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SUMMARY
This thesis studies repertoire diversity and its possible determinants in non-profit theatre 

for two European countries, namely England and Germany. For this, extensive 

econometric analysis is carried out using specifically constructed data sets. It aims to 

extend the economic non-profit literature which has mostly concentrated on the US to 

date, by offering an empirical analysis of European performing arts organisations, 

specifically theatre, and by concentrating on a particular type o f qualitative output, 

repertoire diversity, and how it is affected by public funding.

The thesis is introduced in Chapter 1, which outlines the context, motivation and 

aims o f this research. Furthermore the structure and a summary of the approach as well 

as the main findings of the remaining chapters are described.

Chapter 2 gives a theoretical review o f the relevant economic literature on non

profit performing arts organisations. It forms part of the economic framework of this 

thesis as it analyses the role and the behaviour of non-profit organisations to give some 

answers to the importance and motivations o f non-profits in the performing arts.

Chapter 3 offers a methodology for this thesis. It discusses the concept and 

possible measures of diversity based on the existing literature. In addition, it studies a 

wide range of possible determinants of repertoire diversity with a particular focus on the 

impact o f state subsidies on repertoire choice drawing on the industrial economics 

literature.

Chapter 4 examines the grant-aided theatre sector in England, to throw light on 

the issue of repertoire diversity in the sector as a whole. It offers first an extensive 

description o f the English grant-aided theatre sector in terms o f its structure and its main 

funding and repertoire policies. Secondly, it measures repertoire diversity for the entire 

sector using repertoire lists provided by the Arts Council o f England. The results show 

that repertoire diversity has been increasing over the past years contrary to recent claims 

o f a financial and artistic crisis in the sector. Finally, the role o f the grant-aided theatre 

sector as a producer of new and innovative work and its importance to the commercial 

sector are discussed.

Chapter 5 represents the first study on the determinants of repertoire diversity in 

an European performing arts sector, namely English non-profit theatre, using much 

more extensive econometric analysis and introducing new explanatory variables to 

explain repertoire diversity than any previous repertoire study. For this, diversity



measures at the producer level are applied to the data compiled for Chapter 4 to measure 

repertoire diversity for each individual theatre. In a second step, extensive cross- 

sectional regression analysis for the theatre seasons 1996-1999 is undertaken to examine 

the possible financial, organisational and demographic determinants o f repertoire choice 

in the individual theatres using data specifically compiled for this chapter with the help 

o f a survey. The main econometric results indicate that income from subsidy, the size 

and location of a theatre or average income of the local population have an important 

impact on repertoire decisions.

Chapter 6 studies a second European non-profit performing arts sector, namely 

the German theatre sector. First, an overview of the existing literature and the German 

theatre sector in terms of its unique structure and its specific features as well as its 

funding and repertoire policies is given. A wide geographical spread, regie management 

and multiple-branch concerns as well as a large subscription audience are typical for 

this heavily subsided public theatre sector. Secondly, repertoire diversity is measured at 

the producer level, using repertoire lists provided by the German stage association. It is 

found that there is a heavy reliance on classical and established modem playwrights.

Chapter 7 analyses first the determinants o f repertoire diversity in the German 

public theatre sector. Similar to Chapter 5 cross-sectional regression analysis for the 

theatre season 1998/99 is undertaken. The main results show that income from public 

subsidies and a subscription audience, multiple venues, being a pure drama theatre and 

the size of the community have an important effect on repertoire diversity. Secondly, a 

similar analysis is undertaken for the private theatre sector but no conclusions can be 

drawn from this as a result o f the poor data availability. Finally, similar trends in 

repertoire diversity are found in a further analysis of repertoire diversity relative to both 

public and private theatre sectors as found earlier in the two separate studies for each 

theatre sector.

Chapter 8 concludes this thesis with a summary and comparison o f the main 

results. Despite certain structural and organisational differences in English and German 

non-profit theatre, both studies show that public funding, multiple venues and the size 

of a community which is also related to the location of a theatre can be important 

determinants o f repertoire diversity. Finally, an outlook for possible future research is 

given.

IV
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CHAPTER 1

RATIONALE, OUTLINE AND MAIN 

FINDINGS OF THE THESIS



1.1 Setting the context

In the Western world the theatre has gradually left its popular origins behind and has 

become a form o f  expression fo r  the elite; it is guided chiefly by conservative middle- 

class taste, the aesthetic promptings o f  avant-garde artists, or by an intellectual desire 

to challenge society.

(Unesco (1969) in Hdnseroth, 1976: 10).

The live performing arts within the European Union differ substantially from country to 

country in terms o f their organisational structure and their systems o f public support. In 

some countries, such as Germany and France, performing arts organisations are 

predominantly public institutions with huge public financial support while in other 

countries such as Great Britain, for example, they are mainly private non-profit 

organisations, which receive comparatively modest public support. In addition to these 

subsidised institutions there are also private proprietary performing arts organisations 

that play an important role mostly in larger European cities.

Why do non-profit performing arts organisations receive public support? The 

most fi'equent approach to justifying public financial support to the non-profit 

performing arts has been based on welfare theory. In this context the following three 

normative arguments o f market failure are very often used to justify  such public funding 

o f  arts organisations contract failure, non-private benefits and distributional arguments 

(see Frey, 1999; O ’Hagan, 1998; Throsby, 1994).’

One approach by sees the non-profit performing arts characterised by contract 

failure as a result o f unusual market conditions characterised by high fixed costs and 

limited demand (see Chapter 2 for a more detailed explanation). Hence, performing arts 

organisations need to rely on donative financing to be able to cover some o f  their costs
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as setting the price to high would mean they do not satisfy marginal criteria for 

efficiency and might therefore be unviable.

The performing arts are very often regarded as a merit good, which are “inherent 

worthy” to be consumed by a society. Equity considerations suggest therefore that all 

citizens should have at least some access to the nation’s heritage o f art and culture. This 

provides a strong argument for public subsidy to the arts to overcome the differences 

between high ticket prices and low incomes of the disadvantaged. Additionally, another 

argument is based on the unequal possibilities o f consuming art events as a result of 

geographical inaccessibilities and psychological barriers, often due to the strong 

influence of the family background. To remedy this, subsidies are required to offer arts 

events in areas with no access to cultural events otherwise and to support children and 

youth art programmes (see Heilbrun and Gray, 1993; Krebs, 1996; Throsby, 1994).

The performing arts do not only produce private benefits for which individuals 

attending an event can pay for, but also non-private and therefore non-chargeable 

benefits from which both to those who attend and not attend an event can benefit. The 

performing arts can produce collective benefits or positive externalities for a society as 

a whole by defining a nation’s identity which is related to national prestige and social 

coherence. By preserving art and culture as a legacy for future generations, the 

performing arts cater for an option demand for both current and future generation. 

Additionally, they can act as an agent of social disruption and change by reacting to 

current affairs. Another common argument is one of social improvement o f consumers 

who attend an arts event. Finally, economic spill over effects are produced by such 

organisations in form of benefits to the local economy (employment, tourism), for 

example. These arguments provide a convincing argument for public subsidies based on
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efficiency grounds as such non-private benefits should be paid for by the state (see 

Abbing, 1980; O’Hagan, 1998 and Heilbrun and Gray, 1993).

One important type of non-private benefit is the development o f socially critical 

and other innovative/experimental work since the primarily entertainment function of 

the performing arts cannot survive on indefinite repetition o f existing work; it needs 

new work to sustain it (see O’Hagan, 1998).

Drama can contribute to the sense o f a country’s national identity and this in turn 

can lead to a greater sense of social cohesion and continuity. As Weil (1995) argues, the 

arts, including drama, are one of the principal means by which a society binds itself 

together and transmits its beliefs and standards from one generation to another. Not only 

does drama provide a kind of ‘social glue’, it also furnishes a means by which a society 

can identify and distinguish itself from others. Only a diverse repertoire will 

accommodate such varied objectives.

These arguments offer a justification of public subsidies to the performing arts. 

However, public subsidies are mainly limited to non-profit organisations since they 

ensure the pursuit of the benefits discussed above as a result o f the profit maximisation 

restriction (see Chapter 2 for a more detailed discussion).

The subsidisation of performing arts organisations is the most common policy 

instrument used. Another policy instrument is based on allowing tax concessions to arts 

organisations which are used in many European countries in form of reduced VAT tax 

rates. Furthermore, the public funding agency could request certain local, regional or 

national playwrights or a certain repertoire mix to be played which would be equivalent 

to repertoire quotas. In this context the indices constructed for this thesis could be used 

to target future subsidies to see how diverse a theatre is.
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This thesis is mainly concerned with one type o f  non-private benefit, which 

refers to diversity in English and German non-profit theatre, and how they are affected 

by public subsidies. Sections 1.2 and 1.3 outline the motivation and approach o f  this 

research within this context.

1.2 Motivation

The initial inspiration for this thesis came from the pioneering work o f  DiMaggio and 

Stenberg (1985a and 1985b). In the first o f  these papers they developed a measure o f 

repertoire diversity that was novel and easily applicable to other countries, where 

suitable data sets existed. The second paper undertook the task to explain variations in 

repertoire diversity by looking at different possible determining factors in the US theatre 

sector.

Why look at repertoire diversity? Di Maggio and Stenberg did so to throw light 

on the issue o f innovation or lack o f  it in the US theatre sector. Blau (1989) and Pierce 

(2000) do likewise for US theatre and opera output and use measures very similar to 

those applied by DiMaggio and Stenberg. In a similar vein, Heilbrun (2001) and 

Martorella (1977) implicitly link diversity to the concept o f irmovation, in this case in 

relation to US opera. Castaner and Campos (2002) though claim that the link between 

repertoire diversity and innovation is at best tenuous and at worst misleading.

The starting point o f  this thesis was the lack o f  applications o f  such an analysis 

as undertaken by DiMaggio and Stenberg to performing arts data for countries other 

than the US and a more recent time period as well as the lack o f  sophisticated 

econometric analysis in DiMaggio and Stenberg’s sociological approach. As a result, I
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decided to look at two European countries, namely England and Germany, which are 

different to each other in terms of their organisational structures and their systems of 

state support.

With this in mind, a methodology for this thesis was developed based on 

DiMaggio and Stenberg but it was substantially extended and adjusted to the European 

context based on findings in other studies, especially those o f Austen-Smith (1980), 

Castaner and Campos (2002), Jenkins and Austen-Smith (1987) and Pierce (2000). 

Also, in this thesis much more econometric analysis was applied as in Austen-Smith 

(1980) and Jenkins and Austen-Smith (1987).

The heavy reliance on state support in the European performing arts sector has 

led to a special emphasis in this thesis on the impact o f state subsidies on repertoire 

choice in a much more in-depth way than any previous study. This main hypothesis is 

based on the argument that subsidised theatres have considerable scope to choose their 

repertoire mix since a substantial part of their income is derived from non-market 

revenue (see Montias, 1983; O'Hagan and Purdy, 1993 and O ’Hagan, 1998). This 

hypothesis is tested partly based on the single and multiple agent models by Austen- 

Smith (1980) and Jenkins and Austen-Smith (1987). Jenkins and Austen-Smith (1987) 

test one equation in their model of interdependent decision making on the relationship 

between a theatre’s programme mix and its possible determinants, similar to that in the 

single-equation model used in Austen-Smith (1980); this analysed the impact of revenue 

subsidies on repertoire policy in the UK for the year 1974/75. For this thesis a similar 

single-agent approach is adapted. However, I take account for possible interdependence 

in the decision-making process amongst multiple agents by testing for simultaneity. 

Furthermore, I use a much more objective and heavily data based variable for repertoire
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choice, a measure of repertoire diversity, and other explanatory variables based on 

DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a and 1985b).

Since performing arts organisations need to take the non-profit form to be able 

to receive such non-market income, it was of interest to see why theatres take the non

profit form and what the effects of subsidies on the output o f such organisations are. For 

this, I developed a wider economic framework for this type of analysis to be able to 

explain economic behaviour of non-profit performing arts organisations based on the 

relevant non-profit literature.

In summary, this thesis introduces some new hypotheses to explain variations in 

repertoire diversity as a result of the specific features of these theatre sectors and much 

more extensive econometric analysis is applied than is the case with the DiMaggio and 

Stenberg studies. For this, data for England and Germany were gathered to construct 

such diversity indices and to apply extensive regression analysis (see Section 1.3 for 

more detailed information on the data collection).

1.3 Aims and Structure of Thesis

The aim of this thesis is to widen the empirical debate over the determinants of 

repertoire diversity in the non-profit performing arts in a European context. The 

approach taken in this thesis is founded on the existing theories on the economic 

behaviour o f non-profit performing arts organisations. Since the non-profit status does 

not allow such organisations to distribute profits, profit-maximisation is excluded as a 

goal. As a result, such organisations must define alternative objective functions that 

often include the maximisation of quality and/or quantity rather than profit. The pursuit
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of such goals makes it very difficult for performing arts organisations to cover their 

costs with earned income and they therefore need to rely on donative financing, 

primarily public funding (see Pierce, 2000).

This thesis aims to extend the economic non-profit Uterature which has mostly 

concentrated on the US to date, by offering an empirical analysis o f European 

performing arts organisations and by concentrating on a particular type o f qualitative 

output: repertoire diversity. It is therefore mainly interested in one particular sector, the 

performing arts, specifically theatre, in which the non-profit organisational form is 

prevalent, and how its output is affected by public funding.

The structure of this thesis can be broadly described as follows: it first offers an 

extensive review of measures of repertoire diversity and its possible determinants within 

an economic framework of non-profit organisations that has not been undertaken to 

date. Secondly, it offers empirical studies of drama repertoire o f non-profit theatres in 

two countries, namely England and Germany, using original data sets that were 

compiled specifically for this thesis. A more detailed overview o f the structure o f this 

thesis is given below.

Chapter 2 provides part of the economic framework o f this thesis by giving a 

brief theoretical review of the relevant economic literature on non-profit organisations, 

in particular in relation to the performing arts. It first looks at the definitions, 

taxonomies and economic models of non-profit organisations which have mainly been 

developed for North America and discusses how European non-profit performing arts 

organisations fit into this. Secondly, it provides an in-depth analysis o f the role and 

economic behaviour of non-profit performing arts organisations in particular, with 

regard to the choice of output. Its approach, I think, is novel as it examines the existing 

economic models of management behaviour in non-profit performing arts organisations

8



in a single-agent/period framework. In this context it focuses specifically on the effects 

of a subsidy on their output. In addition, Chapter 2 looks at the literature that has 

attempted to model a more complete objective function using a multiple-agent or 

multiple-period approach. Finally, this chapter offers an explanation o f why non-profit 

performing arts organisations exist based on the non-distribution constraint. 

Furthermore it shows the impact of a subsidy on their behaviour depending on their 

objectives such as the maximisation of quality, audience size or o f the budget.

In most economic models artistic quality is assumed to be a major objective of 

non-profit performing arts organisations, which can be observed either in the standard 

o f performance or in the repertoire choice. The focus o f this thesis is on the second type 

of artistic quality, which refers to repertoire diversity. Chapter 3 discusses first the 

concept and possible measures of diversity based on the existing repertoire literature. It 

fills an important gap in the literature by comprehensively discussing a wide range of 

different measures o f repertoire diversity both at the industry and producer level which 

to my knowledge have not been discussed jointly before. Chapter 3 provides a further 

significant addition to the existing repertoire literature by discussing a wider range of 

possible determinants of repertoire diversity and including much more o f the existing 

economic literature than has been previously by other authors (see for example Castaner 

and Campos, 2002). It is also novel in its approach since it focuses in particular on the 

impact o f state subsidies on repertoire choice in a much more in-depth way than any 

previous study. This chapter, plus Chapters 4 and 5, form the basis o f two refereed 

articles, of which one is published and the second one is currently in the final process of 

being published (see O’Hagan and Neligan, 2001 and O ’Hagan and Neligan, 2004).

In Chapter 4 , 1 examine a particular non-profit performing arts sector, the grant- 

aided theatre sector in England, to throw light on the issue o f repertoire diversity in the
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sector as a whole. It first offers an appraisal o f the grant-aided theatre sector within its 

wider context by comparing it with the commercial and independent theatre sector in 

relation to its size and structure, using most recent publications and reports. 

Additionally, an overview of the funding and repertoire policies for grant-aided theatre 

is given as these might be influencing factors on repertoire diversity. It shows that the 

theatre sector in England is a diverse and complex network of theatres showing a robust 

performance in terms of attendance and revenue statistics. At the same time a financial 

and artistic crisis is perceived by some in the sector which inhibits the grant-aided 

theatre sector in fulfilling its R&D function and forces many theatres into safe- 

programming. In the second part repertoire diversity for the entire English grant-aided 

theatre sector is measured, using the Herfindahl Index, to find hard evidence for the 

claims described in the first part. This is the first time that the repertoire lists, which are 

regularly compiled by the Arts Council of England, are analysed in this way. As a result 

it involved a huge data cleaning and coding process before any calculations could be 

undertaken. The empirical results do not show that repertoire diversity is in decline in 

the last few decades but indicates the contrary: increasing repertoire diversity. Finally, I 

discuss the role of the grant-aided theatre sector as a producer o f new and innovative 

work and its importance to the commercial sector. Again, this brings together 

information not compiled to date on recent policy responses to increase new work in the 

theatre sector.

Chapter 5 examines the determinants of repertoire diversity in English non-profit 

theatre which represents the first study of this kind in a European context and a more 

recent time period. Hence, it can be seen as a contribution to the existing repertoire 

literature. In addition, it introduces new explanatory variables to explain repertoire 

diversity and applies much more extensive econometric analysis than any previous
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study. First, it concentrates on the analysis o f repertoire diversity for each individual 

theatre of the grant-aided English theatre sector, using diversity measures at the 

producer level. Two measures of repertoire diversity, namely the conventionality index, 

based on the playwrights, and the number o f productions, for each individual theatre are 

calculated using the data compiled for Chapter 4. It gives some evidence on how 

theatres differ from each other in their repertoire decisions. Why do theatres have 

different levels of repertoire diversity? This question forms the second part o f Chapter 

5, which examines the possible financial, organisational and demographic determinants 

of repertoire choice in the individual theatres. For this, a data set had to be constructed 

which involved a difficult and lengthy data collection process, in particular for the 

financial and organisational data required. The data was eventually forthcoming, after 

five visits to the Arts Council of England and a survey that was carried out to find out 

about the data availability in the individual theatres and the regional funding agencies. 

The survey mainly showed the difficulty with gathering consistent and complete 

financial and organisational data for the English grant-aided theatre sector. However, it 

also led to access of annual accounts o f a limited number o f grant-aided English 

theatres. Cross-sectional regression analysis was used for the econometric analysis of 

the possible determinants of repertoire diversity for the theatre seasons 1996 to 1999 

which included all necessary specification tests and the identification o f data-specific 

problems. This entailed an instrumental variable approach and an outlier analysis to take 

into account possible endogeneity problems and the relatively small sample size. 

Secondly, several model specifications based on different dependent variables and 

variations of the explanatory variables, are tested using OLS. The main results, which 

exclude outliers, show that the variables subsidy, size and location are always 

statistically significant in different model specifications. Hence, the main hypothesis.
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that income from subsidy has an important effect on repertoire decisions, seems vahd 

based on the argument that subsidised theatres have considerable scope to choose their 

repertoire mix. In addition, it can be seen that the larger a theatre, the lower the 

repertoire diversity in a theatre. Finally, socio-economic factors such as the location or 

average income do affect repertoire diversity.

Chapter 6 studies a second European non-profit performing arts sector, namely 

the German theatre sector. Similar to Chapter 4, an overview of the German theatre 

sector is given which includes a review of the existing studies on the German theatre 

sector and a description of the specific features and types o f theatres and their respective 

funding sources as well as an explanation of the funding structure and repertoire policy. 

It studies some specific features of the German theatre sector by looking at the existing 

studies and providing extensive descriptive statistics. Some unique features characterise 

the German theatre sector such as the predominance of public theatres which are usually 

publicly owned at municipal and/or federal state level. This heavily subsided public 

theatre sector is characterised by a wide geographical spread, regie management and 

multiple-branch concerns as well as a large subscription audience. This first section of 

Chapter 6 is novel in several aspects. It provides an updated and interdisciplinary 

overview of existing studies on the German theatre sector (see Table 6.1). In addition, it 

is the first time that such a review of studies, which are mainly written in German, is 

undertaken in English. Moreover, the overview o f the particular characteristics of the 

sector has not been undertaken in English in such detail before and has only been partly 

undertaken for a much earlier period in German. In the second section o f this chapter, 

repertoire diversity is studied at the producer level, using conventionality indices, based 

both on the playwrights and the plays, to see whether there is some evidence to the 

claim that there is a heavy reliance on classical and established contemporary
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playwrights in the sector. Repertoire data compiled by the German stage association 

Deutscher Buhnenverein was used. Despite the fact that the data was readily available 

the data collection involved a huge task as it was only available as a hard copy. As a 

result, substantial time was spent in scanning and cleaning the data before being able to 

code the repertoire data which is necessary to be able to calculate the conventionality 

indices for each theatre. This is the first time German theatre data has been used for 

such an analysis. The results show that there is a heavy reliance on classical and 

established modem playwrights.

Chapter 7 examines first the determinants o f repertoire diversity in the German 

public theatre sector. It constructs a new data set which includes financial, 

organisational and demographic variables and uses the conventionality indices 

constructed in Chapter 6 as dependent variables. The financial and organisational data 

was available from reports provided by the German stage association Deutscher 

Buhnenverein but the demographic data was collected from the individual regional 

statistics offices and the federal statistics office. Similar to Chapter 5, cross-sectional 

regression analysis for the theatre season 1998/99 is undertaken in this chapter. Again, 

all necessary specification tests are undertaken. No test for simultaneity is carried out as 

a result of the specific system of grant allocation in Germany. Different model 

specifications, which consist of different dependent variables as well as o f different sets 

of explanatory variables are tested using OLS. Additionally, different dummy variables 

are used to take into account specific features o f German public theatre such as 

multiple-branch concerns and regie management. In all sets o f regressions the variables 

studio and population and the dummy variable drama are statistically significant but the 

explanatory power of the models is relatively low. The results also show that financial 

factors such as income from subsidy and fi'om subscription audience do have an

13



important joint effect on repertoire decisions even if  they do not show to have an 

individual significant effect as a result o f multicollinearity. Furthermore organisational 

factors such as multiple venues and being a pure drama theatre have a significant effect 

on repertoire diversity. Interestingly, multiple-venue theatres offer a less diverse 

repertoire than theatres with only one main venue. Additionally, significant differences 

can be seen between theatres that are pure drama theatres and those with multiple art 

forms under one roof in terms o f  repertoire diversity. The only socio-economic variable 

that seems to have an effect on repertoire diversity is the size o f  a community. 

Secondly, an examination o f the private theatre sector, which partly receives a small 

amount o f public funding, is undertaken to be able to compare both theatre sectors but 

no satisfactory evidence was found. This might be the result o f  the poor data availability 

o f  the subsidy variable. Finally, a comparison o f  the level o f  repertoire diversity 

between the public and private theatre sectors is undertaken in an analysis o f  the entire 

theatre sector. It shows similar trends to the separate analyses o f  the public and private 

theatre sectors undertaken earlier.
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NOTES

A less common approach is a public choice analysis approach using politico-economic arguments. 

This approach assumes that each agent, such as a local politician, that has influence in the allocation 

of state subsidies for the arts, will be influenced by self-interested goals such as his/her popularity in 

the local community. As a result of this, the level o f subsidies to performing arts organisations might 

be dependent on this (see Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995; BCrebs, 1996).
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CHAPTER 2

ECONOMICS OF NON-PROFIT

ORGANISATIONS



Introduction

This chapter offers the economic framework o f this thesis. For this, the relevant 

economic literature on non-profit organisations is reviewed. Two branches o f economic 

theories of non-profit organisations have evolved during the past three decades. The 

first branch focuses on the role of non-profits by looking at questions about their 

existence and functions, while the second branch is interested in their behaviour. The 

latter discusses objectives and motivations o f such organisations and how they differ 

from the proprietary and the public sector (see Hansmann, 1987 for a good overview). 

In this chapter the relevant topics from both branches are discussed.

Section 2.1 first discusses the role and functions o f non-profit organisations by 

looking at definitions and possible taxonomies o f non-profit organisations and then 

offers possible explanations for their existence in certain sectors.

Why do theatres take the non-profit form and what consequences does this have 

for their behaviour? How does their behaviour change if they receive subsidies or 

donations? Section 2.2 reviews a wide literature, which is dedicated to the role and 

behaviour of non-profit organisations to give some answers to the importance and 

motivations o f non-profits in the performing arts such as theatres in England and 

Germany. In this context I will also look at the existing single agent and multiple agent 

models that analyse the effect of a subsidy on such organisations.

A summary of the main findings is given in Section 2.3.
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2.1 Definition, Classification and Rationale

2.1.1 Definition: What is a Non-Profit Organisation?

Most definitions o f non-profit organisations have been developed for the U.S. case and 

only have limited applicability to other countries such as England and Germany. The 

main difference can be seen in the usage of the term ‘non-profit organisation’ which is 

commonly used in the United States to refer to a specific type o f organisation that 

qualifies for tax exemptions and for tax-deductible donations. Although the usage of 

this term and such tax privileges are less common in other countries, similar 

organisations exist such as non-governmental organisations (NGOs), private voluntary 

organisations (PVO), community or public utility associations, for example (DiMaggio 

and Anheier, 1990; James, 1990).

It is argued that the United Kingdom ‘voluntary sector’, the German 

‘gemeinniitzige Organisationen’ and the U.S. ‘non-profit sector’ share many central 

features. Their main common feature is that they are ‘barred fi"om distributing its net 

earnings, if any, to individuals who exercise control over it, such as members, officers, 

directors, or trustees’ (Hansmann, 1980: 58). Thus, such organisations underlie a 

‘nondistribution constraint’ which does not prohibit them fi"om earning a profit, but only 

to distribute it in the form of share capital or any other ways of associating control with 

pure profits distribution. This feature distinguishes such organisations from both 

proprietary and co-operative forms (DiMaggio and Anheier, 1990; Hansmann, 1980; 

James, 1990; O ’Hagan and Purdy, 1993). This broad and rather legal definition by 

Hansmann (1980) has been most commonly accepted and almost every discussion of the 

issue has centred around the usefulness of the ‘nondistribution constraint’ as an 

organising principle in a variety of contexts. Many other authors start their definition 

with the ‘nondistribution constraint’ and then add additional defining characteristics.
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The drawback of many of such and other definitions is that most o f them are only 

appHcable to a very specific type o f non-profit organisation or sector (see Purdy, 1991; 

Salamon and Anheier, 1992; Steinberg, 1993 and 1997; Steinberg and Gray, 1993 for a 

more detailed discussion on this issue).

hi summary, the ‘nondistribution constraint’ does serve as a useful criterion for 

non-profit organisations as it can be applied to many diverse sectors in different 

countries regardless of organisational differences. Besides, the constraint has been a 

very useful characteristic in economic modelhng of the role and behaviour o f non-profit 

organisations, which I will discuss in more detail later in this chapter (see Steinberg, 

1997).

2.1.2 Classification

Non-profit organisations can be found in a wide variety o f organisations in sectors as 

diverse as the arts, education and health. Consequently, non-profit organisations can 

have many different objectives and internal structures. Several authors have seen the 

need for a classification system for that reason and have attempted to develop a 

taxonomy of non-profit organisations.

Again, most of the literature concentrates on the U.S. non-profit sector, which 

can only partly be applied to the European non-profit sector. Both Hansmann (1980 and 

1987) and Gassier (1986) divide non-profit organisations, which are seen as a polar 

category to proprietary organisations, into private and public non-profit organisations.’ 

Hansmann (1980 and 1987) further divides the private non-profit sector in relation to 

their funding sources and their control structure. Using the funding criterion, non-profit 

organisations are categorised as either commercial if  their income is mostly derived
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from sales income or donative if they receive substantial non-market support such as 

donations, subsidies and volunteer work. Under the governance criterion non-profits can 

either be characterised as mutual or entrepreneurial. In mutual non-profit organisations 

patrons have the ultimate control, while entrepreneurial non-profits have centralised 

decision-making structures and/or self-perpetuating boards o f directors. Hence, the 

latter are relatively unaffected by formal patron influence. These classification criteria 

lead to four different forms o f private non-profit organisations, which have to be 

regarded as polar or ideal types as in practice the boundaries between the four categories 

are blurred. Nevertheless, Hansmann’s framework for non-profit organisation is the 

most general available (see Hansmann, 1987 and O ’Hagan and Purdy, 1993).

Montias (1983) offers a different classification to account for the differences 

between European and U.S. non-profit organisations. In his comparison o f the European 

and U.S. performing arts sector he first divides the sector into ‘private proprietary 

organisations’ and ‘all other organisations’. The latter category consists o f non-profit 

organisations, but as some of these organisations might be very different to the legal 

classification o f non-profits in the United States it is further divided into ‘non-profit 

organisations o f the American type’ and ‘quasi-govemmental organisations o f the 

French or German type’. Although this categorisation is less detailed than the one by 

Hansmann, it discusses the special case of ‘quasi-govemmental organisations’, which is 

important in the European context.

The taxonomies by Hansmann and Montias are used as the main ones throughout 

this thesis, as they take the most general approach to categorise non-profits. There are 

obviously many other ways of categorising non-profit organisations, but they are very 

often based on a very specific aspect of such organisations (see Purdy, 1991 for an 

overview of other taxonomies).
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How do English and German theatres fit into this? The typical English grant- 

aided theatre can be classified according to Hansmann as a private, entrepreneurial non

profit institufion. The sector relies on both donative and commercial income: 

commercial income fi'om ticket sales and sponsorship and donative income fi’om the 

Arts Council of England/Regional Arts Boards and the Local Authorities. The typical 

German public theatre can be described as a ‘quasi-govemmental organisation’ 

according to Montias (1983). In Germany, arts organisations are public agencies, which 

have been created as being of public utility or interest (gemeinniitzig) and are 

subordinate to regional, municipal or sometimes central organs o f government. The 

public-utility attribute legitimates the direct aid (subsidies) or indirect support (tax 

exemptions) that they receive from government agencies (see Montias, 1983).

2.1.3 Rationale

Several economic theories have been developed to explain the existence o f non-profit 

organisations in certain sectors using the ‘nondistribution constraint’. This important 

characteristic of a non-profit organisation has been a very useful tool, in particular its 

mathematical presentation, in economic modelling o f the role and behaviour o f non

profit organisations. Economic research on non-profit organisations has been of 

growing interest during the past three decades with important contributions by 

Hansmann (1980 and 1987), Weisbrod (1977) and James (1987 and 1990). Recent 

reviews of economic theories of non-profit organisations still base their discussion on 

this seminal work and the more recent theoretical and empirical work which has 

evolved from this (see Anheier and Ben-Ner, 1997; DiMaggio and Anheier, 1990;
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Hansmann, 1987; James, 1990; Rose-Ackerman, 1996; Steinberg, 1997 and Throsby, 

1994 who offer a comprehensive and critical review of the existing literature).

The majority of research on the role o f non-profit organisations to date has been 

developed for and empirically applied to private non-profit organisations in the U.S. 

Hence, such models as developed by Hansmann (1980) and Weisbrod (1977), for 

example, can help explain the American situation, where private donations and fees are 

a major source of non-profit revenue but only have limited relevance when applied to 

other countries. This concerns in particular many European countries where the state 

plays an important role in funding such organisations. James (1987 and 1990) addresses 

the role of the state in a reformulation of Weisbrod’s model (see James, 1990; O’Hagan 

and Purdy, 1993). Nevertheless Krebs (1996) argues that the main findings of these 

theories of private non-profit organisations are also applicable to ‘quasi-govemmental’ 

organisations such as German theatres. The main demand-side theories developed by 

Hansmann (1987), Weisbrod (1977) and James (1987) are relevant to understand the 

reasons for the existence of theatres in the non-profit sector and their role in society. Of 

course, there are many other theories such as consumer control theories by Ben-Ner 

(1986), subsidy theories and supply side theories e.g. Young (1983) which are not 

relevant in this context (see Hansmann, 1987 and Purdy, 1991 for a summary). These 

theories also form the background for my discussion o f behavioural models of non

profit organisations, in particular in relation to performing arts organisations, in Section 

2 . 2 .

2.1.3.1 Hansmann’s Contract Failure Theory

Hansmann (1980) develops the most thorough theoretical research on the role o f non

profit organisations by introducing the concept o f contract failure based on a trust
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hypothesis. His idea of contract failure remains central to the assessment o f the role of 

non-profit organisations despite some limitations and has been the starting point for 

discussions by many authors (see for example DiMaggio, 1987, Easley and O’Hara, 

1986; O ’Hagan and Purdy, 1993; Ortmann and Schlesinger, 1997; Steinberg and Gray, 

1993; Throsby, 1994 and West, 1987).

His theory is based on the argument that the ‘nondistribution constraint’ makes 

non-profit organisations an efficient solution in situations characterised by a particular 

kind of market failure which he calls contract failure. The standard microeconomic 

theory for proprietary firms is unsuitable to explain this as it assumes that a standard 

profit-maximising firm will supply goods and services at the quantity and price that 

represent maximum social efficiency when certain conditions are satisfied. However, in 

certain situations information asymmetries exist between producers and consumer due 

to the circumstances under which a service is purchased or consumed or the nature of 

the service itself that lead to contract failure. Hence, profit-seeking incentives would not 

be consistent with consumer welfare, since it would give producers the incentive to 

exploit informational advantages. In this situation non-profit organisations seem to be 

the trustworthier option for consumers. Non-profit organisations play an important role 

in three principal situations of contract failure: the provision o f public goods, the 

financing o f charitable activities and complex services provided in a commercial 

context. In both the first and second type of contract failure, private voluntary payments 

play an important role for non-profit organisations and donors therefore want to assure 

that their contributions go towards the organisation’s goals. The first type of contract 

failure will be explained in Weisbrod’s theory below. The second type refers to 

redistributive activities o f donative non-profits such as charities. Commercial non-profit 

organisations such as nursing homes are typical for the third type o f contract failure, as
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patrons find quality monitoring very difficult (Hansmarm, 1980 and 1987; O ’Hagan and 

Purdy, 1993; Purdy, 1991; Rose-Ackermann, 1996 and Steinberg and Gray, 1993). In 

Section 2.2 I will show how this fi-amework can be applied to the performing arts where 

donative financing plays an important role using the concept o f voluntary price 

discrimination.

This theory offers an elegant solution to explain the existence o f non-profit 

organisations. However, it underlies certain limitations, since it does not address certain 

important issues in relation to non-profit organisations. Hansmann (1980) does not 

differentiate between governments and non-profits as remedies for contract failure. 

Furthermore, he does not explain how non-profits come to exist in the first place and 

does not cover all the factors that allow for co-existence o f non-profits and for-profits in 

the same industry. The applicability of contract failure differs from one non-profit 

industry to the other but Ortmann and Schlesinger (1997), who use modem agency 

theory, argue that the trust hypothesis is only valid if certain underlying conditions are 

satisfied. Hansmann only addresses donative financing through private donations but 

does not discuss other forms of important donations such as public donations or the 

problem of cross-subsidisation (see Ortmann and Schlesinger, 1997; Purdy, 1991 and 

Steinberg and Gray, 1993 for criticisms of Hansmann’s theory).

2.1.3.2 Weisbrod’s Public Goods Theory

Weisbrod (1977) proposes a public goods theory based on public choice ideas, which 

can be seen as a special type of the contract failure theory. It was the first general 

economic theory of the role of the non-profit donative enterprises. He argues that 

donative non-profit organisations represent a response to an unsatisfied demand for 

public goods. In certain situations consumers consider the level o f government supply
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of a service, which usually caters for levels demanded by the median voter as 

inadequate because there is still some residual unsatisfied demand for public goods 

among those individuals whose taste for such goods is greater than the median. In such 

situations, non-profit organisations take an important role as private providers of public 

goods, therefore called quasi-public goods (see DiMaggio and Anheier, 1990; 

Hansmann, 1987; James, 1990; O’Hagan and Purdy, 1993; Throsby, 1994 and 

Weisbrod, 1977).

Hence, non-profit organisations play an important role in the extra-governmental 

and non-private provision of public goods which is financed by voluntary contributions 

from consumers dissatisfied with the current level of state provision (Kingma, 1997; 

O’Hagan and Purdy, 1993)

Nevertheless, his theory does not address certain questions such as why the 

residual demand is provided by non-profit organisations and not by the proprietary 

sector. Another issue is that many of the services offered by many non-profits seem 

more private than public ones (Hansmann, 1987; O ’Hagan and Purdy, 1993).

2.1.3.3 James’s Heterogeneity Argument for Non-profit Organisations 

James (1987 and 1990) argues that non-profit provision has emerged as a response to 

excess demand or rather differentiated demand based on Weisbrod’s public good theory. 

While Hansmann and Weisbrod only explain the existence o f private funding, an 

important source of direct funding for non-profit organisations in the U.S, James (1987 

and 1990) attempts to explain the existence o f government subsidies, which is usually a 

major revenue source for European non-profit organisations. Her empirical work shows 

that non-profit organisations typically produce quasi-public goods to provide for 

differentiated tastes as a result of cultural, religious or ethnic heterogeneity in modem
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societies. In many countries governments prefer to provide public subsidies to non

profit organisations to supply such quasi-public goods, which are also already provided 

by the state to a certain extent. Such private sector provision can have certain 

advantages over state provision as it can rely on voluntary payments from consumers, 

which also give information on people’s preferences. Furthermore such organisations 

may generate lower costs without the constraints o f civil servant wages and 

bureaucracy. Hansmann (1980) argues that state funding will only be given to non

profit organisations as the state cannot monitor the usage o f their contributions in a 

small proprietary firm as a result of information asymmetries (James, 1987 and 1990; 

O’Hagan and Purdy, 1993).

2.2 Non-Profit Organisations in the Performing Arts

This section discusses the reasons for the predominance o f non-profit organisations in a 

specific sector, namely the performing arts, building on the models introduced in 

Section 2.1. In this context, the role and behaviour o f non-profit performing arts 

organisations given a ‘nondistribution constraint’ as well as the effect o f a subsidy on 

their behaviour are examined.

2.2.1 Hansmann’s Theory o f Non-Profit Organisations in the Performing Arts

One approach used to explain why non-profit organisations exist predominantly in 

certain sub-sectors of the performing arts industry is a special case o f the contract 

failure theory by Hansmann (1981). He explains the reasons for the dominance o f the
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non-profit form in the high-culture performing arts and concludes that this development 

is a response to the need for price discrimination in that sector on account of the 

presence of contract failure. The performing arts sector faces unusual market conditions 

as they incur very high fixed cost and relatively low marginal costs to mount a 

production. Given the very limited demand for each performing arts production, fixed 

costs form a large fraction of total costs for each production, which are unrelated to 

audience size. Hansmann (1981) argues that performing arts organisations need to rely 

on donative financing to cover for parts o f such high fixed cost to overcome such 

unusual market conditions.'* Hence, such organisations need to take the non-profit form 

since the ‘nondistribution constraint’ assures donors that such organisations do not have 

profit-maximisation as their objective. In summary, he argues that the ‘nondistribution 

constraint’ provides non-profit organisations with a comparative advantage over 

proprietary organisations, in particular in sectors that rely on donative financing to 

ensure financial survival. At the same time the proprietary form is predominant in other 

performing arts sub-sectors with more favourable cost and demand conditions. In such 

situations the non-profit firm loses its comparative advantage and is therefore the less 

efficient producer. However, Hansmann’s argument does not hold if  one looks at other 

industries as other industries such as the pharmaceutical industry are not subsidised 

despite its high fixed costs and low variable costs. Hence, this argument does not offer a 

strong case for public subsidies.

In addition, Hansmann (1981) attempts to explain private donations to non-profit 

performing arts organisations in the United States using a theory o f voluntary price 

discrimination. He sees private donations to the performing arts sector act as a form of 

voluntary price discrimination to which only non-profit organisations have access. This 

is based on the argument that such organisations do not produce primarily public or
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collective goods since the vast majority o f benefits accrue to the purchasers of tickets. 

Additionally, the majority of donations to performing arts organisations come from 

people who actually attend the organisations’ performance, and not from the other 

members of the public who partake of the prestige and other external benefits that the 

performances confer upon them. Hansmann (1981) argues that this indicates that the 

benefits are largely private. Hansmann (1981) sees this as a paradoxical situation since 

the performing arts provide a service that is essentially private in nature, which is partly 

financed by donations and partly financed by revenue from ticket sales. At the same 

time the donors are the people who attend the performance, that is the people who buy 

tickets. However, this argument is strongly contested in Bille Hansen (1997) whose 

Contingent-Valuation-Study of the Royal Theatre in Copenhagen shows that public 

subsidies to the Royal Theatre can be legitimised on the basis o f the preferences o f the 

population. The Danish population is willing to pay the amount the theatre costs in state 

subsidy. More interestingly in this context is though that the Danish population is 

willing to pay an option price for the possibility o f being able to go to there and for the 

non-use value of the theatre such as the educational value, bequest value, prestige value 

and vicarious consumption even though a large population o f the Danish population 

never visits the theatre.

Why do performing arts organisations rely on voluntary donations instead of 

increasing ticket prices, at least for some seats, to accrue more ticket revenue? 

Hansmann (1981) attributes this arrangement to the price structure o f a performing arts 

production as a result of the unusual market conditions explained earlier in this section. 

The problem is that consumer prices must be high enough to cover the total costs but 

low enough to reflect realistically the marginal cost o f an additional performance or 

audience member. The quantity cannot be increased to the point where fixed costs are
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covered since the demand for art is limited. This means that the demand curve lies 

below the average cost curves at all points. One possibility is to engage in price 

discrimination to be able to capture enough of the potential consumer surplus to cover 

their costs. However, discriminatory pricing of tickets in the performing arts is limited 

due to the difficulty of identifying individuals or groups with unusually inelastic 

demand and by making admission tickets non-transferrable. A degree of price 

discrimination can be, and is very often affected, by selling different quality seats for 

different prices but there are problems with this. The strength o f the preference for good 

over bad seats may not reflect strength of preference for the production between high 

demanders and low demanders. Hence, non-profit performing arts organisations take the 

following approach: If it is difficult to establish effective price discrimination via ticket 

pricing, another possibility is to ask individuals to volunteer to pay an additional 

amount, if  the value they place upon attendance exceeds the price charged for 

admission. Voluntary price discrimination involves receiving higher payments from 

those consumers, e.g. members of the audience who value a particular performance very 

highly and are therefore willing to pay more for it than others, hidividuals are asked to, 

and do in large numbers, make voluntary contributions to these organisations despite the 

potential free-rider problem. The problem that might arise is that a few consumers 

donate money as they value a performance highly, but they are more consumers who do 

not give an extra contribution despite the fact that they value this particular performance 

as highly. Hence, performing arts organisations introduce special incentives such as tax- 

incentives and donor clubs to people to contribute money to such organisations to 

overcome such free-ride behaviour hi a further step he suggests that the state might 

provide subsidies to performing arts organisations if free-riding becomes a problem 

which results in insufficient private contributions to keep a performing arts institution in
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business. Even though such subsidies help to achieve efficiency, it might have adverse 

equity effects (Hansmann, 1981; O’Hagan, 1998; O’Hagan and Purdy, 1993; Purdy, 

1991). In summary, Hansmann (1981) develops a special case of the contract failure 

theory to explain why many performing arts organisations take the non-profit form (see 

Section 2.1.3.1). He argues that performing arts organisations face unusual market 

conditions and therefore need to rely on donative financing to which they only have 

access to donations if they take the non-profit form.

Hansmann’s theory offers an elegant solution but has only limited relevance 

since he argues that there is largely a private benefit arising fi’om the performing arts 

and confines his explanation to private donations in the US using a theory o f voluntary 

price discrimination. Hansmann (1981) does not really discuss the relevance of state 

support to the arts and therefore does not offer explanations on why the state makes 

such contributions, in particular in Europe where there are large state subsidies given to 

the performing arts, and it does not tell us why the state allows these donations to be set 

against tax (see O ’Hagan, 1998). In addition, the argument that the benefits are largely 

private can be contested as drama produces considerable positive externalities that 

create strong non-use values as shown by Bille Hansen (1997). Hence, the justification 

of subsidies/donations to performing arts organisations might be better explained based 

on other arguments than Hansmann’s cost argument. In Chapter 1 other arguments for 

public subsidies to performing arts organisation such as non-private benefits and 

distributional arguments are discussed in more detail. In particular the non-private/non- 

use argument seems to be more suitable in the context of this thesis.

If a performing arts organisation takes the non-profit form and therefore receives 

donations/subsidies, it is of interest to see what impact donative financing has on its
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behaviour. Section 2.2.2 discusses the objectives and the impact of a subsidy of a non

profit performing arts organisation.

2.2.2 Economic Behaviour o f  Non-profit Organisations in the Performing Arts:

Single Period/Agent Models 

The behaviour of proprietary firms has been successfully modelled in microeconomic 

theory by assuming that owners and agents seek to maximise profits and have sufficient 

information and control over other participants that the firm behaves in a profit- 

maximising manner. This section will concentrate on the possible goals, other than 

profit maximisation if an organisation takes the non-profit form and therefore underlies 

the nondistribution constraint (DiMaggio, 1987; Hansmann, 1981).

General behavioural models o f non-profit organisations have included the 

optimisation of the following factors: service quality, output, or the prestige and well 

being of the management of the organisation. The most common objectives have been 

the maximisation of the quality and/or quantity of the service non-profit organisations 

produce (see Hansmann, 1987 for an overview of existing models for the health, 

education and art sectors).

Several authors have developed behavioural models o f non-profit performing 

arts organisations using conventional economic modelling. Such models make 

assumptions about the main objectives of such organisations and estimate the 

behavioural and/or welfare consequences that result from this (DiMaggio, 1987; 

Hansmann, 1981). Additionally, another interest has been to examine the effect o f a 

government subsidy on the behaviour o f such institutions. It is o f interest to see to what 

extent the subsidy makes possible higher-quality production, more innovative work.
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lower prices, organisational inefficiency or some combination o f these (see O’Hagan, 

1998). For example, Throsby and Wither (1979) examine how an organisation behaves 

if  it jointly maximises artistic quality and audience size under the constraints, e.g. a 

balanced budget which such organisations are subject to. The aim is to maximise 

attendance over a given period, while presenting a repertoire that meets its own quality 

standards, subject to the constraint that revenues must be sufficient to cover costs in the 

long run (see Throsby and Wither (1979). It has to be added, that this picture represents 

an idealised view, which may not always be realised in practice, hi particular the trade

off between quality and quantity has been of special interest since quality-maximising 

performing arts organisations will have smaller audiences or fewer performances than 

the audience-maximising or profit-maximising organisations that will have lower ticket 

prices and more performances instead (DiMaggio, 1987; Heilbrun and Gray, 1993; 

Throsby and Withers, 1979; Throsby, 1994). Most theoretical models o f management 

behaviour in non-profit performing arts organisations to date have concentrated on a 

single agent, the theatre manager for example, in a single-period framework and are 

outlined in this section. Table 2.1 offers a summary of the different goals discussed in 

the following models. Section 2.2.3 will introduce models with more than one agent 

and/or one period.

Hansmann (1981) develops a basic model o f the non-profit performing arts 

organisation to be able to analyse the following three possible polar cases; quality 

maximisation, audience maximisation and budget maximisation. This model has 

relevance not only to the private non-profit performing arts organisation but also to the 

public institutions involved in providing arts output. Hansmann (1981) argues that the 

organisation will place a special emphasis upon the quality o f its performances if 

control over the organisation lies with professionals who have devoted their careers to a
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particular art form. The quality objective might take two forms: standard of 

performance and repertoire choice.^ The first type of quality refers to production values 

such as virtuoso performance or high quality stage settings or costumes, as the objective 

is to make its production of any given work as impressive as possible. The second type 

of quality refers to innovation or other aspects o f work produced or displayed, as the 

aim is to offer high quality repertoire that only appeal ‘to the most refined tastes’. In 

theory, one assumes that non-profit cultural organisations attempt to maximise quality 

in one or both of these senses, but in practice it seems reasonable to assume that many 

organisations, in particular large companies, just want to get by and are happy to 

perform conventional work while small performing arts organisations are committed to 

innovation (DiMaggio, 1987; Hansmann, 1981; Heilbrun and Gray, 1993). Reasons for 

this can be seen in the heavy dependence o f the objective function o f arts organisations 

on the objectives of their boards, managers and artistic directors and their power relative 

to each other. Avoidance o f innovation is as plausible a goal as the reverse, because 

quality is only the principal objective in a non-profit performing arts organisation if 

artists are the dominant decision makers. In reality, though the objective function can be 

strongly influenced by the board of trustees (mostly non-artists) who are interested in a 

high standard of performance but very often place a negative value on difficult avant- 

garde work (see DiMaggio, 1987). Additionally, patrons o f opera prefer standard 

repertoire and want their contributions to go to the most popular works (Martorella, 

1982, 142).

Another possible objective is audience maximisation. A performing arts 

organisation might feel a mission to spread culture to as broad and diverse audience 

possible. If control lies in the hands of managers who are organisational empire-builders 

the maximisafion of the total budget might be another goal (Hansmarm, 1981).
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Hansmann (1981) then analyses the behaviour o f non-profit performing arts 

organisations given each of these goals by developing a model to see which objective 

leads to the maximisation of social welfare, but no simple answer was found. The 

choice between these three types of firms is determined by the nature o f demand and 

donative financing in order to achieve maximal social welfare.

If a performing arts organisation is to survive without subsidy it generally needs 

to engage in price discrimination as explained in the previous section. A possible 

problem might be though that free-rider incentives might keep private donations below 

the level of efficient production. In such cases Hansmann (1981) argues public subsidies 

can be justified on efficiency grounds despite the possible adverse equity implications. 

Hence, the free-rider problem is the most compelling reason for state subsidy to the 

performing arts, at least for established works (also see O ’Hagan 1998).

Hansmann (1981) also analyses the conditions under which a subsidy would be 

efficient. His general model looks at the effect o f an unconditional subsidy, e.g. lump

sum subsidy, on the three polar types of organisations. In the case o f an attendance 

maximiser the grant would be used to undertake activities to increase attendance, while 

a quality maximiser would use it to employ better artists or mount higher quality 

productions. A positive relationship between these grants and administrative salaries 

and expenses can be seen as an indicator for a budget maximiser. Hansmann (1981) is 

unique among economists in modelling budget maximisation as an objective o f the non

profit arts firm. Of course, such organisations can have multiple goals (Hansmann, 

1981; Luksetich and Lange, 1995). Hansmarm (1981) also discusses the advantages and 

disadvantages of other types of subsidy than the lump-sum subsidy, such as conditional 

subsidies in the form o f donation subsidies, ticket subsidies and taxes. Donation 

subsidies have two advantages over lump-sum subsidies as they not only yield a larger
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increase in revenue per dollar of subsidy than does the lump-sum subsidy but they also 

give the firm an additional incentive to attract donations. Since he assumes that 

donations are proportional to consumer surplus this means that with a donation subsidy 

the firm has an incentive to adjust its quality and price (or audience size) closer to the 

levels that maximise consumer welfare. For the audience-maximising firm a ticket 

subsidy has no greater effect on audience size than does a lump-sum subsidy, while for 

the quality maximiser a ticket subsidy may actually lead to a smaller audience than 

would a lump-sum subsidy. For both the audience and quality maximiser, there is a 

range of cases in which a ticket subsidy is dominated by a lump-sum subsidy in terms of 

welfare (Hansmann, 1981; O ’Hagan, 1998; Throsby, 1994).

Montias (1983) examines the effect o f subsidies on the choice between popular 

and elite shows in the performing arts. A key point o f his paper is that the non-profit 

constraint leaves managers with considerable scope to choose the mix o f popular and 

elite shows that best suits their preferences or whatever goal they may be pursuing. His 

mathematical analysis based on Hansmann (1981) looks at the choices that managers 

would make for various levels o f subsidy and donations if  their goal were to maximise 

their audience for elite shows. Montias (1983) argues that increasing subsidy in the non

profit sector reduces the need for cross-subsidisation of elite shows from the profits of 

the more popular shows. He describes the phenomenon o f cross-subsidisation as 

follows: theatre managers would set a price for popular shows that would maximise 

their net revenue from staging such shows and expand the level o f output o f elite shows 

to a point where their price would fall below marginal cost. He argues that given 

sufficiently high subsidies and donations managers might wish to drive the price o f elite 

shows below zero by using the profits made on popular shows to pay audiences to 

attend their elite shows. Hence, the number of productions o f popular shows will be
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reduced and elite shows will be increased since subsidies relieve managers of the 

financial necessity of producing popular shows that they had no personal interest in 

staging and allows them to put on mainly elite shows according to their personal 

preferences. What are the consequences for consumer welfare? Montias (1983) argues 

that increases in subsidy can lead to a reduction in welfare since ‘popular’ shows which 

by definition please consumers are being reduced. At the same time he also sees elite 

productions as having a long-run positive impact on welfare.

Montias (1983) applies his model to the theatre market in the Netherlands in the 

1960s and 1970s. Commercial theatre underwent a revival as a result o f increasing 

subsidies since the non-profit theatre sector effectively withdrew from the market for 

popular shows and the commercial theatre sector was left to mount popular shows 

without ‘unfair’ price competition from the non-profit sector (Montias, 1998; O ’Hagan, 

1998).

Throsby and Withers (1979) develop a model o f a theatre, acting as a producer 

firm, to examine the link between subsidies and pricing policy. They assume that the 

theatre aims to maximise attendance with a given quality level and subject to a budget 

constraint. As for the quality goal, they argue that some performing arts organisations, 

particularly those that have been established to perform works o f a particular sort, see 

the qualitative dimension of output as important in its own right and therefore make 

repertoire decisions dependent on whether the work is artistically interesting or 

adventurous and not whether there is potential profitability. Each performing arts 

organisation tries to offer performances that satisfy their own standards o f excellence by 

choosing some portion of the universe of art and some mixture o f tradition and 

innovation. In the case o f the quantity goal non-profit arts organisations set the 

maximisation o f their audience size as an objective not only as means to fiscal ends but
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as ends in themselves with the result that they set ticket prices lower and provide more 

performances than would an optimising proprietary firm. It stems from the gratification 

from playing in a full house and their wish to spread their art to a broad and socially 

heterogeneous audience as they feel the arts are intrinsically good and socially 

necessary. This again takes the artists’ view and assumes that the objectives o f the 

artists are good proxies for their employers. At the same time many arts organisations 

are more interested in audience quality than size or social composition which is remote 

from the objectives of audience maximisation and social diversification (see DiMaggio, 

1987; Hansmann, 1981; Heilbrun and Gray, 1993; Throsby and Withers, 1979).

Three possible scenarios show pricing policies with and without subsidy: the 

theatre may behave as a profit maximiser, as an output maximiser not in receipt of 

subsidy and with no deficit, and as an output maximiser with no deficit after subsidy is 

paid. The first case shows how a non-profit firm would restrict output and raise price if 

it behaved like a profit-maximising firm. Here, the price is determined by the 

intersection of the marginal cost and revenue curves (MC = MR). As a result of this 

admission price would be at a level where attendance would be greatly restricted and 

theatre seats would remain unsold, hi the second case, the constrained output 

maximiser, the price is determined by the intersection o f the average cost and revenue 

curves (AC = AR), which is the break even level of output. Hence, prices are lower and 

attendance is higher than for the profit-maximising firm. The third case shows the effect 

of a subsidy, which reduces price further and increases output. Since most theatres 

receive lump-sum subsidy it is the effect o f a lump-sum subsidy that is analysed. Price 

will clearly depend on the level of the lump-sum subsidy, but the larger the subsidy the 

lower the price. Hence, the higher the level o f subsidy the lower the price charged since
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the assumed objective o f the model is to maximise attendance (see Brereton, 1993; 

O’Hagan, 1998; Throsbyand Withers, 1979).

Throsby (1994) modifies the Throsby and Withers (1979) model by introducing 

a quality variable to be able to link subsidy to the quality o f output. The quality variable 

here is measured in terms of the lavishness o f the production. In this modified model the 

firm’s decision problem is to select the price of output and the quality o f output that will 

maximise its utility where level o f attendance and quality o f output are the only things 

contributing to utility. Consequently, the utility-maximising non-profit firm will set its 

average seat price where marginal revenue derived from ticket and merchandise sale is 

less than marginal cost, since the difference is being accounted for by the extra utility 

that the firm gains from increasing output (attendance). Similarly, the firm gains 

additional utility through increasing quality and will therefore devote resources to 

increasing quality beyond the point where marginal grant income brought in by a unit 

increase in quality equals the marginal cost o f securing that increase. Consequently, the 

state is prepared to assist the firm to achieve higher-quality levels and this alone is 

‘driving’ the subsidy (O’Hagan, 1998; Throsby, 1994).

Krebs and Pommerehne (1995) analyse the conduct o f German public 

performing arts organisations in terms of ‘non-market decision making’ or public 

choice. They argue that state subsidy can in fact favour conservative repertoire choice, 

as there is an asymmetry in the political gain from the successful and the loss from an 

unsuccessful venture. They place greatest emphasis on the role o f the theatre director 

since he has a huge impact on the direction and standing of the theatre and therefore 

indirectly on its funding levels. Krebs and Pommerehne (1995) argue that since most 

theatre directors in German public theatres are qualified artists, their objectives are 

biased towards artistic goals. This is based on the assumption that a theatre director’s
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main objective is to maximise his standing among his peer group, which is usually 

composed of other members of the arts world. Hence, he will tend to emphasise ‘high 

quality’ productions. This, like the Montias study would suggest more diversity in 

heavily subsidised theatres. Whether or not the nature o f the diversity is a ‘good’ thing 

or not is a different matter. At the same time, the theatre director underlies certain 

constraints such as not to provoke politicians in order to safeguard his/her (income) 

position. This requires avoiding excessive scandal seeking and not to constantly fall 

short of a certain capacity utilisation or, alternatively, a certain level o f demand and own 

revenue. There is no incentive to acquire and exhaust other sources o f revenue such as 

donations and sponsorship than presently available as long as German public 

performing arts organisations enjoy being of public interest. This may be as much for 

artistic reasons as due to the absence of a binding financial constraint. The choice 

between ‘high-brow’ and ‘low-brow’ productions depends on the minimum capacity 

utilisation figure expected. Additionally, ticket prices will be kept as low as possible 

even though raising ticket prices could bring in more revenue and thereby allow 

concentration on more ‘high brow’ productions but attendance figures could fall below 

a level that could spark adverse political comment. Another objective of a theatre 

director might be to have excess demand, at some low price, as this is a sign o f success 

and also increases the implicit price o f a complimentary ticket. The final policy variable 

is the physical capacity constraint o f the theatre. New space can be rented or the existing 

theatre can be used more intensively. A theatre director could lower price and reduce 

capacity in order to maintain a ‘full house’ for a ‘highbrow’ production, hi practice 

there is little that can be done about physical capacity and prices since price changes 

and other measures with respect to capacity have to be approved by politicians and 

cultural bureaucrats in Germany. Hence, the key variable for the director is the choice
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between ‘lowbrow’ and ‘highbrow’ productions similar to the Montias study. Public 

donors who cannot interfere with quality decisions, will define conditions in terms of 

capacity utilisation, a variable they can easily observe. Since capacity utilisation 

depends on demand, and demand depends on the quality of a programme, a theatre 

director sometimes will have to allow for more lowbrowness contrary to his preference 

(Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995; O ’Hagan, 1998).

Empirical evidence for North American and British theatre and opera companies 

by Austen-Smith (1980), DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b), Martorella (1977) and Pierce 

(2000) show that performing arts organisations pursue their quality objectives more 

directly if  they receive donations which reduces their dependency on earned income as 

this allows them to offer a more innovative repertoire. Studies in both the United States 

and find a higher percentage of subsidy and lower levels o f dependence upon earned 

income associated with more innovative or highbrow programming (see Section 3.2.2 

and DiMaggio, 1987 for a detailed overview).

Globerman (1980) analyses another aspect o f how subsidy might affect the 

performing arts. He argues that a subsidy can increase costs more than might have been 

the case otherwise and thereby aggravate the inefficiency problems of large 

organisations. In this context Heilbrun and Gray (1993) argue that even though 

donations and grants are sometimes given for the purpose o f underwriting new 

productions or raising the general level o f quality attained by performing arts 

organisations, they may indirectly exert an opposite influence as well. The reason for 

this lies in a large increase in overhead costs since contributions lead to institutional 

growth and therefore higher administrative costs, which might affect artistic policy. At 

the same time many funding agencies or the state see institutionalisation and growth of 

an organisations as desirable goals (see DiMaggio, 1987).
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DiMaggio (1987) outlines some other objectives o f non-profit cultural 

organisations, which have not been used in any o f the economic models outlined above. 

In his review of existing economic models and case studies o f non-profit cultural 

organisations he finds little evidence o f consistency of goals across organisations (see 

DiMaggio, 1987; Luksetich and Lange, 1995). Survival is an objective that has been 

assumed in most models, but only Frey and Pommerehne (1980) and Hansmann (1981) 

address complex non-market determinants o f survival in a grants economy, in particular 

in relation to the supreme importance o f organisational legitimacy, the reputation in the 

local community, for example. At the same time legitimacy can play an important role 

in financial survival as it gives access to grants (see DiMaggio, 1987).

Frey and Pommerehne (1980) see the personal advancement o f participants in 

non-profit cultural organisations as another possible objective o f a non-profit 

organisation. This is based on the argument that organisational goals may be 

synonymous with the personal objective functions of managers, in particular if the 

power of artistic personnel and trustees is weak. This is based on the assumption that 

participants in organisations commonly use them as vehicles for personal advancement. 

The only papers that suggest this objective are Frey and Pommerehne (1980) and 

Hansmann (1981) but neither attempts to model this behaviour (also see DiMaggio, 

1987; Frey and Pommerehne, 1980 and Hansmann, 1981).

Nevertheless, behavioural modelling remains difficult as long as the choice of 

objectives is unclear since there is no single best objective fianction based model of the 

behaviour of all non-profit performing arts organisations. One possibility is that the 

discussed goals such as quality and quantity might not be even the most important 

objectives of such an organisation. Other difficulties lie in the possible heterogeneity 

and ambiguity of objectives of non-profits as well as in the possibility that a defined
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objective function might not be stable over time.^ It is often difficult to specify a 

production function of such organisations given the problems o f defining their output. 

Consequently, the definition of an objective function is a difficult task (see DiMaggio, 

1987). For example, Gapinsky (1984) showed in his analysis o f the behaviour o f the 

Royal Shakespeare Company in England that it was not possible to clearly identify a 

major goal pursued by the company but that whatever they were doing they were doing 

efficiently (see Luksetich and Lange, 1995).

2.2.3 Interdependent Decision-making in Non-profit Performing Arts 

Organisations

The previous section introduces the most important behavioural models o f non-profit 

performing arts organisations, which assume a single agent, the theatre manager, in a 

single-period framework. Such partial equilibrium models assume an objective function, 

with one or more plausible goals, which is determined exogenously and statically 

(within one period). Such models show the effect o f an exogenous variable, e.g. subsidy 

on different objectives o f non-profit performing arts organisations. In reality however 

managerial decisions are not being made without being influenced by the decisions of 

other agents such as grant donors and consumers, for example. Additionally, managerial 

decisions might be made based on another agent’s decision in a previous period.

Although an adequate specification of the objective function ought to include 

details o f the compromises that the organisation is willing to make as a result of other 

agents’ behaviour, few authors have tried to model and test such inherent 

interdependence or multi-period dynamics stated above, given its technical difficulties 

and the lack of adequate data. Nevertheless, a complete model should not only
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incorporate the behaviour of the management, but also the behaviour o f all other 

relevant agents such as donors, customers and board members as the objective function 

must emerge from its regulatory and competitive environment. At the same time single

agent or single-period models can provide interesting insights into understanding non

profit behaviour, but one has to consider possible interdependence between different 

agents’ choices (see Austen-Smith, 1984; Steinberg, 1993). This section will review the 

existing research that has attempted to model a more complete objective function using 

a simultaneous equation approach.

Jenkins and Austen-Smith (1987) undertook an empirical study on 

interdependent decision-making in the English non-profit theatre sector using a 

simultaneous-equation approach with five equations, showing theatre managers’, grant 

donors’ and consumers’ choices consisting o f five dependent variables: price and 

programme mix (theatre supply), arts council grants and local authority grants (grant 

donors) and demand (consumer demand), hi their paper they distinguish between three 

types of possible interdependence: The first type depends on whether each individual 

agent is modelled as treating other agents’ decisions as given or being influenced by 

each other. The second type is characterised a priori by the analyst’s theoretical model 

of the whole market. The third type refers to econometric simultaneity. It is assumed 

that it is the theatre manager who is most ‘aware’ o f endogeneity as the timing of 

decision-making is such that managers’ choices are made before grant donors’ 

decisions. Hence, the grants depend on his decisions (Jenkins and Austen-Smith, 1987: 

161). In their analysis they included such possible inherent dependence between future 

grants and the organisation’s current or past performance e.g. programme mix o f a 

theatre but no evidence for such a relationship was found. ̂  Their results show that 

pricing choices by theatre managers are conditional on expected demand and on the
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previous season’s pre-grant trading deficit (in elasticity terms). Furthermore theatre 

programme mix and pricing decisions are also made independently from each other. 

Arts Council grants are conditional on local authority grants in addition to theatre 

performance. Surprisingly, Arts Council grants are determined mostly by last season’s 

deficit and to a certain extent by ticket sales but not by the programme mix. Higher 

demand is associated with more lowbrow programming, higher local affluence and 

higher prices. Obviously, their results have to be interpreted within the context of the 

data used and can therefore not generally validate a single equation approach.

Studies by Austen-Smith (1984) and Seaman (1980) use simultaneous decision 

models to analyse the joint determination o f multiple donors. Seaman (1980) suggests a 

theoretical foundation to evaluate the degree o f substitutability between local 

government subsidy and local individual contributions. He tests a simultaneous system 

of arts funding equations using cross-sectional data for U.S. metropolitan area arts 

funding by jointly determining public and private subsidies and theatre level 

expenditures. His results show some evidence o f crowding out since increases in local 

government support cause reductions in private individual contributions. There is 

stronger evidence, though, that increases in private contributions cause reductions in 

public support. At the same time, other variables such as income, price, taste and 

community demographic variables do not have a significant effect on determining 

variations in public and private subsidies. Li particular, there was only very weak 

evidence found that upper-income people would choose to finance the arts privately 

rather than publicly with increasing personal income.

In the case of Austen-Smith (1984) the grant allocations o f two public donors 

such as a national arts council and the local government are assumed to be 

simultaneously decided in a game played between both o f them conditional upon past

44



decisions o f theatre managers who take this allocation process into account for their 

output decisions. The motivation behind this model is to incorporate some key 

institutional features of markets for the subsidised performing arts in order to 

understand better how particular distributions of grants by arts councils and local 

authorities arise. He assumes that the Arts Councils allocate grants to maximise the 

expected number o f theatres producing ‘satisfactory’ output indicators and that the local 

authorities budget-maximise with no interest in the theatres. Actual grants in theatres 

are then generated as equilibrium outcomes to a game played between the donors in 

each district. The theatre manager recognises this and chooses prices and programmes 

to influence this equilibrium. The model is coherent in that a unique policy choice by 

each theatre, and associated and unique distribution o f grants by both donors in each 

district seems to exist (also see Austen-Smith and Jenkins, 1985; Jenkins and Austen- 

Smith, 1987).

Luksetich and Lange (1995) test a six-equation model o f non-profit symphony 

orchestra behaviour in the U.S. using the following endogenous management decision 

variables, which are each determined simultaneously with the remaining three variables: 

average price charged, administrative expenses, orchestra quality and number of 

performances. The donor decision variable, private donations received, is hypothesised 

to influence all managerial variables, while attendance is not assumed to have any 

relationship with managerial decisions. Their model based on Hansmann (1981) shows 

that the most prestigious orchestras practise a pricing policy that encourages private tax- 

deductible donations. They achieve a pattern of pricing discrimination that instead of 

increasing revenues decreases revenues. Additionally, they were able to draw 

conclusions about the objectives of major. Metropolitan and small market non-profit 

symphony orchestras in the U.S. using the Hansmann model. While expense and quality
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maximisation seem to be complimentary goals o f major orchestras, output maximisation 

seems to be a major objective of Metropolitan and small market orchestras.

In the existing literature there has been little evidence of multi-period models of 

non-profit organisations. Austen-Smith and Jenkins (1985) propose a dynamic extension 

of existing static models by assuming a lag between firm behaviour and induced donor 

response, as the level of subsidies is dependent on past managerial decisions. In the 

standard model of the non-profit organisations managers typically choose outputs and 

some index of product-mix or quality to maximise single period utility in a certain 

environment. Additionally, the zero net profit constraint necessarily binds and grants are 

given exogenously and independently of other variables in the model. However, when 

non-profit organisations receive grants in any form, it is implausible that managers do 

not take account o f the possible effect o f current behaviour on fiature grants. This 

suggests a multi-period framework for which the zero net profits assumption a priori 

seems inappropriate. Whether or not a manager finds it optimal to make zero profits in 

each period depends upon the likely consequences of his/her behaviour. An output- 

maximising manager will therefore trade-off the likelihood o f having the subsidy 

stopped, against the utility from producing more. This depends on whether deficits are 

financed ‘costlessly’ or ‘costly’. Austen-Smith and Jenkins (1985) argue that if  deficits 

are ‘costless’ the manager will deliberately make deficits and provide empirical support 

for this. If it is ‘costly’ though there is an additional trade-off between certain but costly 

loans and costless but uncertain grants (Austen-Smith and Jenkins, 1985; Krebs, 1996; 

Throsby, 1994).
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2.3 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the role and behaviour o f non-profit organisations based on 

the ‘nondistribution constraint’. Using the different definitions and taxonomies o f non

profit organisations as provided by the existing non-profit literature, English grant-aided 

theatres can be described as private entrepreneurial organisations, while German public 

theatres are classified as a ‘quasi-govemmental organisation’.

However, the main focus in this chapter has been on possible explanations for 

why non-profit organisations exist and for how their behaviour changes if  they receive a 

subsidy. There are different theories prevalent to explain why non-profit organisations 

exist. The three main approaches are the contract failure theory by Hansmann, the 

public goods theory by Weisbrod and James’ heterogeneity argument. Many non-profit 

performing arts organisations take the non-profit form to be able to avail of private or 

public financial support.

Since profit maximisation is excluded as a goal, such organisations have to 

define alternative objective functions. Several authors have developed economic models 

o f management behaviour to define their possible objectives and to find out what impact 

a government subsidy has on their behaviour. These models discuss a wide range of 

objectives such as the maximisation of quality, the audience size or budget, for example, 

and show that a subsidy can have an impact on various variables such as quality, pricing 

and audience size, for example. Also, the possible opposite effects o f a subsidy on the 

output of non-profit performing arts organisations are outlined. Finally, this chapter has 

reviewed multi-agent and multi-period models, which are an extension to the single

agent and single-period models. Most existing behavioural models take such managerial 

objective functions as exogenous which means their choice is not influenced by other 

agents such as grant donors or consumers. Despite the argument that a complete model
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should include the behaviour o f all relevant agents and multi-period dynamics, the 

existing empirical literature on interdependent decision-making show mixed results. 

Additionally, the applicability o f such models is very limited due to the lack o f adequate 

data.
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NOTES

‘ Public non-profit organisations according to Gassier (1986) refer to government.

 ̂ In a more recent model of non-profit organisations which concentrates on their behaviour as a multi

product firm it is assumed that three types o f goods can potentially be produced: preferred collective 

goods, preferred private goods and non-preferred private goods (see Weisbrod, 1998, chapter 3).

 ̂ Hence, for Hansmann (1981) the rationale for donations has fairly little to do with public good or

redistributive considerations (O’Hagan and Purdy, 1993).

“ DiMaggio (1987) who discusses the trade-off between these two kinds o f quality comes to the

conclusion that quality can not be treated as a single objective as highly innovative or original work 

is more difficult to present for performers and also requires greater expense for rehearsal time than a 

polished rendition of a familiar work.

 ̂ The heterogeneity o f objective functions depends on the following factors: size and market

orientation, class versus public sponsorship and the relative influence o f artistic and administrative 

staff or trustees. The ambiguity of the goals can be explained by looking at three chronic dilemmas: 

tension between artistic and professional staff, tension between artistic and management together and 

boards of trustees and difficulties in evaluating managers and holding them accountable for their 

performance (see DiMaggio, 1987 for a good discussion).

 ̂ Their specification tests show that the estimation o f each single equation using OLS is preferred as

the independent variables in a given variable are exogenous (Jenkins and Austen-Smith, 1987).
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TABLES

Table 2.1 Summary o f  Various Possible Goals o f  Non-Profit Theatre

Models/Studies Objectives Impact of a Subsidy/Policy Implications

Hansmann (1981) 1) Quality maximisation

a) Standard o f performance a) Employment of better artists

b) Repertoire choice b) Higher quality productions

2) Quantity (=audience) maximisation Increase in attendance

3) Budget maximisation Increase in administrative salaries and expenses

Montias (1983) Audience maximisation for elite shows Change in the repertoire mix 

=>Reduction of the number o f popular shows 

=>Increase in the number o f the elite shows

Throsby and Withers (1979) Output (=attendance) maximisation Reduction of price and increase in attendance

Throsby (1994) 1) Attendance maximisation Increase in attendance

2) Quality (=lavishness of production) maximisation Increase in quality

Krebs and Pommerehne (1995) Repertoire choice = key variable of the theatre director More conservative repertoire choice as a result of the

=> Maximisation o f the theatre director’s standing asymmetry in the political gain from the successful and

among his peer group 

=> ‘Higher quality’ productions

Constraints: no provocation o f politicians and minimum 

capacity utilisation (certain level o f demand and 

revenue) which is the key variable of the public donor

the loss from an unsuccessful venture
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Table 2.1 continued

Models/Studies

Krebs and Pommerehne (1995) continued

Austen-Smith (1980), DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b), 

Martorella (1977) and Pierce (2000)

Globerman (1980) and Heilbrung and Gray (1993)

Objectives

Increase o f own revenue

Low ticket prices, price discrimination with respect to 

time, patronage behaviour and seat quality 

Excess demand as a sign of success

Physical capacity constraint

a) New space

b) More intensive use o f the existing theatre 

Quality maximisation

Impact of a Subsidy/Policy Implications 

No incentive as long as theatres are o f ‘public interest’ 

Maximisation of attendance, not feasible in the German 

context

Increase in the implicit price o f the complimentary 

tickets

Lower prices or reduced capacity

=> full house for a ‘high-brow’ production

More iimovative repertoire

Quality maximisation;

a) new productions

b) quality o f productions

Personal advancement o f participants in non-profit 

cultural organisations

Opposite effect:

Inefficiency problems as a result of large increases in 

overhead costs due to higher administrative costs of 

contributions

No modelling for this objective availableFrey and Pommerehne (1980) and Hansmann (1981)
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CHAPTER 3

REPERTOIRE DIVERSITY AS A MEASURE 

OF OUTPUT OF NON-PROFIT 

ORGANISATIONS AND ITS 

DETERMINANTS: A METHODOLOGY



Introduction

This chapter provides the methodology used in this thesis, to measure repertoire 

diversity and its determinants in the non-profit performing arts, based on the economic 

framework introduced in Chapter 2. The methodology is based on the existing repertoire 

and programming literature with important contributions by Austen-Smith (1980), 

Castaner and Campos (2002), DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a and 1985b), Martorella 

(1977) and Pierce (2000), for example.

In Section 3.1, the concept and possible measures o f diversity are discussed. 

Diversity measures are used in the existing literature as proxies o f repertoire innovation, 

which cannot be measured directly. The measures proposed can be used to measure 

repertoire diversity as a whole and for each individual theatre.

Section 3.2 concentrates on a wide range of hypotheses used in the existing 

literature to examine the possible financial, organisational and demographic 

determinants o f repertoire decisions in the individual non-profit theatres.

Section 3.3 gives a summary of the main findings.

3.1 Repertoire Diversity

3.1.1 Conceptual Issues o f  Diversity and Innovation

One major problem of the existing programming literature, in particular artistic 

innovation literature, has been that the main concept o f artistic innovation was not 

defined clearly until recently and that terms such as diversity, non-conformity and 

innovation were often used synonymously. Consequently, no agreement on the 

phenomenon under study existed as it was defined as irmovation, risk-taking, repertoire

53



standardization, diversity and conformity in different cases (see DiMaggio and 

Stenberg, 1985a and 1985b; Dowd et al, 2002; Heilbrun, 2001; Martorella, 1977 and 

Pierce, 2000).

Two pioneering studies on the repertoires of U.S. resident non-profit theatres for 

the time period 1971 to 1981 by DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a and 1985b) distinguish 

between diversity and innovation by looking at two different levels o f analysis. 

DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) see the aggregate level, all theatres analysed, as the 

appropriate level for the study of diversity using a concentration measure, the 

Herfindahl Index. For the study of innovation they regard the individual theatres as the 

appropriate level of analysis to study innovation and use a proxy, a Conformity Index, 

to measure non-conformity in theatre repertoire. Heilbrun (2001) analyses repertoire 

diversity by looking at changes in repertoire in the U.S. opera industry between 1982/83 

and 1997/98 using the following aggregate measures; the total number o f companies 

and productions at six dates, the number o f 20'*’ century operas produced and the 

Herfindahl Index. Additionally, he looks at repertoire diversity for each individual opera 

company using the DiMaggio and Stenberg Conformity Index. Dowd et al (2002) also 

base their methodology on DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a) to look at the aggregate 

level of repertoire diversity for major U.S. symphony orchestras between 1842 and 1969 

using the Herfindahl Index. Pierce (2000) uses a conventionality index, which is 

identical to the DiMaggio and Stenberg Conformity Index as a proxy for programmatic 

risk-taking in his study of 35 U.S. opera houses for the seasons 1989 to 1994. Martorella 

(1977) uses the term ‘repertoire standardisation’ in her study of repertoire diversity of 

U.S. opera houses between 1966 and 1976 by looking at the percentage distributions of 

standard and contemporary operas (also see Section 3.1.2 for a detailed explanation of 

the measures and a summary of the results of all above-mentioned studies).
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O’Hare et al (2002) use a different approach to analyse innovation in the 

programming of classical music and opera. They model the welfare o f the audience 

consuming alternative ‘shopping baskets’ of new and old work in music to study the 

audience’s experience of innovation. For this they allocate performance time between 

new and old music from the perspective of the music director team assuming that they 

wish to perform what is in the best interest of the audience. Their results show that there 

is a large and growing deficit in new music performance, which is internationally 

consistent and little affected by government programmes o f subsidy. This does not seem 

very encouraging for living composers or listeners who wish to hear more new work.

Studies by DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a), Pierce (2000) and Heilbrun (2001) 

compare the repertoire of a performing arts institution such as an opera house or a 

theatre to that of all other similar institutions in the same country for a given period. For 

this they use conformity or conventionality indices to show that a theatre is more 

innovative/risky and diverse in terms of their repertoire choice. As will be seen later, the 

indices so constructed are based on the frequency in which each opera/play produced by 

the focal opera house/theatre is performed by the rest o f the population during the given 

period.

The literature reviewed shows that there is a lack o f consensus on whether it is 

innovation, diversity or risk-taking being studied even though they are using very 

similar measures. Castaner and Campos (2002) address this gap in the literature for the 

first time by offering a definition of artistic innovation in the arts, particularly the 

performing arts, and by explaining how the majority o f measures used in the existing 

programming literature only address the repertoire dimension o f artistic irmovation if  at 

all by using diversity and conformity measures.
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Looking at the growing organisational literature on innovation first evidence for 

innovation is seen if a new pattern can emerge which can challenge the existing 

convention by creating a state of variety at least for a while. According to the seminal 

contribution to the economics of innovation by Schumpeter (1942) innovations make 

existing products, processes or organisational forms obsolete. However, in the arts there 

is no such perfect substitution since prior drama pieces or styles remain to be performed 

and sometimes even rediscovered (Castaiier and Campos (2002); Leblebici et al, 1991; 

Oliver, 1992).

In addition, the behavioural theory o f the firm offers a coherent argument about 

the causal process from motivation to actual innovative behaviour which is applicable to 

arts organisations. The theory argues that organisations only engage in risk-taking when 

their current performance is below their aspiration but above their survival level. Rogers 

(1995) sees this as the only incentive to depart from their routines and explore new 

solutions (see March and Simon, 1958; Cyert and March, 1963 and Rogers, 1995)'

In the context of arts organisations, Castaner and Campos (2002) state that 

innovation is the introduction of something new and is usually related to creativity. 

Most authors writing on this topic in relation to the performing arts, therefore, identify 

artistic innovation with the creation and/or introduction of new, contemporary works. 

The emphasis thus is on innovation in content, and applies to both the writing of new 

plays and their performance on stage. Castaner and Campos (2002) introduce a 

distinction between internal and external artistic innovation based on the organisational 

innovation literature (see for example Damanpur, 1991; Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981). 

They see the mere act of displaying a contemporary piece more as an organisational 

adoption of an external innovation rather than an innovation by the organisation per se 

based on the organisational literature of innovations. Artistic innovation, though, could
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also refer to new practices or uses both in the form and/or content of a particular artistic 

medium which can be seen as innovation in form. Thus, apart from the introduction of 

new or unusual works, there could also be irmovation in terms of combining multiple art 

forms, the introduction of new ways o f interacting with the audience, new 

adaptations/interpretations of old works, and new and innovative production methods 

(see Cloake, 1997). The (re)combination o f existing materials is seen as the essence of 

innovation in both the economic and managerial literature (see for example Schumpeter, 

1942; Rogers, 1995).

It could also be argued that innovation is a relative term, at least when deciding 

on whether a theatre is innovative or not. Castaner and Campos (2002) argue that the 

evaluation o f an organisation’s innovativeness is clearly determined by the choices of 

referent. In the performing arts, studies usually assess the innovativeness or otherwise of 

the drama repertoire of a theatre in relation to other similar theatres (local referent). At 

the aggregate level, the comparison would be relative to aggregate indicators for 

previous years (self-referent). They suggest three possible referents: (I) a cosmopolitan 

referent, which includes all other organisations in the field around the world, (2) a local 

referent, which consists o f all other organisations in the local field and (3) the focal 

organisation’s own past (self-referent). Castaner and Campos (2002) believe that arts 

critics usually take a cosmopolitan or local perspective while both art managers and 

audiences tend to take a more self-referential approach.

Castaner and Campos (2002) therefore argue that the concepts o f diversity, 

conformity and innovation are different ones and are as result not interchangeable as 

diversity is not necessarily related to its degree o f innovativeness relative to other 

similar organizations or its own past. In addition, they think that the two related terms 

programming standardization and conformity in a given art field only offer some sense
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of lack of innovation if all organizations tend to programme the same pieces for a long 

period. Finally, they believe that conformity or conventionality cannot be equated with 

innovation because the forces o f conformity logically requires a prior state o f diversity 

in which innovative programming patterns have been introduced.

hi summary, Castaner and Campos (2002) see the traditional ways of 

conceptualising and measuring innovation solely in terms o f repertoire as at best 

incomplete and that in some instances, the exclusive focus on content innovation might 

even lead to incorrect measures and conclusions. They encourage researchers to adopt a 

broader and more adequate definition of artistic innovation by including other content 

and process dimensions such as multidisciplinarity (multiple art forms) and interactivity 

(interaction with the audience) (see above). At the same time they also admit that this 

could require more sophisticated and time-consuming empirical methods than does 

repertoire innovation, but they believe that the innovative role o f arts organisations lies 

as much in these two dimensions as in the adoption of irmovative works.

As stated earlier such an approach is not possible for this thesis as there is no 

such data available. However, it is possible to measure diversity in theatre repertoire 

using such diversity and conformity measures as done by several authors previously 

(see DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985a and 1985b; Dowd et al, 2002; Heilbrun, 2001; 

Martorella, 1977 and Pierce, 2000).

Diversity in theatre repertoire is also of interest o f itself in that it is a measure of 

how the theatre sector is responding to a range o f preferences for drama, reflecting 

minority interests and ethnic differences for example. It is also an indicator o f how well 

the sector is doing in relation to the greatly varying aims o f drama, the three main ones 

perhaps being to provide a live entertainment experience, to provide a critical reflection
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on society and contribute to national cohesion, identity and prestige. Only a diverse 

repertoire will accommodate such varied objectives (see O ’Hagan and Neligan, 2001)

Analogue to the respective concepts o f ‘diversity’ and ‘differentiation’ of a 

multi-product firm in industrial economics repertoire diversity can take two forms: It 

can be either ‘within repertoire diversity’ or ‘repertoire diversity across theatres’. The 

first concept refers to diversity in a given theatre’s repertoire, that is, the range or scope 

of playwrights for a given theatre, or the degree to which plays for a given season 

belong to different playwrights. In this context it has the same meaning o f diversity as 

used in the diversification literature in industrial economics. Diversity o f playwrights or 

plays across theatres that is the difference between a given theatre and the rest of the 

theatres under observation in terms of playwrights or plays programmed can be referred 

to ‘repertoire diversity across theatres’. This is equivalent to the term ‘product 

differentiation o f a multiproduct firm’ in the industrial economics literature. However, it 

has to be noted that a theatre can play very different playwrights, for example, than 

other theatres but have a very specialised, focused repertoire and vice versa. In the 

existing programming literature the focus has mostly been on diversity within a certain 

theatre, measured by the extent to which playwrights are performed that other theatres 

do not show. Hence, this can be referred to as ‘repertoire diversity across theatres’. I 

will come back to this issue in relation to the hypotheses discussed in Section 3.2.

Overall, the emphasis o f this thesis is on the latter concept, ‘repertoire diversity 

across theatres’, which is called repertoire diversity henceforth, that is the performance 

of rarely produced or unusual drama by analysing how repertoire diversity within a 

certain theatre differs from the remaining theatres under observation.
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3.1.2 Measures o f  Repertoire Diversity

3.1.2.1 Diversity measures o f  the entire sector

The existing repertoire and programming Hterature has used diversity measures o f the 

entire sector based on commonly used concentration measures in industrial economics. 

This section shows first how these measures are used in the industrial economics 

literature. Secondly a possible application o f these measures to repertoire data is 

explained.

These concentration measures are aggregate or concentration indices, which 

summarise the distribution o f market shares among firms in a single index, to show the 

degree of market domination by a few traders (see Burgess, 1989; Tyrole, 1993). The 

three most commonly used measures of the “fewness” o f suppliers in a market are the 

(m-firm) concentration ratio, the Herfindahl Index and the Entropy Index in industrial 

economics.

The m-firm concentration ratio (for m< n) adds up the m highest shares in the 

industry as shown in:

m

CRm =  (Si denotes firm  i ’s market share)
i=l

Since the concentration ratio consists o f the unweighted sum of the market 

shares of the m largest firms in the market, it discards a considerable amount of 

information about the relative size o f smaller firms in the market and provides only a 

limited picture o f the size distribution of firms in markets (Martin, 1994; Tyrole, 1993).

Applied to repertoire data the concentration ratio is not a useful measure since it 

would, for example, only include the m most often produced plays, playwrights or 

drama categories in a theatre sector. As a result, the concentration ratio is not used in 

this thesis to calculate repertoire diversity.
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The following two measures, the Herfindahl Index and Entropy Index, include a 

weighted sum of the market shares of all firms in the markets and can be therefore not 

only be seen as more accurate but also as more useful measures o f repertoire diversity 

since they include all produced plays, playwrights or drama categories in a theatre 

sector.

In principle, the Herfindahl Index (also called Hirschman-Herfindahl Index) is a 

measure of concentration which reflects the number o f firms and the inequality in their 

market shares. It is the weighted sum of the market shares o f all the firms in the sector. 

The Herfindahl Index is given by:

HI = (Si denotes firm i ’s market share)

It is used to estimate the extent to which a few firms dominate a given market. 

However, the actual weights are determined by the market structure; the weight 

assigned to each firm’s market share is the particular value of the firm’s own market 

share (see Burgess, 1989). This makes it a useful indicator o f fewness: the larger the 

Herfindahl Index, the fewer the number of firms supplying the industry. For example, if 

an industry is supplied by a monopolist, the monopolist’s market share is 1, and the 

value of the Herfindahl Index is 1. As the number o f firms increases, the value o f the 

Herfindahl Index falls from 1 towards 0 (Martin, 1994).^

Applied to theatre repertoire, the Herfindahl Index is used to calculate the extent 

to which a few plays, playwrights or drama categories dominate repertoires in theatres. 

The index is in this case the sum of the squares o f the percentage o f productions o f each 

play, playwright or drama category produced during a given period.

The Herfindahl Index can be then expressed as follows:

HI = (pi indicates the percentage share o f each play, playwright or drama

category being produced).
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The Herfindahl Index and diversity can be seen as an inverse relationship as a 

low index indicates high diversity, while a high index indicates more homogeneity in 

theatre repertoire (see DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985a; Dowd et al, 2002; Kambara, 

1992).

The following is a simplified illustrative example. Imagine that in a given season 

the theatre sector can produce only four different repertoire types o f production and that, 

in all, 100 different productions were mounted. Assume further that 50 per cent of these 

productions were Type 1 drama, and 20 per cent, 20 per cent and 10 per cent Types 2, 3 

and 4 drama. The Herfindahl Index in this case is simply the sum of these four 

percentages squared, in other words = (0.25 +  0.04 +  0.04 +  0.01)  -  0.34. If all of the 

productions were just Type 1, there would be minimum diversity and the index would 

be 1.00 squared. The polar opposite case o f maximum diversity would be where there 

were possible 100 different types of play and each o f the 100 productions in the season 

represented a different type of play; in this case the value o f the index would be 0.01. It 

would be very possible to have 100 or more different categories, if  a given play or 

playwright was the unit of analysis rather than using broad play type, as here, as the unit 

of analysis. Hence, as the number of different types of play increase, the value o f the 

Herfindahl Index falls from 1 towards 0.

However, the Herfindahl Index, can only be a useful measure to show diversity 

trends if  applied over time as a comparative measure, as its numerical value does not 

have intrinsic meaning (see Heilbrun, 2000). In addition, the Herfindahl Indey of one 

particular industry, here drama theatre, reveals very little about repertoire diversity, for 

example, in opera. A Herfindahl Index including repertoire data for both industries is 

necessary to be able to compare both sectors at all.
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Many empirical studies on the cultural and broadcasting sector have used the 

Herfindahl Index to analyse diversity trends in a particular sector over time. In their 

study of U.S. resident theatres DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a), show that repertoire 

diversity increases as a market grows and decreases when the market size is static 

calculating Herfindahl Indices based on the number o f productions between 1971 and 

1981.^ Heilbrun (2001) shows a similar trend for the U.S. opera industry between 

1982/83 and 1997/98 with a growing market only producing small decreases in 

diversity, while diversity decreases substantially for a fairly constant number of 

organisations in the market. Overall, an increased reliance on the most popular 

productions can be observed.^ It is not made clear in his article what categorisation 

(opera or composer) is used to calculate the Herfindahl Index. In a more recent article, 

Dowd et al (2002) estimate Herfindahl Indices to analyse repertoires o f major U.S. 

symphony orchestras between 1842 and 1969 based on the annual shares of 

performances attributable to various composers. In early years (until approximately 

1910), conformity was at its highest as actors both celebrated a limited range of classics 

and struggled to devise a viable organisational form for the presentation o f high culture. 

With the proliferation of the non-profit form, orchestras explored the breath o f the 

orchestral canon and repertoire diversity increased substantially (fi'om about 1920 on). 

The Herfindahl Index has also been a useful tool to measure diversity o f TV or Radio 

programming. In Litman and Hasegawa (1994) diversity has been measured for U.S. 

television programming using 15 broad categories to classify TV programmes. The 

Herfindahl Index shows a moderate degree of concentration across all programme 

categories and all networks.

In the existing empirical literature the Herfindahl Index has sometimes been 

applied to different lengths of time period. Time periods with more than one season
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were used to smooth annual fluctuations in the performance o f  specific plays. The 

measurements o f the Herfindahl Index have been based on the number o f  productions 

(see DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985a and Heilbrun, 2001, for example) or on the number 

o f performances (Dowd et al, 2002). DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a) have used the 

number o f  productions as they argue that repertoire diversity is prim arily concerned 

with the ability o f playwrights to have their work performed in settings that are visible 

to the national theatre community and accessible to interested theatregoers. I f  a play is 

once performed under these conditions, a play is likely to enter the dramatic literature. 

Also, in general the numbers o f performances o f rarely and often produced plays do not 

differ substantially.

A less commonly used concentration measure in industrial economics is the 

Entropy Index which is very similar to the Herfindahl Index as it includes all the firms 

in the market. It is equal to the sum of the market shares times their logarithm as shown 

below (see Tyrole, 1993):

E l = S-5, log2Si (si denotes firm  i ’s market share)

The Entropy Index is 0 if  an industry is supplied by a monopolist since the 

monopolist’s market share is 1. As the number o f  firms increases, the value o f  the 

Entropy Index increases to infinity.

In the analysis o f  TV and radio broadcasting diversity measures play an 

important role (for a good overview see O ’Hagan and Jennings, 2000). Applied to TV 

and radio broadcasting diversity the Entropy Index has been used by Kambara (1992) as 

an index for the quantity o f  information.

The following formula describes the Entropy Index:

E l = T^-pi log2Pi (pi indicates the probability o f  each category being selected).
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El indicates the average amount o f  information necessary for the selection o f  

specific categories from the total number o f  categories N. Hence, the maximum amount 

o f  information can be obtained (EI= log2N ) when the probability o f  selection is equal in 

all categories (maximum diversity). Its minimum value (EI=0) is obtained when the 

probability o f  selection concentrates on a single category (minimum diversity) (see 

Kambara, 1992).

Kambara (1992) uses a Relative Entropy Index (REI) which is the sum o f  the 

negative programme shares times the log o f  that programme share divided by the 

maximum value for the Index (log2 N) to restrict the values between 0 and 1. 

Consequently, relative entropy reaches its minimum value (REI=0) when the probability 

o f  selection concentrates on a single category (minimum diversity) and it gradually 

increases its value with the variance o f  probability o f  each category being selected. The 

maximum value (REI=1) is obtained when the probability o f  selection is equal in all 

categories (maximum diversity).

The Relative Entropy Index can be applied to repertoire data with pi denoting the 

percentage share o f  each play, playwright or drama category being produced. Hence, if  

all o f  the productions were just o f  one type e.g. one drama category, playwright or play 

the REI would be 0. The polar opposite case o f  maximum diversity would be REI = 1 if  

each type o f  production such as a play would only be played once.

The question that arises is whether there are any differences between the 

Herfindahl Index and Relative Entropy Index and whether one o f  these two measures is 

preferable. In his study Kambara (1992) uses two types o f  simulations to compare the 

Relative Entropy Index with the Herfindahl Index and shows that they achieve similar 

results. They both show a roughly inverse relationship to each other. However, both 

measures have completely different types o f  function and therefore it cannot be
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expected that they show inverse proportional changes (see Kambara, 1992; Litman and 

Hasegawa, 1994).

Nonetheless, according to Kambara (1992) the Relative Entropy Index is 

superior to the Herfindahl Index as its average value is not easily affected by the 

number of categories and is insensitive to the concentration forms in programming. At 

the same time both measures tend to show smaller variances with the increase in the 

number of categories. Obviously, for measuring theatre repertoire, no differences are 

expected between both measures as there are no changing number o f categories and 

different concentration forms in programming. Consequently, both the Herfindahl Index 

and the Relative Entropy Index can be used to measure repertoire diversity. However, 

the cultural economics literature to date has predominantly used the Herfindahl Index to 

measure repertoire diversity in the performing arts.

3.1.2.2 Diversity Measures o f Drama Repertoire in Individual Theatres 

For the measurement of repertoire diversity in individual theatres, the existing literature 

has used the following approaches. Studies by DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a) and 

Pierce (2000) use quantitative and more objective measures o f conformity and 

conventionality to capture diversity by describing differentiation in repertoire amongst 

the performing arts organisations under observation. DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a) 

show how conformity increased between 1971-1981 as a result o f declining diversity in 

the production of existing U.S. resident theatres and the fact that theatres with 

innovative repertoires were much more likely to exit the theatre industry than less 

innovative theatres. In his study of the degree o f conventionality among 35 U.S. opera 

houses between 1989-1994, Pierce (2000) describes how each of the 372 different 

operas was performed on average only five times and over half o f the operas were
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produced only once. Despite the fact that few operas are produced by most opera 

houses, Castaner and Campos (2002) argue that this is an indication that some opera 

companies produce unconventional opera or opera that was not produced by other 

companies during the period.

A more detailed explanation of the DiMaggio and Stenberg Conformity Index is 

given here, as it forms the main dependent variable (Y) in the later empirical analyses.

The DiMaggio and Stenberg Conformity Index is an aggregation o f data in 

which the theatre is the unit of analysis. The index for each theatre can be expressed as 

follows:

n

! / > , ■

C/,. = ^ —  
n

where p, is the number of times each production was shown in all theatres under 

observation and n is the total number of productions shown by that theatre. To 

standardise this, for comparison over time or with other studies, an adjusted conformity 

index would need to be used. For example, the number o f theatres could change over 

time, or the time period to which the measure is applied could vary. Thus for 

comparison purposes over time, this average needs to be adjusted by the number of 

years to which the data apply and the total number of theatres operational in the period 

in question. This adjusted average is bounded by the values 0 and 1 (or some fraction of 

this depending on the number of years used).

C l  adjusted i ~  C l j___________________________________________
Years*Total number o f  theatres

For example, if every theatre produced plays by the same playwright, the 

adjusted conformity index would be 1, whereas if  no other theatre produced plays by 

any of the playwrights used by a theatre, the conformity index would be close to 0. 

Thus, the lower the value of this index, the less conformist would be the theatre in
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question. For the empirical studies undertaken for this thesis, though, only the 

unadjusted index is needed, as they involve a ‘snapshot’ at a point in time.

A conformity index (Cl) is constructed for each theatre in a fixed period. It is the 

average number of times that each play or playwright produced by a given theatre was 

produced by all theatres in a given period.^ High values of Cl mean that there is high 

conformity in repertoire in the theatre sector, while low values indicate low conformity.

In Table 3.1, a simplified hypothetical example will illustrate the measure using 

the playwright rather than the play itself, as undertaken in the empirical study.®

Assume Theatre 1 had 4 productions during the period, involving four different 

playwrights. Assume that the number of theatres (including the theatre in question) that 

produced plays by these playwrights is pi as shown in Table 3.1. This indicates for 

example that 19 other theatres also produced plays by Shakespeare, four produced plays 

by Ayckbourn, and so on. The sum of the total number o f times each playwright 

produced by Theatre 1 is also staged in all theatres under observation, is Spi and ni is the 

total number of productions shown by Theatre 1. The conformity index is calculated by 

dividing Ipi by nj as the average for each theatre. The average, or conformity index, for 

each theatre gives some indication of how conformist or otherwise that particular theatre 

has been relative to the sector as a whole. In the example. Theatre 1 offers a less 

conformist theatre repertoire than Theatre 2 as the average conformity index is lower for 

Theatre 1 (Cl = 7) than it is for Theatre 2 (CI=15).

The use of the discussed diversity measures such as the conformity index and 

Herfindahl Index, for example, offers a quantitative and therefore objective proxy for 

repertoire diversity. However, they underlie certain limitations (see above and 

DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985a). The measures are not sensitive to variations in 

performance style or stage design as conventional and experimental productions of the
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same play are treated as identical. It may be, however, that non-conformity in terms of 

selection of play or playwright is positively associated with non-conformity in terms of 

theme and style of performance, neither of which is so amenable to measurement. Many 

people besides would see diversity of repertoire as important in its own right, as it 

provides an index of the ability of playwrights to have their works produced, criticised 

and thus entered into the dramatic literature.

Martorella (1977) also uses a simple classification system to categorise operas 

into two types: ‘standard’ and ‘contemporary’. The term ‘standardisation’ represents 

repertoire, which has undergone a competitive selective process over time and appears 

season after season. It also includes operas premiered before 1930. In her analysis of 

opera repertoire in the U.S. between 1966-1975 standard composers were produced four 

times more than contemporary composers. This can be seen in the following figures: of 

the total number of operas performed during this 9-year period, 64 per cent involved the 

composition of 31 per cent of the standard composers. At the same time contemporary 

composers, representing 69 per cent of the composers, received only 36 per cent o f the 

performances. Her results show a trend towards repertoire standardisation around some 

popular operas among leading U.S. opera houses. The four leading opera companies 

present a disproportionate number of compositions from the nineteenth century and 

contemporary operas are often totally absent from seasons.

Some other studies that are concerned with repertoire choice and programming 

have developed some other measures based on more subjective and broad 

categorisations (see for example Austen-Smith, 1980; Blau, 1989; Throsby 1983 and 

Urrutiaguer, 2002). However, these measures are more concerned with repertoire 

quality and not necessarily with repertoire diversity and should therefore not be used to 

analyse repertoire diversity. At the same time these quality measures offer some insight
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on how the existing diversity measures could overcome some o f their limitations 

discussed above by including some of their features.

Austen-Smith (1980) develops a programme index o f ‘highbrowness’ to analyse 

quality and the target groups using a classification system based on three categories: 

‘Highbrow’, ‘Lowbrow’ and ‘Family Shows’ and is based on the text of plays. 

‘Highbrow’ productions loosely correspond to plays, which are intellectually more 

demanding from an audience’s perspective, while ‘lowbrow’ are considered to require 

little intellectual effort to appreciate them. ‘Family shows’ consist o f productions staged 

by theatres for children e.g. pantomimes, plays for children and other ‘Christmas treat’ 

type productions. While the identification of family productions is unequivocal, the 

partitioning of the remaining drama productions is less objective and is based on a broad 

consensus after consultation of various university staff. Hence, the outcome is probably 

biased. The lower the value of this one-dimensional index the greater the general 

popular appeal of the programme as it is the ratio between the numbers o f ‘Highbrow’ 

to ‘Lowbrow’ productions of a theatre during a season. Austen-Smith (1980) constructs 

programme indices for 40 provincial theatres in England for the season 1974/75 but no 

discussion or description of the results are given in his article.

Blau (1989) undertakes an analysis of 133 U.S. resident theatres for the 1977/78 

season based on a very similar analysis by DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a and 1985b). 

For this she develops her own measure o f innovation that is based on a four-point scale 

to capture how experimental or not a theatre is. It is seen as a ‘soft’ measure as it is 

based on a very subjective and therefore questionable classification system, but it is 

noteworthy as it takes into account information available from many different secondary 

sources. Blau (1989) included background information on a theatre, such as their 

philosophy, objectives, awards won, premieres launched and the literary merits of the
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plays produced. The coding scheme ranges from 4, for very innovative or experimental, 

to 1, for very conventional. She compares her qualitative index with the Herfindahl 

Index used by DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a) and finds a correlation between both 

measures of 0.60 (see Blau, 1989, p. 118).

Similar to this approach Throsby (1983) uses quality indices in a study of the 

role of quality in demand for three professional non-profit theatre companies in Sydney 

for the time period 1974 to 1978. This quality index is based on the following quality 

characteristics: repertoire classification, standard o f source material, standard of 

production, standard of acting and standard o f design. He bases his repertoire 

classification on whether the work and author have been known by the audience and 

includes a condensation o f press reviews for the classification o f the other 

characteristics.

A method to measure subjective quality assessments is also proposed by 

Urrutiaguer (2002) in his study on the impact o f quality on demand for French theatre in 

1995/96. He believes that groups of mediators between producers and consumers 

participate in product valuation through their judgements. Spectators have alternative 

ways of estimating anticipated quality as they can refer to drama reviews, the reputation 

of the theatre director and evaluations by public authorities e.g. experts’ reports. Hence, 

he classifies repertoire into 4 categories, analyses the average appreciation of 

representative critics and looks at the artistic reputation o f the theatre director to get 

three dummy variables o f quality.

Another output measure used is the number o f different productions staged 

during a season, which is an operational indicator of how ‘industrious’ a theatre is (see 

Austen-Smith, 1980). This is based on the argument that there are large economies of 

scale to be had by increasing the average length o f run per production as a theatre incurs

71



relatively high fixed costs in staging a first performance, but marginal costs thereafter 

fall everywhere. The argument then is that a theatre company that for example puts on 

30 performances each of Shakespeare, Ibsen and Ayckbourn, produces a more diverse 

experience than one that concentrates on producing 90 performances o f Shakespeare. 

This though is a rather crude measure of diversity, but useful nonetheless in the absence 

of better measures (also see Throsby and Withers, 1979; Heilbrun and Gray, 1993).

Other output measures of theatres such as tickets offered or sold and the number 

of performances are not useful to indicate diversity or the industriousness and are 

therefore not being discussed (Austen-Smith, 1980).

3.2 Determinants of Repertoire Diversity 

3.2.1 Categorisation

Repertoire decisions in performing arts organisations are seen as the result of arts 

managers supposedly maximising an organisational utility function within the 

constraints placed by the market (Pierce, 2000; Castaner and Campos, 2002).

There are three main categories of explanatory factors that have been used in 

previous studies: financial, organisational, and socio-economic determinants, or the 

meso, micro and macro levels of explanatory factors as categorised by Castaner and 

Campos (2002).

Existing repertoire studies have mainly focused on the macro-environmental 

factors such as cultural policy, regulation and economic conditions in the local territory 

(see DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985b; Heilbrun, 2001 and Pierce, 2000).
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The meso approach examines the interface between the envirormient and the 

organisation, e.g. the funding mix (see Austen-Smith, 1980; Martorella, 1977 and 

Pierce, 2000).

The micro-environmental approach, which studies organisational variables, such 

as the size, age and internal structure o f a company (e.g. for its administrative and 

power structures) (see Austen-Smith, 1980; DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985b) has mainly 

been of interest to sociological studies, but Castaner and Campos (2002) also discuss 

this approach drawing on the organisational literature on innovation to explain three 

possible driving forces of artistic innovation. Castaner and Campos (2002) suggest that 

artistic organisations engage in artistic innovation if  there is a negative gap between 

performance and aspiration levels. Additionally, they propose that the availability of 

slack resources as well as the role of the art managers’ background determine the 

organisational preferences (see Section 3.2.2 for a more detailed discussion).

As already stated in Section 3.1.1 this thesis is concerned with ‘repertoire 

diversity across theatres’, called repertoire diversity for simplicity, as it measures the 

extent to which plays or playwrights are performed by an individual theatre that all the 

other theatres under observation do not show. In an industrial economics context this is 

equivalent to the concept of product differentiation o f a multi-product firm. However, 

this concept is only sufficient if each theatre is analysed in isolation. Most of the 

existing repertoire studies have treated theatres as single isolated entities and have 

ignored the effect of competition within and across arts fields. However, as Castaner 

and Campos (2002) argue, competitive supply cannot be excluded in general 

programming models given the multiplicity o f supply in large cities, the substantial 

substitutability among art forms and the competition for local and national monetary, 

physical and human resources across fields. This is based on the argument that
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repertoire choice is an important competition parameter. As a result, repertoire decisions 

cannot be analysed without any reference to the competing theatres such as, for 

example, the strategic interaction in which the theatres find themselves.

Consequently, this thesis introduces some hypotheses which are related to the 

competitive supply of theatre repertoire in larger metropolitan areas. This is based on 

the argument that strategic interactions between different theatres are expected in their 

repertoire choice analogue to the differentiation in the product space in a relevant 

market by monopolistic competition. As a result, this thesis distinguishes between 

determinants that are driving ‘internal’ repertoire diversity and those that influence 

‘external’ repertoire diversity. While ‘internal diversity’ refers to repertoire diversity of 

a single theatre, ‘external’ repertoire diversity includes repertoire diversity of all 

theatres in a relevant geographically delineated market e.g. a community or a 

metropolitan area. Hence, the hypotheses discussed in the following section are 

analysed in this light. Since the majority o f determinants can be seen as driving forces 

o f ‘internal’ diversity each theatre can be analysed in isolation for these possibly 

influencing factors. However, certain factors such as the population size, the location 

(hypotheses H8 and H I2) and the level of competition a theatre experiences in a 

community (hypothesis 9) have to be seen as driving factors o f ‘external’ diversity as 

these determine the repertoire of all theatres within a community. Drawing on the 

literature on product differentiation a more detailed discussion of these factors of 

‘external’ diversity is given with the relevant hypotheses in the following section.
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3.2.2 A Theoretical and Empirical Review o f  Determinants in the Repertoire

Literature

The Meso-financial Hypothesis

Performing arts organisations take the non-profit form in order to have access to 

donative financing since they face unusual market conditions as a result o f very high 

fixed costs and low marginal costs (also see Section 2.2.1). A subsidy can have different 

effects on the output of non-profit performing arts organisations as seen earlier in the 

models outlined in Section 2.2.2. This thesis concentrates on the question of how a 

subsidy might have an effect on one particular aspect o f theatre output, that o f repertoire 

diversity. Other possible effects are that a subsidy might simply lead to lower prices, 

with no change in repertoire. Alternatively, it might impinge on quality, with the theatre 

making its productions as elaborate as possible, with lavish stage sets, expensive 

lighting etc. (see Hansmann, 1981 and O ’Hagan, 1998). Another possibility is that it 

allows the theatre to concentrate on elite rather than popular drama, with no 

improvement necessarily in diversity. It is highly likely though that in a switch to more 

elite shows, the number o f different productions would increase, thereby probably 

increasing diversity, as the audience for elite shows by definition is much more limited 

and hence the length o f run will be much shorter than for popular works (see Montias, 

1983).

The funding mix has been seen as one o f the major determinants o f repertoire 

choice in non-profit performing arts organisations (see Austen-Smith, 1980; DiMaggio 

and Stenberg, 1985b; Martorella, 1977 and Pierce, 2000). This is based on the argument 

that subsidy means greater artistic fi-eedom and opportunity to experiment, as it releases 

theatres from some o f the constraints o f the market. Without subsidy, performing arts
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organisations are forced to present mass-appeal shows, as submission to box office 

demands ensures greater financial security and very often survival.

Both the commercial theatre sector and the grant-aided theatre sector have an 

interest in innovation and the creation of new works. The commercial sector needs a 

flow of new popular works in order for the sector to survive. In other words the 

primarily entertainment function of drama cannot survive on indefinite repetition of 

existing works; it needs new works to sustain it. The problem though is that nobody 

knows what will or will not be a commercial success. This is what Caves (2000) refers 

to as the ‘nobody knows’ property that attaches to a creative work like a play. There is 

huge uncertainty about how consumers will value a new play. It might meet with great 

acclaim and bring in revenue far exceeding its cost o f production or it might find few 

customers who are prepared to see it. A play though can be very expensive to produce 

and yet a very high risk attaches to its success.

A further factor is that there is substantial evidence to show that the run-length 

required to make a play commercially successful has increased considerably in the last 

50 years (see for example Caves, 2000). This means that, more than ever, commercial 

theatres and producing companies need some certainty about the likely success o f a play 

before mounting a production. A theatre/producing company (hereafter simply referred 

to as theatre for convenience) nowadays incurs very high fixed costs in staging a first 

performance (e.g. rehearsal time, set and lighting design and construction, advertising) 

but marginal performance cost falls everywhere and there are potentially very large 

economies o f scale to be had by increasing the average length o f run per production (see 

Austen-Smith, 1980). The result of this might be two-fold. The commercial sector will 

go to considerable lengths to have new work tested before mounting a production and 

all things being equal will opt for ‘safe programming’ given the commercial reality
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outlined above. In this context, reliance on non-market income is the only way by which 

a theatre will opt for ‘non-safe’ programming, through increasing the number of 

productions and thereby the diversity o f its output.

In an empirical study of 34 provincial repertory theatres in England for 1974/75, 

Austen-Smith (1980) shows that subsidy discourages high levels o f activity (minor 

effect) and encourages the presentation of relatively higher levels o f minority interest 

plays (major effect). The increasing dependence on box office income led to a trend 

towards repertoire standardization around some popular operas among leading U.S. 

opera houses as shown in Martorella (1977). Castaner and Campos (2002) question 

though why all ticket holders should necessarily have a preference for popular or 

commercial work. More adventurous repertoire, Martorella (1977) argues, can be taken 

up in many European countries with high subsidies, while American opera companies 

depend on box office income and private sponsorship. Heilbrun (1998) also suggests in 

his study of opera repertoire in the U.S. for the seasons 1982/83 to 1997/98 that higher 

levels of government funding in Canada than in the U.S. lead to lower levels of 

repertoire conformity in Canada than in the U.S. DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) show 

in their study of American resident theatres between 1971-1981 how higher dependence 

on the market is associated with greater conformity o f repertoire. Similar to Martorella 

(1977) and Austen-Smith (1980) market autonomy appears to be an important influence 

on innovation and conformity throughout most of the U.S. In addition to this DiMaggio 

and Stenberg (1985b) show in their results that the effect o f earned income is more 

pronounced in New York City than in the other U.S. regions.

In another study on the impact of government funding on risk-taking (repertoire 

‘non-conventionality’) in 35 U.S. opera companies by Pierce (2000), the empirical 

results are mixed. His results show that state (non-federal) funding encourages
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repertoire conventionality, while federal support, e.g. National Endowment o f the Arts 

(NEA) funding, encourages risk-taking.

Castaner and Campos (2002) see this overall mixed empirical evidence on the 

effect of public funding on repertoire decisions as the result of three critical limitations 

in the existing literature. The first limitation is seen in the assumption o f identical 

objectives of all patrons of the same type in the existing repertoire studies. They argue 

that governments with different political ideologies and corporations depending on their 

industry membership, corporate strategy and identity have different attitudes towards 

the arts, which will influence their support for artistic innovation. Evidence for this can 

be seen in Schulze and Rose (1998) who show that the ideological make-up of local 

governments in Germany has a significant effect on the amount o f public funding 

provided to symphony orchestras. For this reason I am including hypothesis 3 into my 

model to overcome this limitation (also see discussion on hypothesis 3). The second 

limitation is seen in the focus on U.S. industries in the existing repertoire literature, 

which therefore have only limited applicability to European countries since corporate 

sponsorship is non-existent. Bearing this in mind the empirical applications for the 

English and German theatre sectors discussed in this thesis are based on models which 

have been adjusted to the European context. Thirdly, the existing studies see the 

influence of patrons as completely determining organisational behaviour while Castaner 

and Campos (2002) believe that there is a need for incorporating internal and 

organisational features in general as well as in relation to artistic staff and management 

(see earlier).

Given the data availability, the following three hypotheses can be tested to see 

what effect public funding has on repertoire decisions. The funding hypothesis then is 

the following:
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HI: The higher the percentage public grants account fo r  o f  total income, the more

diverse is the repertoire in a theatre.

Alternatively, the following hypothesis can be tested as box office income is 

seen as an expression of client-centeredness or a commercial-like milieu. Martorella 

(1977) sees box office income as a constraining factor o f repertoire selection, which 

affects the content and style of opera productions in the U.S. She argues that repertoire 

selection is made in response to the following different audience groups: private 

patrons, the subscriber, and foundations, corporations and the government. Additionally, 

it involves a long and complicated network of organisational stages o f its internal 

resources and client control. Ultimately, the audience and patron weigh heavily since 

they express their interest by purchasing tickets and making contributions. Submission 

to box office demand therefore insures greater financial security and has come to be 

justified because it means survival (Martorella, 1977; DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985b). 

H2: The lower the percentage o f  earned income o f  total income (box office income),

the more diverse the repertoire fo r  each theatre.

H2 would be o f interest in a context where theatres rely not just on state funding to 

supplement box-office income but also on private and corporate donations. It could be 

argued that the latter also provide greater discretion with regard to repertoire choice, 

hideed, it would be an interesting issue to examine whether or not private donations 

provide more freedom in this regard than state donations. In the context o f this thesis, 

however, this is not an issue as the predominant source o f grants to English and German 

non-profit theatres is in fact the state.

In fact state subsidy can favour conservative repertoire choice, as there is an 

asymmetry in the political gain from the successful and the loss from an unsuccessful 

venture (see Section 2.2.2 for a full discussion o f this argument by Krebs and
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Pommerehne, 1995). As stated earlier in this section Schulze and Rose (1998) examine 

in some detail the importance of political factors in allocating budgets to arts 

institutions, arguing that the presence of a conservative government was more likely to 

impact on the level of the grant. Even in relation to the level o f the grant politicians 

have limited influence, at least in the short term, as most of the technical and 

administrative staff in cultural institutions, particularly in Germany, are on permanent 

contracts. Castaner and Campos (2002) expect wide variations among governing 

political parties in terms of their attitude towards innovation and experimentation. 

Hence, depending on the political outlook o f public patrons such as local politicians, the 

preferences and thus their financial support for artistic innovation, here repertoire choice 

can vary.

The following hypothesis will be tested in this context:

H3: The more conservative the political outlook o f the decision-makers o f public

subsidies to theatres, the less diverse the theatre repertoire

It could be argued that the source of state funds, be in local or state as opposed to 

central or federal government, might also be a factor in explaining repertoire diversity. 

One might expect local government to have different artistic objectives than a central 

agency such as an Arts Council.

Another important source of income is seen in subscription income as it provides 

some guaranteed earned income to theatres. The question that arises is how the 

dependence on subscription income might influence repertoire decisions in the 

individual theatres. DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) see high rates o f subscription 

income as an indicator of how institutionalised a theatre is as it shows how much a 

theatre adheres to the norms of the field. The orthodox view of institutionalisation 

would argue that subscription audience provides theatres with the stability they need to
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plan ahead and to pursue their artistic goals. Hence, the institutionalised theatre 

‘develops an audience that grows along with it, enlarging its subscriber’s appetite for 

artistic challenges as it ensures own survival through market success’ (DiMaggio and 

Stenberg, 1985b: 112). In her study on theatre demand in Germany, Krebs (1996) also 

sees subscribers as an indicator of good quality as theatres are forced to provide 

continuous good quality over time, so that people are interested in a long-term 

commitment to a theatre company. In their empirical study o f U.S. residential theatres 

DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) take a critical view o f institutionalisation as they argue 

that ‘the dependence on the whims of subscribers makes risk-taking financially 

disastrous’ (DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985b: 113). Interestingly, their empirical results 

do not show any evidence in support of the assertion that subscription audiences per se 

sabotage programme innovation.

Another aspect of subscription income is the subscription audience itself as it is 

generally a relatively conservative audience and might therefore have an impact on 

repertoire decisions. In her study on U.S. operas Martorella (1977) observes a trend 

towards a more heavy reliance on subscription performances as it provides some 

minimal financial base. Despite the fact opera subscribers are the largest group of total 

box office income of major U.S. opera house and therefore provide financial security 

they have an inhibitive influence on repertoire decisions, as they are most conservative 

and place specific ‘constraints’ upon repertoire selection with their demand for 

superstars and Italian operas. Hence, they do not only have influence on the specific 

content of repertoire but also on the total number o f productions, performances and 

composers selected for each season. Hofman (1998) discusses the German case where 

subscription income is a very important income source for public theatres. Subscription 

income is organised in two ways: season ticket membership and membership in a
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theatre visitor organisation. The majority o f regular theatregoers in Germany are 

regulated by such visitor organisations whose members are regarded as conservative. 

Hence, it can be argued that the dependence on such subscription income can have an 

effect on the repertoire choice of a theatre as it aims to satisfy the tastes o f their season 

ticket holders.

Therefore the following hypothesis is given:

H4: The higher the percentage o f subscription income accounted fo r  by total

income, the less diverse a theatre’s repertoire.

Micro-organizational Determinants

Micro-organizational factors relate to the theatre as an institution such as its size, 

location and administrative and power structure.

The size of a theatre, measured as the theatre’s seating capacity, is used as a 

direct proxy for any costs a theatre incurs as it represents the number o f seats to fill and 

it is associated with expensive financial commitments to a large house (see Austen- 

Smith, 1980). These expensive financial commitments can be seen in non-profit 

repertoire theatres usually incurring high fixed costs o f a number o f productions and of 

employing their personnel on a sustained basis as well as long-term leases on the 

building. Caves (2000) argues that there is a fixed cost problem in the performing arts 

since such fixed costs usually form a large fraction of total costs as a result o f a 

relatively low marginal cost to mount a production and the limited demand for each 

production (also see Secfion 2.2.1.). Additionally, the performing arts suffer from the 

cost disease as the performing arts are labour-intensive activities with no direct access 

to productivity gains, and therefore their real production costs tend to increase steadily. 

In this context Caves (2000) observes a decline in the number o f productions and an

82



increase in the run-length of hits to cover the increasing real costs in Broadway theatres. 

Not only do performing arts organisations incur high fixed cost but they also incur high 

variable cost for each audience member served. Hence, the combination o f high variable 

cost plus the need to cover high fixed cost imply high admission charges, which restrict 

audience size. High fixed costs are only viable with shared artistic goals among the 

creative personnel and with access to donations to support coverage of the recurring 

high fixed cost (see Caves, 2000, chapter 14). Caves (2000) regards the affinity o f non

profit organisations for high culture as a puzzle, since high culture as such does not 

imply any particular cost structures or contract problems. He argues that the fixed cost 

constraint only applies if high culture is defined as a rejection o f broad based taste 

standards. He sees a better explanation in the role o f quality in creative activities with 

the artists having an unbounded and continuing interest in the frontier o f creative 

entertainment. In this context the individual artist pursues quality and distinctiveness 

using all available resources essentially acting as a one person non-profit organisation, 

which eventually leads to a non-profit coalition of artists as stated above. A theatre 

company takes a huge risk in producing challenging new work, which might serve their 

artists’ career, but might overly challenge its customers who then stay at home. Hence, 

large theatre companies cannot afford to take such risk, as empty seats do not contribute 

to cover the high fixed costs they are incurring.

Some authors such as Martorella (1977) and DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) 

argue that larger performing arts organisations tend to programme a more conformist 

repertoire than do smaller organisations. Both Austen-Smith (1980) and DiMaggio and 

Stenberg (1985b) find empirical support for the hypothesis that large theatre companies 

tend to be more conformist in their repertoire choice, while Pierce (2000) and Heilbrun
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(2001) found no significant results for their argument that large organisations should be 

able to experiment more than smaller ones.

Nonetheless, the following hypothesis can be formulated:

H5: The smaller the seating capacity o f theatres, the more diverse the theatre

repertoire.

It has to be taken into account though that there might be ambiguous interpretations as 

size captures different theoretical constructs such as resource availability and stability 

amongst others and, as such, conflicting empirical results may not be that surprising. 

Drawing on the organisational literature o f innovation Castaner and Campos (2002) 

discuss the dual nature o f size. They argue that on the one hand large organisations 

enjoy greater resources and income stability than small organisations, which should 

allow them to engage in innovation. At the same time the larger an organisations the 

more they are weighed down by inertia. The result is that the very same reliability 

performing arts organisations enjoy leads them to avoid any changes that would 

negatively effect it (see Castaiier and Campos, 2002; DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985b). 

An alternative to the concept of size is the concept o f slack as suggested by Castaner 

and Campos (2002) who argue that organisations engage in innovation and changes if 

they have slack resources e.g. redundant resources or employees and/or a stable 

subscription base. For the purpose o f this thesis it is not possible to test such variables 

since such data is not available but it is important to bear in mind the ambiguity of size 

when interpreting the empirical results.

Many non-profit theatres have studio space, e.g. a smaller venue, in which to 

offer more adventurous and unusual productions to certain audiences groups. Where this 

applies, two different hypotheses could be valid. The first is relevant where the data do 

not allow a breakdown o f repertoire between the main and studio theatres. Since studio
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space offers the opportunity to undertake experimentation and risk-taking (Boyden, 

2000), it might be argued that taking the repertoire o f the two theatres as a whole, that 

overall a less conformist repertoire will apply, leading to the following hypothesis, 

assuming that the repertoire of the main theatre is not affected by the existence o f the 

studio theatre:

H6: A theatre with studio space can offer an overall more diverse repertoire.

Alternatively, the following hypothesis with an expected opposite outcome could 

be tested if the focus of the analysis is on repertoire choices in the main venue only. The 

opportunity cost of putting on lowbrow productions in the main auditorium is smaller 

than for highbrow production since studios are small relative to main venues and more 

experimental productions are expected to generate relatively low demands at any given 

price (see Jenkins and Austen-Smith, 1987). Hence, it can be assumed that more 

experimental or unusual productions are shown in the studio space o f a theatre rather 

than in its main venue since it involves a lower risk o f losing out in box office income 

for the theatre company.

H7: A theatre with studio space produces a less diverse repertoire in its main venue.

The hypotheses discussed to this point have referred to factors that mainly 

influence ‘internal’ repertoire diversity, the repertoire diversity o f a single theatre. The 

following two hypotheses are concerned with two relevant factors o f ‘external’ 

repertoire diversity as they influence repertoire choice o f all theatres within a 

community as a result of strategic interactions between these theatres. Drawing on the 

industrial economics literature such strategic interactions are at work if  there is more 

than one theatre in a community since each theatres within this community has to worry 

about where the other competing theatres will choose to position their products, here 

drama productions. Consequently, it is expected that a theatre based in a large
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metropolitan area has a much more specialised repertoire than a (maybe only) theatre of 

equal size in a small town. However, even if  a repertoire is very specialised and 

focused, it does not mean that this theatre automatically has very high ‘internal’ 

diversity but it might contribute to a very high ‘external’ diversity in its local 

monopolistic competitive market.

This can be explained using the location or spatial-differentiation model by 

Hotelling (1929) in which different consumers are located at different places (see 

Burgess, 1989; Carlton and Perloff, 2000; Martin, 2002; Tyrole, 1993 from which the 

following discussion is based on). Another interpretation o f this model is that 

consumers have heterogeneous tastes which lie on a continuum, for example a 

consumer’s ‘location’ may represent the degree o f interest in classical plays the 

consumer prefers most. Hence, consumers, here the theatre audience, view each 

theatre’s product, here a drama production, as having a particular location in product 

(characteristic) space. However, theatres are not located at each potential location in 

product space, possibly as the result of fixed costs. In this model, consumers also have 

locations in product space and they receive less pleasure from products whose 

characteristics deviate from their ideal. Hence, consumers incur a utility loss from not 

consuming their preferred commodity.

The closer two products (or the more similar two drama productions) are to each 

other in product space, the better substitutes they are. However, the principle of 

differentiation states that theatres generally do not want to locate at the same place in 

the product space as two theatres producing perfect substitutes, here identical drama 

productions, face unbridled price competition. In contrast product differentiation allows 

theatres to establish market niches over which they enjoy some market power. Thus, 

theatres usually wish to differentiate themselves from other theatres.

86



In such a monopolistic competitive theatre market product differentiation creates 

some market power for a theatre as theatres or drama productions only compete with 

others that are near them in terms of product space. The market power stems from the 

preferences o f customers to purchase their preferred product, which can be interpreted 

as the audience choosing their preferred drama production in this context.

Consequently, there are two polar cases: maximal differentiation of drama 

productions and perfect substitutes o f drama productions. Maximal differentiation 

occurs if  theatres are located as far as possible from each in terms of product space. This 

is equivalent to maximum ‘external repertoire diversity’ in the relevant theatre market. 

Each firm locates far from its competitor in order not to trigger a low price from the 

competitor and thus price competition is softened. The other case is in which they 

produce the same product and are perfect substitutes. This is equivalent to minimum 

‘external repertoire diversity’ or homogeneity and leads to price competition.

Overall, theatres perceive a trade-off between a desire to market steal involving 

producing substitutes which leads to less ‘external diversity’ and a desire to avoid price 

competition by creating market niches as a result o f product differentiation which leads 

to more ‘external’ repertoire diversity.

From this discussion it can be seen that the location o f a theatre company can be 

seen as an important determinant o f ‘external’ repertoire diversity. Big cities such as 

London or Berlin are not only seen nationally and internationally as focal points of 

theatre, they also offer more competitive theatre markets with their higher density and 

wider variety of theatres which can be described as monopolistic competitive markets. 

This is in contrast to smaller cities and towns with usually one to three theatres, which 

therefore often hold a virtual local monopoly in programming decisions, e.g. New York 

City and outside New York City (Heilbrun and Gray, 1993). DiMaggio and Stenberg
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(1985b) show in their empirical analysis of U.S. resident theatres that theatres in larger 

and therefore more competitive markets, here New York City are much less conformist 

than in other parts o f the U.S. One major drawback of their analysis can be seen in that 

they only look at ‘internal’ repertoire diversity and do not consider ‘external’ repertoire 

diversity.

In a similar vein, there is also the argument based on the principle of 

differentiation that a large market allows audience segmentation and therefore 

specialisation. As discussed earlier this does not lead necessarily to higher ‘internal’ 

repertoire diversity of an individual theatre in the market but it can lead to higher 

‘external’ repertoire diversity of all theatres together in a monopolistic competitive 

market.

As a result the following two related hypotheses can be formulated which refer 

to ‘external’ repertoire diversity, namely repertoire diversity o f all theatres in a 

community:

H8: Theatres based in a large community offer together a more diverse theatre

repertoire than a theatre outside a large community.

For this an alternative hypothesis to H8 can be proposed testing for the density 

factor in more competitive markets.

H9: The more competition a theatre experiences in a community, the more diverse

the repertoire across all theatres within a community.

Another important factor that might influence repertoire decisions is the 

organisational climate and theatre manager preferences in a theatre company. This is 

based on the argument that members and more specifically its leaders of arts 

organisations have their own programming preferences. Castaner and Campos (2002) 

suggest that there is a need to incorporate the preferences o f organisational members as
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a key determinant of both economic and artistic aspirations. This is based on empirical 

evidence in the existing sociological literature of culture that has shown that managers 

have a huge influence on programming decisions, hi contrast to this most existing 

economic repertoire studies ignore such considerations as they assume that arts 

organisations make decisions dependent on environmental pressures, in particular the 

demands of their patrons. One of the first attempts to include such considerations is the 

empirical study on U.S. resident theatres by DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) who look 

at the relative influence o f managers versus artists as a determinant o f repertoire 

conformity. They argue that managing directors with an artistic background tend to put 

on more innovative and unusual repertoires than would theatre directors with 

managerial backgrounds and no artistic experience. Hence, the predominance of non- 

artistic forces over artistic forces in a theatre will result in higher repertoire conformity. 

Despite empirical support for this hypothesis in DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b), 

Castaner and Campos (2002) question their implicit assumption that non-artistic 

managers will always go against innovation. As discussed in chapter 2 a key point made 

by Montias (1983) is that the imposition of a non-distribution constraint leaves the 

theatre manager with considerable scope to choose the repertoire mix that best suits 

his/her preferences or whatever goal he/she is pursuing (see Castaner and Campos, 

2002; Montias, 1983 and DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985b).

The following hypothesis can therefore be stated:

HI 0: Theatres run by an artistic theatre manager are more diverse in their repertoire

decisions than theatres run by administrative theatre managers.

The age of a theatre company has been used as a proxy for institutionalisation in 

DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b). Similar to the discussion for H4 on subscription 

income age can be seen as an indicator of institutionalisation. The orthodox view of
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institutionalisation would argue that an institutionalised theatre develops an audience 

that grows along with it and this would allow artistic challenges. Since DiMaggio and 

Stenberg (1985b) take a critical view of institutionalisation they associate age with 

conservatism as it gives an indication about how established a theatre is in relation to its 

repertoire traditions and audience patterns. In their analysis age does not have a notable 

effect on repertoire conformity (see DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985b). Nonetheless the 

following hypothesis can be tested:

H ll :  The older and therefore more established a theatre, the less diverse the

repertoire.

Socio-economic Determinants: The Role o f Demand

Macro-environmental factors include community characteristics, which give 

information on the demand for theatre productions in a local community. Castaiier and 

Campos (2002) review the existing literature in which two aspects o f the environment 

have been discussed; the availability of resources and the market with its institutional 

features.

The first branch looks at the existence of arts organisations in a local community 

as a function of its size and wealth (see Blau, 1989 and Castaner and Campos, 2002). 

Additionally, the population size and average income capture the availability of 

resources in a community, such as specific educational organisations that train artists 

(see Blau, 1989; Castaner and Campos, 2002). DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) and 

Heilbrun (2000) use population size as a community characteristic to explain 

programming choices, both of which have shown a significant effect, as larger 

communities not only have a large number of arts organisations, but also allow 

specialisation (also see the discussion on product differentiation for hypotheses H8 and
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H9). Hence, hypothesis H12 on the relationship between population size and repertoire 

diversity refers to ‘external’ repertoire diversity. Average income is used as a proxy for 

wealth in the studies by Pierce (2000) and Schulze and Rose (1998), but does not show 

a significant effect. Overall, the existing empirical evidence, which sees repertoire 

choice as a function of local resources, is mixed, but their direct effect on the degree of 

conformity o f theatre repertoire is questionable. Castaner and Campos (2002) believe 

that local resources can have a direct effect on the emergence and viability of arts 

organisations, but they do not think that it necessarily means that they should have a 

direct influence on the degree of innovation in an arts organisation. Another problem 

with using the average income o f a local community is that the arts audience in general 

tends to have a higher income than the general population (see Pierce, 2000 and 

O ’Hagan, 1996).

Despite these limitations the following hypotheses can be derived from this:

H12: The larger the population o f the community (city/town), the more diverse is the

theatre repertoire across all theatres in a community 

HI 2: The higher the average income is in the respective community, the more diverse

the theatre repertoire.

The second branch tends to model repertoire decisions as a result o f demand and 

supply forces. Castaner and Campos (2002) argue that difference in human capital, e.g. 

education, should have a stronger effect on artistic irmovation than average population 

income which does not appear to differentiate programming characteristics (see earlier). 

This is based on the argument which is also supported by both Heilbrun (2000) and 

Pierce (2000) that educated audiences not only enable the existence o f arts organisations 

but also stimulate them to be innovative to remain at the forefront o f the field. Hence, 

the more educated, liberal, sophisticated and wealthier the community, the greater the
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level of diversity and programme experimentation expected o f a local theatre. Jenkins 

and Austen-Smith (1987) also support this as they expect a positive relationship 

between education levels, class and income with a ‘taste’ for more highbrow shows in 

their analysis of interdependent decision-making in non-profit English theatres. Their 

results indicate that there might be two types o f theatregoers: a regular core audience of 

the well off and less regular consumers who prefer lowbrow programming. In fact they 

could find little evidence of a significant association between programme mix and local 

district income. Pierce (2000) tests the relationship between the level o f education in a 

community and conventionality by using an inflexibility index, which shows the lack of 

education in a particular city and a simplicity index which shows the lack of 

sophistication in a particular city. His results show that inflexibility and per-capita 

income appear to be important in the demand-side determination of conventionality. 

Hence, the risk that opera companies are willing to take is positively related with the 

education level and wealth of their local populations. At the same time his measure of 

human capital, the degree of sophistication, in the form of the simplicity index does not 

show a significant effect on conformity. Heilbrun (2000) finds similar evidence in his 

study for which he uses the percentage of white-collar employees in a community as a 

measure of human capital. Using the average level o f education DiMaggio and Stenberg 

(1985b) find that U.S. resident theatres with large, highly educated markets innovate 

more than theatres in small, less well-educated markets. Hence, indicators for the level 

of education in a community can be seen in the average level o f education in a 

community and in the proportion o f students in the total population o f a community. 

Krebs (1996) uses both indicators to test whether education has a positive effect on 

theatre demand in her analysis of German public theatre. In her study demand for operas 

depends significantly on the student population in a community. Communities with a
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high student population seem to develop a better ‘theatre tradition’ which Krebs (1996) 

sees rather as a result of the general ‘academic climate’ than a result o f the higher level 

of general education. Hence, it could be argued that if  there were a higher demand for 

theatre in a community, there would be a higher demand for different productions, 

which could lead to more repertoire diversity. It is also expected that students would 

have a greater demand for experimental and unusual productions.

The following hypotheses can be derived from this to test whether a local 

community has an influence on repertoire decisions o f its local theatre:

HI 4: The higher educated the population in the respective community, more diverse is

the repertoire in their local theatre.

H I 5: The higher the percentage o f  students in the total population in the respective

community, more diverse the repertoire in their local theatre.

There is of course considerable overlap in these variables. For example, H I3, 

H14 and H I5 are variants on a common theme. Besides, H8, H9 and H12 are in a sense 

picking up a similar effect, namely the impact of size o f catchment population on 

repertoire choice. It is also likely that there is a high correlation between data relating to 

H8, H I2, H I3, H14 implying that in practice the effects o f one are being picked up 

partly by the other.

3.3 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has examined the existing repertoire and programming literature to derive 

some hypotheses from the literature and adopt an appropriate methodology for the
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empirical analyses of non-profit English and German theatre, which are described in 

Chapters 4 to 7.

In summary, the methodology can be divided into the following two steps: The 

first step is to measure repertoire diversity. Section 3.1 has introduced a wide range of 

measures used in the existing literature, which measure repertoire diversity for the 

individual theatres and the entire sector. This thesis uses the Herfindahl Index to 

measure repertoire diversity for the entire sector and the DiMaggio/Stenberg 

Conformity Index to measure repertoire non-conformity or diversity for the individual 

theatres. Some of the other measures discussed cannot be applied in this context as a 

result of the lack of available data or due to their subjective nature.

The second step consists of testing for possible financial, organisational and 

demographic factors that determine repertoire decisions. Section 3.2 has outlined the 

different hypotheses tested in the literature which are divided into determinants of 

‘internal’ and ‘external’ repertoire diversity. From this, the most appropriate hypotheses 

are included in the models, which are adjusted for structural and organisational 

differences in English and German theatre and the data available.

The following chapters will offer empirical studies o f the level o f repertoire 

diversity and its determinants for English and German theatres using the economic 

framework developed in Chapter 2 and the methodology outlined in this chapter.
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NOTES

' For a more detailed overview o f the organisational literature on innovation in particular in non-profit

and public organisations see Castaner and Campos (2002).

 ̂ I f  there are two firms, each with half o f  the market, then the value o f  the index is 'A. I f  there are three

firms, each with one third o f  the market, the value o f  the index is one third. It is generally true that if  

there are N  equal-sized, then the value o f  the Herfindahl Index is 1/N. (M artin, 1994).

 ̂ During the decade under observation they show using two year periods a 20 per cent decrease in the

Herfindahl Index by the third two-year period which is accom panied by an alm ost 100 per cent 

increase in the number o f  theatres active in the market. W ith constant num bers o f  theatres the 

Herfindahl Index returns to just below its initial level by the last period (see DiM aggio, 1985a).

The first three seasons show a 4.9 per cent increase in the Herfindahl Index accom panied by an 

almost 100 per cent increase in the num ber o f  companies. The second ha lf o f  the period shows a 

more rapid increase (22.4 per cent) in the Herfindahl Index for a fairly constant num ber o f  companies 

(see Heilbrun, 2001).

 ̂ The length o f  the fixed period chosen is in some way arbitrary. It could be a year, or two or three 

years, which might partly depend on the geographical and dem ographic size o f  the political unit 

being looked at. For the study o f  the English theatre sector, the period chosen was three years, while 

it is one year for the German theatre sector.

* A wider variation in the conformity index can be achieved if  it is based on the playwright instead o f  

the play. Using the playwright allows for some repetition in repertoire am ongst the theatres under 

observation as the probability that the theatres under observation produce the same playwright is 

higher than producing the same play.
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TABLES

Table 3.1 

Theatre 1:

Example o f  the Conformity Index

Theatre 2.

Playwright Pi Playwright Pi

Shakespeare 20 Miller 14

Ayckbourn 5 Bennett 11

Christie 1 Austen 15

Godber 2 Williams 20

2̂Pi 28 Spi 60

ni 4 na 4

CI|=Spi/n, 7 Cl2= Spi/n2 15
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CHAPTER 4

REPERTOIRE DIVERSITY IN THE NON

PROFIT ENGLISH THEATRE SECTOR



Introduction

This chapter looks at a particular non-profit performing arts sector, the grant-aided 

theatre sector in England, to throw light on the issue of repertoire diversity in the sector 

as a whole using the Herfindahl hidex introduced in Chapter 3. This chapter can be 

divided into two parts. Section 4.1 describes the grant-aided theatre sector within its 

wider context by comparing it with the commercial and independent theatre sector in 

relation to its size and structure. Then, an overview of the funding and repertoire 

policies for grant-aided theatre is given, as these might be influencing factors on 

repertoire diversity. Section 4.2 measures repertoire diversity to find hard evidence for 

the claims described in the first part using the data available. This has to be seen in the 

context of several reports during the past two decades drawing attention to a perceived 

crisis in English theatre in relation to the lack of innovation and risk taking in theatre 

repertoire. Finally, I will discuss the role o f the grant-aided theatre sector as a producer 

o f new and innovative work and its importance to the commercial sector in Section 4.3. 

In this context I will examine two policy responses to the issue of lack o f new work: the 

first has to do with ventures involving linkages between the grant-aided and commercial 

sectors, the second relates to increasing state funding and/or an emphasis on new work 

and innovation in English drama policy. Section 4.4 summarises the main findings in 

this chapter.
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4.1 The Grant-Aided Theatre Sector in England

4.1.1 The Role o f  Grant-aided Theatre Within the Entire Theatre Sector in England

The English theatre sector is a complex network of grant-aided, commercial and 

independent building-based and touring theatre companies, based both in London and in 

the regions.' The most useful division of the sector perhaps is a division by the nature of 

its organisation. There are three main categories: the grant-aided, the commercial and 

independent theatre sectors, whose interests are, broadly speaking, also represented by 

the following three representative organisations: the Theatrical Management

Association (TMA), the Society o f London (SOLT) and the hidependent Theatre 

Council (ITC).

A general overview of the size o f the English theatre sector in terms of its 

revenue and attendance is given using the data provided by the representative 

organisations in order to show the role o f grant-aided theatres in the sector relative to 

the commercial and independent theatre sector. The Theatrical Management Association 

(TMA) mainly represents the grant-aided theatre sector in the regions, and includes 

approximately 300 grant-aided and commercial theatres and producers outside the West 

End. The Society of London Theatres (SOLT) mainly represents the interests o f the 

commercial theatre sector. It is the employers’ organisation for the approximately 50 

subsidised and commercial West End theatres and producers in London. Even though 

the two national companies and the Royal Court Theatre (RCT) are SOLT members, the 

increasing importance of the commercial theatres within SOLT can be seen in Figure 

4.1, which shows total revenue by grant-aided and commercial theatres. Between 1995 

and 1998 the increased importance o f the commercial theatre sector within the West 

End can be seen as its percentage of total revenue increased from 80 to 86 per cent. The 

independent theatre sector has as its representative management organisation the
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Independent Theatre Council (ITC), which has approximately 400-450 small-scale or 

‘independent’ theatre companies as members.

An overall picture of the industry can be seen in Table 4.1 which shows the 

number o f performances and of tickets sold, total ticket revenue and average ticket 

prices by representative organisations for the calendar year 1998.

ITC is the smallest representative organisation in terms of tickets sold and ticket 

revenue, but produces the highest number o f performances. This is not surprising since 

its members are mostly small-scale theatre companies. Comparing TMA and SOLT 

members in Table 4.1 shows that TMA theatres produce a far higher number of 

performances than SOLT theatres, as the TMA membership is much larger than that for 

SOLT. However, the total value of ticket sales is far higher for SOLT theatres than for 

TMA theatres as a consequence of higher ticket prices and higher numbers of tickets 

sold on average, Ticket yields and tickets sold per performance for SOLT theatres are 

on average double that of for TMA theatres (see Quine, 1999). This shows that the 

commercial theatre sector (here SOLT theatres) is dominant in terms o f ticket revenue, 

but the question arises as to which productions are mainly responsible for ticket revenue 

in both SOLT and TMA theatres. Table 4.2 provides a breakdown o f ticket revenue by 

category of work or repertoire type for SOLT and TMA theatres in 1998.^

The most significant result in Table 4.2 is the importance o f musicals for the 

theatre sector, as this category accounts for over half o f the ticket revenue (54 per cent) 

for SOLT and TMA theatres taken together. SOLT theatres generated 66 per cent of 

their ticket sales from ‘musicals’ and even TMA theatres achieved the highest 

percentage in ticket sales from ‘musicals’ (27 per cent). Overall, ‘modem drama’ (11 

per cent) and ‘classical plays’ (10 per cent) are also an important source o f revenue for 

the entire sector, although TMA theatres also rely heavily on ‘children’s
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shows/pantomime’ (19 per cent) while SOLT theatres hardly produce any ‘children’s 

shows’ (1 per cent). The empirical analysis in the following section will show whether 

the heavy reliance on musicals in these theatres might have an effect on repertoire 

diversity in the industry.

Additionally, it is interesting to see how theatres, in terms o f attendance and 

revenue, are geographically spread. In Table 4.3 it can be seen that the major part of 

theatre work in the UK takes place in England.

The English theatre sector in turn is divided into two categories: ‘All London’ 

and ‘Elsewhere in England’. Both categories produced a similar number of 

performances in 1998, but ‘All London’ theatres sold far more tickets at almost double 

the price with almost twice the number o f tickets sold per performance even though the 

theatres ‘Elsewhere in England’ produced a slightly higher number o f performances. As 

already seen in Table 4.1, this results from the fact that theatres ‘Elsewhere in England’ 

are generally smaller. The strong influence o f the West End theatres on the theatre 

sector in London can also be seen as the West End theatres produced 84 per cent o f the 

performances, sold 97 per cent o f the tickets and achieved 98 per cent o f ticket revenue 

in relation to the theatre sector in London.

In summary, this shows that the grant-aided theatre sector, my main focus in this 

chapter, cannot compete with the commercial theatre sector in terms o f ticket revenue 

and attendance. At the same time while the commercial theatre sector, in particular the 

West End in London, relies heavily on musicals to achieve such high ticket revenue, the 

grant-aided theatre sector offers a wider range o f categories o f work as it receives public 

grants which releases it from some of the constraints imposed by the market. I will 

return to this issue later.
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4.1.2 The Structure o f the Grant-aided Theatre Sector

The grant-aided theatre sector can be divided into different types o f theatres: national 

companies, the regional producing theatres, other theatres and the middle- and large- 

scale touring theatres. Common to all is the fact that they are either independent non

profit theatre companies and institutions, usually ‘registered charities’ or owned by local 

authorities that receive financial support from one or a number o f funding agencies 

(DCMS, 1998; Quine, 1998).

4.1.2.1 National Companies and Royal Court Theatre

The two national companies, the Royal Shakespeare Company (RSC) and the Royal 

National Theatre (RNT), and the Royal Court Theatre (RCT), are the only building- 

based theatre companies which receive public funding from the Arts Council of 

England. It is seen as their responsibility to create theatre work of the highest national 

and international standard throughout the country as they receive almost half o f central 

funding for theatre. These theatres have developed studio theatres and new writing 

policies (see ACE, 1996; Cork, 1986; Feist et al, 1996).

The Royal National Theatre (RNT) produces its own and regular touring 

productions. The Royal Shakespeare Company (RSC) is based both in London and 

Stratford-upon-Avon. In Stratford it concentrates on Shakespearean productions, while 

in London it presents both new work and transfers o f productions from Stratford. The 

Royal Court Theatre (RCT) is considered to be the most important theatre for new 

writing in England and therefore transfers many o f its productions to the commercial 

sector.
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4.1.2.2 Regional Producing Theatres

The regional producing theatres consist o f the grant-aided regional producing theatres 

outside London, which form the largest and most significant network outside London, 

and the ‘local’ theatres in the Greater London boroughs, e.g. Lyric at Hammersmith 

which produce work of national significance. The regional theatres typically present a 

wide variety of plays for approximately four weeks over a nine-month season. 

Additionally they often offer a programme of community work and involvement.

4.1.2.3 Other Theatre

London has numerous pub theatres with a good reputation for the quality of their 

productions. The most famous o f these perhaps is the Bush, at Shepherd's Bush, which 

is a major home for new writing (Quine, 1998).

There are also about 120 touring theatres o f middle scale, and about 40 touring 

theatres o f large scale, which are in regular contact with the ACE touring department. 

Some of these are run by commercial producers, local authorities or by trusts. As 

ACE/RAB funding for touring theatres is rather limited, some use Arts for Everyone 

(A4E)^ or other funding, or co-produce with both the building-based grant-aided and 

commercial theatres (Boyden, 2000b).

4.1.3 Other Theatre Industries

The main emphasis in this chapter is on the grant-aided theatre sector, but the 

commercial and independent theatre sectors also play an important role in the English 

theatre sector and all industries are interdependent in terms of new work and
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employment. This interdependence between the commercial and grant-aided theatre 

sector will be discussed in more detail in Section 4.3.

4.1.3.1 The Commercial Theatre Sector

As seen earlier, the commercial sector is dominated, at least in terms of revenue, by the 

West End theatres in London; the only other significant player in this respect is Apollo 

Leisure (UK), a theatre owner and operator o f approximately 25 theatres based mostly 

in the northwest of England (Quine, 1999).

Property companies or theatre managements own the commercial theatres in the 

West End, which are leased out for rental. The same theatre managements, and many 

others, are in the business of producing shows, and they will try to match each new 

show with whatever theatre building is appropriate or available. West End shows, 

mostly musicals, will tend to be run as long as there is an adequate audience for it, 

always on a profit-seeking basis, and sometimes for many years. They are also 

responsible for a large amount of regional and overseas touring. As mentioned already. 

West End commercial theatres form the majority o f SOLT membership. The 

commercial theatre sector outside London is the smallest sector, which consists of 

Apollo Leisure (UK), a major theatre owner and operator o f approximately 25 theatres 

mostly based in the northwest of England, and other groups, which run large theatres 

and buy in touring productions. Apollo Leisure recently became a member of the 

Theatrical Management Association (TMA) and was purchased by SFX, the American 

sport and pop promoter in 1999 (see NCA, 1998; Quine, 1998, 1999; Thomcroft, 1999).
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4.1.3.2 The Independent Theatre Sector

The independent theatre sector is the least formally organised and smallest theatre 

sector. It includes the so-called ‘Fringe’ (or off West End), which specialises in 

experimental work, and studio theatres and arts centres. It stands for a type o f work as 

well as a type of venue. It is mainly formed by small-scale touring theatre companies, 

which neither make profit nor receive any public support. These theatres perform for 

one to three performances in arts centres or theatre ‘shells’ in smaller towns before 

moving to the next theatre offering different kinds o f less ‘mainstream’ theatre such as 

commissioned new work/writing, children’s theatre, community theatre, educational 

theatre, performance art and ‘classics to the purpose’. Some of the theatres receive 

national or local funding, but some of the less well-known ‘fringe’ theatres receive no 

state funding and rely on bookings and ‘energy and enthusiasm’ (NCA, 1998; Quine, 

1998).

4.1.4 Public Funding o f  Grant-aided Theatre

The grant-aided theatre sector can be divided into two major components, at least in 

terms of public funds expended.

The first consists o f the national companies, the Royal Shakespeare Company 

(RSC) and the Royal National Theatre (RNT), and the Royal Court Theatre (RCT). The 

main state funder o f the national companies is the Arts Council of England (ACE): they 

receive about £23 million of the current ACE drama budget o f £30 million (Boyden, 

2000b).

The second is the English Regional Producing Theatre (ERPT) sector, which 

consists o f the grant-aided regional producing theatres outside London and the ‘local’
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theatres in the Greater London Boroughs, e.g. Lyric in Hammersmith. The Arts Council 

of England provides around £5 million to the regional producing theatres (around 70 per 

cent of them receive such funding); they also though receive further funding from the 

Regional Arts Boards (£16 million) and local authorities (£12 million), bringing their 

total direct state funding to £35 million (Boyden, 2000a). A typical regional producing 

theatre receives its income from the following sources: 50 per cent from tickets and 

other sales as well as o f sponsorship and the other 50 per cent is covered in equal terms 

by the Regional Arts Board (RAB) and by local authorities. Most regional producing 

theatres are technically insolvent when lottery investmenf* is excluded, by the balance 

sheet definition o f net assets exceeding net liabilities. By commercial standards they are 

under-capitalised for their task. Their continued trading depends on their 'going concern 

basis' allowing for the depreciating value o f assets to be represented on the balance 

sheet rather than their market value. Most regional producing theatres depend on 

continued funding at anticipated levels which is crucial for their short-term survival and 

for the development of creative work (Boyden, 2000b; Quine, 1998).

Hence, both national and regional theatres receive substantial public funding 

from one or more of the following funding sources: Arts Council o f England/Regional 

Arts Boards, local authorities and other public subsidies. On average, these public 

grants form around 45 percent of total income as can be seen in Table 4.4 which shows 

a detailed breakdown o f income in percentages for 41 regularly funded drama 

organisations by the Arts Council o f England and the Regional Arts Boards for the 

period 1994/95 to 1998/99. Box office income accounts for around 50 percent. 

Furthermore, the last column in Table 4.4 also shows how over the five-year period 

total income has increased by 11 per cent as a result o f an increase in earned income as 

well as Arts Council of England and Regional Arts Boards subsidies. Additionally,



‘other pubHc subsidies’ decreased by 56 per cent which was compensated by an 

increase in sponsorship and donations (see Dwinfour and Selwood, 2001).

Both the national and regional theatres receive grants from the Arts Council of 

England. Figure 4.2 shows that on average around 59 per cent of these core grants go to 

the two national theatres and the Royal Court Theatre and the remaining 41 percent go 

to the regional theatres between 1990/91 and 1999/2000. Figure 4.2 also shows that the 

total level of core grants has risen over the time period with the national theatres 

receiving a constant amount while the subsidies to regional theatres have increased.

The above illustration shows that the national theatres and the Royal Court 

Theatre receive substantially higher levels of public subsidies from the Arts Council of 

England and Regional Arts Boards than the regional theatres. The question that arises is 

whether this will have an effect on their repertoire policy. This issue will be the focus 

for the remaining part of this chapter and will also be a central point in the chapter 5.

4.1.5 Repertoire Policy

Numerous reports since the mid-1980s have drawn attention to a perceived crisis in 

English theatre in relation to the lack of innovation and risk taking in theatre repertoire 

(see Cork, 1986; ACE, 1996 and Boyden, 2000a). The general consensus o f these 

reports is that the pressure to generate earned income and the inadequate public funding 

have forced many theatres to give priority to marketing and administration at the 

expense of the artistic programme. This financial and artistic crisis has led to reduced 

diversity and risk-taking in theatre repertoire and many theatres are forced into ‘safe 

programming’ (see Cork, 1986; ACE, 1996 and Boyden, 2000a). The most recent and 

pessimistic report, the Boyden Report o f 2000, was the starting point o f a new ‘National
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Policy for Theatre in England’ by the Arts Council o f England. The Arts Council of 

England has been awarded an extra £25 million per annum funding for drama, starting 

in 2003/04 as a result of this to enable a revitalisation o f the sector (ACE, 2000a and 

2000b).

It is clear then that the subsidised theatre sector believes that the innovative and 

new writing role o f the grant-aided theatre sector is in need o f serious upgrading. Is 

there though any concrete evidence for this view? This is the subject matter o f the next 

section.

4.2 Diversity in English Theatre Repertoire for the Entire Sector

This section will measure repertoire diversity in the English grant-aided theatre sector to 

find empirical evidence for the claimed lack of innovation. For this, I will compute the 

Herfindahl Index over time to find out about the trends in repertoire diversity. First, the 

Herfindahl Index will be calculated for all grant-aided building-based and touring 

theatres for a time period over twenty years (1971-1998) using a broad work 

classification system as the unit of analysis. Secondly, the Herfindahl Index will be 

calculated for a shorter time period between 1993 and 1999 using the playwright as the 

unit of analysis.

4.2.1 Herfindahl Index based on work categorisations

The Arts Council of England provides detailed Playlist data for a large number of years, 

which offer a rich source for repertoire analysis. These annual Playlists are a 

compilation o f all productions played by all grant-aided theatres and information on the
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type o f work and production, the name of the play and playwright as well as box office 

information is given.

Given my interest in the level of repertoire diversity as an indicator of 

innovation in the sector, I have examined the different classification systems used in the 

available data to categorise productions, in particular in relation to new work.

The Arts Council of England (ACE) developed the first standardised 

classification system in the sector, which is based on a nine-point scale. For the annual 

Playlist 1998/99 the classification system has been changed and the classification 

system developed by the Theatrical Management Association (TMA) has been adapted. 

The advantage o f this new classification system is that it consists o f 28 categories, 

which are compatible with the classification system (9 categories) used by the Society 

of London Theatres (SOLT).^

Table 4.5 outlines the different types o f repertory classification that are available 

using the different data sources provided by SOLT, TMA and ACE (see Feist et al, 

1996 and Quine, 1999 for good discussions of these data sources).

Both the SOLT and ACE categorisation have nine categories, but SOLT includes 

‘opera’, ‘revue/variety’, and ‘dance’. It is difficult to integrate the ACE categorisation 

into the two other categorisations, as ACE does not include categories like ‘comedy’, 

‘thriller’ and ‘revue/variety’ as SOLT does. While SOLT just has one category ‘modem 

drama’, ACE makes a distinction between ‘post-War’, ‘new work’ and ‘adaptations’. 

SOLT divides drama into ‘modem drama’, ‘comedy’ and ‘classical plays’.

The newest and most precise classification system is the TMA categorisation, 

which has much subdivision. The strength of this classification system in relation to 

new work is that it distinguishes between ‘British, other European and non-European 

drama’, which is further divided into drama up to 1956, 1956 to 1979 and 1980
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onwards. Therefore new work can be divided into three different categories ('British', 

‘other European’ and ‘non-European drama 1980 onwards’).

The question that arises with all three categorisations is whether new adaptations 

or interpretations of classical plays are classified as classical plays or as new 

work/modem drama. The ACE classification is the only one using a categorisation 

‘adaptation’. Another problem is how to categorise a modem comedy with SOLT and 

TMA data. It has to be decided whether it is a ‘comedy’ or either ‘modem drama’ for 

SOLT or one of the TMA subdivisions. ACE data do not categorise translated new work 

as ‘new work’, but as ‘translations’. In the case of musicals, TMA data are the only one 

with a subdivision ‘modem musical’. The category ‘other drama’ in all three 

categorisations could also include new work.

While the TMA categories provide interesting possibilities in the long run, it is 

not possible as of yet to chart trends given the unavailability o f these data. In contrast 

the ACE classifications go back to 1971 and data are available. The ACE data also 

relate to many of the theatres belonging to the TMA. Data on the SOLT classifications 

can be traced back to 1981, although there have been some changes introduced. Data 

since 1994 are readily available. Using these data will provide some insight to repertoire 

diversity in the commercial sector over time, with the ACE data covering the grant- 

aided sector. As such, it is the ACE and SOLT categorisations that will be the subject of 

analysis in this section.

In Figure 4.3 the Herfindahl Index for the grant-aided sector can be seen over the 

period 1971 to 1998 (some of the raw data that underlines this index is presented in 

Table 4.6).

While no marked trend is evident, if  anything there has been a move towards 

higher diversity over the period as a whole, with the value o f the index declining. This
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of course is a crude and very general measure and is applied to data the limitations of 

which have already been discussed. Nonetheless, it provides cause for thought, as it 

does not confirm the general impression conveyed in the industry that diversity is on the 

decline.

Figure 4.4 plots the share of new work, and new work and adaptations, as a 

proportion o f total productions over the period in question and again it supports the 

view that innovation, at least as measured in this way, was not on the decline. There 

was, as may be seen, a marked drop in the proportion of new work in total productions 

in the 1980s, but since then the share has risen significantly.

In Figure 4.5 the Herfindahl Index has been calculated for SOLT theatres, again 

in relation to the broad work classification seen in Table 4.5, for the time period 1994 to 

1998. The tentative picture here is one o f decreasing diversity, in line with common 

perceptions. However, the time period is very short and once again the data are open to 

question, as discussed earlier. Nonetheless, it is clear that diversity, as measured in this 

way, has if anything been on the decline in SOLT theatres.

4.2.2 Herfindahl Index based on the playwright

The ACE Playlists for the seasons 1993/94, 1995/96, 1997/98 and 1998/99 are used to 

calculate the Herfindahl index for 44 grant-aided theatre sector based on the 

playwright.^ The play is not used as a category as it would have led to very low 

Herfindahl indices. The Herfindahl index is computed for the sample o f 44 theatres for 

each year individually, a five-year period (1993/94-1998/99)’ and a three-year period 

(1996/97-1998/99). The latter is the focus of the regression analysis in chapter 5. The 

data set for all 44 building-based theatres for the five year-period consists of 3918
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observations with 1035 different playwrights after excluding all observations 

categorised as ‘devised’ (336 observations), ‘not available’ (220), ‘unknown’ (232) and 

‘various authors’ (20).

Additionally, the grant-aided theatre market is divided into different subgroups 

in relation to their funding and location for which the Herfindahl Index is calculated 

individually. Even though the results of each subgroup can only compared over time but 

not in relation to the other subgroups, a general tendency o f lower or higher diversity 

can be observed by comparing the different subgroups with each other. Again, the 

results are indicative given the very short time span under observation.

First, the Herfindahl Index is calculated for all 44 grant-aided theatres and the 

results in Table 4.7 show an increase in the Herfindahl Index up to 1997/98 with a 

substantial fall in 1998/99.This indicates lower diversity up to 1997/98 and higher 

diversity for the last season.

Secondly, it is of interest to see whether the level o f repertoire diversity in the 

entire sector is dependent on the level of funding the individual theatres receive. As 

stated earlier the grant-aided theatre sector can be divided into two groups in terms of 

their funding sources and the level of funding they receive. One group consists o f the 

heavily subsidised two national theatres and the Royal Court Theatre, which is officially 

a regional theatre, and the other group is formed by 41 regional theatres which receive 

comparatively low grants.

Table 4.7 shows both the Herfindahl indices for the sample without the two 

national theatres and also for the 41 regional theatres excluding the Royal Court 

Theatre. The results are very similar to the ones achieved for the full sample. This is 

illustrated in Figure 4.6 which shows the results for all 44 theatres and the 41 regional 

theatres with and without the Royal Court Theatre. Hence, the three heavily subsidised
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theatres do not contribute with their repertoire to a substantially higher repertoire 

diversity for the entire sector.

The London theatre market is seen as a focal point in English theatre. Hence it is 

interesting to see how repertoire diversity develops for the London market and the 

theatre sector outside London separately. Table 4.7 shows the results and Figure 4.7 

illustrates the trends in both markets. The London grant-aided theatre market consists of 

14 theatres and the remaining 30 theatres are based outside London. Repertoire diversity 

in London theatres has been decreasing with rising Herfindahl indices over time. Again, 

the year 1997/98 achieves the lowest level of diversity. At the same time theatres 

outside London also have a smaller decrease in diversity with the highest level in 

1997/98, but in 1998/99 the value goes back to the level o f diversity in 1993/94. Both 

markets have to be compared separately, but London theatres seem to have a stronger 

trend towards lower diversity. This is surprising as one would expect London theatres to 

specialise more with the possibility o f more repertoire diversity than their regional 

counterparts since they are in a more competitive market (also see Section 3.2.2). I will 

come back to this issue in Section 5.2.

4.3 Measures to Increase New Work in English Theatre Repertoire

The grant-aided theatre sector has an important R&D function for the entire theatre 

sector. Grant-aided theatres can opt for ‘non-safe programming’ in their repertoire since 

they can rely on non-market income while commercial theatres need to make sure a 

theatre production is commercially successful. Hence, the commercial theatre uses the 

grant-aided theatre sector as a testing ground (see Section 3.2.2)
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This section discusses how this interdependence between the grant-aided and 

commercial theatre sector can be exploited by looking at two policy responses in order 

to increase new work.® The first is to do with ventures involving linkages between the 

grant-aided and commercial theatre sectors. The second relates to increasing state 

funding and/or an emphasis on new work and innovation in English drama policy.

4.3.1 Co-operation between the Grant-aided and Commercial Sectors

Problems in the grant-aided sector are almost o f as much concern to the commercial 

sector as to the grant-aided sector. The grant-aided sector tends to be the source of 

innovative work, particularly new writing, the long-run ‘lifeblood’ o f the commercial 

theatre. Besides, the grant-aided theatre sector is seen as the crucial production line of 

talent for the wider creative industry in relation to acting, writing and directing. The 

problem here, it is argued, is largely financial as the current situation makes it difficult 

to maintain staff in the grant-aided sector, with talent drifting away to the better and 

more regular-paying commercial theatre, film and television industries. Furthermore it 

is difficult to entice good actors to leave London due to its better income opportunities 

in television. There is o f course a two-way flow of artistic, technical and production 

staff, although the flow from the grant-aided sector is far stronger than vice versa (see 

Boyden, 2000a; Cork, 1986 and Quine, 1998, for a discussion o f the issues above).

The commercial sector clearly recognises these links. SOLT also commissioned 

Robert Cogo-Fawcett to prepare a report on new writing. In July/August 1999 around 

115 theatres regionally were visited and this was followed later in 1999 by a symposium 

at which around 100 members of the entire sector attended (SOLT, TMA, the 

independent sector. Writers’ Union and Equity) (Cogo-Fawcett, 2000).
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There are three ways that the grant-aided and commercial sectors might attempt 

to exploit the links. The first is that the grant-aided sector might concentrate more on 

new plays with a greater potential to transfer to the commercial theatre or television 

sectors. The second is the development o f productions co-fmanced by the grant-aided 

and commercial sectors. Last there is the question o f 'untied' funding o f the grant-aided 

sector by the commercial sector.

4.3.L I  Transfers

Successful productions in the grant-aided theatre sector can and do transfer to the West 

End where they are commercially exploited. The Royal Court Theatre, the Donmar 

Theatre, the Hampstead Theatre, the King’s Head Theatre, the Almeida Theatre and 

Theatre Stratford East are examples o f theatres in London whose successful productions 

transferred to the commercial West End. Outside London the regional theatres in 

Birmingham, Leeds and Manchester have important commercial links (Cogo-Fawcett, 

2000; West, 2000).

The Almeida Theatre and the Donmar Theatre have produced West End hits that 

have attracted Hollywood stars like Nicole Kidman and Kevin Spacey (Tait, 2000). 

Both theatres have attempted to exploit commercial opportunities more efficiently than 

other small theatres, even though they take high risks by producing new writing. Their 

key to success it is argued can be seen in their imaginative, risk-taking, artistic directors, 

Jonathan Kent and Ian McDiarmid at the Almeida and Oscar-winning Sam Mendes at 

the Donmar, and in their modem and actor-fnendly theatres which operate on financial 

tight-ropes (Thomcroft, 1998).

Theatre Stratford East, which produces work primarily for the needs o f its 

catchment community, has had several transfers of productions to the West End,
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Broadway, television and film (NCA, 1998). Many writers for TV and film started their 

career in the grant-aided theatre sector. The Bush Theatre, a major home for new 

writing, and the Soho Theatre, which is devoted to finding and nurturing new 

playwrights, are good examples of this (Tait, 2000; West, 2000). The danger of course 

in targeting a possible transfer to the commercial theatre sector is that the grant-aided 

theatre might adopt ‘commercial-style productions’ and thereby neglect the other 

functions of grant-aided theatre.

4.3.1.2 Co-productions

With co-productions, the commercial theatre sector exploits the financial subsidy o f the 

grant-aided theatre sector by receiving a product, which has been developed and tested 

in the grant-aided theatre sector, at a reasonable cost. The grant-aided theatre sector 

exploits the potential contact and earning power o f the commercial theatre sector by 

presenting its work to a wider audience, in the West End and nationally. Even though 

these commercial co-productions involve considerable risks, many think they can be 

very beneficial for both theatre sectors if the interests o f both are protected (see ACE, 

1996; Boyden, 2000a; Cork, 1986; Quine, 1998).

The problem with these partnerships is that they are still relatively few. A danger 

also for grant-aided theatres is that they may lose their identity and purpose by 

searching too eagerly for commercial production partners (ACE, 1996; Quine, 1998). 

Besides, specialist management, which is experienced in both deal-making and 

production control, and with a certain distance to the production, is necessary to co

produce successfully, as the grant-aided theatre sector lacks the experience to deal with 

commercial producers. Therefore it may be necessary that the Arts Council and the
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Regional Arts Boards establish guidelines together with the commercial theatre sector to 

support the development of such partnerships (ACE, 1996; Boyden, 2000a).

Most o f the successful partnerships between grant-aided and commercial 

theatres have been in London. The Ambassador Theatre Group (ATG) has co-operated 

with the Royal Court, while Associated Capital Theatres (ACT) works closely with the 

Donmar and the Almeida, both of which offer challenging drama (Thomcroft, 1999). 

ATG, which is arguably the most pro-active commercial theatre for co-productions, 

have produced several successful co-productions with the Royal National Theatre 

(Cogo-Fawcett 2000; West, 2000).

4.3.1.3 Financial Contribution from Commercial Sector

If the commercial theatre sector and television and film companies benefit from the 

grant-aided theatre sector, it could be argued that they should recognise this by 

supporting the latter. A suggestion has been that television companies should pay a 

certain proportion of their licence fee to a fund for the grant-aided theatre sector which 

would be administered by the Arts Council’s Drama Department (Cork, 1986). Another 

idea is to set up commercial R & D trusts to support the grant-aided theatre sector in 

developing innovative work. There are already several trusts in existence, but these 

provide, it is argued, ad hoc support rather than continuous long-term support: these 

trusts would have the potential to be R & D trusts if  they received more financial 

support (Cogo-Fawcett, 2000; West, 2000).

One major trust is the Theatre Investment Fund, a registered charity, whose aim 

is to ensure the long-term health of the commercial theatre by encouraging new 

producers and by investing in their talents. It not only finances commercial productions, 

but also gives advice and support. A key problem, many argue, is the limited financial
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contribution of the SOLT members (ACE, 1996; Cogo-Fawcett, 2000; Theatrenet, 

1996).

Another trust is the Mercury Workshop, the only writer-based organisation -  

formerly the Cameron Mackintosh Foundation. Small in size and geared towards 

musical production, the Mercury Workshop only finances one production per year. The 

organisation runs a development programme, stages workshops and collaborative 

productions to nurture new work, and organises seminars, conferences and discussions 

aimed at furthering the cause o f musical theatre (Cogo-Fawcett, 2000; Theatrenet, 

2000).

4.3.2 ACE Policy Measures

There is a strong case still to be made that the key role for improving innovation and 

repertoire diversity in the output o f English theatres should rest with the state funding 

agencies. ACE in 2000 was preparing a National Policy for Theatre in England, which 

acknowledged the need for supporting risk and experimentation. After a discussion with 

the different members of the theatre sector, a National Policy will be confirmed and 

funding decisions will be made by December 2000 which will mostly take effect fi'om 

2002/3 (ACE, 2000a).

The ACE (2000a) paper talks about the need to develop a culture o f innovation 

and risk with an emphasis on support for new work. It sees the need to ‘encourage more 

new work, including new writing, for theatre and the wider creative industries’ and to 

‘produce culturally diverse patterns o f live performance from artists and companies who 

represent multi-cultural Britain’ (p. 8). In particular, it argues that increased funding, 

and/or changes in the allocation of funding, would lead to up to 200 new productions
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commissioned each year, new writing, new work and workshops across all scales and 

communities, a culturally diverse pattern of live performance and a diverse range of 

work more fully toured and exploited. The emphasis thus is clearly on diversity, in all of 

the dimensions discussed earlier.

There was a similar, albeit less marked, emphasis on diversity in the 1996 report 

(ACE, 1996). Arts for Everyone (A4E) was launched with Lottery money in 1996 and 

this was a scheme giving one-off revenue grants to small groups and established 

organisations for a whole range of new creative arts projects. The available data for the 

English grant-aided theatre sector, though, does not show a significant impact on the 

production of new work in drama since then, despite the stronger public funding of the 

grant-aided theatre sector due to the introduction of AE4 (see Figure 4.8).® The number 

o f commissions for new work in drama and mime actually dropped between 1996/97 

and 1997/98 from 287 to 220 but increased again in 1998/99 to 302: the number of 

performances dropped over these three periods.'® The new work indicator is not an ideal 

indicator for innovation as it counts commissions created (not necessarily performed in 

the year) and excludes new productions and translations (Evans, 2000; Hacon et al, 

1997; 1998; 2000)."

4.4 Concluding Remarks

This chapter has shown that the theatre sector in England is a diverse and complex 

network of theatres showing a robust performance in terms o f attendance and revenue 

statistics. At the same time a financial and artistic crisis is perceived in the sector which 

inhibits the grant-aided theatre sector in fulfilling its R&D fiinction and forces many
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theatres into safe-programming. The empirical results do not show that repertoire 

diversity is in decline in the last few decades but indicates the contrary: increasing 

repertoire diversity.

This chapter has looked at the grant-aided sector and some o f its subgroups as 

whole to find some evidence on the level o f repertoire diversity as whole. It is of 

interest now to analyse repertoire diversity at the producer level and to find explanations 

for its variations across the theatre sector. This will be the focus o f Chapter 5 which 

looks at repertoire diversity for each individual grant-aided theatre in England and its 

possible determinants using the methodology introduced in Chapter 3.

120



NOTES

; ' Good descriptions of the English theatre sector are available in Feist et al (1996), Quine (1999) and

Travers (1998).

I  ̂ No data is available to look at the independent theatre sector.
I

 ̂ See endnote 4 for an explanation of A4E

The National Lottery is a new funding source that has generated newfound wealth for ‘the arts’ 

exceeding existing arts grants levels (Quine, 1998). Two major lottery schemes for drama are the 

Arts for Everyone (A4E) and the capital programme. The A4E scheme is designed to develop new 

audiences and foster new work; the Capital Lottery Programme is geared towards investments in 

theatre buildings.
I

 ̂ The discussion refers to the classification system used by SOLT until 1998. Lidstone and Stewart-

j David (2000) outlines the reclassified production categories used for 1999. The existing

classification system has been simplified from 9 to 7 categories (Plays, Musicals, Opera, Ballet, 

Dance, Entertainment and Children’s Shows). Additionally, two other classification systems have 

been introduced. One is a classification by period o f origin (New, Contemporary, Modem and 

Classical), which will allow identification of trends in new writing. The third classification will allow 

a more detailed analysis of current trends. It consists o f the following classifications: Comedy, 

Shakespeare, Translations, Adaptations, Stand Up, Thriller, Transfer from Subsidised, Transfer from 

Broadway.

® The Research and Statistic Unit in the Arts Council of England have made the playlists available in 

electronic form. After cleaning and coding o f the data it has been possible to calculate the Herfindahl 

Index based on the playwright.

’ No ‘Playlist’ data is available for the theatre season 1994/95.

* In March 2000, I interviewed Robert Cogo-Fawcett, Ambassor Theatre Group as a representative of

the commercial theatre sector and Robert West, Drama Department, Arts Coimcil o f England as a 

representative o f the main funding agency on the issue o f new work and the interdependence 

between the commercial and grant-aided theatre sector.

® The Arts Council of England has developed certain criteria for the New Work Indicator. This 

indicator counts only commissions o f new work which are created as the result of the funding. The 

intention must be that the work is presented at some future date. New translations, new productions
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are not included, at least for the time being. The work is counted in the year that the funding is made 

available and not when it is presented. Commissions made possible by project or development 

funding are not included in the data (Hacon et al, 2000).

Note, the performance numbers are always taken from a constant sample o f grant-aided theatre 

companies. Taking a constant sample of 88 organisations performance numbers dropped from 25,055 

to 21,178 between 1996/97 and 1997/98. Between 1997/98 and 1998/99 the number o f performances 

decreased from 22,013 to 21,292 taking a constant sample o f 87 organisations (Hacon et al, 1998; 

2000).

" ACE however was in 2000 awarded an extra £25 million per annum funding for drama, starting in 

2003/04 (ACE, 2000b). The increase is dependent on the theatre community and the regions coming 

up with imaginative and dynamic proposals which genuinely revitalise theatre in England.
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TABLES

Table 4.1: Performances and Ticket Sales: Numbers and Values, 1998

TMA members SOLT members ITC members

Performances 24,000 16,000 25,000

Tickets sold 9,326,000 11,925,000 5,068,000

Value o f ticket sales (inc VAT) ('000) £109,452 £257,920 £13,000

VAT contained in ticket revenue ('000) £16,301 £38,414 £1,936

Average yield per ticket sold (inc. VAT) £11.73 £21.63 N/A

Average number of tickets sold per 382 744 N/A

performance 

Note: TMA and ITC data refer to whole o f  UK.

Source: Quine (1999)

Table 4.2: Ticket Revenue by Category o f  Work (SOLT and TMA only), 1998

Category of work All in % SOLT in % TMA in %

Modem Drama 11 10 13

Comedy 6 5 8

Musicals 54 66 27

Revue/variety 2 2 2

Opera/operetta 6 5 8

Ballet/dance 5 3 10

Children's shows/Pantomime 6 1 19

Classical plays 10 8 12

Thrillers/other 2 2 3

All 100 100 100

Note: Columns may not add to 100% because o f  rounding.

Source: Quine (1999)
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Table 4.3: Attendance and Revenue Statistics: SOLT and TMA Member Theatres

and Companies

All UK Elsewhere in England All London 

(SOLT + TMA)

West End

No of performances 40,421 19,644 19,130 16,018

No o f tickets sold 21,250,360 7,276,255 12,349,442 11,924,518

Value o f ticket sales (inc. £367,372 £86,520 £261,984 £257,920

VAT) ('000)

Average yield per ticket £17.28 £11.89 £21.21 £21.63

sold

Average number of 525 370 645 744

tickets sold per 

performance 

Source: Quine (1999)

Table 4.4: ACE/RAB Constant Sample: Income o f  Drama Organisations, 1994/95 —

1998/99 in Percentages

Percentage

1994/95 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99
change

1994/95-

1998/99

Earned Income 54 48 49 48 51 5

ACE/RAB subsidy 36 37 37 39 36 10

Local authority 
subsidy

6 5 9 7 6 5

Other public subsidy 1 5 1 1 0 -56

Sponsorship 2 3 3 4 4 118

Trusts/Donations etc. 1 2 2 2 3 429

Total income 100 100 101 101 100 11

Total reported 
attendance

4,227,756 4,674,552 4,825,905 5,218,384 4,414,587 4

Base: 41 organisations

Source: Dwinfour and Selwood (2001)
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Table 4.5 SOLT, TMA and ACE Categories to Describe Theatre Work

ACE

Categories

SWET/SOLT Categories 

until 1998

(new categories from  

1999)

TMA Categories

Post War Modem Drama British Drama up to 1956

New Work (Plays) Other-European Drama up to 1956

Translations Non-European Drama up to 1956

Adaptations British Drama 1956 to 1979 

Other-European Drama 1956 to 1979 

Non-European Drama 1956 to 1979 

British Drama 1980 onwards 

Other-European Drama 1980 onwards 

Non-European Drama 1980 onwards

Comedy (Plays) Comedy

Musicals Musicals Modem Musical

(Musicals) Traditional Musical

Revue/Variety

(Entertainment)

RevueA^ariety/One person show

Opera/Operetta Opera/Operetta (excl Gilbert & Sullivan)

(Opera) Gilbert & Sullivan

Ballet/Dance Dance - classical ballet

(Ballet) Dance - contemporary

(Dance) Dance (folk/ethnic)

Children's Children's Shows Children's Show

(Children's Shows) Children's Show (with educational context, esp. 

school/set-book value)

Family Show 

Pantomime

Classics Classical Plays Classic British Play (Classic = broad set-text status)

Translations (Plays) (not Shakespeare)

Classic other-European Play 

Classic non-European Play 

Shakespeare

Other drama Thrillers/Other Thriller

Translations (Plays) Other (not classifiable elsewhere)

Source: Feist et al (1996); Quine (1999); Lidstone and Stewart-David (2000)
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Table 4.6: Production Analysis fo r  Building-based Theatres

1971/72 1975/76 1981/82 1985/86 1990/91 1995/96 1997/98

Adaptions 5 5 4 18 11 13 8

Ayckbourn 1 3 6 5 4 2 1

Children's 6 7 7 6 9 14 16

Classics 18 20 14 8 10 7 9

Musicals 4 8 7 16 18 7 6

New Work 15 8 13 5 12 22 16

Post War 45 42 44 37 25 23 31

Shakespeare 6 5 5 5 4 6 8

Translations NA NA NA NA 7 6 3

Total 100 98 100 100 100 100 99

Note: Data is based on analysis o f all productions (home-based, joint, tours-in and studios, where

applicable). Latest playlist 1998/99 does not categorise productions according to ACE 

categories (see earlier).

Source: Feist et al (1996), own calculations using data from the Arts Council o f  England, ‘Playlists 

England various years.

Table 4.7: Herfindahl Index, based on the Playwright in 

Productions fo r  44 Grant-aided Theatres

relation to the Number o f

Years 1993/94 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99

1993-99 

(5 years)

1996-99 

(3 years)

44 theatres 0.0060 0.0075 0.0079 0.0098 0.0074 0.0020 0.0034

41 regional theatres and RCT 0.0057 0.0075 0.0082 0.0100 0.0073 0.0021 0.0035

41 regional theatres 0.0059 0.0076 0.0083 0.0102 0.0074 0.0021 0.0036

Theatres in London 0.0129 0.0211 0.0209 0.0235 0.0213 0.0065 0.0101

Theatres outside London 0.0067 0.0075 0.0091 0.0114 0.0076 0.0023 0.0040

Source: Own calculations using data from the Arts Council o f England, 'Playlists various years.
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FIGURES

Figure 4.1: Total Revenue Produced by SOLT Theatres, 1995-1998
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Source: Own calculations using Society o f  London Theatre (1999)

Figure 4.2 Arts Council o f  England (ACE) and Regional Arts Boards (RAB) Core 

Grants to Regional Theatres and National Theatres with Royal Court 

Theatre in £1000
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Source: Own calculations using data on subsidy levels in the individual theatres which was compiled 

by the Research and Statistics Unit o f the Arts Council o f  England (electronic file, April 

2001) .
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Figure 4.3: Herfindahl Index for the Grant-aided Sector, based on the Work 

Classification in relation to the Number o f Productions

0.25  -

0.05  -

vjv v fT  ^JV’ vfT  vfT  sjf* v j r

Year

Source: Feist et a l (1996), own calculations using data from  the Arts Council o f  England, ‘Playlists 

England various years.
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Figure 4.4: New Work and Adaptations and New Work in relation to All

Productions (in Percentages)
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Figure 4.5: Herfindahl Index fo r  the Commercial Sector (SOLT), based on the

Work Classification in relation to the Number o f  Performances
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Note: Calculations had to be based on the number o f  performances, as no data in relation to the

number o f  productions were available. SOLT classification has changed fo r  Box Office

Report 1999. Therefore the result fo r  1999 cannot be compared with that fo r  previous years. 

Herfindahl index fo r  1999 is 0.399 using the new work classifications.

Source: Own calculations using data in Gardiner (1997; 1998; 1999).
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Figure 4.6: Herfindahl Index based on the Playwright in relation to the Number o f

Productions, All Grant-aided Theatres and Regional Theatres Only
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Figure 4.7: Herfindahl Index based on the Playwright in relation to the Number o f

Productions, Subgroups: London and Outside London
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CHAPTER 5

THE DETERMINANTS OF REPERTOIRE 

DIVERSITY IN NON-PROFIT ENGLISH 

THEATRES: AN ECONOMETRIC 

APPLICATION



Introduction

The main focus o f this chapter is the measurement and explanation o f  repertoire 

diversity at the producer level in the English grant-aided theatre sector. For this, 

repertoire diversity is measured first by constructing a Conventionality Index, which is a 

variant o f the DiMaggio/Stenberg Conformity Index introduced in Section 3.1, and by 

calculating the number o f productions for each theatre. Secondly, this chapter focuses 

on the impact o f state subsidies and other factors that determine repertoire choice based 

on the repertoire literature introduced in Section 3.2.

Section 5.1 examines the level o f repertoire diversity for each individual theatre 

in the English grant-aided theatre sector for different time periods and different samples 

to find some evidence on how theatres differ from one another in their repertoire 

decisions.

In Section 5.2 an econometric analysis is undertaken to test for the possible 

financial, organisational and socio-economic factors that determine repertoire diversity. 

A detailed data and model specification are provided. Furthermore all necessary 

specification tests and estimation procedures are explained and an interpretation o f  the 

results is offered.

The main results are summarised in Section 5.3.

5.1 Repertoire Diversity in Non-profit English Theatres

5.1.1 Data

The Research and Statistics Unit in the Arts Council o f England publishes an annual 

report called Playlist, which includes production lists that received funding from the
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Arts Council of England and/or Regional Arts Boards during a theatre season. For this 

chapter the following five annual reports Playlist 1992/94, Playlist 1995/96, Playlist 

1996/97, Playlist 1997/98 and Playlist 1998/99 are used to calculate conformity indices 

and number of productions for each theatre for each year as well as for a three-year 

period (1996/97-1998/99).' The latter results form the dependent variable for the 

regression analysis in Section 5.2.

Using the original Playlist data the conventionality index and the number of 

productions for up to 67 building-based and touring theatres can be calculated. For this 

chapter, the following data have been deleted from the original production lists: theatres 

for which no data for all seasons have been available, which is the result of the survey- 

based nature of the data collection, and all touring theatres.

As a result of this the conventionality index and number of productions are 

calculated for each year for a sample o f 44 theatres. Both measures are based on the 

playwright (see Section 3.1.2) and the theatre repertoire o f all venues in a theatre is 

included.

For the calculation of conventionality indices for the three-year period, a sample 

of 40 theatres is used, as no sufficient data for the regression analysis in Section 5.2 is 

available for the remaining four theatres (see Section 5.2.1 for a detailed explanation). 

The conventionality index and the number of productions are calculated using the 

production lists o f the 40 theatres in question, using the Arts Council of England 

Playlists for the theatre seasons 1996/97, 1997/98 and 1998/99.^ For example, the 

production lists for 40 theatres during the three-year period consist o f 1,670 plays, 

which include 616 different playwrights. The following observations have been deleted 

from the production lists: any plays categorised as ‘devised’ (141 observations),
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playwright ‘not available’ (63 observations), playwright ‘unknown’ (126 observations) 

and ‘various playwrights’ (11 observations).

First, the conventionality index and number o f productions including all venues 

for each theatre is calculated, as the available subsidy data for the regression analysis in 

Section 5.2 relate to an overall figure for all venues o f a theatre. This conventionality 

index is based on production lists including all productions shown in each theatre under 

observation, including its studio productions. 24 theatres of the 40 theatres under 

observation have studio space (more than one venue). Secondly, the conventionality 

index and the number of productions based on the production lists o f the main venue 

only for each theatre is calculated to see whether there are any substantial differences 

between the results with or without the studio repertoire. Jenkins and Austen-Smith 

(1987) also only concentrated on the productions in the main venue in their study of 

simultaneous decision-making in English theatres. Additionally, a conventionality index 

for the main venue and the studio space as separate observations are calculated for each 

theatre, which consists of 69 observations.

5.1.2 Repertoire Diversity over time

The conventionality index describes divergence in repertoire amongst the theatres under 

observation to capture the level of diversity in each theatre. Table 5.1 shows the 

conventionality indices and the number o f productions, based on the playwright, for 44 

theatres for 5 years using the data described above. Over this period the average 

conventionality index for each year increases between 1993/94 and 1996/97 and 

decreases from 1996/97 to 1998/99 (see Figure 5.1). Although the Herfindahl Index is 

calculated on the basis of the playwrights, while the conventionality index is calculated
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on the basis of theatre scores, they seem to tell much the same story as the Herfindahl 

Index based on the playwright (see Figure 4.6) shows a similar trend to the average 

conventionality index (see Figure 5.1) (also see DiMaggio and Stenberg, 1985a). The 

reason for the similar outcome might be that both measures show an inverse relationship 

with diversity. In addition, both measures are influenced by certain playwrights which 

are produced predominantly in the sector. As a result, the Herfindahl Index, which 

shows the extent to which a few playwrights dominate theatre repertoire in the theatre 

sector, increases as these playwrights have a higher share in the repertoire played in the 

theatre sector under observation. At the same time this is also picked up by the 

conventionality index, which describes differentiation in repertoire among the 

performing arts organisations under observation. Theatres that produce the predominant 

playwrights will therefore have higher conventionality indices, which leads to a higher 

average conventionality indices.

No particular trends in repertoire diversity can be seen by looking at the 

conventionality indices and number of productions achieved for each individual theatre 

over 5 years as shown in Table 5.1. However, the average value o f the conventionality 

index over this time period, gives more evidence as to which theatres produce the 

lowest or highest conventionality indices on average (see Table 5.2).

On average, the Hampstead Theatre, Colchester Mercury Theatre and the Bush 

Theatre have the lowest average conventionality indices, which indicate non

conventionality over the five seasons. The conventionality index seems to be a good 

indicator of the level of repertoire non-conventionality since both the Hampstead 

Theatre and Bush Theatre are known for new writing and experimental theatre. It is 

noteworthy that the Royal Shakespeare Company in London as well as in Stratford also 

have a high conventionality index, but this arises from the fact that its repertoire, in
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terms of playwright, is given, the main purpose o f this theatre not being to promote 

diversity but quite the opposite, namely to sustain a tradition. The discussion here 

though is only based on averages, which has to be interpreted with caution. The polar 

cases of the conventionality indices for a three-year period in Section 5.1.3 will give 

better evidence of the measure being an appropriate measure o f repertoire diversity.

5.1.3 Repertoire Diversity in Non-profit English Theatres fo r  the Seasons 1996/97-

1998/99

The conventionality indices and number of productions, based on the playwright are 

calculated for 40 theatres during the three-year period 1996/97-1998/99 (see Section 

5.1.1). These results form the main dependent variables in the regression analysis in 

Section 5.2 and will therefore be discussed in detail. Table 5.3 shows the 

conventionality indices and the number o f productions, based on the playwright, with 

and without studio repertoire included, for 40 theatres. The conventionality indices 

show similar results for each theatre, independent of their studio productions. On 

average, the conventionality indices are the same: 4.9 for the conventionality indices 

including all venues and 4.8 for the conventionality indices excluding the studio 

facilities. This is different for the number of productions, as the number o f productions 

fall by the number of studio productions for the second case. The average number of 

productions including the studio facilities is 29.8, while it is 21.9 excluding the studio 

facilities.

In both cases the same five theatres (Royal Court Theatre, Bush Theatre, 

Hampstead Theatre, Polka Theatre for Children and Colchester Mercury Theatre) have 

the five lowest conventionality indices in the sample but they are in a different ranking
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order. This indicates that these theatres do not confine experimental productions only to 

their studio spaces. The Bush Theatre and Hampstead Theatre show very low 

conventionality indices as shown in the previous Section. Another important theatre for 

new work is the Royal Court Theatre, which is shown to have the lowest 

conventionality index in this sample. Looking at the five theatres with the 5 highest 

conventionality indices, two theatres are the same (Royal Shakespeare Company 

London, Unicom Theatre/Arts Theatre) in both cases. If all venues are included, the 

following three theatres are also in the top 5: Plymouth Theatre Royal, Nottingham 

Theatre Trust/Playhouse and Almeida Theatres) while if  only the main venue is 

included, the Lancaster Dukes Playhouse, the Sheffield Theatres and the Royal 

Shakespeare Company in Stratford-upon-Avon are achieving high conventionality 

indices. As all three latter theatres have studio facilities, a possible explanation for their 

move into the top 5 conventionality indices, if  their studio repertoire is excluded is that 

they produce more conformist repertoire in the main venue and limit more unusual 

productions to their studio space.

In addition to this, the conventionality indices and number o f productions based 

on the playwright are calculated for the three-year period for the sample o f 44 theatres, 

which was used for the analysis in Sections 4.2 and 5.1.2. The results including the 

repertoire of all venues are very similar to the sample of 40 theatres, as can be seen in 

Table A l. For both samples an average conventionality index o f 4.9 is achieved and the 

number of productions only differ slightly with 29.8 for 40 theatres and 29.4 for 44 

theatres. Looking at the five theatres with the highest and lowest conventionality 

indices, it can be seen that two of the additional theatres (Warehouse Theatre Croydon 

and The Orange Tree Theatre) belong to the group of five lowest conventionality
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indices together with the Hampstead Theatre, Bush Theatre and the Royal Court theatre. 

The five highest conventionality indices stay the same in both samples.^

Further discussion will concentrate on the conventionality indices and number of 

productions including the repertoire of all venues in a theatre, as the comparison o f the 

conventionality indices with or without the studio productions for 40 theatres and 

adding 4 theatres does not show substantial difference. Additionally, these results will 

be the main dependent variables in Section 5.2, given the available subsidy data.

For interest, Table 5.4 shows the theatres with the five highest and five lowest 

conventionality indices for the sample o f 40 theatres, if  all venues are included. Again, 

the Hampstead Theatre, Bush Theatre and Royal Court Theatre have the lowest 

conventionality indices, which indicate non-conventionality. The Theatre Royal in 

Plymouth and the Unicom/Arts Theatre in London achieve the highest conventionality 

indices, an issue that will be returned to later in the regression Section 5.2. It is 

noteworthy that the Royal Shakespeare Company also has a high conventionality index, 

but this arises from the fact that its repertoire mainly concentrates on Shakespeare 

productions (also see Section 5.1.2).

It can also be seen that the five theatres with the lowest conventionality indices 

produce almost twice as many productions on average as the five theatres with the 

highest conventionality indices. For these extreme cases, the lower the conventionality 

index, the higher the number of productions and vice versa.

The productions vary widely, but there are some playwrights who were 

produced much more frequently during the period 1996/97-1998/99. In Table 5.5, the 

ten playwrights whose plays were most produced during this period are listed. 

Shakespeare is the most commonly produced playwright, followed by other popular
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playwrights such as Ayckbourn, Godber, Chekhov and Ibsen. Interestingly, the top three 

playwrights are British.

The second measure of diversity is the number of different productions staged 

during this time period, which is an operational indicator o f how ‘industrious’ a theatre 

is but it has to be seen as a rather crude measure (see Austen-Smith, 1980 and Section 

3.1.2). For this chapter the numbers of productions, based on the playwright, have been 

calculated for each theatre, which are listed with the conventionality indices in tables 

5.3 and 5.4. For example, the Leicester Theatre Trust stages the highest number of 

productions (in parentheses) irrespective o f whether the studio facilities are included 

(65) or not (48), followed by theatres such as the West Yorkshire Playhouse (59), 

Cheltenham Everyman Theatre (58), Salisbury Playhouse (56), the Bristol Old Vic (52) 

and Coventry Belgrade Theatre (52), if  the repertoire o f all venues o f a theatre are 

included.'* The usefulness of the measure is questionable since these theatres are all 

regional theatres, of which none are known for producing innovative and experimental 

work. Additionally, none of these theatres appear to show low conventionality using the 

first measure, the conventionality index, which seems to have given a good indication of 

repertoire non-conventionality.

Both the conventionality indices and the number o f productions are used as 

dependent variables in the regression analysis in Section 5.2. This raises the question of 

how these two variables differ as dependent variables. The average conventionality 

index is 4.9 and the average number of productions is 29.8 for 40 theatres if  all venues 

are included. There is a moderate correlation between the conventionality index and the 

number of productions (0.49).

Additionally, each of the venues in each theatre is taken as a separate 

observation. The conventionality index and the number o f productions were calculated
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for each of the 69 venues and are reported in Table A2. The results show that the 

conventionality index varies widely from 1 to 19.5 while the number o f productions 

range from 1 to 48. Looking at the five venues with the lowest conventionality indices, 

four out of the five venues (Scarborough Stephen Joseph Theatre Other, Cheltenham 

Everyman Theatre Studio, Manchester Royal Exchange Studio, Young Vic Theatre 

Studio and Bush Theatre) are studio spaces. The fifth venue is the Bush Theatre, which 

is the only main venue and does not have any additional studio space. This result is not 

surprising given its emphasis on new work (see earlier). The five venues with the 

highest conventionality indices are the RSC London Barbican Theatre, Exeter Northcott 

Theatre Studio, RSC Stratford, Sheffield Crucible Theatre and Plymouth Theatre Royal 

Drum. Three out of the five venues are main venues, o f which two of them are the 

Royal Shakespeare Company which have a special emphasis on Shakespeare 

productions (see earlier).

Overall, all results show that certain theatres such as the Bush Theatre and 

Hampstead Theatre have very low conventionality levels. At the same time the Royal 

Shakespeare Company seems always to achieve very high conventionality levels given 

its concentration on Shakespeare productions. The question that arises is why do certain 

theatres produce less conformist repertoire than others. The next section will look at this 

in more detail by testing for the possible determinants o f repertoire diversity.
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5.2 The Determinants of Repertoire Diversity in Non-profit English Theatres: 

Regression Analysis for the Seasons 1996/97-1998/99

The previous section discusses the different levels o f diversity in the sample using two 

different measures. This section forms the next step in the empirical analysis as it looks 

at the possible financial, organisational and demographic factors that might influence 

repertoire choice in the individual theatres, using regression analysis.

5.2.1 Data

The core data set relates to 40 grant-aided English theatres covering the theatre seasons 

(September to June) 1996/97, 1997/98 and 1998/99. The theatres chosen were those for 

which detailed income data were available and for which the subsidy variable (the key 

focus of this chapter) includes the core grants received by the Arts Council of 

England/Regional Arts Boards as well as the grants by the local authorities. For 

additional regressions another four theatres are included but only the core grants given 

by the Arts Council of England were available for these (44 theatres).

The Royal National Theatre with its three venues was taken as one observation, 

while the Royal Shakespeare Company with its two theatres in Stratford-upon-Avon 

and London (Barbican Centre) was taken as two observations as this allows testing for 

different demographic factors. The subsidy data available relate to the overall figure for 

each theatre, which includes its main venue and its smaller venues, e.g. studio space. No 

breakdown between these was possible.

For additional regressions a conventionality index based on the production lists 

of the main venue only for each theatre and a conventionality index for the main venue 

and the studio space as separate observations are calculated for each theatre, which
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gives 69 observations. The funding variable for these regressions though ŵ as the same 

for all venues in the theatre; as it was impossible to do otherwise than assume that the 

subsidy applied pro rata to each venue for the theatre in question. Further regressions 

are undertaken using the number of productions as the dependent variable. Jenkins and 

Austen-Smith (1987) also only concentrated on the productions in the main venue and 

used the number of productions as an indicator of how ‘industrious’ a theatre is in their 

analysis o f the English theatre sector.

Appendix B1 to B4 give a detailed description o f the explanatory variables used 

in this data set and of a survey that was undertaken in June 2001 to gather information 

on the data availability in the individual theatres and in the Regional Arts Boards.

5.2.2 Model

The hypothetical model to explain variations in theatre repertoire as seen in Section 3.2 

consists of three groups of independent variables: the funding variable, the 

organisational variables and the socio-economic variables. The limited data availability 

and the structure of the English theatre sector do not allow me though to test all of the 

hypotheses represented in Section 3.2. The following hypotheses are tested: H I, H5, 

H6, H8, H I2, H I3 and H I5 which can be described in the following hypothetical 

model:

Theatre Outputi = /  (Subsidyu, Sizet, Studiou Locatiorii, Populatiorii,

Average Incomei, Student() 

where theatre output is repertoire choice, measured as (non-)conventionality. H2 in this 

case is simply a mirror image of H I, whereas H6 and H7, and H14 and HI 5 are closely 

linked. Data to test HIO and HI 1 were not available.
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The explanatory variables are described in Table 5.6 and the expected 

relationship to the dependent variable can be seen in parentheses. The relationship of the 

explanatory variables to the number of productions would be the opposite o f the ones 

shown in Table 5.6. The regression coefficients using the number o f productions are 

expected to show the opposite signs to the regression coefficients using the 

conventionality index, as a more ‘industrious’ theatre is equivalent to a non-conformist 

theatre. Several combinations of the explanatory variables were tested in the model.

5.2.3 Variation in Variables

All regressions were specified as linear models and run with OLS using the software 

STATA 7.0.

The summary statistics in Table 5.7 show that the main dependent variable, the 

conventionality index, for 40 theatres varies from 1.9 to 7.9 with a mean o f 4.9 and a 

standard deviation o f 1.4, suggesting considerable variation in the key variable o f the 

study. The additional dependent variable, the number of productions, ranges from 10 to 

65 with a mean of 30.5 and a standard deviation o f 14.3.The data for SUBSIDY 

(percentage of ACE/RAB core grant plus local authority grant o f total income), the key 

independent variable for the study, also show large variations in grant income in the 40 

theatres, ranging from 12.4 per cent to 86.5 per cent of total income, with a mean of

43.3 per cent and a standard deviation of 14.7. It is also noteworthy that the size of the 

theatres differs a lot as the smallest theatre has a main auditorium of 105 while the 

largest theatre has a seating capacity of 1508.
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5.2.4 Specification Tests

5.2.4.1 Heteroscedasticity

The software package Stata 7.0 uses the Breusch-Pagan test (also Cook-Weisberg test) 

as a standard test for heteroscedasticity. The results from this test are only suggestive as 

it is a large sample test and the sample size is small (40 observations). The Chi-squared 

value is report for all regressions in the second last row of all tables. It shows that 

heteroscedasticity is an issue in all regressions. The null hypothesis that the variance is 

constant is rejected for regressions 6 and 7 at the 1 per cent level and for regressions 3, 

4, 5 and 8 at the 5 per cent level. The null hypothesis o f homoscedasticity is rejected at 

the 10 per cent level in regressions 2 and 8.

A more suitable test for such a small sample size is the Goldfeldt-Quandt test as 

it does not assume large samples. This test is only applicable under the assumption that 

the heteroscedastic variance is positively related to one o f the explanatory variables in 

the regression model (Schafgans, 2002). Looking at the summary statistics in Table 5.7, 

one possible explanatory variable causing the heteroscedasticity is the seating capacity 

as it varies widely from theatre to theatre. The Goldfeldt-Quandt test^ using SIZE as the 

explanatory variable does not reject the null hypothesis o f homoscedasticity. The same 

test is applied using the explanatory variables SUBSIDY and AVERAGE INCOME 

separately. Homoscedasticity is rejected at the 1 percent level for SUBSIDY and at the 

5 percent level for AVERAGE INCOME according to the Goldfeldt-Quandt method.

Heteroscedasticity seems to be a problem and possible reasons for this are 

outlying observations, which will be analysed in Section 5.2.4. OLS estimates are still 

unbiased but the usual tests of significance are generally inappropriate which can lead to 

incorrect inferences. There are two remedial approaches for this: OLS can be used but 

the standard errors are adjusted to get heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors using a
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heteroscedasticity consistent regression matrix.® The other method is feasible GLS, but 

as it has large sample (asymptotic) properties it does not seem suitable for this sample 

o f 40 theatres.

OLS estimates with heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors are computed for 

this study. The most common method is to calculate White standard errors (HCO) but 

this method is only justified asymptotically, hence in large samples. McKinnon and 

White (1985) and Long and Ervin (2000) suggest alternative estimators known as HCl, 

HC2 and HC3, which have superior properties in finite samples in the presence of 

heteroscedasticity but are asymptotically equivalent to the White estimator (HCO) (also 

see Greene, 2003). Long and Ervin (2000) conclude from an extensive series of 

computer simulations that the HC3 estimator gives the best results overall in samples 

less than 250 observations in the presence of heteroscedasticity o f various forms. All 

results are shown with robust standard errors using the HC 3 method’, which produces 

the same coefficients but higher standard errors and therefore lower t and F statistics 

than the HCO method (see Tables 5.9 and 5.10 and Tables D1 to D5 in Appendix D). 

The HC3 method is not used very often to calculate heteroscedastic-consistent standard 

errors despite that fact that it is offered as an optional command in Stata 7.0. The default 

command ‘robust’ in Stata 7.0 to calculate heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors is 

the Huber/White/sandwich estimator (HC 1). Tables D6 to D12 in Appendix D also 

show all regression results with heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors using the 

HCl method. A comparison of the regression outcome using both estimators shows that 

the F and t statistics are lower with the HC3 estimator than with the HCl estimator as 

anticipated. However, either method shows whether a regression is valid or not and 

whether a variable is statistically significant or not. The only difference between both 

methods is that the significance levels differ in some cases.
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5.2.4.2 M ulticollinearity

A Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test® is conducted to test for multicollinearity between 

some of the explanatory variables. In Table C l the variables POPULATION and 

LOCATION show strong evidence of multicollinearity. In a next step the correlation 

matrix is calculated to see which of the two variables to exclude from the regressions. 

The correlation matrix of all explanatory variables shows multicollinearity between 

some of the explanatory variables (see Table 5.8). The variables POPULATION and 

STUDENT are excluded from the estimation as they are not only collinear with each 

other but both are also collinear with AVERAGE INCOME. AVERAGE INCOME is 

also highly collinear with LOCATION (coefficient o f determination o f 0.79). As 

expected, these four variables appear to be picking up effects common to each. The 

location dummy variable applies to London, which o f course has a large population, an 

above average income level and an above average proportion o f students. As such, it is 

difficult to disentangle these separate effects in practice.

5.2.4.3 Exogeneity

This chapter uses a single equation model to test for the determinants o f repertoire 

decisions in a theatre. This approach assumes that all independent variables used in the 

analysis are exogenous and predetermined outside the system. A test for endogeneity is 

undertaken as according to Jenkins and Austen-Smith (1987) the variable SUBSIDY 

might be endogenous. This is based on the argument that the grant donors decide on 

future grants looking at the past performance, e.g. programme mix of a theatre. As such, 

I tested whether the grant allocation for the period under observation is dependent on 

past repertoire decisions, here the conventionality index o f the previous season before 

our period under observation. If the variable SUBSIDY were endogenously determined.
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it would be correlated with the error term. Consequently, the OLS estimator would be 

biased and inconsistent (Seddighi et al, 2000; Wooldridge, 2000).

A formal test for endogeneity, the Hausman test, involves estimating the model

via both OLS and Instrumental Variable approaches and comparing the resulting

coefficient vectors. A quadratic form in the differences between the two coefficient 

vectors -  scaled by the precision matrix -  gives rise to a test statistic for the null 

hypothesis that the OLS estimator is consistent and fully efficient (Baum, 2002). In 

other words, if  both estimates are similar, all independent variables are exogenous. If 

the estimates differ significantly one variable must be endogenous and an alternative 

estimation technique may provide better results. The instrumental variable approach, 

e.g. 2SLS, is specially designed for over identified equations’ (Jenkins and Austen- 

Smith, 1987; Wooldridge, 2000). An instrumental variable (IV) is needed for the 2SLS 

estimation to carry out the Hausman test. Given the limited data availability, the only 

real possibility for this variable is the conventionality index for the season 1995/96

which is the previous season to the period under observation. Looking at the

instrumental variable more closely it shows that it is not a very good instrument as it 

only explains 0.45 per cent of the variation in the variable SUBSIDY if  you regress the 

variable SUBSIDY on IV (R-squared = 0.0045). In addition the correlation between IV 

and SUBSIDY is moderate at 0.34. These results indicate that IV might be a poor 

instrument and therefore might produce IV estimates with large standard errors, in 

particular if  FV and SUBSIDY are only weakly correlated. Consequently, the IV 

estimator might have a large asymptotic bias (Wooldridge, 2000).

The Hausman test for endogeneity does not show any problems with 

endogeneity in table C2 and therefore OLS can it seems be used. I cannot reject the null 

hypothesis that there are any systematic differences between the OLS and 2SLS
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estimates as the test shows a Chi-squared (5) of 0.53 which is below the critical value. A 

similar finding applied in the Jenkins and Austen-Smith (1987) study.

Davidson and McKinnon (1993) suggest a simpler and more reliable version of 

the Hausman test based on a regression test using an auxiliary regression. Two OLS 

regressions are run for this test (see Tables 3Ca and 3Cb). The suspect endogenous 

variable SUBSIDY is regressed on IV and all exogenous variables (SIZE, STUDIO, 

LOCATION and AVERAGE INCOME) in the first regression and the residuals are 

retrieved from this. In the second regression, the theatre output, here repertoire choice 

function is re-estimated including the residuals from the first regression as additional 

regressors. If the OLS estimates are consistent, then the coefficient on the first stage 

residual should not be significantly different fi'om zero. If we reject the hypotheses of 

consistent OLS estimates, we cannot use OLS (Eviews, 2001; Wooldridge, 2000). The 

t-statistic for the residual is 1.06, which is below the critical value. The F-test gives a 

value of 1.13, which is below the critical value at the 10 per cent level. Again the result 

does not indicate any significant endogeneity problems and OLS can be used. The test 

of endogeneity has been undertaken correctly, as the estimates o f the second regression 

of the regression tests and the 2SLS estimates are identical. (Wooldridge, 2000). 

Nevertheless the validity of the test has to be interpreted with caution as the Hausman 

test has asymptotic properties, which might not apply to such a small sample size.

5.2.4.4 Specification Errors

A model specification error can occur when one or more relevant variables are omitted 

from the model or more irrelevant variables are included in the model. For each 

regression a regressions specification error test (RESET) is performed to test for omitted 

variables. The results of this Ramsey Reset F test can be found in the last row o f all
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tables. This test creates new variables based on the predictors and refits the models 

using those new variables to see if any of them would be significant (UCLA, 2003). No 

strong evidence of model misspecification can be found since the F values in Table 5.9 

indicate that regressions 4, 5 and 8 seem not to be specified correctly at a significance 

level of 5 per cent, hi Table 5.10, which omits two outlying observations (see Section 

5.2.4), the RESET test indicates possible model misspecification in regression 5 at the 5 

per cent level, hi addition, regressions 4, 7 and 8 seem to have omitted variables at the 

10 per cent level.

5.2.4.5 Nonlinearity

A linear specification has been chosen since estimation with a more general functional 

form (Box-Cox-transformation) suggested this to be preferable to other specifications 

such as for example a log-linear specification in all o f the cases. The Box-Cox model is 

a useful formulation that embodies many o f the models that are usually considered as 

special cases in the textbooks. This procedure is used as guidance whether a 

transformation is needed and, if  so, which value in the ‘ladder o f powers’ would be 

suitable. Stata 7.0 shows likelihood ratio tests for the hypotheses that the Box-Cox 

parameter is -1 , 0 and 1. The latter corresponds to no transformation. If the Box -Cox 

parameter is -1 or 0 a reciprocal or log transformation are suggested respectively. These 

procedures find the optimum Box-Cox parameter using the method of maximum 

likelihood, estimating the Box-Cox parameter in addition to the usual regression 

parameters (Greene, 2000).

For the analysis undertaken in this chapter the Box-Cox procedures which 

transform the dependent variable as well as both the dependent and independent 

variables with the same parameters do not reject the hypothesis that the Box-Cox 

parameter is 1 at the 1 per cent level. Hence, no transformation should be undertaken
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and a linear specification (OLS) can be used. In a next step a test for normality is 

undertaken since the t and F statistics are not valid if the normality assumption does not 

hold. The Skewness/Kurtosis test does not show any problems with non-normality as a 

value of 0.57 for Chi-squared is achieved for the OLS regressions. For the case that only 

the independent variables are transformed a reciprocal model is suggested. However, 

this creates very high coefficients and the normality assumption does not hold anymore 

since it achieves a Chi-squared of 13.48 which is rejected at the 1 per cent level. As a 

result, a reciprocal model would not achieve any valid results. In addition, it is difficult 

to explain the relationship between repertoire diversity and its determinants using a 

reciprocal model.

5.2.5 Estimates

The estimation results of the multiple regressions (OLS) can be seen in the following 

tables. Several combinations o f the explanatory factors were tested in eight regressions. 

The dependent variable used is a conventionality index based on the repertoire o f all 

venues (main venue and studio) in each o f the 40 theatres.

In Table 5.9, which shows the eight regressions, all the coefficients show the 

expected relationship except for average income in regression 8. This might be the 

result of the multicollinearity problem between LOCATION and AVERAGE INCOME. 

Hence, regression 8 is excluded from the discussion. The results show that the model 

does not have a strong explanatory power, as the R-squared and t values are low. In the 

single regression (Regression 1), the variable SUBSIDY is statistically significant at the 

10 per cent level. Further multiple regressions adding the variables SIZE, STUDIO,
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LOCATION and AVERAGEFNCOME show that SUBSIDY does not have a significant 

effect anymore, but SIZE is statistically significant at the 5 or 10 per cent level. An 

additional seat in the auditorium increases the conventionality index by 0.001. Including 

the LOCATION dummy in Regression 4 shows that the location o f a theatre also has a 

significant effect (at the 10 per cent level) if AVERAGEINCOME is excluded, as it is 

collinear with LOCATION. In Regression 5, the STUDIO variable is statistically 

significant at the 10 per cent level. The results do not have a strong explanatory power, 

which might be the result of data specific problems.

I test the robustness o f these results by looking for leverage points in the 

regression. Leverage points are observations which are influential in determining the 

statistical significance of key results. For this a formal outlier analysis was undertaken 

as the data set used is small (40 observations) and the OLS estimates might be overly 

influenced by one or several observations, that are called ‘outliers’ (Wooldridge, 2000). 

Observation specific dummies are used to find out about possible outlying observation 

problems.'” Two observations were deemed ‘suspicious’ as the dummy variables for 

them were statistically significant at the 1 per cent level and 5 per cent level and we 

therefore reject the null hypothesis for them: these were the Unicom Theatre in London 

and the Contact Theatre in Manchester. Why are these two theatres outliers in the 

sample under observation? Both theatres are small venues with a seating capacity of 330 

and 340 seats respectively. The Unicom Theatre has the second highest conventionality 

index in the sample despite being based in London and receives 41.2 per cent of total 

income in grants, which is the average level o f subsidy in the sample. A possible 

explanation of the low level o f diversity might be the focus of the Unicom Theatre on 

productions for children. The Manchester Contact theatre has a conventionality index of 

5.9, which is above the average conventionality index of 4.9, while 86.5 per cent o f its
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total income consists of public grants and it also has a studio space. The high levels of 

subsidy should allow these theatres to be more experimental and offer more unusual 

productions in particular in the case of the Unicom Theatre, which is based in London. 

As such, in relation to these theatres it appears that special factors are at work and as 

such that they can be validly excluded from the regressions.

The estimation results in Table 5.10 show that the explanatory power of the 

model has considerably improved after excluding the two outlying observations. All R- 

squared values are valid at the 1 per cent level except for regression 3, which is valid at 

the 10 percent level and regressions 2 and 8 which are valid at the 5 percent level. The 

variable SUBSIDY has a statistically significant effect (at the 5 per cent level) on the 

conventionality index in the single regression and explains 12 per cent o f the variation 

in the conventionality index. The explanatory power o f the model is improved to 24 per 

cent by adding the variable SIZE. The multiple regressions including STUDIO, 

LOCATION and/or AVERAGEINCOME are run in different combinations and show 

the following outcome: SUBSIDY and SIZE are statistically significant at the 5 per cent 

level for all multiple regressions. Further regressions include either LOCATION or 

AVERAGEINCOME separately due to the multicollinearity problem between both of 

them. Both variables seem to pick up location-specific effects on conventionality in 

theatre repertoire as LOCATION shows a statistically significant effect at the 5 per cent 

level in Regression 4, while AVERAGE INCOME is statistically significant at the 1 per 

cent level in Regressions 6 and 7. In Regression 7, the variable STUDIO shows a 

statistically significant effect at the 10 per cent level.

The most statistically significant results are achieved in Regressions 4, 6 and 7. 

Regression 4 includes the independent variables SUBSIDY, SIZE and LOCATION, 

which together explain 36.0 per cent of the variation in the conventionality index and
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are all statistically significant at the 5 per cent level. In Regression 6, 40.0 per cent of 

the variation in the conventionality index can be explained if  AVERAGE INCOME 

substitutes LOCATION from Regression 4. Adding the variable STUDIO in Regression 

7 increases the explanatory power of the model to 44.6 per cent, but the F value drops. 

On the basis o f F statistics. Regression 6 is in fact most satisfactory, with all three 

variables highly significant determinants o f repertoire diversity. AVERAGEINCOME 

though must be treated with caution, as it is probably, as mentioned, picking up the 

effects o f population size/London factor and education levels and hence is a proxy for 

all of these variables. In this light, the significance o f the non-composite SUBSIDY and 

SIZE variables is especially noteworthy.

In addition, some further regressions were undertaken for which the variable 

STUDIO is exchanged for the variable VENUES which consists o f the total number of 

venues in each theatre (see Table 5.11). The two variables STUDIO and VENUES are 

highly correlated with a correlation coefficient o f 0.88. Hence, the same negative 

relationship between the number of venues and repertoire diversity is assumed as done 

for the variable STUDIO and as a result similar results are expected. In Table 5.11 the 

results o f these regressions can be seen with regressions 1 to 4 relating to 40 theatres 

while regressions 5 to 8 refer to 38 theatres.

In all regressions in Table 5.11 the F-statistics are slightly higher than in the 

corresponding regressions in Tables 5.9 and 5.10 using the STUDIO variable. However, 

this only causes increases in the significance levels from the 5 to the 1 per cent level in 

two regressions (regressions 5 and 6). The R-Squared are about the same independently 

whether the variable STUDIO or VENUES is used in the regressions.

In all regressions except for regressions 4 and 6 the variable VENUES is 

statistically significant at the 10 per cent level with a coefficient o f around -0.45. In
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comparison to the regressions using the STUDIO variable the main difference can be 

seen in the variable VENUES being statistically significant at the 10 per cent level in 

regressions 1, 2 and 5 while the STUDIO variable is not statistically significant in the 

corresponding regressions in Tables 5.9 and 5.10.

Overall, the regressions in Table 5.11 do not improve the overall model 

significantly as no major differences can be seen if  the variable VENUES is used 

instead of the variable STUDIO. However, the only minor differences are that the 

variable VENUES is more consistently statistical significant in all regressions and that it 

results in a marginally higher validity and explanatory power o f the regressions.

Additional regressions are run including another four theatres. A different 

subsidy variable is used, as only the core grants given by the Arts Council o f England 

were available for these. SUBSIDY 2 is ACE/RAB grant as the percentage of total 

income. The estimation results, which can be seen in Table D1 (Appendix D), do not 

show a strong explanatory power of the model. Except for regressions 2, 3 and 5, which 

are valid at the 25 per cent level, the R-squared are invalid for the remaining 

regressions. SIZE is the only variable that is statistically significant at the 5 and 10 per 

cent level throughout all regressions and shows the same coefficients as in the previous 

regressions for 40 theatres. SUBSIDY is only statistically significant at the 5 per cent 

level in regression 2 and has very large standard errors (around 3) in all regressions.

The conventionality index based on the productions o f the main venue only was 

used as the dependent variable in further regressions, which can be seen in Table D2 

(Appendix D). In this case hypothesis H7 instead of H6 is used for the studio variable 

and therefore a positive relationship between the studio dummy and the conventionality 

index is expected (see Section 3.2.2). No subsidy variable is available for each venue; 

therefore SUBSIDY is used as a proxy.
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The variables STUDIO and LOCATION do not show the expected relationship. 

Similar to the regressions using the conventionality index including the studio repertoire 

SUBSIDY is statistically significant (5 per cent) in the single regression (regression 1) 

and SIZE is also significant (here at the 5 and 10 per cent level) in all regressions. The 

explanatory power o f the model does not improve using the conventionality index based 

on the repertoire in the main venue only even though the R-squared are higher but are 

not valid in half o f the regressions.

For the regressions using the number of productions as the dependent variable 

the regression coefficients are expected to show the opposite signs to the regression 

coefficients using the conventionality index as stated earlier. Table D3 in Appendix D 

shows that many of the coefficients do not show the expected sign and change 

depending on the combination of independent variable. Additionally, the explanatory 

power of the regressions is very poor as many o f them are not valid.

Taking the main venue and studio in each theatre as a separate observation 

seems to have a good explanatory power with the R-squared being valid either at the 1 

or 5 per cent level and the coefficients showing the correct sign except for 

AVERAGEINCOME in regression 8 (see results in Table D4). SUBSIDY and SIZE are 

statistically significant at the 5 or 10 per cent level and at the 1 or 5 percent level 

respectively in all regressions. In regression 4 and 5 STUDIO is statistically significant 

at the 5 per cent level. Checking for multicollinearity shows that SIZE and STUDIO are 

collinear (0.5) and therefore seem to pick up similar effects. This can be seen in 

regressions 4 and 5 for which STUDIO is statistically significant at the 5 per cent level 

and SIZE is excluded.

Finally, the variable SUBSIDY was divided into two variables: ACE/RAB 

GRANT as percentage of total income and LA GRANT as percentage o f total income.
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Ten regressions were run and the resuhs can be seen in Table D5. As before, all 

coefficients except for AVERAGE INCOME in regression 8 show the expected sign. 

The explanatory power of the models is poor as the R-squared are only valid at the 25 

per cent level if  at all. Again, SIZE is statistically significant at the 5 or 10 percent level 

in all regressions and LOCATION is statistically significant at the 5 per cent level in 

regressions 6 and 7. LAGRANT is statistically significant at the 5 or 10 per cent level in 

regressions 6-8 and 10 but not in the remaining regressions. As stated in Section 3.2 the 

Arts Council o f England as a central funding agency might have different artistic 

objectives as local government but no robust empirical evidence can be shown as both 

subsidy variables only seem to be statistical significant in some of the regressions. 

Using different dependent variables, changing the sample size and looking at different 

subsidy variables did not improve the results o f the model substantially.

5.3 Concluding Remarks

Certain trends in repertoire diversity have become apparent as a result o f the analysis at 

the producer level using a conventionahty index in Section 5.1. Theatres such as the 

Bush Theatre and Hampstead Theatre, both of which are well known for new work did 

show high levels o f diversity or non-conventionality while other theatres such as the 

Royal Shakespeare Company achieve very high levels o f conventionality or low levels 

of diversity as a result o f their focus on Shakespeare productions.

Section 5.2 analyses the driving forces behind this variation in the level of 

repertoire diversity across English grant-aided theatres. Cross-sectional regression 

analysis is used for the theatre seasons 1996-1999 which includes all necessary
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specification tests and the identification of data-specific problems. The main results 

indicate that when subsidy as a proportion o f total income increases by one per cent, the 

conventionality index decreases by 0.03. The existing repertoire literature indicates 

similar results. Austen-Smith (1980) showed that subsidies encourage the presentation 

of relatively higher levels of minority interest plays in the English theatre sector. 

DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) also found empirical support for the hypothesis that 

theatres are more conformist if  they depend highly on the market (as opposed to grants 

and contributions).

The results also show that an additional seat in the auditorium increases the 

conventionality index by 0.001. This result is also supported by the studies by 

DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) and Heilbrun (2001). Theatres are less conformist if 

they have smaller budgets, smaller seating capacities and less need for earned income as 

shown in DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b).

Location has an important effect on repertoire decisions as a theatre being based 

in London decreases the conventionality index by 1.13 or alternatively an increase in 

average income in a community decreases the conventionality index by 0.2. These 

results are in line with DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985b) who showed that theatres in 

larger and more competitive markets, e.g. New York City, were more innovative in 

terms of offering more diversity. For the case o f New York City, the effect on size is far 

less pronounced and the effect o f earned income is greater on innovation than in other 

regions. The existing empirical evidence gives little support for the macro- 

environmental approach to repertoire difference (see Pierce, 2000 and Heilbrun, 2001). 

Local average income did not show a significant effect on diversity in previous studies. 

The significant effect o f local average income in this study has to be interpreted with 

caution as a single figure was used for all theatres in London and as such this variable is
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probably picking up both the population and London effects as well, as pointed out 

previously.

The results from this chapter are quite indicative, although all econometric 

results using such small samples of data must be treated with caution. At best, they 

provide findings that are ‘suggestive’ and that are consistent or otherwise with the 

hypotheses. They can never provide compelling evidence. As seen in this chapter, 

econometric results are highly dependent on such factors as the number o f observations 

included and the specification o f the dependent and independent variables. Throughout I 

was aware o f the possibilities of data mining of this sort. Nonetheless, the findings do 

indicate at the very minimum that the data do not reject some significant hypotheses in 

relation to repertoire choice o f non-profit theatres.
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NOTES

The length of the fixed period chosen is in some way arbitrary. It could be a year, or two or three 

years, which might partly depend on the geographical and demographic size o f the political unit 

being looked at. For this chapter, the periods chosen were one year to be able to compare the results 

with the Herfindahl Index (see chapter 4) and three years for the regression analysis.

 ̂ In the regressions for 44 theatres the Conformity Index is calculated relative to the 44 theatres under 

observation.

 ̂ Additionally, the Lancaster Dukes Playhouse is on fifth highest place with the Almeida Theatre as a

sixth theatre.

Looking at only the repertoire in the main venue, the following theatres follow the Leicester Theatre 

with high number of productions: Cheltenham Everyman (45), RSC Stratford (39), Coventry 

Belgrade Theatre (37), Harrogate Theatre (32).

 ̂ The observations are ordered according to the values of the explanatory variable SIZE, beginning

with the lowest value. 8 observations are omitted and the remaining observations are divided into two 

groups with 16 observations each. Regressions are run for each group separately. From the residual 

sum of square of both sub-samples the F-distributed ratio RSShigh/RSSiow is computed. 

Homoscedasticity is rejected if the ratio is greater than the critical F at the chosen level of 

significance (Gujarati, 1995).

® The estimates of the standard errors are corrected for heteroscedasticity by allowing the variance of

the residuals to vary across individuals in an unspecified way when the variance-covariance matrix of 

the slope coefficients is estiinated.

’ The idea is to ‘overcorrect’ for high variance residuals by dividing the squared residual by (1-hij)^

* The Variance Inflation factor associated with the i'*' variable is equal to 1/(1-Ri^) where R;  ̂is the R-

squared from the regression of the i'*’ explanatory variable on all o f the other explanatory variables. A 

commonly used rule o f thumb is that any VIF in excess o f 10 is treated as evidence of 

multicollinearity (Gujararti, 1995).

 ̂ When the explanatory variables are exogenous, the 2SLS estimator is less efficient than OLS as the

2SLS estimates can have very large standard errors. Therefore it is useful to have a test for 

endogeneity of an explanatory variable to see whether 2SLS is even necessary (Wooldridge, 2000).
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This dummy variable is added to the model and the null hypothesis tested is whether the coefficient 

o f  this dummy is statistically different from zero. If we reject the null hypothesis the observation is 

‘under suspicion’ (Srivastawa, 1990). For each observation a dummy variable is created and tested 

individually for the defined model. In this case that particular observation is excluded from the data 

set for that regression. This is then repeated for each observation in turn. Another method of 

identifying possible outliers is to plot the studentised residuals, which was also undertaken using 

Data Desk 6.0, which confirmed the outliers as determined by the previous method (see Figure C l). 

Studentised residuals are used as they are much more indicative of deviant observations than their 

raw counterparts (Andrews and Pregibon, 1977).



TABLES

Table 5.1 Conventionality Index and Number o f  Productions fo r  44 Theatres fo r  5 Years, based on the Playwright

1993/94 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Average

Name Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP

Almeida Theatre 3.4 5 1.9 7 4.0 6 11.8 6 1.8 5 4.8 5.8

Basingstoke Haymarket Theatre 2.0 11 8.6 12 9.6 9 3.0 6 2.6 11 5.3 9.8

Birmingham Repertory Theatre 6.2 16 12.5 20 6.9 19 8.7 18 4.2 24 9.4 19.4

Bohon Octagon Theatre 2.5 13 1.9 11 13.2 13 7.8 11 3.2 9 6.6 11.4

Bristol Old Vic 4.0 23 5.4 26 6.3 20 5.1 19 3.1 19 7.2 21.4

Bush Theatre 1.3 11 1.5 10 2.5 11 1.3 8 1.2 9 2.6 9.8

Cheltenham Everyman Theatre 7.8 24 10.0 26 12.7 31 13.6 20 6.0 24 11.7 25

Chester Gateway Theatre 2.4 8 1.8 12 12.5 14 21.6 9 7.9 9 9.2 10.4

Colchester Mercury Theatre 2.3 12 5.2 9 1.0 2 1.3 3 3.4 17 2.7 8.6

Coventry Belgrade Theatre 6.4 20 9.1 29 6.6 19 2.2 16 4.0 30 7.4 22.8

Derby Playhouse 5.6 16 17.2 19 8.5 17 3.6 9 7.0 20 8.5 16.2

Exeter Northcott Theatre 9.7 12 6.2 21 12.5 15 3.2 9 5.2 15 7.6 14.4

Hammersmith Lyric Theatre 1.8 26 8.2 19 22.3 7 7.3 13 3.1 30 9.3 19

Hampstead Theatre 1.3 10 2.2 13 1.9 11 1.6 10 1.5 11 3.1 11

Harrogate Theatre (White Rose) 12.5 13 9.7 10 9.6 16 9.3 9 8.3 21 9.7 13.8

Hull Truck Theatre Co. 10.8 18 4.2 13 8.6 17 4.1 14 14.0 2 9.3 12.8

Lancaster Dukes Playhouse 8.9 9 00 bo 9 36.3 4 2.0 7 2.6 5 10.9 6.8
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Table 5.1 continued

1993/94 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Average

Name Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP

Leicester Theatre Trust (Haymarket Theatre) 5.3 32 2.6 23 13.4 31 4.8 27 4.0 29 9.5 28.4

Manchester Contact Theatre 1.6 9 8.8 10 15.2 5 1.7 3 1.5 2 5.3 5.8

Manchester Royal Exchange 7.5 11 6.1 17 15.2 10 9.6 7 1.4 9 7.8 10,8

Newbury Watermill 11.2 13 3.1 13 4.0 10 30.3 4 7.4 10 10.0 10

Newcastle-upon-Tyne Playhouse 2.2 9 2.3 34 2.9 7 8.0 11 7.7 15 5.7 15.2

Northampton Theatres/Players 3.5 8 7.4 14 5.1 12 2.1 8 2.9 13 4.8 11

Nottingham Theatre Trust/Playhouse 1.5 11 6.1 14 20.1 11 15.0 5 30.3 4 13.0 9

Oldham Coliseum 4.8 15 2.2 22 4.2 12 2.7 7 6.6 15 4.6 14.2

Plymouth Theatre Royal 4.2 33 7.5 36 16.8 5 20.3 7 2.3 4 9.7 17

Polka Theatre for Children 2.6 12 1.7 11 3.4 11 2.8 10 2.3 12 3.8 11.2

Royal Court Theatre 1.9 20 2.0 16 1.8 17 1.3 20 2.3 3 4.9 15.2

Royal National Theatre 7.2 18 7.0 24 10.6 24 11.2 24 2.8 6 10.5 19.2

Royal Shakespeare Company Stratford 15.0 14 23.4 32 33.9 32 30.6 16 18.1 21 22.9 23

Salisbury Playhouse 9.5 16 6.2 21 6.0 21 5.4 23 5.1 28 9.2 21.8

Scarborough Stephen Joseph Theatre 5.5 19 7.6 16 9.9 15 3.5 14 5.3 18 7.6 16.4

Sheffield Theatres 2.1 10 8.1 22 11.9 15 26.2 6 7.8 8 10.3 12.2

Southampton Nuffield Theatre 1.3 10 10.1 8 11.0 9 1.4 9 4.0 8 6.1 8.8

The Orange Tree Theatre 2.3 16 8.3 20 1.9 18 3.3 16 1.4 10 5.5 16
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Table 5.1 continued

1993/94 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Average

Name Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP Cl NOP

Tricycle Theatre 2.1 19 6.3 13 3.0 9 1.8 5 1.9 17 3.4 12.6

Unicom Theatre/Arts Theatre 2.0 22 2.1 14 11.3 7 21.0 6 1.3 4 7.3 10.6

Warehouse Theatre, Croydon 1.5 13 1.9 13 1.4 11 1.1 10 6.0 1 3.6 9.6

Watford Palace Theatre 7.7 9 3.2 11 11.3 9 14.9 10 1.8 12 8.1 10.2

West Yorkshire Playhouse 5.8 24 11.3 22 11.7 23 10.2 36 5.5 15 13.4 24

Worcester Swan Theatre 4.3 23 6.1 24 9.5 13 12.7 6 6.6 18 7.5 16.8

York Theatre Royal 6.4 18 21.6 11 11.6 13 10.8 13 7.4 14 11.8 13.8

Young Vic Theatre 7.0 8 16.0 13 3.0 6 13.2 10 6.6 11 9.3 9.6

Royal Shakespeare Company London 23.4 7 26.1 18 27.3 16 43.7 11 21.0 4 25.4 11.2

Average in each year 5.4 15.1 7.5 17.2 10.3 13.7 9.5 11.6 5.7 13.0 8.3 14.14

Note, these indices were constructed using data from the Arts Council o f  England, Playlists England, 1993/94, 1995/96, 1996/97, 1997/98 and 1998/99.
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Table 5.2 Theatres with Highest and Lowest Average Conventionality Indices

Theatres
Average Conventionality 

Index

Average Number of 

productions

Royal Shakespeare Company London 25.4 11.2

Royal Shakespeare Company Stratford 22.9 23.0

West Yorkshire Playhouse 13.4 24.0

Nottingham Theatre Trust/Playhouse 13.0 9.0

York Theatre Royal 11.8 13.8

Warehouse Theatre, Croydon 3.6 9.6

Tricycle Theatre 3.4 12.6

Hampstead Theatre 3.1 11.0

Colchester Mercury Theatre 2.7 8.6

Bush Theatre 2.6 9.8

Source: Table 5 .1
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Table 5.3 Conventionality Index and Number o f  Productions fo r  40 Theatres fo r

a Three-year Period, based on the Playwright

Name of theatre Cl NOP Cl NOP

(Main venue (Main venue (Main venue (Main venue

and studio) and studio) only) only)

Almeida Theatre 6.5 13 5.7 13

Basingstoke Haymarket Theatre 5.3 26 4.8 26

Birmingham Repertory Theatre 4.4 44 4.8 26

Bolton Octagon Theatre 5.5 26 5.0 23

Bristol Old Vic 3.9 52 4.6 25

Bush Theatre 1.9 25 1.6 25

Cheltenham Everyman Theatre 4.0 58 4.1 45

Chester Gateway Theatre 5.8 25 5.1 25

Colchester Mercury Theatre 3.4 19 2.4 9

Coventry Belgrade Theatre 3.7 52 3.5 37

Derby Playhouse 4.9 40 4.9 25

Exeter Northcott Theatre 5.2 31 3.8 28

Hammersmith Lyric Theatre 3.7 41 3.1 20

Hampstead Theatre 1.9 28 1.6 28

Harrogate Theatre (White Rose) 5.7 35 5.0 32

Lancaster Dukes Playhouse 6.5 12 6.1 11

Leicester Theatre Trust (Haymarket) 3.5 65 3.3 48

Manchester Contact Theatre 5.9 10 4.4 10

Manchester Royal Exchange 4.0 21 3.6 19

Newbury Watermill 5.4 20 4.6 20

Newcastle-upon-Tyne Playhouse 5.1 31 4.8 23

Northampton Theatres/Players 5.0 27 4.1 27

Nottingham Theatre Trust/Playhouse 6.9 14 5.9 14

Oldham Coliseum 4.9 29 4.3 29

P lymouth Theatre Royal 7.9 15 5.3 7

P olka Theatre for Children 2.6 20 2.2 16

Royal Court Theatre 2.1 34 1.4 16

Royal National Theatre 4.0 37 3.3 13

Royal Shakespeare Company Stratford 6.4 19 11.0 3

Salisbury Playhouse 4.4 56 4.1 39

Scarborough Stephen Joseph Theatre 5.0 33 4.2 22

SIheffield Theatres 6.1 22 8.4 10
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Table 5.3 continued

Name o f theatre Cl NOP Cl NOP

(Main venue (Main venue (Main venue (Main venue

and studio) and studio) only) only)

Southampton Nuffield Theatre 4.9 24 4.2 24

Unicom Theatre/Arts Theatre 7.4 11 6.1 11

Watford Palace Theatre 4.5 26 3.8 26

West Yorkshire Playhouse 4.5 59 4.4 22

Worcester Swan Theatre 6.1 28 5.3 28

York Theatre Royal 5.1 28 4.6 28

Young Vic Theatre 5.8 23 5.5 19

Royal Shakespeare Company London 6.8 13 16.5 2

Average 4.9 29.8 4.8 21.9

Note, these indices were constructed using data from  the Arts Council o f  England, ‘Playlists 

England'. J996/97-1998/99.
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Table 5.4 Theatres with Highest and Lowest Conventionality Indices

Theatres Conventionality Index Number o f Productions

Plymouth Theatre Royal 7.9 15

Unicom Theatre/Arts Theatre 7.4 11

Nottingham Theatre Trust/Playhouse 6.9 14

Royal Shakespeare Company London 6.8 13

Almeida Theatre 6.5 13

Colchester Mercury Theatre 3.4 19

Polka Theatre for Children 2.6 20

Royal Court Theatre 2.1 34

Bush Theatre 1.9 25

Hampstead Theatre 1.9 28

Source: Table 5.3

Table 5.5 Ten Most Popular Playwrights during 1996/97-1998/99

Playwright Number of Productions

Shakespeare 35

Ayckbourn 19

Godber 18

Chekhov 15

Ibsen 14

Bennett 13

Williams 11

Wilde 10

Simon 9

Churchill 9

Source: Own calculations using the Arts Council o f  England, ‘Playlists England’, 1996/97-1998/99.
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Table 5.6 Lists o f  Variables

Variable Data Description

CONVENTIONALITY Conventionality Index, based on the playwright

INDEX

NUMBER OF Number of Productions

PRODUCTIONS

SUBSIDY (-) ACE/RAB + local authority grants as % o f total income

SIZE (+) Maximum seating capacity of the main venue

STUDIO (-) Dummy variable for studio facility

LOCATION (-) Dummy variable for London

POPULATION (-) Total population of the community in millions

AVERAGEINCOME (-) Average gross income in the community in thousands o f £

STUDENT (-) Students as a percentage of the total population o f the community

Note, a more detailed data description is given in appendix BI

Table 5.7 Summary Statistics fo r  the Sample o f  40 Theatres

Variable Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum

CONVENTIONALITY INDEX 4.91 1.43 1.86 7.93

NUMBER OF PRODUCTIONS 29.80 14.27 10.00 65.00

SUBSIDY 43.30 14.72 12.36 86.45

SIZE 599.53 309.72 105.00 1508.00

STUDIO 0.60 0.50 0.00 1.00

LOCATION .25 .44 0 1

POPULATION 2.01 3.10 0.02 7.29

AVERAGEINCOME 21.25 3.92 16.99 35.09

STUDENT 6.10 7.04 0.00 39.25

Source: Own calculations, using the data set described in Section 5.2. J and Appendix B.

1
I
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Table 5.8 Correlation Matrix o f  Explanatory Variables

Subsidy Size Studio Location Population

Average

Income Student

SUBSIDY 1.00

SIZE -0.17 1.00

STUDIO 0.04 0.35 1.00

LOCATION -0.08 -0.12 0.00 1.00

POPULATION -0.05 -0.10 0.01 1.00 1.00

AVERAGE

INCOME -0.09 -0.28 -0.25 0.79 0.79 1.00

STUDENT 0.26 -0.02 0.01 -0.32 -0.32 -0.34 1.00

Source: Own calculations, using the data explained above.
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Table 5.9 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  40 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HC3)

Dep. Variable:

Cl Playwright 

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 5.91 4.92 4.98 5.33 5.36 6.37 6.74 4.88

(0.81) (0.95) (0.95) (0.98) (0.98) (3.10) (2.97) (4.96)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.02* -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

SIZE (+) - 0.001* 0.002** 0.001* 0.001* 0.001* 0.001** 0.001**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - -0.54 - -0.50 - -0.63* -0.47

(0.50) (0.51) (0.47) (0.51)

LOCATION (-) - - - -0.83* -0.80* - - -0.96

(0.68) (0.69) (1.42)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.06 -0.07 0.02

INCOME (-) (0.13) (0.13) (0.23)

R-squared 0.06 0.13 0.16 0.20 0.22 0.15 0.19 0.22

F 1.48 (1,38) 1.70 (2,37) 1.34 (3,36) 1.55 (3,36) 1.47 (4,35) 1.16(3,36) 1.12(4,35) 1.20 (5,34)

Chi-squared 0.32 3.50* 5.09** 5.56** 5.89** 8.53*** 10.60*** 4.68*

Ramsey Reset F test 1.09 (3,35) 1.13(3,34) 2.23 (3, 33) 3.05** (3, 33) 3.81** (3,32) 1.82 (3,33) 1.12(3,32) 3.79** (3, 31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. ** and  *  indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table 5.10 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  38 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HC3) (Theatres 24 and 48 omitted)

Dep. Variable;

Cl Playwright 

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 6.34 5.16 5.29 5.59 5.67 9.36 9.69 10.08

(0.72) (0.77) (0.70) (0.98) (0.94) (1.48) (1.58) (3.27)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.36** -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** -0.04** -0.04** -0.36**

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

SIZE (+) - 0.002** 0.002** 0.002** 0.002** 0.001** 0.001** 0.001**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - -0.56 - -0.45 - -0.66* -0.68*

(0.48) (0.48) (0.45) (0.47)

LOCATION (-) - - - -1.13** -1.07** - - 0.17

(0.60) (0.61) (1.17)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.18*** -0.18*** -0.20*

INCOME (-) (0.06) (0.07) (0.14)

R-squared 0.12 0.24 0.28 0.36 0.38 0.40 0.45 0.45

F 4.71** (1,36) 4.56** (2, 35) 2.81* (3, 34) 5.83*** (3, 34) 3.86** (4, 33) 8.31*** (3, 34) 5.34*** (4, 33) 4.32*** (5, 32)

Chi-squared 0.19 2.93* 5.85** 0.92 2.20 0.66 2.77* 2.81*

Ramsey Reset F test 0.58 (3, 33) 2.20 (3,32) 0.74 (3,31) 2.72* (3, 31) 2.96** (3, 30) 1.33 (3,31) 2.41* (3, 30) 2.51* (3, 29)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and  *  indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table 5.11 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  40 and 28 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HC3) replacing STUDIO with VENUES

Dep. Variable:

Cl Playwright 

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 

(40 theatres)

Regression 2 

(40 theatres)

Regression 3 

(40 theatres)

Regression 4 

(40 theatres)

Regression 5 

(38 theatres)

Regression 6 

(38 theatres)

Regression 7 

(38 theatres)

Regression 8 

(38 theatres)

Constant 5.43 5.80 7.07 5.06 5.72 6.07 9.94 9.82

(1.05) (1.04) (2.87) (4.67) (0.80) (0.99) (1.51) (3.20)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03** -0.03** -0.04** -0.04**

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

SIZE (+) 0.002** 0.002** 0.002** 0.002** 0.002*** 0.002** 0.002** 0.002**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

VENUES (-) -0.47* -0.45* -0.50* -0.43 -0.47* -0.41 -0.47* -0.46*

(0.33) (0.38) (0.32) (0.33) (0.33) (0.32) (0.28) (0.29)

LOCATION (-) - -0.81 - -1.04 - -1.08** - -0.05

(0.66) (1.31) (0.58) (1.14)

AVERAGE - - -0.06 0.03 - - -0.18*** -0.17

INCOME (-) (0.13) (0.22) (0.06) (0.14)

R-squared 0.17 0.23 0.20 0.24 0.29 0.39 0.44 0.44

F 1.73 (3,36) 1.76 (4,35) 1.46 (4,35) 1.40 (5,34) 3.25** (3, 34) 4.30*** (4, 33) 6.30*** (4, 33) 5.07*** (5, 32)

Chi-squared 5.20** 5.40** p 22*** 3.87** 6.22** 2.06 1.87 1.88

Ramsey Reset F test 2.25 (3, 33) 3.33** (3, 32) 0.73 (3, 32) 2.77* (3, 31) 0.54 (3, 31) 2.24 (3, 30) 1.69 (3,30) 1.68 (3,29)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the 1 per cent level.** and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10 per cent level, respectively.

175



FIGURES

Figure 5.1 Average Conventionality Index fo r  44 Theatres
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CHAPTER 6

REPERTOIRE DIVERSITY IN THE GERMAN

THEATRE SECTOR



Introduction

The German pubhc theatre sector consists of numerous and geographically dispersed 

theatres in receipt of extensive public support. In 1998/99, 152 German public theatres 

received a total of DM 3.92 billion (approximately €2 billion) in public and private 

grants that cover up to 85 per cent of the individual theatre’s income. In comparison, 

209 private theatres only received a total of DM 0.15 billion in public grants (Deutscher 

Biihnenverein, 1999a). Hofmann (1998) argues that despite such high levels o f public 

funding the programming o f contemporary and unconventional productions in German 

public theatres is insignificant; on average, of ten plays in a theatre’s repertoire only one 

will be by a living German-speaking author. This chapter looks at programming 

decisions in German public theatre by analysing repertoire diversity similar to the 

analysis in Chapters 4 and 5 on the English grant-aided theatre sector. The typical 

German public theatre can be described as a “quasi-govemmental“ organisation as 

already discussed in Section 2.1.1. A description of the different types o f theatres and 

their respective funding sources in German public theatre is given in a general overview 

in Section 6.1. Possible factors influencing repertoire diversity are the different funding 

and repertoire policies that are discussed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 respectively. Finally, 

Section 6.4 describes repertoire diversity in German public theatre using measures at the 

producer level to see whether there is a lack of contemporary or unusual productions in 

public theatre despite the apparent financial security in form of this ‘blanket 

subsidisation’, a term used by Wahl-Zieger (1980). Section 6.5 concludes this chapter 

with a summary.
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6.1 The Structure of the German Theatre Sector’

6.1.1 Literature Review

This section describes the German theatre sector in terms of its geographical, 

organisational and financial structure based on the data provided by the German stage 

association Deutscher Buhnenverein and drawing on previous studies on the German 

theatre sector. Table 6.1 gives a summary o f selected studies o f the German theatre 

sector which have been undertaken during the past four decades. Even though some of 

these studies are outdated and only refer to West Germany, except for Greve (2002), 

Hofmann (1998) and Robledo (2002), they still give a good description o f some o f the 

specific structural features of the German theatre sector. Table 6.1 first reviews the 

existing relevant literature in relation to this study. Secondly, it gives an overview of 

some recent studies which are not relevant in this context but are listed for completion. 

Good descriptions of the German theatre system in terms o f its organisational and 

geographical structure as well as its income situation are given in Bahn (1972), Harth 

(1982), Hofmann (1998), Hummel and Waldkircher (1992), Wahl-Zieger (1978) and 

Wezel (1964). Additionally, Miihlenkamp (2000) offers an extensive and more updated 

description of the different juridical types of organisations in German public theatre. In 

the economic literature, the focus has been on three broad areas: efficiency and 

determinants of costs (see Greve, 2002; Harth, 1982; Krebs, 1996; Miihlenkamp, 2000 

and Robledo, 2002), interactive behaviour o f the relevant agents of German public 

theatre (see Greve, 2002; Krebs, 1996 and Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995) and the 

effects of market forces and the possible ways o f market adjustment (see Wahl-Zieger, 

1978 and 1980). Earlier studies in other disciplines have concentrated on contents 

analyses o f repertoire in public theatre to show certain repertoire trends using 

descriptive statistics based on data from the 1960s (see Bahn, 1972; Hanseroth, 1976).
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Finally, there are several case studies on two particular public theatres in Dortmund and 

Mannheim to analyse their management and marketing strategies but these are not of 

great interest to the study undertaken here.

6.1.2 An Overview

The German theatre sector can be divided into public and private theatres. The latter 

includes independent theatres for which there are no national figures available (see 

later). The main difference between these two theatre sectors can be seen in the 

respective availability o f funding. The most dominant form in Germany is public 

theatre, which depends almost exclusively on public subsidy. The private theatre sector 

consists of larger theatres that receive a small level o f public funding, a few purely 

commercial theatres and a large number of small independent theatres. Their artistic 

policies are restricted by their need to be financially viable and they normally produce 

only drama (see Hofmann, 1998).

Table 6.2 shows both the total number of municipalities which have public 

theatres and those which have private theatres at federal state level (Bundesland). The 

number of municipalities which have public theatres is at least the same or larger than 

the number of municipalities which have private theatres with the exception o f the 

Saarland. These figures indicate that there is a better representation o f public theatres in 

the different municipalities at federal state level. Overall, 122 municipalities have at 

least one public theatre while only 58 municipalities have at least one private theatre. 

Deutscher Buhnenverein reported 152 public theatres with a total o f 727 venues and 209 

private theatres, usually with one venue for the theatre season 1998/99. The public
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theatre sector is dominant since public theatres have on average 5 venues per theatre 

while most private theatres consist of only one venue (Deutscher Biihnenverein, 1999a).

Another important feature o f the German theatre system is that the 

predominantly public and residential theatres are not only concentrated in the major 

cities o f Berlin, Hamburg and Munich but can also be found in smaller towns and 

municipalities (see Hanseroth, 1976; Wahl-Zieger, 1980). Table 6.3 shows that only 22 

per cent o f all public theatres in Germany are based in municipalities with over 500,000 

inhabitants while 44 per cent of all public theatres are based in municipalities with a 

population between 100,000 and 500,000. The remaining 34 per cent o f all public 

theatres are based in smaller municipalities with a population below 100,000. From 

these figures it can be seen that the majority of public theatres are based in medium

sized cities. The distribution is different for the private theatre sector, as 64 per cent of 

all private theatres are based in municipalities with a population o f over 500,000 while 

only 25 per cent of all private theatres are based in municipalities with a population 

between 100,000 and 500,000 and 11 per cent of all private theatres are based in smaller 

municipalities with a population below 100,000 inhabitants. Hence, private theatres are 

more common in larger municipalities since they need to ensure a high demand 

potential to be able to cover their costs (see Krebs, 1996).

The German theatre sector does not only offer a wide geographical distribution, 

but it also forms an important entertainment sector in terms o f performances, 

productions, attendance and employment as can be seen from Table 6.4. Overall, the 

German theatre sector (361 public and private theatres), which was in receipt o f 4.06 

billion DM in public funding in 1998/99 used its total seating capacity o f 339,756 to 

offer 106,618 performances to an audience of 31.6 million people.
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In 1998/99, the 152 pubHc theatres provided a total o f 71,311 performances in 

one of their own 727 venues with a total seating capacity o f 271,040 and/or as a touring 

performance. Total attendance amounted to 20,487, 892 visitors and the average number 

of visitors per production was 4,450 visitors. The public theatre sector employed a total 

o f 39,932 people as artistic, administrative and technical staff, which incurred 77 per 

cent of the total costs of 4.6 billion DM to mount these productions. Public theatres 

covered these costs with 3.92 billion DM in public funding (86 per cent o f total income) 

and 0.66 billion DM in earned income from ticket sales including subscription income 

(14 per cent of total income). I will return to the issue of public funding in the public 

theatre sector in Section 6.2.

At the same time, the 209 private theatres with a total seating capacity o f 68,716 

offered 44,689 performances, which were attended by 11,097,402 visitors (see Table 

6.4). Comparing both theatre sectors using the figures available it shows that the private 

theatre sector only offers a quarter of the seating capacity o f what the public theatre 

sector has available but its total attendance amounts to over half o f the total attendance 

the public theatre sector achieves. In terms of non-eamed contributions to income the 

two sectors differ substantially since the private theatre sector receives around 4 per 

cent of the level of public funding the public theatre sector receives. No further income 

and cost data are available for the private theatre sector. Looking at the number of 

performances, the private theatre sector stages over two thirds (70 per cent) o f the 

performances the public sector has on offer.

6.1.2.1 The Public Theatre Sector

The public theatre sector offers three different art forms: music, ballet and drama theatre 

Table 6.5 divides these three broad branches into nine different sub-categories. The
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most important sub-category in terms o f performances and attendance is drama, as it is 

responsible for 37 per cent of all performances and 28 per cent o f total attendance. 

Drama and children’s and youth theatre together count for 52 per cent o f all 

performances and 40 per cent o f total attendance. The second most important branch in 

terms o f attendance is opera with 23 per cent of total attendance even though they only 

offer 11 per cent of all performances. 46 per cent o f all visitors attend opera, operetta, 

musicals or ballet performances, which together count for 23 per cent o f all 

performances. The last column shows the capacity utilisation o f all performances 

according to each branch. It is the percentage o f seats filled o f the total available seating 

capacity for each branch. From this it can be seen that performances for children and 

young people fill the theatres best with a capacity utilisation of 81 per cent, while drama 

and ballet performances fill only 68.3 and 69.6 per cent o f the total available seating 

capacity for all drama and ballet performances respectively.

Another particular juridical feature of the German public theatre sector is the 

organisational form, since it has an important influence on the organisational and 

economic decision-making process. The organisational form determines how much a 

public theatre is dependent on decisions in the municipal or state administration. It can 

be seen as an indicator o f the economic and organisational independence fi'om the 

funding agency, but the choice of the organisational form does not lead necessarily to a 

fundamental change in the economic status and the artistic potential o f a public theatre 

(Bahn, 1972).

Public theatres can take two broad types o f organisational form: they can be 

either under municipal control {dffentlich-rechtlich) or they can be run privately 

iprivatrechtlich). For the theatre season 1998/99, 66 per cent (100 theatres) o f all public
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theatres were under municipal control while the remaining 34 per cent (52 theatres) 

were run as private companies (see Deutscher Biihnenverein, 1999a).

Theatres under municipal control can take the following organisational forms: 

theatres under regie management (Regiebetrieb), own establishment (Eigenbetrieb), 

administration union/special purpose association (Zweckverband) and public institution 

{dffentlich-rechtliche Anstalt). Most theatres are run under regie management 

(Regiebetriebe), which implies that they constitute an organisational unit o f the 

executive branch of a government, either a federal state {Bundesland) or municipality 

{Gemeinde/Kommune). Theatres as city or state theatres are administered like other 

public institutions e.g. a hospital or a sewage plant. Public enterprises o f public utility 

such as a theatre can be described as regie enterprises or here regie theatres which form 

a closed economic unit under the control of a manager, which in the case o f a theatre is 

a theatre director (Intendant). The accounting principles o f public authorities are legally

‘cameral’ in form, which means that all items must be clearly separated, as if  in

■1

chambers. Hence, this leads to a lack of flexibility since the budget is clearly assigned 

to certain items and cannot be used for any other as the assigned purposes (Bahn, 1972; 

Harth, 1982; Hofmann, 1998; Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995 and Wezel, 1964). Montias 

(1983) describes regie management as ‘direct management by agents appointed by a 

[federal] state {Bundesland) or municipahty {Gemeinde) for the account o f that agency. 

The expenditures of theatres and operas under regie management are comprised in the 

budget of the funding agency’. Bahn (1972) sees regie management as useful in areas 

with a reproducible and uniform character but he does not see it as an appropriate 

organisational form for a theatre with its diverse, temporary and changing focus. He 

recommends that theatres under regie management should be converted into own 

establishments {Eigenbetriebe). This organisational form does not have a juridical
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independence either but since it does not require cameral accounting it has least some 

organisational independence from its funding agency, hi summary, public theatres under 

regie management (Regiebetrieb) have the lowest level o f independence from their 

public funding agency, while public theatres with other organisational forms have some 

economic and/or juridical independence and are therefore controlled with more 

difficulty than Regiebetriebe (see Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995). During the theatre 

season 1998/99, 71 per cent of all public theatres under municipal control were run 

under regie management {Regiebetriebe) (71 theatres), which forms 47 per cent o f all 

public theatres. The remaining 29 theatres under municipal control were run as own 

establishments (Eigenbetriebe) (18 theatres), administration union/special purpose 

institution (Zweckverbande) (9 theatres) and public institutions {dffentlich-rechtliche 

Anstalten) (2 theatres) (see Deutscher Buhnenverein, 1999a).

Not only have privately run public theatres the advantage of having juridical 

independence but they also have more flexibility in their accounting principles which 

leads to a more flexible decision-making process, which can in turn have positive 

effects on the artistic output of a theatre (Bahn, 1972). For example, limited liability 

companies {GmbH) are responsible for covering their expenditures from their receipts 

and public subsidies thar they may receive these fi’om one or more government 

agencies. The shareholders may be federal states (Bundesldnder), municipalities 

{Gemeinden) or a mixture of both. Private individuals do not hold shares in public 

companies (Montias, 1983). In 1998/99 34 per cent o f all public theatres were privately 

run as limited liability companies {GmbH) (39 theatres), while another 5 theatres were 

run as civil law associations {Gesellschaft des burgerlichen Rechts) and 8 theatres were 

run as registered associations {eingetragener Verein) (see Deutscher Buhnenverein, 

1999a).

185



All German public theatres are repertoire theatres with permanently employed 

ensembles, but they take different types or forms of theatre since all genres, e.g. drama, 

music theatre and ballet are being produced. Another typical feature o f the German 

public theatre sector is the division between one-branch concerns and multiple-branch 

concerns. The size of the municipality/city determines whether there are specialised 

institutions for each genre, e.g. opera house and/or a drama theatre, or whether these 

theatre forms are integrated at and within a single theatre. Larger cities with their larger 

organisations and the diverse interests of an urban public usually have specialised 

institutions to produce each of these genres, e.g. an opera house and a drama theatre. A 

similar situation exists in the Ruhr area, a theatre landscape with a theatre density 

equivalent to a metropolis, hi the medium and small cities however (down to the 

smallest municipalities of about 30,000 inhabitants equipped with public theatres) these 

forms are mostly integrated at and within a single theatre. Wahl-Zieger (1978) divides 

the public theatre sector into four different types o f theatre which all form separate 

units: the multiple-branch concern {Mehrspartentheaterf, the opera house {Reims 

Musiktheater), the drama theatre {Reims Schauspieltheater) and the regional theatre 

{Landes biihmn).

The typical form of the multiple-branch concern is the three-branch concern 

{Dreispartentheater), which produces and provides ensembles for drama, opera and 

ballet. This type of three-branch concern is widely associated with the concept o f the 

‘city theatre’ {Stadttheater) and ‘state theatre’ {Staatstheater) as well as being the most 

numerous type of institution (Hofinann, 1998; Wahl-Zieger, 1978). The geographic 

distribution o f the different types o f public theatre can be seen in Table 6.6 in relation to 

the size of the municipality. 82 out of 152 public theatres were reported as multiple 

branch concerns. 55 per cent (45 theatres) o f all multiple branch theatres are located in
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municipalities with a size between 100,000 and 500,000 inhabitants and 22 per cent (18 

theatres) are based in municipalities with 50,000 to 100,000 inhabitants. 78 per cent of 

all multiple branch theatres (64 theatres) are ‘state’ or ‘city theatres’, of which 16 

theatres are ‘state theatres’ and 48 theatres are ‘city theatres’.

Typical one-branch concerns are opera houses and drama theatres. Opera houses 

mainly exist in larger municipalities with 59 per cent of all opera houses (7 out 12 opera 

houses) being based in Berlin, Hamburg and Munich, all of which have more than one 

million inhabitants (see Table 6.6). Such specialised institutions only exist in 

municipalities with a population of at least 200,000 inhabitants. Table 6.6 shows that 

drama can be found in all municipality sizes but 64 per cent of all drama theatres (21 

out of 33) are based in cities with a population of at least 200,000, of which 9 theatres 

alone (27 per cent) are based in Berlin, Hamburg and Munich. Such specialised 

institutions are called ‘small drama houses’ {kleine Hauser) while in smaller 

municipalities drama theatres usually are the only theatre existent (see Wahl-Zieger, 

1978). Additionally, some of the larger cities have children’s and youth theatre 

companies and/or puppet theatre companies. In 1998/99, 6 drama theatres specialised in 

children’s and youth productions and 6 theatres in puppet theatre productions (see 

Deutscher Biihnenverein, 1999a).

Regional theatres (Landesbiihnen) are the smallest form of theatre in the public 

theatre sector and complement the resident groups. They set themselves apart from the 

normal ‘city theatre’ as they can be described as itinerant stages in terms of the mobility 

of the institutions. This type of theatre normally has its (production) base in a small 

town, from which, in addition to the ‘home municipality’, the nearer and often the more 

distant surrounding area is served with numerous guest appearances. Most of these are 

legally or financially supported by an association of local authorities together with a
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federal state, with the aim of ensuring a wider distribution o f theatres in the regions 

(Hofmann, 1998, Wahl-Zieger, 1980). There are a total of 25 regional theatres, of which 

52 per cent (13 theatres) are based in municipalities with a population smaller than 

50,000 and 44 per cent (11 theatres) are based in municipalities with a population 

between 50,000 and 200,000 inhabitants.

Finally, another specific feature is the ownership o f public theatres. Its 

organisational structure places public theatre generally under public authority, in most 

cases that of a municipality (Gemeinde) or a federal state {Bundesland). Public theatres 

are either owned by the city or federal state or a combination o f both. There is also a 

variety of other holding bodies such as the ‘regional administrative body’ 

(Gemeindeverband), made up of several local authorities (see Hofmann, 1998). Table 

6.7 shows that in 1998/99 50 per cent (76 theatres) o f all 152 public theatres have a 

municipality as their license holder, of which 55 per cent (42 theatres) o f all theatres 

under municipal control were multiple branch concerns e.g. city theatres and 33 per cent 

were drama theatres (12 theatres). The remaining 12 per cent o f all public theatres under 

municipal control are divided into 6 opera houses (8 per cent) and 3 regional theatres (4 

per cent). Federal states act as license holders for 18 per cent o f all public theatres e.g. 

state theatres (14 theatres), of which half o f them are multiple-branch concerns and 8 

theatres are opera houses (21 per cent). The remaining 29 per cent are equally divided 

into drama theatres and regional theatres. 27 per cent o f all public theatres (41 theatres) 

have more than one license holder, which can be either a combination o f federal state 

and municipal control as well as ownership by ‘regional administrative bodies’ 

{Gemeindeverbdnde). This type o f ownership is prevalent in multiple-branch concerns, 

since 23 out o f 41 theatres under combined control offer more than one genre o f theatre 

(56 per cent). Additionally, 29 per cent of all multiple-branch concerns have multiple
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license holders. In the case of the regional theatres, multiple license holdership, which 

usually involves different municipalities, is predominant. 60 per cent o f all regional 

theatres have more than one licenseholder, which forms 24 per cent o f all theatres with 

multiple licenseholdership.

6.1.2.2 The Private Theatre Sector

The German private theatre sector mainly consists o f small companies, which are either 

privately run or run by one or two individuals. Private theatres receive either no or only 

small amounts of public subsidies. As a result, they need to cover their costs, and profit- 

maximisation can be assumed to be one of their objectives. The private theatre sector, 

which is a heterogeneous group in terms o f their artistic aims and their financial 

situation, can be broadly divided into three categories: private residential theatre 

{ortsansdssige Privattheater), private touring theatre (Tourneetheater) and independent 

theatre {freie Gruppen) (Hofmann, 1998; Krebs, 1996; Wahl-Zieger, 1978). A recent 

trend in the past decade has been the beginning o f the formation o f entertainment trusts 

on the American model. Entrepreneurs such as Kurz and Deyle have attempted to 

become market leaders with expensive musical productions, which can be exchanged 

between the large cities but both of them have run into financial problems (Hofmann, 

1998).

The private residential theatres (ortsansdssige Privattheater) are the only private 

theatres that are reported in the armual theatre statistics published by the German stage 

association Deutscher Buhnenverein. hi 1998/99 209 private residential theatres were 

reported, o f which 34 per cent (72 theatres) were run as limited liability companies 

{GmbH), 40 per cent (83 theatres) as registered associations {eingetragener Verein), 17
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per cent (35 theatres) were run by one individual and the remaining 9 per cent (19 

theatres) took some other organisational form (see Deutscher Buhnenverein, 1999a).

The private touring theatres (Tourneetheater) can be seen as the private 

counterpart to the public regional theatres. This type o f theatre however rarely has their 

own house for production and performance o f their productions. Their productions are 

predominantly tailored to appeal to a wider audience and therefore often cast well- 

known film and TV stars. The transformation o f successful boulevard productions into 

tours is also the exception rather than the rule in Germany. Many (public) regional 

theatres find themselves forced to open their own houses to these around 25 touring 

theatres due to competition. Additionally, private touring theatres have been able to 

attract away some of the traditionally ‘city theatregoers’ (see Hanseroth, 1976 and 

Hofmann, 1998).

The independent theatre companies (freie Gruppen) are the last group o f private 

theatres, for which it is difficult to find exact figures and data. Hofinann (1998) sees the 

main reason for this in the vast majority of independent theatres not being organised in 

the German stage association Deutscher Buhnenverein.^ Hence, no national figures are 

available for this sector and no statistical overview and analysis can be given in this 

chapter. Hofmann (1998) estimates the total number o f independent theatres to be well 

over a thousand with approximately 400-500 of such theatres being based in Berlin 

only. These figures indicate that the independent theatre sector has an important 

function in the German theatrical landscape as it fills gaps which the established pubhc 

and private theatres do not wish or are unable to fill such as, for example, theatre for 

children and young people, cabaret, musical cabaret and revue.
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6.2 Public Funding of the German theatre sector

Public arts funding in Germany is described by Schulze and Rose (1998) as 

substantially different from the practices in Anglo-Saxon countries since it can be seen 

as exceptional for three institutional reasons: the exceptionally high level of 

subsidisation of the performing arts, the predominant support o f the performing arts by 

the local government (at municipal level) rather than by the federal government and 

federal states, and the civil servant-like status o f the theatre staff, in particular o f the 

technical staff, in terms of salary and security (see Schulze and Rose, 1998). In this 

section I will discuss the first two points as they are relevant to the further analysis.

Public funding plays a pivotal role in the financing o f the German theatre sector. 

Every year around DM 4 billion are given to approximately 360 public and private 

theatres on average. The majority of public subsidies, with around 96 per cent of total 

subsidies go to approximately 150 public theatres, while the remaining 4 per cent are 

given to around 210 private theatres as can be seen in Table 6.8 which shows the level 

of public funding to both sectors between 1995/96 and 1998/99. The figures in Table 

6.8 show a heavy subsidisation of around 150 public theatres, of which most o f the 

larger organisations are owned by and are directly subordinate to municipal (and 

sometimes federal state) organs (see earlier and Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995). The 

German approach is based on direct public subsidisation o f public theatres, which 

usually forms over 75 per cent o f their total budget, and it supports the arts more heavily 

than other countries (Schulze and Rose, 1998).

Table 6.9 gives a breakdown of total income in all public theatres for the years 

1995/96 to 1998/99. The majority of income in public theatre, with around 86 per cent 

of total income, consists almost exclusively of public subsidies and a small amount of 

private contributions, which is almost negligible at 0.4 per cent o f total income. Earned
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income counts only for 14 per cent of total income o f which around 10.5 per cent is 

based on box office income and subscription income and 3.8 per cent is derived from 

other income e.g. cloakrooms, TV and radio broadcasting, touring productions, sale of 

programmes, advertisement and other income. Box office income, which refers to the 

sale of individual tickets, forms on average around 6.6 per cent o f total income and 

subscription income, in the form of season tickets and visitor organisations, counts for 

around 3.8 per cent o f total income.

The above figures show a heavy reliance on public financial support in German 

public theatres. Who decides on the level of public funding each public theatre receives 

every year? A particular feature o f the German approach to arts funding is that local 

governments play an important role in the financial support o f performing arts 

organisations rather than the federal government and federal states. This is a result of 

the German cultural support system being federally organised by public and private 

bodies. The idea of decentralisation o f cultural affairs is laid down in the German 

constitution in Art 28 IIG G ,  which attaches the scope o f cultural functions to local and 

federal state responsibility (see Oppermann, 1969 in Schulze and Rose, 1998). The 

purpose of such a federal structure is to ensure a wide and diverse cultural activity 

which fulfils the aim of public cultural policy to provide appropriate support to secure 

the cultural heritage, as well as to develop creativity in society and to support the 

participation o f society in cultural life (see KMK, 1986, p. 2 in Toepler, 1991, p. 26; 

Toepler, 1991). Hence, such a structure leads to a decentralised and mostly pubhc 

financing of cultural organisadons (Oppermarm, 1969 in Schulze and Rose, 1998; 

Toepler, 1991). Local politicians become the relevant decision-makers who determine 

the individual amount of public funding depending on the local circumstances since 

local arts support is not statutory, unlike other important items in the cultural budget
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such as school expenditures. The commitment to cultural affairs therefore depends 

decisively on local politicians’ calculus as it is not a mere result o f federal or state 

legislation. The municipal council is therefore the decisive body throughout, which 

decides on the size of the cultural budget and its allocation, even though communal law 

differs in accordance with state legislation. For this the municipal council appoints a 

committee of cultural affairs, which is staffed by members o f the municipal council in 

proportion to the distribution of seats between the parties in the council. This committee 

typically prepares decisions and sometimes is given the power to make final decisions 

(Schulze and Rose, 1998). Obviously, the influence o f the license holders in public 

theatres depends heavily on their interest in cultural affairs (Wezel, 1964). Nonetheless, 

the political influence on public theatres is mainly limited to administrative and 

budgetary regulations and therefore the license holders only have some formal control. 

The only other area with political influence is the choice o f the theatre manager 

(Intendant) (see Section 6.3 and Hanseroth, 1976),

The strong municipal support of public theatres can be seen in Table 6.10, which 

shows the level of subsidies and percentages of total subsidies according to the different 

funding sources. In 1998/99, 49 per cent o f all subsidies were provided by 

municipalities. Federal state support, which is often granted in accordance with 

municipal subsidies, counted for 49 per cent and the remaining 2 per cent came from 

public institutions (Anstalten des dffentlichen Rechts) and private contributions (Schulze 

and Rose, 1998). In general the licenseholders, which are the municipality and/or the 

federal state are responsible for financing these theatres using municipal and/or federal 

state funds. The only exceptions are the city theatres (Stadttheater), which are usually 

owned by a municipality, but receive federal state funding, and the state theatres 

(Staatstheater), which are owned by a federal state, but are given 50 per cent federal
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state funding and 50 per cent municipal funding (Krebs, 1996). For co-operations and 

mergers of municipal theatres a less common form of subsidies are used in the form of 

funding from neighbouring municipalities or ‘regional administrative bodies’ 

(Gemeindeverbdnde) (Krebs, 1996).

In summary, local politicians are the relevant decision-makers and local 

circumstances determine the amount o f public funding. This makes cultural policy in 

Germany different from the cultural policies of many other countries; it also makes it 

different from many other policy areas in Germany (see Schulze and Rose, 1998).

A rather small percentage of total income (14 per cent) counts as earned income, 

of which almost half of the earned income (47 per cent) is income from the sale of 

individual tickets and more than a quarter (27 per cent) o f earned income is subscription 

income and the remaining 27 per cent are income from other sources as explained 

above. Individual ticket sales count for almost half of the earned income produced in 

public theatre, while subscription income forms more than a quarter o f total earned 

income (see Table 6.9). The picture looks a bit different if  one looks at attendance 

figures in Table 6.11, which shows that the sale of individual tickets is superseded by 

group ticket sales. Direct box office sales only form around 34 per cent o f all 

tickets/visitors while group ticket sales, which includes season tickets, tickets sold via 

visitor organisations and school performances, are responsible for around 51 per cent of 

all tickets sold.

The average distribution o f attendance according to different ticket categories is 

also illustrated in Figure 6.1 which shows clearly that group ticket sales (season tickets, 

youth and children tickets and visitor organisations form more than half of the 

attendance in public theatres. The attendance figures suggest that subscription income is 

more important than box office income but in terms of actual monetary income it is not.
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The figures in Table 6.11 shows that a specific form of ticket selling has 

developed, in particular in German ‘city theatres’ (Stadttheater), which can be described 

as income from a subscription audience (Hofmann, 1998). There are two forms of 

subscription income: The first form is a season-ticket membership, which is offered by 

the individual theatre. It rewards multiple visits to the theatre during a season by a 

considerable reduction of the ticket price, if these tickets are booked in advance. The 

audience then have a choice between the different genres or they may be able to 

combine what is on offer themselves. In summary, it is a more or less fixed obligation, 

entered before the start of the season, on the part of the season-ticket holder, to multiple 

visits to the theatre each season and a correspondingly large-scale reduction. The second 

form of subscription income is organised by the audience themselves in the form of a 

large number of organisations of theatre visitors. The two most important organisations 

are the People’s Theatre (Volksbiihne) and the Theatre Community {Theatergemeinde) 

(see Hofmann, 1998) of which both really exist as local associations but they have each 

formed non-profit umbrella organisations.^ There are many other visitor organisations, 

which do not even approximate the order of magnitude of the two large ones. 

Additionally, specialised subsidised season tickets for children and young people are 

offered by many theatres and sometimes local cultural departments (Hofmann, 1998). 

The public theatre sector is in two minds about these associations as their members are 

seen as conservative but at the same time they provide a valuable independence from 

the unpredictability of direct sales and decreases the risk of staging a production 

substantially (Bahn, 1972; Hofmann, 1998). Bahn (1972) argues that it is hard for a 

theatre with a large subscription audience to receive an immediate reaction to their 

productions since the tickets are bought for the entire season in advance. It can only be
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picked up in the following season by looking at the number o f cancellations of season 

tickets.

6.3 Repertoire Policy of the German theatre sector

Public theatres produce repertoire theatre, while private theatres typically produce 

‘ensuite’ productions. The two well-known private theatres Schaubiihne am Lehniner 

Platz in Berlin and Theater an der Ruhr in Miilheim are exceptions, as they both not 

only produce repertoire theatre but also receive above average levels o f public grants 

from their city councils with DM 22.8 millions and DM 3.8 millions respectively (see 

Deutscher Buhnenverein, 1999a and Hofmann, 1998).

The establishment of repertoire theatre in public theatre is seen by Bahn (1972) 

as the result o f its responsibility to provide public cultural development {dffentliche 

Kulturpflege) by offering a wide range of drama and opera. Repertoire theatre allows 

public theatres to divide evenly their programme between classical and modem plays as 

well as low- and highbrow productions and to be prepared to perform different 

productions every night. For this they need a permanent cast since they need to have at 

least one set o f actors for each play (Bahn, 1972).

The overall artistic planning including the repertoire choice is the responsibility 

o f the theatre manager (Intendant) who is appointed by the municipality council or the 

federal state parliament in the case of public ‘‘Regiebetrieb’ -  theatres.^ The license 

holder makes the final choice o f a theatre manager, for which there are neither binding 

mles nor universal practices since this choice is dependent on the very different laws 

and regulations of the federal states and municipalities. Hofinarm (1998) argues that this
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is often a situation ‘where the constitutionally guaranteed freedom of arts connects and 

collides with the intervention of cultural policy into the theatre’ (Hofman, 1998: 235). If 

the federal state is the license holder, the Minister o f Education and the Arts is the 

deciding body, while it is the cultural subcommittee or the city council who take on this 

role in a municipality.^ The theatre manager is in most cases qualified as an artist, for 

example as a theatre director, and in only rare cases is a pure administrator. Hence, 

his/her interests will presumably be biased towards artistic goals (see Krebs and 

Pommerehne, 1995 and Hofmann, 1998). Not only is the theatre manager responsible 

for the artistic side o f a theatre but also he/she is the financial head and is therefore 

responsible for the financial management; but as economic success is not an important 

objective it may be regarded as an indispensable burden. In the ‘city theatre’ 

{Stadttheater), for example, box office success is not financially worthwhile as a result 

o f the cameral accounting procedures (see Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995; Hofmann, 

1998 and Wezel, 1964). Specific to the German system of public live performing arts 

organisations is that there is no profit maximisation required and that the director’s 

income is independent of economic success but is rather positively related to his/her 

reputation in the arts world. Excellence of performance in the form of ‘high quality’ 

productions as judged by the peer group is important to build a good reputation (Krebs 

and Pommerehne, 1995). Additionally, the theatre manager is expected to give a theatre 

a particular artistic touch to distinguish it from other theatres (Wezel, 1964).

The theatre manager makes the repertoire decisions but faces certain constraints 

as he/she is expected to keep within the budget and to respect employment claims to 

solo artists. Hence, many city theatres {Stadttheater) have to make programming 

decisions not on the basis of a conceptual direction or with an eye to players who are in 

demand but they rather also have to account o f such claims to employment. Contract
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demands of actors and singers require that they get specified roles. Additionally, the 

theatre manager should avoid provoking politicians as he/she can be dismissed by the 

federal state parliament or city council. This means, for example, that the theatre 

manager should stay away from excessive scandal seeking and should not fall short o f a 

certain capacity utilisation (see Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995 and Hofmann, 1998). The 

participation of the license holder (municipality) in programming decisions depends on 

legal agreements with the theatre manager. Standard contracts formally require the 

theatre manager to inform the license holder o f each programme draft in advance. 

However, open attempts at censorship hardly occur any more nowadays since even 

municipalities or federal states have accustomed themselves to the provocative function 

of the theatres (Hofmann, 1998; Wezel, 1964).

Nonetheless, the programming o f contemporary theatre is insignificant. One play 

out of ten plays in a repertoire on average will be by a living German-speaking author 

according to Hofmann (1998). A contemporary repertoire would presumably cause 

lower audience numbers at first, for which the theatre manager would not get political 

sympathy from their license holder. Hence, dramatists are the only participants who are 

not under the protection of the theatre both literally and metaphorically (Hofmann, 

1998).

Two early studies by Bahn (1972) and Hanseroth (1976) see a trend towards 

repertoire uniformity across public theatres and repertoire stability over time 

respectively in their analyses o f repertoire in the 1960s. Bahn (1972) sees a trend 

towards repertoire uniformity as a result of public theatres taking over plays that have 

proven successful in other theatres. The repertoire system and the high dependence on 

subscription audience make it necessary for public theatres to constantly produce new 

plays to be able to provide a readily available repertoire. Hanseroth (1976) shows in his
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repertoire analysis between 1962-1972 that German and foreign modem drama have a 

low chance of being played for more than 2 seasons in 10 theatres at the same time. 

Hence, there is a heavy reliance on classical and established modem playwrights.

At the same time theatre managements in ‘city theatres’ (Stadttheater) are 

increasingly trying to draw attention to their theatres by staging premiere performances 

or provocative production experiments under the pressure o f the ‘elite’ theatres^ and 

their media echo on the one hand, and of the box-office target and the audience figures 

on the other. This involves a high risk since failed productions still have to be played as 

most of the productions are already planned for organised visits e.g. season ticket 

holders. Equally, successful productions cannot be easily extended because the year’s 

schedule has been planned and the employment claims to solo artists, the right of season 

ticket holders and the overtime planning o f technicians etc. would be affected otherwise. 

There is also no financial incentive or pressure to react to such a ‘ box office vote’ 

(Hofmann, 1998). Overall, public theatre leaves hardly any scope for spontaneous, 

contemporary productions or unconventional or flexible reactions to, for example, 

political events (Hofmann, 1998).

The private theatre sector usually mns ensuite productions, which means they 

only perform one play until it is not economically efficient anymore. Usually, they 

produce plays with a relatively small temporary cast which is employed for a particular 

production (Bahn, 1972; Krebs, 1996; Wezel, 1964).
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6.4 Repertoire Diversity in Non-profit German Tlieatres

The main focus in this section is to empirically analyse repertoire diversity in the 

German public theatre sector as a result of my interest in public non-profit 

organisations. Repertoire diversity is measured for each individual theatre using a 

conventionality index, based on the DiMaggio and Stenberg Conformity Index, and the 

number of productions, similar to the analysis undertaken for the English theatre sector 

in Section 5.1. In addition, the Herfindahl Index for the entire public sector can be 

calculated for the theatre season 1998/99. However, the computed values o f 0.0013 and 

0.0009 for the Herfindahl Index in relation to the number o f productions if  it is based on 

the playwright and the play respectively do not have an intrinsic meaning as they can 

only be a usefial measure to show diversity trends if  applied over time. The Herfindahl 

Index based on the play is obviously lower than the Herfindahl Index based on the 

playwright since the category playwright is broader. These values are also much lower 

than the values achieved for the English grant-aided theatre sector (see Table 4.7). 

Overall, the only tentative interpretation made here is based on that the Herfindahl 

Index shows the extent to which a few playwrights or plays dominate repertoires in 

theatres. Hence, a low Herfindahl Index indicates high diversity. In this context it could 

therefore be stated that the values achieved for the German public theatres sector seem 

to indicate relatively low repertoire diversity. In Chapter 7 a similar analysis is 

undertaken for the private theatre sector to be able to compare both theatre sectors.
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6.4.1. Data

The conventionahty index and the number of productions are calculated for each theatre 

using the production lists o f all public theatres in question, which are reported in the 

report Werkstatistik 1998/99 (Deutscher Biihnenverein, 1999b). The German stage 

association Deutscher Biihnenverein publishes this annual report, which includes 

production lists o f public and private theatres that received public funding from their 

federal state and/or their municipality during a theatre season. It includes production 

lists of opera, operetta, musical, drama and dance productions in German, Austrian and 

Swiss public and private residential and touring theatres as well as festival productions. 

The analysis undertaken for this thesis concentrates on drama productions in residential 

public theatre in Germany for which there are detailed income and organisational data 

available for the later regression analysis in Chapter 7. Since this report is only available 

as a hardcopy considerable time was spent on scanning, cleaning and coding the data, in 

particular as the production lists are not given in a form which is computer-user 

friendly.

The conventionality index, which is based either on the playwright or the play is 

calculated for each of the 127 public theatres relative to all 127 public theatres. The 

production lists for 127 public theatres during 1998/99 with a total number of 2481 

entries, which include 1291 different plays and 747 different playwrights. The 

production lists include the productions in all venues o f each theatre. Public theatres 

have on average 5 venues, which often include two main venues. Hence, it is difficult to 

disentangle the repertoire played in the main venue and studio productions as done in 

Section 5.1 and no calculations based on the repertoire o f the main venue only have 

been undertaken.
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6.4.2 Repertoire Diversity in German Public Theatre fo r the Season 1998/99

The conventionality index, based both on the playwright and the play as well as the total 

number of productions for 127 public theatres, can be seen in Table 6.12. The results in 

Table 6.12 show that the conventionality index based on the play is on average 4.7 with 

a minimum value of 1.2 and a maximum value of 10. At the same time the 

conventionality index based on the playwright varies from 2.9 to 26.8 with an average 

of 14.1. These figures indicate that the conventionality index based on the playwright 

has a wider variation than the conventionality index based on the play, but I will return 

to this issue in the Chapter 7.

A further examination of the conventionality indices based on the playwright 

shows that 54 per cent o f the 127 public theatres in question reach a figure below the 

average conventionality index based on the playwright o f 14.1. Looking at these 54 per 

cent (68 theatres) of public theatres it shows however that only 14 per cent o f all public 

theatres under observation reach a conventionality index based on the playwright below 

10. Furthermore, 67 per cent o f the 127 public theatres under observation achieve a 

conventionality index between 10.0 and 17.9. These figures indicate that there is 

moderate repertoire conventionality amongst those 127 public theatres in question with 

only a few theatres staging unusual playwrights.

Looking at the number of productions in each theatre it shows that there is a 

great difference between the numbers o f productions staged in each theatre as the 

minimum value is 2 while the maximum value is 49. On average public theatres 

produce around 19.4 productions.

For interest, Tables 6.13 and 6.14 show the theatres with the ten highest and ten 

lowest conventionality indices for the sample of 127 public theatres if  it is based on the 

playwright and the play respectively. Comparing both tables it shows that four out of
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ten o f the theatres with the highest conventionaUty indices are in both tables with a 

different ranking. The two theatres with the highest conventionality indices are the 

same, both if it based on the playwright and on the play but only the order is reversed. It 

seems as if the ‘city theatres’ in Pforzheim and in Regensburg provide the least diverse 

repertoire in terms of plays and playwrights. Looking at the ten theatres with the lowest 

conventionality indices both based on the play and playwright again, it shows that the 

same six theatres are amongst these ten theatres, although in a different order. In both 

cases the theatre Schauburg Theater der Jugend in Munich has the lowest 

conventionality indices, which indicates high diversity. This could be due to its 

specialisation in children’s and youth productions.

The conventionality indices based both on the playwright and the play are used 

as dependent variables in the regression analysis in Chapter 7. Hence, it is o f interest to 

see how these three variables differ as dependent variables. There is substantial 

correlation (0.63) between the conventionality index based on the playwright and the 

conventionality index based on the play, which is hardly surprising. At the same time 

there is hardly any correlation between the numbers o f productions with either the 

conventionality index based on the play and on the playwright at 0.13 and 0.08 

respectively. Hence, it seems as if the number o f productions do not determine whether 

a theatre produces a more unusual repertoire than others which is measured using the 

conventionality index here. As a result of this the number o f productions is not used as a 

dependent variable in the further regression analysis.

For interest. Table El in Appendix E shows the repertoire lists o f the two 

theatres with the highest conventionality indices in both cases, namely the ‘city theatres’ 

in Pforzheim and Regensburg as well as the repertoire list for the theatre with the lowest 

conventionality indices which is Theater Schauburg der Jugend in Munich in both cases
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during 1998/99. From Table El it can be seen that both ‘city theatres’ in Pforzheim and 

in Regensburg produced different plays by Goethe, Ibsen and Schiller, which can be 

described as classical plajwrights. Additionally, both theatres produce the play ‘Top 

Dogs’ by Widmer, which was one of the most produced plays during that season with 

28 productions and a total o f 572 performances (also see Table E2). If the repertoire 

lists in Table El for the city theatres in Pforzheim and Regensburg are compared with 

the ranking of the most produced playwrights and plays in Table E2, it shows that the 

city theatre in Pforzheim produced five plays out o f the eighteen most produced plays, 

producing plays by Long et al, Schiller (‘Kabale und Liebe’), Schwab and Maar. At the 

same time the ‘city theatre’ in Regensburg produced three plays out o f the top 18 with 

plays by Goethe (‘Faust’), Widmer and Allen. Theater Schauburg der Jugend scores the 

lowest conventionality index in the sample, which is mainly due to the fact that nine out 

of eleven productions are for children.

Finally, looking at the ranking of the most popular playwrights and plays in 

Table E2, a heavy reliance on classical playwrights can be seen since Goethe (ranking 

no. 1), Kleist (5), Schiller (7 and 18) and Shakespeare (16) make it into the Top 18 most 

produced playwrights.

6.5 Concluding Remarks

The German theatre sector differs substantially from theatre sectors in other countries. 

Not only is the public theatre sector predominant but it also offers a wide geographical 

theatre provision across the regions. In addition to very high levels o f public fiinding 

which make up around 85 per cent o f total income, public theatre is also characterised
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by some unique features that distinguish it from other countries. Furthermore, many 

private theatres receive small amounts o f public funding.

The public theatre sector offers different types o f theatre o f which the multiple- 

branch concern is a typical German institution. Furthermore, the funding agencies such 

as a municipality and/or a federal state usually own public theatres, o f which the 

majority are under municipal control. The most common organisational form is 

therefore regie management which does not give theatres juridical or organisational 

independence from their funding agencies. This results in a lack o f flexibility and heavy 

bureaucracy which does not allow any spontaneous decisions. Finally, the German 

public theatre sector is characterised by a large subscription audience in the form of 

season tickets and visitor organisations.

Repertoire decisions in public theatre are the responsibility o f the theatre 

manager (Intendant) but he/she faces certain constraints since he/she has to keep the 

local politicians happy as they are in charge of funding decisions and can dismiss the 

theatre manager. The claim that there is a heavy reliance on classical and established 

modem playwrights can be confirmed in my analysis o f repertoire diversity for each 

individual theatre. The question that arises is why are there not more experimental and 

unusual productions given this financial security? What are the determining factors of 

different levels of repertoire in the individual public theatres? This will be the focus of 

Chapter 7, which will test for the determinants o f repertoire diversity taking into 

account for the specific features of German public theatre.
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NOTES

Theatre in the German context comprises theatres, opera house and institutions that offer different 

categories o f performing arts (Krebs and Pommerehne, 1995).

 ̂ For references on fiirther studies undertaken before 1960 see Greve (2002) and Wahl-Zieger (1978).

^ . Wezel (1964) gives a good discussion of the problems o f the accounting system in a regie theatre.

The normal case is the three-branch concern but some theatres are two-branch concerns or four-branch 

concerns.

 ̂ Some of these independent theatres are organised in local interest-based associations.

® The origins of People’s Theatre are social-democratic while the Theatre Community has a christian-

democratic background, but these tendencies have weakened (see Hofmann, 1998).

 ̂ Wezel (1964) gives a detailed description of the functions o f a theatre manager in German public

theatre.

* Theatre manager positions are always publicly advertised. In certain cases a ‘finding commission’ is

made up of experts and politicians to choose a theatre manager for a public theatre (see Hofmann, 

1998).

’ The elite theatres are also referred to as the ‘First Division’ theatres which are based in Berlin, 

Bremen, Bochum, Cologne, Darmstadt, Frankfurt, Hamburg, Mannheim, Munich and Stuttgart, for 

example (see Hofmann, 1998).

206



Table 6.1 Summaries o f  Selected Studies o f  the German Theatre Sector

Reference/Discipline Main Focus Approach Reference
date(s)

Results/Conclusions

Relevant literature

Bahn(1972) (G) History, structure and • Descriptive overview o f geographic 1963-1970 • Repertoire uniformity

(Drama Studies) repertoire and audience distribution and organisational forms. • High dependence on subscription income

in subsidised public cost and income analysis • Heavy bureaucracy
theatre •  Descriptive analysis o f  repertoire • Solutions:

(trends) and audience O  Abolition o f subsidies

■=> New audience

'=i> Organisational restructuring

Greve (2002) (G) Obj ective-orientated • Historical overview and description ? • Significant change in the theatre sector since

(Businesss internal control o f public of the structure and objectives in the the end o f World War 1 and dominance of

Studies/Economics) theatres German theatre sector the public theatre sector since the 1930s

• Specification of a objective fiinction • No developed objective-orientated internal

with a special focus on the production control system but several measures to

process and analysis o f the status quo influence cost and secondary efficiency and

using the following 4 criteria and some suggestions on how to improve

their measures: cost efficiency, primary efficiency in terms o f quantitative

efficiency o f the production process and monetary output. No emphasis on

(secondary), efficiency o f the service qualitative aspects and the effects o f theatre.

provision (primary) and the o f which the latter is necessary to analyse

effectiveness o f a theatre’s actions effectiveness o f the actions in a theatre
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Table 6.1 continued

Reference/Discipline Main Focus Approach Reference

date(s)

Results/Conclusions

Greve (2002) continued • Principal Agent Approach to analyse • Typical agency problems between the

the relationship between the licenseholder and the theatre director:

licenseholder and the theatre director information asymmetries, problems with the

(Intendant) control of the theatre director’s actions, the

• Analysis o f how the objectives are implementation of incentives and a certain

determined using normative decision leeway in the fulfilment o f their tasks

theory (multiple objective functions, o  More objective orientation required in

conjoint analysis, Raiffa approach) management

O Better knowledge and a more precise

definition o f the objective function

Stronger emphasis on effectiveness

rather than efficiency

Hanseroth (1976) (G) Role o f a theatre as a Descriptive analysis using contents 1962-1972 • Public subsidies to ensure cultural

(Sociology) socio-cultural institution analysis o f changing repertoire patterns development and a wide geographical

between the state and the and audience surveys to analyse distribution

audience using an • changing objectives of public donors • Repertoire stability: heavy reliance on

integrated empirical •  organisational changes in theatres classical and established contemporary

approach •  changes in the relationship between playwrights

theatre producers and audience • Alienation o f traditional audience

• Heavy bureaucracy
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Table 6.1 continued

Reference/Discipline Main Focus Approach Reference

date(s)

Results/Conclusions

Harth(1982) (G) Efficiency of public • Descriptive analysis o f the structure 1957-1980 • Main determinants o f theatre audience:

(Economics and theatres from a social. o f the public theatre sector (supply) socialisation and education

Sociology) educational and and an extensive description of the O consumer orientation necessary

economic point o f view: determinants o f demand (audience) • Very high fixed costs can be reduced by

Problems, Reasons and • Discussion o f possible ways of Changes in artistic planning (repertoire)

Suggestions increasing economic and audience- and co-operations

related efficiency ■=> Changes in the technical production

(outsourcing and centralisation)

H ofm ann(1998) (E) Structure, History, • Descriptive overview 1994-1996 -

(General) Features, Present and

Future o f the theatre

system

Hummel and Waldkircher Economic trends in the •  Overview o f the public and private 1980-1989 • Higher subsidies:

(1992) (G) Arts in Germany cultural sector ■=> Improved situation in public theatres

(Economics and General) (Chapter 2.2. on Increase in independent theatre

(refers to Chapter 2.2. on theatres) companies

theatres) • Decreasing attendance in public theatres

• Higher demand for festivals and private

theatres (musicals)
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Table 6.1 continued

Reference/Discipline Main Focus Approach Reference

date(s)

Results/Conclusions

Krebs (1996) (G) Behaviour o f the Econometric analysis 1991/92 • Demand determinants: quality, age.

(Economics) consumer, theatre • of the determinants of demand for education and competition

management and grant theatre • Supply:

donors in public theatres • o f the interactive behaviour o f the Quality is only instrument o f theatre

theatres management and public management as a result of institutional

donors using the existing limitations

microeconomic models o f non-profit • Baumol’s cost disease: output and expensive

organisations use o f staff are relevant cost factors

• o f the long-term cost-function ■=> Cost reduction via reduction fixed costs

Reduction o f dependence on subsidies via

increasing earned income and reduction of

expenditure

Krebs and Pommerehne Politico-Economic • Theoretical and econometric 1961-1992 • Existence o f politico-economic interactions

(1995)(E) interactions o f German analysis of expected behaviour of between demand for performing arts.

(Economics) public theatres theatre demand, public donors and grantors o f public funds and the theatre

theatres in a politico-economic manager

framework using a public choice • Price not an important instrument

approach • Quality only instrument of a theatre manager

• Capacity utilisation used by public donors to

define conditions
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Table 6.1 continued

Reference/Discipline Main Focus Approach Reference

date(s)

Results/Conclusions

Miihlenkamp (2000) (G) 

(Economics)

Robledo (2002) (G) 

(Economics)

Wahl-Zieger (1980) (E) 

(Economics)

Organisational form and 

efficiency o f public 

theatres

The Determinants of 

costs in German public 

theatres with a special 

focus on Berlin

Comparison o f the 

Anglo-American and 

German approaches to 

Theatre and Orchestra

Analysis o f the features of the 1992/93

organisational form of public theatres 

Econometric analysis o f the cost 

function of a public theatre 

Empirical analysis o f the influence of 

the organisational form on efficiency 

of public theatres

Econometric analysis o f the 1999/2000

determinants of costs

Descriptive overview o f the pros and ? 

cons of market adjustment in the 

Anglo-American and German theatre 

systems

No systematic differences between public 

and private organisational forms in terms of 

cost efficiency

Costs are mainly determined by output 

(productions and performances)

No significant difference between regie 

management and other organisational forms 

in terms of costs

Combination o f some o f the policy elements 

o f the German and the Anglo-American 

Systems

Private supply should supplement the public 

supply
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Table 6.1 continued

Reference/Discipline Main Focus Approach Reference

date(s)

Results/Conclusions

W ahl-Zieger(1978) (G) (Financial) existence • Extensive description o f the structure 1969-1972 • High dependence on subsidies causes crisis

(Economics) problems o f public of the theatre sector and its public • Structural changes are necessary to improve

theatres and orchestras. transfer system in Germany and the situation

Application o f economic US

theory to analyse market • Analysis o f the effects o f market

forces and reasons for forces: qualitative and quantitative

market adjustment via dilemma and demand problems

transfers in the public • Economic theoretical approaches to

theatre and orchestra justify public subsidies to German

sectors theatres and orchestras as a form of 

market adjustment

Wezel (1964) (G) History, structure and • Descriptive analysis o f public theatre 1945-1960 • Change from repertoire theatre to stagione

(Law and Drama Studies) problems in subsidised with a special focus on the theatre'

public theatre characteristics and problems with 

repertoire theatre, regie management 

and the role o f the theatre manager 

{Intendani)

• Own establishment {Eigenbetrieb) as ideal 

solution

• Increasing administrative responsibilities of 

artistic theatre manager

This term means that individual theatres only have a small number o f  productions (max. 3) in their repertoire which are only played fo r  a short time (max. 4 weeks) 

before a new repertoire is shown (see Wezel, 1964).
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Table 6.1 continued

Reference/Discipline Main Focus Approach Reference

date(s)

Results/Conclusions

Other literature 

Allmann(1997) (G) 

(Management)

Innovative 

management: 

study of 

Dortmund

theatre 

A case 

theatre

Bauer, Herrmann and

H uber(1995)(G) 

(Marketing)

Bauer, Herrmann and

Huber (1996) (G)

(Marketing)

Schellhase and Franken 

(1998)(G)

(Marketing)

Customer orientation 

and satisfaction in 

nonprofit cultural

enterprises

Product design in 

nonprofit cultural

enterprises

Analysis o f the 

introduction o f a new 

marketing concept

Empirical situation analysis based on 1994/95 

expert interviews, internal documents 

and literature focusing on 

administrative structures and artistic 

profile

Discussion of the applicability of 

management theory to theatre 

Dortmund

Multivariate cluster analysis based on 1994 

a survey in Nationaltheater

Mannheim

Empirical conjoint analysis based on 1995 

a survey in Nationaltheater

Mannheim

Empirical conjoint analysis based on 1995-1997 

a survey in Nationaltheater

Mannheim

Application o f management principles 

would lead to higher cost transparency and 

more competition in public theatre

Need for change of marketing strategy via 

introduction of theatre cafe and additional 

information about productions

No interest in season tickets

High interest in comedy and open-air

productions

Higher customer satisfaction as a result o f 

the new marketing concept except for the 

new price system

Note: (G) and (E) denote publications in German and English respectively.
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Table 6.2 Number o f  Municipalities and Total Number o f  Public and Private

Theatres and Number o f  Venues fo r  Public Theatres at Federal State 

Level fo r  the Theatre Season 1998/99

Federal State (Bundesland)

Public Theatre Sector 

Municipalities Theatres Venues

Private Theatre Sector 

Municipalities Theatres

Baden-Wurttemberg 14 14 90 14 34

Bayem 15 19 86 11 47

Berlin 1 9 26 1 22

Brandenburg 6 8 29 2 2

Bremen 2 2 12 1 6

Hamburg 1 3 12 1 25

Hessen 6 8 41 3 6

Meek.-V orpommem 8 7 50 2 2

Niedersachsen 9 10 47 3 7

Nordrhein-W estfalen 21 25 106 11 47

Rheinland-Pfalz 5 5 15 3 3

Saarland 1 1 5 2 2

Sachsen 12 17 69 1 3

Sachsen-Anhalt 10 14 69 0 0

Schleswig-Holstein 3 3 17 1 1

Thiiringen 8 7 53 2 2

Germany 122 152 727 58 209

Source: Deutscher Buhnenverein (1999a), Tables I and 10.
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Table 6.3 Number o f  Municipalities and Total Number o f  Public and Private 

Theatres in relation to the Size o f  the Municipalities fo r  the Theatre

Season 1998/99 (Percentages in Parentheses)

Municipalities with 

... inhabitants

Public Theatre Sector 

Municipalities Theatres Venues

Private Theatre Sector 

Municipalities Theatres

> 1,000,000 3 18 66 3 78

(12%) (9%) (37%)

500,000-1,000,000 9 15 76 7 57

(10%) (10%) (27%)

200,000-500,000 27 40 215 13 38

(26%) (30%) (18%)

100,000-200,000 25 27 135 13 14

(18%) (19%) (7%)

50,000-100,000 29 27 134 6 6

(18%) (18%) (3%)

< 50,000 29 25 101 16 16

(16%) (14%) (8%)

Germany 122 152 727 58 209

(100%) (100%) (100%)

Note: Percentages o f  number o f  theatres/venues in relation to the size o f  the municipalities o f  total

number o f  theatres/venues are given in parentheses.

Source: Deutscher Buhnenverein (1999a), Tables I and 10 and own calculations.
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Table 6.4 Comparative Statistics o f  the Public and Private Theatre Sectors in

Germany during the Theatre Season 1998/99

Public Theatre 

Sector

Private Theatre 

Sector

Total

Theatres 152 209 361

Venues 727 N/A -

Performances 63,929 44,689 108,618

Touring performances 7,382 N/A -

Productions 4,604 N/A -

Attendance 20,487,892 11,097,402 31,585,294

Seating capacity 271,040 68,716 339,756

Employees 39,932 N/A -

Earned income (in thousands o f DM) 663,096 N/A -

Public grants (in thousands o f DM) 3,916,151 146,374 4,062,525

Staff costs 3,560,093 N/A -

Total costs (in thousands of DM) 4,628,531 N/A -

Source: Deutscher Buhnenverein, 1999a, Statistisches Bundesamt, 2001 and own calculations.
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Table 6.5 Performances and Attendance in the Public Theatre Sector in the

Different Branches fo r  the Theatre Season 1998/99

Branches Performances Attendance 

(in thousands)

% o f visitors o f total 

seating capacity

Opera 6961 (11%) 4739 (23%) 75.3

Ballet 2692 ( 4%) 1631 ( 8%) 69.6

Operetta 1854 ( 3%) 958 ( 5%) 75.7

Musicals 3269 ( 5%) 2125 (10%) 77.1

Drama 23517 (37%) 5831 (28%) 68.3

Children’s and youth theatre 9787 (15%) 2482 (12%) 81.0

Concerts 2042 ( 3%) 1182( 6%) 72.3

Other 7646(12% ) 1286 ( 6%) N/A

Guest performances 5764 ( 9%) _♦ . *

Total 63929 (99% ) 20488 (98% ) -

Note: Columns might not add to ]00% because o f  rounding.

Source: Deutscher Biihnenverein, 1999a, Summary tables 2, 3 and 8 and own

calculations. * Attendance and % o f  visitors o f  total seating capacity fo r  guest performances 

are already included in the figures above fo r  the different branches.

Table 6.6 Number o f  Different Types o f  Public Theatres in relation to the Size o f

the Municipality fo r  the Theatre Season 1998/99

Municipalities 
with ...inhabitants

Multiple
Branch

Concern
Opera house

Drama
theatre

Regional
theatre

Total o f 
public 

theatres
> 1,000,000 2 7 9 0 18(18)

500,000-1,000,000 9 2 3 1 15(15)

200,000-500,000 25 3 9 0 37 (40)

100,000-200,000 20 0 4 2 26 (27)

50,000-100,000 18 0 4 9 31 (27)

< 50,000 8 0 4 13 25 (25)

Total o f each type of 
theatre 82 (80) 12(13) 33 (34) 25 (25) 152

Note: The figures sometime slightly differ from  previous tables since some o f  the theatres cannot be

clearly categorised, in particular in the case o f  the regional theatres which are often also 

counted as ‘p u re ’ drama theatres or multiple branch concerns. The expected figures are 

given in parentheses.

Source: Own calculations using Deutscher Biihnenverein (1999a), Tables 2 and 3.
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Table 6.7 Number o f Different Types o f Public Theatres in relation to its

Licenseholdership

Type of theatre Federal

state

Municipality Multiple license 

holder

Other Total

Multiple-Branch 14 42 23 1 80

Opera house 6 6 1 0 13

Drama theatre 4 25 2 3 34

Regional theatre 4 3 15 3 25

Total 28 (29) 76 (78) 41 (45) 7 (0 ) 152

Note: The figures in parentheses show the numbers given in the summary tables provided by

Deutscher Btihnenverein (1999a). My calculations are based on the information provided fo r  

each theatre and should therefore be more accurate.

Source: Own calculations using Deutscher Biihnenverein (1999a), Table I.

Table 6.8 Public Funding o f Public and Private Theatres in Thousand o f DM

and Percentages (in Parentheses), 1995/96-1998/99

1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99

Public theatres
3,874,362 (97%) 3,843,440 (96%)

3,928,076

(96%)

3,897,740

(96%)

Private theatres 138,355 141,783 144,077 146,374

(3%) (4%) (4%) (4%)

Total
4,012,717(100% )

3,985,223 4,072,153 4,044,114

(100%) (100% ) (100%)

Source: Deutscher Buhnenverein (1997, 

calculations.

1998, 1999a), Summary tables 5 and 10 and own

i
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Table 6.9 Income o f  Public Theatres, 1995/96-1998/99, in Percentages

1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Average

Earned Income

Box office income 6.4 6.3 6.4 6.7 6.5

Season tickets 2.3 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.4

Youth season tickets 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3

Visitor’s organisations 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.1 1.1

Other earned income 3.6 3.6 3.8 3.8 3.7

Contributed Income

Public subsidies 86.0 85.8 85.6 85.2 85.7

Private contributions 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total income (in thousands 4,505,598 4,479,074 4,587,648 4,574,745 4,536,766

of DM)

Source: Own calculations using Summary table 5 in Deutscher Biihnenverein (1997, 1998, 1999a).

Table 6.10 Level and Percentages o f  Subsidy given in 1998/99 to 152 Public 

Theatres according to Different Funding Sources

Source of funding Subsidy in thousands o f DM Percentage o f total subsidy

Federal states 1,930,415 49.3%

Own municipalities 1,792,043 45.8%

Outside municipalities 17,135 0.4%

Regional administrative bodies 104,754 2.7%

Public institutions 6,173 0.2%

Private contributions 18,411 0.5%

Total 3,916,151 98.8%

Source: Deutscher Buhnenverein, 1999a, Summary table 5.
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Table 6.11 Attendance in 1998/99 according to Different Types o f Tickets

1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 Average

Individual tickets 32.7 32.4 33.3 34.8 33.3

Season tickets 23.0 22.6 21.9 21.7 22.3

Visitor organisations 16.0 15.6 15.0 14.4 15.3

15.7 15.7 15.8 15.0 15.6

School, student & children tickets 

Preference tickets 7.0 8.0 7.8 8.0 7.7

Free tickets 5.6 5.9 6.1 6.0 5.9

Total 100.0 100.2 99.9 99.9 100.0

Total visitors (in millions) 23.02 22.85 22.98 22.72 22.89

Source: Deutscher Buhnenverein (1997, 1998, 1999a) and own calculations.
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Table 6.12 Conventionality Index, based both on the Playwright and the Play and 

Number o f  Productions fo r  127 Public Theatres fo r  1998/99

Name

Aachen, Grenzlandtheater 

Aachen, Theater Aachen 

Aalen, Theater der Stadt 

Ahenburg-Gera, Theater 

Anklam, Vorpommersche Landesbiihne 

Annaberg, Eduard-von-Winterstein-Theater 

Augsburg, Stadtische Buhnen 

Baden-Baden, Theater Baden-Baden 

Bamberg, E.T.A.-Hoffmann-Theater 

Bautzen, Deutsch -Sorbisches Volkstheater 

Berhn, carrousel Theater an der Parkaue 

Berhn, Deutsches Theater 

Berlin, Maxim Gorki Theater 

Berlin, Volksbiihne 

Bielefeld, Buhnen der Stadt 

Bochum, Schauspielhaus 

Bonn, Schauspiel

Brandenburg, Brandenburger Theater

Braunschweig, Staatstheater

Bremen, Bremer Theater

Bremerhaven, Stadttheater

Bruchsal, Badische Landesbiihne

Castrop-Rauxel, Westfalisches Landestheater

Celle, Schloss-Theater

Chemnitz, Stadtische Theater

Coburg, Landestheater

Cottbus, piccolo-Kinder- und Jugendtheater

Cottbus, Staatstheater

Darmstadt, Staatstheater

Dessau, Anhaltisches Theater

Detmold, Landestheater

Dinkelsbiihl, Frank.-Schwab. Stadtetheater

Dinslaken, Landestheater Burghofbuhne

Dortmund, Theater Dortmund

Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

11.3 3.1 7

17.6 5.0 17

4.0 1.9 8

8.4 4.5 12

13.7 3.7 9

8.3 3.1 12

12.7 4.5 11

17.1 6.1 17

13.6 2.9 10

10.4 2.9 28

10.5 2.9 35

14.6 4.3 49

13.3 3.4 28

11.7 1.5 13

12.4 3.4 18

13.3 4.1 33

15.7 3.0 26

9.7 5.8 9

11.6 5.2 27

16.0 6.6 22

16.8 5.1 10

9.7 3.2 14

9.9 3.1 11

12.8 5.6 17

14.5 4.5 22

18.4 6.5 12

8.1 2.4 12

9.4 3.0 37

21.5 5.8 17

21.5 6.3 17

14.9 5.0 19

19.5 4.1 10

24.3 4.4 12

12.0 4.4 23
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Table 6.12 continued

Name Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

Dresden, Staatsschauspiel 12.2 3.7 41

Dresden, Theater Junge Generation 8.0 2.1 29

Diisseldorf, Dusseldorfer Schauspielhaus 13.6 4.2 35

Duisburg, Theater der Stadt 4.5 1.5 2

Eggenfelden, Theater an der Rott 11.5 5.1 8

Eisenach-Rudolstadt-Saalfeld, Thiiringer Landestheater 13.5 4.6 14

Eisleben, Landesbiihne Sachsen-Anhalt 10.8 3.9 19

Erfurt, Theater Erfurt 15.7 6.1 20

Erlangen, Theater 8.1 3.0 11

Essen, Theater und Philharmonic 14.5 6.3 23

Esslingen, Wiirttembergische Landesbiihne 12.3 3.2 17

Frankfurt (Oder), Kleist-Theater 12.5 3.4 35

Frankfurt/Main, Schauspiel Frankfurt 16.7 5.2 33

Freiberg, Mittelsachsisches Theater 13.7 5.5 24

Freiburg, Stadtische Btihnen 18.4 3.6 14

Gelsenkirchen-Wuppertal, Schillertheater 20.5 4.7 17

Giessen, Stadttheater 18.8 5.8 13

Gorlitz, Theater Gorlitz 16.8 5.2 5

Gottingen, Deutsches Theater in Gottingen 17.0 7.5 22

Greifswald-Stralsund, Theater Vorpommem 12.9 4.4 18

Hagen, Theater Hagen 10.4 9.0 5

Halberstadt/Quedlinburg, Nordharzer Stadtebundtheater 18.5 3.6 16

Halle, neues theater schauspicl halle 14.4 4.4 43

Halle, Thalia Theater, Kinder- u. Jugendtheater 5.1 2.5 20

Hamburg, Deutsches Schauspielhaus 13.7 3.5 35

Hamburg, Thalia Theater 15.0 4.8 29

Hannover, Landesbiihne 25.6 4.7 14

Hannover, Niedersachsische Staatstheater 13.3 3.7 27

Heidelberg, Theater der Stadt 11.4 3.8 19

Heilbrorm, Theater 12.2 2.5 20

Hildesheim, Stadttheater 26.3 7.6 11

Hof, Stadtebundtheater 14.7 9.3 11

Ingolstadt, Theater Ingolstadt 19.8 8.8 12

Kaiserslautern, Pfalztheater 11.4 4.3 16

Karlsruhe, Badisches Staatstheater 15.8 7.4 17

Kassel, Staatstheater 15.9 6.9 21
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Table 6.12 continued

Name Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

Kiel, Biihnen der Landeshauptstadt 10.0 3.8 24

Koblenz, Theater der Stadt 7.8 4.5 10

Koln, Biihnen der Stadt 12.3 4.3 20

Konstanz, Stadttheater 14.0 5.6 27

Krefeld- Monchengladbach, Vereinigte Stadtische Biihnen 18.3 8.1 13

Landshut, Sudostbayerisches Stadtetheater 16.4 4.4 11

Leipzig, Schauspiel Leipzig 12.6 4.8 37

Leipzig, Theater der Jungen Welt 10.1 3.8 20

Lubeck, Buhnen der Hansestadt 13.7 4.3 13

Liineburg, Theater Liineburg 24.9 5.9 10

Magdeburg, Freie Kammerspiele 12.9 2.8 26

Magdeburg, Theater der Landeshauptstadt 11.6 4.8 20

Mainz, Staatstheater 10.1 3.6 19

Mannheim, Nationaltheater 10.9 4.4 36

Marburg, Nordhessisches Landestheater 15.0 4.6 26

Meiningen, Das Meininger Theater 16.2 6.8 19

Memmingen, Landestheater Schwaben 22.6 4.5 11

Moers, Schlosstheater 7.9 3.6 9

Munchen, Bayerisches Staatschauspiel 14.6 5.0 35

Munchen, Miinchner Kammerspiele 15.3 4.4 30

Munchen, Munchner Volkstheater 3.9 2.7 14

Munchen, Schauburg, Theater der Jugend 2.9 1.2 11

Munster, Stadtische Biihnen 12.8 4.2 17

Neuss, Rheinisches Landestheater 15.1 4.6 14

Neustrelitz, Landestheater Mecklenburg 18.2 6.1 13

Neuwied, Landesbiihne Reinland-Pfalz 11.8 5.3 4

Nordhausen, Theater Nordhausen 20.1 4.9 17

Numberg, Stadtische Biihnen 19.0 6.0 21

Oberhausen, Theater Oberhausen 16.5 5.2 26

Oldenburg, Oldenburgisches Staatstheater 10.9 4.7 18

Osnabriick, Stadtische Buhnen 15.0 5.9 19

Parchim, Mecklenburgisches Landestheater 10.5 4.2 15

Pforzheim, Stadttheater 26.8 9.8 12

Plaiin, Vogtland Theater 18.7 6.6 14

Potsdam, Hans Otto Theater 12.8 4.2 25

Radebeul, Landesbiihnen Sachsen 14.7 4.1 22
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Table 6.12 continued

Name Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

Regensburg, Stadtische Biihnen 26.3 10.0 13

Rostock, Volkstheater 12.5 5.6 31

Saarbriicken, Saarlandisches Staatstheater 14.8 7.8 18

Schleswig, Schleswig- Holsteinisches Landestheater 12.3 4.1 15

Schwedt, Uckermarkische Biihnen 11.4 5.4 18

Schwerin, Mecklenburgisches Staatstheater 12.5 3.4 40

Senftenberg, Neue Biihne 15.2 4.6 23

Stendal, Theater der Altmark, Landestheater Sachsen-A. Nord 16.0 6.6 25

Stuttgart, Staatstheater 12.0 3.9 45

Trier, Theater Trier 24.0 8.2 13

Tubingen, Landestheater Wiirttemberg- Hohenzollem 10.1 3.5 31

Ulm, Ulmer Theater 16.5 4.2 11

Weimar, Deutsches Nationaltheater 15.0 5.0 31

Wiesbaden, Hessisches Staatstheater 15.4 6.2 36

Wilhelmshaven, Landesbiihne Niedersachsen Nord 9.2 3.0 21

Wismar, Theater der Hansestadt 13.4 5.0 7

Wittenberg, Mitteldeutsches Landestheater 7.3 3.4 7

Wurzburg, Stadttheater 14.2 4.7 28

Zeitz, Theater Zeitz 14.8 5.4 14

Zittau, Gerhart-Hauptmaim-Theater 16.4 4.1 10

Zw.ckau, Theater Zwickau 18.5 5.1 11

Average 14.1 4.7 19.4

Source: Own calculations using Deutscher Buhnenverein (1999b).
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Table 6.13 Theatres with Highest and Lowest Conventionality Indices, based on 

the Playwright (C l Playwright)

Theatre Cl playwright NOP

Pforzheim, Stadttheater 26.8 12

Regensburg, Stadtische Biihnen 26.3 13

Hildesheim, Stadttheater 26.3 11

Hannover, Landesbuhne 25.6 14

Liineburg, Theater Liineburg 24.9 10

Dinslaken, Landestheater Burghofbiihne 24.3 12

Trier, Theater Trier 24.0 13

Memmingen, Landestheater Schwaben 22.6 11

Dessau, Anhaltisches Theater 21.5 17

Darmstadt, Staatstheater 21.5 17

Erlangen, Theater 8.1 11

Dresden, Theater Junge Generation 8.0 29

Moers, Schlosstheater 7.9 9

Koblenz, Theater der Stadt 7.8 10

Wittenberg, Mitteldeutsches Landestheater 7.3 7

Halle, Thalia Theater, Kinder- und Jugendtheater 5.1 20

Duisburg, Theater der Stadt 4.5 2

Aalen, Theater der Stadt 4.0 8

Miinchen, Miinchner Volkstheater 3.9 14

Miinchen, Schauburg, Theater der Jugend 2.9 11

Source: Table 6 .12
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Table 6.14 Theatres with Highest and Lowest Conventionality Indices based on 

the Play (C l Play)

Theatre Cl Play NOP

Regensburg, Stadtische Biihnen 10.0 13

Pforzheim, Stadttheater 9.8 12

Hof, Stadtebundtheater 9.3 11

Hagen, Theater Hagen 9.0 5

Ingolstadt, Theater Ingolstadt 8.8 12

Trier, Theater Trier 8.2 13

Krefeld-Monchengladbach, Vereinigte Stadt. Biihnen 8.1 13

Saarbriicken, Saarlandisches Staatstheater 7.8 18

Hildesheim, Stadttheater 7.6 11

Gottingen, Deutsches Theater in Gottingen 7.5 22

Magdeburg, Freie Kammerspiele 2.8 26

Miinchen, Miinchner Volkstheater 2.7 14

Heilbronn, Theater 2.5 20

Halle, Thalia Theater, Kinder- und Jugendtheater 2.5 20

Cottbus, Piccolo Kinder- und Jugendtheater 2.4 12

Dresden, Theater Junge Generation 2.1 29

Aalen, Theater der Stadt 1.9 8

Berlin, Volksbiihne 1.5 13

Duisburg, Theater der Stadt 1.5 2

Munchen, Schauburg, Theater der Jugend 1.2 11

Source: Table 6.12
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FIGURES

Figure 6.1 Average Attendance according to Different Types o f Tickets, 1995/96 to 

1998/99, in Percentages
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CHAPTER 7

PUBLIC FUNDING AND REPERTOIRE 

DECISIONS IN THE PERFORMING ARTS: 

AN ECONOMETRIC ANALYSIS FOR THE 

GERMAN THEATRE SECTOR



Introduction

The heavy rehance on classical playwrights has shown to cause moderate levels of 

repertoire diversity in German public theatres in Chapter 6. Section 7.1 analyses the 

possible determinants of repertoire diversity using regression analysis similar to Chapter 

5. Several hypotheses, which have been introduced in Chapter 3, are tested to see 

whether financial, organisational or socio-economic factors influence repertoire 

decisions in public theatre. Furthermore the empirical analysis takes into account the 

specific features o f German public theatre as discussed in Chapter 6. The main focus in 

this chapter lies in the analysis o f German public theatre as a result o f the good data 

availability and my interest in the behaviour o f public nonprofit organisations. In 

Section 7.2 a similar but much smaller analysis o f the private theatre sector is 

undertaken using a similar methodology to examine the possible determinants of 

repertoire diversity in private theatre. For this, repertoire diversity is measured within 

the private sector and some hypotheses using the more limited data availability are 

tested, similar to the analysis of the public sector. A comparison between the public and 

private theatre sectors is undertaken in Section 7.3 by measuring repertoire diversity for 

both public and private theatres together relative to all public and private theatres and by 

comparing the outcome of the regression analysis for each sector. Section 7.4 concludes 

this chapter with a summary o f the empirical results.
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7.1 An Empirical Analysis of the Determinants of Theatre Repertoire Diversity

in Germany for the season 1998/99

7.1.1 Data

The first and core data set relates to 127 public (residential) theatres in Germany 

covering the theatre season 1998/99. The German stage association Deutscher 

Biihnenverein provides detailed data on 152 public theatres in Germany in their annual 

report Theaterstatistik 1998/99. From this the following 25 theatres have been excluded 

from the analysis in this chapter, given my interest in drama repertoire: theatres that 

only provide music and/or ballet theatre, and puppet theatre companies. Additionally, no 

production lists were available for the theatre company Siidostbayerisches Stddtetheater 

which has venues in Landshut, Passau and Straubing and as a result of this had to be 

excluded from the analysis.

The theatre Vereinigte Stddtische Biihnen, which is based both in Krefeld and 

Monchengladbach, is shown as two entries in the report Theaterstatistik 1998/99 for the 

financial and organisational data but is given as one entry in the production lists 

provided in the report Werkstatistik 1998/99. Hence, it is treated as one observation and 

the sum of subsidy, subscription and total income are used to calculate the variable 

SUBSIDY and SUBSCRIPTION. For the demographic variables the average is used 

based on data for both communities.

Appendix F gives a detailed description of the explanatory variables used in this 

data set.
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7.1.2 Model

The hypothetical model to explain variations in theatre repertoire consists of three 

groups o f independent variables as shown in Section 3.2: financial variables, 

organisational variables and socio-economic variables. The good data availability and 

the specific structure of the German theatre sector enable most o f the hypotheses 

introduced in Section 3.2 to be tested. The following hypotheses are tested: H I, H3, H4, 

H5, H6, H8, H9, H12, H13, H14 and H15 which can be described in the following 

hypothetical model:

Theatre outputpubuc i

= /(Subsidyi, Political Outlookj, Subscription Incomei, Sizeu StudiOi, Competitioni,

Populationi, Average Incomeu Educationu Studentsj) 

where theatre output is repertoire choice, measured as (non-)conventionality.

Furthermore two dummy variables are introduced to test whether particular 

structural features, which are specific to the German theatre system, do have an effect 

on repertoire choice. The first dummy variable DRAMA distinguishes between theatres, 

which only produce drama as a one-branch concern, and multiple-branch concerns 

otherwise. The second dummy variable REGIE refers to the organisational and juridical 

form. It distinguishes between theatres under regie management and other 

organisational forms otherwise (see Section 6.1 for a detailed description o f the specific 

characteristics).

Table 7.1 describes how these explanatory variables were constructed in more 

detail and the expected relationship to the dependent variable, the conventionality index, 

can be seen in parentheses. For the variable STUDIO the expected relationship is not 

determined a priori. In Section 3.2.2 Hypothesis 6 expects a negative relationship 

between the existence o f studio space and the conventionality index based on the
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existing literature. This relationship can also be found in the analysis o f English grant- 

aided theatres in Section 5.2 where English grant-aided theatres can be divided into 

theatres with a main venue plus studio space and theatres with one main venue only. 

This is different for the German public theatre sector since they have on average 5 

venues. In addition, it is often difficult to disentangle between main venues and studio 

spaces. Hence, the dummy variable STUDIO distinguishes here between multiple-venue 

theatres and one-venue theatres for the analysis o f German public theatre and the 

outcome can be either negative or positive. As a result, the number o f venues is also 

used instead o f the studio dummy variable in some additional regressions (see Section 

7.1.5).

Several combinations of the explanatory variables were tested, which means that 

different model specifications were used.

7.1.3 Variation in Variables

All regressions are specified as linear models' and run with OLS using the software 

STATA 7.0.

The summary statistics in Table 7.2 show that the first dependent variable, 

Conventionality Index 1, which is based on the playwright, varies from 2.9 to 26.75 

with a mean of 14.09 and a standard deviation o f 4.61, suggesting considerable 

variation. Conventionality Index 2, which is based on the play, does not offer such wide 

variation with a minimum of 1.18 and a maximum of 10.00. The mean value for this 

variable is 4.72 and its standard deviation is 1.66. Hence, the second dependent variable. 

Conventionality Index 2, does not offer as much variation in the variable as 

Conventionality Index 1. This is not surprising since it is more likely that the same
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playwrights are more often produced than that the same plays are staged in the theatre 

sector during this particular season. Overall, it seems as if  the first dependent variable 

Conventionality Index 1, is the key dependent variable in this study, similar to Section 

5.2, as it offers considerable variation.

For the key independent variable, SUBSIDY (percentage o f federal state and 

municipal subsidies o f total income) there seems to be a substantial interval between the 

minimum and maximum value with 45.53 per cent and 97. 32 respectively, but most 

theatres are closer to the maximum value as can be seen from the mean value o f 85.13 

per cent and a standard deviation o f 8.33 per cent o f total income. Another important 

independent variable is SUBSCRIPTION (percentage o f subscription income o f total 

income), which on average forms 3.65 per cent o f total income with a standard 

deviation o f 4.03. Some theatres have no income from subscription while in other 

theatres, at most 28.96 per cent of income results from season tickets and ticket sales to 

visitor organisations. Additionally, it can be seen that the size o f the main drama venue 

in theatres varies substantially with values between 69 and 1680.

7.1.4 Specification Tests

7.1.4.1 Heteroscedasticity and Normality

The Breusch-Pagan test (also Cook-Weisberg test) is used to test for heteroscedasticity. 

The sample size o f 127 theatres is seen as large enough to derive valid conclusions from 

this test, which has asymptotic properties. The Chi-squared value is reported for all 

regressions in the second last row o f all result tables. If the null hypothesis of 

homoscedasticity, that the error variance is constant, is rejected at the 1, 5 and 10 per
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cent level it is indicated with 3, 2, and 1 asterisks respectively. It would appear that 

heteroscedasticity is only a problem in some o f the regressions.

In the next step, a test for normality is undertaken since the t and F statistics are 

not valid if the normality assumption does not hold. The Skewness/Kurtosis test for 

Normality in Table G l, which combines two tests o f skewness on kurtosis into an 

overall test statistic, does not show any problems with non-normality o f the residuals. 

Additionally, the density and probabilities o f the residual are plotted against the normal 

density and probability plots in G2 to G4 and it shows that the residuals deviate 

somewhat from the normal distribution. Hence, all results are reported with 

heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors using the Huber/White/sandwich estimator 

(HCl) which does not assume normality.^ In Section 5.2.4.1 I discussed alternative 

estimators to achieve heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors depending on the 

sample size. Despite the recommendation of Long and Ervin (2000) to use a HC3 

estimator for a sample size o f up to 250 observations, the sample size o f 127 theatres is 

seen as large enough to use the more commonly used Huber/White/sandwich estimator 

(HCl). The main differences between these two types o f corrections o f standard errors 

is that the latter produces higher standard errors and therefore lower t and F statistics 

(see Section 5.2).

7.1.4.2 Multicollinearity

A Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test is conducted to test for multicollinearity between 

some of the explanatory variables, which can be seen in Table G5 o f Appendix G. No 

variables show evidence o f multicollinearity as the mean value is 1.68 and none of the 

individual VIF values are in excess of 10, which is treated as evidence for 

multicollinearity. If there were no multicollinearity at all the VIF values would be 1.
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The variables SUBSCRIPTION and SUBSIDY have a VIF o f over 2. Hence, the 

correlation matrix is calculated to see whether further evidence o f multicollinearity 

between the above-mentioned variables can be found (see Table G6). The variables 

SUBSCRIPTION and PUBLIC SUBSIDY are highly correlated (0.71) and are therefore 

used both jointly and separately in the regression analysis. Each variable explains 

different effects on repertoire diversity and can therefore not excluded from the 

analysis.

7.1.4.3 Exogeneity

This chapter uses a single equation model to test for the determinants o f repertoire 

decisions in a theatre. This approach assumes that all independent variables used in the 

analysis are exogenous and predetermined outside the system. In Section 5.2 for the 

analysis o f the English theatre sector, a test for endogeneity is undertaken as the 

variable SUBSIDY is suspected to be endogenous in line with Jenkins and Austen- 

Smith (1987) (see Section 5.2.4.3 for a full discussion). In this context I tested whether 

subsidy was not determined by past repertoire choice to make sure it was exogenously 

determined. For the English theatre sector, it is shown in both my analysis and Jenkins 

and Austen-Smith (1987) that the variable SUBSIDY is exogenously determined and 

therefore OLS can be used.

For the analysis of the German public theatre sector, no test for endogeneity is 

used as previous studies on the determinants of public funding in German performing 

arts organisations by Schulze and Rose (1998) and Krebs and Pommerehne (1995) do 

not see past repertoire decisions as a relevant and direct determinant o f public subsidies 

in the German context using a public choice approach. These authors see public 

subsides as determined by local politicians who underlie a budget and re-election
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constraint. These politicians very often look at the minimum capacity utilisation o f a 

theatre when deciding on subsidies. This obviously depends on demand as the seats 

have to be filled, and the programme shown by a theatre determines this. Hence, a weak 

indirect link between subsidies and past repertoire can be found, which is neglected in 

this context. Furthermore Hofmann (1998) sees the level o f subsidies as a self-created 

figure, which depends in the long-term on the budget appropriation o f the previous 

year.^

7.1.4.4 Specification Errors

The Ramsey RESET F test is undertaken for all regressions similar to Section 5.2.3.4 to 

find out whether there are any specification errors in the form of omitted variables. The 

F value of the Ramsey RESET F test for all regressions can be found in the last row of 

all tables and a discussion is given with the interpretation o f the estimates in Section 

7.1.5. Overall, there are no problems with omitted variables if  the complete model is 

tested, which can be seen in regressions 8 to 10 of each table.

7.1.4.5 Nonlinearity

The estimation with a more general functional form using a Box-Cox transformation 

suggests to use a linear specification for all cases (also see Section 5.2.4.5. for an 

explanation).

For the analysis undertaken here the Box-Cox procedures, which transform the 

dependent variable as well as both the dependent and independent variables with the 

same as well as different parameters, do not reject the hypothesis that the Box-Cox 

parameter is 1 at the 1 per cent level. Hence, no transformation should be undertaken 

and a linear specification such as OLS can be applied.
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7.1.5 Estimates

The estimation results of the multiple regressions (OLS) can be found in the following 

tables. Several combinations of the explanatory variables were tested. This section is 

split into two sub-sections to discuss the two different dependent variables used 

separately: Conventionality hidex 1, the conventionality index based on the playwright, 

and Conventionality hidex 2, the conventionality index based on the play.

The regressions analysis for each dependent variable is undertaken using 

different specifications. The basis set o f regressions is set up, similar to the regressions 

in Section 5.2 testing for the following variables: SUBSIDY, POLITICAL INDEX, 

SUBSCRIPTION, SIZE, STUDIO, COMPETITION, POPULATION, AVERAGE 

INCOME, EDUCATION and STUDENT. In addition, further sets o f regression are 

undertaken which either includes the dummy variables DRAMA or REGIE separately 

to see whether these show differences to the original basic set o f regressions. The results 

in this chapter include the DRAMA dummy as a result o f its strongly significant effect 

on repertoire diversity. The inclusion of a REGIE dummy does not change the 

regressions significantly to the basic sets o f results and is therefore not shown in this 

chapter. The only difference is that the F-statistics drop but the validity o f the R- 

Squared are the same as before. This shows that there is no difference between theatres 

under regie management and theatres with other organisational forms.

In a further step the variable STUDIO is substituted with the variable VENUES, 

which shows the total number o f venues in a theatre, for some additional regressions. 

Since the use of VENUES instead of STUDIO does not improve the model even though 

it shows a statistically insignificant negative relationship with the conventionality index 

the results are not reported here.
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All regressions are shown with and without the variable POLITICAL INDEX as this is 

only an indirect determinant of repertoire diversity.

In Section 7.1.4.2 the variables SUBSIDY and SUBSCRIPTION show to be 

substantially collinear. Both the variables SUBSIDY and SUBSCRIPTION are used 

jointly and separately in the regression analysis since they explain two different effects 

on repertoire diversity. If only one of these variables is used in the regressions it also 

includes possible effects o f the omitted variable as a result o f multicollinearity. 

Consequently, a test of their joint significance is undertaken for the regressions using 

both variables (see Section 7.1.5.1 and 7.1.5.2).

In regressions 8 to 10 the full model is tested including different combinations of 

the variables DRAMA and POLITICAL OUTLOOK. Regressions 1 to 3 concentrate on 

the variables SUBSIDY and/or SUBSCRIPTION, while regressions 4 and 5 include the 

organisational variables, which are substituted for the socio-economic variables in 

regressions 6 and 7.

7.1.5.1 Dependent Variable: Conventionality Index, based on the playwright 

Three sets of regressions are undertaken using Conventionality Index 1, which is based 

on the playwright. Table 7.3 shows different combinations o f independent variables and 

the key independent variable is SUBSIDY similar to the analysis undertaken in Section 

5.2. Table 7.4 presents regression results for which SUBSCRIPTION is added as a 

second key independent variable to the previous regressions. Finally, Table 7.5 shows 

the regression results for which the variable SUBSCRIPTION is used as the key 

independent variable and the variable SUBSIDY is excluded.

In Table 7.3 the coefficients for SIZE and AVERAGE INCOME do not show 

the expected sign while the variables SUBSIDY, COMPETITION and POPULATION
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do show the expected relationship. The variable EDUCATION changes signs in 

different regressions. The coefficient of the variable STUDIO has a positive sign and is 

statistically significant at the 1 per cent level in all regressions in Table 7.3. Hence, it 

shows that theatres with more than one venue produce a less diverse repertoire, which 

might be the result o f the specific structure o f German pubHc theatre (see Section 7.1.2).

In Table 7.3 the following regressions are valid at the 1 per cent level; 

regressions 2 to 5 which test for the financial and organisational variables and 

regression 10 which test for all three sets o f variables, which include the financial, 

organisational and socio-economic variables. The R-squared of the remaining 

regressions are valid at the 5 per cent level except for regression 1 which is not valid at 

all. Regressions 8 and 9 achieved the highest R-squared and show that the significant 

financial and organisational variables explain only up to 13 per cent o f the variation in 

Conventionality Index 1. In addition, regressions 1 and 2 which do not test for the full 

model show that there are omitted variables in the regressions using the Ramsey RESET 

test at the 10 per cent level.

On the basis of F statistics, regressions 2 to 5 are most satisfactory with the variables 

SUBSIDY, STUDIO and DRAMA being highly significant determinants o f repertoire 

diversity.

In regressions 2 and 3 the variables SUBSIDY and DRAMA are statistically 

significant at the 5 and the 1 per cent level respectively explaining 7 and 8 per cent of 

the variation in the conventionality index. The explanatory power o f the model in 

regressions 4 and 5 is improved to II  and 12 per cent respectively for which the 

organisational factors are added. SUBSIDY and STUDIO are statistically significant at 

the 1 per cent level while the DRAMA dummy is statistically significant at the 5 per 

cent level. In regressions 6 and 7 the organisational variables are replaced by the socio-
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economic variables. In regression 6 both the variables SUBSIDY and POPULATION 

are statistically significant at the 10 per cent level while the DRAMA dummy is valid at 

the 1 per cent level and explain only 9 per cent o f the variation in the conventionality 

index. Adding the variable POLITICAL OUTLOOK causes the variable SUBSIDY not 

to be significant anymore and reduces the significance level of the DRAMA dummy to 

5 per cent. In regressions 8 to 10 the full model is tested including different 

combinations which shows that the model explains variations in the conventionality 

index of up to 13 per cent. The variables SUBSIDY, STUDIO, POPULATION and 

DRAMA are valid at either the 1 or 5 per cent level in regressions 8 to 10.

If the percentage o f public subsidy of total income rises by one, Conventionality 

Index 1 falls by around 0.14. The existence of studio facilities increases Conventionality 

Index 1 by around 5 while if  the population of a community with a theatre increases by 

1 million, Conventionality Index 1 decreases by 0.08. Finally, if  a theatre is a pure 

drama house its conventionality index, here Conventionality Index 1, drops by around 

1.6 .

In Table 7.4 the variable SUBSCRIPTION is added and all regressions are rerun. 

The variables SIZE, AVERAGE INCOME and EDUCATION do not show the expected 

sign similar to Table 7.3. In addition, the variable SIZE has a coefficient and standard 

error o f around 0 and the variable EDUCATION only shows the expected relationship 

in regression 6. Furthermore, the coefficients of the variable SUBSCRIPTION changes 

signs which is an indicator o f possible multicollinearity.

The overall validity (F-statistics) o f the regressions is as follows: all regressions 

except for regression 1 (not valid at all) and regression 10 (10 per cent level) are valid at 

the 5 per cent level. Again, similar to Table 7.3 the Ramsey RESET test indicates 

omitted variables in regressions 1 and 2.
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The variables DRAMA and STUDIO are statistically significant at either the 1 

and 5 per cent level in all regressions. The variable SUBSIDY is statistically significant 

at the 10 per cent level in regressions 3 to 5 as well as regression 8 while the variable 

POPULATION is statistically significant at either the 5 and 10 per cent level in 

regressions 7 to 10.

Again, similar to Table 7.3, regressions 2 to 5 are most satisfactory in terms of 

F-statistics. This can be seen in regressions 4 and 5 explaining 12 per cent o f the 

variation on the basis o f the financial and organisational variables. Using the full 

specification, regressions 8 and 9 explain 13 per cent o f the variation in repertoire 

diversity.

Table 7.4 shows that if the two collinear key independent variables SUBSIDY 

and SUBSCRIPTION are used together in the regressions SUBSCRIPTION is not 

statistically significant at all and SUBSIDY only in some regressions at the 10 per cent 

level. This indicates that they seem to cancel out their significant effects with each 

other, as both variables used separately in the regressions are mainly statistically 

significant. This might be the result o f the high multicollinearity between these 

variables which means that the explanatory power o f these two explanatory variables 

overlap. Consequently, the marginal contribution o f each o f these explanatory variables, 

when added last, may be quite small. Hence, it is perfectly possible for the t-tests on 

each variable’s coefficient not to be significant, while the F-test for both coefficients is 

highly significant. As a consequence, in general, t-tests on each restriction separately 

may not reject, while a joint F-test does (see Verbeek, 2000). In Table 7.4 it can be seen 

in the last row that only in some regressions the null hypothesis, that both coefficients 

are 0, is rejected: in regression 4 at the 1 per cent level (financial and organisational 

factors), in regression 5 at the 5 per cent level (financial and organisational factors) and
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in regression 9 (full model) at the 10 per cent level. In summary, in the specifications 

including the financial and organisational factors and the full model specification 

including the DRAMA dummy and the variable POLITICAL OUTLOOK both 

variables SUBSIDY and SUBSCRIPTION are jointly significant.

In summary, using the full model (regression 9) it shows that Conventionality 

Index 1 increases by around 6.7 if a theatre has multiple venues and at the same time 

decreases by 0.08 if  it is based in a larger community. Again, it matters whether a 

theatre is a ‘pure’ drama theatre or a multiple-branch concern as Conventionality Index 

1 decreases by 1.5 if  it is a ‘pure’ drama theatre. Finally, the financial variables 

SUBSIDY and SUBSCRIPTION do have a joint significant effect on repertoire 

diversity despite the lack of individual significance if tested individually.

In the initial regressions the variable SUBSIDY is statistically significant if  the 

variable SUBSRIPTION is excluded fi'om the model (see Table 7.3). This effect is 

mostly cancelled out if  the variable SUBSCRIPTION is added in Table 7.4, which 

might be the result o f the multicollinearity problem. In an attempt to disentangle the 

possible effects of both SUBSIDY and SUBSCRIPTION on repertoire diversity, Table 

7.5 show similar set o f regressions but this time the variable SUBSCRIPTION is 

included and the variable SUBSIDY is omitted.

All regressions have valid R-squared at either the 1, 5 or 10 per cent level except 

for regression 1. Similar to earlier regressions, the variables SIZE and AVERAGE 

INCOME do not show the expected sign in Table 7.5. The sign o f EDUCATION 

changes from negative in regressions 6 and 7 to positive in regressions 7 to 10. 

Regressions 4, 5 and 8 are the most satisfactory in terms of F-statistics (1 per cent 

level). The highest values of R-squared are achieved in regressions 8 to 10, which 

explain 11 to 12 per cent of the variation in Conventionality Index 1.
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The model seems to be correctly specified since the Ramsey RESET test only 

rejects the null hypothesis of no omitted variables in regressions 1, 2 and 7, which 

exclude the organisational variables.

The variable STUDIO is statistically significant at the 1 per cent level in all 

regressions while the variable DRAMA is statistically significant in all regressions 

either at the 5 or 10 per cent level except for regression 9. Hence, the difference 

between pure drama institutions and other theatres e.g. multiple-branch concerns is not 

as statistically significant if the variable SUBSCRIPTION is used instead o f the variable 

SUBSIDY (see Table 7.3). The statistical significance o f the variable SUBSCRIPTION 

varies with a statistical significance at the 1 per cent level in regressions 4 and 5 

(financial and organisational factors), at the 5 per cent level in regressions 8 to 10 

(financial, organisational and socio-economic factors) and at the 10 per cent level in 

regressions 1 and 2 (financial factors).

Hence, if  the percentage of subscription income of total income increases by 1 

per cent Conventionality Index 1 increases by around 0.2. In addition, the existence of 

studio facilities increases the conventionality index by around 7.

In summary, the results using Conventionality Index 1 show that repertoire 

decisions in German public theatres are strongly dependent o f financial and 

organisational factors since SUBSIDY, SUBSCRIPTION and STUDIO seem to play an 

important role. Interestingly, the variables SUBSIDY and SUBSCRIPTION are in most 

cases only statistically significant if  used separately but at the same time this individual 

significant effect is mainly cancelled out if  they are used together in the regressions. 

However, further post-estimation tests showed that they have a joint significant effect 

on repertoire diversity. In addition, the fairly low explanatory power o f the model does 

also indicate that there might be other factors at work that have not been tested in the
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model. This could be an indication for other types o f income, e.g. box office income, 

possibly being a significant determinant o f repertoire diversity rather than income from 

subsidies and subscription. Hence, these variables have to be interpreted with caution.

Finally, the strong statistical significance o f the variable STUDIO with its 

positive coefficients is interesting since the literature to date has suggested the reverse.

7.1.5.2 Dependent Variable: Conventionality Index, based on the play

All regressions are rerun but this time a conventionality index based on the play.

Conventionality Index 2, is used. The results can be seen in Tables 7.6 to 7.8.

In Table 7.6 a set o f regressions is shown using SUBSIDY as the key 

independent variable. The main difference to Table 7.3, which shows the same 

regressions using Conventionality Index 1, is that the F-statistics are higher and 

therefore all regressions except for regressions 1 are valid at the 1 per cent level. 

Regression 1 also shows problems with omitted variables (see Ramsey RESET test). All 

coefficients except for AVERAGE INCOME show the expected relationship.

The highest R-squared is achieved in regression 9 which tests the full model 

with 21 per cent of the variation in Conventionality Index 2 being explained by the 

model. Overall, the explanatory power o f the model increases substantially as the R- 

squared of the regressions using Conventionality Index 2 are much higher than in the 

regressions using Conventionality Index 1 (see Table 7.3).

The best results in terms of F-statistics are achieved in regressions 2 to 4 which 

test for the financial factors and organisational factors. In regression 2 the variables 

SUBSIDY and DRAMA which are statistically significant at the 5 and 1 per cent level 

respectively explain 11 per cent o f the variation in Conventionality Index 2. Adding the 

variable POLITICAL OUTLOOK, which is statistically significant at the 10 per cent

244



level in regression 3, increases the explanatory power to 12 per cent, hi regression 4 the 

organisational factors are also included with STUDIO and COMPETITION being 

statistically significant at the 1 and 10 per cent level respectively. This results in a R- 

squared of 0.13.

The variable SUBSIDY is only statistically significant in regressions 2 to 5: at 

the 1 per cent level in regression 4, at the 5 per cent level in regressions 2 and 5 and at 

the 10 per cent level in regression 3. Again, the variables STUDIO, POPULATION and 

DRAMA are statistically significant at either the 1 and 5 per cent level with the 

STUDIO variable taking a positive sign. In addition, the variable EDUCATION is 

statistically significant at either the 1 or 5 per cent level in all regressions except for 

regression 8. The variable COMPETITION is also statistically significant in all 

regressions at different significance levels.

The coefficients of the constant, the variables POLITICAL OUTLOOK and 

STUDIO are much lower in Table 7.6 than in Table 7.3. On the whole, similar results 

are achieved to the results using the conventionality index based on the playwright.

The results indicate that if  a theatre has more than one venue the conventionality 

index increases by around 1. If a theatre is in a competitive theatre market its 

conventionality index drops by 0.16. In addition, socio-economic factors o f a 

community in which a theatre is based are also at work since the conventionality index 

drops by 0.05 if the population o f a community increases by 1,000,000. At the same 

time the conventionality index decreases by 0.08 if  the percentage o f higher educated 

people in a community increases by one per cent. Finally, if  a theatre only produces 

drama its conventionality index drops by around 1.

In Table 7.7 the regressions include both key variables SUBSIDY and 

SUBSCRIPTION. Table 7.7 mainly distinguishes itself fi'om Table 7.4 in terms o f the
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validity of the regressions: all regressions are valid at the 1 per cent level except for 

regression 1. The R-squared and F-statistics are much higher than in Table 7.4 while 

the coefficients of certain variables are much smaller using Conventionality Index 2. All 

coefficients except for SUBSIDY and AVERAGE INCOME have the correct signs. The 

incorrect sign for SUBSIDY might be the result o f the collinearity problem w îth 

SUBSCRIPTION (see earlier). In addition, the variable STUDENTS changes signs and 

therefore only shows the expected relationship in regressions 8 to 10. Overall, there do 

not seem to be problems with omitted variables as only regressions 1 and 2 seem to 

show omitted variables according to the Ramsey RESET test.

On the basis of F-statistics regressions 2 to 4 or most satisfactory similar to 

Table 7.6. Regression 2 shows that the variables SUBSIDY, SUBSCRIPTION and 

DRAMA explain 14 per cent of the variation in Conventionality Index 2. Adding the 

POLITICAL OUTLOOK variable or the organisational variables the R-squared can be 

increased to 15 and 18 per cent respectively. The highest R-squared achieved using the 

full specification which explains 25 per cent of the variation in the conventionality 

index.

Similar to Table 7.4 the variables STUDIO and DRAMA are statistically 

significant at either the 1 or 5 per cent level in all regressions. However, in Table 7.7 

using Conventionality Index 2 the variable SUBSCRIPTION is now statistically 

significant in all regressions while the variable SUBSIDY which does not show the 

expected sign is statistically significant at the 5 or 10 per cent levels in regressions I, 6 

and 10. Furthermore, the variables POPULATION and EDUCATION are also 

statistically significant in all regressions.

In a further step the joint significance o f the two collinear variables SUBSIDY 

and SUBSCRIPTION is tested. In regressions 1 (financial variables), 4 and 5 (financial
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and organisational variables) the joint hypothesis that both coefficients are 0 is rejected 

at the 5 per cent level and in regression 8 (full model) at the 10 per cent level. This 

indicates that these variables do have a significant effect on Conventionality Index 2 

even if  they do not show this effect individually as a result o f their multicollinearity.

Looking at the full model (regression 9) these results indicate that subscription 

income of total income increases by 1 per cent, Conventionality Index 2 increases by 

0.13. The existence o f more than one venue in a theatre causes the conventionality 

index, here Conventionality Index 2, to increase by around 1 which leads to lower 

repertoire diversity. The conventionality index drops by 0.05 if the population increases 

by 1 million or the education levels decrease by 0.08 per cent. Finally, if  a theatre only 

produces drama its conventionality index drops by 0.8.

Table 7.8 show the regressions results using Conventionality Index 2 and 

SUBSCRIPTION as the key variable. Again, very similar results to Table 7.5, which 

used Conventionality Index 1 as the dependent variable, are achieved but the F-statistics 

are higher and the coefficients are smaller. The overall explanatory power o f the model 

has increased since up to 24 per cent of the variation in the conventionality index, here 

Conventionality Index 2 can be explained by financial, organisational and socio

economic factors (see regressions 8 and 9). Again, STUDIO, POPULATION, 

EDUCATION and DRAMA are statistically significant at different significance levels. 

Additionally, the variable SUBSCRIPTION is statistically significant in all regressions 

except for regression 7 and the variable COMPETITION is statistically significant in all 

regressions except for regression 5.

Looking at the full specification in regressions 8 to 10 it can be seen that an 

increase in subscription by 1 per cent increases the conventionality index by around 

0.11. In addition, theatres with more than one venue have a conventionality index that
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increases by around 2. The fact that the density o f theatres per 100,000 inhabitants 

increases by one decreases Conventionality Index 2 by around 0.12. If the population of 

a community increases by 1 million in which a theatre is based, its conventionality 

index decreases by 0.04. Finally, if  the percentage o f better educated inhabitants in a 

community increases by 1 per cent, the conventionality index decreases by 0.08. As 

already seen previously, if  a theatre only produces one art form, drama, its 

conventionality index decreases by around 0.7.

In summary, this section applies the same regression analysis as in Section

7.1.5.2 but a different dependent variable is used. Both dependent variables are 

conventionality indices but the first one is based on the playwright (Conventionality 

Index 1) while the second one is based on the play (Conventionality Index 2). The 

descriptive statistics in Table 7.2 indicate that the second dependent variable consists of 

a very small range o f values, which indicates that it would probably not allow for 

enough variation to be able to explain the variable. The results here show a different 

story as both dependent variables show very similar results with the second dependent 

variable having a better explanatory power than the first one. Consequently, the 

conventionality index based on the play seems to explain better how repertoire diversity 

is determined with the model specified.

7.1.5.3 Outlier Analysis

Similar to the approach in Section 5.2.5 a formal outlier analysis is undertaken for the 

above regressions using observation specific dummies. Two observations are deemed 

‘suspicious’ for all regressions, using both dependent variables Conventionality Index 1 

or Conventionality Index 2 and SUBSIDY and/or SUBSCRIPTION as the key 

independent variables, since their dummies are statistically significant at the 1 per cent
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level. Hence, we can reject the null hypothesis for them. These two observations seem 

to be influential in determining the statistical significance o f key results. The two 

observations in question are the ‘city theatres’ in Pforzheim and Regensburg. 

Interestingly, in Section 6.4.2 these two theatres achieve the highest conventionality 

indices if  it is based both on the playwright and play. Otherwise none o f the independent 

variables deviate substantially from the average except for the variable 

SUBSCRIPTION for Stddtische Biihnen (Regensburg), which amounts to 8.11 while the 

average is 3.65. All regressions are run without the outlying observations, but the 

regression results do not change substantially and are therefore not reported here.

7.2 A Comparison: The Private Theatre Sector in Germany

The empirical study on public theatre has given some interesting insight into the 

determining factors o f repertoire diversity. This section analyses the determinants of 

repertoire diversity in the private theatre sector, which complements the public theatre 

sector. A similar methodology is applied but the much more limited data availability 

does not allow testing for many o f the hypotheses examined earlier.

7.2.1 Data

The conventionality indices and number o f productions are calculated for each private 

theatre using the production lists o f all private theatres, for which repertoire lists are 

reported in the report Werkstatistik 1998/99, and some limited organisational and 

financial data are available in the report Theaterstatistik 1998/99.
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The conventionahty index is calculated, which is based either on the playwright 

(Conventionality Index 1) or on the play (Conventionality Index 2) for each o f the 98 

private theatres relative to all 98 private theatres. The production lists for 98 private 

theatres during 1998/99 with a total number of 892 entries, consists o f 679 plays, which 

include 471 different playwrights.

The Herfindahl Index for the private theatre sector is 0.0027 if  it is based on the 

playwright and 0.0017 if it is based on the play in relation to the number o f productions. 

Again, as already discussed in Section 6.4, it is difficult to interpret these values. 

However, the values are very low which might again indicate high diversity. However, 

in comparison with the values achieved for the public theatre sector the values for the 

private theatre sector are double as high as the values for the public theatre sector. 

Although the values achieved for each theatre sector cannot be compared directly it 

seems as if there was more homogeneity (less diversity) in the private theatre sector.

For the regression analysis, the second and smaller data set includes 98 private 

residential theatres, which are reported in the annual statistics Theaterstatistik 1998/99 

o f the German stage association Deutscher Biihnenverein. 15 out o f these 98 private 

theatres do not receive any public funding while the remaining 83 theatres receive at 

least a small amount of funding. The data availability is much smaller than for the 

public theatre sector as the report only gives figures on the organisational form, the 

seating capacity, the number of performances, the number o f visitors and the amount of 

public subsidy in DM 1000. Additionally, the Annual Statistics o f German 

Communities 2000 {Statistisches Jahrbuch Deutscher Gemeinden 2000) provides data 

on public subsidy per visitor and the percentage o f visitors o f total seating capacity for 

the theatre season 1998/99. No data on total income is available, which is necessary to
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calculate the variable SUBSEDY as used in the previous section. Alternatively, subsidy 

per visitor in DM is used as a proxy, which is called SUBSIDY 2.

7.2.2 Repertoire Diversity in Private German Theatre fo r  the Season 1998/99

Table 7.9 shows the results of calculating the conventionality indices and number of 

productions for each of the 98 private theatres relative to all 98 private theatres under 

observation. The production lists include the productions in all venues o f each of the 98 

private theatres. Private theatres usually have at most one smaller venue apart from their 

main venue. In this sample, 62 private theatres have a studio facility while the 

remaining 36 theatres only have one main venue.

The results in Table 7.9 show that a private theatre has on average a 

conventionality index o f 1.7 if it is based on the play, while it is 3.3 if  it is based on the 

playwright. A private theatre produces on average around 7 productions. Looking at the 

extreme values it shows that the minimum conventionality index is 1 while the 

maximum values are 3.5 or 7.4 depending on whether it is based on the play or 

playwright. These values do not suggest a wide variation in the conventionality indices, 

which might be a problem for the later regression analysis. The numbers o f productions 

range from 1 to 22, indicating a wide difference amongst theatres in the amount of 

productions on offer during that season.

In Tables 7.10 and 7.11, the ten highest and the ten lowest conventionality 

indices achieved by private theatres relative to all other private theatres are shown, 

based on the playwright and play respectively. For the theatres with the 10 highest 

conventionality indices, it shows that three theatres have both relatively high 

conventionality indices no matter whether it is based on the playwright or play:
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Schaubiihne am Lehniner Platz (Berlin), Komodie Winterhuder Fdhrhaus (Hamburg) 

and Theater der Altstadt im Westen (Stuttgart). Furthermore it is interesting to see that 

Theater “Die Fdrbe” (Singen) takes ranking number 10 for the conventionality indices 

based on the playwright, but at the same time achieves a conventionality index of 1 it is 

based on the play. This indicates that this theatre produces rather unusual plays by 

relatively often-staged playwrights within the private theatre sector. Looking at the 

repertoire played during 1998/99 in Table HI it can be seen that it produces, for 

example, a popular playwright such as Goethe but shows a rather less frequently 

produced play by him, Torquato Tasso, which was only produced six times in the entire 

public and private theatre sector.

Overall, it seems that the calculation of the conventionality indices within the 

private theatre sector does not allow for enough variation and it is hoped that the 

calculation of the conventionality indices for each public and private theatre relative to 

all public and private theatres in Section 7.3 will give some further insights into 

repertoire diversity in private theatres relative to the entire sector.

7.2.3 The Determinants o f  Repertoire Diversity in Private German Theatres during 

the Theatre Season 1998/99

7.2.3.1 Model

For the analysis of the private theatre sector, the data availability is very limited and 

therefore only the following hypotheses can be tested: H I, H3, H5, H6, H8, H9, H12, 

H13,H 14andH 15.

The model of the private theatre sector can therefore described as follows:

252



Theatre outputprivate i

= f(Subsidyi, Political Outlooki, Sizei, Studiou Populatioui, Average Incomet, 

Educatioui, Students^) 

where theatre output is repertoire choice, measured as (non-)conventionality.

The approach is similar to Section 7.1 as the same explanatory variables are used except 

for the subsidy variable which is called SUBSIDY 2 (see Section 7.2.1). Several 

combinations of the explanatory variables are used.

7.2.3.2 Variation in Variables

All regressions are specified as linear models and run with OLS using the software 

STATA 7.0.

Table 7.12 shows the summary statistics. The dependent variables, 

Conventionality Index 1 and 2, and SUBSIDY 2 are the only different variables to the 

earlier analysis in Section 7.1. Both dependent variables, Conventionality Index 1 and 2 

show only very slight variation with their minimum being 1.00 and their maximum 7.43 

and 3.50 respectively. The mean value of Conventionality Index 1 is 3.26 with a 

standard deviation of 1.65, while conventionality index is on average 1.71 with a 

standard deviation of 0.61.

The variable SUBSIDY 2 ranges from 0 to 377.12 with an average o f 42.99 and 

a standard deviation of 63.65.

7.2.33 Specification Tests

The Breusch-Pagan test is used to test for heteroscedasticity and the Chi-squared values 

are given in the tables. All regressions are shown with heteroscedastic-consistent 

standard errors (HCl).
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Both the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test and the correlation matrix are 

calculated to test for multicollinearity (see Tables II and 12). No problems of 

multicollinearity are found except o f EDUCATION and STUDENT having a moderate 

correlation of 0.51.

The Ramsey RESET test does not show any problems with the specification of 

the model as only regression 1 as well as regressions 2 and 6 indicate omitted variables 

at the 5 and 1 per cent levels.

7.2.3.4 Estimates

Tables 7.13 and 7.14 show the regression results using Conventionality Index 1 and 

Conventionality Index 2 respectively. The results are not very satisfactory since in 

Table 7.13, which uses Conventionality Index 1 as the dependent variable, none of the 

regressions are valid and none of the individual variables are statistically significant. In 

addition, many of the variables do not show the expected sign. Table 7.14 uses 

Conventionality Index 2 as the dependent variable and only regressions 1 and 2 are 

valid at the 1 and 10 per cent level respectively. The variable SUBSIDY 2 appears to be 

statistically significant at the 1 and 5 per cent level in all regressions. The explanatory 

power of these regressions is very low with a maximum R-squared o f 0.06 for a valid 

regression in terms of F-statistics.

The reasons for the poor outcome of the data are two-fold. The first reason is the 

poor data availability, which has lead to the use o f a poor proxy for the subsidy variable, 

namely SUBSIDY 2 and a much more reduced specification. Secondly, the construction 

of conventionality indices for each private theatre relative solely to all the other private 

theatres, seems to have been too narrow. Consequently, the conventionality indices do 

not vary enough to explain them.
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In a next step the same reduced specification is applied to the data for the public 

theatre sector which is compared to the full model used earlier on in order to get an idea 

to what extent such a reduced regression o f the private sector may be biased due to 

omitted variables (see Section 7.3).

7.3 A Comparison: Repertoire Diversity in Public and Private Theatres during

the theatre season 1998/99

This section looks at repertoire diversity in the entire sector using a sample of 225 

public and private theatres for which there is data available.

The conventionality indices based on the playwright and the play and the 

number of productions are calculated for 127 public theatres and 98 private theatres 

relative to all 225 public and private theatres, as it is o f interest how repertoire differs 

across the entire sector. The productions lists o f all 225 theatres consist o f a total of 

3373 entries, which include 980 different playwrights and 1702 plays. Table 7.15 shows 

the results o f the conventionality indices based on the playwright and play as well as of 

the number o f productions. From this it can be seen that on average, a theatre has a 

conventionality index of 14.4 if it is based on the playwright, and of 4.8 if  it is based on 

the play. The average number of productions is 14. The average figures are very similar 

to the average figures for the conventionality indices and the number o f productions 

calculated in Section 6.4.2 for the public theatre sector.

Tables 7.16 and 7.17 show the highest and lowest conventionality indices 

achieved by the public and private theatres under observation. The ‘city theatres’ in 

Pforzheim and Regensburg are the only two theatres in the sample under observation
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that make it into the top 10 highest conventionality indices independently whether the 

calculation is based on the playwright and the play. In Tables 7.16 and 7.17 four 

theatres can be found in the ranking of the theatres with the lowest conventionality 

indices independently, whether it is based on the playwright or play. Looking at the 

lowest conventionality indices both based on the playwright and the play, four theatres 

can be found in both tables: Blutenburg Theater (Munchen), Tegernseer Volkstheater 

(Gmund), Kleines Theater (Berlin) and Milowitsch Theater (Koln). The only public 

theatre that makes it into the ranking o f the lowest conventionality indices is Theater 

der Jugend Schauburg (Munchen), if  based on the play. Otherwise all theatres with the 

conventionality indices based both on the playwright and play are private theatres and 

the outcome is in line with the calculations o f the conventionality indices o f all private 

theatres only (see Section 7.2).

In addition, the Herfindahl Index is calculated for the entire theatre sector and 

the following values are achieved: 0.0010 if  it is based on the playwright and 0.006 if it 

is based on the play. These values are very small and are therefore indicating high 

diversity."^ In Figure 7.1 it can be seen that the Herfindahl Indices for the entire theatre 

sector show similar trends as the Herfindahl Indices for the public and private theatre 

sectors separately.

The problem with comparing the regression results o f the public and private 

theatre sectors are the different model specifications for each theatre sector as a result of 

the data availability. In addition, the poor outcome o f the regression analysis o f the 

private theatre sector does not allow to draw any valid conclusions. Hence, the same 

reduced specification is applied to the public theatre sector using SUBSIDY 2 and the 

same variables as done for the private theatres which can be found in Table J1 and J2 of 

Appendix J. The regression outcome o f the reduced specification is then compared to
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the full model of the public sector. In Table J1 the coefficients do not show the expected 

relationship for the variable STUDENTS. For SUBSIDY 2 and AVERAGE INCOME 

the coefficient signs change depending on the specification. Regressions 4 and 5 

indicate that there are omitted variables according to the Ramsey RESET test. In the 

reduced model in Table J l, using Conventionality Index 1, only regressions 3, 4, 7 and 

8 are valid at the 1 per cent level. Similar to the corresponding full model in Table 7.3 

the variables STUDIO and POPULATION are statistically significant at either 1 or 5 

per cent level respectively. Furthermore the POLITICAL OUTLOOK variable is now 

statistically significant at the 5 and 10 per cent levels in all regressions and the variable 

SUBSIDY is not statistically significant anymore. In terms of F-statistics and R-squared 

regression 8 in Table J l shows the best results but the R-squared with 0.08 is lower than 

for the full specification model with a R-squared of 0.13 in Table 7.3.

In Table J2, which uses Conventionality Index 2 as the dependent variable, only 

regressions 6 to 8 are valid at the 1 per cent level as well as regression 2 at the 10 per 

cent level. Similar to the full model the variables POPULATION and EDUCATION are 

valid at either 1 or 5 per cent level. New in the reduced model is that the variable 

POLITICAL OUTLOOK is statistically significant at the 5 per cent level in all 

regressions and that SUBSIDY 2 is statistically significant in regressions 5, 6 and 8 

showing a positive sign. The previously highly significant variable STUDIO is now 

only significant at the 10 per cent level if  at all in comparison to the full model in Table 

7.6.

In terms of F-Statistics regressions 5 to 8 are the best regressions with regression 

8 explaining up to 18 per cent of the variation in Conventionality Index 2 using all 

available variables.
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Overall, it can be said that the validity and the explanatory power o f the 

regressions in Tables J1 and J2 are reduced in comparison to the full model which might 

be the result of omitted variables in the specification. Hence, these omitted variables 

might cause a specification bias in the regressions. However, certain variables e.g. 

STUDIO and POPULATION do show to have an important effect on repertoire 

diversity independently whether the full or the reduced specification is used. At the 

same time while in the full model the variable SUBSIDY has a significant effect, it is 

not significant and in the reduced model the variable POLITICAL OUTLOOK shows to 

have an important effect on repertoire diversity instead. Hence, the reduced form of the 

model for the public sector does give a slightly different picture than the full 

specification undertaken earlier. However, some conclusions can be drawn from the 

reduced regressions for the public theatre sector while this is not possible from the 

regressions of the private theatre sector which do not produce valid R-squared according 

to the F-statistics and no significant relationship o f the individual independent variables 

with the dependent variable.

7.4 ConcIudiDg Remarks

In Section 7.1 the extensive cross-sectional regression analysis o f the German public 

theatre sector for the theatre season 1998/99 includes different model specifications 

using different dependent variables as well different combinations o f independent 

variables. In addition, all necessary specification tests and the identification o f data- 

specific problems are undertaken.
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Overall, the regression outcome does not have a strong explanatory power with 

relatively low values for R-squared. However, the use o f Conventionality hidex 2, 

which is based on the play, as the dependent variable increases the explanatory power 

considerably. This outcome indicates that not a lot o f the variation in repertoire diversity 

is explained by the model used and that there might be other factors at work that have 

not been tested for. In addition, there are no indications that there should be a non-linear 

relationship between repertoire diversity and the variables tested to improve the 

explanatory power of the model.

Nonetheless, there are certain factors that seem to be driving forces behind the 

variation in repertoire diversity in all regressions undertaken. Our empirical results 

partially support our theoretical hypotheses. For example, the analysis shows that 

financial factors do play an important role for repertoire decisions. While both the 

hypotheses testing for the effect of subsidy and of subscription income are not 

confirmed all the time if tested individually as a possible result o f the collinearity 

problem, they show to have a jointly significant effect on repertoire diversity. A 

question that arises in this context is whether other income sources, e.g. box office 

income, might be important financial determinants o f repertoire diversity, but this goes 

beyond the scope o f this thesis.

Using the two financial variable separately, it is shown that when subsidy as a 

proportion of total income increases by one per cent, the conventionality index 

decreases by around 14 per cent. This is in line with the existing literature. Furthermore, 

subscription income as a proportion of total income has a significant effect on non

conventionality as it decreases the index by around 0.11. Martorella (1977) also 

observed a similar trend in her study of U.S. opera repertoire, as subscription income 

was shown to have an inhibitive influence on repertoire decisions.
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A surprising outcome was the highly significant effect o f the studio variable, 

which shows the opposite sign to that expected and as discussed in the literature. Hence, 

if a theatre has more than one venue, the conventionality index is increased between 1 

and 6. Since German public theatres have on average around 5 venues, the studio 

dummy might have taken into account the reverse. Public theatres with more than one 

main venue tend to be huge three-branch concerns that are likely to produce more 

conservative outcome (see Section 6.1).

The results also show that it does make a difference whether a theatre is a 

multiple branch concern or a ‘pure’ drama house as the conventionality index decreases 

by around 1 if a theatre only produces drama.

The size o f a community seems also to have a minor effect as the 

conventionality decreases by around 0.1 if the population o f a community increases by 1 

million. This is based on the hypothesis that larger communities not only have a large 

number of arts organisations but also allow specialisation.

Measuring repertoire diversity with Conventionality Index 2 it shows that it also 

matters if the community o f a theatre is better educated as the conventionality index 

decreases by around 0.1 if the percentage of inhabitants with a third-level education 

increases by one per cent. Finally, if  there are more theatres per 100,000 inhabitants in a 

community, this affects a theatre as its conventionality index decreases by around 0.1. 

This is based on the hypothesis that the existence o f other public and private theatres in 

a community has an important negative effect on repertoire diversity based on the 

argument made by Castaner and Campos (2002) that general programming models 

cannot exclude competitive supply. It is expected that a theatre that experiences a lot of 

competition might specialise and thereby leading to the possibility o f a more diverse 

repertoire.
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I was not able to find any significance influences o f the political outlook of 

public patrons on repertoire decisions. I had expected a positive relationship because 

more conservative politicians tend to prefer more conventional repertoire. In addition, I 

was not able to find any empirical support for a significant influence o f the following 

two organisational variables: the seating capacity and whether it makes a difference if a 

theatres is run under ‘regie management’ or not. I found no evidence that the size o f a 

theatre determines repertoire in German public theatre. I expected that the smaller the 

seating capacity o f a theatre, the more diverse the theatre repertoire. The results showed 

that the organisational and juridical form e.g. ‘regie management’ does not have an 

effect on repertoire decisions. I expected that a theatre run under ‘regie management’ 

would have a less diverse repertoire as this organisational form does not give theatres 

organisational and juridical independence (see Section 6.1).

Finally, no significant influence o f the average income and the percentage of 

student population of a community can be found on repertoire diversity in German 

public theatre. I expected these two socio-economic factors to have a negative effect on 

repertoire diversity because high-income people and students tend to go more often to a 

theatre and therefore are more interested in a more diverse repertoire. However, the 

existing empirical evidence in relation to the income hypothesis is also mixed.

Furthermore, Section 7.2 has attempted to analyse repertoire diversity in the 

private theatre sector. The results show that certain theatres show a similar trend in 

terms of repertoire diversity independently of, whether the conventionality index is 

based on the playwright or the play. On average though, the conventionality indices 

have a much smaller variation than the ones for the public theatre sector. This indicates 

that private theatres do not seem to play same playwrights and plays as often, relative to 

each other, and their repertoire is more heterogeneous. The poor data availability for the

261



private theatre sector does not allow a satisfactory and valid regression analysis to test 

for the possible factors.

Section 7.3 presents an analysis o f the conventionality indices for all public and 

private theatres relative to the entire theatre sector which show similar trends to the 

separate analyses of the public and private theatre sectors earlier (see Sections 6.4.2 and 

7.2.2). Hence, the general validity o f the trends in repertoire diversity shown earlier are 

confirmed.

Finally, the reduced specification used for the private theatre sector is repeated 

for the public theatre sector and the outcome is compared to the full specification for the 

public theatre sector. The comparison shows that the reduced specification leads to a 

reduced statistical validity and explanatory power. This specification bias might be the 

result o f omitted variables. In addition, the reduced regressions give a slightly different 

picture than the full specification undertaken earlier even though the variables STUDIO 

and POPULATION are still showing up as significant factors on repertoire diversity. 

This indicates that the reduced form of the model does not give the same results as the 

full model. Omitted variables might be the reason for the poor outcome o f the 

regression analysis of the private theatre sector.
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NOTES

' The Box-Cox procedures suggest a linear specification (also see Section 7.1.4.5 for a more detailed 

explanation).

 ̂ This is the default option for robust (heteroscedastic-consistent) standard errors in Stata 7.0.

 ̂ Another reason relates to the data availability, as it would be necessary to use an instrumental variable 

which is based on conventionality indices computed from repertoire lists o f the 127 public theatres 

under observations for previous theatre seasons. Even though past repertoire data for Germany is 

available as a hard copy, it would involve a huge task to convert the data into a computable electronic 

form. This effort does not seem justified given the results for the English theatre sector and the 

weakness of the instrumental variable.

‘‘ For discussions o f the Herfindahl Index achieved for the public and private theatre sectors separately 

also see Sections 6.4 and 7.2.1.

263



TABLES

Table 7.1 List o f  Variables fo r  Public Theatres

Variable Data Description

CONVENTIONALITY INDEX 1 Conventionality Index, based on the playwright

CONVENTIONALITY INDEX 2 Conventionality Index, based on the play

SUBSIDY (-) Federal state and municipal subsidies as percentage of 

total income

POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) Political index: share o f conservative and liberal 

politicians in the municipal council, arithmetical mean 

since 1990

SUBSCRIPTION INCOME (+) Subscription income from season tickets and visitor 

organisations as % o f total income

SIZE (+) Maximum seating capacity o f the main drama venue as 

offered to the audience

STUDIO (+/-) Dummy variable for multiple-venue theatres

COMPETITION (-) Number of public and private theatres in a municipality 

per 100,000 inhabitants

POPULATION (-) Total population in millions at municipal level

AVERAGE INCOME (-) Disposable income per capita o f private households at 

municipal level

EDUCATION Third level education as percentage o f population subject 

to social security contributions with a third level 

qualification e.g university or technical college (Mit 

AbschluC an einer hoheren Fachschule, Fachhochschule, 

Hochschule o f the total population subject to social 

securiy contributions at district level (Kreisebene).

STUDENTS (-) Students as percentage o f the total population at 

municipal level

DRAMA (-) Dummy variable for ‘pure’ drama theatres

REGIE {+) Dummy variable for theatres under ‘regie management’

Note, a more detailed data description is given in Appendix F.

264



Table 7.2 Summary Statistics fo r  127 Public Theatres

Variable Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum

Conventionality Index 1 14.09 4.61 2.90 26.75

Conventionality Index 2 4.72 1.66 1.18 10.00

Number of Productions 19.43 9.53 2.00 49.00

SUBSIDY 85.13 8.33 45.53 97.32

SUBSCRIPTION 3.65 4.03 0.00 28.96

POLITICAL OUTLOOK 0.38 0.08 0.15 0.54

SIZE 490.09 240.64 69.00 1680.00

STUDIO 0.98 0.15 0.00 1.00

COMPETITION 1.85 1.41 0.17 8.66

POPULATION 3.36 6.33 0.12 33.99

AVERAGE INCOME 14.92 2.74 12.02 28.91

STUDENTS 5.70 6.86 0.00 36.36

EDUCATION 10.46 4.02 3.35 22.78

REGIE 0.43 0.50 0.00 1.00

DRAMA 0.41 0.49 0.00 1.00

Source: Own calculations, using the data set described in the section data and Appendix F.
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Table 7.3 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  127 Public Theatres, Conventionality Index 1 and Public Subsidy, Drama Dummy with robust standard

errors (H Cl)

Dep. Variable; Cl 1 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Constant 21.21 24.79 21.64 22.97 20.45 21.97 19,80 22.20 20.33 17.97

(4.80) (4.87) (5.92) (3.64) (4,99) (6.30) (6.86) (5.58) (6.26) (6.16)
SUBSIDY (-) -0.08* -0.12** -0.10** -0.16*** -0.15*** -0.09* -0,08 -0.15** -0.14** -0.13**

(0.06) (0.06) (0,06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0,06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) - - 5.48 - 4.38 - 5.66 - 4.75 5.92

(5.15) (5.17) (5.40) (5.40) (5.49)
SIZE (+) - - - -0.001 -0.001 - - -0.00 -0.00 -0.001

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
STUDIO (+/-) - - - 6.16*** 5.94*** - - 6.16*** 5.96** 6.57***

(2.16) (2.20) (2.00) (2.66) (2.49)
COMPETITION (-) - - - -0.07 -0.04 - - -0.15 -0.13 -0.23

(0.23) (0.23) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27)
POPULATION (-) - - - - - -0.06* -0,06* -0.09** -.08** -0.11***

(0.05) (0,04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - - 0.11 0,06 0.05 0.01 0.01

(0.13) (0,14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - - -0.13 -0,14 0.04 0.05 -0.04

(0.14) (0,14) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - - -0.03 -0,03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01

(0.07) (0,07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08)
DRAMA (-) -2.18*** -2.06*** -1.94** -1.86** -1.99*** -1,86** -1.52** -1.58** _

(0.81) (0.82) (0.82) (0.84) (0.80) (0,82) (0.83) (0.87)
R-squared 0.02 0.07 0.08 0.11 0.12 0.09 0,10 0.13 0.13 0.11
F 2.25 5.16*** 3.96*** 3.77*** 3.41*** 2.61** 2,39** 2.55** 2.33** 2.88***

(1, 125) (2, 124) (3, 123) (5, 121) (6, 120) (6, 120) (7,119) (9 ,117) (10, 116) (9, 117)
Chi-squared 0.59 0.92 1.76 0.99 1.53 2.29 3.63* 2.28* 3.30* 5.30
Ramsey Reset F Test 2.11* 2.34* 1.29 0.79 0.46 0.33 1.12 0.69 0.45 1.02

(3, 122) (3, 121) (3, 120) (3, 118) (3,117) (3,117) (3, 116) (3,117) (3, 116) (3 ,114)
Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the 1 per cent level.** and  *  indicate significance at the 5 and 10 per cent level respectively.
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Table 7.4 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  127 Public Theatres, Conventionality Index 1 and Public Subsidy and Subscription Income, Drama

Dummy with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: Cl 1 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Constant 17.61 24.39 22.34 17.28 16.35 21.98 20.55 18.11 17.29 13.12

(7.28) (7.67) (7.97) (8.61) (8.75) (8.71) (8.84) (9.36) (9.43) (9.20)
SUBSIDY (-) -0.05 -0.11 -0.11* -0.11* -0.11 * -0.09 -0.09 -0.11* -0.11 0.17

(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0,09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.20)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) 0.11 - 5.65 - 3.41 - 5.81 - 4.13 4.69

(0.17) (5.36) (5.40) (5.61) (5.64) (5.73)
SUBSCRIPTION (+) - 0.01 -0.02 0.14 0.11 -0.00 -0.03 0.12 0.10 0.15

(0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.17) (0.18) (0.19) (0.20) (0.20)
SIZE (+) - - - -0.001 -0.001 - - -0.001 -0.001 -0.001

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
STUDIO (+/-) - - - 7.23*** 6.86*** - - 7.11** 6.74** 7.83***

(2.74) (2.77) (3.06) (3.11) (3.12)
COMPETITION (-) - - - -0.01 -0.00 - -0.11 -0.10 -0.16

(0.25) (0.25) (0.28) (0.29) (0.29)
POPULATION (-) - - - - - -0.06 -0.06* -0.07* -0.08* -0.09**

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - - 0.11 0.07 0.01 0.01 -0.04

(0.14) (0.14) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - - -0.13 0.13 0.04 0.05 -0.05

(0.14) (0.14) (0.15)) (0.15) (0.15)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - - -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01

(0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
DRAMA (-) -2 17*** -2.09*** -1.71** -1.69** _j gg*** -1.90** -1.49** -1.45**

(0.82) (0.83) (0.82) (0.83) (0.80) (0.81) (0.83) (0.85)
R-squared 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.12
F 1.08 3.43** 3.03** 2.94** 2.75** 2.26** 2.11** 2.13** 2.00** 1.87*

(2, 124) (3, 123) (4, 122) (6, 120) (7,119) (7, 119) (8, 118) (10, 117) (11, 115) (10, 116)
Chi-squared 1.92 0.99 1.69 0.75 1.06 2.29 3.64* 1.81 2.56 2.83*
Ramsey Reset F Test 3.48** 3.02** 1.15 1.57 0.93 0.33 0.96 0.96 0.78 2.20

(3, 121) (3, 120) (3. 119) (3 ,117) (3, 116) (3, 116) (3,115) (3 ,113) (3, 112) (2. 116)
Joint significance (F-test) 1.08 2.09 1.63 5.37*** 3.96** 0.96 0.75 0.96 2.96* 2.25
SUBSIDY, SUBSCRIPTION (2, 124) (2, 123) (2, 122) (2, 120) (2, 119) (2, 119) (2. 118) (3, 113) (2, 116) (2, 115)
Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level.** and  *  indicate significance at the 5 and 10 per cent level respectively.
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Table 7.5 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  127 Public Theatres, Conventionality Index 1 and Subscription Income, Drama Dummy with Robust

Standard Errors (H Cl)

Dep. Variable: Cl 1 ( 1) (2 ) (3 ) (4 ) ( 5) (6 ) (7) (8) (9 ) (10)
Constant 13.44 14.14 12.09 6.56 5.66 14.24 12.79 8.30 7.57 6.41

(0.58) (0.63) (1.90) (2.90) (3.14) (2.33) (2.77) (3.98) (4.08) (4.06)
SUBSCRIPTION (+) 0.18* 0.17* 0.14 0.32*** 0.29*** 0.11 0.09 0.27** 0.24** 0.27**

(0.13) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11) (0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.14) (0.14)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) - - 5.66 - 3.54 - 5.79 - 4.32 4.74

(5.36) (5.42) (5.62) (5.69) (5.74)
SIZE (+) - - - -0.001 -0.001 - - -0.001 -0.001 -0.001

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
STUDIO (+/-) - - - 7.20*** 6.82*** - - 6.46*** 6.09*** 7.14***

(2.26) (2.32) (2.37) (2.45) (2.56)
COMPETITION (-) - - - 0.09** -0.10 - - -0.001 -0.01 -0.07

(0.23) (0.24) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27)
POPULATION (-) - - - - - -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 -0.08**

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - - 0.13 0.08 0.04 0.01 -0.02

(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - - -0.17 -0.18* 0.11 0.12 0.10

(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - - -0.04 -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 0.01

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
DRAMA (-) -1.69** -1.62** -1.26* -1.25* - 1 .6 6 ** -1.57** -1.16* - 1 .1 2 -

(0.82) (0.83) (0.83) ( 0 .8 6 ) (0.82) (0.83) (0 .8 8 ) (0.89)
R-squared 0.02 0.06 0.07 0 .1 0 0 .1 0 0.08 0.09 0 .11 0 .1 2 0.11
F 1.96 3.28** 2 .6 6 * 3.52*** 3.16*** 2 .2 1 ** 2.05* 2.64*** 2  4 4 ** 2.33**

(1 ,125) (2, 124) (3, 123) (5,121) ( 6 , 1 2 0 ) ( 6 , 1 2 0 ) (7,119) (9, 117) (10, 116) (9, 117)
Chi-squared 1.39 0.25 0.54 0.47 066 2.01 3.03* 2.08 2.73 3.13*
Ramsey Reset F Test 2.88** 2.24* 0.84 0.73 0.42 1.23 5.91*** 0.44 0.63 0.37

(3, 122) (3, 121) (3, 120) (3,118) (3,117) (3,117) (3, 116) (3,114) (3 ,113) (3,114)
Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I p er  cent level. * *  and * indicate significance at the 5 and 10per cent level respectively.
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Table 7.6 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  127 Public Theatres, Conventionality Index 2 and Public Subsidy, Drama Dummy with Robust Standard

Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: Cl 2 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Constant 5.52 7.36 5.91 7.15 5.93 5.41 4.42 4.81 5.05 3.84

(1-23) (1.28) (1.70) (1.25) (1.71) (1.47) (1.76) (1.74) (1.78) (1.82)
SUBSIDY (-) -0.01 -0.03** -0.02* -0.04*** -0.03** -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00

(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK - - 2.51* - 2.12 - 2.59* - 2.28 2.89
(+) (1.91) (1.89) (1.99) (1.97) (1.98)
SIZE (+) - - - 0.00 0.00 - - 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
STUDIO (+/-) - - - 1.35*** 1.25** - - 1.11** 0.80* l . l l* *

(0.57) (0.61) (0.54) (0.56) (0.59)
COMPETITION (-) - - - -0.12* -0.11* -0.05*** -0.16** -0.21***

(0.09) (0.08) (0.02) (0.09) (0.09)
POPULATION (-) - - - - - -0.04** -0.04** - -0.05** -0.07***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - - 0.08* 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.04

(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - - -0.09** -0.10*** -0.43 -0.08** -0.08**

(0.04) (0.04) (0.38) (0.04) (0.04)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - - -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01

(0.21) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
DRAMA (-) -1.12*** -1.06*** -1.03*** -0 99*** -0.98*** -0.92*** -0.83*** -0.82*** -

(0.29) (0.30) (0.29) (0.30) (0.29) (0.30) (0.30) (0.32)
R-squared 0.002 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.19 0.21 0.17
F 0.41 7.63*** 5.90*** 4.74*** 4.06*** 4.22*** 3.91*** 4 ]9*** 4.01*** 3.26***

(1, 125) (2, 124) (3, 123) (5, 121) (6, 120) (6, 120) (7, 119) (8, 118) (10, 116) (9, 117)
Chi-squared 0.23 3.12* 5.95** 6.38** 7.80*** 7.29*** 10.61*** y 5y*** J3 yg*** 18.49***
Ramsey Reset F Test 2.70** 1.72 0.21 0.28 0.61 1.78 2.40* 0.92 1.38 0.10

(3, 122) (3, 121) (3, 120) (3, 118) (3,117) (3, 117) (3,116) (3,115) (3, 113) (3,114)
Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. ** and  *  indicate significance at the 5 and 10per cent level respectively.
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Table 7.7 Regression Results (OLS) for 127 Public Theatres, Conventionality Index 2 and Public Subsidy and Subscription Income, Drama

Dummy with Robust Standard Errors (HCI)

Dep. Variable; Cl 2 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Constant 0.52 3.47 2.84 1,24 0.98 1.97 1.48 1.44 1.15 -0.70

(1.83) (2.15) (2.32) (2.65) (2.72) (2.39) (2.45) (2.58) (2.62) (2.47)
SUBSIDY (-) 0.04** 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04* 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.04*

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) - - 1.74 - 0.95 - 1.99 - 1.49 1.74

(1.86) (1.88) (1.93) (1.95) (1.96)
SUBSCRIPTION (+) 0.15** 0.11** O.IO* 0.15** 0.14** 0.11** 0.10** 0.14** 0.13** 0.16***

(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
SIZE (+) - - - 0.00 0.00 - - 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
STUDIO (+/-) - - - 2.46*** 2.36** - - ] 94*** 1.81** 2 29***

(1.01) (1.02) (0.82) (0.84) (0.84)
COMPETITION (-) - - - -0.06 -0.06*** - - -0.12* -0.12* -0.14

(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
POPULATION (-) - - - - - -0.04* -0.04* -0.04** -0.04** -0.05***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - - 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.00

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
EDUCATION l(-) - - - - - 0.11*** -0.11*** -0.08** -0.08** -0.08**

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - - 0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
DRAMA (-) -0.94*** -0.92*** -0 79*** -0.78*** -0.81*** -0.78*** -0.66** -0.64** -

(0.30) (2.32) (0.30) (0.31) (0.29) (0.30) (0.30) (0.31)
R-squared 0.07 0.14 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.21 0.22 0.24 0.25 0.22
F 3.14** 6.28*** 5.08*** 4.00*** 3.61*** 3.80*** 3.61*** 3 69*** 3.54*** 3.36***

(2, 124) (3, 123) (4, 122) (6, 120) (7, 119) (7, 119) (8,118) (10, 116) (11,115) (10, 116)
Chi-squared 19.99*** 14.54*** 13 79*** 15.31*** 14.43*** 16.75*** 16.77*** 21.20*** 20.46*** 19.98***
Ramsey Reset F Test 2.99** 3.25** 2.42* 1.28 1.07 1.19 1.61 0.59 0.45 0.49

(3,121) (3, 120) (3, 119) (3, 117) (3, 116) (3, 116) (3,115) (3, 113) (3, 112) (3, 113)
Joint significance (F-test) 3.14** 1.57 1.20 4.53** 3.49** 1.73 1.47 2.83* 2.14
SUBSIDY, SUBSCRIPTION (2, 124) (2, 123) (2, 122) (2, 120) (2, 119) (2, 119) (2, 118) (2 ,116) (2, 115)
Standard errors in parentheses. ’• '* *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and  *  indicate significance at the 5 and 10 per cent level respectively.
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Table 7.8 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  127 Public Theatres, Conventionality Index 2 and Subscription Income, Drama Dummy with Robust

Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: Cl 2 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Constant 4.39 4.81 4.18 2.23 1.99 5.17 4.67 3.38 3.14 2.40

(0.21) (0.24) (0.69) (1.17) (1.24) (0.72) (0.91) (1.24) (1.31) (1.31)
SUBSCRIPTION (+) 0.09** 0.09** 0.08* 0.13*** 0.12*** 0.06* 0.05 0.11** 0.10** 0.11**

(0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) - - 1.74 - 0.94 - 2.00 - 1.45 1.72

(1.85) (1.87) (1.93) (1.94) (1.95)
SIZE (+) - - - 0.00 0.00 - - 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
STUDIO (+/-) - - - 2.46*** 2.36** - - 2.07** 1.94** 2.61***

(1.03) (1.04) (0.92) (0.94) (1.02)
COMPETITION (-) - - - -0.07*** -0.07 - - -0.14** -0.14** -0.19**

(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
POPULATION (-) - - - - - -0.04** -0.04** -0.05** -0.05** -0.06***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - - 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - - -0.09** -0.09** -0.07** -0.07** -0.06*

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - - 0.01 0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
DRAMA (-) - -1.00*** -0.98*** -0.83*** -0.83*** -0.95*** -0.92*** -0.72*** -0.71** _

(0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.28) (0.29) (0.29) (0.30)
R-squared 0.05 0.14 0.14 0.18 0.18 0.20 0.21 0.24 0.24 0.21
F 2.48 9.32*** 6.70*** 4.75*** 4.16*** 4.48*** 4.13*** 3.70*** 2 55*** 3.40***

(1, 125) (2, 124) (3, 123) (5,121) (6, 120) (6, 120) (7. 119) (9, 117) (10, 116) (9, 117)
Chi-squared 15.70*** 12.93*** 12.54*** 14.33*** 13.57*** 12.05*** 12.92*** 18.17*** 17.78*** 16.21***
Ramsey Reset F Test 4.84*** 3.16** 2.27* 1.33 1.04 l.IO 1.84 0.77 0.53 0.62

(3, 122) (3, 121)
f » 1 T» /nr y-l ̂

(3, 120) (3,118) (3,117) (3, 117) (3, 116) (3,114) (3, 113) (3,114)
Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level.** and * indicate significance at the 5 and 10 per cent level respectively.
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Table 7.9 Conventionality Index, based both on the Play and the Playwright and

Number o f  Productions fo r  98 Private Theatres fo r  1998/99

Theatre Cl PLAYWRIGHT CIPLAY NOP

Augsburg, Parktheater 5.0 3.0 2

Bayreuth, Studiobiihne 4.1 2.0 15

Berlin, Altstadt-Theater Spandau 2.0 1.7 3

Berlin, Berliner Ensemble 5.0 1.2 17

Berlin, Berliner Kammerspiele 1,5 1.5 2

Berlin, Grips Theater 1.9 1.3 13

Berlin, Kleines Theater 1.0 1.0 2

Berlin, Komodie 4.2 2.8 6

Berlin, Neukollner Oper 1.0 1.0 2

Berlin, Renaissance-Theater 3.0 2.3 4

Berlin, Schaubiihne am Lehniner Platz 6.3 2.7 9

Berlin, Schlosspark-Theater 7.4 2.0 7

Berlin, Theater 89 1.9 1.5 18

Berlin, Theater am Kurfurstendamm-Komodie 3.8 2.4 10

Berlin, Theater im Palais 1.7 1.2 12

Berlin, Theater zum westlichen Stadthirschen 1.5 1.0 2

Berlin, Tribune 2.0 1.0 3

Blaustein-Herrlingen, Theaterei Herrlingen 4.2 2.4 14

Bochum, Comodie Bochum 3.1 1.6 7

Bochum, Prinz-Regent Theater 1.7 1.4 7

Bonn, Contra-Kreis-Theater 3.0 3.0 4

Borm, Euro Theater Central 3.4 1.6 11

Borm, Junges Theater

Bonn-Bad Godesberg, Kleines Theater Bad

2.2 1.4 5

Godesberg 2.9 1.9 7

Bremen, Bremer Shakespeare Company 4.4 1.2 13

Bremen, Junges Theater 2.0 2.0 5

Bremen, Packhaustheater im Schnoor 2.8 2.5 4

Bremen, Waldau-Theater 3.3 2.0 12

Darmstadt, Die Komodie -  TAP 2.9 1.9 7

Dresden, Komodie Dresden 2.8 2.3 10

Diisseldorf, Theater an der K6 1.7 1.2 6

Essen, Theater im Rathaus 3.8 2.1 8
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Table 7.9 continued

Theatre Cl PLAYWRIGHT CIPLAY NOP

Frankenthal, Theater Alte Werkstatt 2.6 1.0 8

Frankfurt (Oder), Theater des Lachens 7.3 1.3 3

Frankfurt/Main, Die Katakombe 3.9 1.2 9

Frankfurt/Main, Fritz Remond Theater im Zoo 4.4 3.4 7

Frankfurt/Main, Volkstheater - Liesel Christ 7.0 1.7 6

Freiburg, Theater im Marienbad 1.3 1.1 7

Freiburg, Wallgraben -Theater 5.2 2.4 5

Fiirth, Comodie & Kleine Komodie Niimberg# 2.0 2.0 1

Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Kleines Theater 1.4 1.2 9

Hamburg, Altonaer Theater 5.5 1.4 9

Hamburg, Commedia Theater 2.6 1.2 6

Hamburg, Emst-Deutsch-Theater 3.4 1.6 9

Hamburg, Kampnagel Hamburg 1.3 1.3 6

Hamburg, Komodie Winterhuder Fahrhaus 6.2 2.6 7

Hamburg, Ohnsorg Theater (Ndt.) 2.6 1.2 9

Hamburg, Theater fur Kinder 1.5 1.0 2

Hamburg, Theater in der Basihka 2.1 1.6 7

Hannover, Kleks-Theater 2.9 1.3 13

Hannover, Neues Theater 4.3 3.5 4

Hannover, Rambaff-Theater 1.8 1.0 4

Hannover, Theaterwerkstatt 1.0 1.0 3

Heidelberg, Zimmertheater 4.3 3.3 4

Jena, Theaterhaus Jena 1.5 1.0 8

Karlsruhe, Kammertheater 2.5 1.6 8

Karlsruhe, Sandkom-Theater 2.6 1.9 16

Karlsruhe, Theater Die Insel und Studio 84 4.1 1.5 17

Kassel, Komodie Kassel 1.9 1.5 8

Kiel, Polnisches Theater 1.0 1.0 4

Koln, Theater am Dom 4.0 2.0 4

Koln, Commedia Colonia 2.0 1.6 10

Koln, Horizont Theater 2.2 1.6 13

Koln, Millowitsch Theater 1.0 1.0 1

Koln, Theater Der Keller 3.6 2.1 8

Koln, Theater im Bauturm 5.9 2.6 7
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Table 7.9 continued

Theatre Cl PLAYWRIGHT CIPLAY NOP

Landshut, Kleines Theater 5.7 2.4 7

Massbach, Frankisches Theater 4.3 1.7 13

Mulheim, Theater an der Ruhr 4.1 1.2 17

Munchen, Blutenburg-Theater 1.0 1.0 4

Munchen, Kleine Komodie am Max 11 2.5 2.3 4

Munchen, Komodie im Bayerischen Hof 4.4 2.9 7

Munchen, Teamtheater Comedy 3.5 1.0 2

Munchen, Teamtheater Tankstelle 4.1 1.1 7

Munchen, Theater 44 3.0 2.5 4

Munchen, Theater Viel Larm um Nichts 6.7 1.7 3

Munster, Wolfgang Borchert Theater 2.1 1.9 9

Neubrandenburg, Kammertheater 3.4 1.3 22

Numberg, Gostner Hoftheater 5.2 1.8 5

Paderbom, Westfalische Kammerspiele 3.4 1.5 10

Rastatt, Schlosstheater 2.0 1.8 4

Reutlingen, Theater in der Tonne 3.8 1.6 9

Rostock, Compagnie de Comoedie 4.5 1.6 8

Rottweil, Zimmertheater 3.3 2.1 9

Saarbriicken, Junges Theater Uberzwerg 1.4 1.3 7

Singen, Theater "Die Farbe" 5.8 1.0 4

Sommerhausen, Torturmtheater 3.5 1.8 4

Stuttgart, Altes Schauspielhaus 7.0 1.9 8

Stuttgart, Komodie im Marquardt 5.3 1.5 6

Stuttgart, Renitenztheater 2.7 1.0 3

Stuttgart, Studio Theater 2.2 1.8 6

Stuttgart, Theater der Altstadt im Westen 6.2 2.7 7

Stuttgart, Theater Rampe 1.5 1.3 15

Stuttgart, Theater Tri-Biihne 2.1 1.6 7

Stuttgart, Theaterhaus 1.7 1.5 6

Gmund am Tegemsee, Tegemseer Volkstheater 1.0 1.0 4

Tubingen, Tiibinger Zimmertheater 5.3 1.8 4

Ulm, Theater in der Westentasche 2.7 1.6 15

Average 3.3 1.7 7.4

Source: Own calculations.
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Table 7.10 Theatres with Highest and Lowest Conventionality Indices, based on the 

Playwright, 98 Private Theatres

Theatre Cl Playwright NOP

Berlin, Schlosspark-Theater 7.4 7

Frankfurt (Oder), Theater des Lachens 7.3 3

Frankfurt/Main, Volkstheater - Liesel Christ 7.0 6

Stuttgart, Altes Schauspielhaus 7.0 8

Miinchen, Theater Viel Larm um Nichts 6.7 3

Berhn, Schaubiihne am Lehniner Platz 6.3 9

Hamburg, Komodie Winterhuder Fahrhaus 6.2 7

Stuttgart, Theater der Altstadt im Westen 6.2 7

Koln, Theater im Bauturm 5.9 7

Singen, Theater "Die Farbe" 5.8 4

Berhn, Kleines Theater 1.0 2

Berlin, Neukollner Oper 1.0 2

Hannover, Theaterwerkstatt 1.0 3

Kiel, Polnisches Theater 1.0 4

Koln, Millowitsch Theater 1.0 1

Miinchen, Blutenburg-Theater 1.0 4

Gmund am Tegemsee, Tegemseer Volkstheater 1.0 4

Freiburg, Theater im Marienbad 1.3 7

Hamburg, Kampnagel Hamburg 1.3 6

Saarbriicken, Junges Theater Uberzwerg 1.4 7

Source: Table 7.21
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Table 7.11 Theatres with Highest and Lowest Conventionality Indices based on the Play, 

98 Private Theatres

Theatre Cl Play NOP

Hannover, Neues Theater 3.5 4

Frankfurt/Main, Fritz Remond Theater im Zoo 3.4 7

Heidelberg, Zimmertheater 3.3 4

Augsburg, Parktheater 3.0 2

Bonn, Contra- Kreis-Theater 3.0 4

Munchen, Komodie im Bayerischen Hof 2.9 7

Berlin, Komodie 2.8 6

Stuttgart, Theater der Altstadt im Westen 2.7 7

Berlin, Schaubiihne am Lehniner Platz 2.7 9

Hamburg, Komodie Winterhuder Fahrhaus 2.6 7

Frankenthal, Theater Alte Werkstatt 1.0 8

Jena, Theaterhaus Jena 1.0 8

Hanover, Rambaff-Theater 1.0 4

Kiel, Polnisches Theater 1.0 4

Munchen, Blutenburg-Theater 1.0 4

Singen, Theater "Die Farbe" 1.0 4

Gmund am Tegemsee, Tegemseer Volkstheater 1.0 4

Berlin, Tribune 1.0 3

Hannover, Theaterwerkstatt 1.0 3

Stuttgart, Renitenztheater 1.0 3

Source: Table 7.21

Note: 16 theatres achieved a CIPLAYWRIGHT OF I o f  which the 10 theatres with the 10 highest number

o f  productions are shown.
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Table 7.12 Summary Statistics fo r  98 Private Theatres

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Conventionality Index 1 3.26 1.65 1.00 7.43

Conventionality Index 2 1.71 0.61 1.00 3.50

Number of Productions 7.44 4.29 1.00 22.00

SUBSIDY 2 42.99 63.65 0.00 377.12

POLITICAL OUTLOOK 0.39 0.06 0.21 0.55

SIZE 262.01 182.81 45.00 807.00

STUDIO 0.37 0.48 0.00 1.00

COMPETITION 2.95 6.45 0.57 60.24

POPULATION 9.98 11.26 0.02 33.99

AVERAGE INCOME 17.08 4.04 12.12 28.91

STUDENTS 1.08 0.45 0.51 1.92

EDUCATION 12.36 4.04 2,.ll 24.5

Source: own calculations, using the data set described in Section 7.1. I and Appendix F.
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Table 7.13 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  98 Private Theatres, Conventionality Index 1 and Public Subsidy with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: Cl 1 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (10)
Constant 3.27 4.36 3.00 4.14 2.68 4,07 2,67 4.04 4.25

(0.19) (1,25) (0,35) (1.38) (0.90) (1,48) (0,96) (1.57) (1.74)
SUBSIDY 2 (-) -0.00 -0,00 0,00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0,00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0,00) (0.00) (0.003)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) - -2,75 -2,89 - -3.55 -3.59 -2.98

(3,06) - (3.23) (3.08) - (3.25) (3.06)
SIZE (+) - - 0.001 0.001 - 0,00 0.00 0.001

(0,001) (0.001) - (0.00) (0.00) (0.001)
STUDIO (-) - - 0,12 0.16 - 0,18 0.22 0.12

(0.34) (0.35) - (0,37) (0.38) (0.40)
COMPETITION (-) - - 0.01 0.01 - -0,01 -0.01 -

(0.01) (0.01) - (0.01) (0.01)
POPULATION (-) - - - - -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02* -0.02

(0.02) (0,02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.001

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - 0.06 0.07 -0.06 0.07 0.12

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.81)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - -0.04 -0.05 -0.03 -0.04 -0 .01

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03)
R-squared 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0,04 0.04 0.05 0.03
F 0.00 0,41 0,30 0.56 0.45 0.58 0.44 0.55 0.42

(1 ,96) (2, 95) (4, 93) (5, 92) (5, 92) (6,91) (8, 89) (9, 88) (8, 89)
Chi-squared 0.84 0.52 0.11 0.13 0.01 0.15 0.18 0.47 0.07
Ramsey Reset F Test 2 92** 2.34* 0.52 1.12 0.72 0.19 2.50 0.35 1.92

(3, 93) (3, 92) (3, 90) (3, 89) (3, 89) (3, 88) (3, 86) (3, 85) (3, 86)
Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and  *  indicate significance at the 5 and 10per cent level respectively.
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Table 7.14 Regression Results (OLS) for 98 Private Theatres, Conventionality Index 2 and Public Subsidy with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: Cl 2 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Constant 1.81 1.54 1.76 1.45 1.81 1.48 1.83 1.47

(0.08) (0.33) (0.14) (0.36) (0.32) (0.38) (0.35) (0.41)
SUBSIDY 2 (-) -0.002*** -0.002** -0.002** -0.002** -0.002** -0.002** 0.002** -0.002**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) - 0.66 - 0.81 - 0.85 0.94

(0.84) (0.86) (0.82) - (0.86)
SIZE (+) - - 0.00 0.00 - 0.00* 0.00*

(0.00) (0.00) - (0.00) (0.00)
STUDIO (-) - - -0.06 -0.07 - 0.02 0.01

(0.13) (0.13) - (0.15) (0.15)
COMPETITION (-) - - 0.00 -0.00 - 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) - (0.00) (0.01)
POPULATION (-) - - - - 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - -0.01 -0.01 -0.02* -0.02*

(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - 0 .0 1 0.01 -0.01 -0.01

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - 0 .0 1 O.OI 0.02 0.02

(O.OI) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
R-squared 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.10 O.IO
F 5.58*** 3.00* 1.98 1.70 1.55 1.44 1.41 1.36

(1 ,96) (2, 95) (4, 93) (5, 92) (5 ,92) (6,91) (8, 89) (9, 88)
Chi-squared 1.24 1.75 0.80 1.28 2.28 3.12* 1.10 1.61
Ramsey Reset F Test 2.39* 1.91 1.48 1.32 2.40* 2.03* 1.45 1.31

(3, 93) (3. 92) (3, 90) (3, 89) (3, 89) (3, 88) (3, 86) (3, 85)
Standard errors in parentheses. *** indicate significance at the I per cent level. ** and * indicate significance at the 5 and 10 per cent level respectively.
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Table 7.15 Conformity Index and Number o f  Productions fo r  225 Public and Private

Theatres fo r  1998/99, based both on the Playwright and the Play

Name Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

Aachen, Grenzlandtheater 15.1 4.6 7

Aachen, Theater Aachen 20.5 5.4 17

Aalen, Theater der Stadt 4.5 1.9 8

Altenburg-Gera, Theater 10.3 5.4 12

Anklam, Vorpommersche Landesbiihne 15.7 4.1 9

Annaberg, Eduard-von-Winterstein-Theater 10.3 3.4 12

Augsburg, Parktheater 16.5 10.0 2

Augsburg, Stadtische Buhnen 14.5 5.0 11

Baden-Baden, Theater Baden-Baden 19.5 7.1 17

Bamberg, E.T.A.-Hoffmann-Theater 15.9 3.4 10

Bautzen, Deutsch -Sorbisches Volkstheater 12.6 3.4 28

Bayreuth. Studiobuhne 14.3 5.1 15

Berlin, Altstadt-Theater Spandau 2.0 1.7 3

Berlin, Berliner Ensemble 34.3 2.4 17

Berlin, Berliner Kammerspiele 3.5 2.5 2

Berlin, Carrousel Theater an der Parkaue 12.8 3.2 35

Berlin, Deutsches Theater 16.8 4.8 49

Berlin, Grips Theater 5.2 3.2 13

Berlin, Kleines Theater 1.0 1.0 2

Berlin, Komodie 10.2 6.2 6

Berlin, Maxim Gorki Theater 15.3 3.7 28

Berlin, Neukdllner Oper 3.0 1.0 2

Berlin, Renaissance-Theater 9.3 4.8 4

Berlin, Schaubiihne am Lehniner Platz 21.1 8.2 9

Berlin, Schlosspark-Theater 37.3 4.4 7

Berlin, Theater 89 7.1 3.7 18

Berlin, Theater am Kurfurstendamm-Komodie 8.1 5.8 10

Berlin, Theater im Palais 4.1 2.4 12

Berlin, Theater zum westlichen Stadthirschen 3.0 2.0 2

Berlin, Tribiine 4.7 1.7 3

Berlin, Volksbiihne 13.9 1.8 13

Biele feld, Buhnen der Stadt 14.3 4.0 18

Blaustem-Herrlingen, Theaterei Herrlingen 14.2 6.4 14
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Table 7.15 continued

Name

Bochum, Comodie Bochum 

Bochum, Prinz-Regent Theater 

Bochum, Schauspielhaus 

Bonn, Contra- Kreis-Theater 

Bonn, Euro Theater Central 

Bonn, Junges Theater 

Bonn, Schauspiel

Bonn-Bad Godesberg, Kleines Theater Bad Godesberg
0

Brandenburg, Brandenburger Theater

Braunschweig, Staatstheater

Bremen, Bremer Shakespeare company

Bremen, Bremer Theater

Bremen, Junges Theater

Bremen, Packhaustheater im Schnoor

Bremen, Waldau-Theater

Bremerhaven, Stadttheater

Bruchsal, Badische Landesbiihne

Castrop-Rauxel, Westfalisches Landestheater

Celle, Schloss-Theater

Chemnitz, Stadtische Theater

Coburg, Landestheater

Cottbus, Piccolo-Kinder- und Jugendtheater

Cottbus, Staatstheater

Darmstadt, Die Komodie -  TAP

Darmstadt, Staatstheater

Dessau, Anhaltisches Theater

Detmold, Landestheater

Dinkelsbuhl, Frankisch-Schwabisches Stadtetheater

Dinslaken, Landestheater Burghofbiihne

Dortmund, Theater Dortmund

Dresden, Komodie Dresden

Dresden, Staatsschauspiel

Dresden, Theater Junge Generation

Diisseldorf, Diisseldorfer Schauspielhaus

Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

5.9 1.6 7

4.0 2.9 7

15.7 4.7 33

3.5 3.5 4

11.7 2.9 11

6.0 2.2 5

18.1 3.4 26

10.1 5.4 7

11.7 6.9 9

13.3 5.9 27

19.9 3.5 13

18.4 7.1 22

6.8 6.4 5

6.5 6.0 4

8.3 2.9 12

20.3 5.6 10

11.6 3.9 14

11.3 3.4 11

16.1 6.6 17

15.9 4.8 22

21.7 7.3 12

10.4 3.0 12

11.0 3.4 37

4.7 2.1 7

24.6 6.2 17

25.8 7.3 17

18.2 6.2 19

23.9 4.5 10

27.7 4.8 12

14.4 5.0 23

7.9 4.5 10

14.4 4.1 41

9.3 2.3 29

15.6 4.5 35
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Table 7.15 continued

Name

Diisseldorf, Theater an der Kd

Duisburg, Theater der Stadt

Eggenfelden, Theater an der Rott

Eisenach-Rudolstadt-Saalfeld, Thiiringer Landestheater

Eisleben, Landesbiihne Sachsen-Anhalt

Erfurt, Theater Erfurt

Erlangen, Theater

Essen, Theater im Rathaus

Essen, Theater und Philharmonie

Esslingen, Wiirttembergische Landesbiihne

Frankenthal, Theater Alte Werkstatt

Frankfurt (Oder), Kleist-Theater

Frankfurt (Oder), Theater des Lachens

Franlfurt/Main, Die Katakombe

Frankfurt/Main, Fritz Remond Theater im Zoo

Frankfurt/Main, Schauspiel Frankfurt, Schauspielhaus

Frankfurt/Main, Volkstheater - Liesel Christ

Freiberg, Mittelsachsisches Theater

Freiburg, Stadtische Biihnen

Freiburg, Theater im Marienbad

Freiburg, Wallgraben —Theater

Fiirth, Comodie und Kleine Komodie Ntirnberg

Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Kleines Theater

Gelsenkirchen-Wuppertal, Schillertheater NRW

Giessen, Stadttheater

Gorhtz, Theater Gorlitz

Gottingen, Deutsches Theater in Gottingen

Greifswald-Stralsund, Theater Vorponunem

Hagen, Theater Hagen

Halberstadt/Quedlinburg, Nordharzer Stadtebundtheater 

Halle, neues theater schauspiel halle 

Halle, Thalia Theater, Kinder- und Jugendtheater 

Hamburg, Altonaer Theater

Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

3.2 1.3 6

7.5 2.0 2

13.3 6.0 8

15.6 5.4 14

12.9 4.3 19

19.4 7.5 20

9.6 3.3 11

6.1 2.3 8

17.9 7.5 23

14.5 3.9 17

7.0 1.0 8

14.6 4.0 35

39.0 5.3 3

15.4 1.4 9

9.1 6.7 7

19.7 6.1 33

31.5 6.3 6

15.3 6.2 24

21.4 3.7 14

3.9 2.4 7

23.6 5.0 5

2.0 2.0 1

3.1 1.8 9

23.8 5.6 17

21.4 7.0 13

21.0 6.6 5

19.9 8.6 22

15.7 5.3 18

12.4 10.4 5

21.8 3.9 16

16.9 4.9 43

6.1 2.9 20

26.8 4.9 9
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Table 7.15 continued

Name Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

Hamburg, Commedia Theater 7.2 1.3 6

Hamburg, Deutsches Schauspielhaus 15.4 3.9 35

Hamburg, Ernst-Deutsch-Theater 14.4 3.6 9

Hamburg, Kampnagel Hamburg 10.8 2.2 6

Hamburg, Komodie Winterhuder Fahrhaus 13.4 3.9 7

Hamburg, Ohnsorg Theater (Ndt.) 6.2 1.9 9

Hamburg, Thalia Theater 17.3 5.3 29

Hamburg, Theater fu r  Kinder 2.5 1.0 2

Hamburg, Theater in der Basilika 8.3 5.1 7

Hannover, Kleks-Theater 12.6 3.0 13

Hannover, Landesbiihne 30.1 5.3 14

Hannover, Neues Theater 7.0 4.0 4

Hannover, Niedersachsische Staatstheater 15.3 4.0 27

Hannover, Rambaff-Theater 6.5 1.5 4

Hannover, Theaterwerkstatt 1.7 1.3 3

Heidelberg, Theater der Stadt 13.5 4.3 19

Heidelberg, Zimmertheater 8.0 4.8 4

Heilbronn, Theater 14.0 2.8 20

Hildesheim, Stadttheater 31.9 8.7 11

Hof, Stadtebundtheater 17.2 10.9 11

Ingolstadt, Theater Ingolstadt 24.1 9.5 12

Jena, Theaterhaus Jena 3.1 1.6 8

Kaiserslautern, Pfalztheater 13.5 5.2 16

Karlsruhe, Badisches Staatstheater 18.4 8.2 17

Karlsruhe, Kammertheater 4.4 3.5 8

Karlsruhe, Sandkom-Theater 12.8 6.3 16

Karlsruhe. Theater Die Insel und Studio 84 12.2 2.9 17

Kassel, Komodie Kassel 3.0 1.9 8

Kassel, Staatstheater 18.8 7.9 21

Kiel, Biihnen der Landeshauptstadt 11.7 4.3 24

Kiel, Polnisches Theater 1.5 1.5 4

Koblenz, Theater der Stadt 9.1 5.1 10

Kdin, Theater am Dom 12.0 8.0 4

Koln, Biihnen der Stadt 14.7 4.9 20
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Table 7.15 continued

Name Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

Koln, Commedia Colonia 7.0 4.9 10

Koln, Horizont Theater 7.3 3.8 13

Koln, Millowitsch Theater 1.0 1.0 1

Koln, Theater Der Keller 10.4 6.3 8

Koln, Theater im Bauturm 24.7 11.3 7

Konstanz, Stadttheater 17.2 6.8 27

Krefeld- Monchengladbach, Vereinigte Stadtische

Biihnen 20.8 9.2 13

Lancishdt, Kleines Theater 26.3 11.9 7

Landshut, Siidostbayerisches Stadtetheater 19.8 5.5 11

Leipzig, Schauspiel Leipzig 14.7 5.3 37

Leipzig. Theater der Jungen Welt 12.4 4.4 20

Liibeck. Buhnen der Hansestadt 16.1 5.5 13

Liineburg, Theater Luneburg 30.0 7.2 10

Magdeburg, Freie Kammerspiele 15.3 3.1 26

Magdeburg, Theater der Landeshauptstadt 13.7 5.6 20

Mainz, Staatstheater 11.3 3.8 19

Mannheim, Nationaltheater 12.9 5.0 36

Marburg, Nordhessisches Landestheater 17.7 5.4 26

Massbach, Frcinkisches Theater 18.2 4.6 13

Meiningen, Das Meininger Theater 19.4 7.5 19

Memmingen, Landestheater Schwaben 28.3 5.5 11

Moers, Schlosstheater 9.6 4.1 9

Mulheim, Theater an der Ruhr 19.3 3.2 17

Munchen, Bayerisches Staatschauspiel 17.0 5.6 35

Munchen, Blutenburg-Theater 1.0 1.0 4

Munchen, Kleine Komodie am Max I I 2.8 2.5 4

Munchen, Komodie im Bayerischen H o f 12.0 8.6 7

Munchen, Munchner Kammerspiele 18.2 4.9 30

Munchen, Munchner Volkstheater 4.4 3.1 14

Munchen, Schauburg, Theater der Jugend 3.0 1.3 11

MUnchen, Teamtheater Comedy 11.5 2.0 2

MUnchen, Teamtheater Tankstelle 14.0 1.6 7

Munchen, Theater 44 8.8 3.5 4
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Table 7.15 continued

Name

Munchen, Theater Viel Ldrm um Nichts

Munster, Stadtische Biihnen

Munster, Wolfgang Borchert Theater

Neubrandenburg, Kammertheater

Neuss, Rheinisches Landestheater

Neustrehtz, Landestheater Mecklenburg

Neuwied, Landesbiihne Reinland-Pfalz

Nordhausen, Theater Nordhausen

Nurnberg, Gostner Hoftheater

Niimberg, Stadtische Biihnen

Oberhausen, Theater Oberhausen

Oldenburg, Oldenburgisches Staatstheater

Osnabriick, Stadtische Buhnen

Paderborn, Westfdlische Kammerspiele

Parchim, Mecklenburgisches Landestheater

Pforzheim, Stadttheater

Plauen, Vogtland Theater

Potsdam, Hans Otto Theater

Radebeul, Landesbiihnen Sachsen

Rastatt, Schlosstheater

Regensburg, Stadtische Buhnen

Reutlingen, Theater in der Tonne

Rostock, Compagnie de Comoedie

Rostock, Volkstheater

Rottweil, Zimmertheater

Saarbrucken, Junges Theater Uberzwerg

Saarbrticken, Saarlandisches Staatstheater

Schleswig, Schleswig- Holsteinisches Landestheater

Schwedt, Uckermarkische Buhnen

Schwerin, Mecklenburgisches Staatstheater

Senftenberg, Neue Biihne

Singen, Theater "Die Fdrbe"

Sommerhausen, Torturmtheater

Stendal, Theater der Altmark, Landestheater Sachsen-A.

Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

41.7 4.3 3

14.8 4.9 17

6.9 6.0 9

14.1 2.4 22

17.7 5.2 14

21.9 7.0 13

15.3 7.0 4

23.1 5.8 17

21.8 4.8 5

22.4 6.6 21

19.0 6.0 26

12.4 5.1 18

17.5 7.1 19

23.2 7.5 10

12.6 4.8 15

31.8 11.2 12

22.7 7.6 14

15.0 4.6 25

17.5 4.7 22

8.3 8.0 4

31.1 11.5 13

15.6 5.0 9

15.9 3.8 8

14.8 6.4 31

11.0 5.2 9

4.0 2.3 7

18.7 9.2 18

14.4 5.1 15

14.0 6.4 18

14.9 3.9 40

17.6 5.0 23

25.8 3.5 4

10.8 3.0 4

19.6 7.8 25
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Table 7.15 continued

Name

Stuttgart, Altes Schauspielhaus 

Stuttgart, Komodie im Marquardt 

Stuttgart, Renitenztheater 

Stuttgart, Staatstheater 

Stuttgart, Studio Theater 

Stuttgart, Theater der Altstadt im Westen 

Stuttgart, Theater Rampe 

Stuttgart, Theater Tri-Buhne 

Stuttgart, Theaterhaus

Gmund am Tegernsee, Tegernseer Volkstheater 

Trier, Theater Trier

Tubingen, Landestheater Wiirttemberg- Hohenzollem

Tubingen, Tubinger Zimmertheater

Ulm, Theater in der Westentasche

Ulm, Ulmer Theater

Weimar, Deutsches Nationaltheater

Wiesbaden, Hessisches Staatstheater

Wilhelmshaven, Landesbiihne Niedersachsen Nord

Wismar, Theater der Hansestadt

Wittenberg, Mitteldeutsches Landestheater

Wiirzburg, Stadttheater

Zeitz, Theater Zeitz

Zittau, Gerhart-Hauptmann-Theater

Zwickau, Theater Zwickau

Average

Note: Private theatres are shown in italics.

Source: Own calculations.

Cl Playwright Cl Play NOP

30.9 3.9 8

15.8 2.5 6

8.3 1.0 3

13.9 4.3 45

10.3 6.3 6

22.5 8.3 7

2.9 1.9 15

12.0 4.6 7

6.8 5.7 6

1.0 1.0 4

27.9 9.3 13

12.4 4.3 31

26.0 4.3 4

7.0 2.1 15

20.5 4.9 11

18.1 6.0 31

18.1 7.2 36

10.5 3.5 21

16.7 6.0 7

7.3 3.4 7

16.7 5.4 28

16.5 6.2 14

19.7 4.6 10

23.4 6.3 11

14.4 4.8 14.2
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Table 7.16 Theatres with Highest and Lowest Conventionality Indices based on the 

Playwright, 225 Public and Private Theatres

Theatre Cl Playwright NOP

Munchen, Theater Viel Larm utn Nichts 41.7 3

Frankfurt (Oder), Theater des Lachens 39.0 3

Berlin, Schlosspark-Theater 37.3 7

Berlin, Berliner Ensemble 34.3 17

Hildesheim, Stadttheater 31.9 11

Pforzheim, Stadttheater 31.8 12

Frankfurt/Main, Volkstheater - Liesel Christ 31.5 6

Regensburg, Stadtische Biihnen 31.1 13

Stuttgart, Altes Schauspielhaus 30.9 8

Hannover, Landesbiihne 30.1 14

Miinchen, Kleine Komodie am Max 11 2.8 4

Hamburg, Theater fu r  Kinder 2.5 2

Fiirth, Comodie und Kleine Komodie NUrnberg 2.0 1

Berlin, Altstadt-Theater Spandau 2.0 3

Hannover, Theaterwerkstatt 1.7 3

Kiel, Polnisches Theater 1.5 4

Miinchen, Blutenburg-Theater 1.0 4

Gmund am Tegernsee, Tegernseer Volkstheater 1.0 4

Berlin. Kleines Theater 1.0 2

Koln, Millowitsch Theater 1.0 1

Source: Table 7.27
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Table 7.17 Theatres with Highest and Lowest Conventionality Indices based on the 

Play, 225 Public and Private Theatres

Theatre Cl Play NOP

Landshut, Kleines Theater 11.9 7

Regensburg, Stadtische Buhnen 11.5 13

Koln, Theater im Bauturm 11.3 7

Pforzheim, Stadttheater 11.2 12

Hof, Stadtebundtheater 10.9 11

Hagen, Theater Hagen 10.4 5

Augsburg, Parktheater 10.0 2

Ingolstadt, Theater Ingolstadt 9.5 12

Trier, Theater Trier 9.3 13

Krefeld- Monchengladbach, Vereinigte Stadt. Buhnen 9.2 13

Diisseldorf Theater an der K6 1.3 6

Hamburg, Commedia Theater 1.3 6

Hannover, Theaterwerkstatt 1.3 3

Munchen, Schauburg, Theater der Jugend 1.3 11

Frankenthal, Theater Alte Werkstatt 1.0 8

Munchen, Blutenburg-Theater 1.0 4

Gmund am Tegernsee, Tegernseer Volkstheater 1.0 4

Stuttgart, Renitenztheater 1.0 3

Berlin, Kleines Theater 1.0 2

Berlin, Neukollner Oper 1.0 2

Hamburg, Theater fiir  Kinder 1.0 2

Koln, Millowitsch Theater 1.0 1

Source: Table 7.27
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Figure 7.1 Herfindahl Indices fo r  the German Theatre Sector
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSIONS



8.1 Conclusions

The main concern of this thesis has been to analyse how repertoire decisions are 

determined in the non-profit performing arts sector in England and Germany. For this 

the special focus has been on one particular aspect, namely repertoire diversity in 

drama. A diverse repertoire allows theatres to produce certain non-private benefits 

which are often seen as a justification for public subsidies in the performing arts sector. 

Consequently, this thesis has been interested to see how public subsidies amongst other 

factors do affect repertoire diversity. In other words, do theatres use the public grants 

they receive to offer a more diverse repertoire. The main results for both England and 

Germany indicate that public subsidies do have an important impact on the repertoire 

choice made in drama theatre.

This question is analysed using an economic framework based on the economic 

literature on non-profit performing arts organisations. In Chapter 2 the role and 

behaviour of non-profit performing arts organisations are analysed to define the role and 

the possible objectives of such organisations as well as the impact o f subsidies on their 

behaviour.

The methodology used in this thesis is based on the discussion of the possible 

measures and determinants of repertoire diversity which are discussed in Chapter 3. 

From this discussion diversity measures are chosen, namely the Herfindahl Index and 

the conventionality index to measure repertoire diversity for the entire sector and for 

each individual theatre respectively for both the English and the German theatre sectors. 

The models used in the regression analyses are based on the existing programming 

literature reviewed in Chapter 3 to test for possible financial, organisational and 

demographic determinants of repertoire decisions. From this, the most appropriate

291



hypotheses are included in the models, which are adjusted for structural and 

organisational differences in English and German theatre and the data available.

The first empirical study concentrates on the English grant-aided theatre sector 

which is discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. Chapter 4 shows that the theatre sector in 

England is a diverse and complex network o f theatres showing a robust performance in 

terms o f attendance and revenue statistics. At the same time a financial and artistic crisis 

is perceived in the sector which inhibits the grant-aided theatre sector in fulfilling its 

R&D function and forces many theatres into safe-programming. However, the empirical 

results do not show that repertoire diversity based on the Herfindahl hidex is in decline 

in the last few decades but indicates the contrary: increasing repertoire diversity. In 

Chapter 5 a similar trend becomes apparent as a result o f the analysis o f repertoire at the 

producer level using a conventionality index. Furthermore, the driving forces behind 

this variation in the level o f repertoire diversity across English grant-aided theatres is 

analysed using extensive cross-sectional regression analysis is used for the theatre 

seasons 1996-1999. The main econometric results indicate that income fi*om subsidy, 

the size and location o f a theatre or average income o f the local population have an 

important impact on repertoire decisions.

A second European non-profit performing arts sector, namely the German 

theatre sector, is studied in Chapters 6 and 7. Chapter 6 describes the German theatre 

sector in terms o f its unique structure and its specific features as well as its fiinding and 

repertoire policies. A wide geographical spread, regie management and multiple-branch 

concerns as well as a large subscription audience are typical for this heavily subsided 

public theatre sector. Secondly, the measurement o f repertoire diversity at the producer 

level shows that there is a heavy reliance on classical and established modem 

playwrights. Chapter 7 undertakes a cross-sectional regression analysis for the theatre
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season 1998/99 to analyse the determinants o f repertoire diversity in the German public 

theatre sector. The main results show that income from public subsidies and a 

subscription audience, multiple venues, being a pure drama theatre and the size of the 

community have an important effect on repertoire diversity. In addition, a comparison 

with the private theatre sector is undertaken but no further conclusions can be drawn 

from this.

8.2 A Comparison of the English and German Theatre Sectors

The empirical studies for England and Germany show certain similarities and 

differences when compared with each other. Starting with the data availability a major 

difference can be seen since German theatre data, which is regularly and consistently 

collected, are easily available, while English theatre data had to be collected from many 

different sources over two years.

Both studies take a similar econometric approach to test for the possible 

determinants o f repertoire diversity. Besides testing for the necessary assumptions and 

the functional form to be able to use OLS, I also analysed the data for possible outliers 

in both studies. The two data sets used in this thesis differ in their sample size. As a 

result outlying observations have a much stronger effect on the regression outcome in 

the smaller data set for the English study than in the larger one for German public 

theatres. To be able to achieve heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors I have also 

used two different methods to allow for the different sample size as suggested in the 

most recent econometric literature (see Long and Ervin, 2000). Overall, statistically
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robust results were found in both studies using different model specifications with the 

German model offering a relatively lower explanatory power to the English model.

Ex ante certain structural differences can be observed between the English and 

German theatre sectors in terms of their size and geographic distribution of theatres. 

While the English theatre sector is much smaller and very heavily concentrated in the 

Greater London area and in the larger cities, the German theatre sector is much larger 

and more widely represented even in smaller towns. Both theatre sectors also differ 

substantially in their funding structure, since around 150 German public theatres are 

heavily subsidised with on average 85 per cent o f their total income being derived from 

public subsidies provided by their municipality and/or federal state. In addition, 

numerous private theatres are given some public support. At the same time the average 

English theatre receives around 45 per cent o f its income fi'om public subsidies either 

centrally from the Arts Council o f England in the case o f the 3 national theatres or from 

the Regional Arts Boards and/or the Local Authorities in the case o f the around 40 

regional theatres.

Both theatre sectors also differ substantially in relation to the organisational 

structure of their subsidised theatres. English grant-aided theatres are usually ‘registered 

charities’ and in addition to the grants they receive they also need to rely on 

considerable commercial income. Hence, English grant-aided theatres can therefore be 

descnbed as private entrepreneurial non-profit organisations. German public theatres are 

usually publicly owned by either a municipality and/or federal state and can therefore be 

seen as ‘quasi-govemmental organisations’ or public non-profit organisations. Unique 

to the German theatre system is that over half o f all German theatres that offer drama 

also show other arts forms e.g. opera and ballet, while English grant-aided theatres are 

all pure drama theatres. In addition, the German theatre sector has a well-developed
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subscription system which is not existent in England to such an extent. Both o f these 

unique features to the German theatre system show a significant effect on repertoire 

diversity in the empirical analysis.

In both studies the main hypothesis that non-market income, for example in the 

form of public funding, has an important effect on repertoire decisions in non-profit 

theatre seems to be valid. This is an interesting outcome, in particular since the 

percentage of public funding of total income is on average almost twice as high in 

German public theatres than it is in English grant-aided theatres.

Both in the English and the German subsidised theatre sectors it shows that 

repertoire diversity changes significantly if  a theatre has more than one venue. In the 

case of England the existence of an additional smaller venue e.g. studio space in a 

theatre seems to lead to higher repertoire diversity in some regressions while in German 

public theatres, which very often have several drama venues, multiple venues cause 

repertoire diversity to decrease in all regressions.

Common to both sectors is that the size of a community in which a theatre is 

based is significant to repertoire decisions. In the English case it matters to repertoire 

decisions whether a theatre is based in London or not, while similarly repertoire 

diversity in German public theatres is also influenced by the size o f and the number of 

compe:ing theatres in their community.

8.3 Future Research

The quantitative analysis of repertoire diversity and its determinants in non-profit 

perfoming arts organisations is still a small research area within the cultural economics

295



field but it has received more attention during the past years as a result o f more recent 

studies by Castaner and Campos (2002), Heilbrun (1998 and 2000) and Pierce (2000). 

Nonetheless, as mentioned earlier, only a limited number o f studies are available which 

have concentrated on the US sector. Since this thesis represents the first study on 

theatres in two European countries, there is still much scope for further research on this 

topic. This section outlines several ways how such research could be continued from 

this thesis.

The first recommendation for fiiture research is to apply the methodology to 

performing arts data for other countries if  suitable data exists. This would allow for a 

more extended international comparison o f repertoire diversity in non-profit drama 

theatre. In particular, the studies by DiMaggio and Stenberg (1985a and 1985b) on US 

theatres during the 1970s could be updated using the Theatre Communication Group 

Data for a similar time period to the studies undertaken here and extended using the 

methodology developed for this thesis. Alternatively, this type o f analysis could be 

applied to other arts forms. The very good data availability o f German opera as well as 

German and American orchestral data would allow for this.

The second recommendation is to extend the current cross-sectional analysis of 

the German theatre sector to a panel data analysis to examine the determinants of 

repertoire diversity over time since the German theatre data has been collected since 

1966. This would involve constructing a panel data set to be able to test a more 

complicated and more realistic model than the single cross-sectional model, which 

would allow making inferences about the dynamics o f change from cross-sectional 

evidence in repertoire diversity.
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The third recommendation deals is related to the methodology. For example, 

further analytical comparison of the different diversity measures could be undertaken to 

be able to develop a more universally applicable diversity index across countries.

Finally, the fourth recommendation is to discuss the concept o f ‘internal’ and 

‘external’ repertoire diversity more extensively by drawing on a wider literature on the 

issue of product differentiation in a monopolistic competitive market.
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Appendix A Conformity Index and Number of Productions (Chapter 5)

Table A 1 Conformity Index and Number o f  Productions fo r  44 Theatres fo r  a

Three-year Period, based on the Playwright

Name Cl Playwright NOP

Almeida Theatre 6.8 13

Basingstoke Haymarket Theatre 5.5 26

Birmingham Repertory Theatre 4.7 44

Bolton Octagon Theatre 5.7 26

Bristol Old Vic 4.0 52

Bush Theatre 2.0 25

Cheltenham Everyman Theatre 4.2 58

Chester Gateway Theatre 6.0 25

Colchester Mercury Theatre 3.5 19

Coventry Belgrade Theatre 3.8 52

Derby Playhouse 5.1 40

Exeter Northcott Theatre 5.4 31

Hammersmith Lyric Theatre 3.9 41

Hampstead Theatre 1.9 28

Harrogate Theatre (White Rose) 6.0 35

Hull Truck Theatre Co. 5.5 24

Lancaster Dukes Playhouse 6.8 12

Leicester Theatre Trust (Haymarket Theatre) 3.6 65

Manchester Contact Theatre 6.1 10

Manchester Royal Exchange 4.0 21

Newbury Watermill 5.6 20

Newcastle-upon-Tyne Playhouse 5.3 31

Northampton Theatres/Players 5.2 27

Nottingham Theatre Trust/Playhouse 7.2 14

Oldham Coliseum 5.1 29

Plymouth Theatre Royal 8.2 15

Polka Theatre for Children 2.8 20

Royal Court Theatre 2.1 34

Royal National Theatre 4.1 37

Royal Shakespeare Company Stratford 6.6 19

Salisbury Playhouse 4.6 56

Scarborough Stephen Joseph Theatre 5.3 33
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Table A 1 continued

Name Cl Playwright NOP

Sheffield Theatres 6.4 22

Southampton Nuffield Theatre 5.0 24

The Orange Tree Theatre 2.4 33

Tricycle Theatre 3.0 25

Unicom Theatre/Arts Theatre 7.7 11

Warehouse Theatre, Croydon 1.8 18

Watford Palace Theatre 4.6 26

West Yorkshire Playhouse 4.6 59

Worcester Swan Theatre 6.4 28

York Theatre Royal 5.3 28

Young Vic Theatre 6.0 23

Royal Shakespeare Company London 6.9 13

Average 4.9 29.4

Note, these indices were constructed using data from the Arts Council o f  England, 'Playlists England',

1996/ 97- 1998/ 99 .
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Table A2 Conformity Index and Number o f  Productions fo r  69 Theatres (Taking 

the Main Venue and Studio separately) fo r  a Three-year Period, based 

on the Playwright

Name of theatre Cl Playwright NOP

Almeida Theatre 6.5 13

Basingstoke Haymarket Theatre 5.3 26

Birmingham Repertory Theatre 5.9 26

Birmingham Rep Studio 2.3 18

Bohon Octagon Theatre 5.9 23

Bolton Octagon Octopus Studio 2.7 3

Bristol Basement Space 3.2 9

Bristol Old Vic 5.2 25

Bristol Theatre Royal New Vic Studio 2.3 18

Bush Theatre 1.9 25

Cheltenham Everyman Theatre 4.8 45

Cheltenham Everyman Theatre Studio 1.5 13

Chester Gateway Theatre 5.8 25

Colchester Mercury Theatre 2.8 9

Colchester Mercury Theatre Studio 3.9 10

Coventry Belgrade Theatre 4.0 37

Coventry Belgrade Theatre Studio 2.9 15

Derby Playhouse Studio 4.1 15

Derby Playhouse 5.4 25

Exeter Northcott Theatre 4.3 28

Exeter Northcott Theatre Studio 13.3 3

Hammersmith Lyric 3.6 20

Hammersmith Lyric Studio 3.8 21

Hampstead Theatre 1.9 28

Harrogate Theatre 6.0 32

Harrogate Theatre Studio 3.3 3

Lancaster Dukes Playhouse 6.9 11

Lancaster Dukes Studio 2.0 1

Leicester Theatre Trust/Haymarket Theatre 4.0 48

Leicester Haymarket Studio 2.1 17

Manchester Contact Theatre 5.9 10

Manchester Royal Exchange Studio 1.5 2
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Table A2 continued

Name of theatre Cl Playwright NOP

Manchester Royal Exchange 4.2 19

Newbury Watermill 5.4 20

Newcastle Gulbenkian Studio 3.3 8

Newcastle Playhouse 5.8 23

Northampton Theatres/Players 5.0 27

Nottingham Theatre Trust/Playhouse 6.9 14

Oldham Coliseum 4.9 29

Plymouth Theatre Royal 5.9 7

Plymouth Theatre Royal Drum 9.8 8

Polka Theatre for Children 2.6 16

Polka Adventure Room 2.5 4

Royal Court Theatre 2.1 16

Royal Court Theatre Upstairs 2.1 18

Royal National Theatre, Cottesloe Theatre 4.6 15

Royal National Theatre, Lyttleton Theatre 2.7 9

Royal National Theatre, Olivier Theatre 4.2 13

RSC Stratford Swan Theatre 6.8 8

RSC Stratford Other Place 3.8 8

Royal Shakespeare Company (RSC) Stratford 12.7 3

Salibury Playhouse 4.8 39

Salibury Playhouse Studio 3.6 17

Scarborough Stephen Joseph Theatre 4.8 22

Scarborough Stephen Joseph Theatre Studio 5.9 10

Scarborough Stephen Joseph Theatre Other 1.0 1

Sheffield Crucible Theatre 9.8 10

Sheffield Crucible Theatre Studio 3.1 12

Southampton Nuffield Theatre 4.9 24

Unicom Theatre/Arts Theatre 7.4 11

Watford Palace Theatre 4.5 26

West Yorkshire Playhouse Courtyard 4.2 37

West Yorkshire Playhouse Quarry 5.0 22

Worcester Swan Theatre 6.1 28

York Theatre Royal 5.1 28

Young Vic Theatre 6.7 19
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Table A2 continued

Name of theatre Cl Playwright NOP

Young Vic Theatre Studio L5 4

RSC London Barbican Theatre 19.5 2

RSC London The Pit 4.5 11

Average 4.8 17.3

Note, these indices were constructed using data from the Arts Council o f  England, ‘Playlists England’,

1996/ 97- 1998/ 99.
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Appendix B Data (Chapter 5)

B1 Data Sources for Independent Variables 

Subsidy

The subsidy variable is the percentage of total income accounted for by grant income. 

The theatres receive grants from the Arts Council of England/Regional Arts Boards and 

the Local Authorities. A major problem with the construction of this variable was to 

find detailed income data for this as the Arts Council of England only started to collect 

such data consistently from the theatre season 1998/99 on. I have used this available 

data for 1998/99 as a proxy for the percentage of subsidy of total income for previous 

years as the more limited availability of the following data sources indicated that the 

data for 1998/99 is representative for this. The Research and Statistics Unit of the Arts 

Council of England was able to provide the level of ACE/RAB core grants for 10 years 

(1990/91 to 2000/2001). The data shows that the subsidy levels did not change between 

1993/94 and 1998/99. Hence, the level of ACE/RAB grants for 1998/99 are 

representative for the relevant previous years. In addition, as discussed in Section B2, I 

received annual accounts fi'om about 16 theatres for previous years. The survey also 

showed that the compilation of consistent total income data for previous years from all 

the theatres directly was not feasible since not all theatres are willing to reveal their 

annual accounts. However, the available annual accounts showed that the percentage of 

public subsidy (ACE/RAB grants and Local Authority grants) of total income stayed 

about the same between 1994/95 and 1998/99. The theatre season 1998/99 is therefore 

representative for previous theatre seasons as the available data shows that the level of 

grants has not changed significantly over the years. Hence, the subsidy variable was 

calculated using detailed income data fi'om the 1998/99 Annual Survey Data (electronic 

file, April 2001) which was compiled by the Research and Statistics Unit of the Arts
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Council of England for the Boyden Report (2000) and the following annual accounts 

which were requested from the individual theatres (annual accounts): Northern Stage 

Limited (1999) Report and Financial Statements fo r  the year ended 31 March 1999 

(Newcastle-upon-Tyne Playhouse) and Southampton Nuffield Theatre Trust Limited 

(1999) Directors’ Report and Consolidated Financial Statements fo r  the Year ended 

31st March 1999 (also see details on the survey undertaken in Appendix B2).

Size

The variable size is the maximum seating capacity of the main venue in each theatre. 

The data source is the Research and Statistics Unit of the Arts Council of England 

which provided data on the maximum seating capacity of the main venue and studio 

space/smaller venues in a theatre (electronic file, March 2000). In the case of theatres 

with several main venues, e.g. national theatres, the largest venue was taken. For 

additional regressions separate conformity indices for the main venue and studio of each 

theatre are used. For this the relevant seating capacity of the main venue and studio are 

used separately.

Studio

A dummy variable is used to distinguish between theatres with studio space (=1) and no 

studio space (=0) based on the financial and organisational information received from 

the Research and Statistics Unit of the Arts Council of England (see above). A theatre 

with more than 2 venues (not necessarily studio space) is also included in theatres with 

studio space.
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Location

The theatres under observation are put into two categories in relation to their location. A 

dummy variable for London (=1) and outside London (=0) is used. All theatres located 

in the Greater London area are categorised as London theatres. All multiple-venue 

theatres except for the Royal Shakespeare Company have all their venues in London or 

outside London. In the case of the Royal Shakespeare Company the two venues are 

taken as two separate observations hence the venue in London is classified as being 

located in London while the venue in Stratford-upon-Avon is classified as being outside 

London.

Average Income

This variable is based on the annual gross earnings o f full-time employees o f both sexes 

on adult rates for the year 1999. The data source is the New Earnings Survey 1999. Part 

A: Streamlined Analyses fo r  Full-Time Employees o f  both Sexes. Table A21 Earnings 

and hours within counties. Full-time employees whose pay fo r  the survey pay-period 

was not affected by absence published by the Office o f National Statistics. The relevant 

town/city is taken as a unit except for London for which local borough information is 

used. The reason for this are the substantial differences in the level o f average income 

within the Greater London area. Additionally, many o f the 'local' theatres in Greater 

London boroughs very often derive their main audience from their local borough.

Population

The total population in millions is used as a proxy for the variable population based the 

data set Resident Population estimates fo r  local authorities in England, mid 1998 from  

the Neighbourhood Statistics Dataset (Source:
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http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/domains.asp - Population and Vital 

Statistics) available from the Office for National Statistics. The greater London area is 

taken as one unit.

Student

The Higher Education Statistics Agency provides information on the total number of 

third level students in each community in Table 01-All Students by Institution, Mode o f  

Study, Level o f  Study, Gender and Domicile 199/99 (Source: 

http://hesa.ac.uk/holisdoc/pubinfo/student/Institution89.htm.). This information is used 

as a proxy to calculate the percentage of students o f the total population of the 

community. Again, the greater London is taken as one unit.
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B2 Survey

In July 2001, a written survey of 50 theatres using a short questionnaire was undertaken 

to find out more about availability of and public access to their data (see B3 for the 

questionnaire). The survey focussed on their annual reports and on data on their 

audience, e.g. educational and occupational background and on socio-economic data of 

their catchment area. A further aim o f the survey was to see whether it would be 

possible to receive background information on their key management persormel.

The result o f the survey is as follows: out o f thirty responses, sixteen theatres 

gave permission to use their annual accounts, while the remaining fourteen theatres 

either have not made their annual reports available (four theatres) or do not produce 

annual reports (ten theatres). In a second step, eleven of the sixteen theatres sent copies 

of their recent annual reports which have been used for the financial variable. Audience 

data is only available from thirteen theatres, but the information in most cases is very 

broad and outdated. Fourteen theatres collect socio-economic data on their catchment 

area, of which nine theatres can make this information available to the public. Two 

theatres have provided us with reports which include such data on the audience and 

community. Twelve theatres have information on the background of the theatre 

management, of which nine theatres have given us access to it.

Additionally, a similar questionnaire was sent to the ten Regional Arts Boards 

which are the funding agencies o f these theatres (see B4 for the questionnaire). Out of 

four responses, two Regional Arts Boards collect all annual reports o f their regularly 

funded organisations, but only one Regional Arts Board would have been able to 

provide them to us. Another Regional Arts Board provided general socio-economic data 

which has been used for the socio-economic variable.
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The results o f the survey show that it is difficult to gather consistent and 

complete data in the individual theatres and regional funding agencies. Consequently, 

certain variables such as the background of theatre management have been dropped 

fi'om the analysis. The data set used relies heavily on financial and organisational data 

supplied by the Arts Council of England. The information received as a consequence of 

the survey has been used to fill some gaps in this data.
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B3 Questionnaire fo r  Theatres

Questionnaire

Theatre:
Contact name and position:
e-mail: Tel:
1) Does your theatre produce an annual report?
Yes □
No □

2) If yes, is it available to researchers?
Yes □
No □

3) If the answer to questions 1 and 2 is yes, for which years do you have a copy of the
annual report? Please tick.

1993/94 □ 1995/96 □ 1997/98 □ 1999/2000 □
1994/95 □ 1996/97 □ 1998/99 □

4) Have you collected any data on the educational and occupational background o f your
audience?

Yes □ If yes, could this be made available? Yes
□

No □ No
□

5) Have you collected any general socioeconomic information on your catchment area (town, 
region or suburb)?

Yes □ If yes, could this be made available? Yes
□

No □ No
□

6) Do you have any information about the educational background o f your key management
personnel? This refers to the issue which we wish to explore o f whether an administrative or 
artistic background has an influence on repertoire choice.

Yes □ If yes, could this be made available? Yes
□

No □ No
□

Please return the completed questionnaire by Friday 6 July 2001, if  possible, in the envelope provided.
Thank you again for your time and help.

Information provided will be treated in strictest confidence and will not be referred to in an attributable
manner in any published documentation.

A copy o f  the final report will, if  requested, be forwarded to you.
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B3 Questionnaire fo r  Regional Arts Boards

Questionnaire

Regional Arts Board:
Contact name and position:
e-mail: Tel:
5) Does your Regional Arts Board collect annual reports o f the regional theatres?
Yes □
No □

6) If yes, is it available to researchers?
Yes □
No □

7) If the answer to questions 1 and 2 is yes, for which years do you have a copy o f the
annual reports? Please tick.

1993/94 □ 1995/96 □ 1997/98 □ 1999/2000 □
1994/95 □ 1996/97 □ 1998/99 □

8) Have you collected any data on the educational and occupational background o f the
audience of the regional theatres?

Yes □ If yes, could this be made available? Yes
□

No □ No
□

5) Have you collected any general socioeconomic information on the catchment area (town, region 
or suburb) of the regional theatres?

Yes □ If yes, could this be made available? Yes
□

No □ No
□

6) Do you have any information about the educational background o f the key management
personnel o f the regional theatres? This refers to the issue which we wish to explore o f whether 
an administrative or artistic background has an influence on repertoire choice.

Yes □ If yes, could this be made available? Yes
□

No □ No
□

Please return the completed questionnaire by Friday 6 July 2001, if  possible, in the envelope provided.
Thank you again for your time and help.

Information provided will be treated in strictest confidence and will not be referred to in an attributable
manner in any published documentation.

A copy o f  the final report will, if  requested, be forwarded to you.
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Appendix C Specification Tests (Chapter 5)

Table C l Variance Inflation Factor: A Measure o f  Multicollinearity

Variable VIF im p

POPULATION 296.18 0.003

LOCATION 295.54 0.003

AVERAGE INCOME 3.49 0.287

SIZE 1.37 0.729

STUDIO 1.33 0.752

SUBSIDY 1.31 0.761

STUDENT 1.23 0.815

Mean VIF 85.78

40 observations

Table C2 Hausman Test: Tests fo r  Endogeneity

Dependent Variable:

Conformity Index (main venue

and studio included) OLS with robust standard errors 2SLS with robust standard errors

Constant 4.86 -15.96

(4.68) (32.73)

SUBSIDY -0.02 0.32

(0.02) (0.53)

SIZE 0.005 0.009

(.002) (0.006)

STUDIO -0.44 -1.30

(0.67) (2.06)

LOCATION 0.92 0.74

(2.31) (3.86)

AVERAGE INCOME -0.10 0.10

(0.23) (0.44)

R-Squared 0.38 -

F (5, 34) 1.67 0.60

40 observations, Chi-squared  =  0.53
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Tables C3a and b Regression Test (Davidson and McKinnon, 1993)

Table C3a Regression 1: Auxiliary Regression with Robust Standard Errors (HC3)

Dependent Variable: SUBSIDY OLS

Constant 53.73

(27.72)

IV 1.10

(1.95)

SIZE -0.01*

(0.01)

STUDIO 3.04

(5.67)

LOCATION 0.81

(9.71)

AVERAGE INCOME -0.41

(1.17)

R-Squared 0.07

F(5 ,34) 0.47

40 observations
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Table C3b Regression 2: Regression including Residual from  Regression 1 with 

Robust Standard Errors (HC3)

Dependent Variable; Conformity Index OLS

Constant -15.96

(19.04)

SUBSIDY 0.32

(0.33)

SIZE 0.01*

(0.00)

STUDIO -1.30

(1.57)

LOCATION 0.74

(3.43)

AVERAGE INCOME 0.10

(0.23)

RESIDUAL FROM REGRESSION 1 -0.35

(0.33)

R-Squared 0.41

F (6, 33) 1.20

40 observations
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Figure C l Outlier Analysis by Plotting Studentised Residuals (Data Set fo r  40

Theatres) Using Data Desk 6.0 

Highlighted points are theatres 24 and 48.
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Appendix D Estimation Results (Chapter 5)

Table D1 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  44 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HC3)

Dep. Variable:

Cl Playwright 

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 5.54 4.65 4.72 4.66 4.74 5.30 5.72 4.10

(0.60) (0.70) (0.74) (0.77) (0.79) (2.90) (2.75) (5.12)

SUBSIDY 2 (-) -2.67 -2.52 -2.26** -1.68 -1.42 -2.29 -1.86 -1.39

(2.77) (2.97) (3.21) (3.29) (3.57) (3.13) (3.33) (3.70)

SIZE (+) - 0.001** 0.002** 0.001* 0.002** 0.001* 0.002** 0.002*

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - -0.53 - -0.53 - -0.61* -0.48

(0.50) (0.52) (0.47) (0.52)

LOCATION (-) - - - -0.62 -0.62 - - -0.82

(0.81) (0.82) (1.61)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.03 -0.05 0.03

INCOME (-) (0.14) (0.13) (0.24)

R-squared 0.04 0.14 0.17 0.17 0.20 0.14 0.18 0.20

F 0.93 (1,38) 1.51 (2, 37) 1.38(3,36) 1.04(3,36) 1.38(4,35) 0.95 (3, 36) 1.13(4, 35) 1.11(5, 34)

Chi-Squared 2.49 5.14** 5.57** 6.02** 4.80** 7.84*** 8.26*** 3.33*

Ramsey reset F test 1.95 (3,35) 1.17(3,34) 2.06 (3, 33) 2.51* (3, 33) 5.38*** (3, 32) 0.96 (3, 33) 1.16(3,32) 4.16** (3, 31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table D2 Regression Results (OLS) for 40 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HC3)

Dep. Variable: 

Cl Playwright 

(main venue 

repertoire only)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 6.40 2.82 2.85 2.71 2.73 2.91 3.08 4.86

(1.13) (1.62) (1.61) (2.36) (2.35) (4.11) (4.11) (6.79)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.04** -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

SIZE (+) - 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005* 0.005* 0.005* 0.005*

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (.00)

STUDIO (+) - - -0.27 - -.28 - -0.28 -0.44

(0.55) (0.59) (0.56) (0.88)

LOCATION (-) - - - 0.23 0.25 - - 0.92

(1.60) (1.61) (3.63)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.004 -0.01 -0.10

INCOME (-) (0.13) (0.13) (0.36)

R-squared 0.05 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.38

F 3.48* (1,38) 1.91 (2,37) 1.26 (3,36) 2.16(3,36) 1.61 (4,35) 1.39(3,36) 1.06 (4, 35) 1.11 (5,34)

Chi-squared 2.93* 34.82*** 34.17*** 35.10*** 34.21*** 34.67*** 33.83*** 29.90***

Ramsey F test 0.44 (3, 35) 5.16*** (3, 34) 5.05*** (3, 33) 6.16*** (3, 33) 6.12*** (3, 32) 5.03 (3, 33)*** 4.97*** (3, 32) 7.10*** (3, 31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the 1 per cent level. * *  and  *  indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table D3 Regression Results (OLS) fo r 40 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HC3)

Dep. Variable: 

NOP

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 28.10 24.41 23.33 27.68 26.88 43.22 37.24 16.88

(9.03) (10.52) (10.14) (10.81) (10.29) (16.47) (15.03) (25.73)

SUBSIDY (+) 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.04 -0.003 0.03 0.001 0.003

(0.21) (0.21) (0.22) (0.21) (0.23) (0.21) (0.22) (0.23)

SIZE (-) - 0.005 -0.001 0.004 -0.003 0.002 -0.003 -0.002

(.00) (0.00) (.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

STUDIO (+) - - 10.79*** - 11.18*** - 10.10***

(4.80) (4.10) (4.13) (4.87)

LOCATION(+) - - - -6.67* -7.33* - - -10.46*

(5.09) (4.81) (9.47)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.75* -0.55* 0.45

INCOME (+) (0.52) (0.44) (1.13)

R-squared 0.002 0.01 0.13 0.05 0.18 0.05 0.16 0.19

F 0.03 (1,38) 0.17(2,37) 2.41* (3, 36) 0.82 (3, 36) 1.88 (4,35) 0.80 (3, 36) 1.80 (4,35) 1.44 (5, 34)

Chi-squared 0.23 2.53 8.57*** 2.65 10 91*** 2.94* 10.34*** 11.22***

Ramsey reset test 2.26* (3, 35) 1.02 (3,34) 9.61*** (3, 33) 0.45 (3, 33) 3.01** (3, 32) 0.15(3,33) 0.89 (3, 32) 0.96 (3,31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and  *  indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table D4 Regression Results (OLS) for 69 Venues (main venue and studio are taken as separate observations) with Robust Standard Errors (HC3)

Dep. Variable;

Cl Playwright 

(separate obs. for 

main venue and 

studio)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8 Regression 9

Constant 6.86 4.58 4.63 7.55 7.72 4.76 4.80 7.23 7.47

(1.15) (1.01) (1.24) (1.17) (1.08) (1.22) (1.21) (3.10) (7.09)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.05** -0.04* -0.04* -0.05** -0.05** -0.04* -0.04** -0.04** -0.04**

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (.02) (0.02) (0.02)

SIZE (+) - 0.004*** 0.004*** - - 0.004*** 0.004** 0.004** 0.004***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - -0.05 -1.47** -1.46** - -0.05 -0.21 -0.23

(0.81) (0.71) (0.73) (0.79) (0.83) (0.89)

LOCATION (-) - - - - -0.58 -0.55 -0.55 - 0.15

(1.11) (1.03) (1.04) (2.61)

AVERAGE - - - - - - - -0.11 -0.12

INCOME (-) (0.12) (0.35)

R-squared 0.05 0.27 0.27 0.11 0.12 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.29

F 4.13** 4.20** 3.15** 4.45** 6.25** 6.91*** 5.31*** 2.93**

(1,67) (2, 66) (3, 65) (2, 66) (3, 65) (3, 65) (4, 64) (4, 64) (5, 63)

Chi-squared 1.87 15.46*** 15.33*** 1.19 0.21 14.45*** 14.35*** 17.22*** 17.37***

Ramsey Reset test 0.47 (3, 64) 1.29 (3,63) 1.54 (3,62) 0.21 (3, 63) 0.37 (3, 62) 1.54 (3,62) 1.89 (3,61) 4.93*** (3, 61) 2.93** (3, 61)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level  * *  and  *  indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table D5 Regression Results (OLS) fo r 40 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HC3) (two subsidy variables)

Dep. Variable:

Cl Playwright (main 

venue and studio 

repertoire)

Regression

1

Regression

2

Regression

3

Regression

4

Regression

5

Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8 Regression 9 Regression

10

Constant 5.49 5.11 5.89 4.88 4.97 5.55 5.73 5.42 6.45 7.39

(0.48) (0.49) (0.83) (1.04) (1.05) (1.03) (1.02) (4.73) (3.35) (3.14)

ACE/RAB grant (-) -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01

(0.02) (.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

- -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.04* -0.04** -0.04** -0.02 -0.03*

LA grant (-) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

SIZE (+) - - - 0.001* 0.002** 0.001* .001** 0.001* 0.001* 0.001*

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - - - -0.54 - -0.65 -0.63 - -0.75*

(0.58) (0.56) (0.56) (0.53)

LOCATION (-) - - - - - -1.07** -1.17** -1.26 - -

(0.68) (0.63) (1.40)

AVERAGE - - - - - - - 0.01 -0.06 -0.09

INCOME (-) (0.22) (0.15) (0.14)

R-squared 0.04 0.01 0.06 0.14 0.16 0.21 0.25 0.25 0.15 0.20

F 1.41 (1,38) 0.30(1,38) 0.74 (2, 37) 1.12(3,36) 0.97 (4, 35) 1.63 (4, 35) 1.89 (5, 34) 1.51 (6, 33) 0.86 (4, 35) 0.94 (5, 34)

Chi-squared 1.36 2.24 0.50 3.99** 5.13** 5.06** 4.67** 4.04** 8.62*** 10.95***

Ramsey reset test 1.84 (3, 35) 2.05 (3, 35) 1.09 (3,34) 1.16(3,33) 2.16(3,32) 3.42** (3, 32) 2.23 (3,31) 2.50* (3, 30) 1.71 (3,32) 1.51 (3,31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table D6 Regression Results (OLS) for 40 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable:

Cl Playwright 

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 5.90 4.92 4.98 5.33 5.36 6.37 6.74 4.88

(0.71) (0.85) (0.83) (0.83) (0.82) (2.32) (2.24) (3.28)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.02* -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02 (0.02)

SIZE (+) - 0.001** 0.002** 0.001* 0.001** 0.001* 0.001** 0.001**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - -0.54 - -0.50 - -0.63* -0.46

(0.47) (0.47) (0.43) (0.46)

LOCATION (-) - - - -0.83* -0.80* - - -0.96

(0.61) (0.61) (0.99)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.06 -0.07 0.02

INCOME (-) (0.10) (0.10) (0.15)

R-squared 0.06 0.13 0.16 0.20 0.22 0.15 0.19 0.22

F 2.00(1,38) 2.20 (2, 37) 1.68 (3,36) 2.03 (3, 36) 1.87 (4, 35) 1.62 (3,36) 1.45 (4,35) 1.60 (5, 34)

Chi-squared 0.32 3.50* 5.09** 5.56** 5.89** 8.53*** 10.60*** 4.68*

Ramsey reset test 1.09 (3,35) 1.13(3, 34) 2.23 (3,33) 3.05** (3, 33) 3.81** (3, 32) 1.82 (3,33) 1.12(3,32) 3.79** (3, 31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level.** and  *  indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10 per cent level, respectively.
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Table D7 Regression Results (OLS) fo r 38 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HCI) (Theatres 24 and 48 omitted)

Dep. Variable:

Cl Playwright 

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 6.34 5.16 5.29 5.59 5.67 9.36 9.69 10.08

(0.66) (0.71) (0.63) (0.81) (0.77) (1.38) (1.45) (2.48)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.36** -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** -0.04*** -0.04*** -0.36***

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

SIZE (+) - 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002** 0.002*** 0.001** 0.001** 0.001**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - -0.56 - -0.45 - -0.66* -0.68*

(0.46) (0.44) (0.42) (0.44)

LOCATION (-) - - - -1.13** -1.07** - - 0.16

(0.51) (0.52) (0.86)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.177*** -0.18*** -0.20**

INCOME (-) (0.06) (0.06) (11)
R-squared 0.12 0.24 0.28 0.36 0.38 0.40 0.45 0.45

F 5.45*** (1,36) 5.52*** (2, 35) 3.38** (3, 34) 7.31*** (3, 34) 4.89*** (4, 33) 10.45*** (3, 34) 6.90*** (4, 33) 5.81*** (5, 32)

Chi-squared 0.19 2.93* 5.85** 0.92 2.20 0.66 2.77* 2.81*

Ramset reset test 0.58 (3, 33) 2.20 (3, 32) 0.74 (3,31) 2.72* (3, 31) 2.96** (3, 30) 1.33 (3,31) 2.41* (3, 30) 2.51* (3, 29)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. ** and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table D8 Regressions Results (OLS) for 44 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable:

Cl Playwright 

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 5.54 4.65 4.72 4.66 4.74 5.30 5.72 4.10

(0.53) (0.63) (0.65) (0.67) (0.64) (2.13) (2.04) (3.27)

SUBSIDY 2 (-) -2.67 -2.52 -2.26** -1.68 -1.42 -2.29 -1.86 -1.39

(2.38) (2.43) (2.59) (2.10) (2.64) (2.40) (2.55) (2.70)

SIZE (+) - 0.001** 0.002** 0.001** 0.002** 0.001* 0.002** 0.002**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - -0.53 - -0.53 - -0.61* -0.48

(0.47) (0.47) (0.42) (0.51)

LOCATION (-) - - - -0.62 -0.62 - - -0.82

(0.68) (0.68) (0.91)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.03 -0.05 0.03

INCOME (-) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10)

R-squared 0.04 0.14 0.17 0.17 0.20 0.14 0.18 0.20

F 1.26(1,38) 1.97 (2, 37) 1.82 (3,36) 1.40 (3,36) 1.78 (4, 35) 1.38(3,36) 1.49 (4, 35) 1.49 (5,34)

Chi-Squared 2.49 5.14** 5.57** 6.02** 4.80** 7.84*** 8 26*** 3.33*

Ramsey reset F test 1.95 (3,35) 1.17(3, 34) 2.06 (3, 33) 2.51* (3, 33) 5.38*** (3, 32) 0.96 (3, 33) 1.16(3,32) 4.16** (3,31)

Standard errors in parentheses. *** indicate significance at the 1 per cent level.** and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10 per cent level, respectively.
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Table D9 Regression Results (OLS) for 40 Theatres with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: 

Cl Playwright

(main venue 

repertoire only)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 6.41 2.82 2.85 2.71 2.72 2.91 3.08 4.86

(1.10) (1.37) (1.37) (1.75) (1.76) (3.30) (3.33) (4.68)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.04** -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

SIZE (+) - 0.005** -0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005** 0.005**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (+) - - -0.27 - -0.28 - -0.28 -0.44

(0.51) (0.54) (0.52) (0.67)

LOCATION (-) - - - 0.23 0.25 - - 0.92

(1.19) (1.20) (2.31)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.004 -0.01 -0.10

INCOME (-) (0.11) (0.11) (0.23)

R-squared 0.05 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.38

F 3.95* (1,38) 2.88* (2, 37) 1.86 (3,36) 3.02** (3, 36) 2.22* (4, 35) 2.17(3,36) 1.60 (4,35) 1.67 (5,34)

Chi-squared 2.93* 34.82*** 34.17*** 35.10*** 34.21*** 34.67*** 33 83*** 29 9Q***

Ramsey reset test 0.44 (3, 35) 5.16*** (3, 34) 5.05*** (3, 33) 6.16*** (3,33) 6.12*** (3, 32) 5.03 (3, 33)*** 4.97*** (3, 32) 7.10*** (3, 31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table DIO Regression Results (OLS) for 69 Venues (main venue and studio are taken as separate observations) with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable:

Cl Playwright 

(separate obs. for 

main venue and 

studio)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8 Regression 9

Constant 6.86 4.58 4.63 7.55 7.72 4.76 4.80 7.23 7.47

(1.09) (1.00) (1.09) (1.12) (1.02) (1.13) (1.21) (2.65) (4.35)

SUBSIDY (-) -0.05** -0.04** -0.04** -0.05** -0.05*** -0.04** -0.04** -0.04** -0.04**

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

SIZE (+) - 0.004*** 0.004*** - - 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004** 0.004***

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - -0.05 -1.46** -1.46** - -0.05 -0.21 -0.23

(0.69) (0.69) (0.71) (0.67) (0.67) (0.69)

LOCATION (-) - - - - -0.58 -0.55 -0.55 - 0.15

(1.06) (0.93) (0.94) (1.78)

AVERAGE - - - - - - - -0.11 -0.13

INCOME (-) (0.10) (0.21)

R-squared 0.05 0.27 0.27 0.11 0.12 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.29

F 4.73** 4  9 9 ** 3.62** 4.75*** 6.74*** 8.58*** 6.71*** 5.27***

(1,67) (2 , 6 6 ) (3, 65) (2 , 6 6 ) (3, 65) (3, 65) (4, 64) (4, 64) (5, 63)

Chi-squared 1.87 15.46*** 15.33*** 1.19 0.21 14.45*** 14.35*** 17.22*** 17 37***

Ramsey reset 0.47 1.29 1.54 0.21 0.37 1.54 1.89 4 93*** 2,93**

test (3, 64) (3, 63) (3, 62) (3, 63) (3, 62) (3. 62) (3,61) (3,61) (3,61)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table D11 Regression Results (OLS) fo r 40 Venues with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: 

NOP

(main venue and 

studio repertoire)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8

Constant 28.10 24.41 10.79 27.68 26.88 43.22 37.24 16.88

(7.99) (9.39) (4.03) (9.41) (8.89) (14.67) (13.29) (19.54)

SUBSIDY (+) 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.04 -0.003 .028 0.002 0.003

(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) (0.18) (0.19) (0.19)

SIZE (-) - 0.005 -0.002 0.004 -0.003 0.002 -0.003 -0.002

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

STUDIO (+) - - 10.79*** - 11.18*** - 10.11***

(4.03) (4.10) (3.88) (4.48)

LOCATION(+) - - - -6.67* -7.33** - - -10.46*

(4.38) (4.15) (7.21)

AVERAGE - - - - - -0.75* -0.55* 0.45

INCOME (+) (0.46) (0.39) (0.82)

R-squared 0.002 0.01 0.13 0.05 0.18 0.05 0.15 0.19

F 0.05(1,38) 0.22 (2, 37) 2.65* (3, 36) 0.97 (3, 36) 2.11 (4, 35) 1.06 (3,36) 2.03 (4, 35) 1.63 (5,34)

Chi-squared 0.23 2.53 8.57*** 2.65 10.91*** 2.94* 10.34*** 11.22***

Ramsey reset test 2.26* (3, 35) 1.02 (3,34) 9.61*** (3, 33) 0.45 (3, 33) 3.01** (3, 32) 0.15(3,33) 0.89 (3, 32) 0.96 (3,31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. ** and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Table D12 Regression Results (OLS) for Theatres (two subsidy variables) with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: 

Cl Playwright 

(main venue 

and studio)

Regression 1 Regression 2 Regression 3 Regression 4 Regression 5 Regression 6 Regression 7 Regression 8 Regression 9 Regression

10

Constant 5.49 5.11 5.891 4.88 4.97 5.55 5.73 5.42 6.45 7.39

(0.45) (0.47) (0.73) (0.92) (0.90) (0.88) (0.85) (3.14) (2.52) (2.35)

ACE/RAB grant -0.02 -0.02* -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

LA grant - -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.04* -0.04** -0.04** -0.02 -0.03*

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

SIZE (+) - - - 0.001** 0.002** 0.001* 0.001** 0.001** 0.001* 0.001**

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

STUDIO (-) - - - - -0.54 - -0.65 -0.63 - -0.75*

(0.54) (0.52) (0.51) (0.48)

LOCATION (-) - - - - - -1.07** -1.17** -1.26 - -

(0.60) (0.55) (0.97)

AVERAGE - - - - - - - 0.01 -0.06 -0.09

INCOME (-) (0.14) (0.11) (0.10)

R-squared 0.04 0.007 0.06 0.14 0.16 0.21 0.25 0.25 0.15 0.20

F 1.60(1,38) 0.34(1,38) 0.98 (2, 37) 1.48 (3,36) 1.23 (4,35) 2.04 (4, 35) 2.37* (5, 34) 1.98 (6, 33) 1.20 (4, 35) 1.22 (5,34)

Chi-squared 1.36 2.24 0.50 3.99** 5.13** 5.06** 4.67** 4.04** 8.62*** 10.95***

Ramsey reset test 1.84 (3,35) 2.05 (3, 35) 1.09 (3,34) 1.16(3, 33) 2.16(3, 32) 3.42** (3,32) 2.23 (3,31) 2.50* (3, 30) 1.71 (3,32) 1.51 (3,31)

Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the I per cent level. * *  and * indicate significance at the 5 per cent and 10per cent level, respectively.
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Appendix E Repertoire Diversity in German Public Theatre (Chapter 6)

Table E l Repertoire Lists o f the Theatres with the Highest and Lowest Conventionality Indices

Pforzheim

S tadttheater

Regenburg 

Stadtische T heater

Schauburg T heater 

der Jugend, M iinchen

Playwright Play Playwright Play Playwright Play

DiiiTenmatt, Die Physiker Allen, Woody Kugeln iiberm Broadway (Bullets Basecke, Jorg StadtTorHeiten (Papiertheater)

Friedrich over Broadway)

Goethe, Johann Iphigenie auf Tauris Call, Daniel Wetterleuchten Basile, Gianbattista Sneewitte (Marchencomic)

Wolfgang von

Ibsen, Henrik Gespenster (Gengangere) Ende, Michael Der satanarchaeliigenialkohollische Faeh, Beat/Imbsweiler, Hexenfieber

Wunschpunsch Gerhard

Kafka, Franz Bin Bericht fur eine Goethe, Johann Faust 1 Fassbinder, Rainer Katzelmacher

Alkademie Wolfgang von Werner

Lewandowski, Heute weder Hamlet Goethe, Johann Iphigenie auf Tauris Frisch, Max Biedermann und die Brandstifter

Rainer Wolfgang von

Long, Adam/Singer, Shakespeares samtliche Ibsen, Henrik Gespenster (Gengangere) Landsaat, Sieben Weltwunder

DanielAVinterfield. Werke (leicht gekiirzt) Cees/Wusten, Heleen

Jess (The Complete Works of van der

William Shakespeare

(abridged))

Maar, Paul Eine Woche voller Keun, Irmgard Das kunstseidene Madchen Mol, Pauline Erzahl Medea erzahl (n.

Samstage Euripides)
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Table E l continued

Pforzheim

Stadttheater

Regenburg 

Stadtische Theater

Schauburg Theater 

der Jugend, Munchen

Playwright Play Playwright Play Playwright Play

Schiller, Friedrich Kabale und Liebe Kleist, Heinrich Amphitryon Sepulveda, Luis Wie der Kater Zorbas der kleinen

von Mowe das Fliegen beibrachte

Schwab, Wemer Die Prasidentinnen Long, Shakespeares samtliche Werke (leicht Sonnau, Meisi von Monkie oder Das verlorene Affchen

Adam/Singer, gekiirzt) (The Complete Works of der/Papageorgiou,

DanielAV interfield, William Shakespeare (abridged)) Panos

Jess

Shakespeare, Macbeth Mrozek, Slawomir Tango Sonnau, Meisi von Piko und seine Freunde

William/Miiller, der/Papageorgiou,

Heiner Panos

Widmer, Urs Top Dogs Russell, Willy Ausgestiegen - Hiergeblieben (One fur

the Road)

Zuckmayer, Carl Der Hauptmann von Schiller, Friedrich Maria Stuart

Kopenick

Widmer, Urs Top Dogs

Source: Own compilation using Deutscher Buhnenverein, 1999b
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Table E2 Eighteen M ost Popular Playwrights and Plays in 1998/99

Ranking Playwright Play Productions Performances Attendance*

1 Goethe, J. W. Von Faust 32 602 142102(499)

2 Widmer, Urs Top Dogs 28 572 106519(487)

3 Long, Adam/Singer, DanielAVinterfield, Jess Shakespeares samtliche Werke (leicht gekiirzt) (The 

Complete Works of William Shakespeare (abridged))

27 534 112937 (525)

4 Reza, Yasmina "KUNST" 26 357 68073 (328)

5 Kleist, H. Von Der zerbrochenene Krug 22 378 106335(312)

6 McNally, Terrence Meisterklasse 17 362 80098 (298)

7 Schiller, Friedrich Kabale und Liebe 17 216 67016

8 Keun, Irmgard Das kunstseidene Madchen 17 157 7753 (139)

9 Brecht, Bertholt Die Dreigroschenoper 16 337 97046 (245)

10 Hader, Josef/Dorfer, Alfred Indien 16 244 22775 (218)

11 Campbell, Ken Frank & Stein 16 207 12504

12 Brussig, Thomas Helden wie wir 16 204 19090

13 Schwab, Werner Die Prasidentinnen 16 150 9649

14 Maar, Paul Eine Woche voller Samstage 15 448 137134(445)

15 Allen, Woody Kugeln uberm Broadway 15 291 74217 (245)

16 Shakespeare, William Romeo und Julia 15 276 107763 (245)

17 Hiibner, Lutz Das Herz eines Boxers 15 262 17526

18 Schiller, Friedrich Die Rauber 15 211 86612

Source: Deutscher Buhnenverein, 1999b, Section 3. *Attendance refers to number o f  performances in parentheses.
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Appendix F Data Sources (Chapter 7)

Subsidy (Public theatres)

The subsidy variable is the percentage o f total income accounted for by public subsidy 

income during the theatre season 1998/99. The data source is Table 5 Total revenue and 

subsidies fo r  the year 1998 (Einnahmen und Zuweisungen im Rechnungsjahr 1998) of 

the annual report Theaterstatistik 1998/99 published by the German stage association 

Deutscher Biihnenverein, which provides detailed income data. Public subsidy income 

consists of grants given by the federal states, municipalities, ‘regional administrative 

bodies’ (Gemeindeverbdnde) and public institutions {Anstalten des dffentlichen Rechts).

Political Index

The political control variable is the share o f conservative and liberal politicians 

(CDU/CSU and FDP) in the community/municipal council since 1990 as an arithmetical 

mean similar to the political index used by Schulze and Rose (1998). Their underlying 

rationale is that budget decisions are made by the council, not the administration and 

that the possibility to pursue the favoured policy depends on the relative weight in this 

body. However, this policy is path dependent as changes are only made at the margin 

and therefore history has to be taken into account (see Schulze and Rose, 1998). The 

data sources are Selected structural data o f  communities with over 10000 inhabitants 

{Ausgewdhlte Strukturdaten der Gemeinden mit 10000 und mehr Einwohnern) in the 

Annual Statistics of German Communities for 1990, 1995 and 1998 {Statistisches 

Jahrbuch Deutscher Gemeinden 1990, 1995 and 1998).
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Subscription Income

The variable subscription income consists of the percentage o f total income accounted 

for by subscription income. The data is based on the information provided in Table 5 

Total revenue and subsidies fo r  the year 1998 (Einnahmen und Zuweisungen im 

Rechnungsjahr 1998) of the annual report Theaterstatistik 1998/99 published by the 

German stage association Deutscher Buhnenverein. Subscription income includes 

income from season tickets, youth season tickets and tickets bought by visitor 

organisations.

Size

The variable size is the maximum seating capacity o f the main drama venue in each 

theatre. Given my main interest in drama repertoire, the main drama venue is chosen as 

some theatres have larger venues for opera productions, for example. This information 

is provided in Table 1 Public theatre companies, venues, licenseholders, organisational 

form  and seating capacity during the theatre season 1998/99 (Offentliche 

Theaterunternehmen, Spielstdtten, Rechtstrdger, Rechtsform and Zahl der Pldtze in der 

Spielzeit 1998/99) of the annual report Theaterstatistik 1998/99 published by the 

German stage association Deutscher BUhnenverein. The report lists both the maximum 

seating capacity and the amount of seats offered to the audience, o f which the latter was 

used here.

Studio

A dummy variables is used to distinguish between theatres with studio space and/or 

more than one main venue (=1) and no studio space and no other venues (=0) based on 

Table 1 Public theatre companies, venues, licenseholders, organisational form  and
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seating capacity during the theatre season 1998/99 {Offentliche Theaterunternehmen, 

Spielstdtten, Rechtstrdger, Rechtsform and Zahl der Pldtze in der Spielzeit 1998/99) of 

the annual report Theaterstatistik 1998/99 published by the German stage association 

Deutscher Biihnenverein.

Competition

This variable shows the total number of public and private professional theatres 

producing drama, ballet, opera and operetta in a community per 100,000 inhabitants. It 

only includes those private theatres that receive some public funding and are therefore 

reported by the German stage association Deutscher Biihnenverein in Table 1 Public 

theatre companies, venues, licenseholders, organisational form  and seating capacity 

during the theatre season 1998/99 {Offentliche Theaterunternehmen, Spielstdtten, 

Rechtstrdger, Rechtsform and Zahl der Pldtze in der Spielzeit 1998/99) o f the armual 

report Theaterstatistik 1998/99.

Population

The total population in each municipality/city as counted on 1®‘ o f January 1999 is used 

for the variable population. The alphabetical index of all municipalities with theatres 

{Alphabetisches Verzeichnis der Gemeinden) in the annual report Theaterstatistik 

1998/99 is the data source for this variable.

Average Income

This variable is based on disposable income per capita for 1998 at municipal level. For 

this data from the different regional statistics offices was collected if  available. For the 

city state Bremen, for the cities Darmstadt, Giessen und Kassel in Hessen, for the
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federal states Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Niedersachsen, the Saarland, Sachsen, 

Sachsen-Anhalt, Schleswig-Holstein and Thiiringen a proxy, disposable income per 

capita at federal state level, had to be used since no data at municipal level was 

available. The data source for this is Table Disposable income by region 1991 to 2000 

(Verfugbares Einkommen nach Bundesldndern), published by the regional statistics 

office of Baden Wiirttemberg Statistisches Landesamt Baden-Wurttemberg {Source: 

http ://www. statistik. baden -

wurttemberg. de/volswPreise/Arbeitskreis VGR/einkommen. asp.).

The data sources for the data at municipal level are as follows:

Statistical Reports for Baden-Wurttemberg. No. 4163 00001. 10.04.2003. Table 1 Total 

and per capita disposable income o f private households in the city and regional 

municipalities. (Statistische Berichte Baden-Wiirttemberg, Artikel-Nr. 4163 00001, 

10.04.2003. Tabelle 1 Verfugbares Einkommen der privaten Haushalte insgesamt undje 

Einwohner in den Stadt- und Landkreisen Baden-WUrttembergs 1991 bis 2000) 

published by the regional statistics office of Baden-Wiirttemberg {Statistisches 

Landesamt Baden Wiirttemberg). Statistics National Income, Occupation. Table 

Disposable Income o f Private Households and Private Organisations in Berlin 1991 to 

2001. February 2003. (Statistiken Volkswirtschaftliche Gesamtrechungen, 

Erwerbstdtigkeit. Verfugbares Einkommen der privaten Haushalte und privaten 

Organisationen ohne Erwerbszweck in Berlin 1991 bis 2001. February, 2003), 

published by the regional statistics office of Berlin {Statistisches Landesamt Berlin) 

(Source: http://www.statistik-berlin.de/statistiken/vgr/einkommen-v.htm.). Statistical

Reports PI7-j/98. Disposable Income o f Private Households in the Municipalities in 

Brandenburg. Table 1 Disposable Income o f Private Households o f the Administrative 

Authorities in Brandenburg 1995 to 1999. (Statistische Berichte PI7-j/98 Verfugbares
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Einkommen und Primdreinkommen der privaten Haushalte in den kreisfreien Stddten 

und Landkreisen des Landes Brandenburg. Table 1 Verfugbares Einkommen der 

privaten Haushalte nach Verwaltungsbezirken des Landes Brandenburg 1995 bis 1999), 

published by the regional statistics office of Brandenburg {Landesamt fur  

Datenverarbeitung und Statistik).

The following data was collected from the different regional statistics offices upon 

request: Table Primary and Disposable Income o f Private Households in Bavaria at 

Municipal Level for 1998, February 2002 (Tabelle Primdreinkommen und verfugbares 

Einkommen der privaten Haushalte in Bayern fur 1998, February 2002), provided by 

the regional statistics office for Bavaria (Bayerisches Landesamt fu r  Statistik und 

Datenverarbeitung). Table Income, Consumption Expenditure and Saving in Hamburg 

between 1991 to 2000 (Tabelle Einkommen, Konsumausgaben und Sparen der privaten 

Haushalte in Hamburg for 1991-2000, provided by the regional statistics office for 

Hamburg {Statistisches Landesamt Hamburg). Data for Frankfurt, Marburg and 

Wiesbaden in Hessen was found in Table Structural data (Tabelle Strukturdaten) 

(Source: http://www.hochtaunus.net.). Table Total and Per Capita Primary and 

Disposable Income for the Administrative Authorities in Nordrhein-Westfalen in 1998 

(Table Primdreinkommen und Verfugbares Einkommen in Mill. DM und pro Kopf fur  

die Verwaltungsbezirke in Nordrhein-Westfalen in 1998, provided by the regional 

statistics office in Nordrhein-Westfalen {Landesamt fiir Datenverarbeitung und Statistik 

Nordrhein-Westfalen). Table Disposable Income o f  Private Households in 1998 for  

municipalities in Rheinland-Pfalz (Tabelle Verfugbares Einkommen der privaten 

Haushalte 1998 in den kreisfreien Stddten und Landkreisen in Rheinland-Pfalz, 

provided by the regional statistics office in Rheinland-Pfalz (Statistisches Landesamt 

Rheinland-Pfalz).
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Education

The variable Education is the percentage o f population subject to social security 

contributions with a third level qualification e.g university or technical college (Mit 

AbschluC an einer hoheren Fachschule, Fachhochschule, Hochschule o f the total 

population subject to social securiy contributions at district level (Kreisebene). The data 

source is Table 245-48 Employees subject to social security contributions at their place 

o f residence (Tabelle 254-48 Sozialversicherungspflichtige Beschdftigte am Wohnort) 

from the CD Rom “Statistik Regional 2002” pubhshed by Arbeitskreis Regionalstatistik 

der Statistischen Amter des Bundes und der Lander vom Bayerischen Landesamt fiir 

Statistik und Datenverarbeitung.

Students

This variable consists of the percentage o f students (all third level students) o f the total 

population in a municipality. For this data from the different regional statistics offices 

was collected upon request if available. The data sources for the data o f all third level 

students at municipal level for the academic year 1998/99 are as follows: Statistical 

Reports fo r  Baden-Wiirttemberg. No. 323402001. 17.07. 2002. Table 1 Students in 

Third Level Institutions in Baden-Wiirttemberg between 1972/73 to 2001/02 

{Statistische Berichte fUr Baden-Wiirttemberg, Artikel-Nr. 323402001, 17.07.2002. 

Tabelle 1 Studierende und Studienanfanger an baden-wUrttembergischen Hochschulen 

seit 1972/73 sowie nach Hochschularten im Wintersemester 2001/02). Table 1. Students 

in Third Level Institutions in Bavaria (Ubersicht 1. Studenten und Studienanfdnger an 

den Hochschulen in Bayern) provided by the Bavarian regional statistics office 

(Bayerisches Landesamt fiir Statistik und Datenverarbeitung) upon request. Table 

Students at Third Level Institutions in Hamburg since 1970 (Tabelle Studierende an den
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Hamburger Hochschulen seit 1970) in Annual Statistics 2002/03 fo r  Hamburg 

(Statistisches Jahrbuch 2002/03 fUr Hamburg) published by the regional statistics office 

in Hamburg. Table German and Foreign Students during the Winter Semester 1998/99 

according to Third Level Institutions (Deutsche und ausldndische Studenten und 

Studienanfanger im WS 1998/99 nach Hochschulen und Hochschularten), provided by 

the regional statistics office in Hessen [Hessisches Statistisches Landesamt) upon 

request. Table Survey at Third Level Institutions in Rheinland-Pfalz in 1998 (Tabelle 

Erhebungen an Hochschulen in Rheinland-Pfalz 1998), provided by the regional 

statistics office in Rheinland-Pfalz {Statistisches Landesamt Rheinland-Pfalz) upon 

request. Table 1 Third Level Students in Saarland between 1980/81 to 2001/02 in 

Statistical Report B III -hj2/2001. October 2002 Students in Third Level Institutions in 

Saarland in 2001/02 (Statistische Berichte B III -hj2/2001, Oktober 2002) published by 

the regional statistics office in Saarland {Statistisches Landesamt Saarland). Table 8 

Students During the Winter Semesters 1992/93 to 2001/02 in Third Level Institutions 

(Studenten in den Wintersemestern 1992/93 bis 2001/02 nach Hochschulen) in the 

Statistical Report Students in Third Level Institutions in Sachsen during the Winter 

Semester 2001/2002 BIII-j/01 {Statistische Berichte Studierende an den Hochschulen im 

Freistaat Sachsen. Wintersemester 2001/2002 BIII-j/01) published by the regional 

statistics office in Sachsen {Statistisches Landesamt des Freistaates Sachsen). Table 1.2 

Students according to Third Level Institutions fo r  1998/99 {Tabelle 1.2 Studierende und 

Studienanfangerinnen und Studienanfanger nach Hochschularten und Hochschulen), 

provided by the regional statistics office in Sachsen-Anhalt {Statistisches Landesamt 

Sachsen-Anhalt) upon request. For the city states Berlin and Bremen and for the federal 

states of Brandenburg, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Niedersachsen, Nordrhein- 

Westfalen, Schleswig-Holstein and Thiiringen the following data on the number of
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students in the population was taken from Table 16.10 Students at Universities 

(Studierende an Hochschulen) in the Federal Statistical Yearbook 1999 (Statistisches 

Jahrbuch 1999) published by the Federal Statistics Office {Statistisches Bundesamt). 

This figure refers only to university students and therefore excludes students from other 

third level institutions.

Drama

A dummy variables is used to distinguish between theatres which are specialised 

institutions for drama (one-branch concerns) (-1) and theatres which are multiple- 

branch concerns (=0) based on Table 1 Public theatre companies, venues, 

licenseholders, organisational form  and seating capacity during the theatre season 

1998/99 {pffentliche Theaterunternehmen, Spielstdtten, Rechtstrdger, Rechtsform and 

Zahl der Pldtze in der Spielzeit 1998/99) of the annual report Theaterstatistik 1998/99 

published by the German stage association Deutscher Biihnenverein.

Organisational form

A dummy variable is used to distinguish between theatres which are run under regie 

management (=1) and theatres, which take another organisational form (=0) based on 

the same data source as for the DRAMA dummy above.
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Appendix G Specification Tests (Chapter 7)

Table G1 Skewness/Kurtosis Test fo r Normality

Variable Pr(Skewness) Pr(Kurtosis) adj chi2(2) joint Prob>chi2

Residual 0.07 0.35 4.20 0.12

Figure G2 Kernel Density and Normal Density Plot

Density

.100461

De
nsit

.001135

- 12.8103 12.5552
Residuals

Kernel Density Estimate
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Figure G3 A Standardised Normal Probability Plot

o N o rm al F [(r-m )/s]  E m p irica l P [i]  =  i / (N + l)

.00

0.75

CP

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
E m p irica l P [i] =  i / (N + l)

Figure G4 Plot o f Quantiles o f Residuals against the Quantiles o f  a Normal 

Distribution

o R e sid u a ls   In v e rse  N o rm al

11.1993

R es
idu
als

1.4544

- 10.4404 10.4404
In v erse  N o rm al
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Table G5 Variation Inflation Factor: A Measure o f  Multicollinearity

Variable VIF i m p

SUBSCRIPTION 2.81 0.36

SUBSIDY 2.63 0.38

EDUCATION 1.85 0.54

STUDIO 1.65 0.61

STUDENT 1.56 0.64

AVERAGE INCOME 1.42 0.70

POPULATION 1.30 0.77

POLITICALINDEX 1.22 0.82

COMPETITION 1.21 0.83

SIZE 1.10 0.91

Mean VIF 1.68

127 observations
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Table G6 Correlation Matrix o f  Explanatory Variables

SUBSIDY SUB

SCRIPTION

POLITICAL

INDEX

SIZE STUDIO COMPETI

TION

POPU

LATION

AVERAGE

INCOME

EDUCATIO

N

STUDENT DRAMA

SUBSIDY 1.00

SUBSCRIPTION - 0.71 1.00

POLITICAL

INDEX

SIZE

- 0.20

- 0.02

0.31

- 0.04

1.00

- 0.06 1.00

STUDIO 0.42 - 0.51 0.01 - 0.10 1.00

COMPETITION - 0.12 - 0.10 - 0.10 0.19 - 0.02 1.00

POPULATION - 0.04 - 0.08 0.02 0.04 0.05 - 0.16 1.00

AVERAGE

INCOME - 0.31 0.33 0.32 - 0.06 0.00 - 0.09 0.27 1.00

EDUCATION 0.28 - 0.11 0.05 - 0.13 - 0.09 - 0.14 0.21 0.10 1.00

STUDENT 0.02 0.06 0.10 - 0.22 0.01 - 0.20 - 0.03 0.13 0.51 1.00

DRAMA - 0.24 - 0.01 - 0.08 0.13 - 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.12 - 0.04 - 0.06  1.00
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Appendix H Analysis of Repertoire Diversity in the Private Theatre Sector (Chapter 

7)

Table HI Repertoire List fo r  the Theatre “D ie Fdrbe ” in Singen

Playwright Play

Bernhard, Thomas Am Ziel

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von Torquato Tasso

Labiche, Eugene Die Affaire Rue de Lourcine (L'affaire de la rue de Lourcine)

Sagan, Francoise Ein Schloss in Schweden

Source: Own compilation using Deutscher Biihnenverein, 1999b

Appendix I Specification Tests for the Analysis of the Private Theatre Sector 

(Chapter 7)

Table 11 Variation Inflation Factor: A Measure o f  Multicollinearity

Variable VIF i m p

STUDENT 1.73 0.59

EDUCATION 1.52 0.66

POPULATION 1.37 0.73

AVERAGEINCOME 1.33 0.75

SIZE 1.32 0.76

STUDIO 1.19 0.84

COMPETITION 1.16 0.86

SUBSIDY 2 1.15 0.87

POLITICALINDEX 1.06 0.94

M ean VIF 1.31

98 observations
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Table 12 Correlation Matrix o f  Explanatory Variables

SUBSIDY2 POLITICAL

INDEX

SIZE STUDIO COMPETITION POPULATION AVERAGE

INCOME

EDUCATION STUDENT

SUBSIDY2 1.00

POLITICAL INDEX -0.08 1.00

SIZE -0,02 -0.06 1.00

STUDIO 0.12 0.09 0.09 1.00

COMPETITION -0.08 0.10 0.11 -0.08 1.00

POPULATION 0.23 -0.15 0.31 0.03 -0.19 1.00

AVERAGEINCOME -0.20 0.07 0.35 0.27 -0.09 0.02 1.00

EDUCATION 0.02 0.02 0.06 -0.18 -0.21 0.06 0.04 1.00

STUDENT 0.08 0.07 0.21 0.18 -0.19 -0.28 -0.07 0.51 1.00
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Appendix J: Reduced Regressions for the Public Theatre Sector (Chapter 7)

Table J1 Regression Results (OLS) fo r  127 Public Theatres, Conventionality Index 1 and Public Subsidy 2 with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: Cl 2 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Constant 14.52 11.07 11.60 8.44 13.39 11.30 10.97 9.18

(0.96) (2.08) (1.51) (2.54) (2.32) (2.55) (3.41) (3.53)
SUBSIDY 2 (-) -0.003 -0.001 -0.01 -0.004 0.00 0.002 0.003 -0.002

(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) - 8.53** - 7.76* - 8.20* - 7.40*

(5.12) (5.09) (5.48) (5.44)
SIZE (+) - - 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) - (0.00) (0.00)
STUDIO (-) - - 4.33*** 4.14*** - 3.84*** 3 59***

(1.24) (1.15) - (1.34) (1.21)
COMPETITION (-) - - -0.13 -0.08 - -0.19 -0.14

(0.27) (0.27) - (0.29) (0.29)
POPULATION (-) - - - - -0.01** -0.08** -0.10** -0.09**

(0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - 0.17* 0.10 -0.16* 0.09

(0.12) (0.13) (0.12) (0.13)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - -0.18* -0.19* -0.14 -0.15

(0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.02

(0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08)
R-squared 0.002 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.08
F 0.33 1.45 4.63*** 4.67*** 1.80 1.74 4.27*** 6.31***

(1, 125) (2, 124) (4, 122) (5, 121) (5,121) (6, 120) (8,118) (9, 117)
Chi-squared 4.11** 6.93*** 5.19*** 9.69*** 3.42* 7.17*** 6.39** 10.49***
Ramsey Reset F Test 0.73 1.50 0.67 2.39* 2.90** 0.97 0.47 0.76

(3, 122) (3,121) (3, 119) (3,118) (3,118) (3,117) (3,115) (3,114)
Standard errors in parentheses.  * * *  indicate significance a t the I p er  cent level.** and  *  indicate significance a t the 5 and 10 p e r  cent level respectively.
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Table J2 Regression Results (OLS) for 127 Public Theatres, Conventionality Index 2 and Public Subsidy 2 with Robust Standard Errors (HCl)

Dep. Variable: Cl 2 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Constant 4.53 3.02 4.02 2.67 4.30 3.34 4.29 3.48

(0.32) (0.71) (0.75) (1.03) (0.75) (0.87) (0.98) (1.09)
SUBSIDY 2 (-) 0.001 -0.002 -0.00 -0.00 0.004** 0.004** 0.002 0.002*

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
POLITICAL OUTLOOK (+) - 3.74** - 3.31** - 3.79** - 3.34**

(1.87 (1.81) (1.91) (1.87)
SIZE (+) - - -0.00 0.00 - 0.00 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00) - (0.00) (0.00)
STUDIO (-) - - 1.09* 1.00* - 0.73* 0.61

(0.73) (0.75) - (0.54) (0.52)
COMPETITION (-) - - -0.16 -0.13 - -0.20** -0.18**

(0.10) (0.09) - (0,10) (0.09)
POPULATION (-) - - - - -0.06*** -0.05*** -0.07*** -0.06***

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
AVERAGE INCOME (-) - - - - 0.08** 0.04 0.07* 0.04

(0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0,04)
EDUCATION (-) - - - - -0.11*** -0.12*** -0.10** -0.10***

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
STUDENTS (-) - - - - 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
R-squared 0.003 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.12 0.15 0.15 0.18
F 0.62 2.72* 1.61 1.65 4.20 4.13*** 3.59*** 3.48***

(1,125) (2, 124) (4, 122) (5, 121) (5,121) (6, 120) (8, 118) (9,117)
Chi-squared 1.24 6.65*** 5.06** 9.84*** 5.20** 10.66*** 12.74*** 116.81***
Ramsey Reset F Test 2.36* 1.55 0.74 3.18** 0.79 0.45 1.32 0.38

(3, 122) (3,121) (3,119) (3,118) (3, 118) (3, 1179 (3,115) (3,114)
Standard errors in parentheses. * * *  indicate significance at the 1 per cent level. * *  and * indicate significance at the 5 and 10 per cent level respectively.
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