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stud)/was unde,rtaken to determine the amount and type of
on support for Hispanic needs and Hispanic-run organiza-
g tionsIt verifies and updates. earlier research and articlés about foun-
~-dation support both for Hrspamcs and for all mmontm :

Apart from its utility for the public, the report is mtended to pro-

_vide interested foundation officers and trustges with useful informa-

tion about foundation support for Hispanicsgn the United States. This

information includes the’ amounts, purposes and distribution of grants

"= as well as the policies and procedura of foundatlons which have been-
responswe to Hrspamcs

\

. Research activities were of four types: " 7 L

L A‘swrch for lrterature and review of relevant pubhcatlons

2, Identrécatron and analysrs of grants given to or for the benefit of
.7~ Hispanics ds recorded in the*1977 and 1978 Foundanon Granls
Index (FGI) L.

3. A mail Survey concerning: msututronal pohcm and procedures ‘
. The survey. went to foundations that gave at least one grant to . *
- Hxspam? and/or unspecrﬁed “rmnontr > as recorded in the
- 1977 and 1978 FGI. -

I g, Analyseés of Annual Reports pubhshed by foundanons mcluded )
* # | in the study. :

v The/ literature search exammed the’ ﬁndmgs and methodologm 'f
studxep ‘during thekseventm mvolvmg\%latmn funding f r-
- minorities. . | . .

E]

e identification and analysis of grants addmsed ~the amouqts .
grven by foundatrons directly to Hrspamcs or to benefit Hispani '
examrned kupporr for I-Irspam A4n general and for specific ethdrc .
groups (e.g., Puerto Ricans, Chr os). It compared this support wrth
drsbutsements for all other groups It also identified major donars an

“donees, examgned the geographic drstnbutron of grants, and gathered
other information of special interest to Hrspamc organizations.

The pnncrpal objective of the maxl surve)_{_w_as to_determmej he

xiii -
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xiv . LATINO INSTITUTE
foundations surveyed were followmg a. sems of policies and pro-
cedures considered heioful for Hlspamc and other minorities.

Annual reportg were solicited to obtain addmonal information on.___
the foundations™under study.

. Heayy reliance on admittedly unperfect data from the Foundation

, ,Gramslnde:uslargelycompensate(ifor_by telephone and mail contact
with foundations, grant recipients and related agencies, by analyses of
.Annual Reports, and by the mail survey of foundimms*

The grant makmg activities of approximately 400 foundanons
_reporting to the Grants Index were analyzed. These foupdations ac-
count fdr 70% of all dollars awarded by the larger U. S. foundations
.during ;he period studied. The survey instrument was mailed to. 140

A ,foundanons, out of which 102 responded,

;The conclusxons of the study are-basically consistent with the find-
mps of earlier research. In general, total grant dollars awarded: to -
Hispanic- needs and concerns are but a very small proponeon of total
foundation grants. Moreover, considering the. size of the Hispaic
pOpulanon in the Urfited States, the propomo\n of grants targeted for. .
Hlspamm seems very low. Foundat:ons responsﬁe to Hispanic needs
"and concerns. are - few and “atypical, with ‘one foundat:on alone

\ aocountmg for alarge percen‘tage of the grant support provxded NV

- Detailed reconimendat:ons for i increasing foundations’ commitment
! to Hispanic needs\and concems, "and for improving research in. the
field, are offered in* the last chapter /

—
s




o study

% SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Pementnge of Total Fonndalﬁin‘Monlee for Hispan]cs

. Only:1%.of the foundatron grant dollars studied drrectly benefited
}hspanm in the United States in 1977 and 1978. This represents a tiny -
0.2% increase- from a study on glvmg to Hlspames pubhshed ﬁve years
- earlier. . ’
g The 1% total probany overstates fOundatron grvmg for Hispanics -
" _since only larger and/or more responsive foundatrons are-included in
" the Foundatron Grants Index whrch was the pnmary data base for the/'
. ./', )
One Fonndaﬂon s Snpport . : S
" One foundation alone, The Ford Foundatron, provrded over half

- (54%) of the support. for Hispanic needs and concerns. The Ford

grants were nine times greater in value than the foundation providing
" the next highest amount. Thus, excluding the Ford Foundatron, all
_other foundations studred only provrded 0.5% of therr grant dollars
‘available for Hlspanm '

_ Seven Founda‘tions Support :
’Three-fourths of all foundatlon giving' for Hlspamcs was provrded .
by seven foundations: Ford, Robert Wood Johnson Foundatnon, ’
~ Carnegie Corporauon, ‘Rockefeller Brothers Fund, W.:K. Kellogg

Foundation,: Rockefeller Foundatron ‘and the San Francisco Founda-

’ non

Proporﬁon of Foundaﬂons which Give to Hispanics

Less than one-fourth of the foundauons studied (95 out of 400)

made any grants for domestrc Hlspamc needs and concerns.
\ .

lntensity of Foundation Support C

- Of these foundations, two-thrrds (68070) gave only one or fwo grants
m 1977 and 1978, whrle one-tlprd (32%) gave three or more grants

Number of Foundnﬁons whicquive o Hispanies
’l’he nuryber of foundatrons grvmg to Hrspamg? appears to have .

XV' 13
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increased (from 73 reported in an earlier study of basically the same

data base to 95 in this study). However, most of the foundations add-

ed to the list gave only one or two grants in the-two-year period .

studied.

A}

' Foundatlon Sensitlvity to Need for Minonty Control -

Foundatlons appear to have become more sensitive to the need of

jnorities to control programs funded for their benefit. This study

. found that 51% of the money benefiting Hispanics went to Hispanic-

run organizations, versus 44% in a 1976 study. The proportion of

grants made to H.spamc-dontrolled agencies showed an even more
. dramanc increase: 59% in this study versus 39% five years ago.

In ad(_iltlon. the percentage of foundations whose Hispanic grants .
are made solely to Hispanic-controlled agencies doubled in five years,
while the percentage of foundatioris whose Hispanic grants are made
solely to nonypamc agencies sharply fell.

Geograph Distribution of Hlspanic Grants-

s Foundation dollars went to the Northeast region disproportionately
to the ispanic population residing there. The Northeast received 40%
Hispanic grant dollars while only having 13% of the Hispanic"
ltlon (for all grants where location identification is appropriate).
The ‘West received a fair share of the Hispanic grant dollars (45%)
. relative to its Hispanic population (47%) of U. S. Hispanics.
However, Texas and New Mexxco, and the North Central Region,
.- received significantly. lower shares of the total foundation “dollars _.
relative to their Hispanic populations. The Southeast and Northwest
reglons recelved no grants for Hlspamcs .

Fields of Intemt for Hispanic Grants - ' . .

. _Education was favored as the principal field of interest for Hispanic

- grants,.accounting for 30% of dollars awarded. Surprisingly, legal ad-
vocacy and services was next most important at 25%. Research re-
ceived 12%, community orgamzanon and development 11%, health
services 10%, social services 6% cultural activities 4% and rehglon .
2%. . : .

Ethnicity of Beneficiaries P .
Chicanos'and Puerto Ricans received less funds designated to them
as beneficiaries in 1977-78 (58%) than in 1972-74 (67%). Hispanics in
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general and mixed minorities - (including Hispanics and other
. mmontres) received more funds. )

~

. Most Favored Hispanic Donees

.MALDEF (the Mexican-American Legal Defense and Educatron
Fund) obtained almost one-third of all monies given to Hispanic-
controlled agencres This was three trmes as much as the next-recipient,
ASpll‘a MALDEF and 20 other HlSpamc agencies received 45% of all
, foundation dollars for Hispanic needs and c¢oncerns, and 87% of the
foundauon dollars to Hispanic-controlled agencies. :

Profile of Féundations Responsive to Hispanics

A survey of 140 foundations whith gave one or more grants to
Hispanics or other minorities (non-specified), provrded the following
proﬁle of the 102 which responded:

[y

e The larger a foundation the more likely it was to support
Hispanics. Foundations ‘with assets over $1 million are over-
represented. Seventy percent of the 102 respondmg to-the mail
survey. gave away more than $1 million in 1979.

e Community foundatlorls were over-represented in the group and
corporate: foundations under-represented, compared to their
numbers in the entire foundatron populatron

The following summary of the polrcm and procedures of the 102
foundations identified as responsive to Hrspamcs mdrcates how
atyprcal these foundations are compared to  the: ‘average foundation. It
suggests what all other foundations might do to mcrease the1r access to -
Hrspamcs and other minorities. .

Staffing Pracfices ‘and Board Membership - R -

Full-time staffing was reported by a very high number (92%) of E
résponsive: foundations, whereas'the ovérwhelming majority- of all”
foundations have no full-tlme staf f. HlSpgmc Board membershrp was
also atypical. ’

¢ Full-timé Hlspamc employees were reported by 12% of the
responsive foundatrons

* Hispanic corisultants were utrhzed by 17% of: the responsrve"'
foundations. .. - . - .

Te Hlspamc members of Boards of Trustees were reported by 12%
of responsive foundations, whereas the Council on Foundations’
study. estimated that. only-0.3% of all foundatrons had any
minority Board members, :
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‘Communication Practices of Foundations Responsive. lo Hispanics

Annual or biennial reports were claimed to be published by most
(83%) of the responsive foundations, wherm only 2%%
publish such reports.:

® Mailing lists. open to Hispanids (and all others) were claimed by
“72%’ of responsive foundations. Only 11%, however, reported
having special Hispanic mailing lists.

® Answering general information inquiry letters from prospective
apphcants is claiméd at*97% of the responsiye foundations.

¢ However, as inquiries become more complicated, such as about
_ proposal length or format or about application deadlines, a
lesser percentage reported responses (75-80%).

- Written- acknowledgement of-proposals-received is claimed-by - .-~
88% of the responsive fOundatrons, while written re]ectron~ ‘
- . notices are reported by 95%. ,

Teclmical Assistance Practices of Foundations Responswe
to Hispanics

* Feédback on pielrmmary drafts or concept papers is reportedly
provided by 64% of the r}sponswe foundations. . C.

® Advice on_ other funding sources is reported to be offered by
. 44% a]though unsuccessful applicants receive this advice less
than all applrcants

* Staff to eXpressly provide technical assistance to applicants is
only c1aimed by 25% of the responsiv: foundations.

. Advice Offered by Responswe Foundatrons for Mmonty Applicant
- Self-Improvement

Most responsive founidations chiose not to offer such advice.

e Ofthose that did, 21% suggested that applicants should study
. foundation guidelines and adhere to them better in. submittjng .

proposals, -14% said applicants could conduct research to better

target foundations to which proposals:are submitted, 17%.said

i proposal contents and structure need*improvement, and 14%
" suggested that the management, budgeting and fund-ralsmg
. capab|lrt|es of mrnonty applrcants should be strengthened

ba
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. Chapter |
- INTRODUCTION )
'Designatipn and active employmerit of accumulated wealh for the
public good or for specific needy sectors of society is a major justifica-
tion of the free enterprise systerir. It is part of a democracy’s response

fo charges of social inequity and neglect as compared to the masswe'
social underwriting possible in authoritarian systems.

But the health of free systems depénds upon institutional respon-
siveness to society’s changing needs and aspirations, a responsiveness
guaranteed by open discussion and public records. The present
study was undertaken by.the Research Division of the Latino Institute -
"+ in an effort to clanfy and enhance the public record, to détenmne the
Tevel of support offered by private-foundatigns to the needs and con-
cerns of the Hispanic population in the United States dunng 1977-78

The legal effects of social and economic proecsses in the’ Umted
States over the past two decades have.brought the needs and concerns
of miporities into public view, rendering: thesk needs and concerns a
part of a definition of the *“public good” to which. most foundations

_ consxder themselves comnutted

1)

Researcll Studies .- .
The hterature on foundation support for mmonties dunng the 1970s

s searce. Mast researchers. appear to have concluded that ’foundauon

7 support for ‘minorities .in general, and for Hispanics b a specific
minority group, has been dxstmctly limited and that fi undanons
should be more accountable and accessible to the public. P

One of the earhest studxes ‘conducted to determine. foundanons
. responsxveness "to minority needs was dotie by the National Urban
_ngue (Jordan &Joseph, 1972). The Urban League examined grants‘
. .-made in’ 1970-71 as compxled in the Foundat:on Grants Index and con- -
~ cluded that: '.
- Less than 25% of the money granted in the ﬁeld of welfare wenl

. .to programs to serve Black and Spamsh-speakmg communities,
“but only 14% of all foundation grants in the ﬁeld of welfare _
" went to predommantly Black/ agencxes




2" ' I o o LATINO INSTITUTE

o ‘Over 40% of foundation grants for welfare went to “‘all-white?”, -'
« Community programs. : . .
e Child welfare grants for the Black community accounted for less
~ than 5% of the $16 milliofi granted for child welfate. '
» Less than 10% of the grants for youth programs went for pro-
* grams in the Black community. - v . .
e Only 3% ‘of the money granted to help the aged went to. the
Black community. [ L PR
o I the nebulons category<‘Race Relations,” 33% of the money
was. granted to the NAACP, the Urban League, and other na-
ot Black organizations, while 67% was spread among hun-
dreds of small local race-relations ‘councils and discussion
, gl‘Ol.lpS. L PR
e Foundation grants to Black colleges and universities were only-
_slightly larger than .funds from the federal government.

The first majdr research study on foundations and minority groups
. ‘that considered separately the responsiveness of foundations to the
\ needs and concerns of Hispanics was conducted by the U. S. Human
‘Resources Cotporation of San Francisco and was directed by Herman .
Gallegas, under a grant from the National Science Foundation (U. .
'Human Resources Corporation, 1975). This study. was based on
.1972-74 data from the Foundation Center regarding grants to
minorities of Spanish and Asian descent. It also used individual and
\nstitutional interviews and examined much of the literature on foun-
~ dations. A summary of Gallegos’ findings-on the grant-making 2c-
- tivities of 77 foundations identified as supporting Hispanic and Asian °
minorities indicates that: . : S R
. e Although Americans of Spanish heritage account for 5% of the -
' -total population, from 1972 to March of ‘1974 they received”
. 0.8% of -all funds disbursed in 1972-1973 by American.founda-
tions.- Only 39% of grants went to agencies controlled by in- -
! dividuals of Spanish heritage. .A - regional identity -favared .
S Hispanic populations in tiie Northeast over the heavy Hispanic °*
¥ ’concentrations in the West and-Southwest. - ©
e Although Amenicans of Asian descent account for.0§% of the
. ,*  national population, the data analyzed revealed that Only 0.1% - -
... of the monies given by foundations in the years studied-svet to_
Asians. Only 23% of this small amount was dwarded to agencies
-controlled by members of this minority group. A regional in-
equity benefited Chinese organizations in, the: Northeast. The ,*
- West, with 57% of the ChineseéAmerican. population, received *
only 31% of the funds. Other Asjan groups—Japanese, Korear;'
Philipgino—werevirtually ignored. = - L .

N A} . T ‘-‘ .
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] There was a drspropomonate number of scattered grants and
-few major longrtudrnal c0mm1tments to minorities.

" e The small share qof foundation money going to minorities was
- eprimarily spent”on conservatlve, low-risk projects; money
flowed reely to educatronal mstrtutrons

According to Schlef and Barcelo (1979), the biggest givers to

" Lawfios have been: The Ford Foundation, Carnegie Corporation

~of New York, Akbar Fund, Rockefeller Brothers Fund, and the Vic- -

" toria Foundation.  Latino ofgariizations obtaining most of the money

are *‘the well-established orgdnizations with clearly defined programs

. and well worked outlines of communication to foundation officers.”

In terms of gtant amounts, Schlef and Barcelo found that the majority .
“*$mall, one-shot awards" (less than $20 000)

A common|finding among the studres reviewed are the various in-
stitutional policies and proceduges, consistently criticized by research-
ers, regarding/foundation suppoit for minorities. For instance

v’

* Many foundations remain content to ‘““stay home.” Few foun-
dations seem mlhng to expend the money and manpower needed .
for on-site 1nvest1gatrons (Margolis, 1973). -

» Minorities are not represented at the professronal staff level im
foundations (McCallough, 1973).  ~~-

* Foundations prefer “tradrtxonal” areas of grvrng and conser-
“vative, low—nsk projects. -

-® Minorities are not represented on foundatron governing boards; -

and board members tend to be of an elistist background (Jordon

& Joseph, 1972; U. S. Human Resources Corporatlon 1975;
Schlefé& Barcelo, 1979). -

‘e Potential granteec are rarely given technical assistance (Bay Area
Comrmttee for Responsrve Philanthropy, 1979).

.o Applrcants are seldom told the reasons for-proposal rejectron
o (Bay\Area Committee for Responsrve Philanthropy, 1979). ..

Research Problems in the Area of Foundation Grants _
Methodologrcal problems arose in the - searly stages of the study '

.. some inherent to the genre, others determined by current—but not im- °

mutable-—condrtrons Details and recommendatrons follow.

Conductmg Rewarch on Foundations.

5 Scientific research on foundations’ grant-maklng actmtrwand in-
stitutional policies and’procdures is not possible unless aconsrderable
amount of time and financial resources are allocated for this purpose.

toe - ] \ :
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Several factors create this situation: (1) there is not enough informa--
- tion on the subject avanlabl'l the public record, (2) the limited infor-
\matxon available is inaccurate to an uridetermined degree, and (3) most
' foundations are reluctant to aid researchers trying to complement the
available information on foundation grant -making actmtles, pohcxes
and procedures. .

The Council on Foundations, the Foundation Center and the Na—
tional Committee for Responsive Philanthropy (NCRP) are aware of
the poor “'state-of-the-art”’ in foundation research. However, no con-
certed effort has been initiated to solve the problem. It seems that each
orgammtlon is trying to confront the problem i m a dlfferent way.

The NCRP conducts, encourages, and spohsors rescarch studm .
conducted. by representatives of local donee groups and is well aware-
of some of the problems of research’ into foundation patterns. -
However, local and regional Committees for Responsive Philanthropy
conducting reseatch on foundations are not so aware, and this is
reffected in their reports. The credibility of their studies is then ques-
tioned by the Council on Foundatxons from which many foundatlons
rely for information. : :

The Council on Foundatxons (CE), while represenung some 950
- foundations, is. con51derably isolated from donees and from donee
groups conducting research on foundauons Although it is now
. developing a data base of members, the data being gathered is for the ~_ '
most part orgamzatlonal For data ‘on grant- makmg ‘activities, the.
. Council on Foundatlon rehes, llke most reswchers, on the Founda-
tion Center. . SN k :

*The Foundatlon Center, bemg the most comprehens:ve source’of in- -
formatlon on foundatlons and receiving fmanc1al support from them,
‘has-a great responsxblhty towards researchers and‘the general pUbllC
. The Center allows researchers and donees the use of its facilities and of

Clts data—which are helpful but not wholly accurate. It seems that—-at
least for grants,gwen in support of Hlspamcs—there are errors and in-
accuracies in.the d&scnpuon and codmg of grants, .

lmproving the Rmrch o :
The NCRP, the CF, and the Foundation Center, all engaged in con- i
ductmg research on fbundatlons, and having offices in Washmgton .
D.C., should explore ways in which they can, collaborate to improve
.the state-of—the art. The . followmg pomt#are several of -many that .
shpuld be considered:

» PO IS ¢ o
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e When promotmg r&warch studies, the 'NCRP should adv1se'

e
/

esearchers on necessary measures to. insure. credibility for each
rls\;oa;:h stidy conducted on foundatlons _ Y '

¢ The\Council on Foundatlons should’ engage in its own research

t researchers i in objaining higher rates- of response from
foundations included in spfrvey studm

c'.'

¢ The syste: used by the oundatlon Center staf! f for the codifica-

Ltion and d cription of grants sh0uld be exammed Errors in the
"data banks st be corrected. e

.® Reseachers on faundation grant niaking activities should be en-

couraged to use the Foundauon Grants Index data base when- .
ever possible, 1nstead of using only.IRS forms 990-AB, which
offer extremely limited mformatmn Also, FGI should not be an
exclusive source. \ .

., ‘Foundations should be ¢ couraged to include in thelr Annual i

grants.and the nam&s,// ‘ad gsses, and telE;fhone numbers of

Reports an informative /'description of the purposes df their
donees. S‘\

\

e

.o Until the system useu by the wdatlon Center to code and

describe listed grants is 'improved, foundations shoyld col-
laborate in the quwt for accuracy by examining the bi-monthly -
listing of grants made by the Foundation Center and published

. in Foundation News by the Council on Foundations. Founda-

/
i
«

tions can then inform the Center of errors found in the listings.
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‘ Chapter I ..
N\ ~ DESCRIPTION OF STUDY

Th pr&sent study examlnes thq support offered by foundatlons to
) Hrspamcs in the U. S. during the two, most recent years for Wthh ‘
data was available during the study: 1977-78. Support by foundations
to Hispanics i is examined under the followrng classifications.

-
. foundatlons acting as donors

‘e groups designated as recipients
i e ethnicity of beneficiaries
* Hispanic control of recipient boards of directors
» geographic coverage of grants ' ’
e fields of interest in which grants were awarded "
Earlier parallel studies are outdated and/or depend upon the com-

puterizéd data from the Faundation Grants Index prepared by the
Foundation Center. The present study utilizes the Index (for 1977 and

1978) on the basis ef a manual search across 29,674 enlnes to rdentlfy; {
and analyze grants whlch support Hlspamcs : o ’

’

Py

* ' Grants,awarded to Hispanic or- “Spamsh-speaklng organlzatrons, ‘
Lor for the beneﬁt of Hispanics livirig in the United States, excludlng
grants given uerto Ricans'living in the CommonWeaﬁh of Puerto
. cho, were-extracted for further 4nvestigation. - -
The followrng categones were used to classrfy grants according to
ethnrcrty N "
TL Chlcano -\grants grven to Mexrcan Amencan recipients pnd/or :
*, for the benefit-of Mexican- American persons.

' 2 Puerto}lr;fans ->grants given to Puerto Rican ’rec1p1ents ln the -
¢ Unftted States, and/or for the benet‘ tof Puerto Ricans in the
U S. .‘; R LI

3 Gerieral’ Hlspamc - grants given to Spamsh and/or Hrspamc ‘
' gprents not clearly Chicanos or .Puerto’ Rlcan,vto benefit ¢

1. The term “Hrspamc" is used here to.describe a- variety of ettinic groups of Spamsh:‘ :
: ongm, including Chicano or Mexican-American, Puerto Rican, Cuban, aid persons -

:from other Spanish-speaking Caribbean and Latin-American countries who r(srde in the

Umtcd Stats Tti is synonymous wrth the' term: "l.atmo v :
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‘‘Hispanics,”’ “the Spamsh-speakmg, ? or “Latinos;”’ terms 'that‘
« . may-include more than one spanrc mmonty group.

‘4, ered ‘ grants given .to benefit one or several Hrspamc

minorities gnd othér non-Hispanic minorities, such’ as a grant
“for Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, American Indians, and Blacks.”

The eighteen states in which grants were awarded for the beneﬁt of
.Hispanics were grouped in the following regions:

Northeast: :  Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York, New
‘ . Jersey, PennsylvaniayY District of Columbia.

.North Central:  Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, anesota Ohio, .

. : Wisconsin, Nebraska. &
Southwest:> *  Colorado, Arizona, California, Texas New
. Mexico. - ‘

y
-

Grants intended to benefit all regions were classiﬁed as “‘national.

Grants selected from the Index were recorded on note cards by an
Hispanic recorder.? One card was prepared for each grant With a sec-
ond énumerator, the recorder checked the note cards against the Index
for omissions, duplications, and errors: All grant cards were then
photocopied in sets of drfferent colors for a prelrmmary analysrs, as
follows: T

1. (White) - Alphabetrcally arranged by grantees
_2 (Green) - Alphabetrcally arranged by foundatrons
.3 (Peach) . - Arranged by ethnicitwof recipients-

Arranged by ﬁelds of mterest in whrch grants were
“ -made. : .

were aia:n checked to assure that all card sets were. equal '

_ ' The: firs{ ‘two of cards allowed researchers to identify which
foundation: maleﬂ‘the largest number of grants (znd gave the Jargest

¢

(i)

amounts) to.ben ﬁt HrSpamcs and which. agencies, mstrtutrons and
organizations received the largest number of - grants (and dollar
amounts) for/the h\eneﬁt of Hispanics. ' , , -

2. This clanf' wtryn drffers from that utilized by Gallegos stqdy. but one whnch we.
ieve is more accurate.

3. While a computenzed system mu_ﬂrt have been equally helpful the,cost could wcll

have, proved prohibitive since s&rchs had to be cart'ed qQut constsntly and FGl inac-

curacies repeatedly checked. SANENEI . s .



- Monograph Number 5

-

- While analyzing cards to categorize inem in sets 3 and 4 nac-’
curacies were discovered in the Index ehtries. All such ‘inaccus cies '
were corrected through telephone conversations or information pro-
vided by foundations. Although"every grant’ could not be chec'red
spot checks were made to further reduce the number of maccuraues
JLthat might remain undetected.

The following assumpuons were made ‘when. classrfymg grants:

. (a) All grants given to an agency having *‘La Raza”’ as part of its
Jegal title were consrdered Chicano, even if not specrﬁcally
described as such in the grant purpose. 7 :

b)) All grants given to agencies havmg aspecial reference to Pue\no
- - Rican history and culture as part of their ‘légal names we;e
- likewise considered Puerto Rican.

-(c) Institutions thus assumed as Chrcano or Puerto chan .were '
- also assumed to be minority controlled. _—

(d) Grants to provide *‘bilingual,” “‘bicultural’’ (or both), services,

in states and cities with a high concentration of Hlspamc

- populations, or when Hispanics were the largest average ethnic -

, minority, were assumed to be Spamsh-Engllsh blllngual and
.~ - therefore related to the Hispanic population.

Random fielephone calls (to- donees) for each assumpuon confirmed
our hypothesrs

Fmdmgs of the Manual Search

General Fmdmgs i

In the 1977-78 Foundation Granls,lndex, 302 grants were identified
as of drrect benefit to Hispanics in the United States. These were given
‘by 95 foundatxons and ‘had a totat*value ,of $16,078,595, which
represents 1.0% of the total value of: grants recorded by the 1977 and
1978 FGI for“all recipient agencies in the United States. However if
the fact that The Ford Foundation contributed 54% of the total dollar -
value is taken into account, the amount.given by the remaining 94
- foundations-‘is reduced to. $7,418,183, ‘which would then represent

" 0.5% of all monies recorded..m the 1977-78 Grants Index. The 302
gramts to benefit Hispanics represent nearly 1.0% of the total number
of grants (29,672) recorded for the same period. - -

Of all grants to benefit Hispanics, 178 or 59% were allocated to
agencies having at least 50% Hispanic representation on the Boardof -
Directors.. Non-Hispaiic-controlled agehcies: received a‘ltotal of 124
grants or 41% of the.total number of grants identified. However, :

s grants to non-Hlspamc controlled agencr averaged- a’ higher dollar
amount. '

i
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' . .  Tablet1. ' ;

A Comparison of Findings by Latino institute and the
Humar Resources Corporation on Foundation Support
}or Hjspanlcs, 1977-78 and 1872-March 1974 -

P
, Latino Human Resources

. tnstitute -Corp. 1972

Category - . e 1977.78 - March 1974
1. Total number of-grants for ' t o
the benefit of Hispanics a2 ’ _ C217

2. Total rimber of grants E ~ L -

for all groups ! o - . 28872 | <. 17,000

", 3. Grants to benefit Hlis-- i . _
panics as percentage of all ~ T .- !
grants ‘ * . (1.0%) . (12%) ~

"4, Fotal number of non- . : : .
Hispanic grants ] " 29,370 . Notavailable

5. Number of foundations = R SN
supporting Hispanics . 95 | RO P &

6. Total dollar value of : ! N
grants given to Hispanics " $16,078,595 - | $11,557,490 )
7. Total dollar value of all ! - , '

* grants in the period - ‘1 $1,591,781,201 $1,453,126,618" | _
8. Total dollar value of all B N .
non;Hlspanlc grants . $1,575,702,696 ot available |
9. Total dollar value of -

Hispanic grants as percept

of total dollar value of ) x . )
-ali grants ' e . (10%) .| . .  "08%) .|
10. Average grant for the BRI S : T
benefit'of Hispanics ' . ) $53,064 T $53,260

11. ‘Average grant for all_ ) @ o

groups combined - . © $53,646 $85,598”

12. Average grant for all ' .

non-Hispanic groups . - 1. $53,652 - Not available

- . \. — —

a. Thé preci ber and amount for items 2, 7, and 9 are‘hot provided by HAC. The above are" .

estimates from HRC'as reported in page 59 of its report. Grants (and amounts) for January
1972-Mr9h 1974, aithough included for the selection of Hispanic grants, were notincluded by HRC

in these estimates. The percentage in item 3 is,-likewise, derlved trom the estimates. ~ .
-b. Slince the precige dollar values of ali grants recorded for the period are not given, we cannot
-ascartain bow HRC obtdined this figure and whether it refiécts not having counted grants in 1974.
. . -~ A

o '_l;able 1 i:bmpare.s-the present generéi t‘mdmgs With those released in h
1975 by, the: Human Resources Corﬁd'ration (from 1972 to: March
1974).* Although the\qumber of ‘,ggun'd'ations now supporting His-

"4, Such a comparison is insifficient for establishing trends infoundation giving pat- .
», tems, in view of the limited number of years‘covered by the responsive research projects.
However, some analysis of continuity is suggestive and can be useful for future stpdies.

7o
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*  Percent s ot
100~ v

: : glosoiic
Chicano  Puero Rk:an W H‘spal"\f’o_ P Mixed,
Figure 1

Total Amount and Relative- Percent of Total Doliar Amount
- ($16, 078 595) Awarded to Hispanic Benefictaries by Ethniclty
A e, o Beneﬁciaries S \ '
w7 '\'

pamcs appmrs tu have mcrwsed the average grant has decteesed The
HRC figure for the average grant reee:ved by all groups eombmed is
much hlgher than the’ one found later by Latino institute researchers, o
sugggtmg a~diminishing of the disparity between the averwmt '
gwen to Hlspamcs and the correspondmg average for al! groups

Ethnidty of Béneficiarfes . I : )
F‘gure 1 1llustrates the: percentage of grant momes awarded for the ~
" benefit of Hlspamcs, by ethnicity of beneﬁclanes Appendlx B offers
‘additional detdils. Chicanos obtained the largest amount—-43"’o of the .
total ddllar amount given. Fuerto Ricans received 15%, and other -
Hlspamcs (often called “Spamsh-speakmg" or “Latinos’ in .grant
o dwcnpnons) received anothen IS%.Jhe “Mxxed"_categoq reeewed =

T R
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TR ' Table 2

Distribution of Total Dollar Amount Awarded for the Benefit
of Hispanics by Ethnicity of Beneficiaries '

- e . Human
Latino institute " Resources Corp.

, 197778 197210 Mar 1974
Classification Amount . (%) Amount (%)
"-Chicano : $6,907.869 ‘43| s5814495 . .. (@8

|+ Puerto Rican 2,482,876 (15) 2,174,285 (19)
* | wispanic | 239645 (15| . 1446708 12)
' Mixed T 4,311,394 @n 2,271,914 (20)
Cuban . None ' - 50,000 " 0.4)

. -Totals $16,078,595 (100)|  $11,557,490 (99.4)°

a. On page 65 of the HRC report this percentage is given as 40%. The percentage here was
caiculated from Table V-A, p. 282 of the HRC Report. )
. b. Parcentages do not tots} 100 due ta rounding.

: the remalmng 27%. It must be noted that a single grant given to
. Educational Tcstmg Service in the amount of $2,950,487, “‘for fellow-
- ships for Mexxcan Americans, Ammcan Indians and Puerto Ricans,”
skews the ‘““Mixed’* percentage, as it accounts for more than half the
monies in this category. Table’2 compares the data presented in
* Figure 1 with HRC'’s findings.

The percentages received by both Chicanos and Puerto Ricans of
._the total dollar amounts giver: for Hispanics in 1977-78 are less than
those found for the 1972-74 period. The percentages for the general
“Hispanic’’ and “Mixed”’ categories appw higher now than for
1972-74. -

lispanic Control in Agencies Acting as Donees ‘

Table 3 compares the number of grants and percentage of total
dollar value awarded to minority and non-minority-controlled .agen- - -..
cies with those of the HRC study. However, it must be observed that

- HRC refers only to “‘organizaticns actually controlled by minorities,”-
“not to Hispanic-controlled « rganizations (where at least 50% of the
board members are of Hispanic origin). Bearing in mind the p0ss1bly
- divergent criteria and the limited number of years alluded to, the table
" may be interpreted as suggesting growth in the sensmvny of founda-

. T 2y
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Table 3

Number of Grants and Percent of Total Dollar Value
Awarded for the Benefit of Hispanics, to Minority

and Non-Minority-Controlled Agencies

Latino Human Resources
Institute” Corp. 1972-
Category 1977-78 March 1974
Number of grants allocated to v
minorlty (HRC) and Hispanic-
controlled (L) recipient . Jo . R et -
agencies ™\ 178 (59%) 85 (39%)

. Number of granis allocated to .
non-Hispanic agencie§ 124 {41%) 119 {55%)
Totals ) ’ 302 {100%) 204 (94%)°
Percent received by minority - / !
agencies of total dollar value 4
awarded to Hispanics 51% 44%
Percent received by broker .
agencies of total dollar value .
awarded to Hispanics 49% 55%
Totals 100% 99%"°

oo

Percentafes do not total 100 due to rounding.

-

S

Table 4

N Twzseveral grants about which HRC could not determlne board control.
' N .

Distribution of Total Dollar Amount Awarded to Hispanic-
Controlled Agencies for the Benefit of Hispanics,
1977-78, by Ethnicity of Beneficiaries® -

ot

N ) . of Total
Ethnicity of - Dollar Amount Dollar Number Percentage
. Beneficiariea . Received Amount of Granta of Totel
Chicano: $5.220,817 { 64 "84 ( 38)
Puerto Rican 2,171,488 {28 L o82 { 35)
" Hispanic 820,094 (10 51 ( 29)
Mixed \ —_ —_ - -
Total $8,221,399 {100) 177 {100)

a. Figures ’aro taken from the Foundation Grants index.

O
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uons to the need of minorities to control programs created for their
benefit, since a higher percentage of grants and a higher percentage of
total dollag value were apparently awarded ‘to Hispanic-controlled
’agencm (as opposed to others) in 1977 78 than in 1972-74

Hlspanlc Control in Agencws Acﬂng as Donees, by Ethnicity

A dxsmbutmn of the total dollar ‘amount awarded to Hispanic- .
controlled agencies, by ethnicity of beneficiaries (Table 4), shows that
“Chicanos received the most grants. Puerto Ricans received almost the
same number of grants but a much smaller total dollar amount.
“Together, Chicano and Puerto Rican institutions received 90% of all ™
umonm given to Hispanic-controlled agencies. e

. When the total dollar amount given to non-Hispanic-controlled

. agencm, by ethnicity of beneficiary, is distributed = separately
(Table 5); it is seen that non-Hispanic agencies controlled 100% of the
monies awarded for ‘‘mixed’’ minorities. The largest dollar amounts

" and number of grams to non—Hlspamc-controlled agericies were )
-~awarded to benefit ‘‘mixed”’ mmomm

Table 5

’ Dlstrlbutioh of Total Dollar Amount Awarded to Non- -
Hispanic-Controlled Agencies for the Benefit of
Hlspanlcs 1977-78, by Ethnicity of Beneficiaries®

Percentage
of Total

Ethnicity of Dollar-Amount * Dotlar Number Percentage
Beneticiariea . Recelved Amount of Granta of Total
Chicano ' °$1,878,852 {21 28 ( 216,\
Puerto Rican 291,388 (4 /<\ 3 (]

ispanic y576382 | 420N [ 007N )
Mixed - 4,311,394 (55 2 ( 20
“Total $7,857,198 “to0) 125 1100)

“

a. Flgures are taken from the Foundation Grants Index.

Figure 2 illustrates the percentage of total grani monies awarded to

cies.

-'Hlsmc beneficiaries, as distributed among types of recipient agen-
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Figure 2 - "

Amount éhd'Percént of Total Grant Monies to Hispanic Ethnic
'Beneficlaries ($16,078,595) for Hispanic-Controiied Agencies’

———Individual Foundations Su
Grants Awarded. . . _ :

As evidéenced in Appendix C, only 95 foundations supported

Hispanic needs and concerns, as recorded in the 1977-78 FGI. Figure 3

" shows the frequency of individual foundations supporting Hispanics,

according to the number of grants awarded. MOstoundations gave

. oneor two grants—~ ©  * N
.. - Table6, in comparing the findings of the pnlergt study with those of
- HRC, shows a higher percentage of single-grant givers for the more re-
cent survey than for HRC. - . .

I 1
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" As"illustrated in F"xgure 4, f the 95 foundations supporting -
o Hxspamc needs arid concerns, most supported both Hxspamc and non-

Hispanic-controlled donees. Of those that did not, more gave grants”.
solely to nou-Hlspamc—comrolled agéncies. More details on this may
-, be found in Appendlx D.

A N

| " Table 6
: Frequency of Indlvldual Foundation Support to Hispamcs .
¢ ' by Number of ‘Grants Awarded T
Number of Foundations
Number Liilno Institute Human ﬁosou;cos Corp.
of Grants 1977.78 - 1972-March 1974 -
' N ) | N (%)
1.2 64 (68 | 47 . ( 64)
3-4 12 (13 15 (21)
-6 8 (8 | 4 (9
i 7-8 a (4o | 3 o)
/ 9-10 Y s ( 4 2 oy
11 orm‘ore\ 3 ( 3 o2 . . ‘ '.(_'AS)
Totals 95 (1000 | 73 (100)
- o ." o
¢ .
) »
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' Frequency of Individua! Foundations Supporting Hispanic
Needs and Concerns, by 'Number of Grants, 1977-78~ . ’
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o Agégcies, According to Number of Grants ~ .~ .~
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Chapter M
> PXTI‘ERN OF FOUNDATION GIVING

<

The Largest Donors "\-\?

In exammm\g\rnformatlon on grants supporting Hispanic needs and .
concerns, The'Ford FOundatlon nust be treated separately, since it ac-
“counts for more than half (54%) of total monies given in the studied
period. The total dollar amo nt awarded by The Ford Foundation in_°
support of Hlspamcs, as reco ded by the Foundation Grants Index,
was $8 660,412, distributed among 36 grants (see Table7) '

Whlle the number of grants given by The Ford F0undatlon was
equally .distributed between Hispanic and non-Hlspamc controlled

- agencies (18 grants to each), the same cannot be said of the dollar

amourits given in each category: 62% of the total dollar amount was
' rcceived by non-Hispanic-controlled agencies, and the remaining 38% ‘
- by Hispanic-controlled groups. However, as shown in Table 7, if three.
‘ grants given by The Ford Foundation to Educational Testing Service
to directly. benefit Hispanics are counted .as grants to Hispanic-
controlled agencies, the percentage of support by The Ford Founda- -
tion to this group of agencies reaches 78%. Furthermore, it should be
noted that The Ford Foundation now accounts for a higher percentage
of all ny)mes given in support of Hispanics than 1t did for the 1972-74 :
period. oL B
The Ford Foundation was the largest contributor to Chicano- needs
and concerns, accounting for nearly 54% of all monies received by this
group. Moreover, 31% of all monies grven for the benefit of Puerto

_ Ricans and 91% of the total dollar amount given for mrxed minorities

"were donatéd by, The Ford Foundation.

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (New Jersey) was the se- -
cond largest giver to Hlspamc needs and concerns, awardmg almost a
million dollars in support of Hispanics. The full amount was given to
Hispanic-controlled agencies, distributed. in four grants, for an .
average grant of $245,248. Two grants went to Chicanos (totaling

- $657,185) for primary and community health services and two to
.. Puerto Ricans (totaling $323,808) for an Aspira program to mcrease

enrollments in medrcal schools.

~
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‘Table 7

_ : n'Contributions in Support of .
Hispanic Needs and Concerns, FGI, 1})7—7-.78c '

. UATINO INSTITUTE -

-

T Chicano Ricsn Hispanic Mixed Total
Hispanic- . ) R
controyed ) .
Agenciles . $2,697,200 $510,925 $100,000 $3,308,125
. . [ T . L]
Non- ‘ ‘
Hispanic- I
controtied - .
Agencies 1,047000° |. 252,000 127500 .| sag2s787° | 5.352.287°
Tc"lllcy $3,744,200 : 1 $782,928 ) 322'{.500 $3,925,787 $ 8,660,412

a. Of this amdunt, $500,000 went to érs for research awards to Chicano collea; teachers and are
of direct banefit to Chicanos. : :

b. A grant of $2,850,487 werit to

American indlans.

c. If the three grants given to
contributions of The Ford Foundation to Hispanic-c
ing the contribution to non-Hispanic-controlled age

© awarded.

ETS for fellowships to Me.xl’can Americans, Puerto Ricans and
v L]

ETS for fallowships are counted as Hlspa‘hl'c;cumrollpd grants, the

P

ontrofled agencies ingrease by $3,450,487, leav-
ncies at $1,801,800 of 22% of the total funds

B Carnegie Corporation of New York ranked as the third largest giver
to Hispanic needs and concerns, with six grants amounting to
Carnegie gave four grants to Hispanic-controlled agencies,

- $745,800.

amounting to
- Hispanics, and the remaining two grants

$522,400 or 70%_of the total monies_it‘_ gave - to
($223,400) to non-Hispan&

". controlled agencies. Of the total monies given to Hispanic-contro
Carnegie gave three grants ($272,400) to Chicanos and one

. agengies,

- grant to Puerto Ricans ($250,
" Mexican Amerfcan Legal De
~ and its Puerto Rican counterpart (PRLDEF,.

" .The Rockefeller Brothers Fund ranked as the
to Hispanic needs and concerns,
$612,450 in 13

all the monies given by the RockefelleryBrothers Fund in support of

000). These four grants were given to the
fense and Education Fund (MALDEF)

‘f.ourth. largai donor

awarding a total dollar amount of

‘Hispanics, went to Hispanic-controll

e Fund for

grants. Ten grants, ambi‘:;ting to $527,460 or 86% of

v ¢ agencies. _The__remaining' '
- $85,000 was distributed -in three grants to non-H

. h : _ ispanic-controlled
. agencies: two grants of $30,000 eagh to th

¥Heological

~ Education in Princeton, N.J., and $25,000 to the New York City Mis-
* sion Society (for Accion Civica Evangelica, a community\service agen-
cy of some 450 churches serving the Latino community of New York-

“City).

-

L~
V)



MonograthqmberS i . . ' 2/’

N . i - /

Grants given by the Rockefeller Brothers Fund to Hrspamc-
controlled agencies were distributed as’ follOWS /!

- I

Puerto Rican (6 grants) _ 'Iotal amount: $3l3 960 ,/;“

Chicano (4 grants) - Total amouﬁt $213,500 /
_Grants to Puerto Rican agencres incfuded four grants to PRLDEF&
($140;000), a grant to Amrgos del Museo del Barrio ($146,960), and a
' grant to the Puerto chan Association* for Commuruty Affarrs
($27,000). Grants awarded to ) Chicano agencies included three general
..support grant$ to MALDEF ($140,000) and_one program shpport
" grant to the National Council of La Raza (373, 500) b ,«/

- The foundation'ranking as the fifth largest supportér of l-lrspamcs
awarded only one grant, which went to a non-Hrspamc—controlled
agency. The W. K. Kellogg Foundatron awarded $398,600 fo Adams
State College in” Alamosa, Colorado, as a two-year grant/-smgly re- -
corded in 1978. This grant’s stated purpose is *‘to continue educatronal
program to improve social and economic conditions in-San_Luis

. Valley of Colorado with particular focus on the Spamslr Amencan
“population.”” The 1978 Foundation Grants Index states that this grant- ‘
bringg total foundatron assistarice for this project to $1,168,491.
_ Howev,er researchers for the presents%udy found no amount recorded /
in the 1977 FGL for thlS project. /

Rockefeller Foundatron ranked sixth in foundatrons awardmg the’
~ largest total dollar amounts in srﬁlpport of Hrspamc, needs and con-
cerns. It awarded a total of two grants amounting t0/$368 500, both to
Hrspamc—controlled agencies. The largest grant. went to MALDEF .
($300,000) and the second largest to Asprra (68, 500)

Wrth the exception of the W. K. Kellogg Fo/mdatron located in
Michigan, the six largest donors to Hrspamc needs and concerns are
located in New ‘York and New Jersey. The' seventh largest donor is
located in the West: San Francisco Found 7110'1 This foundation
awarded a total amount of \$349,786 in support of Hispanics,
distributed among ten grants of whith six ($222 546 or 65%) went to
Hispanic-controlled agencies and four to’non-Hispanic controlled
agencies. Most of the Hispanic-controlled grants awarded by this
foundation went to Chicanos (five grants totaling $210,726) for
diverse purposes: expansion of employment opportunities ($25,300
MALDEF); bilingual legal aid ($25,000,'La Raza Centro.Legal); Sum‘
mer Legal Studies ($9,240, Orgamzauon for the Legal Advancement
of. La Raza), child mental health ,($l@406 Southern Alameda

1

. izg
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County Comimittee for Raza Mental Health), and vocational training

(528,600, La Raza Silkscreen Center). Of the four grants given to non-
“Hispanic-controlled organizations, three went to Mexitan Muséum
and -arts programs. Table 8 summarizes the above information dn
foundations ranking one to seven. These foundations accounted for

* 75% of ali monies given in, spppbrt of Hispanic needs and ¢oncerns in

* 1977-78: S

.
L N -

i+ Table8

'f-'odndations Giving the Largest Total Dollar ‘Amount in
quport of Hispanic Needs and Concerns, 1977-78

Hispanic-Controtied
Gogornl : ~ Agencies
_' ’ Amount '{" Total No. Number Percentage
Foundation - . Given | of Grants of Grants of Monles
1. Ford - N .
Foundgtlon $8,660,412 3§_ 18 “{ 38)
. 2. Robert Wood )
* Johnson .
' Foundation ‘980,993 4 . 4 {100y
3. Carnegle
Corporation -l - )
of New York 745,800 6 4 { 70
" 4, Rockefeller - ' .
-Brothers Fund 612,460 13 ) 10 { 86)
6. W. K. Kellogg f )
Foundation 398,800 1. [+ 28 (0
‘8. Rockefeller o . :
Foundation : 368,500 . -2 2 - (100)
. 7. San-Francisco : o N “ .
Foundation 1 340,786 10 8 { 65)

S —_——

Agencies Receiving the Largest Total Dollar Amount'

Table 9 ranks the 22 Hispanic-controlled- agencies that received the -
largest amount of monies given by foundations. These 22 agencies
received a total of $7,188,695, an amount representing 45% of all
‘monies given in support of*Hispanics and 87% of all monies given to
Hispanic-controlled agencies. Thirteen of these agencies (59%) are

. Chicano, séven (32%)"are Puerto Rican and two (9%) are generally
_ categorized as Hispanic. - :

N -

Era
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Table 9

Hispanic Controlled Agencies Receiving the i
Largest Amount of Foundatlon Funds

2

: . < Number of | | .
Donee Grants | Amount- { . Ethnicity
MALDEF . -~ ‘18 $2,395,200 Chicano /
Asplra P 18 756,028 Puerto Rican//
Puerto-Rican Legal * ’ .
Defense and Education . M
Fund (PRLDEF) . 15 © 739,000 }_ Puerto Rican
,- National Council of La > e
%aza ’ 7 633,976 Chicano
inica de la Raza 5 402,185 Ehléano
Barrio Comprehensive
Chiid Care Center 2 1 390,000 C
Mexican American Unity E A
" . Council 27 310,000 Chicapo
Chicanos Por La Causa 2 250,000 Chican
- Southwest Voter Regis-
tration Project 4 160,000 Chicano
Plaza de La Raza 2 125,000 Chicano
‘Hispanic Office of Plan- |
ning and Evaluation 4 123,500 Hispanic
Southern Alameda County ) ' ' )
Committee for Raza*. . e
- Mentai Health < . 1 122,406 * Chicano
La Casa de Puerto Rico 1 118,000 | Puerto Rican
Chicano Education ’ :
Project - 3 110,000 Chlcano
Migrants in Acticn 5 109,400 | Chicano
. Mexican American Cul- B & )
tural Center 2 70,000 ‘Chicano .
Focus, Inc. 4 70,000 Puerto Rican
Puerto Rican Associa- Lo v '
tion for Community Y }
Affalre _ 4 67,000 Puerto Rican
Alianza Hispana 4 62,000 ° Hispanic
Accin Puertorriquehia 1 60,000 Pderto Rican
La Raza Centro Legal 4 60, 000 Chicano
Universidad Boricua ; 3 - 55000 | Puerto Rican
Totals * 108 | $7,188,695
o
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The agency receiving the largest total dollar amount was MALDEF,.
- accounting for 15% of all monies given in support of Hispanics and
33% of all monies received by the 22 agencies in the table. Aspira of
Amcnm, including its offices in New York, New Jersey, Illinois, Puer--
to Rico, and Pennsylvania, ranked second. Aspira received a larger
' number of grants than MALDEF, but less than a third of the monies. .

, 'Iaken as a group, Chicano agencies reoexved $5.138.167 (71%)
- Puerto Rican agencies received $1,862,031 (26%), and Hispanic agen-
cies $185,500 (3%) of' the total monies accounted for in Table 9. By
....only considering the. number of grants received, Chicano agencies ob-_
. tained §4 grants (50%), Puerto Rican agencies accounted for 46 grants
. (43%) and Hispanic. agencm received 8 grants (7%).-Puerto Rican
. “agencies received most as many grants as Chicano agencies but close

. toone thu'd the-{ tal dollar amount.

B / Geognphlcal Dlsmbunon of Gnnts
Including grants given for ““national”’ purposes-all of wluch were’
ngm for national fellowships—the highest of the total dollar amount. .
* went to the Southwest. The second largest amount went to the North-.-
east. The seven staies-in the North Central region received 3% of the
funds’ (Table 0). Latino Institute’s findings show pcor cor-

- mpondenee between the distribution of grants and the distribution of

: Hlspamc populatmn groups quoted' by the Human R&sourrﬂs (,or—
* poration.'

: ‘ " . Table 10
Heglonal Distribution of Total Dollar Amount Awarded»‘

by Foundations in Support of Hispanlcs as Compared
to Distribution of Hispanic, Populatlon in the Heglons :

{ Percentage ———

Percentage of Hispanic of Total Funds Awarded by
Reglon > Population Iin the U.S.* Foundationa tor Hispanics
Soulpv«':esl ' -8 ) . © 43 .
Northeasr T ' . 32 ' o
North Central 9 : 3.

a. U. S. Census In'!ormatlod as quoted by HRC, pp. 76-77.

l u. S Human Rcsourccs Corp U S. Foundanon and Mjnority Group Interests,

9

o
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« . 4\ ’ - Table 11 - ' .: A AN
"Adjusted Reglonal Distribution of Total Dollar Amount

Awarded By Foundations in Support of Hispanics as ;
_ Compared to Distribution of Hispanic Population

. in the Regions® . , =
* Adjusted Percentage
X » Poreontago of Hlspanlc : of Total Funds
Region Populatlon In the U.S.® Giver' by Foundations
" Southwest = 78 . 56 - '
2 | Northeast . . 13 . S 0 i
“-\.' Norih Central T o9 I

a Exeludlng tunds given for nationa) purposes. :
b. U. S. Census information as quoted by HRC, pp. 76-77.

Followmg HRC’s procedures, the percentages shown in Tablé 10
were adjusted by excluding funds given for national pu:poses. Thead- -~
justed percentage., (Table 11) show better correspendence for the
Southwest\ and a disproportionately higher percentage for the North-
"east. (Original HRC figures differentiated between South and Westem
regions, showing greater disparities for these areas. )

‘Appendix E provides information on the totat doilar value of grants
supporting Hispanic needs and concerns, by ethmmty of ben%ﬁclary

d region where donees are located. (This table differentiated the .
So hwest region into both South and West.). :

_ Fields of Interest in Which Grants Were Awarded

Foundatlon support for Hispanic needs and concerns can be
sepj.rated into eight broad ﬁelds of mterest :

(a) Social Services - Refers to grants received by agencm pr0r .
viding a wide variety of services to Hispanic individuals, youth, -
. families and migrants. These include bxlmguaVblcultura] ser- ;
vices-and general or orgamzanona] support for agencies pro- =
viding these services. =

e (b) - Community Orgamzanon and Development - Refers to grangs’
. received by commumty agencies devoting.efforts to improve .
social and economic condmons through' coalitions and con-

0\

Py
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“certed citizen action. It is distinguished from\‘social services’
_by the fact that activities under this second
concerned with services to individuals or partidylar groups in
Hispanic communities (youth, the family, migrants) but with

the community as a whole.

(c) Civil Rights and Legal Services - ‘Refers to grants received by

" MALDEF, PRLDEF, and similar agencies workiqg in the area

of Hispanic civil nghts mcludmg voter registration, litigation

in courts, direct legal services, publications about t e rights of

_ . Hispanics,- grants for general support of agencm, d legal
education/internships provided by these agencies.

. (d) Research - Grants to support research activities of direct
relevance to Hispanics or a single Hispanic group in the U. S.

- {e) Edwcaaon Grants to support educational leadership, the pro-
“vision of - scholarshlps, bilingual/bicultural -education and

: language instruction, adult education, remedial education and
improvement ‘of academlc programs, all expr&sly given for
Hispanics. _ :

OF 'Health lnclud& physical and mental health services, tralmng
in the health professions, and general suppeort to agencies pro-
viding these services for the Hispanic population.

(8) Arts and Humanities - Includes grants s: Jpportmg(the improve-

" ment of library collections, music instruction, \support for
Hispanic performing arts, conferences on subjects in the
humanities, Hispanic art exhxblts and the development of
films on specific Hispanic groups.

(h) Religion - Includes grants for a concerted action-of Hispanic
=" churches, for fellowships in theological educanon, and for a
conference of Hlspamc bishops.
!

Appendix ¥ shows the distribution of total dollar amounts awarded in
each of these eight fields of interest. F:gure 5. {!lustrates the same infor-
matlon

The . field of mt&res‘ receiving the highest percentage of the total
. monies allocated in support of Hispanics was Education (30%). Civil
Righits and Legal Services ranksd second (25%). Research ranked
‘third (12%). Community Organization and Development ranked
fourth (11%), Health fifth (10%). Social Serxlca, ranking sixth,
“received 6% of all the mom& _This.iowfigure partly ref’scts the divi-
sion of services is category and Community Organization
: and Development. Token together, Social Services and Community
Organuatlon and Development would account for 21% of the total
doilar amount given m support of Hispanics and would rank third in

11

tegory are not - .
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Percentage
100

-

Legal communlty Hunh Soclal Cultural

- Education = Ad y R h Organization Services Services . Activities . Religion
& Services & Develop. .
. Figure 5

’ bl'strlb_utlon of Total Doliar Amount Givan for Hispanic
Needs and Concerns, by Field of Interest

order to importance. Arts & Humanities and Religion ranked lowest,
2% and 4% rwpecﬂvely

The following examples of substantial grants in each category show
the kinds of projects supported:
Ednuﬂq;]

The five largest grants in thls field of interest were awarded by The ’
Ford Foundation;

o $2,950,487 to Edumtmnal Testing Semee for graduate fellow-
- ships for mixed minorities.

e $600,000 to Washington International School for a bilingual/bi- -
cultural school, nursery to 12th grade, and for purchasc of land,

92 .
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& $150,000 to Western Servrce Systems in support of the Chicano
Education Project.

e $125,000 to the Callfdrma State University to prepare Mexrcan
. American undergraduates for teaching _]ObS in barrio schools, in-
cluding bilingual tralmng ‘ .

o $95,000 to Restarch Foundation of SUNY Empire State College :
for an experimental off-campus degree program for Hispanic

- working adults in New York City, in cooperation with
* Solidaridad Humana.

These five grants amounted to $3 920, 487 or 83% of the total dollai *
amount invested by foundations in this field of interest. The other 57
grants in this field accounted for the remaining 17%, the average grant
among these amounted to $14,472. -

" Civil Rights and Legal Services

. Of the seven large grants in this ﬁeld four were awarded by The
~ Ford Foundation. The seven grants were the following:
T e $887 200 to MALDEF from The Ford Foundation for a two-

year grant for civil rights lmgauon, public policy research and a.
Mexican American women’s rights project.

e $700,000 to MALDEF from The' Ford Foundation for a two-
year grant for activities to protect legal rights of Mexican
American communities and studies of public policy issues.

e $300,000 to MALDEF from Rockefeller Foundation for orderly
socral change and.legal redress t0 expand rights of Mexican
. Americans.

¢ '$300,000 to the National Council of La Raza from The Ford
Foundation, purpose not specified.

¢ $250,000 to MALDEF from the Carnegie Corporauon of New
York for program in education litigation.

e $250,000 to PRLDEF from the Carnegie Corporation of New
York toward the support of an Education Rights Project.

e $225,000 to PRLDEF from The Ford Foundation for civil rights
lmgauon on behalf of Puerto Ricans in employment, educauon, _
. and access to political processes and governmental services.

These seven grants amounted to $2,912,200 or 72% of all ‘monies
awarded in this field. The remaining 42 grants in this area averaged
523,658. ' - ‘

. Health

Grants awarded in this category included physical and mental
health. The following four large grants~were awarded for physical

health: . 4 3
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* :$390,000 to Barrio Comprehensive Child Health Care Center,
awarded by the Rober} Wood Johnson Foundation, for primary °
care service for Mexican American children.

* $309,986 to Aspira of| America, by the Robert Wood Johnsef .
Foundation, for programs to increase minority enrollment in
medical schools. ' ' o

* $267,185 to Clinica de la Raza also awarded by the Robert
" Wood Johnson Foundation as a three year grant, to/improve
- -7 community health services.

* $100,000 to Clinica de la Raza awarded by the Kresge Founda-

.tion, toward purchase of property and facility i¢’ house dental

and optometry service. ' ,

The only largegrant formental health was awarded to the Southern

Alameda County Commjittee for Raza Mental Health. It received a_-

grant of $122,406 fronythe San Francisco Foundation for ‘‘a new-and

_. innovative series' of dpproaches to diagnosis’and treatment of emo-
tional and psychological problems of Spanish-sp;aking children.”

The foregoihg ve grants accounted*for 79% of monies awarded in
the health field/ The average amount for each of the remaining 24
. .grants in this area was $14,820.

Arts and Humanities' _ .

This field of interest received 29 grants, of which only two
amounted to $100,000 or more. Piaza de la Raza Cultural Enrichment
Program received a grant'of $100,000 from the James Irvine Founda-
tion “‘to support a team of teacher-artists in presenting academic and. _

- cu'tural subject matter through bilingual/bicultural theater and allied’
arts’’; and Amigos del Museo del Barrio received $146,960 from the
Rockefeller Brothers Foundation ‘‘for genefal support of East Harlem

* visual arts facility which transmits artifacts, literature and music of
Puerto Rico through community education programs.”’ >

In this category, grants were gerierally small, and the mgjority of
donees received a single grant. Only two agencies received three or
more grants: Migrants in Action, St. Paul, Minn. received $84,900 in
three grants from the Northwest Area Foundation and Saint Paul
Foundation for the production of a documentary film on Mexican -
Americans in Minnesota; and the Spanish Institute (New York City)

. received $86,000 in four grants from Tinker Foundation in support of
the Institute’s programs, including literary lectures and library acquisi-
tions program.
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. The nme grants described account for 60% of all monies awarded
for Hispamc arts and humamtm The remaining 20 grants averaged
$14;128. o . , '

\z\\/ ) | L . .

¢

SochlServices

" The largest number of grants was given for this field of mterest but .
-none was large: Only four agencies received ‘three or more grants:
Casita Maria (five grants totaling $50,000), Puerto Rican Association
for Community Affairs (four grants totaling $67,000), Focus, Inc.
" (four grant totaling $70,000), and La Alianza Hlspana (four grants
amounnng to $62,000).

The aVerage amount for each social services grant was $13, 693 and
more than a third of the grants in this area were under $10,000.

) Community Orgnnizntion and Development

There were six large grants in this field accounting for 77% of the
' monm given by foundations in support of Hlspamc commumty'
- orgamzat:on and development:

o $398,600 to Adams State College by W. K. Kellogg Foundatidn,
" to continue eduwt:onal program to improve- social and
economic conditions in the San Luis Valley of Colorado with

. parncular focus on Spanish-American population. .-

. * $300,000 to Mexican American -Unity Council by The Ford
C Foundation for oommumty developmcnt in Mexican-American
nelghborhoods :
e $300,000 to Spamsh-Spw,kmg Unity Councnl by The Ford Foun-
* : dation. (Same purpose as above.) .
" $150,000 to Chicanos Por La Causa by The ¥ord Foundation,

for community development in- Mexxcan Amencan
neighborhoods.

¢ $100,000 to Chicanos Por La Causa by The Ford Foundatlon,
for administrative expenses of Mexncan-Amenmn Commumty
> Dcvelopment Corporauon

] Sl(X) 000 to Brothers Redevelopment by Gates Foundation, for

purchase of warehouse to enable (grantee) to operate at greater

lcvel to help-Chicano nexghborhood upgrade thelr homes and
nelghborhood

* The average amount of each of the remaining 21 grants was
$19,023. :
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Religion

The largest amount (and number of grants) recerved by a smgle
donee in this category went to the Fund for Theologrcal Education
(FTE) in Princeton, N.J. This donee received $135,000 in three gtants:
two.of $30,000 each by the Rockefelier Brothers Fund for an Hispanic
Ministerial Fellowship program, and one in the amount of $75, 000 by
the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation for the FTE “program of
fellowship for Hispanic and Black minority and doctoral students ”
The average amount for the remaining seven religion grants was
- $27,405. ‘ -

Research’

Only eight grants in the amount of $100,000 or above were awarded -
for research, six of them by The Ford Foundatlon They were:

o $126,500 to Educational Testing Servrce tc initiate post-doctoral
research awards for non-tenured Mexican-American _ college -
teachers. - i

o $373,500 to Educationa, Testmg Servrce to supplement funds for
'program described abo

® $206,975 to Aspira-of America for the Puerto Rican Mrgratro'r
Research Consortium.

e $252,000 to Research Foundation of City Umversrty of New .
York to support Center for Puerto Rican Studies and Research.

e $260,000 to Western Service Systems for study focused on- »
_finance inequities that affect state’s minority and poor popula-
tion (especially o students).

"~ o $172,000 to San Dicgo State University- for research analysis
and publlc information concerning impact of school finance
legislation in Calrfomra on Chicano students. :

The two ot‘rer large grants given for research were.,,

~* $180,000 awarded by the Spencer Foundation to the Umversrty‘
of Houston for research on development of child competence in
Mexican-American families. :

"o $118,000 to La Casa de Puerto Rico awarded by the Hartford
- Foundatian for Public Giving to complete research and docu-
ment the needs of the Puerto Rican community in Hartford in

the areas of employment and housmg

The above eight grants comprise 84% of all monies given by foun- -
- dations for research to benefit Hispanics. The average amount for
each of the rcmammg 14 grants was $21 350 Of the remaining. four )
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“agencies received more than one research grant, distributed among the -

following projects: L ' o

National Council of La Raza (560,476 divided into three grants)
e Monitoring and’ evaluation of Title I programs for migrant
* ¢ children (New World Foundation). ' o

" o Chicanos on welfare and-its impact on family activities (Field
- Foundation). . ' o .
. o Study of State program of educational and other services to

" migrant families (Rosenberg Foundation).

American Council for Emigres in the Professions ($60,000, two

grants from the Tinker Foundation) :

e Two studies to assess the adequacy of delivery of social services
to New York's Spanish speaking »

ganiver;idad Boricua ($40,000, two grants from the Ford Foun-
. tion ' - :
" & A study of economic linkages between Puerto Ricans in the
U. S. and Puerto Rico. ~ S
e Statistical profile and analysis of life choices of Puerto Rican-
- Women. ) - o :
Aspira of America (838,950, two grants from the Ford Founda-
tion) - ‘ ,
.. .&x‘}allysxs of doctoral degrees awarded to Hispanics in U. S. since
. Planning and Organi jon of Puerto Rican Migratioh Research
~ " Consortium. o

In general, twelve research grants (54%) were awarded for the
benefit of Chicanos, eight for Puerto Ricans and two for Hispanics. .
Chicanos received 62% of the funds given for Hispanic research.
Puerto Ricans received 35% of these monies, and Hispanics received
the remaining 3%. S L

Table 12 summarizes the distribution of large and small grants in
the eight ficlds of interest. It may be noted that 36 grants (or 12% of
all grants given for the benefit of Hispanics) account for 72% of the
total dollar arnount. Hence, 28% of gréint monies were distributed

among 88% of the total number of grants awarded. The average
. amount given for each of the 226 small grants was $17214. Also,

Figure § represents foundation:giving by categorical area of grant.
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Table 12 :

Distribution of Large and Small Grants Across Fields of
- Interest by Number of Grants, Total Dollar Amount, and
. Average Grant Award '

’ - Large Grants
i Total Average Amount for
Arca N Doilar Amount * All Othor Granis
Education ' s $3920,487 $14472
Civil Rights and L . -1
Lega! Services 7 2,912,200 23,658 %
. Health 5 1,189577 | 14,820
Arts and Humanities 2 o 246960 | 14128
Social Services . 0 :
Community Orgahlzatlon
and Development 6 . 1,3<8.600 19,023
Retigion ' 3 135,000 . 27,405
Research 8 1,748,975 21,350.
All areas, large grants - 38 $11,499,799
Ali areas, small grants 268 $4,578,796 $17,214
173 ' . | ®
"
. 7
(‘ - 4
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~ Chapter IV
BEYOND THE FGI

_ Survey oI' Foundaﬂons ; : -

‘A secondary thrust of the present study was a mail. survey, con- -
: ducted by a questionnaire instrument (Appendix H) designed to ex-°
amine institutional policies, procedures and self-image of foundations
that have (1) supported Hispanics and minorities, and-(2) reported to
the 1977-78 FGI. These foundations are.viewed against the general
‘character of most foundations. The additional data goes beyond infor- .
. mation available in the FGI, and further v. dates some of our initia!
findings. ' :
" For the mml survey, a manual search bf the 1977-78 FGI easrly 1den-
- tified those foundations supporting Hrspamc needs and concerns and
those that gave at least one -grant in-support of unspecified
“minorities.”” Foundations supporting only non-Hispanic, identified,
minorities (American Indians, Blacks, Asian Americans) were not
selected. A total of-140 foundations met thé criteria; 95 of these
demonstrated support in suxvey responses to Hispanic needs and con-
cerns. (Appendix G lists e 140 foundations surveyed.) .

A survey instrument was designed and mailed to obtam the infor-

~ mation desired.! A total of 140 foundations were mailed question-

naires on March 12,"1980. Subsequently, a follow-up letter was mailed

. and phone calls made where no response had been received. A total of -

102 qu‘estionn‘aires (73%. response rate) were finally received. Ques- -

. tionnajre dnswers were not extemally verified, in an effort to protect
confidentiality of respondents

Table 13 highlights the distribution and rate of response of founda-
- tions in our survey, by state.
B Profile of Foundations

Items 1-6 of the survey ‘instrument were intended to provide basic
classrﬁcatron data. Results for Item 1 are shown in Eigure 6.

_— ]
1. A/,oopyi of the questionnaire is provndcd in Appendrx H. |

“‘ - : 35 . ) . -
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‘Table 13

Dlstrlbutlon of Rate of Response of
in Mail Survey, by State :

N Questionnaires -
. Reculved -
Quastionnaires ' ’
State ' © Mailed N . %)
California ‘ 17 15 (
Colorado 3 2 ( 66
’1 Connecticut 5 . 4 ( 80)
| Delaware | 0 (0
| District of Colimbia 5 4 { 80)
lllinols 6 4 ( 66)
Indlana. .2 2 (100)
‘Massachusetts 9 5 ¢ 56)
Michigan 3 3 (100)
" *.Minnesota . 7 6 ( 88)
’ Missourl A 1 (100)
Nevada = _ 1 0 2( 0
New Jersey 8 6 ( 75)
.New York 46 - 33 (72
| North Carolina 2 0 ( 0
| Ohio 5 -} (100)
Pennsylvania 9 7 (78
.| Rhode Island 1 1 (100)
» Texas 8 2 ( 33)
. Wisconsin | 3 2 ( 66)
Totals 140 102

- Several foundations marked more than one of the types indicated in
Item 1 of the questionnaire; and there was uncertainty between the '
general puspose and family classifications. In cases where more than
one box was checked, the category was decided according to the
following mformauon provided by The Foundanon Directory:

(0)) Nu;?ber of donor’s farmly members on the Board and senior
© Sta

_ (2 Range of gwmg

A foundation with a broad range of gmng 1dent1fymg itself both as
general purpose and family foundation, but having more than 40% of
family members on the Board and/or senior staff was arbitrarily
classifigd for coding purposes as a family foundation.

¢

"
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100 '
. (102 Foundations)

5 G IR S e YT

AN N

General Company

. Purpose Sponsored , Community ‘ Family Purpose
M - . . {narrow
. . interest)
. , Figure 6 )
Responding Foundations, by Type'(lte'm 1) .

A rough comparisém of the representation of the different types of -
~ foundations in the mail survey with the listings in the $¢h edition of
The Foundation Directory yielded the figures shown in Table 14.2 .
Table 14 shows community foundations over-represented and
company-sponsored foundations under-represented in the survey. -
Since the survey used the same data base as The Fo::ndation Direc-
tory, the differénce can only be explained by the discrepant selection”
criteria. It seems that community foundations were more responsive to
the needs and concerus of Hispanics and,‘‘minorities’’ during 1977-78.

o/ e

2. Mariana Lewis, ed., The Foundation Directory, Tth rev. ed., p. xiv. -

O
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i ‘ Table 1

Compa on of-the Type of Fou datlons in the Survey wlth
Those Llsted in The Folundation Directory

i llom in | Foundation
/ the Survey - Directory
,",T'ypo ~ —_POI‘Jé.nllq. - |’ Percentage
I R .
A ‘Compt%ny-sponsored .98 - 17.0.
"' Community e a7 © 25
- General Purpose, Family '
‘and Special Purpose,
detined as “Independent”. | . .
by the Dlrectory 755. 78.7
| Operating T - N.A. 1.3 ’
. .
Totals 100.0 99.5

a Porcenlnges do not add to 100 due to roundlng

Companng the distribution of foundations in the survey, by size,
. with a corresponding distribution for alt foundations in fhe U. S., the-
qullowmg picture emerges. Almost half (48%) of respopdmg founa-

Table 15

Comparison of the Distrlbutlon of Foundations Surveyed
. withrall F undatlons in the U. S, by Size

Foundations |  U.S.. i
. in Our Survey: - Foundations® N
- Size - Number (%) Number (%) /
Less.than $1 million 4 ()] 22,421 {90.0)
$1 10 25 million 68 (48 | 230 (93 ,
$26 10 $100 mitiion I (28 8 (05 /’/
[ Over $100 million - 27 (19 ® oy |/
‘ Not lqdlca;ed B B ) (2 o "
Totals 140 (100) | 24925  (9agP

2. Source: Nason, 1877, p. 2. .
b. Percentages do not add to 160 due to rounding.

92
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Figure 7

D)strlbutlon of Responding Foundatlons in Survey, T
by Sizs of Assets ™\

[ . . -
.

tions werQ medmm-sxzed with assets between $1-25 rmlhon Small
Toundations are senously under~represented in the survey This may be -
because only a small percentage of the small foundations report to the -
FGI, Also, only foundations giving grants of $5,000 or more (usually
not the smallwt foundations) are listed in this source. Large founda-
tions may be gver-represented becatise they are more likely to be sufﬁ
ciently staffed to report to the Foundation Grants Index.

Figure 7 mgnstrates the distribution of rcspondmg foundauons, by
size. . . -

Toul Deollar Amount Grnnted in Calendar Year 1979
According io respondmg foundatlons, «ll awarded a total dollar

.53
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amount of grants in excess of $60,000 dunng calendar year 1979
Nearly three-fourths (70%). of respondmg foundations in the survey
_gave grants amounting to more thap $1 mxlhon for the calendar year

_ 19’79 .
! ' Table 16~
Distnbutlon of Foundations Surveyed, by Size
. AN
- Not " Surveyed -
o Rosponding Responding Foundations

vl Assets . | N () N ) T N
Less than $1 million 2 (20 2 ¢ 50 4 (39
"~ $1 10 %25 miltion 49 . {480y | ' 19 {-50.0 68 { 48.0)

yvo}iwo millior % (255 | 1 ( 38) 39 (280).

" Over $100 million 23 (228 4 (19 27 (190
ﬁo Response 2 ( 20) 4 - . - 2 ( 20
" Totals 102 (100.0) 38 1100.0) 140 {100)

Full-’l’lme Adminlstmﬂve Stnff

The unportance of foundaticns having a full-time staff was sum-
manzed in the Bay Area Committee Repoa (1579):

" Without professional staff, prcomals are not hkely to be adequately
investigated; applicants will not receive :esponswe memxon to their
needs; the foundationis not in a position to investigate and assess tie
needs of the community it serves. Foundations without staff in-
vestigate proposals prcperly only if 8 board member has the time and
~ inclinationto'doso.” = -

v

A survey. conducted by the Council on Foundations in 1974—re.
sponded.{to by 572 foundauons—revw.led that *“34% of its re- -
spondents had no executive staff and 56% had no ‘other staff.””* Thé,
Council assumed that the existence of a staff “‘increases the likelihood

- of innovative and independent as opposed to supporhve
. programs. ”s The Human Resources Cerporation felt, in 1975, that
under such"an assumption, “minority ¢oncerns are 'probdblv better
served by staffed foundauons ne - :

3. Herb Allen and Sam Stcmbel‘s Small Change jrom Big Bucks p. 26. -

4. U. S. Human Resources Corporation, U. S. Foundations and Minority Oraup In.
lerests, p. 245.
. 5 Ibid., p. 246.

‘6. Ibid. The Human Resources Corporation report offers a valuable review o' amdls
of stafﬁng in foundations, up to 1975; p. 246 i

o .‘54
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In the present study, 94 foundations (92%) answered that they have
A full-time administrative staff. Eight responding foundations had no
full-time staff and twe foundations reported they stiare full-time staff -
with other foundations. Out of the eight foundations lacking full-time
staff, four (50%) were famxly foundations. All exght had assets over $§1 -
million. '

Summary of Profile Data

Considered by type, three-fourths of the foundations responding to
_ thg questiornaire fall within what The Foundation Directory calls “ImVh
dependent’ foundations (general purpose, :family: and special
purpose). Company-sponsored foundations are under- represented in
" the group (9.8% as compared with 17% in the Directory) while com-
*. munity foundations are over-represented (14.7% as compared with-
2.5% in the Directory).

In terms of assets, 98% of responding foundations have more than

‘$1 million in assets (48% having $1-$25 million, and an equal percent

' having more than- $26 rmlhon) Of this last group, 22.5% had more

than $100 million’ in assets. Full-time staffs are employed by 92% of
tnese foundations. : o

Therefore, considered by type, assets and Sull-time stqff, founda- )
tions giving at least one grant in support of unspecified *‘minorities,*’
~ and/or Hispanics and reporting to the FGI in 1977-78,.are not at all
‘typical in profile. o

‘Institutional Pelicies and Procedures

" Items 7 to 18 were intended to explore relevant institutional policies
and procedures and ‘the degree to which they are observed by these
~ foundations. ' -

Publications lssued .

In 1973 the Foundation Center was receiving 278 annual reports
published by foundations.” This number increased to about 400 in *
1979.® Robert O. Bothwell has stated:

Four hundred slxty-ﬁve of 26 000 foundations voluntanly publish and
. mzke readily available annual reports about their finances and grant-

.
———

.U.s. Hm@p’ﬁmurm Corp., p. 253.;
8 This is an estimate provided by the Washmgton. D.C. Foundation Cenier on 10
. June-1980, as the Foundation Center's Annual Report for 1979 was not yet ava:lable
when this report was being written.

t
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making. ... dost of the rest hide behind veils of secrecy....The
public clearly has a righ: to better access to more infcrmation aboul
foundations in order to know, evsludte, and influence what founda-
tions do with their bitlions.’

Despite the unavailability of annuul reports, the tax returns of ai.
private foundations are available at the Foundation Center. Zach

_private foundation must permit inspection, if 'equested by a member

of the puhlic. ! sy

. <
Judging from the abo"e, foundatiors respondiug to our : urvey ap-

- pear to be atpical: 83% of “em publish unnual and/or b’ .nnial

reports. Table 18 compares foundations ir. the survey with all founda-

- tions in the U. S.

) Tab'e 17 .
Number 2and Per(:ent of Pasponding Foundations in Survey -
Issuing Annuat and Biennial Reports, by Asset Size,
as Compared to all Foundatiors ln-the u.S.

\'\ .
~ 1989 197375

Qur Survey All U. S. Fdundations

(N=102) . (N =.25,388)
Assots N (% | N 7 (%)
Less than $1 million 2 (200 | 66 02y
$1,to $25 million 35 (343) | 292 (1.15)
$26 to $100 miliion 25 " (245) 3. . (026
Over $100 mitiion 21 (206) 32 0.12)
" No Response - _ -2 (.20 - T
otals 85 (834 | 463 (1.8)

The distribution of the percentage of: i‘esponding foundations
pubh..hmg annual reports, by type, is shown in Table 18. All percen- .
tages in Table 18 are high compared with the national average. Famnly
foundauons were the least likely ¢o |: .blish annual reports. ’

Revenue Meo.surm. Testimony of Robert O. Bothwell of the National Commmee Jor

' Respam:ve Philanthropy, 2 June 1979, H. R. 3433, p. 3.

<n
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Table 18 *
Responding Foundatlons Publishing Annual R%ports,
_ by Type
Tota! Number Percentage of

Total Number of - Publishing Type Publishing
Type of Foundstion ___Typo Responding Annual Reports : Annual Reports
Special Purpose 4 ' . 4 . 1. 100
Communuy » 15 . 14 83
Co sponsored : 0. : 9 - 80

Ggneral Purpose 52 T aa ' 85
Faqily 18 ] 1" . 61
Ny ‘

¥ive responding foundations do not issue publications. Twelve“of_

. the 17 foundations that do not publish annual reports provide other
publications on,policies, grants, and application procedures. On the

~ other hand, 39 (38%) foundations in the survey 1ssue two or more .

. publications. . : : .
Figure 8 shows the percentage of foundatlons 1ssumg each of the
B several types of publicatiens. . . -
" Dissemination of Information o . J

. The extent to which foundations dlssemmate the publications they
issue i¢ a second measure of how open and available they are to ap-
plicants and the gerieral public. When information is widely pubhshed
and disseminated among minority-groups, this increases their chances

. of correctly identifying foundations. that could support their pro-
~‘grams. Foyndations responding to the survey consider themselves
 responsiveAo requests for information as seen in Talzle 19,
percentange of responswenoss is atypical. In a handbook’
prep ““to assist foundations in the development: and carrymg ‘out
of public information programs,’” Saul Richman (1973) reéfers to the
-complaint made by many—both critics an supporters—that some .
- foundations do not reply to queries or applications for grants.

Item-11 in our survey instrument prcsented a list of types of pro-
cedural information often requested from foundauom by prospective
applicants, asking foundations to mark which types ‘they would pro-
vide upon request. Results are presented in Table 20 ’

=%
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'/m T L ,. ,
e A R | R
Annual " - /Biennial Multl-Annual
Reports ~ - Reports Reports ‘Brochures ) Other
: A Figure g
Percent of Responding Foundations Issuing lr:dicated
7 - Publications '
' ./'/// ‘ . | * . )
S Table 19

',’/
/ Percent of~Responding Foundations Expressing a Positive .
Attitude Toward the Dlssemination of Informaticn

Sy

Rospondlng Foundations - Percent of Atl ’
: . Surveyed
- o - tem . - "N W (%) Foundations
| witl include organizations S
and Institutions in thelir - . . C
* | - malling tist, upon request 73 - {71.6) - 52
. Will réspond to letters-of - | -
“ Inquiry fram prospective .
applicants - - 99 . . (97 oon
. 58
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. Table 20 .

Number and Percent of Responding Foundations
Providing Applicants with Specific Information

|

. ". - o o Responding Foundations
Type of Information Provided . —
to Applicants 1 N . (%)
A. Application Deadlines | s2 (80.4)
B. Suggestions for proposal length . | . 76 T (74.5)
C. Suggestions for proposal format 78 (76.5)
' D. Dates when the Executive Board :
meets to consider proposals 78 (76.5)
E. Feedback on preliminary drafts B -
or concept papers , © 65 < (63.7)
F.»'Advnce on other 1und|ng sources '
for a project o 45 : (44.1)

‘Applicatnon Process and Proposal Format

It has often been stated that many foundatlonsxarely ack,nowledge
receipt of proposals from unknown applicants nor inform unsuc~
cessful applicants about decisions takan on their proposals. Founda— ’

. tions. in our survey again appeared to be atypical: 90 (88%) of the

foundations responding to our survey overwhelmingly- expressed that
they would acknowledge receipt of proposals and that if a proposal.
was not going to be funded, this decision would be communicated in
writing to unsuccessful applicants. Moreover, 82 (80.4%) foundations
said they would explain to unsuccessful applicants the reasons for re-
jection. However, only 35 of the responding foundations (34%) -
answered that they would advise uhsuccas‘sful applicants on alternate
sources of fundmg for their project: :

Mmonty organizations that are not “established” and lack a-*‘track

“record” usually are seldoin skilled' in the technicalities of proposal

writing. This was pointed out'by Victoria Santana, Associate Tribal
Attorney. Blackfeet Tribe:

I object to the thinking on the part of foundatlons that thlngs should
look **professiofial.**: There is a difference’ between a proposal that =~

59 g
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looks pretty and one that really works. Some organizations can bc K
professronal and it might not be reflected on their proposal o . o

<t

These results do not represent the rule inghe foundation world:

In general .basic information gurdehncs are not available for public
consurhpuon n

And Ralph Nader has stated:

Good, challensmg ideas often are not commumcated well by a pro-
posal. . .particularly when.they are submitted by people who are not
experts in transforrmng their ideas’: and programs rmo proposals

v

Most U. S. foundations srmply reject proposals that are not well
dcveloped in wrmng The views expressed in. the responses. received
from foundauons in our survey, presented in Table 21; are again
atypical. - . , . -

v

’

Table 21

Probable Actions oT Surveyed Foundation in Response to
Worthy Ideas’ Framed in Poorly Drafted Proposals .

Y

o oo

Four\dallons S -

Action N %) [~
‘A. The pragosal would not be approved, | - ' -
- for fun g . - 4 (3.9)
) B Although the proposal would not be -
<f/ ) approved, the applicant would be !
encouraged to revise and submlt it ‘ ;
again. . - (28.4)
C. No further advice wouid be offered. 5 (48) > |
: D. Appllcant would be contacted for »
] additional information. | &, @ee | -
" E. Applicant contacted and technical | - N
asgistance offered. 19 (186) Ty
- F. Other . . 10 (98

a . i - -

10, “Womcn and Power." p. 7. Also quoted by the U. S. Human Resources Cor-
poration Report, p. 259. - X -

11. U. S. Human Resources Corp., p. 2570 v S

12. *“Nader on. Foundations,” p. 52. o . ..

.

s s
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Technical Assistance

. In general, the availability of technical assistance offered by foun-
"dations to strengthen the proposals of applicants is extremly lrmrted

. In 1975, the Human' Resources Corporation, citing the Assocratron "
of Black Foundation Executives’ emphasis on the *‘need for technical
assistance by groups unfamiliar with foundation grant-making pro-
cedures fo enable them to adequately present their rdeas and pro-
posals,” "’ stated: . o . :

We have discovered...no substantial trend ~toward technical
assistance to minority groups.- .:Ths time and effort necessary to

cultivate inexperienced groups are apparently not worth the attempt,
according to most foundations: i

Only 25 (24.5%) of the foundations in the surve)nclarmed to have a
person who provides such technical assistarice, notwrthstandmg the
fact that. 92% of responding foundations claim a full -time ad-
ministrative staff

Interest in Assisting Minonty Groups

We requested foundations in our survey to suggest five ways in
which minority groups copld improve- their funding record with foun-
dations (Item 18). Only 40 (39%) foundatlons chose to answer this
" question (see Table 22).

,._Educauonal Research and Development Activrties

« The term “Educatronal Research and Development” lacks a stan-
dard definition. Instead of formulating a definition for this concept ’
the Latmo Institute. questronnarre provided a list of activities which,

" taken together, could comprise a significant definition of Educat-onal
R&D. Foundatiohs were asked to mark the activities they were sup-
portmg =

In all cases, as shown in Table 23, most of theA'espondmg founda- -

tions indicatéd that few of the educatronal R&D actrvrties proposed
receive support from them.

[

Foundauons Having an Hrspamc Mailing List .

Only I'l (10.8%) of the responding foundatxons indicated that they
have an Hrspamc mailing hst Thrrteen foundatrons (l3%) -raspoaded

"13. U.S. Human Resources Corp ‘D. 258
14, ibld pp..259- 260.

-
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Table 22

Areas for Improvement as Suggested by Foundations for
: Minority Groups Intent on Improving Their -
‘ Funding Records

Foundations
J . Making Suggestions
Improvement Areas ) (N =40) .
‘_;-7\. Applicants éhon!d study guidelines and
‘ adher_e to them. .. ) 20
" B. Appltcanté must improve quality of proposal
" " contents and structure, . 17
C. Applicants must improve mandgement :
budgetlng. and fund-raising _capabilities. 14
D. Appllcants must conduct research on target. :
* foundatlons 14
N E Applicants should request technical .
assistance. . 7

~

lhat"they have no mailing list at all, and seven ‘foun'dat.iOns‘(6 8%)
answéred that Hispanic organizations are included in their general list,
but they have no sepa.rate mailing lists for Hispanics.

Foundaﬁon Support for Educational Research and Development
Foundation support. for Hispanic educational research and develop-
ment afivities, both currently and over the past five vears, is low.
Only 30 foundations {29%) indicated that they have supported
Hxspamc educational R&D activities. Foundations currently support-'
ing these activities are 26 (25.5% of responding foundauons) Table 24

summanz&s respcns&s to lhlS item."

The:support provided.is less than that provnded over the past five

_years. Activities Tnentioned by foundatlons markmg the’ “othen” \
category ware:

. Local educauonal deVelopment prosects,
o Commumty progrémmmg
o E'npluyment-howng opportumtm - ’
© & Arts & humanities ‘ '
‘e Construction of facilities PR

Le 3 -
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e Table 23 . T
Number and Percent of Responding Foundations Suppomng
Educational Research and Development Activities

1

AR Foundations in Our Survey
: : Currently Supporting Them -
_Educational R&D Activities . (N=102) (%)
Internships - o2 (206)
*+ | _Graduate fellowships : its -(15.7)

. ) ! . . P
Postdcctoral fellowships 11 (10.8)
Nationzl, regional or state conferences - 12 (11.8)

. National, regidna_l or state surveys 9 ( 8.8)
Gommunity, educational needs :
assessment ) 1(_5 (15.7)

- Ongoing research by research )
orgamzations : 18 (17.6) .
ongoihg resaarch by mdividuals 9 ( 8._8)
?ublication oi educational research

. reﬂsults 7 { 5.9)

Py A A . ".
S shost-term seminars and workshops on ) R
( edbicational researchs skills 6 (58
“|'sother 12 (11.8)
A
- ® Legal Defense I:ducatton :
e General support for relevant Hispanic orgamzat:ons

Scholarships s
Social services

.,
[ ]

,, ‘u.

U'tderéraduate -univeréity programs

Of the 26 foundatrons currently ‘supporting Hlspamc educattonal

“research and deveiopment actxvmes,

 purpose type.”

most (61%) are of the general

Table 25 shows. the dlstnbutlon of foundatlons supportmg Hlspamc

. educational (esearch and development actmtles by snze Almogt half

6’3:

(46%) are meutum -sized.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 24

tional Research and
cted by Hispanics,
st Five Years

Foundation Suppo _
Development Activities-Co
. Currently and Over tHe

»

: . Foundations Curtently’ Foundations Supporting
Hispanic Educational  * Supporting Them Them Qver the Past
R&D Activities (N=26) _ Five Years (N = 30)

' N (%) N C (%)
Internships ) 3 29 - ) (2.9)
Graduate Fellowships - 5 . @49 8 59 |
Post Doctoral Fellow - i .
ships 1 i 1 .0) 1 (1.0)

_ National, Reguonal or : s
State Conferences .3 4 (2.9) 6 . (5.9)
National, Regional, or ’ /
State Surveys .3 / 29) . ¢ . 3.9
Community educational . / ' .
needs agsessments 6 (5.9) 7 (6.9)
Research by Research / - ’ )
Organizations: 5 (4.9) 8 (7.8
Research by individuals- 3 k9 | 4 g . 39
Publication of educa., ; CoNC
tional results - S I 1.0} - -
Short-term seminars and
workshops on educa. »
tional research skills . - . N . —_
Cther ) . 10 ) 7 89
- Totais 40 ' %

a. Percentages vellocl percenl ol all foundations, nql\lu'l those Included in table.

' Persons of Hispanlc Origin Currently Serving Responding

Foundations as Members of the Board of- Directors or Trustees

Foundation boards have been described as *“in grown, interlocking,
and self-perpetuating, . . dorninated by white, Ivy League males, to the
almost total exclusicn of women and ethnic minorities,”” " or *‘over-

* whelmingly white, predominantly-male, heavily populated with family -

members, business associates and friends of the original donor.” "

In 1979, Schlef & Barcelo reported ‘‘a grand total of four Latinos .
on foundation boards.”'’*In the preserit survey, 12 foundaﬁons

'

15. U. S. Human Rsourcu éorporatlon, P 16
. 16. Allen and Sternberg, p. 23.
17. Schief and -Barceto, If- Phtlamhropy isa 32 1 Blllmn Annual Game, Why are

Latinos Getting Bread Cmmbs? p- 33. =

Gy
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' Distribution of Foundations Currently Suppomng
Hispanic Educatior_i_al R&D, by Size

Number of Foundations Currently
Supporting Hispanic R&D
"Asgats N (%) |
» Less than $1 million. 1 A (8 ‘ i
$11t0 $25 miiion . ' 12 (46 |
/| $26 to $100 million 6 (@
Overstoo mition .| 7 “(2n
. Total . % 4 (100)
B
Table 26 _
Die.trlbutim of Hispanicsin FoUndations Boards
) of_Trustees, by Eihniclty !

Ethnic Origin, | Number
Mexican American 7
. Puerto Rican B 2’ o
Colombtan u 1 o ‘
\{‘Jo ﬂot‘?(now R A< I - -

\

) clalmed to have Hispanic directbrs or trustees: thlrteen Hxspamc board
members are represented in twelve of the respondmg foundauons '

_‘Employment Paiterns

-A survey «of affirmative action in foundatlon employmem Q. e., .

» 'equnable hiring and promotion of mmomy d women staff and in-
... creased appomtmem of minority ahd women frustees) was releasedin

1978 by the Association ‘of Black Foundatign Executives (AB )

Although the ABFE only consndered the black pulauon, its findmgs

<« -
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are still useful fo\ a-view of foundatlo* policies toward mmonty
employment : :

° Out of 122 contacted and 86 respondn.,, found..tlons, five have
developed written affirmative action policy statements; three of
- these five were willing to share their statzment publicly.

¢ Though mnst foundations respondmg still have no formal writ-
ten policies on affirmative action, they do express support for
*it—in principle.

e Within the: responding foundatioys there were 64 (9%) black
professnonals among 681 professionai personnel and 40 (8.1%)
rainority trustees (no breakdown for- blacks) out of a total of
490.

in the present survey, twelve foundations’ asserted that they have
full-time Hispanic employzes and five of these have Hispanics on their
Board of Directors _or Trustees. A total of 84 (82% of those_respon-
ding) f~undations réporied no full-time Hispanic employees. The total

»

" numisr of reported full-time Hispanic employees represent. 1.9% of
the total number of employees (1,291) reported by foundations .

answering the question. On a related questlonﬂ only 17 (16.6%) of
responding foundations answered that' they juse the services of
Hispanic’ consultants '

™
<
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- SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND
- RECOMMENDATIONS

. Conclusioas and Recommendat!ons

The Human Resources Corporation (1975), the Nanonal Council of -
- La Raza (1976), Schlef & Barcelo (1979), and now the Latino Institate -

" have presented findings indicating that foundations have not been

" Our research of grant giving patt

. responsive to the needs and concerns of Hispanics in the United States.
The reliability of the foregoing-study is nét absolute: the state-of-the-
art in conductmg research on: foundations and the lirnited amount of
. -financial support for this type of research project restricted mvmtlga
tion. Several methodologlcal issugs have been dxscusaed tearing upon .
. this problem and suggestions for improverrent have been offered for
those in a position to take action. | ,/

The Latino Institute study has treated threr major topics about
which conclusions and recommendations are needed: (1) foundation
support for Hispanic needs and concerns (as seen in recorded grants),
(2) institutional policies and procedures of fpﬁndat:ons wth a degree of "f
sensitivity to the néeds,of Hispanics (end orities in general), and (3);/ /
foundation support for Hnspamc educauohal research and develop- !
mem. f ‘.

i !

_Foundntion Support for Hlspanlc Needs dnd Concems " .' /

It is clear that, on the whole, foundations are not supporting. ihe'
needs and concerns of the Hispanic popﬁlauon in the United

-

e While.in 1978 Hispanics' represented over - 6% of th otal
_ - population in the United States, they received ‘
. total funds given by foundations in the peri ui'vcyed Half of

/. the 1% awarded was donated by the Ford Foundation; dona-
‘ thI‘lS by other foundations ‘const ituted half of l% of the to;al
monies awarded for all groups. /

. o Within ti'ne above framework, more foundaugns are now sup-
porting Hispanics than in the-1972-74 period, and more grants
are bcmg awarded However, ‘the average dollar amount of

R J,f;‘ g
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grants suppomng Hlspamcs and the percen!age received by
Hispanics of all monies_awarded by foundanons was less in
1977-78 than observed,in 1972-74. - -

-#' Chicanos recewed the largest percentage (43%) of alk monies ~
awarded by foundations in support of. Hispanic needs and con-
- cerns. Puerto Ricans réceived 15%. The retaining percentages
were awarded to Hlspamcs 1n general (15%) apd” to mixed

: rmnont:es (27%)

e The percentages received by Chicanos and Pt}erto Ricans of all
monies given in support of Hispanics were less in 1977-78 than in
1972-74._ Hispanics in general and mixed minorities received
higher percentages in 1977-78 than in 1972-74.

*. Hispanic-controlled agencies received the largest percentage
(51%) of the total ‘dollar value awarded for the benefit of
Hispanics in 1977-78, }

. Slxty-elght percent of foundations supponmg Hlspamc needs
* .- and concerns in 1977-78 awarded only one or two grants for this
purpose (a percrntage hxgher than observed in 1972-74), sug-
gesting little or no- commitment to the Hlspamc sector.

¢ However, the percentage of foundations supporting Hlspamcs
that awarded monies solely to Hispanic-controlled . dqnees in
1977-78 (36%) .doubled when compared with?the equivalent
percentage observed in 1972-74 (18%).

L2 The Ford Foundation accounted for 54% of all momes awarded
: :Jy fg;mdauons in support of Hlspamcs in1977-78 and only 48%
n 1972-74

* Six foundations accounted for an addmonal 21% of all monies *
- awarded by foundations in support of Hlspamcs Hence, 88
.. founidations accounted for 25% of all monies gwen to support
) Hlspamcs in 1977-78. - -

"'« MALDEF (Chicand) was ‘the. Hispanic don ving the
P Iarges ount of monies awarded by Loundauons n rt of
Gt pira (Puerto Rican) ranked second

. Donees in the Southwestem region in the U. S. received the
largest percentage of total funds awarded by foundauons in sup-
port of Hispanics.

. ® Al ough the Northeast of the U. S. has only 13% of the total
/. Hi ic populaticn in the U. S., donees in thes\Northeastern
* region of the U. S. received 32% of all monies a ed by foun-

s, -dations in support of Hispanics.

- o Education received the largest percentage (30%) of all funds

s Aawarded. While the total number. of grants awarded in this fi eld
of interest was 62, five large grants by The Ford Foundation ac: .
counted for 83% of all edumuon funds. - . :

€3
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¢ Civil Rights and Legal Services received the second largest
_ percentage of all monies awarded for Hispanics (35%). Scven -
large grants, awarded by The Ford Foundation (five grants) and
Carnegie Corporanon of New York (two grants), accounted for
72% of all the monies given in this area. The remammg 28% was
- .distributed among 42 grants.

e Although research received only 12% of all monies awarded by
foundations in support of Hispanics, it ranked third. Eight large
srants, five of them awarded by The Ford Foundation, ac-
counted for 84% of all research monies awarded by fourdations
for the benefit of Hispanics.

* Other fields of interest receiving smaller percentages of the total
monies awarded for Hispanics were: Community Organization
and Development (11%), Health (10%), Social Services (6%),
Arts and Humanities (4%) and Religion (2%).

] Wllh the exception of 36 large grants ($100,000 and over), which
accounted for 72% .of all monies given by foundations for the
benefit of Hispanics, the majority of grants were small: 28% of
the total dollar amount awarded was distributed among 266
grants, an average of $17,214 per grant.

The reasons for the situation summarized above must involve in-
stitutional policies and.procedures in foundations themselves as well as
complex attitudinal issues.

Institutiona! Policies and Procedures

Several areas have been noted as reflecting inadequate response by’\
these. foundations. to the needs of H:spamcs (and other minority
groups). g

U. g foundations reporting to the 1977-78 FGI and giving at least
one glxam to/or for the benefit of Hispanics and/or unspecified
minorities are atypical. Those meeting these criteria are likely to
belong to the general purpose type, to be medium-sized (with assets
between $11-$25 million) and to have a full-time staff.

As compared with foundations listed in The Foundation Directory,
community foundations are over-represented and company-sponsored
foundations are under-represented in those responding to our survey.
As compared with the universe of foundations in the U. S., small
foundations are seriously under-represented in our survey. However,
all responding foundations—including the small—gave grants in ex-
cess of $60,000 in calendar year 1979.

L7 . -
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An extremely high percentage of foundations responding to our
survey claim to publish annual rerorts and to be uncommonly recep-

tive
vide

to inquiries from prospective applicants. They also claim to pro-
prospegtive applicants wit!. detailed infcrmation on procedures

for the application process and seerr. to be noli;¢ and responsive to ap-
plicants upon receipt of proposals, commmunicaiing in writing n.gative

. decisions to unsuccessful -;plicants. We cou!d not verify these
statements. ) :

However, foundations in our survey are not as likely to be helpful in
offering forinal aiid/or informal technical assistancé to unsuccessful
applicants, nor in providing technical assistance to strengthea the
fund-raising effectiveness of recipients. - :

In addition, an extremely low number of our responding founda-
tions were sensitive enough to the needs of minorities as to suggest
ways in which these could improve their funding record. Through the

reco

mmendatioris of those that answered, the followi g may be con-

sidered as weaknesses of minority groups seeking foundation support:

Applicants do - not study and/or adhere to foundation’s
guidelines- ‘ ' \\_ ' _—

The propos3l contents and structure of minority applicants is
poor. . .
Minority applicants do nqt evidence efficient managemer?,
lgudgeting and fund-raising capabilities. -
Minority applicants do not cunduct research on target founda-
tions. -

Minority applicants do not request and use availablc techrical
assistance. .

Other issues of special interest for Hispanics reveal discouragiiig
“facts: . ’ ’

_ Only 11.7% (N = 12) of responding fov .. Jations have persons of
-Hispanic origin ~urrently serving as directors or trus ces.
Only 8.8% of responding foundations employ full-time persons

of Hispanic origin; 16.6% have Hispanic consultants; and
10.8% have an Hispanic mailing list. !

! C e
Foundations must continue to examine their priorities in light of the
findings of this study. The following general recommendations are of-
féred: ' Co-

* Large foundations should have an Hispanic and othe~ minorities
mailing list. If this is not possible for budgetary reasons, founda-

. -
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tions should include a representative group of Hispanic and -
other majority agencies, institutions and organizations in their
regular mailing list.

e Foundations should accept the responsibility of readmg their
-+ mail ard responding to letters recelved ina n_gore serious man-
ner. . \

¢ Foundations should seek ways to be more visible to minority
groups developing programs in their fields of in‘erest.

* Foundations evaluating proposals should consider more ap-
propriate crit=ria rather than.being blindly ‘‘fair” by giving"
equal treatment to potential applicants of unequal strength and
resources. Foundations should devote a small part of their-
operating budget to- offer timely information and "technical
assistance to minority applicants, pamcularly in the area of pro-
posal writing. :

“e Each foundation should set forth ig writing an affirmative ac-
tion plan for increased representation of women and minorities
Y onits staff and Board of Directors. :

Support for Hispanic Educational R&D

The majoiity of foundations presumed responsive to-the needs of .
Hispanics and minorities do not include educational research and.” -
development activities within their program interests (although gaca}-
tion has traditionally been foundations’ preferred area of giving)
Hispa?lics and other minorities receive little financial support for
educational and capacity-building through research and development
activities. The results of the foregoing study indicate that, at present,
the federal government is almost the only source of financial support
for Hispanic educational research and development: foundations ap-
pear unlikely to support educational R&D activities, particularly if
th :se are conducted by Hispanics. Moreover, the number of founda-
tions supporting Hispanic R&D has decreased over the past five years.

-
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Appendix A .‘

CARD DESIGNED TO EXTRACT GRANT
INFORMATION FROM THE FOUNDATION
- GRANTS INDEX -

‘ A curd 'was designed to extract from the FGI all information desired
on grants. A description of the card follows: '

4

(l} # . . . M ’ .

{2 Hispanic Group: . N
(3) Amount: ' __(4) Date:

(5) Grantee: -

(6) Information Sdurce:

et

Y 3 ; N PP et .:-.'v-,-v,.'j':'f ,
(7) Foundation Name: ="~ ..ooer ey

ey Addresst e =
©(9) Contact Person: ___~- *_(10) TelephoneNo.:

¢11) Category: -
{12) Purpose:

1. Identification number for the grant as listed in the FGl and
year of FGI in which it appears.

Hispanic Group(s) for which grant,is awarded.
Self-explanatory. '

Date when grant was givén.

Institution receiving the grant.

\ | -
A\ ) '
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6. Source used by the FGI' to obtain this. mformatxon
7. Self-explanatory
8. Self-explanatory.

9.

Foundation officer to . whom correspondence and mqumes
should be addressed, as listed in the Foundation Directory.

10. * Telephone number of foundatxon awarding the grant."

~ 11. Category - Broadkcategory under which the grant.is classxfied-
(1 e " “leth ” G(Educathn")

-12.__Grant purpose - a verbatim transcnpt:on of the information
. ppvided in the FGI. ”

e use, this card should be revised by including a category

) J6irdm€e Board of Directors’” after the grantee’s name (to describe
wr or not the grantee’s board is at least 50% minority
controlled), and a sub-category for grants analysis after number 11.
As there was no place to recard this information in our cards, the
board composition was incliided in number-2 and the subcategory in
nfimber 1.

’
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Appendix B L

DOLLAR VALUE OF GRANTS FOR HISPANIC
PROGRARNIS ACCORDING TO ETHNICITY OF .
BENEFICIARIES AND ETHNICITY OF RECIRIENT
AGENCIES 1977-18 Pl

A . > -
7Elhnlclty ot Tots! Dollar Amount Number of Subtotsl of Hispanic Aﬁncln
Beneficlaries- * (Al Grants) Grants st Amount | #of Grants
C‘lcan . $6,007.869 90 5229817 ) 64
Puarto Rican 5.462.87 . 65 2,171,488 62
Fhspanic 2,396,456 . 122 A 820,094 51
Mixed . o 4.311,394: 25
TOTALS . $16,078,595 302 " 38221399 7

Ethnicity of Ethnlicity ol Hispanic Reclplents Non.Hispanic Recipient A les
B lark [ Chicano | Puerto Rican | . Hispanic .. W ¥ of Agencles
Chicana 5229817 1,678,052 26
Puerjo Rican S 2.171.488 291.3¢8 3
A nispanic ) . 20,094 1576.362 7

Mixad ‘ : 4,311,394 25
TOTALS 35229817 | $2.171,488 $820.094 Si.857 196 125

|

A3 > 8
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Appendnx C

NUMBER RANK* AND DOLLAR VALUE OF
GRANTS TO PROGRAMS BENEFITING HISPANIC
PGPULATIONS FROM SPECIFIC FOUNDATIONS
’ ACCORDING TO ETHNIC CONTROL OF

RECIPIENT AGENCIES, 1977-78 ’

Weme of Foundation - Yotnl, AR Grente Vegiplent Agenoiec Rostplant Aguanies . Resk
“Oaline Valwe L ad Oullar ¥alue - Mumber Debes Vahue Msabor
Yotal w1 o2 . B3N mn 182,198 e
Abzierd Foundetio. 10,000 2 10,000 2
Foundatinn 75.000 5 30000 2 48,000 3 L]
Akt Fund 210010 1] 00010 .
Astor Foundation ¢ 8000 - 1 3,000 1
Saboock 23,000 1 N 300 1
BerhAmenca Foundation 30,000 2 30,000 ‘2
Bosticher Frundation 6,300 Y 8,300 1
Sootn Fems Foundation 30,000 1 30,000 )
- Burturt Foundetion 20000 A, ) 20,000 1
Catriz Foundation 2500 > 1 18800 LI
Calder Foundation * 30,000 2 10,000 1 20,000
Camegie Foundation of NY 745,800 r e 522,000 4 223,400 2 3
Truat &°.000 4 62,000 4
Clark (EM) Founcation 60,000 1 80,000 1
Clark (A.8) Foundstion nm 2 11000 ) 1430 1
Coors (A} .00 2 11,000 1 10,000 1
Cowell (8 M) Foundetion 25,000 E) 25,000 ]
¥ 10,000 1 10,000 1
Q Duwarter (EA) Cherttable Fund 210 1 nr= 1 E
Dodge K.A) BN ] 101 1
Foundation 4,000 1 8,000 A\l
Exuor, Education Foundation 4981 1 3,001 1
Flakt (noie) ation 15,000 2 15,000 2
Fleld (4Y) Foundation 2 3,000 2 .
— IC) Foundation  |-- - . 2 31,004 1 80,000 1 1]
M2 8,1 » " 1
J] 4.800,412 % pt 28 882,287
roesutt C.A) 9,000 ) 2000 1
Cannett (F.E) Newspaper
by -4 0 4 w
Qetes Foundation 104,000, ] 4.000 1 100,000 3 7
Qerbode (WA} Fourcation 3474 5 10,000 2 ¢ AN 3
Genersl Mills Foundation 4,000 1 4,000 1
Foundation 2 200 2 "
Marttors Foundation tor -
Pubic Qiving Alet ] 3 15,000 2 1158 1
Hase (€ & W) Fund 5,000 2 10,000 t anm |\ 1
Mayden {C) Foundstion 2 20,000 1 0,00 1
Hazen (£ & W) Foundation 40,000 2 15,000 1 29,000 1
Hawiett (W. & F) Foundation 1 400 1
Moyt V. & M) Fund 12500 1 ° 12500 )
Fouston 1 3,000 1 &
Hysse GLIA) Trust 4 2.900 3 7, 1
hevine $) 110000 2 10000 1 )
40,000 1 40,000 1
Jannson (AW ) F oundation 900983 L} 990,590 4
Kadoor $4.J) Famity - .
- 20000 1 2,00 \J
Keitogg (W.K.) Foundation 308,800 1 . 200,000 t
ounastion 100,000 1 100,000 1
sart2 2 20000 1 2 1 7
Luoe #1) Foundation o5 2 2000 t AT.000 ) "
Foundation 14T 4 54,900 3 0,20 ) \H
Company ont 1000 2 10,000 2
Mayer (€ & AE} Founnation 8000 [] o000 4 0 2
Fourdat 500 t 4,000 ]
Mobil Foundation 7.500 1 7.500 1
Shoody Foundetion 36,000 1 .00 1
Morgan Guarmnty Trust Co. 20,000 3 20000 3
Now Have~ Foundstion a0 [} DM ] 240 . ]
Worid Fourdstion 3 $4.000 3 R
oow York Comwmunity Trust 4208 L] 8,70 3 8578 2
Now York Foundation 115500 10 sasm 7 32500 3
Noble (£.4) Foundation 12,000 3 Y b.u) 1 13000 2
Norttvrest Arsa Foundation #8900 2. 2

*Rank order of foundations according to doltar'vaiue of grants awarded. Rank 1 is assigned to the
foundation making the largest total grant awards.

‘A-S
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-

Sublotal, Mapania Subtotel, Non-itlepanis
Neme of Foundetion Totel, AN Gronts B hoiplont Agunsiue Rosipiont Agensise Rank
¢ | Ootervole | Numter | Dotter Votue - | Number | Osler vakeo
Towml ] [ ) K] TAS7,A08 124
. Puckend (. & L} Foundation 10,000 ' o> . 10,000 2
Penn (W) qu;n 12078 1 1207 b .
Pormanent Cherity Fund, - L
‘| Comentites of 120,800 [ 82.000 [} 4000 2 "
Philadeighie Fund 7300 1 7500 1
Polerig 2 10,000 2
Pubic Weitare qu':'lhn 48,000 r 2,000 4 18,000 E]
58,000 2 5,000 2
Rhode iatend Foundstion 8.108 1 2,108 1
Mooy ALL) Trust t 5.000 '
Aockatelier F 612,000 27,480 10 05,000 ] s
Pockeielier Farmity Fund 1 18,309 1 R
Rocksletter 2 308,500 2
Aosenperg Foundation 110201 3 2 428 E] 9
Rubinetein #) Foundstion 2,000 1 3,00 1
Peul Foundation 15,000 1 13,000 1
Sen Francisco Founda! . MoTe 10 225 [ 18246 4 [
Mateo Foundation . a7 1 087 2
2,000 t 4,000 1 °
School {0.A) Foundalion 3,000 1 5,000 1
Shaien Foundetion 22,500 2 1800 ] ) 7500 1 .
Bhew (G.H) Foundation 12800 1 12,300 1
Bchumen (F.61) Eoundatidn 120,000 13 00 7 43,000 2 15
.| Sxagge (d.4M) Foundation 96,000 ] 13,000 2 50,000 4 [+
Spencw Foundetion / 180,000 1 180,000 1 4
Btern Fund 20,000 1 20,000 1
Sireuss @) Foundation 4,000° 1 2,000 1
Foundstion 3,000 - 1 4,000 t
Foundation 188,500 9 15,000 L 171300 ] 3
Trull Foundation < 852800 H 45,000 .2 1500 1
Uritad? Stses Staat .
Foundstion 10.000 1 10.000 1
Westppases v £ e |V Sl e "
ztric Fund 1 2,000 - 1
Wieboidt Founda * 23500 ] 4,500 1 18,000 2
Woods 58,000 - 5 40,000 ] 13,000 a
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) Appendix D-1

.. FOUNDATIONS RESPONSIVE TO HISPANIC
* NEEDS AND CONCERNS BUT CONTRIBUTING _
*. . 6OLELY TO HISPANIC RECIPIENT AGENCIES _

>
¢

\

Name of Foundation # Grants Amount Rank
Total Na34 e $2,429,678 '
Abelard Foundation L 10,000
Akbar Fund N 8 - 210810 3
- Bankamerica Foundation ' C 2 ‘30,000 '
Booth Ferris Foundation 1 30,000 -

/1 Catritz Foundation 2 26,800 .
Chicage Community Trust 4 62,000 7
Ciark (E.M.) Foundation 1 60,000 8
Cowell (S.H.) Foundation 3 -25,000
Dglﬂng'or (MC.C.) Foundation 1 5,000 ,
Field (N.Y.) Foundation 2 36,000
Houston Endowment 1 25,000
Irwin-Sweaney-Miller Foundation 1 40,000 10
Johnson (R.W.) Foundation ’ 4 980,993 1
Kalser (H.1.) Family Foundation 1 20,000 <
Kresge Foundation 1 100,000 4
Merck Compaity Foundation 2 10,000 i A
Milwaukaee Foundation 1 5,000
Mob!l‘Foundatlor'\ ’ 1 7,500
Mcody Foundation 1 35,000
Morgan Guarantee Trust Co. 3 20,000 .
New World Faundation 3 95,000 5
Northwest Area Foundation 2 §9,900 6
Subrotal 15 525875

<.
%,
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Name ot Foundation . # Grants Amount Rank
Total = N=34 82 .| 32429878
(- ann (W.) Foundation 1 12,075
Poiqoid Foundation - —— ——=-— 2 10,000
Baskod, Foundation for Catholic
Charitles : 2 55,000 ]
Rockefelter Family Fund 1 15,300
Rocketellar Foundation 2 368,500 T2
‘ Rublnstein‘) Foundation 1 5,000 :
Saint Paul Foundation 1 15,000 °
Scperman Foundation 1 5,000
Stern Fund 1 20,000
Strauss (L.) Foundation L I 5,000
United $teel Foundstion 1 10,000
‘Westinghouse Slectric Fund 1 =000

(o
[ g®)
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Appendix D-2

" FOUNDATIONS RESPONSIVE TO HISPANIC
NEEDS AND CONCERNS BUT CONTRIBUTING
SOLL..Y TO NON-HISPANIC RECIPIENT

AGENCIES
? . ~
Name of Foundation D Amount Rank
Tota! N=25 - . $047,000
Astor Foundation ’ i 5,000
Babcock Foundation 1 25,000 7
. Boettcher Foundation 1 6,300
" Burkitt Foundation 1 20,000 8
Culpepper Foundation 1 10,000
Dexter (E.A) Charitable Fund 1 32,228 8
Dodge {G.R.) Foundation 1 15,331 10
Exxon Education Foundation 1 5,981
Fieid (1ll.) Foundation 2 15,000
Frueautt (C.A) Foundation 1 5,000
Gannett Newspaper Foundation 4 33,659 4
General Mllis Foundation 1 5,000
Gund Foundation 2 33,208 5
Hewlett (W. & F.) Foundation 1 75,000 3
Heydt (N. & M) Foundation 1 . 12,500
Kellogg (W.K.) Foundation 1 398600 | . 1
Packard (D.-& L) Foundation 1 10,000
Philadeiphia Foundation 1 7,500
Rhode Island Foundation 1 8,108 !
Riley (M.L) Trust * 1 5,000
San Mateo Foundation 2 16,927 9
.S¢hool (D.R.) Foundation 1 5,000
Shaw (G.H.} Foundation 1 12,500
Spencer Foundation 1 180,000 2
Surdna Foundation 1 5,069

O
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FOUNDATIONS RESPONSIVE TO HISPANIC
NEEDS AND C(:NCERNS BUE CONTRIBUTING TO
BOTH HISPANIC AND NON-HISPANIC

O

ERIC
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RFCIPIENT AGENCIES

Name of Foundation # Grznta Amount - Rank

Total N =36 269 | $12,703,008 |
Ahmar~~n Foundation 5 75,000
Calder Foundatioi. ' 30,00b
Carnagle Corporation of N.Y. 6 745,800 2
Clark (R.S.) Foundation 2 29,388
Committee of the Marmanent .

Charity Fund N : 126,800 8
Coors {A.) Foundation 2 21,000
Fiaischman (M.C.) Founc'ation 2 83,004
Ford Foundation 36 8,660,412 1
Gates Foundation 2 106,000
Gerbode (W.A) Foundation 31,474
Hartford Foundation for Public

Giving 3 173,936 6

" Hass (E. & W) Fund 2 15,000
Hayden (C.) Foundation 2 30,000
Hazen (E.W.) Foundation 2 40,000
Hyams (G.M.) Trust 4 29,500
irvine (J.) Foundation 2 .110,000
Litty Endowment 2 58,712

‘ Luce (H.) Foundation 2 86,000
McKnight Foundation 4 ° 114,750 "?
Meyer (E. & A.E) Foundation 6 89,000
New Haven Foundatior. 6 48,900
New York Community Trust 5 74,295




A-12 LATINO INSTITUTE

Name of Foundation # Grants - Amount Rank
T Total N=36 200 $12,70$,008
New York Foundation , 10 115,500 10
Noble (E.J.) Foundation 3 18,000
_ Public Weltare Foundation ] 7 49,000
Rocketeller Brothers Foundation 13 612,460 3
Rosanberg Foundation ' 5 110,201
San Francisco Foundation 10 340,786 B )
Shalan Foundation 2 22,500
‘Schuman (F. & J.) Foundation 9 120,000 9
Skaggs (L.J. & M.) Foundation 6 65,000
’ Titker Foundation : 9 188,500 5
; -Trult Foundation 3 © 52,500
| ' Victoria Foundation 11 149,000 S 4
Wieboldt Foundation 3 23,500
" Woods Charitable Foundation 8 55,000
(3
. - ', ‘
A
BN @ Jeg
\\. &5
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Appendix E Se

DOLLAR VALUE OF GRANTS SUPPORTING
HISPANIC NEEDS AND CONCERNS, BY
ETHNICITY OF BENEFICIARIES AND
GEOGRAPHIC REGION OF RECIPIENT AGENCY

1977-718*

\

Region Coversd by Grants )

Ethnicity ot North North Totsd,

Seneficierise Woeel South East Contral National* All Grants
Chicano $4.514,600 $1,250,000 .| $580,500 53,500 $500,000 0,907,000
Puerto Rican 2482078 2482878
General Hispanic mm 101,159 1,248,645 344,058 208,458
Mixed 348214 3981 108712 3,005,487 4311304
Total - 5500877 | $1361.i% | 8507002 | 3802070 1,805,437 mo’msw

a. Natlonal In scops are those recipient aoonclu such as E.TS whose programs are claarly
known to benefit groups natl ide. Geograp geofg t be clearty dalormlnod
from the FGI 1977-78. &

>
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Appendix F

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL AMOUNTS I_ ARDED
IN SUPPORT OF HISPANIC NEEDS AND .
CONCERNS BY FIELD OF INTEREST AND BY

o
~1

A-15
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. TOTAL L GRANTE SUBTOTAL HIBPANIC AQENCIES BUATOTAL, NOSHISPANIC AQENICES
o !mlu Dolar Aot | Porvantage | of Qronts ! DoarAmowt | Pwcortage | (ol Qunts | Ootthmount | Peceniage | ol G;lnla Rank
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- Appendix G .

LIST OF 140 FOUNDATIONS SURVEYFIM*
' l ({klphgbeﬁcal Order)

P Name . : . Staty
Abetard Foundatlop/ Inc. (The) ' NY
Achelis Foundation {The) : MY
Ahmanson Foundation ) ChA

* Akbar Fund wt /M

* Alvord Foundation . . obc
Arco Foundation (The) AU NY

- Astor, Vincent, Foundation (The) ' NY
Atlantic Rlchﬂeld Foundation (The) . S g
- BankAmevica Foundanon i . " CcA
Blanchatd Founda!iqn Tho) \ - MA
Bodman Foundation (Tha) | , NY
Beattchor Foundation. co
Boogh Ferris Foundation = NY
Burden, Florer ce V.. Foundation : i NY

* Burt.iti Foundation {The} S \\ ' X
Bush Foupdation (ihe) N o, MN

*.Cé'v.. Corporation Foundation‘ Inc. | MA
Camtz, Morrls& Gwendotyn, Fnunda’-nf\o hep L " DC

* Calder, Louls, Foi. @s:ion (The) S NY
Carnegie Corpore:-a of New York - ' NY

* Chese Manhattan International Foundation (T - NY
Chicago Commu:nity Trust |

' Chlna_MedIcal Board of New Yurk \ . NY
~larik Foundation (The) - ™

[y , -
* Irdicates thoss foundations that Jid net re«. = 1 to the questionneire.

*» Four faunda tiung included in Caapter 3, i.e., | .o Edna McConnell Clark Foundation (NY), Evelyn &
Walirf, or. Haas Fund (CA), James Lvine Foundnuon (CA), and Saint: Paul Foundation (MN), were
identified atter wa maiiec us zurvey and are therefore not inciuced In' this lppondlx (They aro in-
cluded in Apppendix C.) . \

\,

\,

\ /

\

: ‘ AN
AT 89



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A-18

Name -

Clark, Robert Sterling, Foundation, Inc.
Cleveland Foundatlbn (The)
Columbus Foundation (The)
Commonweaith Fund (The)
Compton Foundation, Inc.
Coors, Adolph, Foundation
Council on Library Resources, Inc. -
Cowell, S. H., Foundatlon
‘Cudahy, Patrick & Anna M., Fund
*Culpeper, Charles E., Foundation
Danforth Foundation (The)
, Dayton Hudson Fodndal,lbg;j;'
*De Rance, Inc. o

- *Dexter, Eugene A., Charitable Fund .

* bolfinger-McMahon Foundation
Exxon Education Foundation
’Falk‘ Maurice, Medical Fund
Field Foundation, Inc. (The)
*Field Foundation of lflinois, Inc. (The)
'Fleischmann, Max. C., Foundation
, Ford, Edward E., Foundation

< .- Ford Foundation *

» Frueautf_,‘Charles A., Fou_ﬁdatlon, Inc.
Fund for New Jersey (The)

Gannett, Frank E., Newspaper Foundatlbn )

*Gatbs Foundation - o
General Mills Foundation
*Geraldine R. Dodge Foundation
Gerbode, Wallace Alexander, Foundation
‘Golqmah, Herman, Foundation
Grant, William T., Foundation
Gund, George, Foundation (The)

" Gutfreund, Joyce and John, Foundation, Inc.

Hartford Foundation for Public Giving -

LATINO INSTITUTE
'y
NY -

OH
. ‘ OH
" NY
NY
co
DC
CA
wi
NY
MO
MN
wi
MA
OR
NY
PA .
. NY
I
NY
NY
NY.
NY
NJ -
NY
co
MN
NJ
CA -
NY
NY
‘ OH

CcT

*Indicates those foundations that did not respond to questionnaite. .
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Name . State

L Y
*Hayden, Charles, Foundation 1 . NY
Hazen, Edward E., Foundation (The) . . ‘CT
" Hewilett, William & Fiora, Foundation {The) CA
*Heydt, Nan & Matilda, Fund . MA
Honeywell Fund 5 MN
*Houston Endowment, Inc. . *TX
*Howard and Bush Foundation, inc. (The) o - et
Hyams, Godfrey M., Trust ' MA
Yrwin-Sweeney-Miller Foundation IN
J..M. Foundatjon (The) ’ NY.
" Johnson, Robert Wood, Foundation (The) . NJ
Kaiser, Henry J., Family Foundation (The) CA
. Kellogg, W. K., Foundation R . . Ml
Knight Foundation, Inc. " _ OH
Kresge Foundation (The) ) \ Mt
Litly Endowment, Inc. B ' ‘ IN’
Luce, Henry, Foundation, Inc. (The) NY -
*McDonald,J. M., Foundation . : .« NY
McKnlight Foundation (The) . . MN
" *Mellon, Andrew W., Foundation (The) : NY
Merck Company Foundation (The) » - NJ
Meyer, Eugene and Agnes, Foundation’ . DC
Milw e Foundation wi
- Mobmgailon, Inc. - NY
*Moody Foundation (The) . NY
Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New York
Charitable Trust . NY
Mgtt, ‘Charles S., Foundation ///\ﬂ oMl
Needmor Fund (The) OH
New Haven Foundation - cer
Néw World Foundatlon"(i’he) . NY
. New York Community Trust K NY
New. York Foundation ’ NY
Noble, Edward John, Foundation . NY
3

*indicates those foundations that did not respond to duesllonnalre.
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'Northwest Area Foundation
Olin Corporation Charitable Trust

*Ottinger Foundation, Inc. (‘fhe)
Packard, David & Lucile, Foundation (The)
Pasadena Foundaticn !
Penn, William, Foundation (The)
Parmanent Charity Fund, Committee of the '
Pew Mamorial Trust K —
Philadephia Foundation (The)

*Pliisbury: Company Foundation(The) -

" Pittsburgh Foundation (The)

* Polaroid Foundation /\
: Pub\ic Welfare Foundation

*Raskob Foundation for Catholic Activities
Rhode Island Foundation

- Riley, Mabel Louiae, Trust
Rockefetier Brothers Fund
Rockefeller Famiiy Fund, inc.

" Rockefeller Foundation (The)

~ Rosenberg Foundation.

Rubinstein, Helena, Foundation; Inc.

San Francisco Foundation (The)

San Mateo Foundation .

Scherman Foundation, Inc. (The)
'Sche'r'u{iag'-Plough Foundation
Scholl Foundation (Dr.)

‘*Schuman, Florence and John, Foundation (The)
) Shalan_FoundatIon, Inc. (The)

Shaw, Gardiner Howlahd, Foundation .
Skaggs, L. J. & Mafy C., Foundation
Sloan, A!fred P., Foundation

*Smith, Richardson, Foundation -
Spencer Foundation (The)

“Stern Fund

'lnq}lcaln lho;o toundations that did not respond to Guestionn.:ire.

~

Fl

-

0):
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i State

MN
cT

NY

, CA
" CA
PA

"MA

IRPAL)

PA

MN

PA

MA

DC

h

DE

RI

MA

NY

NY

NY

- CA
' NY
CA

CA

NY

NJ

L

TN

CA

MA

CA

CNY

NC

IL
NY

3

L]
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Monograph Number

*Strauss, Levi, Foundation
*Surdna Foundation, Inc. (99)
*Taconic Foundation < v

Tinker Foundation (The)

Trull Foundation .

Turrell Fund _
*Union Oil Company-of Caiifornia Foundation
*United States Steel Foundation

Victoria Foundation’ -

" Westinghouse Educational Foundation

Westinghouse Electric Fund

- Wieboldt Foundation -

*Woods Charitable Trust, Inc.

-~ *Zale Foundation (The)’

Zellerbach Family Fund (The) Sy

L )

. *Indicates those foundations that did not respond to questionnaire.

33
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Appendix H
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Name of Foundation

Address

Contact person

7

Telephone number

Please check (.-) appropriate box or boxes for each qﬁbstlon.

1. Type of Foundation
d General purpose
O Company-sponsored - -
- 01 Community .
O Family .
O Special purpose
{2 Other (specify .

.

2. Assets ' :

O Less than $1 million
0O $1-825 million

0O $26-$100.million

0O Over $100 million

.3.  Total doliar amount of grants awarded in calendar year 1979
O Less than $60,000 '
.0 $60,000-3299,999 : . -
- O $300,000-$999,999
- O $1,000,000-$4,999,999
O $5,000,000 or above

4. Average grant’'awarded In calendar yesr 1979
O Less than $3,000
O $3,00089,999 .
O $10,000-524,999
O $25,000-$49,999
O $50,000 or-above . o7

A3 .
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LATINO INSTITUTE

Dou this Foundatlon have a full- tlmo admlnlalratlve staff?
D Yes O No

if yeos, plnu indicate the number (approximately) of full-time staﬂ
members employed by the Foundation: _

Does this Foundation iasue any of tho following publications? (Enter ali
that apply.) ’

. O Annual reports

10.

1.

..c. Dates when the Executive Board meets to

12

13.

‘,a. - Application deadlines
b, Speclfic suggesticns for proposal contents

O Biennial reports

O Multi-annual reports

O General brochure

O Other (please specify )

Doas this Foundation have an Hispaniz milllng list?

O Yes- 0O No _ [J Donotknow
If organizations and/or lnitltutlom 80 request, wliii they be included in
the Foundation's malllng list?

O Yes D NG ) O Do notknow
Does this Foundation respond to letterz of Inquiry from prospective ap-
plicants? ‘

-0 Yes 0O No < ) O Do not know

is the following information provided upon request to prospective !é.
plicants? ’
Item 3 No

O

¢ |ongth
¢ format

O Oo OF

consider proposals
d. Feedback on preliminary drafts or
concept papers O
e. Advice on other funding sources for a project O

o0 O do

Upon raceipt of proposals, does the Foundation respond with a written
acknowledgament? ) .

O Yes C No O Do not know
When unsolicited proposais are received within established desdlines
but are not awarded & grant, wiil the Fouridation communicate Its decl-
slen in writing to unsuccessful applicants?

0O Yes . O No O Do not know

=)
Tt
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/

14.  Wiii the Foundation oxplain to unsucceastul applicants the rolsc;n for
their jack of succesa? /

, /
2.0 Yes O No O Do not know O Not applicabie
/

15. It yas, will the Foundation advise unsuccessful appiicants un 5ltomato
sources of funding for their projects? ;
O Yes T O No . O Dor-tknow

16. if an appllcant proposes a good idea, normaliy worthy of support by the
Foundation, but has not developed it weli in the written presentation of
the proposal, which of the following actions weuld most probably be-—
aken by the Foundation?

O The proposal would not be approved for funding.

O  Although the proposal would not be approved, the appticant
would b encouraged to revise and submit it again.

O  No further advice would be offered. - .

0  The applicant would be contacted and request to provide addi-
tional information.

[l The applicant would be contacted and offered techrical

N assistance to further develop the proposer] projact.”

L1 Other (pl explain

//,

7

17.  Does the Foundation have a person who provides Iochnlcq,l..ésalstancn '
to strengthen the fund-raising effectiveness of reclpients?
O Yes O No .0 Donpt know

i

{ their funding with the Foundation,
“1. i

2, ' K

18. ,Please suggest five (5) ways in which minority gm(nps couid improve

3.
4 /
5.

19. Does the Foundation currently support any of the following activitigs
fcr aducationai research and deveiopment? (Enter all that apply.)
[ Intarnships B L
O Graduate fellowships
'Postdoctorgb’fel!owships _
" National, regionai or state conferences
National, regicnal or state surveys .
Community educational needs assessments _
Ongoing research by research organjzations
Ongoing research by Individuals i

00asSoo

(]
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LATINO INSTiTUTE
! Y |-
O Publication of educational research resuiis
"0 Short-term seminars and werkshops on educatiopal research skills.
O Other(please specify-. ) )
20. Has the Foundation supported educational research and development
activities conducted by Hispanics over the past five years? “
O Yes:* 1 No . 0J Do notknow
If yes, please identify which of the following:
O Internships
0 Graduate fellowships . -
O Postdoctoral fellowships - Fi
J National, regional or state conferences -

i

"y,

“

ONational, regional or state surveys - B

O
-0
a
.0

Community educational needs assessments

Ongoing research by research organizations.

Ongoing research.by individuals - .

Other(PIease Specity . )

Is the Foundation curréntly silpporﬂng any of the loilowlng educational
research and developmant activities conducted by Hispanics?

<

Yes O No O Do notknow

If yos, pfease specify whlch of the lollowing: : ‘

Doof0ooooaoo

Internshlps

Graduate tellowships -
Postdoctoral fellowships

National, regional, or state conferences

National, regional or state surveys

Community educational needs assessments
Ongoing research by research organizations ,
Ongoing résearch by individuals

Publication of educational research results
Short-term seminars and workshops on educational research skilis
Other (Please speclfy , £ it )

.22, Are there any pornons of Hlspanlc origln Mexican Amonlcan, Puerto
—*—Rleam(:uban, -pther Latin American) currently serving the Foundatlon
as’ ‘members of the Board of Directors (or Trustees?)

a

Yes . . - O No E]«: Do nof know

If yes, please indicate how many belong to each of mb following
"Hispanic groups:

O
O
O
O
O

‘Puerto Rican

Mexican American

Cuban : ' _ o
Latin Amerlcan (Piease specRy . * )
Do not know ) .‘I
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23, Are there persons of Hliplnlc origin currently employod (full-time) by
% she Foundation?, - ' I R
& Yes 7 - -0 No ' O Do not know

it yes, ploase indicate the number of Hisplinics employed by the

Foundationona 1611-time basls (approximate) -

; . -
24. .Does this Foundation have Hispanic consuitants?
. ’ 0O Yes . - O No

A

tion inthis capacity

Thank you for heiping us with this study. Please note that the question-
naire should be malled back to us on or before March 27, 1880, even if not
fully completed. Your cooperation in helping us meet this deadline is
greatly appreciated. N .

~

- ’ ¢

L)

if yos, plono. indicate the number of Hlspinlcs sorvlnq\ghls Founda-
Lo »



