reasons why it was decided that the new Culture Council would bring out a recommendation about all subsidized institutions in the sector every leap year. Incidentally, the national broadcasting corporation was excluded from the integrated assessment. No argumentation for this omission can be found. That also holds for higher arts education. It would have been logical for a ministry that serves the combined interests of education and culture to include them in a joint-assessment with the visual arts and the museums, but you will search in vain to find any such combination.
The Culture Council’s broader terms of reference, and the central position it was gradually allocated in the decision-making process, brought the integrated assessment within reach - both materially and organizationally: due to the four-year cycle, recommendations were more intensively focused on individual institutions, whilst the radius of action had also been extended. But although governmental investments in administration have been intensified and extensified until now (at the brink of decreasing budgets) it has not led to any significant adjustments. 

The Cultural Archipelago
The Dutch model was originally developed to get more of a grip on culture policy and, where necessary, make financial adjustments after comparing different cultural sectors. But it is as difficult to compare the individual cultural sectors to one another as it is to compare the entire cultural sector to the entire agricultural or health care sectors. The disciplines which together go to make up the cultural sector are, by their very nature, relatively autonomous islands; in a cultural archipelago each island has a natural inclination to shift, grow or shrink. The fact that the heritage sector is growing more quickly is related to a change in the broad social pattern of value attribution: a shift in favour of the greater appreciation of the national heritage which the government seems to be recognizing. This emerges from the differences in budget increases, which leads to changes in the pecking order. All in all, it will be an impossible task for the Culture Council to ‘correct’ the pattern of changes pursued by the ministry.
The idea that the sectors each develop according to a set pattern, and in so doing build up their own `policy affinities’, can be empirically underpinned. In his study on the development of film policy, monument policy and theatre policy over the last forty years, the sociologist Hans van Dulken has highlighted the differences in policy development per sector (Van Dulken, 2002). In the case of the film and monuments, he emphasizes the steady increase in opportunities for development, and for finding alternative sources of finance (in the case of the film, by joining up with the audiovisual industry; in the case of the preservation of monuments and historic buildings, in the private real estate sector). Tax relief and advance loans are important policy instruments here; as is direct subsidy. The theatre shows a quite different development. The affinity in that sector is for artistic experiment, innovation and small-scale projects, thus sticking close to its function of stimulating artistic development. This makes it the sector that is most dependent on direct subsidies. All in all, the substantive policy developments, as outlined by Van Dulken, give little support to the proposition that different sectors of comparable magnitude can be successfully compared to one another, let alone the individual institutions that belong to these various sectors.

The Model and its Environment
Taking all this into consideration, there are system-intrinsic grounds for adapting the model. Equally there are developments taking place in the cultural sector that will force us to make adaptations to the system. I will mention the three most important ones. 
(I) The rise of mixed financing in the cultural sector.
 Structural shortfalls in budgets mean that everywhere in Europe it is becoming quite usual to look for alternative sources of finance in the private sector. Particularly in the case of the performing arts and the museums this has led to mixed financing becoming commonplace. Nonetheless, in the model, there is a close relationship between the subsidies institutions receive and recommendations from the Culture Council. While the Council cannot do anything but assess an institution in its entirety, that same institution may only be subsidized by the government for 50%. Therefore there is less and less overlap between the assessment of the institution and the amount of subsidy. The question then is how can a political decision be arrived at on the basis of the Dutch model?  

(II) Shifting public interest for traditional art and culture. 

Whilst traditional art and culture are still the most important factors for national  governments, people’s tastes change. To prevent support crumbling away, substantial investments have been made to attract new audiences. These investments are largely a burden on the culture budget. The tenor everywhere is that local communities are increasingly disinterested in traditional culture whereas the international community’s interest is growing. Where shifts in the audiences’ preferences prove to be structural, it can result in shifts in audience numbers and corresponding shifts in subsidies granted to these institutions. That might be a reason for a drastic overhaul of the subsidy system so that it, politically speaking, continues to be justifiable. This may therefore lead to major adjustments to the Dutch model.

 (III) The decreasing importance of pure artistic judgment in the entire political decision-making process. 

Government responsibility for the traditional national cultural sector is legitimated by drawing attention to the fact that it serves the interests of national identity, which in the main corresponds with the principle of cultural diversity. That means that the way in which culture-policy must be justified is shifting from primarily artistically-based values to primarily social-political or economic values. Since the Dutch model has as yet shown a preference for the quality of the artistic or cultural content above other criteria, this may, sooner or later, lead to controversy.

It would appear that the Dutch model, once established as a halfway house between the art world and the government, cannot be immunized against developments happening on the outside which involve changes in both public administration and in the way art is practiced. The great importance that was once attached to an internally consistent and thoroughly rational system, like the one described in 1987 in minister Brinkman’s letter, can be explained by the need that was felt at the time to put their house in order and regulate the fairly disordered flow of subsidies, and the just as greatly felt need to quantify the returns from these subsidies so that they could be politically justified and thus safeguarded. I too am still in favour of continuing the Dutch model, the halfway house, because of the continuity and  policy stability it guarantees, and its transparency in providing us with an open view of the way the government deals with art and culture. However, the system should be made even more open, the rationale behind the allocation of funds should be more in line with the rationale behind the system’s aims. And those aims are still to find good solutions for the problems that are involved in effectively developing, providing and maintaining art and culture. 

New Opportunities for the Dutch Model 

Earlier I stated that the cultural sector is in fact an archipelago of different sized islands in different locations. They are relatively autonomous cultural sectors related by their core  interest in art and culture. But, as I stated above, they are too different in nature, and develop too much in line with their own built-in dynamics, to be put into an all-incorporating model. This is why cultural policy should reflect the sector’s island structure. Where culture needs to be helped by policy, the content of the culture segment must fit in 100% with the policy system. Libraries have a different radius of action, and function in a different forum, from, let’s say,  music composers. 

In the same way government administration should act more like an archipelago when dealing with art and culture. In the last decade central government has made deliberate overtures to provincial and local government to get them to formulate a common policy programme with a connected system of funding. In addition to this, in the Netherlands, there arose what are referred to as ‘convenantsgebieden’ (covenant areas: a combination of a number of provinces and the municipalities within their boundaries) who gear their policy to that of central government, and vice-versa. I am in favour of a government system with clearly complementary, but separate, policy functions and responsibilities.

Where could all this lead?

1. A planning system that is not based on a four-year cycle for all sectors, but one that adjusts the planning period to the specific art sector concerned. In the case of museums this might be eight years, for the performing arts three. A non-uniform system of cycles means that more attention could be paid to specific sectors and there would be more chance of reliable assessments (that is not the case at present).

2. A clearer division between the artistically sensitive parts and the more institutional parts of the culture policy. The Culture Council should be changed into a Culture Policy Council. It should be manned by people who have a real affinity with culture, but who are once removed from direct practice in the world of art. They should be asked to join the Council on the basis of their academic, managerial or organizational skills. Artists and other creative professionals should join the art funding organizations, whose members play a large part in Dutch cultural policy. The art funding bodies must keep farther away from policy questions and divert their attentions primarily to monitoring and promoting artistic quality.

3. An upgrading of culture policy at local level. Towns and provinces are at the moment too focused on the money and policy developments provided by central government. That leads to the crumbling away of expertise, and waning commitment to local or regional culture policy.

4. More interest in international developments in culture practice and culture policy. The national government, by putting less energy into bureaucratic negotiations with provincial and municipal authorities, can focus better on what is happening in Europe and beyond. The government must acquire the instruments needed to gather information on international trends, like the above-mentioned shifts in financing systems, the changes in audience participation, and the shifts in the political legitimisation of governmental influence on culture. That could, on the one hand, lead to an increase and improvement in the supply of information, which could benefit the position of the Dutch institutions. On the other hand, the Netherlands could, in the first instance, make a more positive contribution to the development of a European artistic and cultural community, to complement the communities already in existence in the  national states.  

5. A clearer division between the political and administrative responsibility for culture. In the existing Dutch model administrative and political ideas have been amalgamated to far too great an extent. Every culturally political initiative leads directly to a governmental response, whereby time and again the minister responsible steps in and makes far too detailed plans. More distance between administrative responsibility, which should lie mainly with the art institutions themselves, and political responsibility, which lies with the minister or the State Secretary, would mean there would be more scope for a wider and more coherent political view of culture - which could be further developed by the government or minister responsible. This is sorely missed at present.    

References
Dulken, Hans van (2002) Sanering van de subsidiëring. Overheidsbemoeienis met monumentenzorg, film en toneel vanaf de jaren zestig. Amsterdam: Boekmanstudies

 Matarasso F. & Ch. Landry (1999) Balancing Act: twenty one strategic dilemmas in cultural policy. Strasbourg: Council of Europe

Cultural Policy in the Netherlands (2003) Den Haag: Ministry of Education, Culture and Science.

