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1. The Natufe of this Study .

Virtually no one concerned with the arts in the
United States has evef been satisfied with the information
availa?le on the economic and ﬁinancial characteristics‘
of the arts, in general, for specific art forms and types of
cultural institutions or for specific regions, states and
cities. This.is nothing new, but dissatisfaction has grown

since the creation of the National Endowment for the Arts a

dozen vears ago marked the acceptance of a larger and more

direct role for the Federal government in support of the

arts. The dissatisfaction does not merely reflect the
peculiar American proclivity for facts and figures, but the
very real needs for information in méking sensible policy
dzclsions and managing arts institutions. Members of Congress,
in authorization and appropriations hearings, repeatedly raise
questions that cannot be answered on the basis of the available
data; advocates for the arts and arts journalists pose still
other guestions that should‘be readily answerable but are not;

boards and administrators of arts organizations lack all sorts

of comparative data relevant to their operations; and researchers =--

as always ~- find the gaps in the data huge and disabling.
Researchers ‘are.never satisfied, but the fact is that
the economic data on the arts are far less adequate than the

4

data on other aspects of American social and economic life.

There are some obvious and understandable reascns why this

should be so. First, the best Federal government economic
statistics are those for particular sectors that have long

been "clients" of the Federal government, with major, well-




established Fe%eral agencies devoted to their welfare;-
agricﬁlture, transpgrtation and housing are notable examples.
In éontrast, the arts have not been an object of”ngeral
spolicy until quite recently and the Arts Endowment remains,
by Federal standards, a very small agency.

Seco;d, Federal ecoﬁomic statistics in general are good
at covering activities organized on a commercial, for-profit
basis and those conducted ﬁnderwgove;nmental auspices, but
rather poor at covering activities’orgaﬁized on a nonprofit
basis or by people working 6n a self-employed basis. Film,
the Eroadway sfage and broadcasting aside, most of what we
ordinarily think of when referring to the arts and cultural
activities consists of nonprofit orgaﬁizations and individuals
working on their‘own. Moreover, the arté as an "industry" is
a relatively small one (accounting fggvehly about one percent

of gross national product, even if broadly defined to include the

entire spectrum of commercial mass and pop culture activities;

all writing, publishing and distribution of fiction; and the

prodﬁction and distribution of recorded muéic),l/ so that

the arts éasily fall beﬁween the cracks in the standard
Federal statistical series.

Third, artists and those who run arts organizations are
not statistically-minded policy analysts,  nor should they be.
Rightly; they concern themselves mainly Qith artistic
creativity and artistic output, not with statistical reporting
on their own activities or those of their counterparts. Thus,

they have not organized themselves into counterparts of the

. l/For some comprehensive estimates of the size of the
industry as of 1972, see Dick Netzer, The Subsidized Muse:

Public Support for the Arts in the United States (Cambridge

University Press, in press for early 1978 publication),
Chapter 1.
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“——the treatment of the arts in standard Federal economic statistics.
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heavii;-fi;anced, scatistics-producing trade associations
characteristic of corporate business. Arts service organizations
are relatively new Qentures, with slender financing and (with

one exception) no tradition of concern for the production cf

economic data.

In recent years, there have;been serious efforts to
improve the economic data on the arts, but on a rather
unsystematic basis. Several of the service'organizations,
following along the”lines pioneered much earlier by the
American Symphony Orchestra League,lhave begun to collect -
data annually on the operations of their members. There .
have been a number of major, but non-recurrinc, statistical
studie; of museums and the arts in individual states. The
Ford Foundation conducted a major study, covering a nine-year

period, of the finances of the°major professional performing

arts organizations. There have been marginal improvements in

The Arts Endowment has been involved; financially or
otherwise, in most of these efforts to‘increase the supply
of economic data on the arts.' However, in the past two years, .
that involvement has been more deliberate and systematic.
This study is part of the new effort. The study is meant to
assist the Arts Endqwment in making decisions about the
Endowmect's future role in the development of new and
improvement of existing economic data on the arts and cultural
institutions. Such decisions include choices on the scope of

the effort, the budgetary requirements and the organizational

auspices.




Although this study 'is not designed to, and could not
possibly, provide highly detailed specifications (like the
format of proposed questionnaires) for a new data collection
program, the goal of the study from the outset has been to
make concrete recommendations to the Enaowment about the
principal choices to be ﬁade. To this end, we have examined
in detail virtually all tﬁé existing sources of economic
data on the arts, including standard Federal statistical series
that have some data on the arts; unpublished (and uncompiled)
data on arts organizations in the files of the Arts Endowment,
the Internal Revenue Service and thé‘New‘York State*Council
on the Arts; data collected by the various service orgaﬁizatiéns;

proprietary data on the commercial theater; and major one-time

and irregularly recurring surveys, especially those supported
by'the Arts Endowment. We have not tried to reviewvéystematically
one-time surveys that date from years ago, explicitly

avoid coverage of economic and financial items or are highly

local in coverage (e.g., a single city), because such surveys
could not possibly be of great relevance to the policy choices

confronting the Endowment. .
Because no such systematic scrutiny of existing

data sources had been made previously, it appeared likely

from the oufset that we might discover that there was in

fact more econémic dhta on the arts in existence than -

anyone suspected. That is, the likely problem was not that

there were simply too few numbers, period, but that many of

the data were ihaccessible, not comparable with one another,

hard to interpret or of doubtful statistical reliability

and that there were strategic gaps in the coverage of the

data. Therefore, a central part of this study has been the

evaluation of the existing data sources, on a variety of ~

bases. .0ne of the most important of the bases for evaluation




has been’'a survey of the needs for data expressed by various
typeé of users, a survey that in practice turned out to be
mainly a desqription of which of the existing sources'users
find helpful and users' criticisms of existing sources they
find 1less helpful.

Evaluators =-- and probosers of change =~- start the
evaluation process with biases about the characteriStics
that are desirable. That is, we started with notions about
the attributes of a good system of economic data on the arts,
which the reader of this report should know. First,tmost P
users are interested in some aspect of change over tiﬁe:
how is the dance, the theater, the opera faring today as
éompared toAlast year, five years ago, ten Yyears ago?
Questions like this sometimes are the only ones that concern
data users, usuaily are the first ones raised and almost
invariably follow immediately upon questions about the /
current levels of income, expense, deficit,-attendance, or
employment. Thus, continuity over time is a.valuable
attribute of an economic data series. Second, a high?quality
series should present a reasonably whole picture of the set
of phenomena that.are obviously of primary concern to the
user: arts ingtitutions (and policy makers) are concerned
with both the income and expense side of the accounts; anyone
concerned with the performing arts will be frustrated by
data series that do not include information on attendance.

If the sﬁbject-matter coverage is narrow enough, the data

series can be seriously misleading, in addition to being

next to seless.

Q
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Thirdg, a good series covers the'proper group of respondents,

defined differently by size, art form or organizatibnal
: arrangements, depending upon the purpose of the series.

For example, a survey confined to members of a service
organization will not describe the eccnomic state of that
art form if membership is very partial, especially if no
one really knows much about nonmémbers. In part, this is an
issue of statistical quality, which is usually of concern
only to techn1c1ads, although 1t should be of concern to
all users. }

Fourth, a good series is accessible to potential users,

in the llteral sense of belng published and widely disseminated

and in the broader sense of being easy to comprehend. Users'. f
should be able to compare easily their own organizations or

art forms to the reported results for all respondents, and

those results should be reported with only brief time lags

so that the data appeaf relevant to the users' recent experiences
{professional researchers may find the release of 1974 data in 1977

' both acceptable and understandable, but mostc other users have

less patierice). The individual data items should be either @
familiar or, if novel, so close to self-explanatory that
users pick thel up quickly. At the very least, the data z
items should not be presented in a way thét will mislead the
user impatient with qualifying footnotes.
Fifth, a good data series is one that is easy on the
respondents, because data collectors should not inflict
cruel and unusual punishment on respondent arts organizations
that are typically underadministered and fragile and because

such punishment will lead to inaccurate answers and low

.9
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reésponse. rates. Thus, it is best to ask for data that flow

naturally from operations rather than for data that seem very

remote from the everyday concerns of arts administrators;

it is better to add one or two data items to an existing

survey than to launch a whole new series; and it is

sensible to try to compile raw data already on hand before

mailing out new questionnaires for statistical purposes.

The balance of this report is divided 'into three sections.

Section 2 is a comparative description of the existing

sources of economic data on the arts. Appendix 2-2 (in volume 2)
J

contains a full discussion of the characteristics of each of the

|
sources covered in Section 2. |Section 3 presents a cost-

eZfectiveness evaluation of the existing data sources,

starting with a discussion of our survey of user needs,

followed by presentation of the evidence assembled on the

costs of the existing series and concluding with a tanking

of the series on the basis of a cost-effectiveness framework

developed for this study. Section 4 presents cur recommendations

for data improvements. We present alternatives for consideration

by the Arts Endowment.
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2. Existing Sources of Economic Data on the Arts

The sources gf economic data we examined are identificd
and cryptically characterized in Table 1, and described
more fully in Appendix 2+A.§/ They can be classified into
four main types:

i. The coverage of the arts in standard Federal

government statistical series.

2. Special-purpose statistics on the economics and
finance of artséproducing organizations prcduced
by service orgaﬁizations, fund¥granting agencies
or on a proprietary basis.

3. Raw data on individual arts organizations in
the files of governmént agencies, notably. the Arts
Endowment and the Internal Revenue Service.

4, Mlscellaneéus data on other aspects of the arts,
like private givipg, the state arts agencies and
university presenters.

As Section 3 of this report shows, different users

are interested in different types of economic information,

pbut all users are interested in some elements of the following:

il -

3/ Three of the thirtysources identified in Table 1
are not treated in Appendix 2-A. Two of them, E.3 and E.4,
are raw data in internal files of New York State government
agencies paralleling the similar data in Federal agency files
(E.1 and E.2). The former are not reviewed at length because
our primary concern was for nation-wide data and because the
similarities between E.l and E.2, on the one hand, and E.3 and
E.4, on the other, are considerable. The third exclusion is
the Filer Commission report which presents very little data
on the arts per se.

|




Table 1. Summary Characteristics of Data Souwrces Analyzed in czhis Study
Identifxcation Dates/ Principal arts activities and
of source . frequencr “gata items included

Standard Federal goverhment

statlistical series .

1. Economic censuses, general
{Census Bureau)

Census 0of Business,
Selective Service
Industries, 1972 and
thereafter (Census Bureau)

National Income Accounts
(Department of Commerce)

©

Consumer Expenditure
Survey (Bureau of Labor
Statistics)

Cecunty Business Patterns
{(Census Bureau)

Census of Population
(Census Bureau)

7. Current Population Survey

(Census Bureau)
Published (and available un=~
published] data on the per-
forming arts, in general or
for specific art forms
1. General
{a) The Ford Foundaticn,
Finances of the Per-
forming Arts (1974)

@
‘:‘ur

Every 3 years,
since 1858

Every 5 years,
beginning
1972

annual, since

1929

Approximately
every 10
years, latest
in 1972-73

Annual since
1964

Decennial

Monthly

Published
data for
1965-66 to
1970-71; un-
published
data through
1973-74

-arts, commercial museums, bock

R -
Q » Cm

live performing

"

Motieon pictures;

publishing, manufacture of
phonograph records: no. of
establishments, empleoyment,
receipts ’
Live performing arts:

income and expenditures

detail on

Personal consumption expenditures
for live performing arts, metion
picture admissions

Detailed data on censumer expehdi-
ture for “recreation" categories
from a small sample

-
v

Motion pictures, live performing
arts, noncommercial, non-
governmental museums: no.
establishments, employment,
payrolls

of

Employment and earnings by
occupation and industry

Occasional special tabulations
on artistic cccugations

Fully professional, nonprofit
performing arts: dJdetailed data
on income, expenses, attendance,
performances and lakor force

12




. Table 1 {cont.'d)

{(b)
for the Arts,
Economic Aspects
0f the Performlnv

Arts

Z. Symphony orchestras
{a} American Symphony
Orchestra League

Lg&ra America

Cenzral Opera
Service

3. Theater
{a) Theater Communie-
cations Group

Jariety

Best Plavs
Yearpook

Study of the

- New York Theater
(New York City
Cultural Council
Foundation,
Januvary 1972)

- ! b

E}'ance
{a)

£
Association of
American Dance

Companies
C. Puhiished‘data on museums
i. Museums U.S.A.
- {National Research
Center of the Arts,
. 1974}
i 2. Museums and Related

Institutions "(U.§.

Office of Educatlon,

1969)

[ -
2 in

~10-

National'sndbwment 1869-70

season only

Annual since

Coverage of organizations

similar to above, but limited

to a few financial and attendance
aggregates

Very detailed f£inancial and

since 1949-50 operational data; 5~year trend

for major
crchestras,

data separately tabulated.

broader cover-
age since 1964

Annual since

1973

Annual since

1965

Annual siuce

-1973-74

Annual since
1936~37

Annual sxncp

11820

One~time
study with
data through
196970 or
1970~-71

- Initial

survey done
in 1976

One-time

study for
197172 V
fiscal year

One~tine
study for
1966-67

Financial and operational
data for ca. 40 professiocnal
companies

Limited financial and opera-~ *
tional data for the major

companies and for a sample of -
more than 200 smaller companies

Financial and operational data
for 30-plus professional non~-
profit resident theater companies

Season summary for Broadway and
"the Road": no. of shows,
playing weeks, gross receipts

Data on the no. of performances
of Broadway shbws . :

Partial financial and operational
data on various sectors of the
New York theater

Limited data on finances and
vperations of member companies
in 1975-76

Detailed data on the operations

and finances (somewhat less

detail) of a scientific sample
of virtually all nonprofit U.S.
museums -

Limitad data for;E\very\large
group of respondents, with
"museum" very broadly defined

13
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Table 1 (cont.'d)

3. American Association
of Museums Salary:angd.
Financial Survey

'D. Published data on museums,
the performing arts and
~ other arts organizations

l. Project in the Arts, .
" beginning 1975

Council on Foundations

Raw data in the files
of government agencies
l. Internal Revenue
- Service Form 990
tax returns

2. Nationsl Endowment
for the Arts grant
applications and
supplementary
information forms

New York State Council
on the Arts grant
applications and
accompanying financia
statements '

ol
. -

New York State Board
of Social: Welfare
Charities
Registration reports

Other sources
L.

F.

Business Committee
for the Arts
survey of
corporate giving

(a)

Giving USA
(American Associa-
tion of Fund Rais~
ing Counsel)

(b)

Giving in America

(report of the

. /Filer/ Commission

= - on Private Philan-
thropy and Public
Neads, 1975)

(c)

-11=-

1971 and 1973,
with historical

data requested

in 1971 survey

Semi-annual,

Annuals

Annual, from
the early
1970's

aAnnual

Annual

Studies of private giving

1968, 1970
and 1973

Annual since
1960's ’

Limited financial but detailed
salary and fringe benefit data
for sample of membership

Summary financial and opera-
tional data from small samples
of arts organizations, to
provide very current data on
the arts

Most nonprofit, non-governmental

arts institutions: basic

financial data

Summary information for all
applicants and more detailed
data for applicants to dance,
music and theater programs

For grants over $5,000,
detailed financial and
operational data

All nonprofit tax-exempt arts
organizations: Ffinancial data,
with more detail as size
increases

Scientific sample of business
corporations: corporate
contributions to the arts by
type of recipient

Global estimates, based upon
a variety of sources of

information, of all types of
giving; no detail within the

. arts

One~time
\tudy

14

u A

National sample survey of
individual giving, 1973, by
broad classifications. Also
background papers on various
topics '
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" Table 1 (cont. 'd)

2.

A Study of State
Arts Agencles
(National Research:
Center of the Arts,
1976)

Association of
College, University
and. Community Arts
Administrators
surveys

-l2-

One~time
study for
fiscal 1974

Annual sinhce

1965

Data on the financing and

-expenditures of state arts

agencies

Summary financial and performance
data on performing arts presen=-
tations by responding member
institutions
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- the_finanées of arts organizations and.éultural
instiﬁutions, including income by source and
expend?;ures by object;

‘== the output of arts organizations, including the
number of perfo;mphces‘or exhibitions, attendance,

uaudiénce characteristics and the prices paid for
admission;

-- the inputs Qsed byﬂarts organizations, notably

employment by occﬁpational'types: and

-- employment and earnings of artists themselves.

a. Standard Federal Government Statistics

We noteq‘earlier that there are good reasons why standard
Federal government statistical series might éover the &rts
relatively inadequately. However, all standard Federal
series strive for complete coverage of the activities,
organizations or phenomena being surveyed and most are rather
detailed. Therefdre, they provide some coverage of artists
and artistic organizations. What is this coverage and what
are the main deficiencies, in the light of the kinds of
information squghé Py some or al} users (see the preceding
paragraph) ? \

For the most part, geﬁeral-p%rpose Federal statistics\§

do not provide comprehensive data on the finances of spédifgé

/
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closeiy-defined industries or sectors.é/ Instead, they provide
highly aggregated financial information for very broad sectors,
like agriculture or manufacturing, and they provide salected
financial items for detailed industry classifications that
cover some parts of the arts sector. For example, every

year the Census Bureau and Social Security Administration
compile data on payrolls for each U.S. county by detailed

industry groupé, published in County Business Patterns.

These data exclude government employees, the self-employed

and employees of nonprofit organizations not covered by

4/

Social Security. Disclosure rules permitting,—/ one can

p;bt annual trends in payrolls for a limited number of arts
classifjcations: motion pictures; noncommercial, non-governmental
museums; "theatrical producers and services"; and all other

live performing arts in a single classification which appears

to be dominated by mass-culture commercial entertainment.

3/ There are three major exceptions to this generalization.
First, the quinquennial Census of Manufactures does provide many
data of this type for detailed manufacturing industries, but only
peripheral aspects of the arts are covered here, notably book
Publishing and the production of phonograph records. Second,
the Treasury Department's Statistics of Income provide much.
detail on the finances of for-profit firms, by industry, but
much of the arts sector is organized on a nonprofit basis. Third,
the Census Bureau publishes detailed data on government finances,
but governments are not important as direct providers of the arts,

except for museums.

| /
2/ No detail is published if there are so few reporting
establishments in a given category that the ‘figures for
individual establishments could be deduced easily.

17 -




Every five years, the Census Bureau conducts the
"economic censuses," the most important of which for the
present purpose is the Census of Business, covering retail
trade; wholesale trade and "selected service industries."

The financial items reported here are gross receipts and, again,

payrolls. Like County Business Patterns, the Census cf

Selected service Industries covers motion pictures and the
live performing arts (in this case, permitting a bit more
differggtiatiéq_among art forms), but the Census excludes
noncommercial,mhseums;—-'t | \
A third standard series with similarly limited financial
inform%ﬁtnIon the arts is the National Income Accounts. In
the cours‘\of estimating the distribution of consumer spending
in detail, the national income accountants annually estimate
personal consumption expenditures for motion picture admissions
and for admissions to "legitimate theaters and opera, and
entertainment of nonprofit institutions (except athletic),"”
in a single category. Approximately every ten years, the
Bureau of Labor Statistics conducts a samplé survey of consumer
expend%ture; the questionﬁaire calls for detailed information
on consumer expenditure for various "recreation" categories,

but the responses for the arts categories are considered

to be statistically unreliable.

Thus, in combination, these series provide very limited

financial information on the arts, with data on total receipts,

receipts from admissions and payrolls for differing collections

of artg organizations and very little differentiation among

art forms. They do not provide a coherent picture of the

'




- | ‘ - =16-

A fin;nées of the world of the arts and culture with which the

National Endowment is concerned, even in the aggregate, and there

18 reason to believe‘thaf, because of changes in coverage
and classification over the years, they are misleading
indicato}s of trends, even in very broad terms. For example)
the National ;ncomg Accounts dat; on personal consumption
expenditures‘for ﬁﬁe live performing arts have been utilized
by economic analys&s to try to ascertain how.consumer demand

for the arts responds to rising personal income, but revisions

in that series make it ihpéssible to come to any firm conclﬁkgons.
Fortunately, there is one other source of financial - \\\

dapa on the arts in Federal_statistics, item A.2~in Table 1.

In the course of the 1972 Census of Selected Service Industries,

performing arts organizations were asked to complete a

detailed financial questionnaire (which also included questions

on performances and attendance); a _similar quesﬁionnaire is

to be used in the 1977 Census. The Census Bureau published

the results for roughly 1,400 organizations, broken down as

follows:
Producers of 1egitimate theater 934
Profit-making ) : 494
N&hprofft \ 440 :
Symphony orchestras, other classicxl ‘
music and dance groups® ) 389
Profit-making' 82
Nonprofit 307

é/‘Includes opera.

19
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As Appendix 2-A indicates, there were a number of

difficﬁlties with the 1972 survey, including some question

about whether the‘survey reached anything like the entire
6/

universe.” And, of course, the breakdown by art form is not

as refined as most users would want. Nonetheless, the financial

detail provided is considerable and the survey does appearbto

.COmprehend a large share of the dollars received and spent

(if only a small share of all organizations). Therefore,

this survey, if repeated every five years with appropriate

’

improvements, could provide one of the building blocks of

an overall system of economic data on the arts.

None of the standard Federal series, with the

exception of the 1972 questionnaire, provides any data on

the output of the arts, such as performances, attendance

and audience characteristics. The only input item covered

by the standard series is total employment, reported in

County Business Patterns and the economic céhsuses, but

with the deficiencies regarding classification and coverage

noted earlier. Thus, the standard series not only tell us

- nothing about the oqcupational mix of the employees of arts

\organiiations, but also are not very useful indicators of

&rends in total employment, because the industrial categories
\
174

5§7 poorly défined, among other reasons.-— :

\

\ 8/ 1t is generally believed that there are many mores than
800 \nonprofit live performing arts groups with at least one
pai& employee. /

»
-

\ 7/ For example, although museums are .a separate category
in County Business Patterns, governmént-operated museums are
excluded.

[
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~ éq far, the discussion has concerned artistic organizations.
Users are also concerned with artists as such. 1In general,
Federal statistics onvtpe.chﬁracteristics of people in

specific occupations are collected oniy in ﬁhe decennial

" Census of Population and 9ccasi°nally ﬁhrough questions in

the monthly Current Population Survey. The latter has

provided some information at times, but it is inherently a
restricted data source becaﬁse it is,basedAﬁpon a small =
sample, 45,000 households in a nation of 72 milliqn households

(the sample size will incfease to approximately 80,000 in 1978).

“

Artists comprise only about one-half of one percent of the

nation's labor force and thus a small sample survey is not
1likgly to provide much statistically reliable detail about
artists.

The Census of Population is another matter. The
decennial Census questionnaires request extensive information
on occupation, employment experience and eafnings, and for
many occupations, the Census tells us as ﬂhch as anyone would
want to know. There are special problehs for Aartists,
because many are self-employed and, even more, because many
artists suppg;t thgmselveﬁ at least in part from earnings
from non-artistic activities. The Census data do not provide
such distinctions and, therefore, the detail in the Census
on artists is difficult to interpret.

This summary of the content of general~purpose Federal

government statistical series explains why it is that so many

special~purpose sources have been developed: with the

exception of the 1972 questionnaire on the performing arts,
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the standard Federal series tell us nothing about most of
the impprtant data items and report the remainder in a
way‘thaﬁ is either too highly aggregated to be useful, too
partial in cbveragevof art forms and institutions or (as

in the case of the data on artists' earnings) not to the
point. There is another, rather different inherent difficulty
with general-purpose Federal statistics: they are not
accessible to most potential users in the world of the arts
in the sénse of being readily comprehensible. . Statisticians,
economists and sophisticated policy analysts quickly become
conversant with the detéctive work necessary to extract and
interpret information in Federal statistics, but most arts
users are likely to find the process onerous and not worth
the effort. It seems inevitable that standard Federal
statistical sources, even if greatly improved, will be used

only by techni¢ians who translate and otherwise interpret

them to the arts world.

b. Special-purpose Arts Statistics

In Table 2, under categories B, C and D, we list
thirteen sources of data specific to the arts. all consisQ
of either published reports and tabulations or unpublished
/tabﬁlations that are readily available to interested users,
based upon questionnaires filled out by responding arts-producing

organizations. 8 Four of the thirteen sources were one-time

f/ Except that the one statistic in Best Plays (item B.4.c
in Table 1) is apparently derived from newspaper accounts of play
openings and closings.
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studies; the rest present data for a number of years or

represent recurring data collection efforts. Five of the
' thirteen are series produced by service organizations,
f four (the one~time studies) were sponsored by government

agencies concerned with the arts, two are sponsored by

private foundations and the two concerned with the commercial

theater are fittingly proprietary in nature.

The data sources concerned with one or more forms of

the nonprofit performing arts perhaps can be best comprehended in

a historical context. 1In 1949-50, scon after its founding,
the American Symphony Orchestra League bLagan collecting and

tabulating data on the operations and finances of its

' member ofchestras, at first only the major ones, but with
: much broader coverage (and more detail) since the early 1960's. In
a sense, all the subsequent data-collecting undertakings

have been efforts to do for other art forms what ASOL does

-

. | for the symphony orchestras. The Ford Foundation surveys,
for the years 1965-66 to 1973-74, cover ﬁhe fully professional
organizations in theater, symphonic music, opera and dance o
a fully comparable basis that permits sﬁatements abo&t the |
b S performing arts as # whole, including projections of their

financial'prospects. The more recently started series of

Opera America, the Theater Communications Group and the

'

T Assoclation of American Dance Companies to some extent copy
the Ford Foundation model and thus can be considered as

extensions of ‘zhe Ford data series beyond 1973-74. The

Project in the Arts series (D.l1 in Table 1) is another type
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of extension, designed to provide a highly curkent reading
of the state of the'arés, including museums and other types
of arts organizations not covered by the Ford surveys, but
on the basis of a small sample: not coverage of the entire
universe of arts 6rganizations. i
The coverage of the scurces (other than the one-time,

one-year studies) on the performing arts is depicted in
. crude outline in Table 2. In this table, "larger organizations"

mean, for the nonprofit sector, the fully-professional

companies wiﬁh annual budgets of $100,000 orbmore in the

late 1960's, essentially the coverage of the Ford surveys

and, for the commercial theater, Broadway and "the Rdad";
Off-Broadway and Off-Off-Broadway fall into the "smaller
organizations" category if in the commercial theater.g/ By
"extensive data" we mean fairly deﬁailed information on

income by soufce and expense by object plus data on operations;
"limited data" may mean a single data item (Best Plays) or a
single~page, thirteen-item questionnaire (AADC).

The gaps (ignoring for the mdmenﬁ continuity over time)
are evident: there are'iﬂ these sources no data at all on
smaller theater undertakings and/only sketchy data on smaller
dance and qper; groups; however/ smaller symphonies are
covered well by ASOL. There gge-exceedingiy limited data on
ev;n'the larger ventures in tﬂé commercial theater, and aside

from the years covered by thé Ford ‘'surveys, very limited data

on the larger dance groups.

2/ The convention in the New York theater describes all non~
profit resident theater groups, however large, as Off-Broadway.
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Table 2. Coverage of Recurring Data Series on the Performing Arts®

i

P Larger organizations Smaller organizations
-~ Art, form Extensive data Limited data ' Extensive data Limited data
Symphony orchestras Foxd
ASOL ASOL
Dance ‘ Ford
AADC AADC
Opera Ford
Opera America
Central Opera Central Opera
Service Service
Nonprofit theater Ford
TCG
Commercial theater Variet¥
' Best Plays
AY
\

2/ see Table 1 for more complete references. ‘Excludes Projects
in the Arts series, which does not readily fit this table's classification
scheme. Abbreviations: \ :
ASOL,~- American Symphony Orchestra League
AADC -- Association of American Dance Companies
TCG =-- Theater Communications Group

- -
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The specif;c details as to what comprises "extensive l
data" for each of the sources so characterized are spelled
cut in Appendix 2-A. Any one of these sources could be
improved in a variety of ways, but by and large the data on
financial matters are quite good and those on performances
adequate, while the data on salary and wage levels are
often sketchy and those on ticket prices either nonexistent
—. T incbmprehensible. There are obviocus réas@ns for this:
it\is very difficult to prescribe a standard form for
reporting information on salaries and ticket prices that

permits sensible tabulations for the entire panel of respondents.

It 1s not impossible to do so, but only at the cost of

making the form difficult for the respondents,

There is, perhaps, no point in emphasizing the lack
of continuity over time in the better of the data series
in Table 2; this study is addressed to improvements for the
future, not to cliometrics.™ But it is worth noting that
only the Ford surveys and the ASGL data provide the Lasis
for analysis of trends over time, and that, therefore, it
would be an advantage if improvements in data on the arts
were designed in ways that make possible links with the
Ford and ASOL-tha extending back to the mid~1960's. A
major new data effort that makes such links impossible, for
example, by defining the universe of respondents in ways
that preclude separating groups of respondents that match
the existing good data series, should be avoided, other

things being equal.
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ﬁpqther deficiency of the data series listed in Table 2

- is that none are tabulated to show geographzc breakdowns

and,Athe ASOL data askha,mcst do hot really permit geographic

disaggregation- except possibly iﬁ a two-way breakdown of

‘New York City/rest of the United States. This is a

difficult problem to overcome with any éeries that covers

only the laréer organizations, which are not evenly distributed,
but could be addressed by data collection efforts that

extend to smaller organizaticns.

The data sources in, Table 2 ccncern'the'major types of
traditional performing arts. For all the deficiencies in
the existing data on the perfciming arts, they are sub-
staﬁtialiy hett%r covered at present thaa are museums.

This is precisely the opposite of what one woﬁld expebt,,
because so many museums are relatively old institutions with
a long tradition of close involvement by trustees from the
world of corporate business; they have substantial physical
asseté té account for; and, in general, their operations
bear important similarit%es to 6ther types of eleemosynary'
o:ganizations, like_hospitals and colleges, for which there
is a long history cof reasonébly adequate economic data

collected without all that much pain and suffering. all

these are factors that would lead one.to expect better, not
h .

padrer, data an'mﬁseums than cn the pgrforming arts.
Nonetheless, the data are poor. As the preceding section
on’ Federal statistics indicates, the standard sources provide

incnmplete.and incoherent coverage of museums. County

Business Patterns provides annual data on employment and

,-
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payroITE\fgi nonprofit, non-governmental museums; the quin-
quennlal Census of Selective Service Ihdustries in theory
covers the receipts, payroll and employment of commercial
museums, but this information is not shown separately in the
puﬁlished reports; Census Bureau data on government finances
and emplayment cover government-run museums, but again the
1nfcrmatlon is subsumed under broader categories in the
»publlshed reports.

'As Table 1 suggests (and Appendlx 2-A makes clear),' .
the four spec1al-purpose statlstlcal sources covering museums
each cover a very llmlted period, are not comparable with
one another and so do not provide even the semblance of a
time-series. Each of them has its deficiencies. The best

~

‘of them, Museums U.S.A. {item C.l in Table 1), sponsored by

the Arts Ecdowment, provides -~ in a published format that
is extremely difficult to use for purposes oféguantitative
.analysis -- data for the one fiscal year 1971-72 in some -
deFail for a well-defined universe. The financial data are
~-considerably less detailed thaﬁ;ife to be found in the
-performing arts series charactérized in Table 2 as having
"extensive data," but some of the operational data are mo;e
detailed than in those series. Museums U.S.A. places great

-

emphasis on data items that involve expre551ons of opinion

by the respondent museums rather than hard data. The Office
of Education study for 1966~67 (item C. 2) and the Amerlcan

Association of Museums membershlp surveys for 1971 and 1973

(item C.3) provide, for rather different groups of museums,
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“limitea data for ;Ebsé years. As in the case of the
pgrforming arts, the Project in the Arts surveys (item D.1l)
provide a limited number of data items on a very current
basis for a small sample of museums; the objective here is
currency, not universality. |

Except for the Project in the Arts surveys (and one-time
surveys, of the arts in some individual states conéucted by
the National Research Center of the Arts, not included in
vTéble 1), none of the data sources provide*any coverage
ét all of arts-producing\orgénizations concerned with the
less traditional forms and modes of presentatlon of the arts,
llke expansion arts groups or folk/ethnlc/jazz music. Nor
is there coverage of one highly traditional "hlgh culture"
art form, "serious” music produced by ensembles and soloists

Vzs

not under the auspices of symphony orchestras.

c. Raw Data in Government Agency Files

The discussion in the preceding two sections may suggest
Tto some readers that very large-scale and expensive new
sprﬁéys of arts organizations are essential if any reasonable
standard of adeqqacy.of economic data on the arts is to be.
achieved. "HoweQer, in fact, there is a very considerable
amount of.data on hand, potentially but not actually available
to users, in the files éf government agencies, supplied Py
arts organizations in connection with thé taxatiOn,_regulatory'
or grant-making aétivities‘of those agencies. All organizations

claiming exemption from Federal taxation are supposed to

file énnually a Form 990 with the Internal Revenue Service;

that form contains a fair amount of financial information.
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All tax-exempt organizations soliciting contributions in
New.York'State are supposed to file annual reports with the
New York State Board of Social Welfare, with even more '
financial information for the larger such organizations.
Both of these reports are puplic records. They are not
.tabylated in any way the respective government agencies
and:japparently, are fliled in ways that would make it

» K
difficult for would-be users to do their own tabulating.

It is understandable that tax1ng and regulatory agenc1es,

w1th no partlcular respon51b111ty for the arts, do not use

thelr own budgetary resou;ce§ to tabulate data on the arts

from the raw material on hand. .Therefore, a mére‘likely N
~ potential source of.arts data tabulated from raw material A

on hand is the Arts Endowment itself (and the state arts

agencies,_{ikeéthé New York State Council on the Arts, whose

grant-making involves a very large fraction of all arts | ' {‘"/

|

organizations in a given state). 1In fSEt, for most of the j
o o g

‘major art forms, the organizations applying to the Arts /
Endowment represent very large proportions of the finances, ]
employment and output in that art form. For some art forms, ;

Arts Endowment grants are made to a large proportion of all. |

applicants. 1In Appendix 2-A, the character of the information o

. - N
’

. required of Arts Endowment"applicqnts is discussed; that -
information is verx_exgénsivelfor the dance, music and theater
programs. Thns,'the Endowment does possess, in-house, raw
material that, if processed, would provide a détailed picture .
of the finances and economics of a large part of the world of

Lt the nonprofit arts-producing organizations. However, there

is very little tabulation of this raw material and no
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data~processing capability to do more; moreover, the
forms required of applicants differ somewhat among the

programs and the data are generally either estimates or
unaudited actuals. : ~ D

d. Other Sources

Section F of Table 1 lists a few exlstlng sources of

. other types of economlc data on the arts, notably on private
giving and the'state arts agencies. These sources have in
common a focus on sources of financial support for the arts.
Ideally, anyone concernedxwith the economic state of the |
arts,wbuld‘like to see a continuing series in which all

the sources of funds for the various art forms and types of

arts activities are detailed. Table 3‘presents, in schematic

form, such'an ideal. )
The fact is that existing data sources permit us to

£ill in only twc of the nlne lines in part B of Table 3.

Arts Endowment annual reports provide the data for line B.S5,

and the1§951ness Committee for the Agts surveys provide‘

- most of the_déta for line B.4, on corporate gifts, for three

‘recent years. It is possible, although difficult,'fbr a

researcher to pull tégethgr data for line B.6, on other

Federal governmént support, from scattered reports on Federal

agencies. . It is not possible, short of change§ in Census

Bureau Governments Division data collection, to pull together

" data on local government support (line B.9); we know that

figure only for symphony orchestras, from the ASOL series.

The Giving U.S.A. annuals provide estimates of private

giving by foundations, individuals and corporations for "the

arts and humanities" as a single total, but pec further

4
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Table 3. Sources of Ingcome for the Arts in the United States:

A Schematic Summary

A

~
. Art form and type of arts activity
Nonprofit Commercial
Source of funds -Museums theater theater Etc. Etc.

A. Earned income
B. Unearned income
1. Endowmgnt earnings
2. Foundation grants’-
3. Indiviﬁual gifté“
4. Corporate gifts
5. Arts Endowment grants , -

L]

6. Other Federal government
' support

7. State arts agency grants
8. Other'state government
. support (e.g., frecm
’ state university
budgets)

9. Local government support




breakdown, so we cannot complete lines B.2 énd B.3 of Table 3.
As for st@te government support, the one-time.stu§¥ of the
state arts agencies for fiscal 1974 done by the National
Rebearch Center fo:»ArEs does provide data on the purposes
for which the state arts agéncies spent their funds in that”
year, but the purpose classification is vagué, contradicqpry
and confusing, a far.cry’from,the specifications of our

Table 3. And there are no data on the arts-supporting

activities of otHer state government agencies, aside from

‘the ASOL series and item F.3 of Table 1, the surveys of the
ASsociation of College,JUniyersity and Community Arts |
Administrators. However; those surveys do not provide detail
by ért'form and are of very doubtful statistical reliébility _

(see Appendix 2-~3).

e. Sﬁmmary

I In the next section of this report, we present a

égst-effectiveness ranking of the existing‘data sources,

by source. Before turning toyﬁhét evaluation, it'is
appropriate to provide the readef with an impressionistic
characteriz&tion of the existing data by type of arts activity

(rather than by data soufce), here confining the presentation =
to the data actually available to‘users at present. That is,

we ignore the raw untabulated data in the files of government

agencies and other data whose utilization requires a major

research effort by the user. Table 4 shows our characterization:
the available economic data on the arts have a modicum of

D adequacy only for the large nonprofit traditional performing

" arts organizatioms, and this almost entirely because of the
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. .Tablée 4. An Impressionistig Characterization of Existing Data L

.. on the Arts Available to Users
(Ranked on a scale of 0-5, in terms of coverage of the-: ,
universe, data items included and continuity over time:
== excellent
-~ adequate in near{¥ all relevant respects _
-- adequate in some, but by no means all respects
limited data for some activities, characteristics
and time periods -
== very sketchy data for a few aspects
-~ virtually no data)

(=N o NWs;
[}
!

. 3 2 1 0
Nonprofit conventional Commercial theater Nonprofit traditional Other (mainly
performing arts, large ‘ performing arts, - less conventional)
~organizations : ) small organizations performing arts

Museums Individual
artists

Financial suppor-
ters of the arts

-
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Ford, ASOL and TCG series. Otherwise, the data available

to users range from the sketchy to the nonexistent.




3. A Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of Existing Data Sources

»

a. The Expressed Needs of Users of Data
Devélopers and marketers of new consumer pfoducﬁs and
services have known for years that potential consumers seldom
are able to articulate nécds for products and serQices that
do not exist, but once a gnod product ig deveioped and made
widely accessible, consumers become remarkably adept at
finding uses for it. This is also crue to a considerable
extent of economic data: potential users ofteh cannot
conceive of any possible need for data that do not exist
(ox are not accessible, which is close to be#ng the same
thing as non—existept), but quickly find applications for
newly-available economic data (if those data do satisfy real

latent needs). The history of the develophent

- and utilization of such fundamental economic data as the
: : /
national income accounts, the consumer price index and small-

) . . . »* .
area personal income estimates provides repeated demonstrations

‘of this proposition.
'ihcrefore, any inquiry into the ﬂee&s perceived by

potential users of economic daté on the arts is

n;elytndnderstate the extent to which users will in fact

exploit newly-accessible data.dNevertheless, it is important

to make such ingquiries. Presumably, if potential users are

R

able to specify certain data needs even in the absence of

a tangible product, tﬁose needs must be especially intense.

Moreover, simply because economic data on the arts are so

much poorer than economic data for other sectors, some users

are likely to be aware of the parallel data availability in
other sectors and have some idea of how they might be able to

utilize comparable data for the arts.
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‘ less arcane users, that is, the people who are running programs,

)

S 2

) =3g-
But an important reason for inquiring into user needs

of direct relevance here is in connection with our cost—
effectiveness analysis of existing data sources. One way of
measuring the effectiveness of existing data sources_is to
compare the information‘they provide with some ideallstandard;
established by exani%ation of the kinds of economic data

available for other sectors that have been the subject of

intense scrutiny over the Yearsfbyihighly sophisticated

researchers and policy analysts. Another way of measuring

éffectiveness is by reference to the presently felt needs of

operatrng arts organizations and making legislative decisions.
In the formal cost—effectiveness analysis discussed later in
this sectiOn, we rate existing sources on the basis of their

effectiveness for analytical work by professional researchers.

At this pOint, we examine ordinary users' notions about. their

*

needs and how existing series satisfy or fail to satisfy such needs.

users' notions about thei:»needs and how existing senies
satisfy or fail to satisfy such needs.

In the course of this study, potenbaal users were canvassed -
in two ways. First, a sample of arts counCils and arts—
producing organizations were approached by a mail inquiry;
the results of this inquiry are discussed below. Second, we
interviewed“'for a variety of purposes, people concerned with <
the arts in government, foundations and private fund-raising
actiVities. Some of these pecple are suppliers of economic
data on the arts thems(VdEs‘(ond, therefore, have some contact
with other users), but also are potential users of data they

themselves cannot supply.
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Most of the people in the second group have some degree
of sophistication about policy-making, program'plénning and/or
’research. They therefore should be expected to be able to
articulaﬁe data néeds relatively clearly. And they did so
‘iﬁ our interviews. Those interviews did not disclose a |
widespread desire for gregt amounts ©of add}tional data,
something that might well have rdésulted had we interviewed
econbmists éndbother policy research types. 1In fact, most \
of the’government, foundation and private fund;raising'officialé
whom we interviewed began with expressions'of doubt that there /
were major unfilled data needs, bdt continued by p01nt1ng

!
out quite spec1f1c needs the 1nterv1ewer recognized. Thus,

there was not general agreement that economic data problems
in the qrts;are serious ones: individual interviewers per-
ceived their own needs as the only ones that were not being
satisfied.
However, the sum totgl of those individual needs could
be met only with majdr data ;ollection, tabulation and
publication efforts. 1In Table 5, we present a summary of
the‘déta needs expressed by iqﬁérviewees. The interviewees
were asked, or volunteered, both the purposes for which -
additional or better data were required and the types of
data improveﬁénts ébugth The, responses in regard to purpose ) =
are a mixed bag. ,In some cases, interviewees evidently were
speculating that the data improvements should be useful in

the ways indicated but those interviewees did not feel that

they themselves‘had been severely hjndered by the lack of

data; these cases include responses to the effect that some




~ q?ble 5. Data Needs Articulated by Interviewees

._Purposes for which data said to be essenxlal
Interna bProgram Legislative

.

planning by . advocacy and -
» funding agencies answering Private

Types of data needs and arts legislative fund- Policy
mentioned freduently organizations inguiries raising research
Better data on attendance, T ' . - )
ticket sales, etc. : -~ X ' X X X
Detail on operatlng expenses
of arts organizations . X - X

Coherent data over time on the
government grantlng agencies'
activities . . 4 X

Data now available need to be )
more current A X

Data now available need to be more

 ‘intelligible to the unsophisticated” X . X
Projections of the future financial
state of the arts ; X X
Data on small as well as large S . | )
arts organizations . ‘ X
Rigorous input-output data . : : X
Data on the geographic distribution ’
of arts activities _ - : X
Minority participation in the arts . ) X
Income of self~employed artists X X

Studies of the economic impact of the
arts in the country as a whole or in
specific places : X
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agga;izétions other than that of the interviewee should find
bettef data of a given type useful in internal program‘
plahning. In other -cases, the interviewees indicated real
losses due to data deficiencies, like the inability to respond
to a partidular legislative inquiry. |

The order in which the types of data needs are listed
in Table 5 is significant. The first five entries are calls
for‘improyeﬁenfé‘at the margin, in one way or another, in

data that now exist:and are accessible, at least to sophisticated

users. item 1, the need for better data or attedﬂ%nce,
ticket sales and other forms af_earﬁed income, was a widely
noted problem in our interviews. The deficiencies noted
include inadequate'differentiation among types of ticket
sales énd.éttendees, suspect data on free and reduced-price
attendance and duplication (or omissions) of attendance data
for touring organizations (i.e., the caunting of attendance
by both the touring company and the pres;%ting organization,
or by neiéher). Better data on this coﬁ@t were felt to be .
needed by the arts organizations themselges for their cwn
internal planning, by the fund-granting agencies for proéram
- evaluation, to respond to legislative inquiries, to mage a
case with private sources of funds and for policy research.
No other type of dat& deficiency noted in the interviews was
clearly linked to so wide a variety of possible uses.

Item 2, the need for greater detail on the operating
expenses of some types of arts organizations as a yardstick ;
for the program ﬁlanning of indivi&ual arts organizations and

to make a persuasive case to potential private donors, is
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essentially a call for the extension of data similar to

that now found in such sources as the TCG surveys

to other art forms. Item 3 is something of a surprise: the
pException W%Fhin the‘Endowmeht tand to a lesser extent,
within the New York State Council on the AFts) that the
Endoément‘s tabulétions of and reports on its own grant
activities areiserlously inadequate for 1nterna‘ glannl‘g and
for responding to legislative inquiries. A few observers ' .
external o the Endowment have been severely critical en

this score:’ the surprise is that the deficiencies are rec-
oygnized by those within the Endowment with some responsibility
for those %ety deficiencies (the explanation offered is the
lack of computer capability). Clearly, data improvements of

this type do not entail massive costs.

Nor do data improvements of the kind indicated DY items

- * . . . .
4 and 5. One nterviewee reported legislative dissatisfaction

ﬂw;th otherwise satisfactory data that are not up~to-date:

data that are a year or eirghteen months old may make legaslaters
happy but data that are three or four vears old do not. The
problem of intelligipility relates to the knability of'past
people operatinq arts organxzatxmns {other than the very large

ones) to utlil”gb£%m§t1ng data for internal planning or for

private fund~raising because of the sophisticated form in which

kil

many of those data aﬁpears.’ A frequently cited case was th

,ofﬁihe Ford Foundat:ion's 1974 study of the finances of the
T

performing arts.

The next three items in Table 5 are data needs thaz entail

. considerably mare than marginal improvements in the exLsLing

,‘é
h

{

supply of statistical information. They are sitsations in
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which some data do now exist, but with magz}

by
F

B\

'\f deficiencies.
Item 6 is directly related to the governmental policy planning
and decision-making process. Long-range bedéetary planning .
is now reguired Qf ?ederal agencies, and projectione of the
future financial state of the arts arelkey ingrediente in
planning fﬁture Endowment activities; it is clear to oﬁf

interviewees that the existing data are inadequate even fcr\
\
very crude forecasting models. !

Table 4 in the preceding section of this report charactérizes
the available data on smaller arts organizations as very
inadequate. The Ford Foundation and service organization data
series do provide, for ;ll their deficiencies, some continuing,\
detailed and reasonabijjup—to-dete information on certain types
of larger arts organiZatiens but smaller organizations are
covered oﬁly occasionall& and partially. Presumably, infor-
mation on smaller organizaﬁions should be important for program
planning; however, our inﬁerviewees noted this data need only
in connection with legislative advocacy and feebonding to
legislative inquiries (item 7 of Table 5).

Item 8 is something menticned to us only by
research types: the need for data‘that can helpeexplainvygz
the finances of ‘the arts turn out as they do. Such data include

information on-employment and wage rates by occupation in

arts organizations, other factors of production and detailed

-

output and.price measures, all presented in ways that can be
linked to the financial magnitudes actually or potentialily
reported. Existing input-output data are fragmentary, some-

times even misleading and virtually impossible.to link with the




financial data, to answer such elementary questions as the

sensitivity of consumer demand to increases in ticket. prices.
The last four entrles in Table 5 are expresslons of need

for data that 51mply do not exlst on a continuingbasis for

any place .and on any basis at all for much of the country.

For example (item 9), there are a few one-time studies of

arts activities for a handful of states and cities and data

on the geographic distribution of Federal and state government

arts grants, but no regular series on this subject, nor are

‘most of the existing continuing sources of data amenable to

geographlc breakdowns (except for very crude breakdowns, like
New York City vs. all other pPlaces). Even the decennlal
Census of Population provides no usable data on the income -
of self—employed artists (itemll). It is not surprising
-that our interviewees saw few uses for the data in items 9,
10, and 11 aside from‘legislative advocacy and responses to
legislative inquiries; this confirms the proposition that
| ‘potentlal users have difficulty in perceiving all. the ways
| in which nonexistent information might be utlllzed Yet it
[ seﬁms evident that there agg»potentlal uses, in program
plahning and in policy analysis, for data of these types.
But becausg such data do not exist, their production will be =
relatively costly, compared to the costs of improvin; existing
data to satisfy the needs outlined in the first eight items .
in Table 5. |

ITtem 12 degerves. special mention. Our interviewees

repeatedly noted the need for studies of the economic impact

of the arts, in connection with advocacy, in the sense of
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demonstrating that“public_expend;ture for support of the

arts is a "good buy." It is virtually impossible to thjnx

of any other conceivable use of data of this type, data ‘that
are expensive to produce. Moreober, most economlsts agree

that the usual economic impact study is devoid of any real

|

meaning, that in general the ecohomic impact of a dollar of
public money spent for the arts/is no different- from the

i
economic impact of a dollar of ‘public mcney spent for most
p _

other public purposes (and, indeed, is likely to be less in

£
any area that is not a maj¢r tourist center). In view of the
. £

very limited uses of ecqnbmic impact studies, their costs

and their inherent disrepute, we make no proposals for

the conduct of economié impact studies in this report.
Appendix 3-A presents the specifics of our mail survey

6f arts organizations: the nature of the sample, the letter

of inquiry and the actual replies. With a few quite specific

exceptions, our respondents did not convey any sense that

arts organizations have major unfilled needs for data and did

convey some satisfactian with the existing Sources they

mention (bﬁt some did not mentioh existing sources that'would

seem highly relevant, which may or may not be a sign that

such sources are not used by them). Our corré;bondents even

more frequently than our interviewees spoke of their need for =

(and‘actuai commissioning of) économic impact studies, | '

apparently to help in bdth public and private fund-raising.

A few spoke of the need for market research specific to their

art form and location. One wrote poignantly of the need for

comparative information on how others deal with day—té—day

2
management questions.
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As for existing data sources, the TCG surveys earned ' |

unanimously’high praise from the four the;ter groups among

our correspondents; the ASOL surveys were also praised. 1In

both cases, our correspondents noted that.these sources were
7 useful for comparisons with other gronps end in fnnd-raising.
The Opera America data were mentioned favorably by one of
the two opera companies and by one of the theater groups,’
Wthh also gave good notices to the Project in the Arts survey.
But the Ford Foundation data received little mention and the
notices were mixed: one.fevorable mentlon and one
criticism. The'ACUCAA surveys were mentioned by two of the
three college groups‘in our survey, once favorably as providing
leverage in budgetary negotiations within the University and

oncecunfavorabiy as lacking ih comparability across educational

institutions because of lack of clarity in definitions. Not

surprisingly,in view of theipoor quality of the existing sources
of data on museums, none of\o r museum respondents bothered
to even mention those sources. )
In summary, the data users with whon'wemspoke and cor-~
responded expressed views that ean be‘characterized as follows?
1.A fair number either felt no unsatisfied data needs
or were unable to articulate those needs; most specified
some unmet needs but only a few saw data problems as .
serious ones. |
2. By and large, the data problems noted that require
fairly major new efforts concern information that is

perceived to be needed almost entirely in connection

with advocacy (e.g., economic impact studies), rather
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than for program planning or day-to-day management.

3. Only a few of the existing data sources appear to
have wide use in the world of the arts, notably the use

- 'wA’Gf“ﬁhéBétter”service-orqanizat%ea-generatedmda;aubxvM,NMM;“,
arts institutions within that. specific art form. This .

' *stréngthens the point that an important componerit of

any data improvement program should be an effort to

make the available data more accessikle and 1ntelllglble,

to interpret and publicize those data.

b. The Costs of Producxng the Existing Data
t effort (that proved to

In this study, a significan

be only partly successful) was devoted to ascertaining or

estimating the producer and respondent costs involved in the

existing data sources. One reason for doing so was to permit

an overall appraisal of the existing sources: do the most

useful series also entail commensurately high costs, or are

there useful series that are relatively cheaphto produce?r A

second reason for this line of inguiry was to provide a basis

for the recommendations for data improvément: we had no

‘intention of'recommendingfabsurdly expensive data improvements.

Appendix 3-B contains the. llmxted information we were

‘ableﬁtoéassemble on costs. Three main conclusions emerge _

-~

from that information. First, the total amount now being spent

to generate contlnulng economic data on the arts is not a huge

figure, perhaps no more than $250 000 annually (by producers) ' .
k!

for all the various recurring series combined. Second, some

of the most useful and used series, notably those of the

performing arts service organizations covering a single art
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form, afe quite inexpensive. But third, the very high costs
of the various One-tlme efforts that attempt to reach act1v1t1es,
orgaﬁlzatlons and art forms not covered by existing serles,v
or tdmggtaﬁlish a high-quality broad-coverage series from
scratch, supgeét that the total producer costs of an economic
data series that would acore a 4 or 5 for all major sectors
of the arts, in terms‘of Table 4, will be considerable,
perhaps three or four times the amount now being spent annually
for the tecurring series.

In Appandix 2-A, twenty-seven existing sources of

data on the arts are described in detail.‘ Six of these were

one-time studies; we have secured cost data for two of these
six. The otﬁér twenty—one are recurring afxies, or sources
(like the Ford Foundation) providing multi-year data. vWe were
able to secure some type of cost data, or information that
would permit c;ude appraisals of costs, for fifteen of these
tweﬁty-one}g/ ‘Thezinformation contained in Appendix 3-B about
the. costs of these fifteen is summarized in Table 6. It must
be emphasized that all of this information is partial; that
our infprmants were asked to make crude guesses if necessary;

and that the conversion of all costs into person-years grossly

oversimplifies the picture. i _

Table 6 makes it clear that the costs of the existing
recurring seri&s on the performing arts (section II of the
table) ate modest as far as data-producers are concerned,
although we deem a questionnaire that requires two or three

days of a respondent staff person's time to be costly to

EV'Five of the six exclusions are standard Federal
government statistical series; the sixth is Best Plays.
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Table 6. Summary of Available Estimates on Costs of Existing
‘ Multi-Year Data Sources? :

e 74‘ Producer costs, -
, ; - ' in person-years, Respondent
Data source for one year's costs, per
. , data respondent

I. Stanagxa Federal government
statistical series
National Income Accounts
Current Population Survey ‘ 0.08

d

0.0ig zero marginal costs g

zero marginal costs

?II.;bata‘on performing arts organizations

'/ Ford Foundatien 3.0(3 yrs.'data) 1-2 days
* / American Symphony Orchestra League . 0.5 high -
Opera America. : 0.13 1 day
Central Opera Service 0.12 ‘ N.A.
Theater Communications Group . 0.25 2-3 days
Variet } ‘ 0.08 negligible
Association of American Dance _
Companies 0.04 1 hour
Project in the Arts = : 0.29 2 hours
III.Raw data in government agency files d
IRS 6.7° zero marginal costs

Arts Endowment less than 0.2°€ low :

- IV. Other data sources

. Business Committee for the Arts v 3.5 high e
Giving USA / 0.02€ low
Association of College, University
and Community Arts
Administrators 1.75 N.A.

‘N.A. -- Not available

apdapted from Appéndix 3-B. Excludes all series for which
no information available or estimates possible. .

e b“High" means in excess of 1 day's work a year by a
respondent; "low" means less than & day's work a year by a

respondent.

Crncremental costs incurred to provide arts data per se.

dyo additional costs incurred by respondent to provide
arts data; respondents provide information for regulatory or
other statistical purposes. ,
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_ respondené&&v However, it must be noted that aside from the

special case of the Ford Foundation discussed below, those
series are relatively narrow in coverage, being confined to
the larger organizations in a single art form or a small
sample (Projeét in the Arts) of several art forms; the

least costly of these‘series_are also unambitious in content
(e.g. Variety). Thus, these cost data do not indicate how
expensive much more ambitious efforts might be.

The highest producgr cost entry’inhTable 6 concerns
the use of IRS Form 990; the costs are those involved in
retrieving and supplying copies of the forms to individual
1nqu«rers, and it is a high=~-cost operatlon in part because it
is entlrely unsystematic. The use of Arts Endowment internal
data is not costly, simply because there is 'so little use of
these data for statistical.purposes. .

' We were able to obtain very limited information on
the costs of the arté components of standard Federal government
statistical series. We were told that making the annual
estimates of personél consumptioh expenditﬁres for the
perforﬁing arts in the national income accounts took about
twenty hours of stiff time, and that culling data on the arts
from Current éébulation_Survey worksheets took about four
weeks of professional and cler&cal staff time. 1In a very
real sense, there are no increyental costs involved, in behalf
of the arts, when a general-purpose Federal statistical
series designed to cover a broad range of economic sectors
also yields data on the arts in a form and in detail that is

no different than the format used for everything else. Thus,

43




it is difficult to ascribe any casts at all to the arts

coverage in the Census of Populatisn, County Business Patterns, -

the Consumer Expendlture Survey or much of the Gensus of

Business. On, the other hand, the 1972 Census of Selected
Service Industries did employ a dlstlnct've questlonnalre
and tabulation for the performing arts, fok which there were
real resource costs.il/ ‘

Table 6 shows'a‘figure for the costs of the Ford
Foundationjdata that is meant to indicate the ? oducer costs,
of the seconderound of data (for the 1971-72 through 1973-74
years), after the initial 1966~67 to 1970-71 data had been
gathered,. tabulated and published. The initial study cost °
roughly $1 million; that figure suggests the high start-up
costs of a new series that is ambitious in its coverage both .

of art forms and in the detail sought. The high costs of .

the Museums U.S.A. one~time study is similarly suggestive of

, 5 .
what is entailed in an ambitious undertaking. The annual
o !

costs of such data drop sharply once the initial effort is

made. - However, it is clear that the annual maiutenance
costs of a series that covers all major performing arts
forms and museums in deta}l at least as great as that in the
ASOL or TCG surveys would be a fairly large multiple of the"
$50,000 or so now Being spent annually for the performing

arts series (other than Ford) listed in Table 6.

—~/We do not assign shares of overhead costs of non-arts
data series to the arts items in those series. If the costs
in question are truly overhead costs, then those costs are
not increased by adding data on the arts and should not be
considered a true cost of such additions, assuming that the
basic series would continue with or without arts data.

.

o0




c. The Formal Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

In order to complete our evaluation of existing data
sou}ces,,we developed.a_scheme for ranking the various sources
on grounds of effectiveness. . As detailedlin Appendix 3—5, we
employed six criteria of effectiveress: data itéms~covered;
coverage of the universe; continuity 6ver.time; stapistical

qualffy; accessibility to users; and non-duplication of other

sources. Each source was characterized with respect to each
criterion; the criteria were assigned weights; and a composite
score, expressed in terms of "excellent" through "poor," was

calculated. However, we think it inappropriate to compare

sources that are wholly dissimilar in scope and -purpose. “
Therefofe, we divided all the sdurces evaluated intd three
groups. The first), labeled "broad-gauged," includes data |
sources that can or atfempt to provide priméry data on several
different art forms simdltaneously. The second includes data
sources,confined to a single art form. The third is an "all
other" éategory, mosply sources concerned with providérs of
funds for the arts.
‘Table 2 of Appendix 3-B shdws the summary ratings
of the v;riou§ sources in terms of effectiveness for .

relatively. sophisticated aﬁ; intensive analytic work . =

(measured against an ideal 'that dces not exist for any existing
- arts data), by three quality groups, "outstanding," "mediocre"

and "very poor." We consider very few series to be "ocutstanding":

the Ford Foundation data, ASOL, TCG, Business Committee for the

Arts and the data for motion pictures provided in the various
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c&mponents of ﬁﬁe quinguennial economic censuses.lz/ Even
these "outstanding” seriéswhave deficiencies: the Ford
series ends with data for 1973-74 and there are major obstacles
to linking the operétioﬁal data (on "effective factors") to ]
the financial data, for example. '
The middle quality>groﬁp, pejoratively labeled "mediocre,"
cémbines two types of sources: first, data sources that,
although promising, suffer from serious disabilities; and
second, daté sources that are inhergntly of limited use but .
have one or two attributes valuable to‘analys;s.. The.latter

group includes most standard general-purpose Federal govern-

ment statistical series. For example, there are few respects

in wHich the arts data in County Business Patterns are
. . ,

satisfactory: the only data items providéd are employment and
pa&rolisvand these data are provided for a very poorly-defined
universe. Nphetheless, this source is the only one that
provides even a crude and imperfect picture of the geographic
distribution of arts employment.‘

. A few of the promising, but flawed, scurces we have
placed in £he middle quality group deserve mention. The
Census of Selected Service Industries data on the performing

arts (beginning in ;he'1972 Census) is downrated in large part

.because there is a major question whether the census actually

12/ we have not considered it part of our charge to consider
in detail economic data on activities and sectors that are
partly within, partly outside the arts, including (in addition
to motion pictures), broadcasting, book. publishing and the
production of recorded discs and tapes. However, because we
did examine economic census coverage of the performing arts, we:
looked at the treatment therein of motion pictures. Because the
industry is large, well-established, with relatively clear-cut
boundaries and operated largely on a for-profit basis, it is

very well covered by the economic censuses.
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reéched more than a small proportion of all performing arts
organizations that admitted the generél public, on the basis
of paid admission, to performances, the intended universe;
there is also some question about the reliability.of the-

nonprofit/for-profit distinction in that source. Museums U.S.A.

is an excellent study in some respects but as a one~time
‘study, it has no cdntinuity over time (and cannot be reliably
linked to qtﬁer one~time studies of museums because of
differences indefinition); moreover, because the basic data
produced by this publicly-funded study are, strangely, the
closely-guarded property oﬁwa private organization, they are not
readily accessible for intensive analysis by researchers in general.
The Opera America data series is downrated because its coverage of
the universe of professional opera is only fair, and there have been
difficulties with both statistical quality and access in
éome years. 1

Then there afe the sources characterized as "very poor."
Salient examples iﬁélude the Arts Endowment's potentially
usable data £from grant applications (and supporting schedules),
here considered very poor mainlykbecause these data are not
.now tabulateq at all, and therefore are_unusable' . o4 preseﬁt
for statistical purposes, although they provide excellent
coverage of highly relevant segm@nts of the arts world. The

Central Opera Service series cover very few data items.

Giving U.S.A. provides no detail at all on private giving to

the &ts, oﬁiy a single global estimate. The ACUCAA surveys
offer only a few data items (some of which are badly defined),

the universe they cover is mysterious and the statistical

o3

N




e -51-

quaiity of the results may be the poorest of any of the
sources we examined.

In the previous subsection of this report, we noted that
we were not able to obtain any information on costs whatever
for some of the data sources. Therefore, our formai cost-
effectiveness matrix could be completed only for sixteen
data sources, fourteen of them multi-year or recurring series
and two of them one-time studie;.l;/ Tables 4 and 5 of Appendix
3-B present the matrix. Those tables are summarized in Table 7,
which includes only the sources rated in the top two quality
groups, i.e., excluding those‘described as "very poor."

Several conclusions can be drawn from Table 7. First, the
best data sources are not cheap to producers, but it is
> entirely possible to*spend'a lot of money to produce arts data
that dre far frqp outstanding in effectiveness. Second, any
data_souqéeithat strives for high effectiveness and relies
upon special-purpose questionnaires completed by arts organi-
zations'is likely"to involve relativély“high costs to respondents.
Respondegts who can see clearly the Jtility of the data source to

-

them, like the ASOL and TCG members and the corporations who

contribute to the arts, probably are w1lllng to bear those

costs cheerfully, bu; respondents who cannot will be reluctant
suppliers of data, 1mp051ng}oﬁ“pr6ducers significant costs for
follow~up, aﬁa sometimes not reseonding at all. The experience

with broadhjhuged data efforts (like Ford) or efforts to reach

v A

ié/Table 6 lists fifteen multi-year sources fqr which we have
some cost information. One of these, the survey by the Assotiation
of American Dance Companies, is not included in the cost-effectiveness
analysis because the results of its first survey have yet to be
published.
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Table 7. Summary of Cost-Bffecsivensor Rankinas of the Bottor
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large numbers of small organizations suggests that the
positive response of ASOL and TCC members is the excepticn,
not the rule.
Obviously, there is some trade-off between costs and
)
effectiveness. But there may be some trade-off
between producer and respondent costs (although the evidence
in Table 7 hardly makes a convincing case that the trade-off
-5 important in the existang data series), a trade-off that could J
be exploited. That is, a producer of arts data c¢an minimize .
respondent costs by relying upen data supplied by arts organizations
for other purposes, rather than special survevs, but this

ikely to impose high costs on the producer
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of the data. In the recommendations in the following section,
we suggest that this particular trade-off may be the right

zoiaoy ®or the Arts Endowment.
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4. Recommendations for Data Improvements

Despite the fact that many people in the arts world do
not see the lack of econémic data as a problem of major‘
proportions, we believe that the case for increasihg the
expenditure of Federal government funds to improve the
econcmic data on the arts is an extremely strong one. There
are unmet data needs articulated by users that are of .
consaguence for program planning and for legislative policy-
making. It is c{:%r that the existing sources of data are
highly deficient fér nearly all policy-analytic purposes and
do not permit the analyst to answer the most'elementary guestions
about the economics of the arts and the impact of Federal
arts pelicy.

Thus, we assume that the question now to be addressed is
nét whether data improvements should be made,but rather which

data imprdvements, subject to some overall budgetary constraint.

It is not fcr us to set that constraint. However, it should

be noted that direct public subsidy of the arts, that is,

grants made by all levels of government and all agencies within

3

i
O
b}<

LN

1 ~evel, probably will amount to a total well in excess of

b2

300 million in calendar 1977 and that the taxes foregone by

wempting gifts and bequests to the arts from Federal, state

4]

and local income and wealth transfer taxes may amount tc a
totdl that is twice as much as the direct subsidy total.

That is, public treasuries are probably aiding thekagts, in

¥

one way or another, by close to $1 billien annually. Thus, a

3

comprohenszive program for the preoduction and dissemination of

economic data on the arts costing $1 million arnually would
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amount to roughly 0.1 percent of ;ublic aid to the arts.l4/
The primary target for the data improvement effort should
be the development of a system of recurring, reliable and |
fully comparable statistics on the finances, inputs, outputs
1 and prices of each of the art forms for which production is
% done through organizations (rather than on a highly individualistic,
? largely self-employed basis). The secondary targets include
the improvement of data on individual artists’ employment and
income and dgta on public-sector arts activities. Improved
data on arts organizations are seen as the primary target not
because individual artists' activities are"unimportant but

because, necessarily, the great bulk of artistic production

is done through organizations and the great bulk of public
funds devoted to the support of the arts must take the form
of grantsito arts organizations.
Thg,implementation of a data system covering arts organizations

S
entai?s the choice among conceivable alternatives in a number

N =

of differeﬁi\re§pects. The first set of choices concerns the

S , |
art forms and organizations to be covered by the system:

1

l. It is obvious that any déQa system worth having must
adequately cover the major conventional types of art organizat}ons -

symphony orchestras, apera companies, dance companies, theater,d

art museums. Beyond this, however, there are choices to be made:

=

lﬁ/This is approximately the current relationship between the
budgetary costs of all Federal statistical programs and total
expenditure by all levels of government (roughly $600 billion
at annual rates in early 1977).




(a) For some lessAconveﬁtional art forms, like
expénsion arts and filmmaking, organizations
. account for only a limited proportion of artistic

\ activities and the organizations teﬁa to be small

i and expensive to reach. How important is it to

} ) ' : reach them?

fb)‘ Should presenting and sponsoring organizations
als; be coveréd, despite the obvious danger of
double—counting?

(c) What about coverage of museums other than art
museums, in the light of (i) the existence of
multi-pg@rpose museums vs. (ii) the Arts Endowment's

- special concern for the arts as such?

{(d) symphony orchestras account for the bulk of the

economic magnitudes (income, expense, aﬁtendance)
for "serious" music, but not all. Should there
be coverage of smaller ensembles and organizers
of solo recitals?

2. Within any specific art form, should there be a size
cut~off, for some data, all data or with regard to frequency of
collection? - .

J 3. Other types of differentiation are conceivable within
any art form: professional versus non-professional; for-profit
versus nonprofit; governmental versus non-governmental);organi-
zations with and without paid employees or paid admissions.

Which of these differentiations are important in designing the

system?
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Once the basic choices with regard to coverage of r
organizations have been made, the system désignef must make
decisions about data items and frequency:

4. The subject matter Covered and the detail sought
clearly are primary determinants of éost and reliability.
Which data items should be sought from all orgéﬁizations,
which from only some organizations (presumably, the larger
ones)? Which data items need to be collected very frequently,

which only occasionally?t Should the effort begin modestly,

- with a’limited list of data items to which others are added

over time, or should an optimal list of data items be requested
from the start? .

5. The frequency qﬁestion, as point 2, above, suggests,
cancerns not only data items but also organizational coverage.
Is it essential that there be an annual series covering the
entire spectrum, or can some organizations or art forms be
satisfactoéily covered at a lesser frequency (e.g., every
five years)? Conversely, is there reason to collect some data
quarterly or semi-annually? |

. Finally, there is a set of~deci$ions to be made about ™
the mechanics of the system:

6. The m9§t eéqpomical way to collect data is by sampling,
rather than attempting to include all organizations, but with a °
sample that dqes include all larger'organizati;ns. However,
sampling has 5 cost: it produces data that are less amenable

to disaggregation, particularly on a geographic basis. Moreover,

gi&en the lack of knowledge about the characteristics of the

universe of smaller arts organizations, it is difficult to
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design statistically reliable sampling proéedures. Presumably,
therefore, universe coverage, rather than sampling, is necessary
at some interval. . | ‘

7. To what extent can the system rely upon- data coilccted
as a b&—p;oduct of reports supplied for other purposes (e.g.,
Arts Endowmeht grant applications), versus questionnaires
developed specifically for this statisticai sysﬁem?

8. Who should operate the program? Should it be done
entirely by the Arts Fndowment, of should the art service

organizations play a role? Is there a role for the statistical

agencies of the Federal government?

The Recommended System

In summary, the features of_the economic data system for
arts organizations that we recommend, along with the plausible

alternatives to the features, are’as follows (a full discussion

of advantages and disadvantages and specific details will be

found below):
A. Coverage and frequency

\
l. Large arts organizations (essentially, all fully

. professional organizations in conventional art forms):

universe—basgd tabglated and published detail at least
equal to that in the Ford Foundation surveys, annually.
Option: None:; this is an essential building block for
any system. '
2. Smaller organizations and unconventional art forms: )
sample-based annual estimates for selected financial and

operational totals, designed to yield nationwide totals of

income, expense, employment and attendance (with limited detail
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within those categories) for al] the arts combined and for

individual major art forms. ’ : \\\_’*_

‘Options:
(a) No annual data at all for smaller organizations. X
(b) Annual universe-based data (permitting geographic
5 disaggregation), but with limited detail; for
seiégted types of smallei.brganizafions, e.g., in
convéntidﬁﬁf'art forms. "

{(c) Annual sample-based data (not permitting refined
geographic disaggregation) in some detail, for selected
types of smaller ofganizations.

Note: we do not consider an annual univers?—based series

with considerable detail for'all arts organizations (as

provided for the larger organizations in 1, above):to be

a feasible optioﬁ.

3: ‘Universe-based detail for all arts orgaﬁizations every

fivé;years, to provide benchmarks for the annual estimates in

2, abowve, Fnd to provide considerable geographic disagggegation.
Option: No attempt made even every five years tdééover

all organizations and art forms, but confine the quih-
quen?ial effort to selected types of smaller organizations.
Conduc%\?ccaéifnal special surveys to assure that major

gaps in the system are not emerging (e.g., as individualized
art forms become moré dominated by arts orgénizations or as

new art forms develop):; if such gaps appear, expand the

quinquennial effort.




4. No effort to collect data more frequently than ohce
a year, but céntinue ﬁflash" surveys of the Project in the
Arts type in order to provide information on annual trends
that is very up-te-date. | |

Oétion: Collect quarterly or seﬁi—annual information. 

from a small sample of (mostly large) organizations, %__

to spot trends at a very early date.
B. Mechanics

l. Rely heavily on the tabulation of raw data in grant

.applications(and supportiné schedules) to the'Arts Ehdowﬁent -
‘éfter makin§ those schedules uniform among programs ~-- as the
basic.source of annual data for the non-profit arts.

'Ogéion: Use a‘separite spec%al-purgssé'éuastionnaire

to poilect these data. |

2. Conduct an annual survey of the commercial theater's
"large organization" side (i.e., Broadway and the Road) to
provide detailed information on this sector.

Option: None; there is no practical alternative to a

'special survey and data on the commercial theater are

essential to the data system.

3. Rely upon the Census of Selected Service Industries,
suitably improved, to provide most of the quinquennial data for
smailer organizations, supplemented by special-purpose surveys
only for those arté organizations excluded from Census coverage
even after that coverage has been appropriately expanded;

Option: Use a separate special-purpose questionnaire

to collect these data.
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4. Employ the service organizations only in a limited
capacity, notably to’éncourage member response and assist
membef organizations in completing forms, but supply serQice
organization; with copies of members' submissions (if §u¢h
members égreé) for their own use and dissemination of specialized
‘inforhation applicable og}y.te a specific art form.
OEtion§ On the basis of'Endowmént-pre5cribed questi&nnaires
ot and processing formats, contract with the serviée dfganizations

that have demonstrated data-generating capabilities to

a
.

collect and process guestionnaires from members.

Note: we éo not consider it a feasible option for the
Endowment to delegate the entirg'responsibility for the
datalsystem to a private hongovernmental firm; quite

apart from the problem of assuring public ownership of

and -access to all the product, professional expertise in

data generation is heavily concentrated in the Federal

_ government.,

/f ‘4 Data items. Table 8 displays, in considerable detail,
the data items we recommend for inclusion in the "recommended
system," that is, the preferred alternatives in the above
description. The options listed above, if selected, would
affect the second arnd third columns of Table 8, that is, the
ogverage of smaller organizations and less conventional art
forms, and would also affect the mechanisms by which the data -
items are toibe collected and tabulated. However, in our view,
the data items in column (1) of Table 8, to be tabulated for
ﬁhe larger organizations in conventional art forms annually,

4

are the essential starting point of an adequate economic data

system.
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A few points concerning Table 8 deserve special mention.

First, the trxeatment of incqme from government sources in our

scheme. differs from ﬁhat in the Ford, ASOL and other series.

We recommend that all income from government sources be
réported'in one place, classified by grahting agency or level
of government, regardless.of whether that income is for a
specific service or general support. The convention heretofore
has been to divide go?ernmentmséurce iﬂcome into payments for
services, shown as an element of "earned income," and grants
and contributiégzi shoyn ﬁs an element of "unearned income. "
?his sounds reasonable but in practice leads to confﬁsion,

errors in reporting and thoroughly misleading statistics. The

basic difficulty is that, for many govegpment grénts, the

distinction between services income and other income is far
from self-evident. It would be necessary to supply resondents
with an exhaustiQe list of conceivable government grants to
assure consistency in making the distinction, which seems ,~/ )
impracticable as well as an onerous burden on responde
Moreover, it is not clear that the distinction has any real
meaning in many cases. Most large performing arts Brganizations
appear td view Arts Endowment grants as technically for projects
but in essencé gene;é% support. '
Second, the scheméaprovides for the reporting of only
limited detail, even at five-year intervals; on earned income
and attendance of smaller organizations (see column 3 of Table 8).

It may be that more detail is essential for organizations that

are presenters of attractions of other organizations, but not

themselves arts producers, especially for dance. There is,




Table 8.

Data Items in the Recommended System of Economic
Data on Arts Organizations '
Frequency, type of organization and
source of data
Annual, all Annual, sample
larger organi- of smaller Every )
zations in groups and five years,
‘ conventional less conven- all arts
Data item art forms tional forms organlzatlon=
- A. Operating income, total * * % *kk
l. Earned income from nongovern-
" mental sources * ** ol
a. Admissions to the organi-
zation's own exhibitions
and performances * * k%
DETAIu (Exhibit I) *
b. Other income earned from
sale of the organization's
primary services * * %k
DETAIL (Exhibit II) *
Cc. Earned income from auxiliary
activities and miscellaneous * * %k k
DETAIL (Exhibit III) *
2. Private grants and contributions  * *x * kK
a. Individuals * * kK
b. Business * * kk
c. Local and community foundations * *kk
d. National foundations * * %k
3. Income from government sources? * * & * ok k
a. Municipal, county, school board * LA
L
b. State arts agency * * % * ok ok
Cc. Other state government * k%
d. National Endowment for the Arts * *k * ok ok
' e. Other Federal government * * ok &
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Table 8 (cont.'d)

Frequency, type of organization and
source of data

Annual, all Annual, sample
larger organi- of smaller Every
zations in groups and five years,
conventional less conven-  all arts
Data item , art forms tional forms organizations
4. Other income, excluding transfers
from capital funds * _ k& *kk
a. investment income *
b. Proceeds from sales of assets
applied to operations *
B. Operating expenses, total * *% * k%
1. Perscnnelcostsb' ' * %% %% %
a. Artistic, professional and
production * * %%
DETAIL (Exhibit IV) *
b. Administrative/supervisory * * k%
¢. Maintenance and supporting * *k %
DETAIL (Exhibit V) *
2. Non-personnel costs * *% * k%
a. Facilities costs * %%k
DETAIL (Exhibit VI) o
b. Fund-raising * *k %k
c. Other costs . * * % &
DETAIL (Exhibit VII) *
C. Annual net operating income or loss® * * % *kk

.

D. Capital accounts
1. Beginning of year balance, total *
a. Endowment *
b. Accumulated surplus or deficit *

c. Other capital and restricted
funds
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* Table 8 (cont.'d)

Frequency, type of organization and
source of data

Annual, all ] Annual, sample
larger organi-~ of smaller Every
zatlons.ln groups: and five years,
_ conventional less conven- all arts
pata item _art forms tional forms _ organizations
2. Changes dtring year, net *
a. Endowment funds used for
operations *

b. Endowment gifts and change
in asset values

c. Changes in accumulated surplus
or deficit due to operations *
d. Gifts for capital and restricted
funds _ * * k%

e. Capital expenditures: land,

buildings and equipment * *kk

f. Capital expenditures:

acquisition of collections (net) * *kk

g-. Other expenditures and transfers
from capital and restricted
funds *

- 3. End of year balance *
(Detail as in beginning of year)

E. Operations data
1. Attendance
a. Total paid admissions to the

organization's own exhibitions
and performance - * * % * % %
DETAIL( Exhibit VIEI) *

b. Other attendance data

DETAIL (Exhibit IX) * * ok &

N 2. Performances (performing arts
organizations only)

a. Performances of own organization,

total * * % * % %

DETAIL (Exhibit X) ) *
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g _Table 8 (cont.'d) . %

Y . ‘ Lt Freguency, type of organiiation% and

% . . __source of data \

Eo . . Annual, all Annual, sample |

53‘ ae larger oxrgani- of smaller Every .
I zations in groups and five vears, .,
o . .conventional Jess conven~ all| arts
. Datz item . art forms tional forms organizations
?;g b._ Performances of sponsored .

i attrackions * ekl

- . . '

: 3*\ Prices

| DETAIL (Exhibit XI) ~ )

;- , é‘vﬂﬁ&ber of employees, total * ., s fiale

E; | a. Artistic, professional and .

A production employees * . i

o DETAIL (Exhibit XII) *

= b. Adniinistrative/supervisory * wha

1 c. Maintenance and supporting * , el

if‘ “ 5, Wage and salary rates, weekly

DETAIL (Exhibit XIII) *
{{a 6. Facilities (museuns only) :
E?_ 3 -2, Floor space * ‘

R b*ﬂValuerﬁf'xand,.buildings and
squipment -
f ¢. Value of collection R
. 2 H
o - Rl * Er— S p— & Tt 55,
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Table 8 (cont.d)

Exhibits . - . S

These exhibits indicate the detail to be requested- in the annyal series
for larger organizations. The detail differs among art forms: the specific

‘survey instrument for any given art form presumably will omit any data item

that is wholly inapplicable to that art form (e.g., government grants to
the commercial theater). The major distinction, shown in these exhibits,

iz between museums and the performing arts.

I.
Museums: o R
1. General admissions

2, Admissions to special exhibitions
3. Admissions to lectures, films, etc.
Performing aris:
‘l. Main season subscription ticket income
2. Main season single ticket income
3. Main season student ticket income v . *
4. Ticket income from other performances of the organization
IIa *
Museums: C ,
1. Income from community services and membership activities
2, Tuition for educational services ‘
‘Performing arts: . :
1. Income from contract services of the organization
{nongovernmental) .
2. Income from recordings, f£ilm, radio, TY and subsidiary rights
3. Income from education and training activities., )
Irz.
Museums: : ;
1. Museum shop sales !
2. Restaurants; parking lots and miscellanszous ' : .
Performing arts:
1. Income from sponsored attractioas ' )
2. Miscellaneous non-performance income.
iv.
Museums:
1. Curatorial
2. Research. °
3. Educational -
Performing arts: ‘
1. Performing artists paid on a weekly or zeasonal haszig
2. Performing artists paid on a per service bazlis, other than
guest artists i
3, Guest artists >
4. Non-peforming artistic and producticn perscnnel
v‘ . | ST
Museums:
l. Security.
2. Other

{o further detail for performing arts)

i)




Table 8 {cont.'d)

vI. ) '

Museums and performing arts (same detail). -
1. Rental or mortgage payments )
2, Utilities ‘ . ‘
3. Depreciation .

- 4. Maintenance and other v

vII.
Museunms:
1. Transportation and shipping
2. Insurance
3. Publications ‘ ,
4. Program services (non-personnel expense)
- 5., Other
Performing arts:
i. Scenery, costunes, light and sound
2. Travel expense
3. Other :

P

VIIX.

Museums:
1. General admissions, fall rate
2. General admissions, student -
3, Admissions to special exhibitions with separate charges
4. paid admissions to lectures, films, et‘.

Performing artsi '
1. Main'season subscription attendance
2. Main season single ticket attendance
3. Main season student attendance
4, Attendance at other performances of the organization .

Museums:
1. Bstimated free and donation-requested admissions
2. Number of tuition-paying students
" 3. Number of members
Performing arts:
1. BEstimated attendance at free performances
. 2, Estimated attendance at contract pexformances for which
admisgsion_is charged
3. Aztendance at sponsored attractmons

it

. ?erformlnq arts:

~ 1. pPerformances, main season, where admission is charged
2, Performances, other, where admission charged by organization
3. Performances, free
4, Other contracted performances

Huseums:
1. General admissions, regular
2. General admissions, student
3. Other reduced rate general admissions
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Table 8 (cont.'d)

4, Special exhibition prices, regular
5. Special exhibition prices, student

Performing arts:
l. Subscription ticket prices per performance, range
2. Single ticket prices per performance, main season, range
3. Student ticket prices pPer performance, main season, range
4. Single ticket prices per performance, other than main

season, range '

5. Single ticket prices per performance, sponsored .
attractions, range.

XII, . .
Same detail as in Exhibit IV, personnel costs

XIII.
Museums: A
Same detail as in Exhibits IV and V. -

3 ) o >\*\ ——
Performing arts:

1. Performing artists paid on a weekly or seasonal basis

2. Non-performing artistic and production personnel
3. Administrative/supervisory '

4. Maintenance and supporting

-

Kew to source symbols: \
* Arts Endowment applications data; commercial theater survey
akad Arts Egdowment applications data supplemgnted by limited

special surveys (including surveys of small organizations
‘in commercial theater) :

***  Censug of Selected Service Industries supplemented by
limited special surveys

Notes

2Includes se#vices income as well as grants and contributions,
but only services income to the organization itself, not to an
independent sponsor or presenter.

4

bIdeally,)all fringe benefit and payroll tax costs should be
allocated to the various detail categories. However, it may be

more feasible to ask for these costs in one lump-sum for all
employees. :

“Before transfers from capital funds.
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Qﬂﬁbundercountlng, whlch may be surmountable gnly if both presentlng

-necessarily in terms that preczsely match the accountlng practices

. may dictate a somewhat different--and considerably more

information on capital accounts sought from smaller

financial data. r
' Take as an example the data on icket income, attendance

~-70=-

as noted earller, a problem of both double-counting and B
and produblng organlzatlons report detalled data.

Third, the treatment of capital accounts in Table 8 is
less concrete than the treatment of other dagg items. That

is, Table 8 shows the capital ac¢counts in conceptual terms, not

con51dered appropriate for nonproflt organlzatlons, much less
the actual ex1st1ng accounts of arts organizations. We show
the detail that analysts séek, but the accounting conventions

’ -

aggregated--format. It should be noted that thé only.

or nenconventional organiéations is data on gifts

and expenditurgs for capital purposes, but even these limited

data may not be’essentiai. |
Fourth, the detail specified for operations data (section -

E of Table 8) closely matches that specified for operating

income and expense, by design. The idea,ié twofold: (1) to

provide data on dttendance, prices, employment and salaries

that can explaln changes in the financial magnltudes, and

£l

(2) to prov1de some 1nternal consistency checks on the

operatipns data, by matching them agalnjifshéfg}levant

4 . 3

“and ticket prices for performing arts organizations. The

detaii on ticket income specified in Exhibits I and III (in

the latter, item 1, from sponsored attractions) matches that

specjfied for attendance in Exhibits VIII and IX and for ticket

 t
P . . .
/
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price ranées in Exhibi£ XI. Ticket income divid?d by
attendance yields, for each of the separate categories of
ticket, an indicated average ticket price. In computer
editingkof the data forms, the indicated average ticket'pricé
could be compared to the reported ticket price gange;‘if |
the average falls outside the range, there’is clearly a
- problem to be explored with the respdndent: More importantly,
all this detail in combination, when tabulated, would permit
concl&gions on the following: éhe extent to which an increase
in . ticket income is due-to rising prices rather ‘than rising
'iattendance) whether prices are rising mostly at the top of
the ranges, or throughout; which classes of tieket sales
are changing most; and the apparent elasticity of demand
with respect to price for the different classes of éickets.-
In addition, the data on number of performances providé anotﬁe:
dimension to the attendance and ticket income information.
Similarly, the data on personnel costs, number of
employéeé} avérage weekly salaries and number of performances
permit conclusions ébout labor inputs aﬁd their costs that
ca; be derived from no combination of existing dataxsbﬁrcés.
It is important.to recognize that less disaggregation with
regard to any of these characteristics will sharply reduce
£he analytic value of the data series. The Ford Foundation
surveys contain only slightly less detail,_but.thgt is enough

to preclude .the calculation of intelligible trends in wage

rates and prices from the Ford data.

-
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Options: Pro and Con

Covérage‘of smaller organizations. The recommended system
N : LY

involves detailed annual data for a universe described as .
large organizations bperdfipgjin conventional art forms.
ﬁore'precisely, we meaq‘all of the 850Lor so organizations

that apply for Endowment grants in the orchestra, opera,

theater and dance programs, éll (or §ossibly, only the

1afger) applicants in ‘the museuﬁ program and the commercial
theater. ‘This‘definition e#cludes three types ofvarts L -
brgaéizations: (a) drchéstra, 6pera and theater compaﬂies

with budgets below the minimums specified for Endowméht
eligibility for thosé pgograms; (b) organizations in these

fields eligigié to apply for Endowment'grgnts buﬁ which do

not, for one reason or énéthér; and (c) orgapi;ations operating
in other fié;ds, which for .thé most part are éelatively small

in budget size. There are a fairly largeﬁnumber of organizations
th&t;fall'into categories (a) and (b),V;otab%y in theater,

mostly organizations with very ii@iéed professiénal staffing

-

and tiny budgets. Endowmentvapplicants in these fields thus

' comprise a very large share of,ény dollar totals for the art

form, so it‘is nbt terribl?yimportant to extend statistical

coverage~t§ the small out;yérs. But neither is it expensive

‘to do:'there are more or less reliable lists of the organizations

_in question and they are homogeneous enough in their activities

1

to,permit,small,samplés to produce statistically reliable results.
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There is much morevdifficulty in extending coverage to
other ar£ farms.ié/Candidates for such caveragg inclﬁde jazz,
folk and ethnic music groups;‘"serious" music organizatioﬁs
other than symphony OrChe;tras; £ilm and video centers; arts
centers énd festiyals; small éresses and literary. magaziﬁes;
and the:mahy differénfltypes of art service organiiations.
These groups are difficult to cover for several reasons.
First, they are frequently hérd té locate and identify,
because they are mostly small, often short-lived and without
well-developed networks of institutional ties. Second, because
they are so heterogeneous, a very small sample is hot statisticaily
‘reliable.8/ Third, the heterogeneity makes it hard to devise
standard reporting formats that are at ail informative.

" Museums and traditional performing arts groups are Brganizations
that hire artistidlprofeésionals'(éna other staff) and engage

in the pfodﬁction of well-defined artistic 6ut§uts. ~But the
other types includeIOrganizéEions thét d§ neither; instead,
they’m;y act as sponsors of the artistic productions of S
other organizations, provide facilities for artistic output

or offer a varietY’of sdpportiag services. Finélly, many of

these groups are éctive in art forms in which artistic output

is domingkid by individual artists, rather than orgaqizations

and so iﬁa—i§£ics_6n the'ongnizégian say very little about

the art form as a whole.

o K

-

1% another difficult-to-cover category is the for-profit
sector, 'in.art forms other than the theater. However, we
assume that the commercial theater (which itself is difficult
to cover) is the only for-profit art form to be covered.

EE/The reliability of an estimate based on a sample is
directly proportional to the size of that.sample and inversely
proportional to the variance in the universe from which the sample

is drawn.

76




‘ T a744

Nonetheless, we Eelieve that there is a case‘for attempting
to~collect data on and make estimates.of some'aggregates for
the entire universe of the nonprofit arts plus the?&oﬂﬁéggggl'
theater, for twowprincipal reasons: first, the smaller and,
less traditional organizations ére the arts in.some‘parts qr
the country and thns fine-grain geographic breakdowns will be
misleading without this ccverage; and second, over time an
economic data series confined to the large and.traditional
organizations may become increasingly unrepresentative and,
without some relevant data, this will be hard to ascertain.

.t

Our‘recommended system includes annual estimates, based on a
sampling, of a small number of data items for these types of
organizations (column 2 of Table 8 and A.2 in the text;
'above) and a fiveeyear census with:considerably more detail
(cclumn 3 of Table 8 and A.3 in the text, above) . - ‘
We\ielleve that the sample~-based annual estlmates are
worthwhlle, but only marglnally so,‘lf budget constralnts v -
are severe, thls is the first element of our recommended ‘
system that should be excluded (optlon A.2. a) Feaslble
alternatlves for annual coverage include strlv{fg fcr more . ,”;.m“trul
opportunxty to prov1de geographlcally—disaggregated data,
which requlres either a very large‘sample or universe : S
coverage (option A.2.b) or trying for more data-item detail
on an annual basis, with no geographic disaggregation.(option A.2.c).
- -However, either of. these alternatives would'entail confining
the annual effort to selected types of smaller organlzatlons,

\

presumably only those in tradltlonal art forms, if the cost

“~and other obstacles are not £o be greatly" lncreased. “The
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trade-off‘anong the three attrlbutes‘—- data-item detail,
geographic detail and art-form coverage -- is lndicated
schematically‘in Table 9;-the three options shown probably
have costs that are roughly comparable. ) |
Some tYpe of periodic census is highly deslrable, for

the reasons given’earlier. A cost—saV1ng option to the

-recommended census is to confine it to selected types of arts

organizations, notably producing organlzatlons and presentlng

organizations, thereby excluding organizations with activities ' -

K 5

limited to the provision of services and facilities to artists

N ]

and other arts organizations. However, it may be.difficult
to make this distinction in practice.

Intra-year data collection. It would-be_possible to - -

collecttsﬂmpannual or even quarterly data for a small sample
of larger organizations,inotably data onvattendanse and box |
office.receipts,‘at'fairlY\low cost. However, because the “
seaSonal characteristics oftthehvarious‘art forms differ,
therinterpretation of such data'aggregated‘across¢ art forms
would be hard. We recommend as the preferred alternative,
cont1nuatlon of surveys of the Pro;ect in the Arts type, but

em ha5121ng up-to—date annual data rather -than part-yea data.
p & g

The use of Arts Endowment;grant applications. A very

large percentage of.the total income, expenditurevand physical
operations of all nonprofit organizations professionally U
engaged in orchestral music, opera,. dance, theatervand

museums is represented by applicants for Endowment grants.

The grant applications require a good deal of information of

he type spec1f1ed in Table 8, and the supplementary information

forms required by several Endowment programs include even
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Table 9. Conceivable Annual Series Covering Smaller Organizations
All types/art formg Few types/art forms

Few Many ‘ Few Many .
data items data items data items data items

'SaﬁpleQbased
(little geographic ¢~ ,
disaggregation) Recommended High cost Low cost Option

- Universe-bound
v (much geographic
disaggregation) High cost Very high Option . High cost
- : , cost - ’




. & -

-77-
more. There are obvious attractions to exploiting this process
and making it the basic source of the annual dataseries:
it minihizeélcostsvto the respondents to ask them‘to provide
a single se£ of information for bo%h grant—making‘aﬁd
statisticai purposes, rather than subjecting them to two
separate efforts; and it assures~a—high rate 6f response,
witpout costly follew-up efforts. M

We can see no fuhdamgntal or substantive argument against
 this approach, but there ére a nuﬁber of procedural obstacles.
to it, of differing severity. First, the approach does
appe;f to confiiét with OMB's efifort to make a}l Fedéral
égenciés use a uniform, highly simplified grant applicationq‘
"for all purposes. It would be necessary for £he Arts
Endowment to :e;olve this conflict with OMB, but here it

3

should be noted that the whole nature of Arts Endowment graht-

making, like‘thé~nature of NSF and NIH research grants,
radically differs from nearly all othe; Federal grant programs
.fof'which statutory guideiines are highly prescriptive and
professionalAjudgment plays little part; thus, it is right,
not wrong, tha£ the Endowmeﬁt use a grant application that
calls for information that is'eﬂkirely different from, say, an
application for a water treatment facilities grént.

Second, the Endowment's prograﬁﬁ now request different
kinas of information, and substantial uniformity Qithin the
Endowment would be _essential to this approach. Third, the
Endowment now has no capability fér processing data on these
(or any other) forms; surely, this cannot be permitted to

céntinue, for it would.preclude any participation by the




grant application .process.

3
Endowment in data production. Foufth, the current information |
in applications material(is unaudited, partly estimated and ;
theregbre-subject to error and'revisipn; but ﬁhis would be
true 'of any survey instrument thét sou§ht.current rather than
obsolete data. ] ’

Fifth, the data items listed in the first column of
Table 8 e;ceed the inﬁogﬁation now ask%S of any Endoﬁment
grant applicant and completion-of the form would be hard
for é.good many applicants, like smaller museyms, most
d;ﬁce gr?ups and developiné theaters. Ther/ afé three °
rejoinders appropriate here: (a) it.mayhbg thgt'soméwhat
less detail-sﬁbuld be requested on an an?éal basis from
applicaﬁts below some specifieg budget siée; (b). there is a
parallel to oﬁr préposal in another field, in the eiéeedingly

detailed report the Corporation for Public Broadcasting

requires of all grantée public broadcasting stations, many

‘of which are very small enterprises; and (c) a questionnaire ) .

that is equally detailed hut separate from the grant application
is no less difficult to complete. This obstacle, therefore,
can-be considered an obstacle to any data-collection effort,

not to the approach of inteérating data collectign with the

-

Lo . H V\ .-_-‘
) The final obstacle, and perhaps the most serious one, -

is ;hét the deadlines fog applications to the various

Endowment program categories are staggered over the course

of a year. Applicants in some éategories have just completed

a season (e.g., the ye€ar ending June 30) when they submit

applications, while others completed the same season as long

-
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ds ten months before submittingapplications. Thus, there

is a built~in time lag in this data:hathering abproach, as

compared to the use of a spec1a1—purpose statlstlcal N

questiennaire mailed to all organiéatlons';n, say, June

and to be return?d\in August with data for the year ending

”

-the preceding June 30. Presuﬁabl§, the staggered deadlines
‘ I

for applicatiohs are necessary to the Endowment's grant

-

'} .. . _W@&cisien-making process. -Moreover, arts organizatinmns

o R
TR

do have different financial Yeare:

§ : ~

- ’ . It may be, however, that the staggered ;ecelpt of data
7
is as advantageous for the s;atlstlcal effort as it is for

PP

de!ision—making on grants, if the statistical £ s require
-a good deal of individual checking and ed;tlng by : people

(rather than computers), as they surely will in the 1n1t1alv

L . years of the program. In our oplnlon, the staggered dealenes
will be an advantage, rather than a fatal flaw.‘ However, Qe .
' , ;ecognlze that this is a statément of probability, not facé
and that the approach does entall the risk that it will proVe
to be an unduly slow means of implementing the economic data

L ) series. On balance, we believe that the risk should be taken
and this approachyﬁsea

Data on the commerC1al theater.~ The commercial theater

. -

is a very large element in the universe of the performing

arts. Moreover, the relations gstween the commercial and | "

: ' 17
o R profesgional -level nonprofit theater are complex and 1nt1mate.—~/

Therefore, it would be absurd to devote substantlal resources

1y Consider only two dimensions: the constant movement of
artistic personnel between the two sectors /and the use of
- profits from commercial productionsto finance nonprofit .
activities by (among others) the New York Shakespeare Festival,

& ..
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to thg imprcvément‘af ecaaomic data on the arts and ignore

the commercial theaéer. As previcus sections of this report
. hav& Lndicated, the present state of data on the commercial

theﬁfer is dismal, with only the wvery sxetchy Yariety data
on Broa&way and the Road and nothing at all on the cummera;al
aspacta af Of £-Broadwuay, Off-Off~Broadway, sumner stock and

dinner theater, except for the very limited data for 1972 in

. 18/
the Census of Selected Service Industries,nwf

Clearly, Broadway and the Road tﬂg@thﬁu wi t% the i

professional nanuprofm:theater dominate the American theater

2 o X P

n dellar terwg. ?hera is some evidenca from recent experionce

th&t Broadway is by far the most volatile sector of rhe theater.,

L

Thase two facts in comb;nat;nn lead us to the aaﬂcluqﬁsn thax

.xha ﬁommercmal theater should ba covered in two ways, an

anaual series for Broadway and the Road while 1eav;ng the

ather elements of the ccmm&rc;ai theater ko the proposes

un;verse #ensus of the ares conductaed every five years,

The annual survey should be done by the Endowment with whatover

industry support there ivw there are indications that the

*nuuutry i3 ;nterestad in better data (one sign i3 the markes

‘and other research eammlsszone& by the League of fNew York Thazﬁe:&?.‘._ -

The universe to be covered is not large:. fewer than 106 , :

productions in = season, put on by no more than half that

mahy prnﬂucars. Data of the type sought are not generallj

thahght to be conﬁ;dentxalg but reported (in fragments)

freguently in the press; also, producers* lirmited partnership

13/It app&ars ‘that the 1977 Census will be somewhat better
in a number of respects, especially if the response rate
improves from the questionable level of the 1972 Census.

¥
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£inancial reports are in the public domain, albeit awkward
to retriéve. in sum, an annual series on the commercial
thaatar‘should not pose major problems, despite the faoct thas
the Endownent has less inherent abllity to persuade Broadway
producers to cooperate than it has to induce cooperation by

grant applicants,

Beliance oa the Census. The guinguennial Census of

. . *

Selected Service Industries now provides for coverage of a
. . |
large part of the arts world, and it would seem to be ‘ao

@bvzaﬁs vehicle for our recorrended perisdic universe
census. There are only three gpstacles of conseguence.
First, the Censas ceverags, as of 1977, still excludes by
definition some segments of the arts world (notably, serviee
organizations and nost crganizations active in literature,

public media aad.the visual arss) and provides abbreviates
data~item coverage for other segments fart centers and fostivals,
muSié other than "sericus™ musie). It seems thoréughiy
imp;aéticable to ever oxtend Census coverage to the former

and theregare some type of special surveys will be neeessary
1f these groups are to be covered., Howover, it is conceivable
that the more detailed qaeationn@ire might be reguired of
m&héwlazter group in, subsequent Céasus years.

Second, as previously noted, the 1372 Consus was not a
marked success in reaching the entire universe of Qrganlzati@nﬂ
that‘wa:eqsuppased to be covered. Presumably, this can ke
‘improved in time. Third, the data-item detail even in the
expanéeg 1377 Census does not match the recormendations in

zolumn 3 of Table 8. In Table 16, we show the comparisens of




- axpangion of the gquestionnaire would be necesgsary to~ghtisiy

- government supporti. The financial detail for museums remains

recommend sufficrently closely for us to urge continued

effpotive.

. . ‘ 7
: ~g2m ' , | |

data~item coverage for museums and performing arts groups
raquited to £ill out the long gquestionnaire. For the P

£inancial items, Census coverage in the performing arts

approaches our recommendations fairly clesely: only modest

us entirely and scme of the missing items are quite easy

for respondents to supply {e.g., more detail on sources of

sketchy, however. For operations data, the really soricus ' .
gap is the lack of detail on employment by cccupational group.

In sum, the Census data-item detall approaches what we

reiiance on this source and continued efforts by the .

Endownent to persuade the Census Bureau to further improve

this undertaking.

2

The role of gervice organizaticns. Given the high
guality work ;nléata;collection done Ly AS0L and TSG, 1t i8
tempting to suggest that the job of collecting and tabulating
the basic annual series be delegated to the service organizations.
However, the aﬁhéz service 6rgan12ation5 have prove far less

s

Moreover, delegating the job surely will increase

A e ——

[T}

ths difficulé? of ;e¢ur1nq the necessary uniformity acress

art forms in both questicnnaire design and respondénts*
understanding cf.thEVQueﬂtionnaires. There is bound to he
coatsggiah over cwnership and control of the basic data and

likely to be problems of access to those data (e{é., as there ¢
have been with the AS0L data). In addition, it is unlikely

that the entire job can ever be-delegated, because some
: g

: *' . 85 ' L
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taple 10. Data Items Included in 1977 Census of Service .

-
2%

B

‘u

“Hr No d&ta; recggﬂg&ﬂd&d in Tabl

Industries versus Tabie B Recommendations {Column 3}

Museums Performing Arts
Sperating income, total S ' S ‘
1. Earned ingome, total 5 s
Detail 5 5
2. Private contributions, total pa 8,
Detail L - P~
3. Government income, total pa s 8
' petail , - p°
‘4. Other income, total ] S
Petail , ‘ - -
Operating expenses, total - 8 L
1. Personnel costs, total -] s
Detail : —— 5,
. Mon-personnel costs, total - g2’
Detail - p®
Net income or loss sd g4
Capital accounts . pf pf
+Operations data :
1. Attendance ' /
,a. Total paid 5 K
b. Other, detail pd N
2. Performances ‘
a. Own HR ; s
b. Sponsored R ; -
3. Prices NR ; NR
4. Humber of employeces, total 8 , s ]
Detail ’ ‘;/'; - o O, |

;
3
vy o symbols:

5 Substantially the same as Table 8, column 3
P Some but not all Table 8 items requested (partial coverage)
-= Mo data reguested in Census

tiotes: :

3single total for all publig and private contributions,

bSingia.toﬁal for 4ll foundations; other recommended detail included.

“only detailed item: Arts Endowment grants. .

Y -

axtem not requested in Census, but can be deraved by subtractaion.

»

“petail for facilities costs and fund-raising.

fOnly data item: waplital expenditures.

dorly data item: £ree general admissions.

» “ »

3%
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parts of the universe are simply not covered by service organizations
likely to have adequate stéff for this—purpose. Hénce, we recommend
only a limited role for the gervice organizations."A possible l
interim compromise is to use as the primary daté cbllectors,

for the time being, those service brganizations (ASOL and TCG) niﬁh““\

\x
“~

producing high-quality data. . ' .

Costs of the Refommended Systen ' ,

“The precise costs of the system we recommend cannot be
' (

spelled out without .actually designing questionnaires, examining

.

lists and directories of'likelz respondents, prescribing tabulating ,1
Tk, ' : . , ' :
wrocedures in detail ?ﬁd writing computer programs. Some very

Y

rough'estima;es -~ rdally guesses -- can be made, on the basis

A
.

of the limited information on costs of existing data sources -
described in section 3 of this ;éport, especially Appendix‘3~8.
Our guesses are based upon crude gstimates of the numbers of
ragpondents involved in the various components and one key unit~ .
cost gtatistic: producer costs equi;alent to approximaﬁely 1.5
perscn-days pex agnual return in the Ford follow-up effort.

For most of the coméonenés of our recommended'§y55§5;iéﬁis is
clearly a maximum unit~cost figure, especially once the system .

is in operation. The guesses that follow are the costs (in 1977
dollars) *hat”apply to the system in, say, the third year; start-up
costs inevitably will be higher, .

Annual data. Our recommended system involves two annual

data series, each of which has t&o data~collection components,
/ . .
The "large organization® series {column 1, Table 8) would be , o

developed from Arts Endowment grant applications data and a special

- . : . -
_ theater survey. If there are roughly 2,000 organizations in thisg




g

.

grantwappl%cant universe, annual costs on the Ford unit-cost = |
estlmate woulé be abOut $300 000 but we think the costs

could be as little as half this amount. The theater survey | )
should have’annual costs in the $30,000~- 50 000 range. |

The "small organization" series would be based upon a

- gampling of Endowment grant applicants in non-conventional

art forms and some special surveys (also samples), with
only a very few data items collected, and thus much less .
cost per questionnaire than in the "large orgaﬁization"

'saries~ Wlth a sample of 1, 000 resPQndents, annual costs

s should be $50 000 or less. Thus, in comblnatlon, we estimate

the costs of the two annual series at a high of $400,000 and
a low of a little over $200,000, with the most likely cost
nearer the low than the high end of the range.

Other data. The other data we recommend include the
quinguennial Census effort with some supplemental speéial

surveys and a continuation of the Project in the Arts suxveys.

Presumably, the relevant costs for the Census are those involved

in further expansion .of the quéstionnaixe, improved efforts

-

to cover ‘the entire defined universe and the costs of
special tabulations, at is, the incremental josts. We have,
no 1nformatloh tougupport an estlmate of these costs, b&& we
should be greatly surprised if they exceed $100,000 for

each five-year Census., The supplemental surveys, for ar

Thugs, the annual costs, averaged over a fiye;year periodf‘dﬁT
the quinquennial efforts, might be in the $30,000-35,000

range. If the Project in the Arts~type surveys cost $25,000

.
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annually,- thén the data components other than the two annual
series might have total costs in the $55,000-60,000 range.
In short, our best guess is the recommended system

entails total annual costs that are approximately $300,iiz.»

The Secondary Targets

At the outset of this section of the report, we divided
our recommendations into two parts. The primary target,
discussed at length above, was the development of an economic .

data system for art organizations. The secondary targets are

better data on the/employment and income of indivijﬂ%l artists

and better data on,public~seétor arts activities.

The system of data we recommend for arts organizations
if fully implemented will provide a great deal of information
not now available on the employment and income of artists,

but only thoke working in art forms dominated by institutional

rather than individualized production. Moreover, that sfétem

cannot provide, without burdening respondent organizations
gréatly, much occupational detail. For example, it seems
excegsive tu ask opera companiﬁiyto display separately

Wi

employment, income and wage scales for.singers, dancers,

[
o-» s

musicians and othex, artistic occupations. Furthermore, an

. .
organization-based data series will never tell us much about .

the overall employment and income of experience of any artists

‘except those employed on year-round contracts. N

In short, to learn much’ about the earnings distribution
of artists as such and their employment experieﬁbe over a

periocd, we must rely'onwdata sources that are based on

-
Lol

inquiries made of the artists, not organizations. As in
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3 A the past, some information can be derived as a by-product of

the Current Population Survey, but because the Survey's

sample is a small one, that source is inherently limited.

?
]
§ * The decennial Census of Population, however, is potentially
§ ,, . a rich source of information on individual artists. The
[ principal deficiencylin this source lies in its failure -
to distinguish between artists' income and employment from

<&
artistic endeavors and from other activities. Artists

i

{\ ‘ | C

1" LI nﬁ@éxiously depend heavily on non-artistic pursuits for

; their livings, and surely work outside their professional

X

: fields more than any other occupational group. Our

i // recommendation is that the population questionnaire be very
]

slightly expanded to ask two questions roughly along these lines:
f | 1f, in angwer to question ___, you identified your
s occupation as (list artistic occupationsf, -
(1) What portion of the earnings reported in question__
- . came from actually working in that occupation?
(2) How many weeks were you employed L@%t year working
. in that occupation, rather than some<gfher field?
Surely the least excusable of all the mgﬁy~deg£?iencies
_in the economic data on the arts is the lack of infarﬁﬁﬁ@on
about publig'expeﬁaiture in sugport of the Artgb ‘no one can .
S . specify, with any precision at all, the total level of public
spending in a given year, for example. This is inexcusable
bedausg one_granting agency presumably must know what other

granting agencies and levels of government are doing, if

Sk e n g
.

policy decisions are to be sensible; Lecause 1egislative'

W e

" "committees keep asking Without success for this information;

,.

N
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and because it is relatively easy to provide the information,

once there is a decision to try to do so.,  There is an obvious

-

mechanism, the Governments Division of the Census Bureau.

The standard ﬁormat of Census statistics on public‘finance

and public employment does not provide data on the arts

largely because public expenditure for the arts heretofore

has been too small‘to.justify establishing a separate category.
The standard Census format was inadequate, for other reasons,
in supplfing data on criminal justice and environmental gquality
activities, but for'several years the Governments DivisionJ

has been providing extremely detailed tabulations on these

subjects, on the basis of reimbdtsemgnts by the relevant

Federal agencies. The Arts Endowment could take similax

steps, at low cost, surely costs far below those incurred

for the NRCA one-time study of state afts agencies, for example.
In section 3, we did not award high effectiveness

rankings to the treatment of the arts in geperal-purpose

Federal government statistical series like the National

Income Acounts and County Business Patterns. It would bhe
possible 'to improve the utility of the data that these sources,

uniguely, are capable of providing, by relatively marginal

changes. In’ the case of County Business Patterns, the
industrial classification used could be modified slightly,
in the direction of the Census of Business élassification,
to great advantage. The estimates of persconal consumption
expenditures for the performing arts in the National Income

Accounts are shaky ones and could be improved at small cost.

But to do this requires that the Federal statistical
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agencies, for whom the arts are a minor side-show, be goaded,

encouraged and assisted by the one Federal agency for which ) |
the arts are everything, the Arts Endowment. Therefore, >
we recommend strongly that the Arts Endowment take on,

explicitly and consciously, the tasﬁ of continually pressing

others to improve data on the arts. This does not require

major Arts Endowment expenditurg, but it does require that

some staff time be specifically allocated to this assignment.

Publication and Dissemination

As more economic data on the arts become regularly

available, art-world users of these data no doubt will be
lncreaSlngly more familiar with them and increasingly more

' adept at thelr interpretatmon and analysis; moreover, the
availability of data will induce moxe researchers and pclicf
analysts to devote more attention to the arts. However, J
because' there is little prqsent.f;ﬁiliarity with economic \\-

K;fdhta on the arts, users need help in handling the new data on

the arts. Essentially, the forms in whi¢h the new data are
prés?nted and disseminated must include enough easily
coﬁpxéh&nd&dminterpratative material to make the data truly
accessible to unsgphisticated users. At the same ti&e, the

" new data should not be ‘presented in such summary form that
the material useful to the sophisticated is suppressed or
available only upon special, frequently-rejected and costly
raquesﬁ. It was mentianed'in Section 3 that many arts pecp}é
found the presentation in the 1974 Ford study daunting; at

the other end of the spectrum, sophisticated analysts find

the mode of presentation in Museums U.S.A. (and. other NRCA

-
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products) obfuscating. There is a clear need to do better,
for both types of audience.

The reports on the Project in the Arts surveys are,
perhaps, the right prototype fo£ interpretative &;terial on
arts data for the general artsaudience.igf Thus, we enviség&
an interpretative discussion of findings, done within or by
contract with the Arts Endowment, as a necessary introduction
to any and all publications containing the data recommended
in this study. A possible publications schedule would include
separate annual reports on each of the major art forms; an
annual compendium repeating the tabular content of the
separate reports and providing totals aarmsspart forms.and
whatever geographic disaggregation is feasible; and an
expanded version:-of these reports in the guinquennial Census
years. We note, explicitly, that Censusﬂeﬁ Selected Servige
Industries data“must not be permitted to languish in Census
of Business reports, unknown fQ everyone exceptﬂthe fow
analysts who are familiar with the buried treasure "selected
Subject"” reports of the economic censuses contain. Instead,

.

the Arts Endowment itself should publish, and promote the

"distribution of, reports containing the data.

Tt is worth making explicit the importance @ﬁklnéludinﬁ
an Standatd publications as much of the datd as possible. |
Analytic as well as informational uses of the data are
minimized by publishing nothing but skeletal summaries with

a footnote mentioning that special tabulakions-are available

Eg/This is suggasted by the large number of verbal and
written observations commenting favorably on the Project's
reports that wa have heard and seen.
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upon request. And the total volume of data recommended here
is far from vast. There are fewer than 100 data items in

the most detailed component of the annual series spelled

out in-Table 8; all this detail is unlikely to be tabulated
for more than 50 art form and.geagraphic classifications,
yielding only 5,000 annual figufes, and with cross-~tabuylations
and summary comparisons, no more than 15,000 figures, which
can be displayed in fewer than 50 pages of tables. Even the
gquinguennial compendium would be a modest one, perhap§ no
more than three times as bulky as the annual series. By
Federal statistical standards, a compendium with 130 pages

of tables is a small one, not a large one. Once the decision
to invest in a good system of economiN§ data on the arts has
b&en'taken, the cost~effective corsllagy is surely to publish
everything not subject to confidentiality requirements, and

td assure that the publications circulate as widely as possible.

-

s
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At numerous points in thas roport, we daistinguished
ketween the techmicians 3nd professional rescarch types, on

the one hand, and others closely involved in the operations

ry,

% arts organizations and policy-making for the arts. We
made this distinction in connection with our cost~effeoctiveness

analysis and our surveys Of user needs. It is appropriate

" to conclude by making explicit something that 1s implicit in

the entire discussion of recommended wmprovements:  the

technierans may have a spegial interest in some of the detail

o EE




we recommend and are likely to be especially concerned that
the data series permit\all sorts of crOSs«tébulations and
other statistical manipulations, but all the users share a
common interest in having data thatxa}e complete,areliable,
continuous over time and comparabhle across categories. Most
_users are most concerned with data for thé art forms or |
instituﬁions with which they work, but the users have such
diverse affiliations that their combined needs cover the )
waterfront. The data sex;es'yé recommend have few features
that serve only the more arcane users. Instead, they will
serve the interests of all kinds of‘users, as long as the

S

product is properly documented and made fully adtassible.

f’\




