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PREFACE

The report we present to our readers is the summary of a 
two-year study of the field of Polish visual arts, initiated by 
the Free/Slow University of Warsaw in 2012. The study 
tests empirically a number of hypotheses and intuitions gen-
erated through the earlier research practice of the Free/Slow 
University. The Free/Slow team has carried out a series of 
conferences, workshops and seminars since 2009, in close 
cooperation withthe Bęc Zmiana Foundation, devoted to 
reflections on the social and economic aspects of artistic 
production and the situation of persons employed in the 
production of art.

The Free/Slow University of Warsaw is a part of the envi-
ronment which it studies, actively participating in debates 
about the current and future shape of the art field. Our cur-
rent study fits directly into the debate about the working 
and living conditions of culture workers, a debate that has 
taken on a particular intensity in Poland over the past year. 
Many of us are also directly involved in the activity of the 
Art Workers’ Committee1, which seeks to improve work-
ing and living conditions in the culture sector. Publication 
of our report coincides with publication of Czarna Księga 

1 This organization works trade union Workers’ Initiative: http://ozzip.pl/en- 
glish-news
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Polskich Artystów (The Polish Artists’ Black Book)2, serving 
as a special empirical supplement to it. We hope that our 
research helps achieve a better understanding of the situ-
ation in the art field, not only among public officials, but 
also among researchers, experts, and the workers in this 
sector themselves. 

The Free/Slow University of Warsaw always places reflec-
tions on artistic production within a broader critique of 
the current shape of our semi-peripheral societies and the 
political economy of late capitalism. Such is the case with 
the present study. Perhaps this is not self-evident to treat 
the field of art as a laboratory for new forms of organization 
of work or capitalist exploitation. On the other hand, many 
of the problems affecting art workers are universal, such 
as the elasticity and uncertainty of project work and the 
common use of “junk” 0-hours contracts (although this does 
not discount the specificity of particular markets and profes-
sional groups). For this reason, we extend our reflections 
on potential solutions to problems plaguing art workers 
more broadly, analyzing the project system of organization, 
breaking down and criticizing its defects, which grass-roots 
social movements and progressive cultural policies should 
be motivated to repair.

In order to isolate and analyze these issues, we take a criti-
cal and sociological point of view in our perspective of the 
art world. The effects of creative processes play only a 
secondary role in our research. We do not deal with the 
construction of a context that would enable works of arts 

2  J. Figiel, K. Górna, M. Iwański, S. Ruksza, K. Sienkiewicz, K. Szreder  (eds.), 
Czarna księga polskich artystów. Warsaw: Krytyka Polityczna, 2015.
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to be better understood. We are not interested in peeking 
into studios and spying on great artists at work. We do not 
penetrate the mysteries of the creative process. 

Instead, we are interested in what people active in the sector 
of visual arts actually do when they handle artistic projects, 
what are their ways of earning a living, how they organize 
their activities, who they become friends with and why, 
whom they compete with and whom they cooperate with, 
why they do what they do, and what they think about the 
environment in which they have come to work and live. 
In other words, we look at artists, curators, coordinators 
and technicians as a specific group of workers, with their 
everyday routines, drudgery, strategies, squabbles, hopes, 
ways of understanding social reality, and moral instincts. 

To understand how the art circuit is currently organized, 
we use such categories as project, precarity, elastic-
ity, multitasking, competition and cooperation, selection 
mechanisms, social capital and symbolic capital. To some 
people operating within the field of art, this way of thinking 
may seem superficial and reductionist. But this is not our 
intention. On the contrary, our research is motivated by 
an empathetic desire to understand the structural causes of 
poverty, alienation, exclusion and other threats connected 
with the activity of artists, curators and assistants.

To get to the root of these problems, we tried to look at 
the art field as a kind of “factory,” a place and method for 
the collective production of goods, whose mechanisms and 
instruments emerge only after dispelling the fumes typically 
exuded by Art with a capital A or Creativity with a capital 
C. This “factory” is characterized by a specific division of 
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labour and produces various, not necessarily material, goods. 
We are interested in how these are divided among the groups 
of people involved and whether this division is regarded by 
them as fair. In this sense our research alludes to the critical 
sociology of labour, and particularly to workers’ inquiry and 
action research3—studies of the conditions of workers’ labour 
and life designed to enrich the self-awareness of the subjects 
and lead to changes in social conditions to the benefit of the 
persons harmed by the current system.

But we are far from equating art and industrial production, 
or equating artists with heavy-industry workers. As pointed 
out in one of the discussions with our team by Gigi Roggero, 
a researcher and activist of workers’ movements, unlike 
workers artists have no real desire to leave their workplaces, 
galleries, projects and art centres. On the contrary, artists, 
curators and assistants will be involved in art even when 
their activity leads to poverty and frustration. At one 
meeting we jokingly labelled this phenomenon “artohol.” 
“Artohol” is a mysterious but highly addictive substance 
that is released in “creative processes.” It causes art workers 
to take on artistic projects with enthusiasm despite their 
objective pauperization and precarity.

Taking the matter more seriously, in this report we conduct 
a vivisection of the moral economy of art workers. We listen 
closely to the justifications they present for their own activ-
ity. We examine the broader strategies they adopt and their 
day-to-day tactics. We invite our readers to do the same.

3  See J. Figiel, S. Shukaitis, A. Walker, The Politics of Workers’ Inquiry, "Ephemera. 
Theory & Politics in Organization" 2014, vol. 14, no. 3. Or see E.T. Stringer, Action 
Research, Thousand Oaks: Sage, 2014.
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michał KozłoWsKi, Jan soWa,  
Kuba szreder

INTRODUCTION

General Goals of proJect  
and definition of basic terms

The project, which we present the results of in this report, 
involved two related issues: the distribution of various forms 
of capital in the field of contemporary visual arts and the 
division of labour within exhibition projects presenting con-
temporary art. We understand forms of capital here in terms 
of the conceptual framework presented by Pierre Bourdieu1 
on the one hand and Karl Marx on the other.2 We thus regard 
capital as both a productive resource and a social relation, 
not limiting ourselves to material capital, however, but 
recognizing, in line with Bourdieu’s suggestion, other types 
of capital as well: social capital (understood in the study as 
a network of cooperation, trust and acquaintance in the 
field of contemporary art) and symbolic capital (prestige). 
We also assume that various forms of capital may undergo 
accumulation as well as conversion into financial capital, 
meaning that the position of a given individual within the 
web of relations in the art world, and that person’s prestige 

1  See P. Bourdieu, “The Forms of Capital,” in J. G. Richardson (ed.), Handbook of 
Theory and Research for the Sociology of Education, New York: Greenwood, 1986.

2 See K. Marx, Capital: Critique of Political Economy, London: Penguin Classics, 1992.
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built up through participation in exhibition projects, may 
be converted intofinancial capital, e.g. through the sale of 
artworks (artists) and/or participation in projects for which 
the participants are paid (all participants in the field).

By “field,” again following Pierre Bourdieu, we understand 
a section of the social world organized around a defined 
undertaking (in this case creation and exhibition of art 
works belonging to so-called contemporary art). Accord-
ing to Bourdieu, author of The Rules of Art, a field is also a 
network of objective relations between the positions that 
may be occupied within its space. Objectivism is referred to 
here in the sense that relations between positions—coopera-
tion, competition, dependence, subordination etc.—depend 
not on the attitudes or attributes of the individuals occupy-
ing these positions (individual preferences, sympathies, 
animosities, personality traits etc.), but on the structural 
configuration of the field. This means, for example, that 
artists compete with each other for prizes or participation 
in shows not because they dislike each other or want to hurt 
each other, but because being an artist requires taking part 
in shows, and receiving prizes increases the chances for 
participation in prestigious projects.

In the field of contemporary art we decided to concentrate 
on three selected positions: (1) artists, (2) curators, and 
(3) persons performing so-called support functions (coor-
dinators, technicians, bookkeepers etc.). Obviously, these 
are not all of the positions in the field. We do not deal for 
example with gallery owners or art critics. This selection 
was dictated largely by another constitutive element of the 
study, namely the focus on the project as the main analytical 
category. Here we are following in the path of Luc Boltanski 
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and Eve Chiapello and their diagnoses in The New Spirit of 
Capitalism3, where the project is regarded as the most impor-
tant method of organization for various types of ventures.

We define project as a venture with the purpose of carrying 
out a concrete, narrowly defined task by a team assembled 
for the needs of the venture, and based on a separate budget 
prepared for the purposes of the venture. A project is also 
expressly limited in time and has a precisely defined mo-
ment of completion (which is most often the necessity for 
an accounting of the subsidies allocated to the project from 
public and/or private sources, or the end of a duration which 
is essential to the project, e.g. an exhibition or festival).

RESEARCH ISSUES

When designing the study, 10 concrete issues were formu-
lated as research questions, as follows:

1. Distribution of capitals. How are capitals distributed 
among the various actors in the field of contemporary 
art, under the assumption that inequalities in these 
distributions are tied to certain enduring effects of the 
division of labour within the space of this field?

2. Moral economy. What does the moral economy of this 
society of creators look like? What is the perception and 
evaluation of the defined distribution of resources (as-
suming that perception here cannot be entirely separated 
from evaluation)? Is it regarded as just? According to 
what norms? How do the subjects perceive their own 
places in the division of labour and resources?

3  L. Boltanski, and E. Chiapello, The New Spirit of Capitalism. London: Verso, 2005.
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3. Functioning logic of positions. Is there a strong inter-
changeability of positions? Do artists, curators and 
exhibitors exchange roles depending on the project? 
Does this apply to all of them or only a specific category 
of creators? Does this interchangeability also mean a 
change in position in the distribution of capital? Is mo-
bility within the artistic division of labour a necessity 
connected with evolution of the method of production 
(a networked and flexible method of production based 
on temporary projects), or more an expression of a 
peculiar community, sociable and egalitarian (in the 
sense of a lack of visible insignia, titles and positions in 
the hierarchy) organizational culture in the community 
of producers of art?

4. Mechanisms for conversion of capitals. Does conversion 
of capitals occur in the field of art, and if so, what pat-
terns does it follow? What are the methods for exchange 
of various forms of capitals into economic capital or 
into the power and autonomy of the actors? The issue 
of conversion of capital is connected with methods of 
ruling and managing (aspirations, expectations and 
strategies of the actors), with moral economy, i.e. rules 
of legitimacy in the distribution of social resources, and 
with tactics for realization of individual interests—for 
example, validation of actions undertaken as part of “the 
calling of an artistic mission” which is then discounted 
institutionally or economically.

5. Creator of culture as homo economicus. To what degree 
do art workers fit the model of “micro enterprises” (or 
“entrepreneurs of the self,” to use Michel Foucault’s 
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term4)—rational players on a market of symbolic goods 
who rationally “invest in themselves” while competing 
with other producers of culture? 

6. Conflicts in the field of contemporary art. If conflicts 
arise, do they occur between different positions within 
the artistic division of labour (e.g. artists vs. curators) 
or are they stronger within certain categories/positions 
(e.g. famous artists vs. struggling artists)? Do conflicts 
arise between individual creators and the overall system 
(protesting the rulings of the art market, lack of assent 
to the rules governing cultural institutions, etc.)? How 
are these conflicts perceived? How do the parties justify 
their positions, and what actions do they take during a 
conflict? 

7. Self-organization and resistance in the field of art. If 
people evaluate the conditions and relations of work 
as unjust, why do they participate in them? Have they 
encountered forms of self-organization against inequali-
ties? If so, how do these forms look, or if not, why do 
they not arise?

8. Field of art against other fields. How does the social 
position of creators of the visual arts look? In particular, 
what is their social origin (symbolic and financial posi-
tion of their parents), place of residence and education?

9. Style of life and work of creators of culture. What is the 
lifestyle of the subjects? How do the relations between 
free time and working time look in the field of visual 
arts, and—analogously—how does the boundary between 

4  M. Foucault, , The birth of biopolitics: lectures at the Collège de France, 1978-1979. 
Ewald, F. and Fontana, A. eds. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010, p. 226.
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the private world (family, friends) and the work environ-
ment (co-workers, bosses, subordinates) look?

10. Realities of work in the art world. What are the objec-
tive working conditions in the art world? What are the 
pay, the level of social insurance, and forms of employ-
ment? How do they affect the psychological condition 
of creators of culture and their self-assessment? What 
strategies do they use to cope with working conditions?

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

The study sought to verify the following hypotheses:

• The field of visual arts is highly precarious.

• In the field of art there are greater than average dis-
parities of income.

• In the field of art there are various processes of exploi-
tation which are often less open than in other systems 
of division of labour.

• Art workers are highly qualified and highly motivated 
(the work is seen as a calling), which explains their 
willingness to make sacrifices.

• The values in the field of art are love of art, creativ-
ity, independence, self-sufficiency, autonomy and 
innovativeness, which legitimize the consequences 
of symbolic battles and motivate the actors.

• The conversion of capital (particularly from symbolic 
to financial) plays a relatively large role in the distribu-
tion of resources, and this mechanism helps justify 
inequalities.
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• In the field of art, symbolic battles are fought for real 
stakes, which means that a symbolic position in the field 
(recognition) is the illusio (in the sense attributed to this 
term by Pierre Bourdieu) peculiar to the field of art.

• In the field of art there are processes of collective co-
operation as well as individualized competition, and 
the connection between competition and cooperation 
is particularly intense.

• The habitus of producers of culture may be captured 
through a hybrid model which combines traits charac-
teristic of various professional patterns: competitive 
and rational micro enterprises, disinterested creators 
oriented toward joint action, self-organization and 
cooperation of enthusiasts, hobbyist amateurs and 
the like.

• The field of art is culturally egalitarian, which means 
that differences in position and prestige are not 
strongly accentuated, hierarchies are flattened, the 
dress code is indistinct, and there is a lack of titles, 
degrees and the like, but this is combined with a 
strong financial hierarchization.

• The field of visual arts may be treated as a testing 
ground or laboratory for new capitalistic forms of 
labour relations, accumulation of capital, control of 
labour, construction of social ties and moral economy.

RESEARCH TOOLS

The first, fundamental and largest part of the study tookthe 
form of a survey combined with a semi-structured interview 



17

conducted according to instructions. The survey portion 
was conducted in visual form using a computer program; the 
person surveyed provided answers to questions on supplied 
forms (see Polish language version). The instructions for 
the interview were associated with specific forms in order 
to obtain additional information on each topic which could 
not be coded in visual form. The contents of the survey 
questionnaire and the list of instructions were prepared by 
the three directors of the project (Michał Kozłowski, Jan 
Sowa and Jakub Szreder) in cooperation with the research 
team (Mikołaj Iwański, Joanna Figiel, Mirosław Filiciak 
and Anna Zawadzka), and a main project coordinator, with 
considerable experience working in the field of visual arts 
(Szymon Żydek). The contents of the specific forms and the 
range of questions asked were consulted with members of 
the advisory board (Hans Abbing, Luc Boltanski, Isabelle 
Bruno, Pascal Gielen, Gregory Sholette). The graphic de-
sign of the survey was prepared by graphic artist Krzysztof 
Bielecki. The system for electronic coding and computeriza-
tion of the survey was developed by IT specialist Bogumił 
Wiatrowski.

The second portion of the study was made up of surveys for 
institutional analyses, which focused on objective mapping 
of the projects studied. The purpose of these was to make 
a comparison between the subjective evaluations of the 
situation expressed by the respondents in the visual sur-
vey with their institutional foundation. The survey for the 
institutional study was developed by the project directors 
in cooperation with Dorota Grobelna and Mikołaj Iwański. 
The contents of the institutional survey are included in an-
nexes to the polish version of the report. 
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The third method used in the study was focus group in-
terviews. Three interviews of this type were conducted. 
They were designed to obtain additional information to 
help interpret the results from the other portions of the 
study. They involved (1) the position of the field of culture 
and art in relation to the social world and the world of labor 
as a whole, (2) the distribution of various forms of capital 
in the art world, and (3) gender phenomena and problems 
in the art world. The scripts for the interviews (available in 
Polish version) were drafted by Joanna Figiel in cooperation 
with Michał Kozłowski. The results of this portion of the 
project are discussed in a separate chapter of this report.

THE PROJECT AS A CATEGORY FOR ORGAN-
IZING THE STUDY

One of the most important methodological decisions made at 
the stage of preparing the study was the selection of the project 
as the basic analytical category, this shaped the research tools, 
the method of selecting the respondents, and the final inter-
pretation of the results. This decision was dictated by practical 
observations of the universal and essential nature of the project 
as a method for organizing artistic production in the field we 
were interested in. This is also supported by a sociological 
analysis of the fundamental role of projects in contemporary 
capitalism and the globalized world of art, formulated among 
others by Luc Boltanski and Pascal Gielen, members of our 
advisory board. Boltanski and Chiapello do not just point out 
the popularity of project arrangements, such as flexible meth-
ods for organizing life and work. First and foremost they stress 
their role in establishing what they call projective order of worth5, 

5  ibid.
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justification systems and moral economies6 characteristic of 
the post-Fordist economy. This triple role of the project—as an 
organizer of work, indicator of lifestyle, and creator of systems 
of values—determined its cognitive value for our study, which 
seeks to analyze these three dimensions of artistic production. 
One of the main advantages of focusing on projects was the 
methodological precision of the dependencies between the 
different portions of the study.

SELECTION OF RESEARCH SAMPLE

The use of cultural projects as an analytical category deter-
mined the method for selecting the sample of respondents 
for the surveys, interviews and institutional analyses. We 
decided to focus on the study of cultural projects which:

• Had been carried out within the past three years

• Took place at one of the centres selected for study, 
and

• Were organized by institutions (or informal groups) 
connected with the field of contemporary art.

We did not seek to create a statistically representative 
sample of projects chosen at random because that would 
have required drawing up a list of all projects meeting the 
foregoing criteria, which was not possible within the frame-
work of the study. Instead, we made an intentional selec-
tion according to additional criteria designed to guarantee 
that a broad and varied cross-section of projects would be 
considered in the study.

6  L. Boltanski and  L. Thévenot, On Justification: The Economies of Worth. Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 2006. 
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The projects were selected on the basis of the following 
criteria:

• Type of implementation: individual or group

• Type of works shown: projects involving creation of 
new works as well as those based on existing works

• Age of artists involved: younger (up to about age of 
40) and older artists 

• Type of entity implementing the project: projects 
implemented by commercial entities (private gal-
leries selling works) and non-commercial entities 
(entities from the public, private or NGO sector 
conducting only shows or collecting)

• Nationality of participants: Polish as well as inter-
national projects

• Size of budget: projects with a small budget 
(up to PLN 100,000), medium-sized budget 
(PLN 100,000–250,000) and large budget (over 
PLN 250,000)7.

In this manner we selected a list of 18 projects for study: 
four from Warsaw, two each from Kraków, Łódź, Poznań, 
Gdańsk with vicinities, Upper Silesia, and Wrocław, and 
one each from Białystok and Zielona Góra. 

Within each project we decided to study 3 to 7 people, cov-
ering all three of the positions within the field of art which 
were of interest to us in the study (i.e. artist, curator, and 
support personnel—assistant or coordinator). Within each 

7  1 PLN equals approximately 0.25 EURO and 0.33 USD.
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project, we studied at least one representative of each of 
these three positions, and in larger projects we expanded 
the number of subjects from each category depending on 
how many of them were involved in the project.

The specific persons to be studied using the surveys and 
the semi-structured interviews were chosen at random 
within the selected projects. We conducted a total of 90 
such surveys and interviews, i.e. an average of 5 for each 
project. A total of around 40 artists, 20 curators and 30 
support personnel were studied.

The institutions carrying out the selected projects under-
went the institutional examination.

We invited representatives of all three professional groups 
to participate in the focus groups. 

OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE  
LIMITATIONS  ON  THE  STUDY

Notwithstanding the complex and thorough nature of the 
study, combining quantitative and qualitative elements and 
analysis of data gathered by institutions, limitations clearly 
could not be avoided—both internal limitations connected 
with the epistemic and methodological assumptions of the 
project, and external limitations connected with the resist-
ance of the social material studied.

This resistance took various forms. The first was to some 
degree unavoidable: The cognitive categories applied can 
be effective only because they exclude a certain part of real-
ity, designating in advance the conditions under which it is 
possible to articulate certain phenomena, judging between 
what is relevant and what is secondary. We are thus faced 
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with a choice in constructing the possible tools between 
those that are the most comprehensive but at the same the 
least precise and not very conclusive, and tools that force 
responses to questions of interest to the researcher but carry 
the risk of creating cognitive artefacts or projecting previ-
ously assumed a priori content onto reality.

Clearly, any researcher of the social world (and any other 
researcher) tries to find a golden mean between these two 
extremes, but no universal formula for this exists. It can 
also happen that  some aspect of reality is excluded from 
the subject of a study, not on the assumption that it is ir-
relevant but in making a working determination, thus we 
disregard something not because we deem it unimportant 
but in order to perceive something else more clearly, hoping 
that this limitation will be overcome in further work within 
the research community. To some extent this applies to 
our study. 

With respect to limitations arising out of the resistance 
of the social matter, those that arose included difficulties 
in accessing data, difficulties in recruitment of subjects, 
problems with the varying degree of involvement of the 
subjects and, related to this, the reliability and comparabil-
ity of the responses. Finally there were difficulties related 
to the fact that the researchers themselves are either not 
impartial or are not treated as impartial. It may be said that 
it is always within the power of the researchers to overcome 
these difficulties through their commitment, knowledge and 
determination. Although we are ready to assume responsi-
bility for any shortcomings resulting from these objective 
limitations on the study, we do ask for understanding on this 
point. The struggle with resistance of the subject material 
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typically meets with varying degrees of success, even if the 
researchers do all in their power to overcome it. 

In this category of limitations of the study we also find those 
of a purely technical nature, for example the fairly natural 
resistance of an institution against disclosing its own budget 
and other methods of distribution of material goods, about 
which Mikołaj Iwański writes in the Polish version of the 
report. This resistance also displays varying degrees of 
intensity and forms of articulation—from outright refusal, 
and various forms of obstruction (e.g. presentation of an in-
complete perspective or delay in performance), to difficulties 
resulting from the fact that preparation of such data requires 
extra work which often falls to persons positioned low within 
the institutional hierarchy who themselves do not have access 
to the complete data or a view of the whole picture.

Another difficulty was the particularly burdensome recruit-
ment for the group interviews, when it was necessary to 
persuade several people to take part in the study at the same 
time, outside of working hours, without pay. As a result, the 
group of subjects who agree to an interview is made up of 
volunteers who are in some sense internally motivated to take 
part (for example, those who think that research into the work-
ing environment of artists is socially important), which to a 
certain degree may influence their perception. The subjects’ 
motivation to participate in the process may also be ethical and 
(or) political  in nature, which to some degree occurred in the 
case of the gender-related group discussions. 

We also encountered a difficulty that is more or less standard 
in sociology, namely that the persons most highly placed 
in the social hierarchy (or relative to the given field) are 
the least willing to be studied. While for a young artist or 
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other art worker participating in a study may be ennobling, 
interesting or even exciting, for persons with high capital 
it is rather burdensome (or even potentially threatening). 
Social apexes typically prefer to remain opaque.

A distinct circumstance influencing the course of the study 
was that the subjects surveyed are typically educated people 
and also endowed with a high level of introspection (which 
obviously is not the same as self-knowledge), and the auto-
thematic nature of contemporary art indeed often means a 
formalized vision (often supported by “theory”) of what 
artistic work is at a social and existential level. In this sense 
we sometimes dealt with social material that had already 
been “processed” theoretically—which obviously does not 
help but rather hinders the researcher’s task.

The final difficulty of this type was the position held by the 
researchers (or at least some of them) in the same world 
they were trying to describe. Of course this situation also 
presents certain advantages, but at the same time it is cog-
nitively unclean. This does not have to do only with the 
researchers’ own beliefs and prejudices drawn from their 
personal “pre-theoretical” experience, but also that when 
producing knowledge about the field, researchers may 
modify (elevate) their own positions within the field. Even 
if that does not happen, it may always be perceived this way 
by some of the subjects. In this sense, connections between 
knowledge and power are both objective and independent 
of the intention of the producers of knowledge (knowledge 
generates power or enters into intimate connections with it 
even when this is neither about ideology nor manipulation). 
Knowledge after all is also a social resource, authorizing its 
holders to speak about others in a certain definitive way. 



25

At the same time, we do not believe that these difficulties, 
which we describe in terms of the resistance of the material, 
are in any important way greater than those facing other 
researchers into the social world, and in no way negate the 
results of the research. It is important, however, that the 
process of both generating and interpreting the data be ac-
companied by an awareness of these difficulties. Pursuant 
to Bourdieu’s program of reflexive sociology8, this attitude 
consists in each time submitting to analysis not only one’s 
own cognitive practice (assumptions, tools and postulates) 
but also the social conditions for the possibility of any theo-
retical production. 

Conceived of from the theoretical side, the limitations on 
the research present themselves somewhat differently. They 
are essentially conscious, in the sense that they are a result 
of theoretical choices (even if primarily of a working nature 
rather than fundamental). This limitation therefore consists 
of ignoring certain aspects or contexts of the subject matter 
being studied in order to arrive at exactly what interests us 
when isolating a certain category of phenomena. 

The idea of studying the distribution of social capital 
(resources) connected with the division of labour within 
“artistic mode of production,” to use Frederic Jameson’s 
term, might suggest that we are interested in the process 
of the accumulation of artistic capital in accordance with 
the rule of unlimited accumulation in the local field of art, 
or even on the world art market. This at least is the con-
cept of the valorization of a work being developed in the 

8  See P. Bourdieu, and L. Wacquant, An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology. Cam-
bridge: Polity Press, 1992.
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sociology of art today by Luc Boltanski9 (also a consultant 
of ours on the advisory board). Such an approach would 
require reflecting the course of the process of valorization 
of works as well as tracking the trajectory of the careers of 
our subjects. But we were seeking out capital in a simpler 
and more rudimentary  meaning, as a social resource of a 
basically relational character, because it arises as a result of 
the division of labour and a defined form of distribution con-
nected with this division. An approach from the side of the 
accumulation of capital would make it necessary to examine 
exactly what goes on between projects (such as how flows 
are shaped between them and how hierarchies are built), and 
in a diachronic dimension (how development and eventual 
success or failure look in an artistic career trajectory). But 
we decided on a synchronic study whose framework is 
demarcated by the temporal and spatial boundaries of the 
project. We made our best efforts to select projects repre-
sentative of Polish artistic and cultural realization, while 
specifically using the project as the fundamental element 
of the process of collective artistic work. 

We thus chose a perspective which, drawing from the tradi-
tion of work in sociology, may be referred to as a shop floor 
perspective, that is, everything going on right in the factory, 
ignoring both the labour market and the market for goods, 
which make up the environment of the factory. This choice 
has classic justifications (focusing on the process of work 
more than its effects, that is, recognizing the working 
environment as a certain standalone social reality), but 

9  See L. Boltanski, From object to œuvre. The process of attribution and valoriza-
tion of objects. In: M. Kozlowski et al. eds. Joy Forever. The political economy of social 
creativity. Warszawa, London: Bec Zmiana and MayFly Books, 2014.
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also an additional justification. Namely, we did not seek 
out models of exemplary careers, but wanted to look at 
art workers first and foremost as workers. This is all the 
more justified because the contemporary Polish visual arts, 
although generally standing in a high position and valued 
around the world, do not command a classic art market that 
enables accumulation of the great capital of universal high 
art. Impressive careers (including economic success as well) 
do occur, but they are so few in number that they demarcate 
the boundaries of the field as a whole in only a limited way. 
Of course the Polish art world is hierarchized, and as usual 
this hierarchy has the structure of a pyramid. It is a relatively 
flat pyramid, even if it is crowned by a sharp peak. We are 
thus interested in the working and living conditions of the 
mass of art workers who essentially supply local customers 
with what is typically regarded as artistic products. And 
we assume that these are their everyday and permanent 
working conditions (leaving aside the early age of departure 
from the field).

A second theoretical limitation determining the method 
of our research should be mentioned here. Although we 
were not interested in the peak of the pyramid, at the same 
time we dealt only with workers in legitimized field of high 
art—i.e. implementations of projects visible, recognized 
and sanctioned by the authorities (institutional and non-
institutional) and the cultural audience. By examining what 
is definitively regarded as art, following the trail of legitima-
tion, we exclude various activities that ineffectively aspire 
to the name of art or do not aspire to it at all. Obviously 
the former instance is much more significant: the paths and 
barriers encountered by those who want to enter the social 
field of art but do not succeed. It is true that the study does 
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cover mechanisms of the recruitment process for projects 
(and thus also the methods of circulation between projects), 
and we obtained extensive knowledge in this respect. But 
at the same time, we studied only those who completed the 
recruitment successfully, and we do not know the perspec-
tives of those who dropped out. Those are also important 
phenomena, but they lie outside the bounds of the shop floor, 
as we understood it.

Additionally, or putting the matter somewhat differently, 
we omit the group that Gregory Sholette (another member 
of our advisory board) has referred to as dark matter of art10 
—a metaphor drawn from contemporary physics to describe 
the ranks of art teachers, art students, activists, volunteers, 
amateur artists or untalented artists, invisible to the legiti-
mate art world, without whom the art world could not exist 
at all, because they provide its immediate logistical, financial 
and symbolic backing. This somewhat fuzzy category should 
be the subject of a separate study, but it must be pointed out 
that this will not be an easy task.

It would probably be worthwhile to extend our research 
horizon to include the synchronic dimension mentioned 
above as well as the social logic of artistic success. Prob-
ably only establishing such perspectives would provide us 
a full picture of work in the Polish art world. We display 
its workshop.

10  G. Sholette, Dark Matter:Art and Politics in the Age of Enterprise Culture, London/
New York: Pluto Press, 2011.
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CONCLUSION: 
DISCUSSION OF 

ORIGINAL HYPOTHESES 
IN LIGHT OF  

RESEARCH RESULTS

habitus, motivation and eGalitarianism  
of art WorKers

• Hypothesis: Art workers are highly qualified and 
highly motivated (the work is seen as a calling), 
which explains their willingness to make sacrifices.

• Hypothesis: The values in the field of art are love of art, 
creativity, independence, self-sufficiency, autonomy 
and innovativeness, which legitimize the consequences 
of symbolic battles and motivate the actors.

• Hypothesis: The habitus of producers of culture may 
be captured through a hybrid model which combines 
traits characteristic of various professional patterns: 
competitive and rational micro enterprises, 
disinterested creators oriented toward joint action, 

michał KozłoWsKi, Jan soWa,  
Kuba szreder
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self-organization and cooperation of enthusiasts, 
hobbyist amateurs and the like.

Workers in the field of art are highly qualified and strongly 
motivated. From a certain point of view it could be said that 
what are involved here are soft skills that are difficult to meas-
ure. But even if this is true of the rules of art itself, it does 
not apply to the competencies of the art workers. This does 
not have to do only with interpersonal competencies, which 
are highly prized (although treated by some as a suspicious 
surrogate for purely “artistic” competencies), or familiarity 
with recognized artistic taste. Work in this sector requires 
a combination of many varied competencies from highly 
different fields. This does not mean that everyone combines 
all of these competencies, but many of the workers have 
more than one specialization. Some of them possess classic 
artistic craft qualifications, which also have a measurable 
market value (graphics, photography and so on) and enable 
commercial activity alongside artistic activity; some possess 
high theoretical competencies, i.e. a broad-ranging contem-
porary education in the humanities, which is a particularly 
necessary condition for curators to operate in the field but is 
also often shared by support staff and artists. Writing a doctor-
ate is nothing unusual in this community and is positively 
evaluated. Moreover, the dominance of the project method 
of work involves art workers in contemporary capitalistic 
forms of management, and the grant-based rhythm, including 
its related risks, dominates performance. Flexible—that is to 
say precarious—forms of employment apply to over half of 
the workers surveyed. Many workers in the art world take 
on various jobs requiring differing qualifications, which is 
also valued on the contemporary labour market. 
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Art workers are also very strongly motivated in the sense 
that economic incentive is not the only, or even the main, 
motivation for them to take up work. It may be assumed that 
this differentiates them strongly from workers as a whole. 
While we do not rule out that a sense of calling may also exist 
among other workers, nonetheless, in wage labour based soci-
eties at least, work is first and foremost (although clearly not 
exclusively) a method to gain means to live on. As art workers 
themselves declare, their willingness to make sacrifices—
which primarily means to work for free—is often connected 
with the special status they ascribe to the work they do and, 
more broadly, to work performed in the art field. Although, as 
we will see, the structure of this motivation is somewhat more 
complex, it can certainly be said that the prospect of financial 
success in the future is not a sufficient explanation  of  their 
motivation to perform  difficult and unpaid or low-paid work. 
It should also be said that the average income of employees 
in the art world falls above the national average per person. 
Thus a calling does not mean sacrifice for everyone. A fifth of 
them earn a monthly income per person above PLN 3,500, 
but a large group (about 40%) earn less than PLN 2,000 per 
month. Most commonly reported, however, were incomes 
between PLN 2,000 and 3,000 per month. On top of this, 
the average per person is increased by the fact that very few 
of the workers have dependents (children or the elderly) they 
must support. For at least a portion of art-world workers, 
the motivation to work entails financial sacrifice. It can be 
assumed that many of them could earn higher incomes in 
other sectors. At the same time, it should be pointed out that 
very few of our group follow the model of the romantic creator, 
who performs all of his or her work disinterestedly and limits 
oneself solely to creation, rather the former is maintained 
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by other “non-creative” work. Many of them “compensate” 
economically for the free work of their “calling” through 
gainful “commercial” work.

The values which the subjects find in working in the world 
of art gravitate around an ethos ascribed to art since at least 
the Romantic era, although with certain significant modifi-
cations. The subjects do not use the category of “genius” or 
the jargon of creativity. They prefer to point to substance 
and competence as the key to functioning in this work 
environment. On the other hand, they ascribe a very high 
degree of creativity to their activity when they are asked 
about this in the survey. They also rank their profession 
very highly on the overall societal ladder of creativity (here 
placing themselves at the top in the company of scholars). 
This also applies to support personnel who, unlike artists 
and curators, are not credited with authorship. Art workers 
highly value their own autonomy, which they strongly link 
with creativity. They thus do not understand creativity 
as a skill of coping under conditions of compulsion but 
specifically in the spirit of activity free from compulsion, 
close to the Ancient  concept of praxis. Autonomy is also 
tied however to freedom and lack of inhibition, which is 
after all characteristic of the artistic ethos. 

Very often the subjects mention the immanent importance 
of art, although they are not so eager to explain the nature 
of this significance. They do not overestimate their social 
usefulness. Instead, they stress the specificity of their task, 
which in many respects differs from ordinary professions. 
They regard creativity as the most important thing, but still 
insufficiently rewarded (particularly financially). They 
believe that art often requires sacrifices, and that this is 
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unavoidable. The majority of them indicate that they hold 
down more than one form of professional activity. Although 
they often indicate that this results from economic necessity, 
at the same time they say this gives them satisfaction. Having 
multiple competencies is a virtue, enabling them to avoid 
the monotony and limitations resulting from specialization 
in the division of labour. The multiplicity of tasks and skills 
has a disalienating character—which may also be tied to a 
certain form of the Romantic ethos, close to the German 
notion of Bildung—of the comprehensive self-development 
of the person, the key to which is participation in culture 
and art. Striving toward this ideal is never stated outright, 
but is clearly outlined. Thus at the same time we are dealing 
with both a belief in the objectified but unspecified value of 
artistic production, and a sense of fulfilment tied to partici-
pation in this process. The subjects seem to feel in some way 
singled out because of their own professional activity, and 
this gives them a sense of satisfaction and strong motivation. 

An additional source of motivation may be the fact that the 
moral economy of the subjects coincides to a great degree 
with the rules for the functioning of this field, as perceived 
by them. They basically regard the distribution of resources 
as just. Criticisms of the prevailing state of affairs implicitly 
assume a deontology of art; they simply regard it as insuf-
ficiently realized. In other words, there is not enough art in 
art, the values of art should be reinforced, and values and 
assessments from outside may pose a threat. For example, 
it is not good when instead of artistic quality, recognition 
or involvement in a project is decided by interpersonal 
skills (“networking”) rather than “pure” artistic compe-
tence or substantive qualities. Similarly, art and culture are 
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undervalued by the society. When they complain about 
their situation, they tend to blame factors external to the 
art world . The only exception is when they say they are 
overburdened with work. But the dominant view is that if 
art is not valued highly enough by the state and the society, 
it is understandable that art workers will suffer as a result. 

An additional motivating factor for work may be that among 
workers in the field of art, there is a high degree of fluid-
ity between professional and personal life. If the closest 
co-workers are also close privately, the significance of the 
professional stakes is magnified by the personal dimension. 
This also results in a higher degree of identification with the 
work environment and its common purposes.

• Hypothesis: The field of art is culturally egalitarian, 
which means that differences in position and 
prestige are not strongly accentuated, hierarchies 
are flattened, the dress code is indistinct, and there 
is a lack of titles, degrees and the like, but this is 
combined with a strong financial hierarchization.

The question of whether the artistic work environment is 
culturally egalitarian, that is, whether it declares and prac-
tises egalitarian values (at least at a symbolic level) is difficult 
to answer unequivocally. Thus it is difficult to determine the 
relation this supposed cultural egalitarianism bears to the ac-
tual inequalities, particularly in income but also in prestige. 
It is readily observable that in the contemporary art world 
there are fewer symbols of status (titles, honorifics, visible 
distinctions) than there are for example in academia. This 
is also reflected in the political declarations of the subjects, 
where a leftist or liberal orientation decisively predominates 
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(and a right-wing orientation is barely represented at all). 
If we assume that a leftist or liberal outlook (unlike a right-
wing outlook) is characterized by mistrust for hierarchy, it 
may also be recognized that this community is characterized 
by much greater egalitarian sensitivity than that found in 
the rest of society. 

Meanwhile, if we examine the opinions of the subjects on 
how the income ladder in society should look, we find that 
although it is much flatter than reality, in its own way it 
is more meritocratic than egalitarian. The worker should 
still earn the least, while the scholar should stand at the top 
of the pyramid. This well depicts the relativity of artistic 
egalitarianism. It is no different when we examine the pre-
dominant relations in the field of art. Here also the most 
valued and the best paid should be those who contribute 
the most creativity to the cooperation. 

The subjects declare that neither sex nor age affects the 
position held in the work environment. It is difficult to say, 
however, whether this represents a depiction of egalitarian 
principles or a failure to perceive inequalities. A contempo-
rary egalitarian culture can more often represent a sensitiv-
ity to perceived inequalities than common declarations of a 
prevailing equality. In this sense, the perception of the world 
as a place of equality and fairness by most of those surveyed 
may suggest instead that not much importance is ascribed 
to equality in this community or that they perceive existing 
inequalities as fair, therefore of little relevance . It is telling 
that the focus group interview, more than the in-depth sur-
vey, revealed highly non-egalitarian relations between the 
sexes, but this also raised our doubts about gender-related 
inequalities (for reasons explained below). Regardless of 
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this, women more often work at support positions and are 
more numerous among the lowest-paid art workers. In terms 
of the overall differences in income, workers in the field 
of art are not a very egalitarian group: about 1/5 earn an 
income above PLN 3,500 per month, and 1/3 below 2,000. 
No doubt it would be easy to find professional groups where 
the differences are much greater. But this relative equality 
of the surveyed group results in part from our inability to 
access people located at the pinnacle of the income pyramid: 
a very small group with statistically very high earnings, the 
access to whom is severely restricted. 

It may be stated that our art workers are not very egalitarian 
subjectively (in their postulates) but also do not tolerate 
drastic objective inequalities (in relation to other profes-
sional groups). If they are susceptible to exploitation, it is 
not because of an “egalitarian” superstructure and a “hierar-
chical” reality, but rather because they receive part of their 
payment in a feeling of mission, satisfaction, involvement 
and the aura that art exudes. They are what constitute the 
fabric of the illusio of work in art (the relevance of which 
we discuss on the further stages of .

implicit hypothesis:  
trouble With Gender. 

We did not articulate a clear hypothesis on gender rela-
tions at the beginning of the study. This was not because 
we regarded them as unimportant. We explored issues of 
gender along with various parts of the study, influencing the 
wording of specific questions, sometimes implicitly, as in 
the case of questions about working for free, and sometimes 
explicitly, as in the question about mechanisms of selection 
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for artistic projects. Some parts of the study, such as the fo-
cus group interview, were directly devoted to gender policy 
and sex discrimination. The lack of an express hypothesis 
connected with the issue of gender equality in the field of 
art derives from our recognition from the very beginning 
that this issue would require a separate and thorough study, 
which our current program does not pretend to be. In this 
sense, our project is only preliminary in nature. We identify 
gaps in social self-knowledge concerning gender inequality, 
locating the symptoms of broader problems related to the 
issue of gender in the field of art. We hope that this will help 
formulate further hypotheses and develop research tools 
optimized for analysis of this specific problem. 

The results obtained signal that the problem of gender 
inequality is present in the art world, even if it is less 
pronounced than in the overall population. Women taking 
part in the group interviews pointed to numerous deep-
rooted mechanisms for worse treatment of women in the 
art world. But in other parts of the study, gender typically 
remains “transparent.” There are no significant differences 
in how given questions were answered by women and men. 
The subjects almost unanimously identified gender as the 
least important factor influencing recruitment for artistic 
projects. In the interviews, the subjects often declared that 
gender is no barrier to advancement in the field of art. On 
the other hand, however, whenever the issue of gender was 
raised, the female subjects often indicated the worse posi-
tion of women, whether because they are burdened with 
domestic duties or because of promotion by the field of art 
of personality models characteristic of men (for example, 
the artistic genius is typically male). 
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In this context, it may be assumed that the lack of unequivo-
cal identification of sex discrimination by the subjects is con-
nected with the general feminization of the Polish art field. 
Many, or even the majority, of the most respected institu-
tions of contemporary art in Poland are headed by women 
(Hanna Wróblewska at Zachęta, Dorota Monkiewicz at 
the Wrocław Contemporary Museum, Aneta Szyłak at the 
Wyspa Art Institute, Joanna Mytkowska at the Museum 
of Modern Art in Warsaw, Masza Potocka at the Museum 
of Contemporary Art in Kraków and Monika Szewczyk 
at the Arsenał Gallery in Białystok, to name but a few). 
Similarly, there are major women figures among curators of 
all generations, such as Anda Rottenberg, Magda Kardasz, 
Agnieszka Pindera, Joanna Warsza, Magdalena Ziółkowska 
and Joanna Sokołowska—again, to name only a few. Among 
artists the situation looks similar, although in this group, 
particularly in its elite, gender inequalities do occur. It may 
indeed be hypothesized that women in this field hold more 
high positions than in any other field of public administra-
tion, apart perhaps from education, where the position of 
superintendent of schools at the provincial level is strongly 
feminized. Perhaps this is because the general societal 
perspective of the gender division of work ties women 
strongly to “soft” fields like education and culture. This is 
also often tied to the relative pauperization of these fields in 
comparison to fields perceived as “hard” and masculinized. 

We do not want to convey through this that the world of art 
is free from male domination and inequalities determined by 
sex, but only that this is weaker than in the overall society 
as such, and weaker at least than in some other fields of 
culture, such as film and theatre. For this reason the low 
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rank ascribed to these inequalities by those surveyed appears 
understandable. At the same time, however, it should be 
pointed out that the high position of women at the pinnacle 
of the artistic hierarchy does not automatically translate into 
gender equality at the lower levels of the pyramid.

Two results of the survey are worth mentioning here. 
Among those surveyed, there was an apparent overrepre-
sentation of women in support positions and men among 
curators, while among the artists the number of women and 
men was more or less equal. In our interpretation, this is not 
an artefact of the method of selecting the research sample, 
where we tried to reflect the factor of gender only in the 
composition of the overall group and not in specific posi-
tions. But it should be pointed out that particularly among 
curators, the overrepresentation of men may be the effect of 
a relatively small survey sample. There is also another and 
much more important issue: The demographic responses 
show that women earn decidedly less than men. And at the 
same time, the women do not differ from the men in their 
subjective assessment of their earnings, regardless of the 
objective economic difference. Symptoms of this type, and 
also the results of the group interview on gender and specific 
comments concerning sex discrimination, would indicate 
that the patriarchal patterns recognized in the general 
population function in the field of art as well.

It should be stressed in this context that in the social world, 
a failure to perceive inequalities can be an indicator of a low 
and not a high level of egalitarianism. On one hand this hap-
pens because under conditions of equality, any inequali-
ties are strongly perceived, and also because maintaining 
egalitarian relations typically requires drawing attention 
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to this problem. However, this does not entitle us to draw 
the hasty conclusion that the mere declaration of gender 
equality demonstrates drastic inequality. In short, it should 
be stressed once again that the problem of gender relations 
in the world of art would in our view require a separate, 
thorough study, and there is not much more we can say on 
the topic based on the data we have on hand.

• Hypothesis: The field of visual arts is highly 
precarious.

The demographic responses alone confirm the hypothesis 
that the field of art is highly precarious. The working condi-
tions of people involved in contemporary art are clearly 
worse than those of average employees in Poland. The num-
ber of people who hold an employment contract is 50% less 
than the overall group of working Poles. We assumed in the 
study that the basic boundary separating groups in a stable 
vs. precarious professional situation is holding an employ-
ment contact, so we did not ask those surveyed whether they 
are employed for a definite period or an indefinite period, 
although it could be expected that in the group of persons 
with an employment contract there are persons employed 
only temporarily, which further worsens the picture.

A basic fact indicating the precarity of the subjects is first 
and foremost the very high percentage of people working 
on the basis of civil-law (non-employment) contracts. In 
the general population1, among 4 million people working 
on a non-employment basis, 3 million (75%) are individual 

1  Here and below we take the population of Poland as the reference group as this 
is the place, where the study was conducted.
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businesspeople and 700,000 (20%) are people whose 
income is from civil-law contracts. But among the persons 
surveyed here who do not hold an employment contract, 
fully 2/3 work under civil-law contracts—commonly called 
“junk” contracts in Poland. In the overall study group, those 
in a precarious situation make up about 40%—or 10 times 
the rate among the general population. As a group, artists 
are in a particularly precarious situation.

Although the group studied is characterized by a high de-
gree of precarity, as stated in the research hypothesis and 
confirmed by the results, poor people do not predominate in 
the group at all. Two-thirds of those surveyed have a monthly 
income equal to or greater than PLN 2,000 per person in 
the household. In Poland, for the overall population, the 
average income per person in the household is currently 
about PLN 1,450. It should be taken into consideration, 
however, that in the group studied there are very few people 
with children, which affects the level of this indicator. If the 
study group had the same average number of children as 
the overall population, they would have in total about 30 
more children, which means an extra 3/10 of a child per 
respondent, reducing the income per person in the household 
accordingly. In that situation, only an individual income of 
PLN 2,000–2,500 would yield an income per person at the 
national average. Considering this, and comparing it with the 
income distribution in the group studied, it could be roughly 
estimated that for about half of those studied, if they decided 
to have a child they would fall below the average per capita 
income in Poland. Obviously, the reasons the subjects have so 
few children are complex, and identifying them would require 
extensive separate research, but without a doubt the lack of 
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financial security connected with precarity is a factor exerting 
a negative influence on the willingness to have children.

The high degree of precarity may also be tied to another 
result, namely a level of debt among the subjects that is 
low for their average income. The percentage of persons 
with mortgage debt is little over half that in the general 
population. This situation is understandable because income 
from civil-law contracts or other sources such as prizes and 
stipends which some of subjects receive is not regarded by 
banks as a basis for obtaining credit. For this reason as well, 
despite earnings that are by no means the worst, the subjects 
do not have borrowing capacity enabling them to purchase 
property on credit, which puts them in a worse situation 
than the average Polish employee.

The results of the study show that precarity should not 
necessarily be identified with poverty. Of course, many with 
precarity are poor, but the same could be said of persons 
with permanent employment. The phenomenon of the 
working poor (referred to in the English-language literature 
as work poverty) demonstrates that (neo)liberal propaganda 
notwithstanding, the mere fact of holding a job does not in 
the least mean escaping poverty. As shown by an analysis 
of the demographics, artists are the group with the high-
est precarity among those studied (fewer than 1/3 of this 
group have permanent employment, and over half earn 
income mainly from civil-law contracts), but their financial 
situation is better than that of persons in support positions 
working under much more stable conditions (almost 60% 
have an employment contract). More artists own their 
own home, and although among persons with a monthly 
income per person in the household below PLN 1,000 
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this group is more numerously represented than curators or 
support staff, the only person in the entire study declaring 
a per capita household income above PLN 7,000 was an  
artist. Also compared to the average in the overall popula-
tion, artists do not do badly: Over 90% of those surveyed 
declared an income per person in the household of at least 
PLN 1,000–2,000 per person (the range where the aver-
age income for the overall population falls), and more than 
half have an income per capita of at least PLN 2,000 per 
person, which is 30% greater than the national average in 
Poland.

The issue of precarity must be viewed against a broader 
background. The fact that, as the demographic figures 
show, the group of artists are the most precarious in terms 
of working conditions, but have a better residential situa-
tion (the highest percentage of home ownership), requires 
a separate explanation. It is difficult to construct it on the 
basis of the data from the study. On one hand it may be 
speculated that in the case of artists, mechanisms for con-
version of capital operate particularly well, and despite 
the uncertainty of their work artists earn enough to ensure 
a high income. This explanation is supported by the fact 
that artists have higher incomes than persons in support 
positions, although they work on the basis of an employ-
ment contract much more rarely. (A situation of permanent 
employment is less conducive to conversion of capital, and 
persons from support positions also have less symbolic and 
social capital than artists.) On the other hand, incomes in 
the group of artists are not all that much higher than those 
of support staff. Leaving aside the single instance of an 
artist earning over PLN 7,000 per month, curators are 
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even better situated, but this does not translate at all into a 
better residential situation for them.

In this context it is also important to note the social origin 
of artists. As the demographic data show, many of them 
come from families with a university education. Because 
education correlates with the financial standard of living, it 
may be suspected that families of artists were better situated 
in financial terms and thus could have helped them acquire 
their own home. This interpretation is countered, however, 
by the comparison of artists with support personnel, who to 
almost the same degree also come from educated families, 
but their group has the lowest percentage of homeowners.

The best explanation may be provided by considering three 
factors together—social origin (parents’ education), the de-
gree of precarity of each position (type of employment), 
and residential situation—and their reference to the career 
model in each group. Artists and support personnel come 
from groups with a similar social position, but artists can 
much less often count on the permanent and regular income 
necessary to rent a flat. They may not earn less, perhaps even 
more than the support personnel, but much more irregularly. 
Not many landlords would agree to receive rent at irregular 
and unpredictable intervals, even if the total, for example 
on an annual basis, came to the same amount as rent paid 
regularly. The irregularity of income also means that art-
ists have worse access to credit. For this reason, one of the 
factors that makes it much easier to maintain oneself in the 
profession of artist is to own your own home. It is therefore 
not the case that artists can afford to buy a flat because they 
earn a lot, but rather that someone who does not own a home 
will more quickly abandon the profession. The consequence 
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is a group with a relatively high level of home ownership. 
Persons in support positions—like curators as well—can more 
often afford to rent a flat thanks to relatively good access 
to permanent jobs. Meanwhile, the income of curators is 
higher than that of support staff, and thus they can more 
often purchase a home and there are more of them than 
support staff in the group of homeowners.

Overall, this presents a very interesting situation. Contrary 
to common belief—as expressed for example in the title of the 
otherwise excellent book by Hans Abbing Why Are Artists 
Poor?2—in the world of art, artists are not at all the group that 
is worst situated in financial terms. Support personnel are 
in a worse situation than they are. The truth is however that 
artists are in the most precarious situation, which need not 
be reflected in their average monthly income when calculated 
for example on an annual basis, but generates various types 
of complications and strongly influences their professional 
career path (as artists who don’t own their own home aban-
don the profession more often than other groups).

The foregoing interpretation is partially based on conjec-
ture, but this can be said of any interpretation. Nonetheless, 
we realize that a detailed explanation of issues of poverty 
and precarity among artists would require a large separate 
research project and the use of data more objective than just 
the declarations of the persons surveyed.

• Hypothesis: The conversion of capital (particularly 
from symbolic to financial) plays a relatively large 

2  Hans Abbing, WhyAreArtistsPoor? The ExceptionalEconomy of the Arts, Amster-
dam: Amsterdam University Press, 2002.
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role in the distribution of resources, and this 
mechanism helps justify inequalities.

A problem with the hypothesis as posed is that it is highly 
speculative. Its correctness can be concluded only partially 
from the immediate data. On the other hand, the possible 
functioning of mechanisms of this type appears important 
because knowledge about them allows the analysis to move to 
a higher level. The existence of inequality and unfairness in the 
field of art should not only be described, but also explained.

The results of the survey reveal something of a paradox. 
About half of the subjects declare that no more than half of 
their work is paid, and over 1/3 work mostly for free (the 
composite percentage shows that 30% of those surveyed are 
paid for no more than 40% of their working time). In this 
situation, a fundamental question should be asked: Why do 
the subjects agree to this situation and not “vote with their 
feet” by leaving the field of visual arts? As indicated by the 
demographics, the subjects come from a relatively privileged 
social group (with a significant overrepresentation of par-
ents with a university education), which means that these 
are not people who have no other option and must remain in 
a disadvantageous situation. The level of income reported 
by those surveyed does not look all that bad compared to the 
population as a whole. Since the subjects do so much work 
for free and still have a decent income, it means that in cases 
where they are paid their wages are far from the worst. So 
why don’t they stick to well-paid activities, replacing their 
unpaid work with free time? Clearly, working for free is 
somehow a structurally essential element of professional 
life in the field of art. How to explain this?
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Overdetermination of the social world is a well-known phe-
nomenon, so it should not be expected that such a complex 
phenomenon would have one clear cause. It is necessary to 
consider several factors. The sense of mission in working 
in the art field and the intrinsic value ascribed to creative 
activity probably play a major role here. Statements by 
the subjects in the interview accompanying the survey 
(questions about the reasons they accept unfairness and 
why they work for free) indicate that the motivation for 
them to enter the field of art is not primarily material, and 
thus it should come as no shock that the material dimension 
of a career in the art field does not ultimately determine 
the subjects’ attitudes and behaviour. Without doubt, the 
satisfaction derived from working in the field of art is an 
essential recompense for the difficult working conditions. 
But it is not the only recompense.

The results of the study show that in a certain respect, we 
may speak of the operation of mechanisms of conversion 
of capital: By working on low-paid (or completely unpaid) 
projects, the subjects accumulate a certain type of capital 
which they can use later to obtain higher income—or some 
income—from their professional activity. This may be sym-
bolic capital (prestige, renown, experience, or knowledge 
about the functioning of the art world) or social capital 
(building a network of cooperation and acquaintance in 
the art world—here we understand acquaintance not in the 
corrupt sense but in the structural sense consistent with 
the theory of social capital). Thanks to this capital they can 
enjoy a better position in other situations, sell their works 
on the art market (in the case of artists), receive invitations 
to new projects and so on.
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One thing must be highlighted here: We are not speaking 
at all about application of the homo economicus model. This 
assumes that a person is a consciously calculating individual 
optimizing his or her investments of time and rationally 
shaping his or her life. The behaviours analyzed here need 
not be the conscious enactment of a strategy at all. We are 
speaking here more of a certain element in the habitus of the 
subjects—their manner of functioning in the field—and what is 
described by Pierre Bourdieu as the practical sense of playing 
a game.3 It need not be made conscious at all in the sense of 
declarative knowledge in the psychological meaning of this 
term. The skill of manoeuvring in the social world encoded 
in the habitus is more reminiscent of the skilled tennis player’s 
knowledge of how to return the ball. The tennis player does 
not need to conduct measurements and calculations to de-
termine the angle at which the racket should be positioned. 
Knowledge of this is entirely internalized in the player’s 
body and automated in his or her motions. Some players can 
consciously describe the processes that occur, and in certain 
situations—for example when they must teach these skills to 
others—they translate their capabilities into the language of 
formal objective description, but this does not mean that they 
apply the same schemata of understanding when playing.

There is one very important conclusion to be drawn from 
this: In the world of art, capital conversion mechanisms are 
structural elements of the construction of the field, manifest 
in the habitus of its participants, but not necessarily taking 
the form of conscious, rational motivations. This is demon-
strated indirectly by the statements of persons surveyed on 
the topic, not so much on their own methods of behaving in 

3  P. Bourdieu, The Logic of Practice. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1990.



50

the field as on the condition of other participants in the field, 
and specifically the opinions of curators and support staff 
about strategies applied by artists. This reveals that this has 
to do not with subjective, psychological motivations, but 
structural conditions for action: This is simply what you do, 
you have to agree to work for free to gain the experience, 
acquaintances and prestige that will enable you later and in 
other situations to obtain financial income. This represents 
a typical doxa as understood by Pierre Bourdieu—a rule 
regarded as self-evident and binding4.

These two explanations for working for free and accept-
ing exploitation—the intrinsic motivation of the calling and 
mechanisms for conversion of various forms of capital—may 
be reduced to a common denominator through a psycho-
analytical description of the situation. Introduction of 
this language here is warranted, as when Bourdieu himself 
describes one of his key categories, illusio5—the stakes for 
which the game is played in any field—in terms of psychic 
stock and the investment of psychic energy in a belief in 
the essential nature of certain matters (money in the field 
of economics, power in the field of politics, influence in 
the field of media, and so on). Illusio is illusory because its 
importance results solely from the faith in its value manifest 
by entities operating in the given field. Thus we are dealing 
with nothing but a certain fantasy. Various motivations 
inducing those surveyed to work for free—realization of 
a calling, satisfaction from acting for a cause, investing in 
a future career, and so on—may be described in terms of 

4  P. Bourdieu, Pascalian Meditations. Cambridge: Polity Press, 2000.

5  P. Bourdieu, The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure of the Literary Field. Cam-
bridge: Polity Press, 1996, pp. 223-227
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phantasm, i.e. an imaginary scenario in which the entity pre-
sents to itself the fulfilment of a desire. Some of the subjects 
acknowledge the illusory nature of their belief in the ability 
to convert between different forms of capital. They say that 
this is just a certain imagination of the functioning of the art 
field, not always and not necessarily fitting the factual situa-
tion. But this only reinforces the interpretation presented: 
The illusoriness of illusio does not reduce its power at all 
over entities operating in the field, just as, for example, the 
fact that the definition of what it means to “score a goal” in 
football is based on a convention (for the ball—a pocket of 
air bound in leather—to cross a line drawn by someone in 
an arbitrary but strictly defined location) does not reduce 
in the least the excitement accompanying the game and the 
dedication of the players. For an understanding of how the 
field of art functions, it is totally irrelevant whether capital 
conversion mechanisms, like the belief that art is the residue 
of something lofty, are factual in nature or only illusory and 
phantasmal. What is important is that they are perceived 
as actually real or at least possible. This is how they work.

The fact that curators and support staff sometimes even 
speak cynically about the rules for conversion of capital 
demonstrates also that they have a certain function in 
maintaining inequalities in the field. The people responsible 
for organizing projects, and thus also for drawing up the 
budgets, assume that artists will be able in some way to 
discount their low- or un-paid participation in the project by 
converting the prestige or acquaintance gained in the project 
into higher income in the future (or directly by selling the 
produced works on the market), which holds down the fees 
for artists.
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• Hypothesis: The field of visual arts may be treated 
as a testing ground or laboratory for new capitalistic 
forms of labour relations, accumulation of capital, 
control of labour, construction of social ties and 
moral economy.

Of all the hypotheses posed in the study, this one is the most 
speculative and abstract. It would be hard to say that anyone 
establishes the rules for functioning of the world of art to be 
a testing ground or laboratory for new forms of organization 
of labour. There is no “pilot program” for late capitalism to 
check out new solutions that would be rolled out first of all 
in the field of the visual arts. It would be equally difficult to 
point to conscious and deliberate attempts to pattern the 
overall socio-economic reality on solutions functioning in 
the art world. Nonetheless, a certain interpretation of the 
results of the study permits this hypothesis to be maintained 
in its weaker form: The field of art is not so much a testing 
ground or laboratory as an area where certain trends appear 
that are visible in the evolution of the conditions of work and 
how it is organized in the contemporary capitalist economy. 
This has to do primarily with three issues: 1) mechanisms for 
controlling the motivation of workers through identification 
with the venture being pursued, 2) the precarity of working 
conditions, and 3) the omnipresence of the project model.

Since the 1960s, new forms of managing workers and 
building their motivation have emerged at the centre of 
the capitalist economy. They have been described in such 
books as The Conquest of Cool by Thomas Frank and The New 
Spirit of Capitalism by Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello6. 

6  L. Boltanski, and E. Chiapello, The New Spirit of Capitalism. London: Verso, 2005.
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They show that the stiff, hierarchical and oppressive model 
of supervising employees and disciplining them with hard 
power (orders, prohibitions, sanctions, penalties etc.) 
typical of the Fordist era have given way, in the post-Fordist 
era, to softer forms of authority appealing to enthusiasm, 
a sense of mission, emotional identification with the task 
being carried out, and so on. At the same time, there is an 
increasing role of creativity and innovativeness, which are 
now catch-phrases in discussions of economic growth. All 
of the characteristics, dispositions and motivations of this 
type are, and have been for a long time, very important ele-
ments of work in the field of art, particularly when it comes 
to artists. In a sense, capitalism has been approaching the 
method of functioning of the art world, which displays a 
certain trend in development of the method of organizing 
economic activity, which obviously does not mean that it 
directly shapes it in any way. This process is linked with 
the general evolution of capitalism in the direction of what 
is referred to as immaterial labor (term coined by Maurizio 
Lazzarato7) or biopolitical labor (as concept popularized by 
Michael Hardt and Anronio Negri8).

The distinguished French sociologist Luc Boltanski was a 
member of the advisory board for the project, and during the 
seminar for discussion of the interpretation of the results of 
the study in November 2014 in Warsaw, this specific matter 
was raised by us as an important issue for understanding the 
results obtained in the study. Boltanski pointed then to one 

7  M. Lazzarato, Immaterial Labour, In: P. Virno & M. Hardt, eds., Radical 
Thought in Italy. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996, pp. 132-146.

8  Hardt, M. and Negri, A., Commonwealth. Cambridge (Mass.): Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 2009.
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essential issue: Capitalism changes very rapidly, and in the 
approximately two decades that have passed since diagnoses 
such as those presented in The New Spirit of Capitalism or 
Thomas Frank’s book were raised, relations within enter-
prises have changed significantly, mainly as a result of the 
appearance and popularization of new telecommunications 
technologies providing the ability to exercise much stricter 
and more dispersed control over the employee (working 
online from home, mobile phones with GPS transmitters, 
use of social media sites to monitor and control staff, etc.) 
This is a new phenomenon requiring detailed study, but it 
does indicate that perhaps labor relations in capitalism as 
such, at least in this respect, are not after all heading in the 
direction indicated by the art world, where relatively great 
work autonomy still prevails.

An interesting topic for consideration in the context of the 
hypothesis discussed here is the high degree of precarity of 
the persons surveyed. Data from various countries point 
to progressively greater precarity in working conditions in 
general, across all sectors. This is particularly strong among 
young people and/or people holding jobs created relatively 
recently (newly created jobs are often organized under un-
certain conditions less advantageous to the workers). In this 
sense the art world is clearly ahead of an undisputed trend. 

In the field of contemporary art we also see, as we already 
mentioned, the consequences of increasing precarity, 
particularly in two phenomena: a distinct reluctance to 
reproduce and the inability to participate in the credit sys-
tem. At the same time, we do not see any extreme poverty. 
Thus if we regarded this hypothesis as true and sought to 
draw some conclusion from the foregoing data concerning 
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the further development of capitalist societies, we could 
only say that the precarity of working conditions does not 
necessarily bring with it a significant increase in poverty, but 
by increasing the uncertainty of our existence it influences 
non-financial factors, such as having children. But we should 
clearly stress that this is speculation based on a fragment of 
the results of the study and one interpretation of the results, 
not certain knowledge based on solid empirical foundations.

• Hypothesis: Project and network play a major role 
in the organization of systems of production and 
the arrangement of value systems characteristic of 
the field of contemporary art.

When planning our research program, we adopted an as-
sumption of the significant role of the project in the current 
arrangement of the field of contemporary art. This basic 
intuition was not formulated as a hypothesis, but it played 
a significant role in our research. In the introduction we 
discuss the influence of the basic categories of network and 
project on the selection of the sample as well as the shape of 
the survey.

In this context, one of the most important conclusions 
of the study, that currently the field of art is undergoing 
a process of transformation toward a network method of 
socialization, organization of production and related moral 
justifications, may be regarded as a tautological confirmation 
of our own assumptions. But that is not the case.

Firstly, in selecting the sample and formulating the ques-
tions, we adopted a very broad definition of artistic project 
as a venture organized by artistic institutions and groups. 
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In this manner we adopted implicit assumptions about 
the criteria for current participation in the field, but they 
were still extremely broad. In our understanding, a painter 
exhibiting a work at a show is a participant in a project, 
but so is a cleaner who cleans up at the exhibition and the 
editor of the catalogue summing up the show. We regarded 
ventures as artistic projects whether they were organized 
by private galleries, foundations, or public art centres. We 
called exhibitions, festivals, individual artistic productions 
and solo shows at private galleries projects. Our research 
stressed active participation in the publicly accessible art 
circuit, skipping such forms of artistic activity as working 
in the studio, writing privately, or teaching at art schools, 
none of which are publicized through exhibitions or festivals. 
The art circuit as defined in this way has its boundaries, and 
there are people who it could be argued belong to this field 
but were overlooked in the selection of participants, as we 
discuss extensively in the introduction. Still, our intuition 
about how participation in the art world is currently defined 
appears to coincide with how the participants in this circuit 
themselves seem to understand it. As in the case of all social 
groups and networks, such criteria for identification are to a 
large degree arbitrary, discretionary and informal. 

We are interested in changes taking place in the rules for 
defining who is inside the field of interest to us and who is 
outside it. Thus we posed questions to our subjects and our-
selves about the selection criteria determining that one person 
achieves success and another is condemned to failure. In this 
way we analyze mechanisms of fundamental significance for 
the arrangement of social fields. The criteria of belonging 
and selection are based on implicitly recognized systems of 
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values, which differently valorize various behaviours of the 
actors, recognizing the value of various types of capital and 
determining the mechanisms for their exchange. 

From the interviews and the surveys, a picture emerges 
of the art world in which traditional justification systems 
connected with the conception of artistic autonomy and the 
ideal of “art for art’s sake” are undergoing hybridization and 
transformation under pressure of the network and project-
related apparatuses of artistic production and justification.9 
It should be stressed that this is a hybrid model in which 
there are two different but coexisting methods of organ-
izing social life and systems of moral justifications in force 
at the same time. Sometimes they form a synthesis, while at 
other times their coexistence generates tension or outright 
conflict. We do not interpret this hybridization in terms 
of replacement of one system with another or elimination 
of institutions that are characteristic for the autonomous 
field of art. We interpret hybridization of the field more as 
a transformation which seeks to maintain (perhaps with 
considerable success) the autonomy of art under new, 
project-related conditions.

An analysis of the reasons for this transformation and the 
spread of the project-based apparatuses of production 

9  By using the term project-related apparatuses of artistic production and justifica-
tion we utilize to a double theoretical genealogy. At first, we refer to Walter Benja-
min’s concept of the apparatus of artistic production, understood by him as a con-
glomerate of institutions, infrastructure, people, conventions, logistical systems that 
enable and format artistic production (compare: Benjamin, W. 1970. The Author as 
Producer. New Left Review 1(62)). Second is the projective system of justification, 
an order of worth that justifies and regulates project-related social worlds, a concept 
developed by Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello in the already quoted New Spirit of 
Capitalism. 
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and justification extends beyond the scope of our report. 
We can only suggest, following Boltanski and Chiapello, 
cited above, and also following Pascal Gielen (one of the 
participants in our advisory board)10, the large influence 
of new methods of management, characteristic of late 
capitalism, on the proliferation of project-related appara-
tuses. Undoubtedly mechanisms introduced by the state 
administration for allocation of public support through 
the grant system also play a role. But the project cannot be 
reduced to grant administration. It is rather a fragment of a 
broader social reality in which the dominant role is played 
by projects and networks. One may at least speculate on the 
role of new telecommunications and information technolo-
gies in spreading project-related apparatuses. We may also 
assume that the crisis in the autonomous field of art is a 
consequence of its internal dynamics. We could analyse 
how institutions characteristic of the autonomous field of 
art are not keeping pace with the growth of the field, the 
proliferation of new institutions, festivals and projects, or 
the broad influx of new participants into the field11. This 
expansion, amplified by the connection of the local circuit 
to global circulation, affects the methods of organizing 
the life, work and visions of participants in the field. But 
confirmation of these assumptions would require further 
study, organized in a comparative, macro-sociological and 
historical perspective. 

From our present research, a synchronic picture emerges of 
a hybrid field passing through a process of transformation, 

10  See Gielen, P., Creativity and other fundamentalisms. Heyningen: JAP SAM 
Books, 2013

11  ibid., pp. 33-37
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a social system full of internal tension and far from equilib-
rium. In the following paragraphs we will try to trace its 
most significant aspects by analyzing their consequences.

A central value for the autonomous field of art is “art for 
art’s sake” and the symbolic capital tied to it. In the project-
related apparatuses of production and justification, what 
is most prized is the very presence in circulation, which is 
tied to an increase in the significance of social capital as an 
indicator of position within social networks. We do not 
assume that in the case of the autonomous field of art these 
two types of capital enter into conflict with one another. On 
the contrary, it may be assumed that even in the historical 
perspective of pure autonomy, analyzed by Bourdieu12, 
these two types of capital could mutually reinforce each 
other. Still, it was symbolic capital that dominated the 
field, establishing its characteristic illusio and determining 
its autonomy. Social capital fulfilled a socially important 
function, but its role was regarded as subordinate to the 
substantive evaluation of artistic proposals and positions. 
In the hybrid model, these two types of capital (symbolic 
and social) are much more often mixed together, and the 
role of social capital is strengthened and begins to be 
commonly regarded as important. The persons surveyed 
stressed that recruitment to projects or success in the art 
world is determined not only by talent, or a substantive 
evaluation of the quality of the artistic proposals, but also by 
the position in the network. It is social capital that enables 
one to break through with artistic proposals, to stand out 
from the crowd of other personalities. Among the persons 
surveyed, we could frankly sense a certain tension between 

12  See P. Bourdieu, The rules of art, ibid.
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these two markers of trajectory. When respondents were 
asked about the role of various factors in building a career, 
they stressed that while contacts and recognisability count in 
the art world, in an ideal world everything should be decided 
by a substantive evaluation of artistic quality. A certain 
nostalgia for a system of values built around “art for art’s 
sake” is also demonstrated by the fact that the motivation 
of the subjects is typically built around a faith in the sense 
and purpose of artistic initiatives. The approach toward 
presence and to social networks themselves is somewhat 
more instrumental. Circulation is a means to an artistic goal 
rather than a goal in and of itself—or at least that is how our 
respondents speak of it.

But when analyzing the current role of projects, it should be 
pointed out that in many statements by respondents on what 
decides on taking part in (even unpaid) artistic projects, 
two motives emerge at the top. One is a derivative of the 
intrinsic value of artistic endeavours. The second, however, 
is even more interesting. The respondents circulate mainly 
to remain in circulation. In this manner, a means to an end 
begins to change into an end in itself. People do projects so 
that they can join further projects, fearing that refusal or 
conflict may result in their exclusion or outright disappear-
ance from the art world.

In the hybrid circuit, as described by respondents, prestige 
and reputation merge into recognisability. What counts is 
not just the substantive evaluation of the artistic proposal, 
which would be the output of processes of critical discus-
sion within the community of experts. A condition for the 
possibility of conducting any substantive evaluation is the 
fact of being visible. Paraphrasing one of the respondents, 
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“If you are seen you exist, and if you disappear you don’t.” 
In this circuit the invisible have no voice, and you are only 
as good as your last project. 

In the project-related system of production and justification, 
tests of proficiency occur at moments of passage between 
projects.13 Social capital positively influences the chance 
of smooth passage to the next project, influencing the 
selection process whether as a carrier of reputation or by 
expanding access to information. Such a system of building 
trajectories differs from mechanisms that were accepted in 
the autonomous field of art, where the decisive moment for 
a career was placement of a work in a museum collection or 
formulation of a breakthrough interpretation of the work, 
which assured symbolic passage into history.

The hybridization of the artistic circuit has a fundamental 
effect on shortening of the time horizon in which the re-
spondents operate. In the autonomous model a long-range 
perspective was in force; even if at the given moment one was 
not recognized as a distinguished artist, creators could still 
hope that they would be discovered by future generations. 
In the hybrid art circuit such a strategic perspective (some-
times frankly operating in the mythic time of art history) is 
radically shortened. Project circulation is built according 
to principles of a deficit of social attention (connected with 
the absence of a canon that everyone should know, and the 
proliferation of differentiated systems of evaluation), as well 
as the rule of a networked feedback loop (one good project 
generates the possibility of doing a number of upcoming 
ones, but this window of opportunity remains open for just 

13  Compare L. Boltanski, È. Chiapello, ibid., pp. 30-32, 124-125



62

a while). In this sense, the principle of delayed gratification, 
characteristic of the autonomous field of art, is transformed. 
In the autonomous model the creator and his work could 
wait for years to be discovered and appreciated by critics 
and collectors14. In that model, the creative process and the 
moment when symbolic capital is exchanged for economic 
gratification are always separated. There was room for undis-
covered talents who slowly generate their symbolic capital 
in the hope that it will be cashed in during their own lifetime 
when their works begin to be collected. 

The project itself is a tool simultaneously enabling the 
generation of immaterial capital and also cashing it in, in 
the form of payment for participation in the project. In this 
model there is no possibility of going down in history, but it 
is only the here and now of the project and the short-term 
perspective of the network that count.

The paradox, however, is that in the hybrid model the 
organizers of projects often “pay” their participants only 
with the very possibility of circulating and remaining within 
the network, as if this were supposed to bring them mate-
rial gains sometime off in the indefinite future. But in this 
model, due to the short time horizon and the lack of other 
mechanisms for exchange of capital than the project itself, 
there is no real possibility to exchange symbolic or social 
capital for economic gratifications. This is particularly pain-
ful if all of the organizers of artistic projects do the same 
thing, i.e. stop paying for participation in projects, paying 
in visibility alone. In such a case, the only possibility for 

14  See L. Boltanski, From object to œuvre. The process of attribution and valoriza-
tion of objects. In: M. Kozlowski et al. eds. Joy Forever. The political economy of social 
creativity. Warszawa, London: Bec Zmiana and MayFly Books, 2014 
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exchanging social or symbolic capital for material means is 
to find art-related means of support which in themselves are 
not part of project-related apparatuses, such as a position 
in an artistic institution, art academy or in other sectors of 
the economy. According to the professional profiles of the 
respondents, this is indeed what many of them do, treating 
artistic projects as a hobby or a supplement to the salary they 
earn outside of the project-related work.

Based on our study, while in the case of curators or support 
personnel this is a lesser problem, the most injured group 
are artists. It is they who are particularly threatened by the 
gap between the project arrangement of production and the 
justifications characteristic of the autonomous field of art. 
In the hybrid model, artists are still paid for participation in 
projects in symbolic capital as if it could be cashed in over 
a longer time frame through the sale of works to a collec-
tion. But circulation now is conducted at a dizzying pace, 
and the circuit is organized through projects that disappear 
as quickly as they appear and do not necessarily result in 
generation of lasting symbolic value, which in the distant 
future could be exchanged for material means. 

In this context we must stress the fundamental defects of 
the art market, which plays a greater role in focusing the 
imagination of the respondents than in providing them a 
living. But according to the statements by the artists sur-
veyed, who after all belong to the elite currently in active 
circulation, only 14% of their budgets come from the sale of 
works, which is lower even than the amount of assistance 
they said they receive from family and partners. And 75% 
of artists surveyed receive no income from the market at 
all, or only marginal income. Only 2 of 40 artists surveyed 
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receive over 70% of their income from the market. It must 
be stated plainly that the market plays only a marginal eco-
nomic role, which decisively belies the hurrah optimism of 
its supporters and clearly demonstrates how detached from 
reality are the reasons that artists are paid only in symbolic 
capital. Given the seriousness of the problem, it should be 
stressed once again that in the hybrid model, mechanisms for 
exchange of symbolic capital for financial capital function 
more through the labour market (affecting the ability to 
find a job in institutions in the art field) than through the art 
market. Precisely for this reason, artists, who traditionally 
rely on the sale of their works, are particularly aggrieved.

In the autonomous field of art, a central role was played by 
the figure of the charismatic creator and the fetish works he 
created. This field was always characterized by a complex 
division of labour and the de facto collectivization of the 
creation of artistic value, which had to be concealed however 
due to the mythology of individual creativity. In the project-
related apparatuses, the figure of the curator begins to gain 
greater significance, as the person deciding on the shape of 
projects and selecting the participants. According to the 
study, however, artists do not regard the current position of 
curators as illegitimate, even though certain competency dis-
putes are waged between them. These disputes are mainly 
connected with the different allocation of accents between 
the primacy of the artwork itself (which artists stress) and 
thinking in terms of the art project (exhibitions, festivals 
etc.) which curators favour. But this aspect has only marginal 
significance.
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• Hypothesis: In the field of art there are processes 
of collective cooperation as well as individualized 
competition, and the connection between 
competition and cooperation is particularly intense.

More important is the way that the subjects understand the 
coopetition specific to hybrid circulation, that is, the mixing 
of impulses toward cooperation and competition. Here we 
may mention two interesting tendencies. The respondents 
tended to stress the predominance of cooperative strategies 
in their immediate environment, whether in the project or 
in the institution. On the other hand, when speaking of 
the art world, they tended to describe it in terms of fierce 
competition, stressing that there are fewer opportunities 
than people who would like to take advantage of them.

This view of the situation may be explained by the features 
specific to the project-related apparatuses. Every project 
requires intense cooperation of its participants, as their suc-
cess is dependent on joint action which is often organized in 
relatively horizontal structures. On the other hand, project 
teams fall apart immediately upon completion of the task. It 
is rather individuals who participate in circulation and must 
compete with other participants in the network for access 
to projects, positions and resources. While the dynamic is 
somewhat different in the case of institutions, because they 
endure longer than a single project, nonetheless even their 
employees circulate in the network and are directly exposed 
to competition from the side of other participants in the 
circuit. In this instance, however, it should be stressed that 
a general distaste for aggressive competition prevailed among 
the respondents, and a cooperative attitude is more positively 
valorized. There is one exception to this rule: among the 
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respondents, there is universal acceptance of competition on 
the basis of merits. It may be assumed that this is connected 
with conflict over symbolic status, traditionally acceptable 
in the field of art, and the legitimate character of tests of 
the substantive quality of artistic proposals and positions. 
Recognition of their purposefulness is indeed a condition 
for participation in the field and a foundation of this system 
of justification.

Social pressure connected with the necessity to remain in 
circulation, combined with an orientation toward coopera-
tion within project teams and a network of friends, means 
that potential conflicts are either hushed up or there is an 
attempt to resolve them democratically. People who burn 
bridges behind them and make enemies lose contacts and 
consequently lower their position within the circuit. This 
is also connected with a type of conformism. According to 
our research, in the current art circuit the rules of the game 
are rarely questioned openly. We may speculate that such 
an affirmative approach is a product of the desire to remain 
in circulation and a feeling of communal solidarity. Such an 
attitude was already characteristic for the autonomous field 
of art, in which openly discussing the social and economic 
mechanisms of the field was not permissible. In the hybrid 
model, this assumes more of a form of general satisfaction 
and a lack of differences between how the respondents de-
scribe their own situation and how they would like to see the 
ideal world (with a couple of very important exceptions).

Questioning the rules of the game threatens exclusion or fall-
ing out of circulation, which is one of the most severe penal-
ties, and particularly dangerous because it is not imposed by 
any central institution or disciplinary mechanism. Exclusion 
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through soft ostracism, connected with a lack of further in-
vitation to participate in projects, is a sanction which results 
in reinforcing social control without the need to exert direct, 
disciplinary pressure. This type of system may be defined, 
following Gilles Deleuze, as a society of control, in which con-
trol is dispersed throughout social networks, internalized 
and often informal.15 Such control is self-discipline combined 
with the pressure of social networks, which operates even 
without the need for external monitoring.

Its strength is reinforced by the interweaving of private and 
professional life, which is another characteristic feature of 
both the autonomous art world (whose ideal is the fusion of 
art with daily life) and the project-related apparatuses, which 
pull down the barriers between private life and professional 
involvement, as we write elsewhere in the introduction. 
This interweaving is a further motivation to remain part 
of the circuit and to take part in unpaid initiatives because, 
after all, “You don’t say no to your friends.” On the other 
hand, networks of friends and co-workers provide support, 
the value of which can hardly be overestimated particularly 
in a situation of overall shortages in the field of art.

• Hypothesis: In the field of art there are various 
processes of exploitation which are often less open 
than in other systems of division of labour.

One of the results of the study was to shift our attention 
from systems of direct exploitation to mechanisms of ex-
clusion. Exclusion is the effect of fundamental inequality 
between persons who are not connected to the circuit and 

15 See G. Deleuze, Postscript on the Societies of Control. October 59, 1992
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those participants in circulation who successfully migrate 
from project to project and thus remain visible in the field. 
On one hand, it is hard to point to the existence of a direct 
relation of exploitation between the well-being of the 
connected people and the harm to the excluded. On the 
other hand, however, it may be assumed that exclusion is 
a socially necessary condition for functioning of the social 
networks specific to the field of art.16 Thus we can observe 
that exploitation, understood most generally as the connec-
tion between the success of some and the failure of others, 
takes an indirect form in the field of art.

As we have already stressed, the most pivotal moment in 
the project system is migration between projects. This type 
of arrangement of social production results in elasticity of 
work, uncertainty in life trajectory, and personalization 
of risk for the development of one’s career. Freelancers 
and people working under civil-law contracts are particu-
larly dependent on continually seeking opportunities and 
projects, on a constant circulation. In this system only by 
performing one project after another can one maintain one-
self at a decent level. This situation results in the precarity 
of persons operating in the field of art, a danger we discuss 
more thoroughly in another point. It still should be noted, 
however, that the respondents cope quite well in life. We 
rarely found people who are not in a position to compensate 
for the uncertainty of the project system with more stable 
work, whether in an art institution, an art school, or other 
sectors of the economy.

16  See G. Sholette, Dark matter : art and politics in the age of enterprise culture. Lon-
don; New York: Pluto Press, 2011
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Nonetheless, in the hybrid model the positive and negative 
consequences of selection for projects tend to be accumula-
tive. People who carry out lots of projects are visible in the 
network, which results in further invitations. Those who 
are not present in the circuit cease to invited, resulting in 
their exclusion from circulation. In this way the dark matter 
of art, which we write about elsewhere in the introduction, 
is generated, made up of those who are not yet visible or 
have ceased to be visible in the circuit.

The exclusion in the networked society, as stressed by 
Boltanski and Chiapello17, has one specific feature, namely 
that it combines inequality with lack of access to the channels 
of communication and common space which would enable it 
to be articulated, and which could lead to a recognition of the 
problem and inclusion of the problem in public debate. This 
also has the opposite effect. People who are in the circuit 
or entering it deal only with people who have succeeded 
in remaining in circulation. This creates a completely false 
picture of the social world as relatively just and free of major 
inequalities, because the persons affected by injustice are 
excluded from the field of social perception. In this context, 
it should be stressed again that our research covered only 
people who are successful at staying in circulation, which 
could explain the relatively high level of acceptance for the 
rules in force in this world.

It should also be pointed out how very specific this group 
of people is. Demographically it is distinguished by better 
social origin, youth, the lack of dependents, and reliance 
on transfers from family. It is hard even to speak here of a 

17  Boltanski and Chiapello, ibid., p. 348
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class distinction, as we lack the data to confirm such a phe-
nomenon and would need more research. It is more of an 
economy in which financial and non-material transfers from 
family or partners enable participants to survive in the art 
field, where participation in projects pays little or nothing, 
and careers are burdened with a high degree of uncertainty. 
These are people who have not entered adulthood, if by that 
we mean financial independence and the ability to maintain 
a family. 

Two problems arise here which would require further thor-
ough research. The first is the problem of access to the field 
and its connection to a class situation and inherited cultural 
and economic capital. Our research suggests a disturbing pic-
ture in which the only people who work as artists, curators 
and even assistants in the field of art are those who can afford 
to do so because of inherited privilege and a better financial 
situation. Just entering the circuit requires spending a long 
time in educational institutions (a great majority of people in 
the field are very highly educated) and long-lasting, low-paid 
work at subordinate positions. Only very few can afford 
this price of admission.

Another burning research issue is that of the dark matter 
of art, which we discuss elsewhere in this report. The dark 
matter is composed of persons who are excluded from the 
field. On one side these are people who were never admitted 
into circulation. On the other side, dark matter is made up of 
people who at some moment cease to be young, in a physi-
cal, social and symbolic sense, and drop out of circulation. 
It would be extremely important to study the reasons for 
their disappearance from the field and their subsequent fate. 
Such research would reconstruct the perception of the art 
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field from the perspective of the excluded and would also 
examine the mechanisms of exclusion. Only such an analysis 
would provide us a fuller picture of the moral economy 
of the hybrid field of art and its characteristic systems of 
injustice and exploitation. 

Report prepared by Michał Kozłowski, Jan Sowa and Kuba Szreder
Translation by Christopher Smith
English version copy-edited by Daniel Malone
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APPENDIX  
Visual Survey
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BEGIN NEW SURVEY

SYNCHRONISE

1.1 

NON-
REMUNERATED 
WORK 
WITHIN PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITY 
IN THE FIELD OF ARTS (EXCLUDING 
HOUSEWORK)
GUIDELINE: WHAT PART OF YOUR 
WORK IS NON-REMUNERATED?

INTENSITY
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HOW IS IT?

PE
RS

O
N

AL
 R

EL
AT

IO
N

SH
IP

PROFESSIONAL RELATIONSHIP

2.1

PROFESSIONAL 
LIFE AND 
PERSONAL LIFE
GUIDELINE: LOCATE 10 TOKENS 
REPRESENTING THE PEOPLE 
WHOM YOU MOST OFTEN MEET 
ON THE AXES OF INTENSITY OF 
PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL 
RELATIONSHIP.

10 x

TOKENS:

PERSON

1.2

PROFESSIONAL 
ACTIVITY
GUIDELINE: ENUMERATE 
THREE MAIN KINDS OF YOUR 
PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITY. 
ARRANGE THEM IN THE ORDER 
OF THE FOLLOWING VALUES:

A AUTONOMY (DO YOU 
WORK UNDER SOMEONE’S 
LEADERSHIP, DO YOU MANAGE 
YOUR OWN TIME, CAN YOU 
REFUSE TO PERFORM CERTAIN 
TASKS OR MODIFY THEM.)

B INCOME / OTHER MATERIAL 
INTERESTS

C CREATIVITY

D SATISFACTION / FULFILMENT

E SOCIAL UTILITY

F UNCERTAINTY / PRECARITY

G DEVOTED AMOUNT OF TIME

1.

2.

3.

7 x

7 x

7 x

10

9

8  

7

6

5

4

3

2

1  

A B C D E F G

TOKENS:

IN
TE

N
SI

TY
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HOW SHOULD IT BE?

2.2

PROFESSIONAL 
LIFE AND 
PERSONAL LIFE – 
DESIRED STATE
GUIDELINE: HOW DO 
YOU IMAGINE THE IDEAL 
STATE? LOCATE 10 TOKENS 
REPRESENTING THE PEOPLE 
WHOM YOU MOST OFTEN MEET 
ON THE AXES OF INTENSITY OF 
PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL 
RELATIONSHIP.

10 x

TOKENS:

PERSON

PE
RS

O
N

AL
 R

EL
AT

IO
N

SH
IP

PROFESSIONAL RELATIONSHIP

HOW IS IT?

CO
O

PE
RA

TI
O

N

COMPETITION

3.1

COMPETITION 
AND 
COOPERATION
GUIDELINE: LOCATE 10 TOKENS 
REPRESENTING THE PEOPLE WHO 
COOPERATE OR COMPETE WITH 
YOU IN PROFESSIONAL LIFE ON 
THE AXES REPRESENTING THE 
INTENSITY OF COOPERATION AND 
COMPETITION.

10 x

TOKENS:

PERSON
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4.

INCOME 
STRUCTURE
GUIDELINE: WHAT IS THE 
SOURCE OF YOUR INCOME? 
LOCATE PROPORTIONATELY 
20 TOKENS IN THE FIELDS 
REPRESENTING SPECIFIC 
SOURCES OF INCOME. ONE 
TOKEN = 5%
A CONTRACT WORK

B CAPITAL [INCLUDING 
INCOME FROM REAL-ESTATE, 
SHARES, INTEREST RATES]

C WELFARE BENEFITS

D SALE OF WORK AND 
COPYRIGHT INCOME

E AWARDS, SCHOLARSHIPS, 
RESIDENCIES

F FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
FROM FAMILY, PARTNER, 
FRIENDS

G NON-FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
FROM FAMILY, PARTNER, 
FRIENDS

H FEES

I OTHER

A
CONTRACT 

WORK

B
CAPITAL

C
WELFARE 
BENEFITS

D
SALE  

OF WORK

E
AWARDS,  

SCHOLARSHIPS

F
FINANCIAL 

ASSISTANCE

G
NON-FINANCIAL 

ASSISTANCE

H
FEES

I
OTHER

20 x

TOKENS

HOW SHOULD IT BE?

3.2

COMPETITION 
AND 
COOPERATION – 
DESIRED STATE
GUIDELINE: HOW DO YOU  
IMAGINE THE IDEAL STATE?  
LOCATE 10 TOKENS REPRESENTING 
THE PEOPLE WHO COOPERATE 
OR COMPETE WITH YOU IN 
PROFESSIONAL LIFE ON THE AXES 
REPRESENTING THE INTENSITY 
OF COOPERATION AND 
COMPETITION.

10 x

TOKENS:

PERSON

CO
O

PE
RA

TI
O

N

COMPETITION
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A
APARTMENT

B
HEALTH

C
FOOD,  

CLOTHING

D
ENTERTAINMENT 
AND HOLIDAYS

E
CHILDREN AND 
OTHER PEOPLE 

F
YOUR OWN 

CREATIVE WORK 

G
LOAN  

REPAYMENT

H
TRANSPORT

I
VOLUNTARY 

CONTRIBUTIONS

20 x

TOKENS

5.

EXPENSE 
STRUCTURE
GUIDELINE: HOW DO YOU 
SPEND MONEY? LOCATE 
PROPORTIONATELY 20 TOKENS 
IN THE FIELDS REPRESENTING 
SPECIFIC EXPENSES. ONE 
TOKEN = 5%
A APARTMENT AND APARTMENT 

UPKEEP
B HEALTH

C FOOD, CLOTHING, BASIC 
TECHNOLOGIES

D ENTERTAINMENT AND 
HOLIDAYS

E CHILDREN AND OTHER 
PEOPLE UNDER YOUR 
CUSTODY

F YOUR OWN CREATIVE  
WORK OR SOCIAL  
ACTIVITY (INCLUDING  
COST OF STUDIO, 
TECHNOLOGY, ETC.)

G LOAN REPAYMENT

H TRANSPORT

I VOLUNTARY 
CONTRIBUTIONS (SAVINGS, 
RETIREMENT, HEALTH 
INSURANCE)

6.

DEBT STRUCTURE 
AND DYNAMICS
GUIDELINE: WHAT PART OF YOUR 
MONTHLY INCOME COVERS THE 
REPAYMENT OF LOAN/S?

LOAN MORTGAGE

CONSUMER

NO LOAN

INTENSITY
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MONEY
WHO RECEIVED THE MOST MONEY?

B

7.2

WORK, PRESTIGE 
AND PROFIT DIVISION 
IN YOUR CREATIVE 
PROJECT
GUIDELINE: LOCATE TOKENS CORRESPONDING 
TO SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES IN 
THE PYRAMID REPRESENTING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF GIVEN FEATURES (THE HIGHER THE MORE) 
AND THE TOKEN REPRESENTING YOUR 
POSITION IN THESE HIERARCHIES:

A ARTIST / AUTHOR

B GALLERY OWNER

C MANAGEMENT STAFF

D ASSISTANT

E TECHNICIAN

F CRITIC / SCHOLAR

G CURATOR

H ME

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF

ME

PRESTIGE: WHO GAINED THE MOST PRESTIGE, VISIBILITY, 
RECOGNISABILITY, STATUS?

A

7.1

WORK, PRESTIGE 
AND PROFIT DIVISION 
IN YOUR CREATIVE 
PROJECT
GUIDELINE: LOCATE TOKENS CORRESPONDING 
TO SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES IN 
THE PYRAMID REPRESENTING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF GIVEN FEATURES (THE HIGHER THE MORE) 
AND THE TOKEN REPRESENTING YOUR 
POSITION IN THESE HIERARCHIES:

A ARTIST / AUTHOR

B GALLERY OWNER

C MANAGEMENT STAFF

D ASSISTANT

E TECHNICIAN

F CRITIC / SCHOLAR

G CURATOR

H ME

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF

ME
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AUTHORITY: WHO HAD THE MOST AUTHORITY 
(INCLUDING INFORMAL AUTHORITY) IN THE PROJECT?

C

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF

ME

IMPORTANCE: WHOSE CONTRIBUTION WAS THE GREATEST AND 
WHO CONTRIBUTED THE MOST TO THE SUCCESS OF THE PROJECT?

D

ME

7.4

WORK, PRESTIGE 
AND PROFIT DIVISION 
IN YOUR CREATIVE 
PROJECT
GUIDELINE: LOCATE TOKENS CORRESPONDING 
TO SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES IN 
THE PYRAMID REPRESENTING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF GIVEN FEATURES (THE HIGHER THE MORE) 
AND THE TOKEN REPRESENTING YOUR 
POSITION IN THESE HIERARCHIES:

A ARTIST / AUTHOR

B GALLERY OWNER

C MANAGEMENT STAFF

D ASSISTANT

E TECHNICIAN

F CRITIC / SCHOLAR

G CURATOR

H ME

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF
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PRESTIGE: WHO SHOULD GAIN THE MOST PRESTIGE, 
VISIBILITY AND RECOGNISABILITY

A

ME

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF

8.1

WORK, PRESTIGE 
AND PROFIT DIVISION 
IN YOUR CREATIVE 
PROJECT – DESIRED 
STATE
GUIDELINE: LOCATE TOKENS CORRESPONDING 
TO SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES IN 
THE PYRAMID REPRESENTING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF GIVEN FEATURES (THE HIGHER THE MORE) 
AND THE TOKEN REPRESENTING YOUR 
POSITION IN THESE HIERARCHIES:

A ARTIST / AUTHOR

B GALLERY OWNER

C MANAGEMENT STAFF

D ASSISTANT

E TECHNICIAN

F CRITIC / SCHOLAR

G CURATOR

H ME

WORK: WHO DEVOTED THE MOST TIME AND EFFORT TO THE 
PROJECT?

E

7.5

WORK, PRESTIGE 
AND PROFIT DIVISION 
IN YOUR CREATIVE 
PROJECT
GUIDELINE: LOCATE TOKENS CORRESPONDING 
TO SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES IN 
THE PYRAMID REPRESENTING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF GIVEN FEATURES (THE HIGHER THE MORE) 
AND THE TOKEN REPRESENTING YOUR 
POSITION IN THESE HIERARCHIES:

A ARTIST / AUTHOR

B GALLERY OWNER

C MANAGEMENT STAFF

D ASSISTANT

E TECHNICIAN

F CRITIC / SCHOLAR

G CURATOR

H ME

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF

ME
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MONEY
WHO SHOULD RECEIVE THE MOST MONEY?

B

8.2

WORK, PRESTIGE 
AND PROFIT DIVISION 
IN YOUR CREATIVE 
PROJECT – DESIRED 
STATE
GUIDELINE: LOCATE TOKENS CORRESPONDING 
TO SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES IN 
THE PYRAMID REPRESENTING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF GIVEN FEATURES (THE HIGHER THE MORE) 
AND THE TOKEN REPRESENTING YOUR 
POSITION IN THESE HIERARCHIES:

A ARTIST / AUTHOR

B GALLERY OWNER

C MANAGEMENT STAFF

D ASSISTANT

E TECHNICIAN

F CRITIC / SCHOLAR

G CURATOR

H ME

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF

ME

AUTHORITY: WHO SHOULD HAVE THE MOST AUTHORITY 
(INCLUDING INFORMAL AUTHORITY) IN THE PROJECT?

C

ME

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF

8.3

WORK, PRESTIGE 
AND PROFIT DIVISION 
IN YOUR CREATIVE 
PROJECT – DESIRED 
STATE
GUIDELINE: LOCATE TOKENS CORRESPONDING 
TO SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES IN 
THE PYRAMID REPRESENTING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF GIVEN FEATURES (THE HIGHER THE MORE) 
AND THE TOKEN REPRESENTING YOUR 
POSITION IN THESE HIERARCHIES:

A ARTIST / AUTHOR

B GALLERY OWNER

C MANAGEMENT STAFF

D ASSISTANT

E TECHNICIAN

F CRITIC / SCHOLAR

G CURATOR

H ME
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HOW IS IT IN THIS PROJECT?

9.1

SELECTION 
MECHANISMS
GUIDELINE: LOCATE ON THE GRAPH  
TOKENS REPRESENTING VARIOUS  
FEATURES RELEVANT TO RECRUITMENT  
TO THE PROJECT IN ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE

A FAME / PRESTIGE / 
RECOGNISABILITY

B SOCIAL CAPITAL (POSITION  
IN THE NETWORK, CONTACTS)

C ATTRACTIVENESS (APPEARANCE 
AND PERSONALITY)

D EDUCATION

E CONTENT-RELATED ASPECTS

F PREVIOUS COOPERATION 
EXPERIENCE / TRUST

G READINESS FOR HARD WORK

H SEX

I AGE

J OTHER

A B C

D E F

G H I

J

WORK
HOW SHOULD THE WORK BE DIVIDED IN THE PROJECT?

D

8.4

WORK, PRESTIGE 
AND PROFIT DIVISION 
IN YOUR CREATIVE 
PROJECT – DESIRED 
STATE
GUIDELINE: LOCATE TOKENS CORRESPONDING 
TO SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES IN 
THE PYRAMID REPRESENTING THE DISTRIBUTION 
OF GIVEN FEATURES (THE HIGHER THE MORE) 
AND THE TOKEN REPRESENTING YOUR 
POSITION IN THESE HIERARCHIES:

A ARTIST / AUTHOR

B GALLERY OWNER

C MANAGEMENT STAFF

D ASSISTANT

E TECHNICIAN

F CRITIC / SCHOLAR

G CURATOR

H ME

ARTIST 
AUTHOR

GALLERY 
OWNER

ASSISTANT TECHNI-
CIAN

A B C

E FD

G

CRITIC
 SCHOLAR

CURATOR

MANAG.  
STAFF

ME
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HOW IS IT GENERALLY IN THE ART WORLD?

9.2

SELECTION 
MECHANISMS
GUIDELINE: LOCATE ON THE GRAPH  
TOKENS REPRESENTING VARIOUS  
FEATURES RELEVANT TO RECRUITMENT  
TO THE PROJECT IN ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE

A FAME / PRESTIGE / 
RECOGNISABILITY

B SOCIAL CAPITAL (POSITION  
IN THE NETWORK, CONTACTS)

C ATTRACTIVENESS (APPEARANCE 
AND PERSONALITY)

D EDUCATION

E CONTENT-RELATED ASPECTS

F PREVIOUS COOPERATION 
EXPERIENCE / TRUST

G READINESS FOR HARD WORK

H SEX

I AGE

J OTHER

A B C

D E F

G H I

J

HOW WAS IT IN YOUR CASE?

9.3

SELECTION 
MECHANISMS
GUIDELINE: LOCATE ON THE GRAPH  
TOKENS REPRESENTING VARIOUS  
FEATURES RELEVANT TO RECRUITMENT  
TO THE PROJECT IN ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE

A FAME / PRESTIGE / 
RECOGNISABILITY

B SOCIAL CAPITAL (POSITION  
IN THE NETWORK, CONTACTS)

C ATTRACTIVENESS (APPEARANCE 
AND PERSONALITY)

D EDUCATION

E CONTENT-RELATED ASPECTS

F PREVIOUS COOPERATION 
EXPERIENCE / TRUST

G READINESS FOR HARD WORK

H SEX

I AGE

J OTHER

A B C

D E F

G H I

J
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10.1

POSITION OF ART 
PROFESSIONALS 
IN SOCIAL 
HIERARCHIES
GUIDELINE: HOW DO YOU 
EVALUATE YOUR OWN POSITION 
AS A PROFESSIONAL IN THE FIELD 
OF ART IN RELATION TO OTHER 
PROFESSIONS FROM BEYOND THE 
FIELD OF ART? LOCATE ON THE AXES 
THE TOKENS REPRESENTING SPECIFIC 
PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES AND THE 
TOKEN REPRESENTING YOURSELF AS A 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FIELD OF ART.

A MANAGER / CHAIR OF THE BOARD

B PUBLIC OFFICER / HIGH SCHOOL 
TEACHER

C WORKER (CAR FACTORY)

D SERVICE EMPLOYEE / TAXI DRIVER

E FREELANCE PROFESSIONAL 
(SOLICITOR / DOCTOR WITH A 
PRIVATE PRACTICE)

F SCIENTIST / RESEARCHER 
(ASSISTANT PROFESSOR AT THE 
JAGIELLONIAN UNIVERSITY)

G MEDIUM ENTREPRENEUR / MID-
LEVEL CORPORATE MANAGER

H ME

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

PRESTIGE: WHICH PROFESSIONS COMMAND THE GREATEST RESPECT?

A

IN
TE

N
SI

TY

PUBLIC 
OFFICER

ERVICE
 EMPLOYEE

SCIENTIST 
RESEARCHER

ME

B C

E FD

G

MANAGER

A

WORKER

FREELANCE 

ENTREPRE-
NEUR

HOW DO YOU IMAGINE THE IDEAL STATE?

9.4

SELECTION 
MECHANISMS – 
DESIRED STATE
GUIDELINE: LOCATE ON THE GRAPH  
TOKENS REPRESENTING VARIOUS  
FEATURES RELEVANT TO RECRUITMENT  
TO THE PROJECT IN ORDER OF 
IMPORTANCE

A FAME / PRESTIGE / RECOGNISABILITY

B SOCIAL CAPITAL (POSITION  
IN THE NETWORK, CONTACTS)

C ATTRACTIVENESS (APPEARANCE  
AND PERSONALITY)

D EDUCATION

E CONTENT-RELATED ASPECTS

F PREVIOUS COOPERATION EXPERIENCE 
/ TRUST

G READINESS FOR HARD WORK

H SEX

I AGE

J OTHER

A B C

D E F

G H I

J
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SOCIAL USEFULNESS:
WHICH PROFFESIONS ARE THE MOST USEFUL SOCIALLY?

B

IN
TE

N
SI

TY

10.2

POSITION OF ART 
PROFESSIONALS 
IN SOCIAL 
HIERARCHIES
GUIDELINE: HOW DO YOU 
EVALUATE YOUR OWN POSITION 
AS A PROFESSIONAL IN THE FIELD 
OF ART IN RELATION TO OTHER 
PROFESSIONS FROM BEYOND THE 
FIELD OF ART? LOCATE ON THE AXES 
THE TOKENS REPRESENTING SPECIFIC 
PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES AND THE 
TOKEN REPRESENTING YOURSELF AS A 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FIELD OF ART.

A MANAGER / CHAIR OF THE BOARD

B PUBLIC OFFICER / HIGH SCHOOL 
TEACHER

C WORKER (CAR FACTORY)

D SERVICE EMPLOYEE / TAXI DRIVER

E FREELANCE PROFESSIONAL 
(SOLICITOR / DOCTOR WITH A 
PRIVATE PRACTICE)

F SCIENTIST / RESEARCHER 
(ASSISTANT PROFESSOR AT THE 
JAGIELLONIAN UNIVERSITY)

G MEDIUM ENTREPRENEUR / MID-
LEVEL CORPORATE MANAGER

H ME

ME

PUBLIC 
OFFICER

ERVICE
 EMPLOYEE

SCIENTIST 
RESEARCHER

B C

E FD

G

MANAGER

A

WORKER

FREELANCE 
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CREATIVITY:
WHICH PROFESSIONS REQUIRE THE GREATEST CREATIVITY?

C
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10.3

POSITION OF ART 
PROFESSIONALS 
IN SOCIAL 
HIERARCHIES
GUIDELINE: HOW DO YOU 
EVALUATE YOUR OWN POSITION 
AS A PROFESSIONAL IN THE FIELD 
OF ART IN RELATION TO OTHER 
PROFESSIONS FROM BEYOND THE 
FIELD OF ART? LOCATE ON THE AXES 
THE TOKENS REPRESENTING SPECIFIC 
PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES AND THE 
TOKEN REPRESENTING YOURSELF AS A 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FIELD OF ART.

A MANAGER / CHAIR OF THE BOARD

B PUBLIC OFFICER / HIGH SCHOOL 
TEACHER

C WORKER (CAR FACTORY)

D SERVICE EMPLOYEE / TAXI DRIVER

E FREELANCE PROFESSIONAL 
(SOLICITOR / DOCTOR WITH A 
PRIVATE PRACTICE)

F SCIENTIST / RESEARCHER 
(ASSISTANT PROFESSOR AT THE 
JAGIELLONIAN UNIVERSITY)

G MEDIUM ENTREPRENEUR / MID-
LEVEL CORPORATE MANAGER

H ME

PUBLIC 
OFFICER

ERVICE
 EMPLOYEE

SCIENTIST 
RESEARCHER

ME

B C

E FD

G
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A
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FREELANCE 

ENTREPRE-
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MONEY:
WHICH PROFESSIONS ARE THE MOST WELL-PAID?
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10.5

POSITION OF ART 
PROFESSIONALS 
IN SOCIAL 
HIERARCHIES
GUIDELINE: HOW DO YOU 
EVALUATE YOUR OWN POSITION 
AS A PROFESSIONAL IN THE FIELD 
OF ART IN RELATION TO OTHER 
PROFESSIONS FROM BEYOND THE 
FIELD OF ART? LOCATE ON THE AXES 
THE TOKENS REPRESENTING SPECIFIC 
PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES AND THE 
TOKEN REPRESENTING YOURSELF AS A 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FIELD OF ART.

A MANAGER / CHAIR OF THE BOARD

B PUBLIC OFFICER / HIGH SCHOOL 
TEACHER

C WORKER (CAR FACTORY)

D SERVICE EMPLOYEE / TAXI DRIVER

E FREELANCE PROFESSIONAL 
(SOLICITOR / DOCTOR WITH A 
PRIVATE PRACTICE)

F SCIENTIST / RESEARCHER 
(ASSISTANT PROFESSOR AT THE 
JAGIELLONIAN UNIVERSITY)

G MEDIUM ENTREPRENEUR / MID-
LEVEL CORPORATE MANAGER

H ME

PUBLIC 
OFFICER

ERVICE
 EMPLOYEE

SCIENTIST 
RESEARCHER

ME

B C

E FD

G

MANAGER

A

WORKER

FREELANCE 
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DIFFICULTY:
WHICH PROFESSIONS ENTAIL THE MOST DIFFICULTY AND EFFORT?
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10.4

POSITION OF ART 
PROFESSIONALS 
IN SOCIAL 
HIERARCHIES
GUIDELINE: HOW DO YOU 
EVALUATE YOUR OWN POSITION 
AS A PROFESSIONAL IN THE FIELD 
OF ART IN RELATION TO OTHER 
PROFESSIONS FROM BEYOND THE 
FIELD OF ART? LOCATE ON THE AXES 
THE TOKENS REPRESENTING SPECIFIC 
PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES AND THE 
TOKEN REPRESENTING YOURSELF AS A 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FIELD OF ART.

A MANAGER / CHAIR OF THE BOARD

B PUBLIC OFFICER / HIGH SCHOOL 
TEACHER

C WORKER (CAR FACTORY)

D SERVICE EMPLOYEE / TAXI DRIVER

E FREELANCE PROFESSIONAL 
(SOLICITOR / DOCTOR WITH A 
PRIVATE PRACTICE)

F SCIENTIST / RESEARCHER 
(ASSISTANT PROFESSOR AT THE 
JAGIELLONIAN UNIVERSITY)

G MEDIUM ENTREPRENEUR / MID-
LEVEL CORPORATE MANAGER

H ME

ME

PUBLIC 
OFFICER

ERVICE
 EMPLOYEE

SCIENTIST 
RESEARCHER

B C

E FD

G

MANAGER

A

WORKER

FREELANCE 
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MONEY – IDEAL STATE.
HOW SHOULD THESE PROFESSIONS BE REMUNERATED?
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11.

POSITION OF ART 
PROFESSIONALS 
IN SOCIAL 
HIERARCHIES
GUIDELINE: HOW DO YOU 
EVALUATE YOUR OWN POSITION 
AS A PROFESSIONAL IN THE FIELD 
OF ART IN RELATION TO OTHER 
PROFESSIONS FROM BEYOND THE 
FIELD OF ART? LOCATE ON THE AXES 
THE TOKENS REPRESENTING SPECIFIC 
PROFESSIONAL CATEGORIES AND THE 
TOKEN REPRESENTING YOURSELF AS A 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE FIELD OF ART.

A MANAGER / CHAIR OF THE BOARD

B PUBLIC OFFICER / HIGH SCHOOL 
TEACHER

C WORKER (CAR FACTORY)

D SERVICE EMPLOYEE / TAXI DRIVER

E FREELANCE PROFESSIONAL 
(SOLICITOR / DOCTOR WITH A 
PRIVATE PRACTICE)

F SCIENTIST / RESEARCHER 
(ASSISTANT PROFESSOR AT THE 
JAGIELLONIAN UNIVERSITY)

G MEDIUM ENTREPRENEUR / MID-
LEVEL CORPORATE MANAGER

H ME

ME

PUBLIC 
OFFICER

ERVICE
 EMPLOYEE

SCIENTIST 
RESEARCHER

B C

E FD

G

MANAGER

A

WORKER
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12.

PERSONAL INFORMATION

AGE ............

SEX M

F

FAMILY SITUATION SINGLE

IN A RELATIONSHIP

CHILDREN ............ (NUMBER)

PROFESSION ARTIST

CURATOR

ASSISTANT

TECHNICIAN

PARENTS’ EDUCATION ............

PARENT’S 
PROFESSION ............

YOU COME FROM VILLAGE / TOWN OF UP TO 10.000

CITY BELOW 50.000

CITY OF 50.000 – 500.000

CITY ABOVE 500.000

HOW MANY YEARS 
DID YOUR  
EDUCATION TAKE?

 
............

PROFESSION BY 
EDUCATION ............

PROFESSIONAL 
SITUATION

EMPLOYMENT CONTRACT

SELF-EMPLOYED

CIVIL LAW CONTRACTS

UNEMPLOYED

PENSIONER

INTERN

VOLUNTEER

SCHOLARSHIP HOLDER / RESIDENT

OTHER ............ (WHAT?)

POLITICAL VIEWS LIBERAL

LEFT-WING

RIGHT-WING

OTHER ............ (WHAT?)

PLACE OF RESIDENCE ............
RESIDENCE RENTED APARTMENT

OWN APARTMENT

LOAN

LIVING WITH FAMILY

AVERAGE MONTHLY 
INCOME PER PERSON 
IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD

BELOW 1000 PLN

BETWEEN 1000 AND 2000 PLN

BETWEEN 2000 AND 3500 PLN

BETWEEN 3500 AND 7000 PLN

MORE THAN 7000 PLN

SO
C

IA
L 

BA
C

KG
RO

U
N

D
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