
documented. Prime Minister Berlusconi and the responsible minister, Urbani,
vowed not to sell any object ‘of national interest’. But there was no definition
available for what constitutes national interest, and some of the examples sold
seemed to be of obviously high national interest. 

The government’s hope is that private owners would invest money and time
to look after the objects. But as of 2003, many of those who expressed interest
immediately disclosed that they intended to keep the objects for just a few
years before selling them at a profit. The question, essentially, is whether the
state will be willing to impose restrictions, including certain obligations to
keep important sites accessible to the public or at least to art historians. What
is more important are firm long-term rules and well-policed compliance on
the maintenance of the architectural and artistic character of the sites. On the
other hand, it remains highly controversial that the state should allow private
owners (such as the Carlyle Group) to make profits from public goods
originating from the rich Italian tradition. State President Ciampi called
publicly for great caution in selling Italy’s state-owned buildings and sites.

Finally, whether or not its aims could be achieved and, if so, whether or not
at reasonable cost, a fundamental legal question arises concerning the premise
of privatizing Italy’s national treasures. Renowned Academician Giorgio
Oppo, professor of law, expressed the opinion that the whole law was a
spectacular expression of a lack of imagination regarding future global
developments, including the growing importance of local cultural heritage, on
the part of the Berlusconi majority of legislators. He, like others, raised serious
doubts about the compatibility of Law 112/2002 with the Italian constitution.
At the time of writing, it was uncertain if such doubts would or would not
prevent the privatization of cultural heritage already under way in Italy.

THE SALZBURG FESTIVAL, AUSTRIA: AN EXAMPLE OF

PUBLIC RESPONSIBILITY AND PRIVATE MONEY

Raffaela Kluge

When it comes to the pros and cons of privatization, the arts world takes a
special category. As a rule, arts institutions are not self-sufficient; they depend
to varying degrees upon public or private support for their subsistence. 

The Salzburg Festival is known to be one of the most prominent art festivals
in the world. Over the 80 years of its existence, it has done justice to its
reputation by the extraordinary number and the unmet quality of annual
performances – be it concerts, plays or operas. Its mixture of private and public
funding could represent one possible model for contributing to a lively artistic
landscape in Europe. This is not, however, an example of full privatization. As
the public share may be further reduced in the future, the arts may eventually
have to be financed to a greater extent by private money, as well as by the
immediate beneficiaries: the spectators.
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Funding the Salzburg Festival

As a public institution, the Salzburg Festival Fund has a governing body that
comprises representatives of the city, regional and federal governments, and
the board of tourism. As one of the most prestigious and renowned arts
institutions in Austria, the Salzburg Festival has become, over the years, a very
important arena for political representation.

An astounding 50 per cent of the budget comes in through ticket sales,
some 6 per cent from private sector sponsors, 4 per cent from several friends
of the festival associations and private donors, and the remaining 10 per cent
from rentals, co-productions and TV rights (see Figure 24). Compared to
continental European standards where most arts institutions draw around 90
per cent of their budget from public subsidies, financing more than 70 per
cent independently is exceptionally high. Bearing this in mind, it is surprising
that sponsors, patrons and donors – the third most important source of income
– are not represented on the festival governing body. In the US and the UK,
private benefactors are usually well represented in arts institutions. Given the
increasing importance of private money, the Salzburg Festival might have to
adapt as well.

The state, nevertheless, remains – by law – the ultimate guarantor for the
festival, through the Salzburg Festival Fund, in case of urgent financial needs.
However, the governing body has successfully matched income and expenses
every year, so it never had to make use of this privilege.

High-class standards and audiences

One of the reasons for the success of the Salzburg Festival lies in its ambition
to continue providing top-quality culture. Salzburg has set artistic standards
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Figure 24
Breakdown of budget sources for the Salzburg Festival (2003). The festival’s success 

demonstrates how private and public resources can facilitate high-quality arts. 
Source: Salzburg Festival.
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and staged historic performances; but it has also, from time to time, provoked
scandals with innovative and avant-garde productions. 

High quality justified very expensive tickets, affordable only by the wealthy.
Thus, Salzburg has become a ‘must’ for the rich and the beautiful from all over
the world, a cultural, social and political meeting point, and also a platform
for the business community. Salzburg has, however, set up a youth programme
that offers low-price, sponsored tickets to young people who could not
otherwise afford to attend. This programme also aims to educate future
generations of audiences. As of 2003, the sponsor of this particular
programme was Nestlé, one of the festival’s main sponsors and one of the
biggest global players in the food sector. This is a case where private money
has taken on public tasks and social responsibility.

Future prospects

The Salzburg Festival has taken a road similar to the one most arts institutions
in the UK were forced to take since Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher pushed
her policies of slimming the public sector. Other European countries
experiencing hard times in public finance look likely to be forced to follow the
same example. Europe would then need a new culture of giving where citizens
and corporations take direct responsibility for their arts institutions and thus
contribute to the continuing development of Europe’s rich cultural landscape.
However, even if private-sector involvement in the arts were to grow, it appears
necessary for the state to continue to be a guarantor as in the case of the
Salzburg Festival. 

THE GLOBAL MEDIA MONSTERS: PRIVATE MEDIA
DOMINATE THE WORLD’S PUBLIC SPHERE

Dus̆an Reljíc

The youngest of the ten global ‘media monsters’, a phrase coined by the
London Economist, was about to be born in the fall of 2003. French company
Vivendi Universal and General Electric (GE) Co of the US announced talks to
merge the French conglomerate’s entertainment assets with GE’s NBC
television station. The deal, considered to be worth up to US$40 billion, was
the latest in a spectacular series. Staggering deals in the global media industry
had peaked in January 2000 with the creation of the world’s ‘mega media
monster’, AOL Time Warner, a deal estimated to be worth US$350 billion.

Merger mania

The acquisition of Vivendi’s entertainment operations – which included the
Hollywood movie factory Universal Studios, cable channels such as USA and
SciFi, as well as theme parks – would enhance General Electric’s NBC position
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