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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the study was to determine financial resources 

utilized for the prorrotion of university dance perfo:tlllance programs 

and to compare these funding resources 1) in their extent of 

funding of these dance programs, 2) in the utilization of these 

funds by the university dance programs, and 3) in the restrictions 

by these resources for the potential funding of university dance 

programs. 

'Ihe subproblem of the study was to investigate the perceptions 

of university dance professionals towards using corporate funding 

as an external resource, in canparison to the perceptions of 

corporations towards funding university dance programs. 

In order to view the present funding sources of university 

dance perfonnance programs, the Dance Resources Inst.rurnent-I was 

used to collect data fran 120 colleges and universities which had 

a degree program in dance during the 1984-85 school tenn. A 57% 

return response was gained from the ORI-I. 'Ihe Dance Resources 

Instrument-II was used to detennine potential funding resources 

by studying 58 corporations which had previously given some degree 

of funding to a dance organization. The DRI-II also had a 57% 

response return. 

Fran the descriptive results of the study, conclusions were 

drawn with regard to the financial resources of university dance 

perfonnance programs, the extent of funding for these programs, 
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the utilization of funds by these programs, the restrictions on 

funding of university dance perfonnance programs, and the 

ccmparisons of perceptions of funding between dance performance 

programs and corporations. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

"Never th.ink you need to apologize for asking 
someone to give to a Y10rthy object, any rrore 
than as though you were asking him for an 
opportunity to participate in a high grade 
investment. " -- John D. Rockefeller, Jr. 
(!.Drd, 1983, p. 4) 

Funding for dance has long been a difficult task for those 

administrators responsible for the continuation of programs. '!he 

energy and interest of millions of dance enthusiasts has helped to 

keep the art fonn alive. 'Ihrough the supJ?Ort of individuals, 

foundations, governmental agencies, and businesses, dance 

canpanies have been able to atterrpt new choreographic ideas, 

educational approaches, and technological advances. 

"Daring in the 60's, ccmnissioned, funded, and produced in 

the 70's, and now televised and packaged for home video in the 

80's, the squeaky clean, contentless experimentalism of the 

downtown danceworld is now much rrore than mere food-for-thought 

for those who never 'w'ent above 14th street" (p. 8) is how 

Branberg (1981) viewed the dance scene. Growth is apparent in 

the 'W'Orld of dance and perfonnance. With this expansion of public 

appeal, rrore funding sources are needed to infonn and educate all 

levels of audiences and students of the arts. Professor John G. 

Sim::m of Yale University as re{X)rted by Crirnnin and Keil (1983) 

(1) 



points out the following: 

~nprofit organizations in our society under-
take missions that are, in other countries, 
conmitted to business enterprises or to the 
state. Here, we irtp:>rtantly, if not ex-
clusively, rely on the third sector to cure 
us, to entertain us, to teach us, to study us, 
to preserve our culture, to defend our rights 
and the balance of nature, and ultimately, to 
bury us. And \-le rely on private philanthropy-
third sector financing-to support activities 
that other nations support with public funds. 
(Crinmin and Keil, 1983, p. 18) 

Koch (1979), however, stated that there was not much 

likelihood that any other source besides corporate giving could 

show much growth. He reported that only one corporation in five 

reports any tax deductible contributions. Al though the Intemal 

Revenue Service pennits up to 5% of pretaxable earnings to be 

given as contributions, the total corporate contribution averages 

less than 1% of pretaxable incane. On the other side, however, 

there is evidence of the alienation of many artists to the 

existence of possible corporate support. Gideon Chagy, as 

reported by Koch explains it this way: 

['llle artist's] skepticism is often expressed 
in the assertion that businessrren and corporations 
are incorrigibly crass, philistine, and incapable 
of actions that do not serve their own self-interest 
narrowly conceived in teDllS of maxi.mum possible 
profit. If business is inherently egocentric 
and grasping it follows that any act of 
philanthropy on the part of business must be 
suspect, and its "real"-and therefore 
reprehensible--rrotive rrn.1.St be exposed. For sorre 
artists it also seems to follow that acceptance 
of help from business or frcm a businessman nrust 
corrode their artistic integrity and acceptance 
of such patronage will show up in their art as a 
visible reminder of their fall from grace. 
(Koch, 1979, p. 243) 
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Schnaue (1984) asserts a positive note to this reality in that 

the rrost recent increases in contributions to dance and the other 

arts have been due to increased and improved fund raising procedures. 

Although funding sources and differing methods of fund raising were 

reviewed in the research literature, corporations and their potential 

as a funding resource for university dance programs was the major 

concern of their research investigation. An effort to discover how 

funds are given, why they are given, to whom they are given, and 

for what benefits, will be the components in this research. 

Staterrent of the Purpose 

'!he puxpose of the study·was to detennine financial resources 

utilized for the prarotion of university dance perfonnance programs 

and to compare these funding resources 1) in their extent of 

funding of these dance programs, 2) in the utilization of these 

funds by the university dance programs, and 3) in the restrictions 

by these resources for the potential funding of university dance 

programs. 

'!he subproblem of the study was to investigate the perceptions 

of university dance professionals towards using corporate funding 

as as external resource, in comparison to the perceptions of 

corporations towards funding university dance programs. 

Scope of the Study 

A sarrple of 120 college and universities, derived from the 240 

colleges and universities which had a degree program in dance during 
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the 1984-85 school tenn, was used to detennine the present financial 

resources for university dance programs. '!he College Guide: A 

Directory of Dance, 1985-86 was used to secure the addresses of the 

dance professionals associated with the chosen sample. 

'Ille sample to detennine the potential funding resources was 

derived by identifying 58 of the 116 corporations listed in A Guide 

to Corporate Giving to the Arts which had previously given some 

degree of funding to dance. 

Of those sampled, 68 dance directors from the 120 colleges and 

universities and 33 representatives from the 58 corporations contacted 

participated in the study. '!his was a 57% return from each group. 

Different letters and different questionnaires were sent to 

representatives of each of the above two groups in order to obtain 

the infonnation sought. 'Ille instruments were labeled Dance Resources 

Instrument-I (for college and university dance professionals) and 

Dance Resources Instrmrent-II (for potential funding resources). 

Hye:>theses 

For the purpose of this study, the following hyp::,theses were 

tested. 

1) 'Illere wil 1 be no variance arrong funding sources in the 

extent of financial resources obtained for the prorrotion 

of university dance perfonnance programs. 

2) '!here will be no variance in the utilization of funds by 

dance perfonnance programs arrong the financial resources 
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obtained for the prorrotion of university dance perfonnance 

programs. 

3) 'Ihere will be no variance in the restrictions for funding 

dance perfonnance programs arrong the financial resources. 

4) '!here will be no perceptual variance between dance 

perfonnance programs and corporations in the use of 

corporate funds for university dance perfonnance programs. 

Assumptions 

It was assumed by the researcher that the dance professionals 

who responded to the questionnaires sent to those colleges and 

universities surveyed were knowledgeable of the funding procedures 

of their institution and answered the questionnaire as truthfully as 

possible. 

It was further assumed that those persons contacted as 

representatives of corporations informed the researcher of the rrost 

recent infonnation about the funding procedures of the respective 

corporation and did so in an unbiased manner. 

Limitations 

'Ihe results of this study were limited by the extent of the 

subjects' awareness of availability of funds for dance perfonnance 

programs. 

Significance of the Study 

'Ihe National Research Center of the Arts perfonned an in-depth 

survey in 1973 and an update in 1975 with regard to the public's 
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evaluation of the arts (Koch, 1979). '!he survey indicated that 

ninety-three percent of those questioned agreed that the arts were 

i.rrportant to the quality of the cormruni ty. Eighty-five percent of 

those surveyed believed that the arts were i.rrportant to the business 

and economy of the ccmmmity. 

'!he pledge, however, to financially support arts programs has 

not been recognized. Koch (1979) explained that the primary source 

of financial support for the arts has been wealthy individuals and 

foundations. 'lhese two resources can no longer be the only 

financial assistance given to the growing needs of arts programs. 

Baumol and Bowen (1966) predicted the present problem of funding 

arts programs. '!hey explained that the rise in the demand for the 

arts would result in arts organizations being required to provide 

rrore services. '!his increase in services would mean rrore perfonners 

and staff, as arts organizations are labor intensive. Unfortunately, 

however, there are no labor saving devices in or mass production of 

the arts. As predicted, higher costs could not be met just through 

greater oox office receipts. 

Within the past few years, the funds for the continuance of the 

National F.ndowrrent for the Arts (NFA), a national prorroter of the 

arts, were threatened by the U. S. governm:nt. Frank Hodsel 1, 

chairman of the NFA, reacted in 1982 to President Reagan's fifty 

percent slash of the NFA' s budget. He declared, as reported by 

Hill (1982), that the NEA's purpose was to be a catalyst, and 

suggested that the private sector be awakened to the financial needs 

of the arts. 
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Further evidence of attempts by the U.S. government to reduce 

financial support to educational programs such as university dance 

programs was related by Cdden (1986). He feared that unless 

dramatic changes occured in the current issues pressing Congress, 

increases in Federal aid to higher education would be an unlikely 

major source of revenue. 

To date, the lack of ccmnittment by university professionals 

has also been a deterrent to the funding of university related 

projects such as dance performance programs. Stophlet (1975) 

related the following: 

On campuses throughout the country, map.y--too 
ll0.Ily-sit and wait for the grant, the gift, 
the bequest which a confidential whisper has 
indicated "will be announced soon"; or count 
the days until the "coming tidal wave of 
students" will bathe their institutions in 
tuition revenues; or nurse the vague hope 
that some of the big industrial and corporate 
gifts will rub off on their schools. 
(Stophlet, 1975, p. 178) 

With this reality of massive reductions in Federal funds and 

a stagnation of contributions from individual and private donors, 

many organizations have increased their fund-raising efforts. 

According to Schnaue (1984), a greater errphasis on fund-raising may 

be the method of financially supporting cultural and educational 

programs in the future. 

M::>ore (1977) stated, "Continued expansion of public subsidy for 

arts organizations is the rrost certain way to insure cultural 

continuity and the people's access to the creative products of their 



own and earlier ages" (p. 68). 'Illose organizations which have a 

vested interest in the continuity of dance, such as the National 

03.nce Association, state arts agencies, and cornnunity arts groups, 

nay find the information from this study invaluable. 
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'!he infonnation gained from this research may be used by 

administrators of university dance programs, as well as commmity 

dance professionals and local dance companies in financing their 

dance programs. Such areas as advertising, grant seeking, matching 

funds, and comnissioned art funds for dance may becane rrore evident 

ways of increasing scholarships, perfonnance opportunities, and 

choreographic endeavors through the use of variable methods of 

funding, new extemal funding sources, and grant writing procedures. 

'!hose dance professionals involved in this study, as well as 

those corporations surveyed, may become rrore aware of the financial 

concems and expectations of the reciprocal group. '!his study will 

establish previously unavailable base-line data useful to dance 

corrpanies and corporations alike, who are interested in t.~e prorrotion 

and funding of dance perfonnance programs. 

~finition of Te:rms 

Arts. '!he areas that embrace dance, ITD.1Sic, drama, creative writing, 

painting, and/or design. 

Corporations. 'Ihe organization fanned through the association of 

employers and employees of a certain industry that has major 

industrial sites in more than three states. 



Dance. 'Ihe choreography, instruction, and/or perfonnance of the 

following movement styles: folk, square, social, rrodern, 

jazz, tap, ethnic, ballet, and/or mime. 

9 

Dance Performance Program. An organization of college students which 

has as its primary purpose the perfonnance of dance for 

learning, experience, and public performance in concerts. 

Financial Resources. Sources of available funds used to support 

the operation of dance perfo:rmance programs. 

Foundations. A nongovernmental, non-profit organization managed by 

its own trustees and directors established to maintain or 

aid social, educational, charitable, and religious organiza-

tions which serve the ccmron welfare. 

Individual or Private Ixmors. A person that contributes to personal 

interests solely on behalf of himself or another singular 

human being. 

Potential Funding Sources. '!hose corporations who have already 

defined dance as a positive area to support, but who could 

increase their support through in-service training, seminars, 

in-house privileges, volunteer assistance, advise on granting 

and receiving funds, and/or further rronies. 



CHAPTER 2 

Review of Literature 

Introduction 

In a 1975 survey by the National Research Center of the Arts, 

the public's evaluation of the arts was high (Koch, 1979). Ninety-

three percent of those surveyed said that the arts were important to 

the quality of life in a cormrunity. Eighty-five percent believed 

the arts were important to the business and economy of the cc:mnunity. 

Recomnendations to include the arts into the general curriculum 

have recently resurfaced according to Duke (1984). She reported 

that many school administrators and teachers have reassessed the 

definition of a well-rounded education. Although math, science, 

and canputer literacy were high priorities, a balance of subjects 

that nurtured creative thought, expression of ideas, and recognition 

of cultural values were also considered to be essential. 

'Ihe Getty Center for Education in the Arts is an institution 

funded through the Getty Foundation. This center is guided by two 

important premises. '!he first is that an individual is never 

adequately educated without having studied the arts. Secondly, 

if a significant change is to occur in the way the arts are 

perceived by the public and taught in the schools, dedicated 

professionals rmJSt secure additional monies to improve the 

(10) 



condition and to prom::)te understanding of the arts importance 

(Duke, 1984). 
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'lhese concerns for the welfare of the arts conmunity, however, 

are not shared by everyone. Straight (1969) included the following 

sums to verify national priorities. 

$80 billion was spent for the national defense 

$43 billion was spent for health and welfare 

$ 5 billion was spent for space exploration 

$ 4 billion was spent for roads 

$ 7 million was spent for the arts 

Straight further added that the total support for the arts by the 

Federal governrnent was smaller than one minor grant made by the 

National Science Foundation to the Polytechnic Institute of 

Brooklyn. Governrrent spent three cents of every $1000 of 

government expenitures on the arts. 

Further evidence of the Federal govenurent's inability to 

recognize arts education, as well as education in totality, is the 

scrutiny that educational research has recently received. As the 

authorizing law for educational research expires in September, 1986, 

much debate about the law's demise has surfaced (Palmer, 1986). 

Odden (1986) agreed with Palrrer as he infonned the public that 

now rrore bills than ever before, which concern increases in ed-

ucational funding, do not even reach the floor debate in Congress. 

He warned that a significant increase in Federal aid to education 

will not likely occur. 
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With the lack of attention to the arts, particularly in education, 

rrore colleges and universities will need to try to raise rrore rroney 

for these programs than ever before. George Bra1<ely III, as reported 

by D=sruisseaux (9/4/85), stated "the competition for the philan-

thropical dollar is going to be absolutely fierce." 

'Ihe philanthropic dollar has assurred many faces over time. 

Understanding the genesis and the rise of philanthropical be...'1avior 

may give sare indication of the status of the public's rrotivation 

to support organization through grants and donations. 

'Ihe Rise of PhilanthropY 

As early as the 11th century, it was found that properties 

were conveyed to the Saints. In the Ixx:rnsday Book written in that 

century, it emphasized that a person should bequest property while 

still living in order to avoid the "doomsday" theory of being 

forgotten after death (Rusk, 1961). later in the 14th century, 

however, the concern switched from one's own soul and eternal 

existance to a rrore present day idea of philanthropy, that is, 

concern for the fellow man. 

Four thousand years ago, the Olinese and :Egyptians set 

aside portions of their property to support religious observances 

and to maintain the pyramids of the Pharaohs. Even Plato used 

incare frcrn his estate to perpetuate the educational support of 

his Academy (Goulden, 1971). 

According to Weaver (1967), with the corning of Oiristianity, 

the early ancestors of religious foundations were established. 'Ihe 
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church often taught parishers to give before death made it too 

late. As a dying rnan realized this, the church usually had a 

representative at the death bed to become the recipient of funds on 

behalf of the church. 

'!he colonial fund raising in America was not only concentrated. 

on religion, but also on a new idea. That new idea was higher 

education. Brakely (1980) related that the Massachusetts Bay 

Colony sent three clergy back to England to raise money for Harvard. 

'!his was the first American effort to publicly support higher 

education. Marts (1953) stated that ten of the present colleges 

in the United States were founded due to private philanthropy prior 

to the Revolutionary War. 

'!he first foundation in the United States, according to Weaver, 

(1967), was the Magdalen Society. 'Ihis society was established. in 

Philadelphia in 1800 in order "to ameliorate the distressed condition 

of those unhappy females who have been seduced from the path of 

virtue, and are desirous of returning to a life of rectitude" 

(p. 22). The Magdalen Society, however, had few serious candidates. 

later, in 1918, this society was reorganized into the White-Williams 

Foundation that operated for the purpose of homeless children. 

Benjamin Franklin was one of the first American philanthropists 

and helped to establish the philathropic foundation concept. He 

endowed the American Philosophical Society and gave aoout $4445 to 

Boston and Philadelphia for loans to "young married artificers of 

good character" (Goulden, 1971, p. 26). 
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A similar charitable organization early in the American 

philanthropic history was the Smith Charities. Weaver (1967) stated 

that this organization was fonned in Northampton, Massachusetts, 

to give assistance in tenns of "marriage portions" to poor young 

\\Ut1eI1 about to be married. Like the Franklin concept, this group 

restricted their activities for giving to a restricted geographic 

area. 

'1\\0 innovations that were recognizable as forerunners of the 

rrodem foundations were the Smithsonian Institute and the Peabody 

Education Eund. Goulden (1971) related that the Smithsonian 

Institute was founded in 1846 by a $500,000 bequest from James 

Snithson. Its main purpose was to produce research and to distribute 

new knowledge. 'llle Peabody Education Fund was fanned in 1867 to 

assist the war striken South after the Civil War. 

Rusk (1961) explained that the Arrerican society changed rapidly 

after the Civil War. Governrrent; however, could not keep up. 

People believed that "the relief of sickness, the protection of 

public health, and the education of young, created conditions in 

which enterprise, as well as good government would have a chance 

to flourish" (p. 8). Citizens took over the activities that the 

government did not do, or did poorly. In 1870, '!he Havens Relief 

Fund Society in New York provided relief for the poverty stricken. 

Other similar foundations were fanned as late as the early 1900's 

in an effort to ease the Civil War econanic problems. 
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Nielsen (1972) related that the m.nnber of foundations swelled 

until ~rld War I because of an era of econanic growth. '!he agony 

of the 1930's Depression left many foundations in a recession 

period or forced into inexistance. '!his continued until after the 

W:)rld War II period. 

In the 1930's and 1940's, the U.S. government took a new role 

in support of programs which earlier had been supported by 

philanthropic efforts. As examined by M::>ore ( 1977) , government 

support at this time for education and the arts stenmed not from a 

belief that they were important, but rather from an effort to 

provide employment. '!he ~rks Project Administration (WPA) 

established work relief through the building of schools, 

~iums, and theatres. 'Ihe Federal 'lheatre (FT) helped many 

dancers to perfo:rm, choreograph, and fo:rm canpanies. '!he Fr and 

the dance unit; however, soon came under political attack. Often 

dancers had charges of conmunism leveled against them. In 1938, 

the Dies Ccrrmittee of the Congress investigated the Fr. '!he report 

led to its demise. Moore further stated that during the 1950's, the 

government continued support of the arts, however, by sponsoring 

out-of-the country touring programs for dance canpanies. 

A decade of re-examing values was ushered in with the 1960's. 

Aroccmano (1981) related the American public realized that the arts 

played an essential role in our civilization. 'nle arts were 

encouraged by govenunent, private businesses, and foundations. 

Although foundations found nruch strive in the 1960's because of tax 
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reform legislation, the govenunent answered the financial needs of 

the arts. In 1965, 'Ihe National Endowment for the Arts was formed. 

'Ihe National Endowrrent for the Arts 

'Ihe National Endowment for the Arts (NFA) was the brainchild 

of President John F. Kennedy. However, due to the early death of 

Kennedy, it was under the direction of his successor, Lyndon B. 

Johnson, that the NF.A became reality. On September 3, 1964, 

President Johnson signed Public Law 88-579, which established the 

National Council on the Arts. A year later on September 29, 1965, 

Public Law 88-209 was signed, and the National Foundation on the 

Arts and Humanities was fanned (M:>ore, 1977) • As explained by 

Laine (1981), this foundation was divided into the National 

Ehdowrrent for the Arts and the National Fndowrcent for the Humanities. 

Laine (1981) defined the goals of the NFA as the "fostering 

of professional excellence of the arts in America, to nurture and 

sustain them, and equally to help create a climate in which they may 

flourish so they may be experienced by the widest possible public" 

(p. 62) • 

M::>ore (1977) stated that one of the nnst successful programs 

in the area of dance that was provided by the NFA was the Dance 

Touring Program. At the birth of this program in the late 1960's, 

only four canpanies toured with the hopes of reaching new audiences. 

Cnly one decade later, well over one hundred canpanies were on the 

touring program. 



17 

M::)ore further added that the Fducation Program of the Endowment 

started another successful program. This program was called 

Artists in the Schools. In th.is program, like other artists, dance 

specialists would spend two to six weeks in elementary and second-

ary schools in an attempt to integrate the arts into that setting. 

Iaine (1981) reported that the appropriations for the NFA 

began at $2.5 million. '!he 1981 budget topped $154 million, of 

which dance received $8 million. In the January 3, 1970, edition 

of The New Republic, it was stated that the Endowrrent's nnney was 

to be "supportive rather than primary" and designed to "generate 

other funds" and to encourage support "fran audiences, generous 

individuals, corporations, and foundations" (p. 9). 

Coe, et. al (1980) affimed that the purpose of NFA funds were 

to be a fostering unit of the arts. '!hey noted that al though the 

NFA supported exceptional talent in non-profit, tax-exempt 

organizations, the NEA did not support arts activities leading to 

an academic degree. However, degree producing institutions could 

apply for matching grants to secure a professional dancer or dance 

canpany in a residency program. Holden (1970) reported, as an 

example, that the University of Wisconsin received $203,767 to 

conduct experiments on how to increase rural cormnmity receptivity 

to and participation in cultural arts programs. 

State Arts Agencies 

About one-half of the states at the time the Endowment was 

established had arts agencies supervised by the state. According 
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to Holden (1970), every state and territo:cy including the Virgin 

Islands, American Sam::>a, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, 

now has an operating arts agency. Approximately one-third of the 

rroney directly allocated to the Endowment is distributed in state 

arts agencies. 

Schnaue (1984) provided infonnation through the National 

Assembly of State Arts Agencies on the state arts agencies' 

legislative appropriations for the fiscal years of 1983 and 1984. 

'!he states were ranked by their per capita giving. See Table 1. 

'Ihe Program Infonnation for Arts Presenters manual warned that 

NFA grant seekers should apply for aid fran state arts agencies at 

least one year to eighteen rronths in advance of the expected 

receipt of funds. An exarrple of the time line for granting from 

the NF.A for the year 1985 was given as follows. 

Application deadline 

Notification date 

Earliest project start 

February 25, 1985 (notice of 
intent) 

May 6, 1985 (final application) 

December, 1985 

June 1, 1986 

Government Control of Philanthropy 

Just as the Federal Governrrent provided funds for dance 

through the NFA and the state arts agencies, it also affected 

different areas of philanthropy and contributions to dance and 

to other organizations. As Brakely (1980) testified, "philanthropy 

appears to have no inherent restrictions other than those implied 

by tax laws" (p. 3). 
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Table l 

State Arts Agencies and Appropriations 

St.1tr Arts Agencies lrgisl.uiv, Appropri.ations, Fisc.al Yun 1'83 .and 19&4 

~rC.apiulO Appropri.alion, ISi Lin~ 
R.anll 191M l"3 1984 1913 '1.0.ang, 11,a,1 

Al.ab.am.a 19 0 146 s ;'50.COO s 5i0.00J JI b s 
AluL.a 1 10"..5 0 1:07.i Ud9.500 4.97'S.800 -99 
A~nc.1n S...mo.a 10 111.-1 147.1 36.;'50'" 47,500 -z:u, 
Ani.uru 52 14.9 IS.0 4:6.00l 419.100 u 
Arlr..ansH 34 ll.9 J2.4 i'J0.904 742.946 -1.6 
C.ahfom~ JJ 34.0 44.0 8,-WI.COO 10.649.0CO -21.1 
Colorado 40 27.7 2!.S ~l.Hl 8-M.cr.7 -.I 
ConN'CTK'UI JS 31.0 2!.I 978.COO Ml.~ 10.9 
0.~W.lrT 1-4 69.2 7U ,116,.)00 428,1.W -u 
O.s1ne1 ol Columbt..a 9 145.2 IJU 916.400 Ml,400 J.9 
Flun(U 18 50.S )9,J 5,2b-4.l06 J.997.i24 Jl.7 J,5l1.J36 
CAorgu )9 28.5 29.5 l,60S.i'96 1,6-41.521 -2.2 
Cuam 4 175.5 108.9 192.924 I 15,4-45 "·' Hawaii 7 147.a 161.6 I • 468. ii"9 1.585.509 -7.4 724.200 
Idaho 56 10.6 10.1 1cr..00l IOJ.300 -1.J 
Illinois 21 "8.0 24.0 5.49:?.~ 2.7'Sl.900 99 6 
lnd~ru 42 26.S 25.7 1.-150.128 UOJ.:S6 J.J 
low• SI 16.5 12.9 -li9,7'06 Jn.i"76 28.7 
K..ans,H ,&a 17.6 17.:? -422.978 410,660 J.0 
~ntuclr.!f 26 40.6 JS.-4 1."39,COO 1.:95.564 14.9 
louiS~N ic; 38.0 -45.9 1,65.8.892 1,978.007 -16.l 
M.ainf' 45 21.9 19.2 :?"3.5::?9 217,039 14.S 
Muvl.and 24 (2,4 u.s 1.807.983 1.810,603 -.1 106.SOO 
M.ass.1Chus-nts 8 1-17.-4 9S.J 8,523,6il 5,500,CXXI 5.5.0 
Mich1g1n IJ 78.:? 56.7 7,1::?6.:00 S.217.200 l6.6 2,9.W.000 
Minnnou 19 "8.9 )i.7 2.020,t,OO 1.5--12.-17.? 31.0 638.800 
M1ss1ss1pp1 47 18.0 17.2 -159 . .WS -135.32-1 S.5 
Missoun 20 -48.S 50.5 UOI.JOi 2.4~.~ -J.7 
Mon1.aru IS 67.6 17.6 s.u.~2 139,-156 21111.4 100.755 
Nriwaslr..a l6 Jl.0 29 . .5 491.857 465,99-4 5.6 
Nf'Vada S4 1).1 11.2 115.6-17 9-1.:?.8:? '12.7 
New t-um~h•rT SJ 13.J 10.J 1::?6.-124 96.J.li 31.2 
New Jr~ 22 47.7 48.5 3.S-W,.321 3.589.&42 -1.2 185.500 
Nf'W Me11co 30 37.6 39.2 510.i'OO 521,100 -2.0 
New York 2 198.8 200.8 35.100.0CO J5,J.W.CXXI -.7 
Nonh uroliN 2S JU 35.5 2.JiO.ftll l.lll.672 12..2 
No11h Ollr.oc. n 26.1 20.7 17.&.97::? 136.466 2S.l 
So11hnn MINNS 5 17H 59.6 JO.cm- 10,00) ::n>.O 
Ohta 17 51.8 .W,_1, 5.~.~7 5.02-U52 11.J 
OU.ahom1 16 55.1 $7.2 l,751.2.::?b l,T,"),517 -1.J 
Ort>gon so lb.6 1:.9 ~0.;'67 ~::?.~ ~.7 
rrnns\'h.-.anaa ':.1 .W.l -kl I -1,;'59.000 4.i'SS.000 .0 ru,r1~ R,co J 1150.: lb:.2 5.859.:CO S.lt!6.Z.W 13.0 
Rhode- Island JI 35.S -'l.5 339.blb 395.:b::? -I-I.I ;'Q,000 
Soulh urolin• 2J -17.-1 -'':..1 I.Sllt.fo+I 1.337.610 IH 1.;,00 
Soulh O,aou 37 J0.8 :::9 0 :?11.;-:"9 199.Zil u 
Trnr1n~ 55 11.J 10.-1 S::?7.iOO 481.600 9 .• 
T"u ..... !5.9 11.: J.951.;'l11 1.A03.313 119.1 
U1.ah 12 7'9 3 6-1:? 1.:JJ.0-ll t.:i"7.IISJ - ).5 
\'c-rmonl :?5 -'2. l )3.11 :1;,0:1:1 If.I. ~:.1 17.6 
VirJ,:1n hl.1nJ!> b 15:".;' l!-o 2 15a.iol" 1:,1.),!;S,, 3.9 
Vir,:;1nu "' ::;-:? :31'l U'-'5.:15 UfXl.;'ltl b.i 
'••••,h•n~h•n ):? )5.1 1;; I.~""·;": ;~-=-~~ 101.5 
\\'c-~• \'iri,;1n1.1 II 11; II 9~ b I. ;o,.,_ :-q: 1,/;{)7,r---0 - S.4 -'ltt.910 
\\'1:.:un~1n "9 17.0 1; I 11oe.:,ro ~.Oll - .I 
W~·um,n,.; )II )0 1 :~ Cl ISi.~ 1-C .... 1: 5.7 

SIJS.-'!l.'AA.I !,l::J.b~.-''15 73,. sa.;bl..:oul 

(Schnaue, 1984) *A list of all state arts agencies and their 
addresses may be found in Api::endix A. 
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Govemrnent took its first step to control philanthropical 

gifts in 1894. Rusk (1961) noted that the first general incane 

tax was approved that year for all corporations organized for 

profit. This did not include religious, educational, or charitable 

institutions. With the caning of vbrld War I, so came a rise in 

incare tax. In 1917, gifts to religious, educational, and charitable 

organizations then became deductible. 

In 1933, as reported by Marts (1953), educational and phil-

anthropical leaders feared an end to large scale giving in the 

United States. President Roosevelt's New Deal revealed plans to 

initiate new levies of taxation. It was proclairred that the 

Federal Governrrent ~uld asstme new responsibilities for the 

welfare of the American people. Although the proclamation had 

apparent effects on the inclinations of philanthropists, none 

of these seemed to last very long. 

'!he legislation of the 1960's established even rrore deterrents 

to the philanthropic world. The 1969 Tax Refonn Act hit the 

philanthropical foundations the hardest. This Act required private 

foundations to distribute five percent of their assets or their 

entire realized incare, which ever was greater, in grants. 

Nielson (1970) pointed out that nearly one-third of the Act was 

devoted to the subject of foundations. Knowles (1975) agreed with 

Nielson and raised the point that the Congress seemed rrore 

interested in crippling foundations than in correcting their abuses. 
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'lhe tax act also attacked those foundations which had attempted 

to deal with controversial problems such as race relations, urban 

crisis, and government inadequacies. The foundations were not 

allowed to devote any substantial part to "political or propagan-

distic activities" (p. 103). A flat ban was ~sed on any difficult 

to define grants, while conservative foundations serving the safe 

areas of science and medicine were sheltered (Knc:Mles, 1975). 

'Ihe direction of foundation funding during the ne.'Ct few years 

according to Knc:Mles (1975), changed fran funding controversial 

and creative projects such as the arts to roc,re traditional and 

often backward looking scientific projects. Within the same ti.Ire 

period, however, the government had established the NFA. 

Holden (1970) disclosed that the acceptance of the NFA by 

Congress was little short of miraculous. EKcept for the tax 

exemptions to non-profit groups, the government prior to this 

had done nothing to help the arts. The government with its gift 

to the NFA may have seemed generous to the knerican public, but 

as lblden contested, the Austrian Government spent $3.78 per 

capita on the arts; Great Britian spent $1.23; and the United 

States, in the same year, spent 10¢ per capita. 

'lhe different United .States president during the 1970's and 

1980's reacted to the NF.A and philanthropical gifts to the arts 

in a variety of ways. Housewright (1970) explained Nixon's 1969 

proposal to the Congress on the NFA. In this proposal, Nixon 

asked Congress to extend the public law which created the NFA 



beyond its tennination date of June 30. 1970, for an additional 

three years. He further proposed $40,000,000 in new funds in the 

year of 1971 which doubled the 1969 budget. 
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President Carter was just as generous to the arts' endowment; 

hc:Mever, the Congress during his tenn was not. During his 

administration, the NFA's budget was slashed. Visari (1981) 

related that this budget cut mainly hurt those conmunities whose 

grants were small. 

The Reagan administration cut again the arts funding to the 

NFA by reducing monies by fifty percent (Visari, 1981) • Gurin 

(1981) disclosed that there would be further regulation of chari-

table organizations to care. He predicted that the objectives of 

smaller charitable organizations would be curbed due to the increased 

reporting time for federal government requireroonts through the 

loss of staff time in providing services. 

'!here still are sources of funding for the arts from the 

Federal Govemment if the grant seeker is creative. Hill (1982) 

offered one solution that a ccmnunity in Louisville, Kentucky, 

used in which the state governrrent granted assistance to the 

struggling arts. '!he state repealed an act that charged 5% sales 

tax on admission to artistic events. In this manner, the state 

did not have to put any money into the arts, but increased the 

inccrre by 5%. 

'Ihe Office of Education also has money available for the 

arts according to Straight (1969). This rroney is, however, more 
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difficult to obtain. The entire grant process is different. All 

initiative for these grants nrust come through the Boards of 

Education of schools or universities. Much of the m:mey has been 

issued for construction of facilities. One such facility was the 

fine arts building of Washburn University in 'lbpeka, Kansas. 

Young (1980) agreed that not all funds available to higher 

learning institutions were easily accessible. He stated that 

approximately 50% of all federal programs of potential interest 

to educationally-related institutions are not announced in the 

Federal Register. Many do appear, however, in the Corrmerce 

Business Daily. 

In 1982, sane changes were made to the Tax Refonn Act of 1969 

by the Federal Govemnent. The new tax act amendrrent limited the 

tax payment requirerrents to simply five percent of inves trrent 

assets, which rerroved sane burden from foundations (Annual Regis ter 

of Grant Support, 1983). 

A provision required by the Intemal Revenue Service (IRS) 

that would be of particular interest to grant seekers was listed 

in the Annual Register of Grant Sup'fX)rt (1983). All foundations 

with assets over $5,000 were required to sul:mit an annual report 

printed on the IRS fo:rm 990-AR. 'lhese ccmpleted foDllS are available 

for public inspection and are obtained by contacting the 

particular foundation, the IRS Center in Philadelphia, or The 

Foundation Center's regional libraries. A lis ting of The Foundation 

Center's regional libraries may be found in Appendix B. 



Foundations 

Private foundations are probably the rrost misunderstood area 

of philanthropy. According to the Annual Register of Grant 

support { 1983) , as many as eighty percent of all applications to 

private foundations are inappropriate or misdirected. While at 

least some of the blame for these errors is attributed to the 

foundation's lack of public information, grant seekers often 

tend to ltm,p all 22,000 private foundations in the United States 

into a single category. 
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Foundations are divided into five classifications according 

to Golden (1976). They are 1) General purpose, 2) Special purpose, 

3) Corporate or caripany funded, 4) Family funded, and 5) Corrmunity 

trusts. '!he general purpose foundation usually is involved with 

the identification of problems important to American society and 

are not limited to any geographic area in their grant support. 

A grant seeker should remember that these foundations are rrore 

attracted to programs and proposals with national and regional 

implications. An example of this -cype of foundation is '!he Ford 

Foundation. According to the Annual Regis ter of Grant Support 

(1983), '!he Ford Foundation receives 30,000 proposals a year and 

funds around 1,000. 

Special purpose foundations involve themselves with a specific 

area such as dance. 'Ihe Annual Register of Grant support (1983) 

reported that m:>s-f: of the foundations offer grants regardless of 

geographic location as long as the specific area of interes t is 

the main topic of funding. 
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Corporate foundations should be selected when capital 

canq;>aigns and/or purchase of new and unique equi:i;:tnent is the 

objective. 'lhese foundations often give to educational institutions. 

By far the largest number of private foundations are family 

foundations. '1he grant support pattern of this type of foundation 

is a personal matter. Unlike special interest foundations, family 

foundations seldan have set fields of interest. 'lhe Annual 

Register of Grant Support (1983) recognized that these foundations 

usually limit their grants to the locality of the family. To 

receive grants frcm a family foundation, this source reccmnended 

approaching them as if they were individual donors and not 

foundations. 

Camrunity foundations are those that collect money frcm the 

public and direct grants within the camtunity for which they are 

named. It is easy to distinquish a camrunity foundation, for it 

is always named for that ccmnunity. An exanple would be the 

San Francisco Foundation of San Francisco. 

'!he foundations in the United States serve many purposes. 

VEaver (1967) illustrated the areas in which the American 

foundations' dollars are distributed in Figure 1. 

Many of the contemporary foundations were created by rich 

rren, who according to Goulden (1971), "had the good sense, late in 

their careers, to realize they were but one short step ahead of 

either outraged public opinion, their own uneasy consciences, or 

the tax collector" (p. 19) • While all foundations are in the 
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business to benefit mankind, Golden (1976) stated they go about it 

in different ways and in various fields of interest. 

49S 

RELIGION 

Figure 1 

Distribution of Foundation D:>llars 
(Weaver, 1967, p. 65) 

foundations have been extrerrely generous to the dance 

field. 'Ihe Rockefeller Foundation gave grants totalling $368,400 

between the years of 1953-59, while the most generous sup?Jrt ever 

frcm a foundation to the field of dance was announced in December, 

1963, by 'Ihe Ford Foundation. '!he total for the year 1964 given 

by The Ford Foundation to the field of dance was $7,756,000. 

Friedm3n (1973) remarked that the smaller foundations nade 

rrost of their grants in the ccmnunities that they were located. 

In a sw:vey conducted by D'Amico and Shipley (1970) of 503 
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foundations in Illinois, over one-half (55.8%) specified local 

giving. Bordelon (1976) suggested that unless the organization had 

a professional fund raiser, smaller foundations were the best bet 

for assistance. He comrented that possibly the best place to 

start would be with the local Chamber of Corrmerce. A list of 

'!he Foundation Center's offices, ooth national and regional as 

sul::mitted by Golden (1976) is listed in Appendix B. 

Business Assistance 

Moore (1977) stated, "continued expansion of public subsidy 

for arts organizations is the rrost certain way in insure cultural 

continuity and the people's access to the creative products of 

their own and earlier ages" (p. 67). David Rockefeller, president 

of the Oia.se Manhattan Bank, mu.st have agreed with M:x>re' s idea. 

Koch (1979) related information regarding the foundation Rocke-

feller fonned in 1967, called the Business Conmittee for the Arts 

(BC.A) • 'Ihe BCA was founded to increase business support for 

artistic institutions. '!his new group was financed by four major 

foundations: Rockefeller Brothers Eund, and the foundations of 

Andrew W. Mellon, Ford, and Rockefeller. The goals of the BCA 

were to 1) gather and disseminate infonnation on corporate support 

of the arts, 2) to provide counseling for business £inns seeking 

to initiate new arts programs or to expand existing ones, 3) to 

carry on a public infonnation program to keep corporations informed 

of OPJ;Ortunities for support of the arts, 4) to work to increase 
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the effectiveness of cultural organizations in obtaining support 

fran business, and 5) to increase the personal involvement of 

business executives with cultural organizations (p. 242). 

Due to the efforts of the BCA, business support of the arts 

grew fran $22 million in 1967 to $436 million reported in 1979 

(Arcanano, 1981). In the 1984 annual report of giving in the 

United States, Schnaue (1984) reported that by 1982, total 

business support -had been increased to $506 million with dance 

receiving $21.6 million fran the business sector. 

Another organization that has served as a liaison between the 

arts 1N0rld and business 1N0rld is '!he Arts and Business Council, 

Inc. (ABC) • Philip ( 1981) described the ABC's services to 

coz:porations as including funding arts projects for public relations 

objectives, expanding corporate contributions, and creating programs 

to meet special coz:porate needs. Services to arts organizations 

as provided by the ABC included training seminars to improve 

management skills and trained business executives to serve as 

volunteer consultants. 

Anthony Bliss, an honorai:y chainnan of the NF.A, also assis ted 

in foll'lling an organization of businesses to assist in the economic 

survival of dance. Arocanano (1981) revealed the National 

Coz:porate Fund for 03nce was fomed in 1972. Its purpose was to 

seek financial support for dance through the business sector 

through in-kind services. The Fund found businesses to donate 

printing supplies, office equiµrent, furniture, etc. to dance 
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carpanies to begin management offices. In turn, dance companies 

offered discount tickets to performances and dance classes to the 

contributing coqx>ration's employees. 

Lee (1986) related that in-kind services were the rros t over-

looked, underutilized parts of tax incentive laws. He noted the 

importance of Section 170(e) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code which 

is known as the Special Contribution Rule. It allows businesses 

to donate excessive inventory to non-profit, tax-exempt organizations 

for a tax advantage. According to Iee, industry reported a two 

percent ($1.8 billion) excess in 1984. 

Only certain groups; however, can receive donations of 

merchandise fran businesses under this special contributions 

rule. 'Ibe recipient organization mus t provide services to the il 1, 

needy, or infants. Infants are described as minors, and further, 

may include college students. All foDnS of incorre property may be 

donated. Typical materials include audiovisual equiprent, canputers, 

clothing, paper, and copying machines. These items could all 

certainly assist a university dance perfonnance program. 

'Ihe business organizations mentioned above and Section 170(e) (3) 

have helped to s ti.mu.late interes t in dance programs and to educate 

audiences to the various dance foDnS. Through a rrore diversified 

business giving program of supplementing cash grants with in-kind 

services, the grant seeker for a university dance perfonnance 

program can further reach fund raising project goals. Corporations 

could also use sare of these techniques t:o improve their grant-

making process. 
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Corporate Involvement 

Private and individual donors account for 75-80% of the total 

giving in the United States (Koch, 1979). Of this, 50% goes to 

religious institutions. Koch stated that there was not much 

likelihood that there would be much growth in giving from any 

other source besides corporate giving. Brakely (1980) agreed and 

carmented that although the corporate sector's giving was sl~~ly 

increasing, it still remained in fourth place after individual 

gifts, bequests, and foundation support. The corporate sector has 

not kept pace in tenns of corporate giving as a percentage of 

corporate inccxne. An example of this was related by Schnaue (1984) 

when he stated that although corporations made six times as many 

gifts to the theatres in the United States, the average corporate 

gift was one-sixth the size of the average foundation grant. 

According to Koch (1979), only 4.5% of the giving to the arts corres 

frc:m the corporate sector. 

According to the Annual Register of Grant Support (1983), 

gifts/grants fran private foundations, corporations, and individuals 

in the year, 1982, was at $60.39 billion. While $48.69 billion of 

this was fran bequests, $3 .1 billion was frc:m corporation. Of 

the corporate contribution, 39% went to education, while 11% went 

to cultural and arts organizations. 

Koch (1979) illustrated the percentage of corporations in the 

differing industries that made at least a 5% contribution of their 

net incare. See Table 2. 



Table 2 

Percent of Corporations with Net Incane 
Making Contributions that are 5% 

Or fure of Net Incorre by Industry-1970 
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Industry Corporations 

Agriculture 
Electric, gas, and sanitary service 
Transportation 
Services 
Mining 
Finance, insurance, and real estate 
Ccmnunications 
Retail trade 
Contract construction 
Wholesale trade 
Manufacturing 

(Koch, 1979, p. 10) 

1.4% 
1.6% 
1.7% 
2.1% 
2.2% 
2.4% 
2.5% 
2.8% 
3.1% 
3.6% 
4.9% 

Koch (1979) urged the corporate sector to increase their 

giving in the following three ways: 

1) If 80% of the corporations that gave nothing would 
join canpanies that do contribute, a new resource 
would be tapped, and its effects would be felt in 
every ccmnunity. 

2) Corporate giving is unique in that a variety of 
support assistance could be given in lieu of cash 
contributions. 

3) 'lbe energy and interest of corporate employees 
could be tapped to support camrunity causes. 

Bordelon (1977) suggested the challenge grant method as a 

way in which corporations could begin to fund the arts. 'lhe 

Ola.llenge Grant Program requires that each dollar of federal 

rroney be matched by new and increased support fran the private 
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sector. 'Ihe program was a response to the significant decrease 

in foundation support and the simple fact that foundations alone 

cannot suplX)rt the proliferation and expansion of artistic activity 

today. 

Recently, coporate executives have learned, as reported by 

Koch (1979), that the arts have a basic need for grant funds and 

they fit into a canpany's activities in a natural way. Gurin (1981) 

found that many corporations recognized good returns in both 

advertising and public relations in the money contributed to the 

arts. Bordelon ( 197 6) discussed this fact and sugges ted that an 

organization should remember that a business donor may have 5% of 

pre-tax dollars available, but he may have an even larger advertising 

and public relations budget that arts groups should consider. 

Gurin (1981) predicted that corporate support of the arts 

could becare fashionable, if presented in the correct way. Koch 

(1979) quoted Faward L. Steiniger, the retired chainnan of Sinclair 

Oil ~y, as expressing the following on the marriage of the arts 

and the corporate sector. 

'!here is some irony in the reluctance of many 
business corporations to apply their rationale for 
supporting education to the arts. They may well 
find in the near future that the education they 
have helped to provide has made their support of 
the arts inevitable. '!he people who make up m::>s t 
of the audiences for the perfonning arts, are also 
the best educated-and it is this group which 
provides industry with m::>st of its managerial 
and professional personnel. '!hey want to work for 
canpanies and in ccrrmunities that satisfy their 
vecy discriminating standards. 
(Koch, 1979, p. 246) 
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Block and Goodman (1976) cited that vecy little research has 

been performed in the area of corporate charitable giving. Research 

to date; however, has shown that companies give to areas to which 

they identify. Desruisseaux (9/4/85) reported the perceptions 

of Anne F. Decker, Vice-President of the Council for Financial 

Aid to Education. She agreed that corporations want to target 

their grants to areas that relate to the general activities of 

their corporations or to the regions in which they operate. From 

the opposite perspective of this, Block and Goodman advised that 

non-profit organizations in need of contributions have typically 

worked in the dark regarding their potential contributor's 

notivations for giving. 

Koch (1979) agreed with the above source as he added that 

"one of the incredible things about corporate giving is how 

little infonnation m::,s t finns provide to nonprofit organizations 

that are seeking canpany support. This must be the 'rnushrocm' 

theocy: things grow best in the dark" (p. 24). 

Seeking the Grant 

Although taxes and governrrental policy may encourage scme 

giving, Wamer (1975) warned that the arrount of money raised for 

political purposes should be the only evidence needed to show that 

tax deductions are not the only reason people donate. Some donors 

may be approached from a marketing perspective. 
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It is advised that organizations seeking funding from various 

sources should begin locally in investigating how the ccmnunity 

feels about the project. Lord (1983) contended that a local mail 

or telephone survey be done in order to create dialogue with 

ccmnunity leaders and to develop a leadership awareness program. 

He also advised one-on-one interviews with these ccmnunity leaders. 

Iee (1986) agreed with Lord, as he suggested organizations looking 

for funds should consider local sources first. 

'Ihese conversations with ccmnunity leaders should assist in 

providing possible donors and motivations that lead donors to 

make gifts. Gurin (1981) concluded the following as the more 

realistic motivations rrost frequently cited on why donors 

contribute. 

1) 'lb assuage guilt feelings 

2) To counter public hostility 

3) To gain public recognition and approval 

4) 'lb attain social acceptance 

5) 'lb be remembered by posterity 

6) 'lb gain a tax advantage 

7) 'lb invest in a cause of personal importance 

8) To fulfill an obligation of one's station in 
the ccmnunity 

9) 'lb achieve ego fulfillment 

10) 'lb sustain the spirit when other interests 
pale 

(Gurin, 1981, p. 121) 



Brakely (1980) nore bluntly stated that people give because 

they get something out of giving - they receive some type of 

benefit. Whether the benefit is improved public relations, 

renewed employee interest, or a tax deduction, the benefit is a 

key to the gift. 
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Part of the success of receiving funds frcm various sources, 

as analyzed in the Annual Register of Grant support (1983), 

rests on the understanding of the grant making entities, the 

various types of grants, how they differ in objectives, and grant 

making procedures. Types of grant making entities has been 

previously discussed. Various types of grants may be found in 

Appendix C. Planning the procedures for securing grants and 

understanding objectives and their relationship to evaluation 

is what Kiritz (1983) called the nost difficult part of grant 

making. 

The guidelines to receive grants fall under three categories: 

1) types of projects, 2) planning for the application, and 3) the 

application process. With reference to the types of projects 

worthy of support, Koch (1979) noted one £inn's statement. 

We will contribute locally where we have 
special interest, knowledge, and involverent. 
We will consider projects and programs involving 
the environment, minority needs, special education, 
camumity health service, international programs, 
art, and cultural activities. support will 
generally go to proven organizations or new 
programs that can result in meaningful responses 
to social problems. 
(Koch, 1979, p. 24) 



Holding to the concept that only the well organized need 

apply, 'Ihe Foundation Center's Bulletin editor (1985) reminded 

the grant seeker that alrrost no contributor wishes to start 

scmething new and feel responsible to support it indefinitely. 

Foundations are ioost supportive of those seekers who have high 

artistic standards, sound management, and long tenn goals. The 

educational aspect of the project should be stressed along with 

the number of people who will benefit. 
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In order to make the organization asking for funds seem rrore 

~rthy, Bordelon (1977) hinted that ccmnunity visibility of the 

requester be improved. Leaders of the organization should become 

involved with cc::mnunity groups, publicity fliers should be sent 

to the prospective donors, etc. Warner (1975) stated that publicity 

does not raise rooney, but it is the best way to create a favorable 

climate for the funding canpaign. 

'!he Foundation Center's researchers (1985) advised that 

when planning for the application, the grant seeker should think 

about the factors affecting giving. 'lhese factors suggested were: 

1) Public relations value 

2) C.amumity need 

3) Preferences by top managerrent 

4) ElTiployee interest 

5) Fringe benefit 

6) Tax deductions 

7) Carlpeti tion with other grant seekers 
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Mayer (1980) suggested that one of the first questions that 

must be answered in the planning stage was whether the type of 

project fits within the interests of the donor. He further stated 

that 'Ihe Foundation Center maintains a list of foundations and 

their interests. 

Jacquette and Jacquette (1980) warned that foundation grants 

are usually made to organizations or institutions, while rarely 

to individuals. Grants to individuals are penni tted by the tax 

laws, but only under conditions approved the L~. 

Grant seekers are advised by Koch (1979) to know the 

contribution minimums and maxinrums of the donor. A budget schedule 

should be secured fran the public relations person of the donor's 

fi.nn, as sare grants must be sul:mitted up to two years in advance. 

Before applying for any rroney fran a donor, Wann (1985) 

maintained that a few guidelines should be considered. She 

suggested that to improve the chances of receiving rroney, the 

following should be answered. 

1) Does your proposal meet a real need? 

2) Does it provide a convincing solution to 
the problem you are addressing? 

3) Does your program really require foundation 
support? 

4) Is the scope of your proposed solution 
appropriate to the size of the problem? 

5) Are you sul:mi tting your proposal in the rrost 
appropriate fonnat? 



6) Are you only approaching those foundations 
which you have finn reason to believe will 
be interested in your pro:EX)sal? 

7) I:b you understand the review process and 
timetable of the foundations to which 
you have applied? 

(Wann, 1985, p. 7) 

If these questions posed by Wann can be answered, the 

application process is the next stage. Bordelon (1977) warned 
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that the application itself is the first clue to a perspective 

donor of whether or not a grant should be given. Is the application 

neat? Were directions followed? 

Various, but similar methods for writing grants to 

receive money were found. For example, Freeman (1981) related 

that a brief letter of intent which indentified the organization, 

its incane and expenditures, and the purpose of the funds sought 

was the best method. Bordelon (1976) added that the origin, 

histo:ry, and purpose of the organization should be included. 'Ihe 

people involved should present themselves in a business iroage. 

An arts grant seeker should not present himself in the "artiste" 

image. Bordelon further warned not to include cries of desperation 

on an application, as a donor wishes to know that the organization 

is reliable and able to meet day to day expenses. 

Brakely (1980) listed eleven ccrnponents of a proposal for 

funding. '!his list seemed to ccmbine the thoughts of all the 



other authors. 'Ihese catpJnents included: 

1) A title sheet 

2) An abstract or sunmary statement 

3) A statement of the problem to be addressed 

4) '!he goals and purposes of the project 

5) Measurable objectives or expected quantitative 
outcorres 

6) Procedures and a calendar to be followed to 
achieve the objectives 

7) An evaluative assessment format 

8) Uses to which the findings can be put for a 
broader segment of the population 

9) O:scriptions of facilities and equipnent needed 

10) Availability of qualified personnel 

11) A detailed budget 

(Brakely, 1980, p. 147) 

Kiritz (1983) organized the following itemized steps as 

a proposal fonnat and suggested the noted hints. 

1) A proposal sumnary: It should be clear, 
concise, and specific. Remember it is the 
first thing the funding source will read. 

2) An introduction: More often than not, 
proposals are funded on key personnel 
and their connections. '!hey should be 
told about the grant seeker's credibility. 

3) Problem statement: Doctm'lent the problem 
with key statistics. Io not overkill the 
sibiation. 

4) Objectives: The grant seeker should speak 
to the outcanes. 
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5) Methods: Surnnarize the methods previously 
tried, results, and the proposal's new methods 
to be initiated. 

6) Evaluation: Begin evaluation as soon as the 
project starts. Use objective, not subjective 
evaluation techniques. 

7) Future funding: How will the project be 
funded when the grant runs out? 

8) Budget: '!his includes wages, salaries, 
donated time, fringe benefits, and 
non-personnel costs (rentals, supplies, 
postage, etc.) 

(Kiritz, 1983, p. xiv-xix) 
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After the proposal has been well thought through, Hill (1977) 

warned of cQITITk)n errors in writing grants that a grant seeker 

should avoid. These errors lessen the chances of receiving the 

grant and put the project in jeopardy. '!he first is using the 

wrong application fonn, followed by not following directions on 

the fonn. '!he grant seeker should not err in procrastination, 

but should instead send the proposal as quickly as possible. 

Another error is the use of poor writing skills. The writer 

should visualize the reader and write in a wann style. The human 

element should be emphasized backed up with concrete examples. 

Hill suggested staying clear of professional jargon, as it may 

offend the donor. 

Hill also recognized legal blind spots as an error in grant 

writing. Such questions as "who has the rights to the research 

infonnation?" need to be clarified. '!he grant writer should seek 

outside feedback to assure readability of the script and should 

include a well-defined budget with the grant seeking package. 



'Ihe final step in the application phase would be to send a 

thank you note to the donor if an interview is granted. Knowles 

(1975) avowed to the importance of this, as this showed the donor 

that the organization remained interested and followed through 

without variance. 

Examples of Finding Funding Sources 

Most Americans, according to a Yankelovich, Skelley, and 

White poll, as reported by Desruisseaux (3/19/86), think giving to 

a good cause is an important responsibility. Many say they would 

give rrore to charitable organizations if they were asked to do 
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so. '!his poll, conducted in February, 1985, sampled 1151 American 

adults. Of these 1151 adults, 23% said they would have given rrore, 

but they were never asked. Grant seekers should recognize that, 

according to this poll, the most effective fund raising method is 

the one-on-one approach. Also discovered was the rrost generous 

contributors were people who were married or widowed, had a higher 

education, were Protestant, held a professional position, were 

between the ages of 50 and 64 years old, and had higher than 

average incanes. 

Farrell (1986) confirmed similar results to the above poll, 

as he reported on a study perfonned at the University of North 

Carolina-chapel Hill. 'Ihis study found that the average sports 

booster was over 55 years old, an alumnus, and had an incane 

between $25, 000 and $50,000. Another interes ting fact surfaced 

during this study that grant seekers would be happy to know. It 
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was found that over half of the sports boosters also gave rroney to 

other university programs. 'Ihree of the most often reasons given 

for contributing were to get tickets for events, to provide 

scholarships, and to increase the donor's prestige. 

'nle Ccmronwealth E\lnd has initiated a new national pilot 

program. '!his program, as reported by Desruisseaux (1/29/86), 

is a joint effort of businesses and colleges. It is called 

Career Beginnings. 'Ihe program is designed to help students 

hampered by poverty and/or family problems to continue their 

education. Colleges and universities in cities in the United States 

with populations over 100,000 may apply for grans up to $100,000. 

'!hey will be required; however, to raise matching funds fran local 

sources. Infonnation for application may be found in Appendix D. 

In St. Iouis, Missouri, the r-bnsanto Fund and Southwest High 

School fomed, in 1980, a School Partnership Program. This program, 

in its fourth year, enlisted the cooperation of one-hundred 

St. Iouis businesses and several universities and cultural organ-

izations. One program of particular interes t to this s tudy was 

the Alvin Ailey Dance Callpany residency, which assis ted in the 

developrent of a dance curriculum, conducted classes, and performed 

in concert at a middle school in St. Louis (Partnerships in Educa-

tion, 1984). 

An organization has been developed to help grant makers 

recognize sources of funding or in-kind services. lee (1986) 

related that 'nle Regional Association of Grantmakers alert each 
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other to ccrrmunity needs, corrmunicate their concerns as donors to 

government officials, and educate the public about the role of 

philanthropy. For information about this organization's address, 

see Appendix D. 

'Ihe American Association for Corporate Contributions, Inc. 

is headquartered in Evanston, Illinois. 'Ihis organization, as 

described by its 01.ainnan of the Board, 'Ihc:mas Graham lee (1986), 

is a national charity specifically authorized by the Internal 

Revenue Service to direct the transfer of corporate donations of 

rrerchandise to qualified non-profit, educational organizations. 

'lhe address of this group may be fo~d in Appendix D. 

'Ihe ~nthly ~tter, published by the Electronic Classrocm, 

provides updates of potential contributors, as well as helpful tips 

on maintaining current donors. 'Ihis newsletter is closely tied 

with the American Association for Corporate Contributions, Inc. 

An address of the newsletter may be found in Appendix D. 

International companies may serve as potential sources of 

funding for university dance perfonnance programs. 'Ihe Matsushita 

Foundation was described by Desruisseaux in the November 20, 1985, 

edition of 'Ihe Oironicle of Higher Education as the first United 

States co:q;orate foundation to be established by a Japanese ccmpany. 

'Ihe .Matsushita Foundation expects to extend between $500,000 and 

$800,000 in grants to prarote excellence in Arrerican education. 

An address to receive infonnation is listed in Appendix D. 



44 

Another Japanese corrp3.J1y has recently established a grant 

making foundation in the United States to support educational and 

cultural programs to pronnte cross-cultural understanding between 

the United States and Japan. Desruisseaux (11/27/85) related that 

Katsushige Mita, president of the company, believed these funds 

were an investment in human developnent and international cooper-

ation. An address of this foundation is listed in Appendix D. 

Historically, the early foundations set many of the standards 

still effective today. 

1) 'Ihe Snith Clarities (Weaver, 1967) restricted 
funds given to certain geographic areas. 
Carmunity foundations, individual grants, and 
family foundations of today usually restrict 
giving to a specific geographic area. 

2) 'lhe White-Williams Foundation (Goulden, 1971) 
gave funds to haneless children. '!he Federal 
Goveniment requires that to use Section 170 (e) (3) 
of the Internal Revenue Ccx:1e, services must be 
provided to the ill, needy, or infant. 

3) Philanthropic organizations operate best when 
the Federal Governrrent does the least. An 
example of this is the Havens Relief Fund 
Society (Rusk, 1961). 

'Ihe Federal Governrrent has affected grant making and funding 

procedures in several ways. 

1) It established the NFA to provide funds for 
arts organizations. A subsidiary of the NFA 
at the s tate level is the state arts agency 
(M::ore, 1977) • 



2) Section 170 (e) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
allows a tax incentive to businesses who 
distribute excessive merchandise to organiza-
tions who serve the ill, needy, or infants 
(college students) (I.ee, 1986). 

3) Legislation allows corporations to give up to 
five percent of their pre-tax dollars to 
charities for a substantial tax break. '!he 
Tax Reform Act of 1969 requires foundations 
to contribute five percent of their assets 
to charitable organizations (Nielson, 1970). 
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Several groups of concemed arts enthusiasts have surfaced to 

prcm:,te dance and the other arts. other groups have fm:rred to 

help such organizations as university dance perfo:r:mance programs 

secure needed grants. 'Ihese organizations include: 

1) Business Camti.ttee for the Arts (Koch, 1979) 

2) '!he Arts and Business Council, Inc. (Philip, 1981) 

3) National Corporate Fund for Dance (Aroccmano, 1981) 

4) '!he American Association for Corporate 
Contributions (Lee, 1986) 

5) '!he Regional Association of Grantmakers (Lee, 1986) 

Planning to initiate a possible grant requires time and 

research. Advice given for beginning a planning period was 

projected by several authors and briefly stated as: 

1) Foundations provide grants to organizations, 
but rarely to individuals (Desruisseaux, 1986) 

2) Coi:porations and foundations gave irore often 
to organizations with whcm they identified 
(Block and Goodman, 1976) • 

3) Foundations make less grants than corporations 
and businesses, but the foundation grant is u 
usually for a larger am::>unt of m:>ney 
(Schnaue, 1984). 



4) Programs wishing funding should be well 
established in the public eye (Bordelon, 
1977). Credibility of those involved is 
extrerrely important (Kiritz, 1983). 

5) Poor writing, not following directions, 
and procrastination are carrron errors of 
the grantwriter (Hill, 1977). 

6) New programs and m:thods of successful 
funding constantly are being published. 
Grant seekers should keep abreast of new 
infonna.tion (lee, 1986). 
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Success in receiving funds seemed to depend on four i~eas. 

'Ihese ideas presented by the Annual Regis ter of Grant Support ( 1983) 

include: 

1) Know the grant making entities. What do they 
want? Who do they fund? What activities do 
they sp:msor? 

2) Understand the difference between the different 
types of grants. Definitions of grants are 
found in Appendix C. 

3) Perfoon thorough planning procedures for a 
meaningful, well-defined problem. 

4) Relate the objectives to the evaluation 
procedure. 

Finally, as Duke (1984) stated, "the arts are a means of 

camtunicating with others the vecy essence of our unders ianding of 

life .•• we are certain that we need the arts because they pennit 

us to share perceptions that can not be expressed verbally, but 

nevertheless affinn our ccmron sense of humanity" (p. 614). 

As the year 2000 approaches, Trachtenburg (1983) related that 

understanding humanity through the arts will surely beccrne of rrore 

and rrore importance as Americans move toward a socialis tic 
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derrocracy. Higher education will begin to project unprecendented 

ideas aoout financing educational arts programs. Corporations, 

as donors to the arts, and education, as generators of the arts, 

must becorre interacting partners. There is not a reluctance to 

financially support worthy causes. As Desruisseaux (3/19/86) 

reported, people would give rrore, if they were only asked. 



CHAPTER 3 

Procedure 

Research Design 

'lhe pw:pose of the study was to detelJ'lli.ne financial resources 

utilized for the prarotion of university dance perfonnance programs 

and to compare these funding resources 1) in their extent of 

funding of these dance programs, 2) in the utilization of these 

funds by the university dance programs, and 3) in the restrictions 

by these resources for the potential funding of university dance 

programs. 

'!he subproblem of the study was to investigate the perceptions 

of university dance professionals towards using corporate funding 

as an external resource, in canparison to the perceptions of 

corporations towards funding university dance programs. 

'lhe results of the study were viewed in four sections 

reflecting the hypotheses of the study. 'Ihese included 1) the 

extent of financial resources obtained for the prarotion of 

university dance perfonnance programs, 2) the utilization of funds 

by university dance perfonnance programs, 3) the restrictions for 

funding between financial resources, and 4) the perceptual differ-

ences between dance professionals and corporate leaders with regard 

to funding university dance perfonnance programs. 

(48) 
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Sample 

'Ihe dance perfomance program sample consisted of 120 colleges 

and universities selected from the 240 institutions which had a 

dance degree in the school year 1984-85. '!he College Guide: A 

Directory of Dance, 1985-86 was used to secure the addresses of 

these colleges and universities. Fran this guide the sample was 

chosen by selecting every other college or university listed. 

'Ihe Director of Dance at each selected institution was contacted 

to participate as a subject of the study. See Appendix E for the 

participating dance performance programs. 

'Ille corporate sample for the subproblem consisted of 58 

corporations chosen from the 116 corporations recognized in 

A Guide to Corporate Giving in the Arts as previously giving sane 

fonn of financial support to a dance organization. '!be sarre 

procedure was used as in the first sample for selecting those 

corporations to participate. '!hose persons listed in this guide as 

the representative in charge of contributions fran the selected 

corporations we.re asked to participate. See Appendix F for those 

involved corporations. 

Representatives of the dance perfonnance programs and the 

corporations in each respective group received a questionnaire to 

be canpleted and retumed to the researcher. One follow-up letter 

with an enclosed questionnaire was sent to those selected dance 

programs and corporations which had not responded to the initial 
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letter and questionnaire. No replacement from t.~e original selection 

was used for either group upon failure to return the instrument. 

The useable return from the Directors of Dance programs 

included 68 from the 120 institutions contacted, for a 57% response 

rate. The corporate representatives responding with useable 

information included 33 of the 58 corporations contact, for a 

57% retum. 

Instnnnents Used 

The insturnents which were used for collection of data were 

the Dance Resources Instrument-I (DRI-I) (See Appendix G) and the 

Dance Resources Instrument-II (DRI-II) (See Appendix H). '!he 

DRI-I included 28 multiple choice, self-report questions used to 

detennine the present funding sources of university dance programs 

and attitudes of university dance professionals toward securing 

and using stated sources. This instnnnent was used to gather data 

for response to all of the research hypotheses. 

The DRI-II was a 20 multiple choice, self-report instrument 

sent to corp:,rations who had previously financially assisted some 

fonn of dance organization. '!he instrument sought information 

from corporate representatives on potential funding sources and 

methods of applying for funds. The DRI-II was used primarily to 

collect data for responding to the last hypothesis concerning 

corp:,rate perceptions of funding dance programs. 
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'Ihe questionnaires were evaluated for validity by a panel of 

experts and distributed to a pilot group of individuals to 

establish reliability. Establishment of reliability and validity 

was conducted prior to distribution of the instrurrents to the 

subjects selected for the study. 

Validity 

'Ihe investigator was experienced as a dance professor and a 

dance program director, and therefore her expertise and her 

research of related literature contributed to the construction of 

appropriate questions for the DRI-I. Questions for the DRI-II were 

established by researching the related literature and by 

requesting pertinent info:rmation for the questionnaire in an 

interview with the spokesperson of two corporations. Methods of 

gathering infonnation, infonnation needed, and calendar infonnation 

were also secured through these interviews and were used in the 

develo:prent of the instnnnent. 

To assess the validity of the two instnnnents, an evaluation 

by a panel of five research experts frcm the University of Kansas 

was solicited. Tne panel reviewed question, eliminated irrelevant 

questions, and suggested revisions for poorly stated questions. 

After this assessment and revision, content validity was accepted 

for each instrurrent. 
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Reliability 

After the validity of each instrument was defined, each of 

the questionnaires was examined for reliability. '!he ORI-I was 

sent to six individuals who represented the dance field. These 

individuals all were directors of dance ccrnpanies. One week later, 

all six of the directors agreed to complete the questionnaire 

again. 

Fa.ch dance director's first reply to the questionnaire was 

then compared with the second reply. A level of congruency was 

established by then comparing all dance directors' sets of 

questionnaires by each question number. '!his may be found in 

Appendix I. 

Fa.ch question was then given a percentage point in relation-

ship to the number of dance directors who answered that question 

identical on both replies. For the ORI-I, the range across all 

questionnaire items ranged fran 83% to 100%. The mean level of 

percent congruency for the ORI-I was 96%. 

'!he ORI-II was sent to the contact persons of four coi:pora-

tions. One week later, all four corporate representatives responded 

to the same questionnaire. A similar system as used for the ORI-I 

was utilized in canparing the two responses of the different 

questionnaires and also the responses of the four sets of ques ti.on-

naires. 'Ibis may be found in Appendix J. For the ORI-II, the range 

across all questionnaire items was fran 75% to 100%. The mean 

level of percent congruency for the ORI-II was 92.5%. 
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Collection of Data 

'Ihe instnnnents were prepared for distribution to the 

representatives in the two chosen groups. The questionnaire 

were coded so that the researcher could detennine the origin of 

the returned fonns. Th.e coded master list of participants in each 

group was kept by the investigator, only for follow-up contact of 

those not responding to the initial mailing. Responses of 

participants remained anonyrcous. 

'Ihe questionnaires and a cover letter (See Appendix G and H) 

explaining the scope of the research were mailed to the chosen 

samples. Th.ey were asked to return the questionnaire to the 

researcher in an enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope within 

ten days. 

A follow-up letter and another copy of the instrument were 

sent to those individuals who had not responded after two weeks 

of the initial mailing. Again the sample was asked to return 

the questionnaire within ten days. 

Analysis of Data 

'Ihe data were analyzed separately in the~ respective 

sample groups as reported by representatives fran the dance 

perfonnance programs and as reported by corporate leaders. 

Frequencies of responses to each item of each questionnare were 

tallied and percentages of the total number of responses to each 

question were calculated. 
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The findings were reported fran the responses of the dance 

perfonnance programs on the ORI-I in three respects. A profile of 

dance perfonnance programs was described, funding sources of dance 

perfonnance programs were identified, and five major sources of 

funding (including state arts agencies, individual or private donors, 

area businesses, foundations, and corporations) were compared in 

three aspects: 1) the extent of potential funding to dance 

perfonnance programs, 2) the utilization of these sources' funds 

by dance :perfonnance programs, and 3) the factors res tricting the 

utilization of funds by dance performance programs. 

A profile of corporations funding dance performance programs 

was drawn fran the ORI-II. '!he canparison of university dance 

professionals' perceptions (fran the ORI-I) with those perceptions 

of corporate representatives (from the ORI-II) toward funding 

university dance programs was conducted by analyzing the responses 

to those questions fran each instrument reflecting the respective 

group's opinions. Percentages were calculated fran frequencies 

of responses to the questionnaire items to be canpared. 



CHAPTER 4 

Results 

Introduction 

'!he purp::,se of the study was to detennine financial resources 

utilized for the prcm:>tion of university dance performance programs 

and to ccrnpa.re these funding resources 1) in their extent of 

funding of these dance programs, 2) in the utilization of these 

funds by the university dance programs, and 3) in the restrictions 

by these resources for the potential funding of university dance 

programs. 

'!he subproblem of the study was to investigate the perceptions 

of university dance professionals towards using corporate funding 

as an external resource, in canparison to the perceptions of 

corporations towards funding university dance programs. 

'!his canparative study used~ samples in which each was 

sent a questionnaire seeking infonnation on funding procedures. 

The Dance Resources Instrument-I (DRI-I) was sent to those dance 

professionals in colleges and universities which had a degree 

program in dance during the school term 1984-85. '!he Dance 

Resources Instrument-II (DRI-II) was sent to a selected sample of 

corporations which had previously supported dance with sane form 

of funding. 

(55) 
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Information was gleaned fran the two instn.Iments (DRI-I and 

ORI-II) and reported in the following conceptual fonnat. 'Ihe 

findings and discussion of the findings were presented in the same 

organizational format. First, the profile of the typical dance 

perfonnance program was described in percentages as calculated 

fran the frequencies reported on questions one through seven and 

ten of the ORI-I. '!he findings are exhibited in Table 3 through 

11. 

Secondly, the sources of funding, as reported by dance 

perfonnance programs were identified fran the frequencies accrued 

fran question 8 of the ORI-I. These data are found on Figures 2 

through 5. '!he sources of funding were then grouped into one of 

four categories (program initiated, school related, government 

sponsored, and outside sources). '!he percent of support for the 

dance programs as contributed fran each category was reported in 

question 9 and divided into quartiles and a zero percent bracket. 

'Ihese data are represented in Figures 6 through 10. 

'!hi.rd, the five categories of governrrent and outside source 

funding resources (state arts agencies, individual or private 

donors, area businesses, foundations, and corporations) were 

descriptively compared in percentages as to: the extent of funding, 

the utilization of issued funds, and restrictions in the utiliza-

tion of funds. Questions 11, 14, 17, 20, and 23 of the ORI-I 

pertained to the extent of funding. Utilization of issued funds 

was detennined fran ORI-I questions 12, 15, 18, 21, and 24. 
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Restrictions preventing the utilization of funds from these five 

categories of funding resources were obtained from the findings 

of ORI-I questions 13, 16, 19, 22, and 26. Table 12 through 16 

reveal the comparitive data. 

In constructing the data concerning the subproblem of 

comparison of the perceptions of dance programs with those of 

funding corporations, the profile of the corporations was first 

described from the results of the ORI-II questions 1 and 16. 

'Ihe profile is shown in Tables 17 and 18. 

Comparisons of perceptions of funding opportunities between 

the two groups were described from percentages derived fran 

frequency data dathered from the DRI-I and the ORI-II_, respectively, 

and are reported in Tables 19 through 26. Perception of funding 

sources was detennined from question 23 of the ORI-I and frcm 

question 2 and 9 of the ORI-II. '!he arrount of funding perceived 

to be available by corporations for dance perfonnance programs was 

reported by the dance professionals on the DRI-I question 24 and 

by the corporate leaders on question 14 of the DRI-II. The 

perceptions of incentives for corporate contributions of funds to 

dance programs were compared from the results of question 28 of 

the ORI-I and from question 11 and 20 of the ORI-II. Use of funds 

was identified from the partial results of question 24 on the 

DRI-I and compared with the results of question 10 on the DRI-II. 



Securing funds through corporate grants was ccrnparatively 

perceived from the partial results of question 27 of the ORI-I 
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and DRI-II questions 12 and 16. '!he restrictions for utilization 

of funds was ccrnpared from the perceptions expressed by corporations 

on the ORI-II questions 13 and 17. The perceptions of dance 

programs were reflected on the ORI-I questions 25 and 26. 

Percentages of the total responses to each question were 

calculated for reporting the results of the data collection. 

Both the frequency of the response and the percentage were 

reported. Since the participants in the study were encouraged 

to respond to all applicable answers to a single question, it was 

seldom that the total responses to a question was equal to 100% 

of the participants; in fact, often the number of responses were 

greater than the number of subjects. 

Findings 

Profile of Dance Perfonnance Programs 

Of the 120 colleges and universities with degree programs 

in that were sent questionnaires, 63% returned a response. Seven 

responses were not usuable due to incomplete infonna.tion. 

Sixty-eight questionnaires were; therefore, usuable for a 57% 

response. 

From the study, most university dance programs were located 

at a state university (68%}. A third of the dance programs were 

split between state colleges (19%} and private colleges (13%}. 

See Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Types of Institutions Reporting 

Institution Number of responses Percentage of responses 

State University 46 

State College 9 

Private College 13 

68% 

13% 

19% 

Colleges with a student population under 10,000 (28%) were 

represented most often in the sw:vey. Of the six categorical 

sizes; however, there was a reasonable balance of institutions 

under 30,000 population responding. See Table 4. 

Table 4 

:Enrollment Sizes of Institutions Reporting 

Size Number of responses Percentage of responses 

Under 10,000 19 28% 

10,000-15,000 11 16% 

15,000-20,000 14 21% 

20,000-25,000 7 10% 

25,000-30,000 12 18% 

Over 30,000 5 7% 
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The university dance company of the reporting university dance 

performance programs was comprised of mostly women/few men (84%) . 

Only one program had an all male perfonning dance company. 

Table 5 reveals the responses which in sample reported. 

Table 5 

University Dance Company Members 

Membership Number of responses Percentage 

All women 4 6% 

tvbstly women/few men 53 84% 

Half women/half men 5 8% 

Mostly men/few women 0 0% 

All men 1 2% 

'Ihe major dance fonn emphasis of the profiled university dance 

company was modem dance (58%). 'Ihis is illustrated in Table 6. 

Th~re were more responses than the 68 colleges and universities 

reporting for two reasons. The first reason was that some colleges 

and universities reporting had more than one company. Secondly, 

some dance companies stated their major emphasis lie in more 

than one dance fonn. 

Most university dance programs existed within the department 

of dance (46%) '!he department of physical education housed 29% 

of the dance programs. Table 7 reflects the distribution of 

departments offering the dance programs. 
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Table 6 

Major Dance Fann Emphasis of Dance Companies Reporting 

Dance fonn Number of responses Percentage 

t-bd.em 60 58% 

Tap 2 2% 

Ballet 17 16% 

Jazz 16 15% 

Ethnic 4 4% 

Other 5 5% 

Table 7 

Departments Granting Dance Degrees 

Department Number of responses Percentage 

Physical Education 20 29% 

r>ance 31 46% 

Music 2 3% 

Fine Arts 5 7% 

'Iheatre 10 15% 

The highest degree offered in dance at rrost colleges and 

universities was a bachelor's degree (65%). Relatively few 

colleges and universities reported having an associate degree (7%) 

or a doctorate degree (3%) in dance. See Table 8. 
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Table 8 

Highest Degree in Dance Offered 

_De_gr ___ ee _________ Numbe __ r_o_f_re_s ..... P?_n_s_e_s ____ Pe_rc_e_n_ta_q._e ___ _ 

Associate 

Bachelor 

Master 

Ioctorate 

5 

44 

17 

2 

7% 

65% 

25% 

3% 

'!he university deparbnent which housed the reporting dance 

programs were compared in the am:mnt of funding received from 

governmental and outside sources. See Table 9. Those programs 

which offered dance degrees through a dance department (77%) were 

the nost successful in receiving funds from these sources. 

Table 9 

Funding Profile of Governmental and Outside Sources by 
Degree Granting D:partments 

Department Funds received No funds received 

Physical Education 7 (35%) 13 (65%) 

Dance 24 (77%) 7 (23%) 

Fine Arts 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 

'Iheatre 1 (10%) 9 (90%) 

Music 0 (0%) 2 (100%) 
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Table 10 shows a carq;,a..rison of the persons res:ponsible for 

planning and securing the funding of the dance perfo:cnance program. 

'Ihe Coordinator of Dance was cited nost often as the fund raiser. 

Table 10 

Person Res:ponsible for Securing E\Jnds 

Position Number of response Percentage 

Dean of the College 5 8% 

Ola.ir of Physical Education 3 5% 

Ola.ir of Fine Arts 4 7% 

Coordinator of Dance 25 42% 

Director of Dance Canpany 16 26% 

Student Representative 1 2% 

No One 0 0% 

Other 6 10% 

Further examination of the degree granting departments is 

shown on Table 11. Here the number of contributions fran each 

of the sources is shown by the degree granting department. Both 

dance and physical education were nore likely to get funds fran 

individual donors (42% and 35%, respectively). State arts 

agencies and foundations each contributed less, but relatively 

equal arrounts. 
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Table 11 

Extent of Funding Sources by Degree Granting Departments 

Cepart:m!nt State Arts Individual Area Foundations Corporations 
IQencies Cbnors 9.isinesses 

lllnce 5 (16\) 13 (42\) 2 (6\) 5 (16\) 2 (6\) 

Phys. Fducation 3 (15\) 7 (35\) 1 (5\) 4 (20\) 0 (0\) 

Theatre 1 (10\) 1 (10\) 1 (10\) 1 (10\) 1 (10\) 

Canparison of All Funding Resources 

'llle funding sources used by the university dance programs were 

placed by the investigator into four groups. The first group was 

the "program initiated" group and included ticket sales, membership 

drives, prcm:>tional ideas, and advertising in perfomance programs. 

'Il1.e second group was the "school related" sources. Departnental 

and student govenm-ent funds canprised this group. "Govenirrent 

sponsored" funds was the third, and this categoi:y included the 

state arts agencies and the National Fndowment for the Arts. 'Ibe 

final group was "outside sources." Individual or private donors, 

area businesses, foundations, and corportions made up this group. 

Figure 2 illustrates the funding source group of program 

initiated funds. Ticket sales were found to be used by 72% of the 

dance programs as the method roost often used to gain rronies. 

'Ibe school related group of funding is shc:::Mn in Figure 3. 

Both departnental funds (78%) and student govemment funds (43%) 

were well utilized by· the reporting university dance programs. 
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less than half of the dance programs utilized student governrrent 

funds, while rrore than three-fourths were funded through the 

degree granting department. 

TICKET SALES 

72!1 

49 of 68 programs had used 
ticket sales to fund 

21 of 68 programs had used 
prmctional ideas to fund 

Figure 2 

7 of 68 programs had used 
rremership drives to fund 

7 of 68 programs had used 
advertising in concert programs 
to fund 

University Dance Programs' Funding 
Source - Program Initiated Funds 



DEPART11ENTAL 
FUNDS 

78S 

53 of 68 progrcms had used 
departrrental funds to fund 

Figure 3 

STUDENT 
GOVERNMENT 

FUNDS 
43S 

29 of 68 progrmns had used 
student governr.ent funds to fund 

University Dance Programs' E\mding 
Source - School Related funds 
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Presented in Figure 4 is the funding source group of 

government sponsored funds. As shown, neither source was utilized 

to any large extent by university dance perfonnance programs. 

However, state arts agencies (19%) were Im.lsh more likely to fund 

programs than was the NFA. 

Figure 5 relates the usage of outside sources to fund dance 

programs. Individual and private donors was the source am:mg this 

group that was roost often utilized. Nearly one-third of the 

programs used this source. Foundations contributed to dance 

programs to a limited extent (15%) , but area businesses and 

co:rporations were used negligibly. 



13 of 68 programs had used 
state arts agency funds to fund 

Figure 4 
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1 of 68 programs had used 
the NFA to fund 

University Dance Programs' Funding 
Source - Government Sponsored Funds 

'Ihe grouped funding sources are shown on Figures 6 through 

10. Program initiated funds included ticket sales, me:nbership 

drives, prcm::>tional ideas, and advertising in concert perfonn-

ance programs. School related funds referred to depart:nental 

and student government funds. Govenunent sponsored funds 

included roonies from the state arets agencies and the NFA. 

Individual and private donors, area businesses, foundations, 

and corporations were the funding source of the last group, 

outside sources. 



20 of 68 ptvgxams had used 
individual or private donors 
to fund 

4 of 68 programs had used 
area businesses to fund 

CORPORATIONS 

10 of 68 programs had used 
foundations to fund 

Figure 5 

2 of 68 pmgrama had used 
corporations to fund 

University Dance Programs' Funding 
Source - Outside Source Funding 
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3 of 59 proJJ.a..s received between 
76 -100\ of their total funding 
f:mn pn:,gram initiated funds 

0 Of 59 pzbCJldil& received between 
76 • 100\ of their total funding 
fmn govamrent spcnsored funds 

32 of S!I programs teeeived between 
76 - 100\ of their total funding 
fran school related funds 

0 of S!I pmgrazra rec:ei ved between 
76-100\ of their total funding 
fran outside sources 

Figure 6 

Grouped Funding Sources 
in the Fourth Quartile 

69 

In order to assess whether the ease of funding impacted upon 

the efforts to seek funds, the dance programs were evaluated in five 

categories according to the fund and its assessibility. 'lhese five 
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categories included "quartile four" or that level of funding that 

ranged from 76 to 100% of the dance program's total funding; 

"quartile three" which included funds ranging from 51 to 75%; 

"quartile two" or the 26 to 50% range of funding; "quartile one" 

which represented from 1 to 25% of the total funds of a university 

dance program's budget; and the "non funding" bracket. The 

non funding bracket were those programs without any funding 

from the designated sources. This infonnation is reported in 

Figures 6 through 10. 

Figure 6 illustrates the quartile four of funding for the 

grouped funding sources. The number of responses, as well as the 

percentage of programs receiving between 76% and 100% of their 

total budget from each of the four grouped funding sources is 

shown. School related funds ranked highest in this quartile, 

while the other three grouped sources were almost nonexistant. 

Quartile three, or 51% to 75% of total funding, is plotted 

in Figure 7. It is similar to the data reported for dance 

programs funded in the 26% to 50% (quartile two). See Figure 

8. It should be recognized that with the exception of one program, 

none of the re}?Orting programs received second or third quartile 

funds from either government sponsored or outside sources. 

'lliose programs receiving between one and three quarters of their 

total funding reported a relatively low, but equal balance 

between program initiated funds and school related funds. 



6 of 59 piogzmtS received between 
51 - 76\ of their total funding 
fran program initiated funds 

O of 59 prograna received between 
51 - 76\ of their total funding 
fran qovemrent sponsored funds 
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10 of 59 ~rograrrs received between 
51 - 76\ of their total funding 
fran school related funds 

O of 59 prograrra received between 
51 - 76\ of their total funding 
fran outside sources 

Figure 7 

Grouped Funding Sources 
in the 'llti.rd Quartile 



14 of 59 programs received between 
26 - SO\ of their total funding 
fra?l program initiated funds 

0 of 59 programs received between 
26 - SO\ of their total funding 
fran qovernrrent sponsored funds 

10 of 59 prograns received between 
26 - SO\ of their total funding 
fi:tr.l school related funds 

1 of 59 programs received between 
26 - SO\ of their total funding 
fran outside sources 

Figure 8 

Grouped Funding Sources 
in the Second Quartile 

72 
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Figure 9 is a derronstration of quartile one (1% to 25% of 

total funding). Nearly one-third of this group of dance programs 

received funding fran program initiated funds. Unlike other 

quartiles, these programs received some funding from all sources. 

16 of 59 pL03L&lb received between 
1 - 25\ of their total funding 
fran program initiated funds 

6 of 59 Eil03L&,a received between 
1 - 25\ of their total fundin~ 
fran qoverment sponsored funds 

S of 59 programs received bet:ween 
1 - 25\ of their total funding 
fra'I school related funds 

12 of 59 prograira received between 
1 - 25\ of their total funding 
fran outside sources 

Figure 9 

Grouped Funding Sources 
in the First Quartile 
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Figure 10 exhibits the non funding bracket. The non 

funding bracket represents t..~ose dance programs which received no 

funding from the various grouped funding sources. Upon examination, 

it was found that government sponsored funds and outside sources 

rank vecy high in the non funding segment, while school related 

funds fare extremely low. Little money was obtained from 

government sponsored funds (10%) and outside sources were 

utilized for funding in a fifth of the programs. Approximately 

a third of the dance programs did not even generate funds from 

their own programs. 'Ihese data revealed a heavy dependence on the 

school supplying funds for the dance perfonnance programs. 

Government and Outside Funding 

University dance performance programs secured funds from 

state arts agencies, individual or private donors, area businesses, 

foundations, and corporations. Methods of funding and incentives 

for funding were queried for promotional efforts. The extent of 

funding, utilization of funds, and restrictions on funds depended 

on the type of promotional efforts attempted by the dance programs 

were compared among the funding sources. 

In response to the methods used to secure contributions from 

these sources, the university dance professionals reporting for 

their respective universities replies appear in Table 12. It was 

discovered that grant writing was the favored method of receiving 

funds from state arts agencies. Offering advertising as a trade-



:?O of 59 ~rogz&1a received 
0\ of their tatal funding 
f:ran croqram initiated funds 

53 of 59 progLald received 
0\ of •their tatal funding 
fLm gaveLml!nt sponsored funds 

Figure 10 

2 of 59 programs received 
0\ of their total funding 
f:ran school i:elated funds 

46 of 59 programs received 
0\ of their total funding 
fran outside sources 

Grouped Funding Sources 
in the Non Funding Bracket 
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off was the most successful method for securing funds frcm area 

businesses and used to receive funds strictly frcm that source. 

Individual and private donors rost often came to the university 

in search of "WOrthwhile projects. Other university professionals 

were rarely cited as a method to secure funds. 

Table 12 

Methods Used to Secure Funds 

!obt:hod State Arts Individual Area Foundations Corporationa 
AQencies ll:lnors 8Jslncsscs 

Re0amlendedby 0 (0\) 6 (21\l 2 (11\) 1 (8\) 1 (20\) 
patron of the a:cts 

76 

':'ot'I I 

10 (12\) 

Source came to 2 (8.5\) 13 (45\) 2 (11\) J (25\) 1 (20\) 21 (24\) 
the program 

Other university 3 (13\) 3 (10\) 0 (0\) 2 (16.5\) 0 (0\) 8 I 9\1 
professional 

OfferincJ 0 (0\) 0 (0\) 12 (67\) 0 (0\) 0 (0\) 12 (14\) 
advertising 

Grant 16 (70\) 0 (0\) 0 (0\) 4 (34\) 1 (20\) 21 (24\) 
writing 

Di~ mail 2 (8.5\) 7 124\) 2 (11\) 2 (16.5\) 2 (40\) 15 (17\) 

'lbtal 23 (26\) 29 (33\) 18 (21\) 12 (14\) 5 (6\) 87 (100\) 

Table 13 indicates the incentives offered by university dance 

progams to donors to increase chances of securing funds. As shown, 

both the tax deduction and acknowledgement of the gift in the concert 

program were iitq;,ortant to the private or individual donors. 

Advertising in the perfoi:mance program was found to be the best 

incentive for area businesses. '1he idea of offering dance classes 

to enployees of donors was ranked very lCJW' as an incentive used to 

secure funds. 
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Incentive 

Blocks of 
tickets 

Table 13 

Incentives Offered to Donors 

State Arts Individual Area Foundations 
~encies D:xlors Businesses 

1 ( 8\) 2 ( 5\) 0 ( 0\) 0 ( 0\) 

Corporations Total 

( 0\) 3 ( )\) 

.Pdvertisement in 4 (3;\) 5 (13\) 11 (44\) 2 (25\) 2 (33\) 24 (27\) 
program 

Co-sponsorship 3 (23\) 3 ( 8\) 1 ( 4\) 1 (12.5\) 1 (17\) 9 '10\) 
of tJroaram 

Gift 2 '15\l 12 (32\) 7 (28\) 2 (25\) 1 (17\) 24 (27\) 
acknowledgement 

Tax 1 ( 8\) 13 (34\) 6 (24\) 3 (37 .5\) 2 (33\) 25 (28\) 
deduction 

Classes for 0 ( 0\) 2 ( 5\) 0 ( 0\) 0 ( 0\) 0 ( 0\) 2 ( 2\) 
Elfl)loyees 

Other 2 (15\) 1 ( 3\) 0 ( 0\) 0 ( 0\) 0 C 0\) 3 ( )\) 

'lbtal 13 (14\) 38 (42\) 25 (28\) 8 ( ?\) 6 ( 7\) C)Q (100,., 

Extent of funding. '!he extent of funding by state arts 

agencies and the outside source group (private or individual donors, 

area businesses, foundations and corporations) for university 

dance perfomance programs is reflected on Table 14. Only 

one-fourth of the dance programs reported receiving any funding 

fran the above sources. 

Of the university dance programs who replied to the study, 

71% of their programs had not received funding through the state 

arts agencies in the past three year period. Of the 29% who had 

received funds fran the state arts agencies, the airount of rroney 

allotted by the agencies for university dance programs ranged 

between $500 and $12,000 with an average gift of $3946. 
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Table 14 

Extent of funding for 
University Dance Perfonnance Programs 

Response State Arts 
Pgencies 

Yes 17 (29\) 

No 42 (71\) 

Individual 
Conons 

28 (48\) 

30 (52\) 

Area 
&isinesses 

8 (15\) 

47 (85\) 

Foundatia'UI Co%porations Total 

11 (20\) 3 (5\) 67 (24\) 

45 (80\) 53 (95\) 217 (76\) 

'!hose university dance programs sampled reflected that 85% 

had not used contributions fran area businesses over the past 

three years. 'Ihe arrount of rroney given by area businesses to 

these dance programs ranged fran $40 to $6500 with an average gift 

of $2706. 

Foundations were used as a method of financial support by 

only 20\ of the universities. '!he arrount of m:::mey received by 

these programs ranged between $400 and $116,000 with an average 

gift of $20,037. 

'!here were only three university dance programs of the 68 

reporting wich stated that they had used corporate sponsorship 

as a method of funding in the past three years. One program 

received $1,000, a second received $25,000, while the third 

revealed it had used a corporate sponsor, but received zero 

dollars. 
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Utilization of funds. Of those university dance perfonnance 

programs responding positively to the extent of funds given by 

state arts agencies, private or individual donors, area businesses, 

foundations, and corporations, utilization of those funds was 

examined. Response totals for the utilization of funds from the 

designated sources by university dance programs may be found on 

Table 15. Private donors were by far the most likely to be 

utilized for funding programs. It appeared that funds were 

spent relatively equally for guest artists, touring, and 

scholarships (See total percentages in Table 15). 

Of the 29% of the university dance programs which had 

received state arts agencies allocations, 59% used these funds 

to secure guest artist residencies. Usage of individual or 

private donors contributions; however, were used mainly for 

scholarships. 

Of those stating they had utilized area businesses as a 

funding source, the contributions were used in an evenly distributed 

manner. 'Ihose programs which answered "other" to area businesses 

funds revealed the monies had been used for program printing and 

for the sponsoring of students to dance conventions. 

'Ihe usage of foundation funds by university dance programs 

was evenly distributed. Of those who listed "other" as their 

response to usage of foundation dollars, two used the funds for 

travel and one for video equii;:ment. 
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'Ihere were only three dance programs which reported usage 

of corporate funds. One program used a corporate sponsor to 

increase their touring potential. A second program secured 

$25,000 to establish a guest artist residency. The third program 

reported corporate fund usage, but did not reveal how the m:mey 

was spent. See Table 15. 

Table 15 

utilization of funds 
by University Dance Perfoonance Programs 

Re!;ponse State Arts Individual AP-rt Foundations Corporc1tions Total 
~ncies Chnors &!Sincsses 

Scholarships 0 (0\) 14\ (50\) 3 (37.5\) 2 (18\) 0 (0\) 19 (:?O\) 

O:m Cloreoqr,1chy 4 (24\) 3 (11\) 1 (12.5\) 3 (27\) 0 (0\) 11 (11\) 

Single Classes 1 (6\) 5 (18\) 1 (12.5\) 1 (9\) 0 (0\) 8 (8\) 

QJest Artists 10 (59\) 6 (21\) 1 (12.5) 4 (36\) 1 (33\) 22 (23\) 

Touring J (18\) 6 (21\) 2 (25\) 3 (27\) 1 (33\) 15 (16\) 

Staging/Cost.tru.ng 2 (12\) 4 (14\) 0 (0\) 0 (0\) 0 (0\) 6 (6\) 

Technical 1 (6\) 4 (14\) 0 (0\) 0 (0\) 0 (0\) 5 (5\) 

Other 1 (6\) 3 (11\) 2 (25\) J (27\) 1 (33\) 10 

'lbtal 22 (23\) 45 (47\) 10 (10\) 16 (1711) 3 (3\) 96 

Restrictions on Funding. Illustrated on Table 16 are the 

restrictions on funding. 'Ihese the factors that prevented 

university dance programs frcrn successfully securing and utilizing 

the funding sources of state arts agencies, individual or private 

donors, area businesses, foundations, and corporations. 

Aloong the factors that prevented university dance programs 

fran securing funds fran state arts agencies, three reasons were 

(10\) 

(100\ 



81 

irost often cited. 'Ihese were that the state arts agencies were 

unwilling to contribute (29%), the process for applying for funds 

required to much time (29%), and "other" reasons (29%). '!he "other" 

reasons were all related to the fact that the responding university 

dance programs were not allowed to ask for funds because of 

university policy. 

'Ihe most often cited reason that prevented university dance 

programs from securing funds fran individual or private donors was 

that the process for applying for funds required too much time. 

'Ihose responding "other" again attributed their lack of usage to 

university policy. 

Of those university programs stating they had not secured 

and utilized funds from area businesses, two reasons were most 

apparent. 'Ihese reasons were that they had never thought to apply 

and that the application process took too much time. Of the eight 

programs which stated there were other reasons, the reason given 

by seven was that university policy did not allow solicitation. 

Factors that prevented university dance programs from securing 

funds from foundations were related by those professionals reporting 

and may be found on Table 16. '!he fact that the application process 

took too nruch time was declared by 24% of the professionals. 'Ihe 

response "other" and the fact that the thought never occured to 

ask for funds from a foundation were found to be the next most 

often cited reasons. Of the nine professionals giving the response 
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"other" eight were due to university policy. One response stated 

there were no foundations in the local geographic area. 

'Ihe restrictions on funding from corporations for university 

dance programs were varied. Additional money was reported as not 

needed by 25% of t..l-ie dance programs. Of the 23% which resp:mded 

"other", all but one cited that university policy prohibited 

solicitation of funds fran this source as their reason. 'lhe other 

response concluded that no funds were sought as a matter of 

principle. 
Table 16 

Restrictions on Funding 
of University Dance Perfonnance Programs 

P.eason State Arts Individual Area Foundations 
~ncies Cbnors 8.lsines~ 

Never thought to ask 3 (6\) 7 (25\) 12 (25\) 9 (19\) 

unfamiliar process 2 (5\) 0 (0\) 3 (6\) 7 (15\) 

Unwilling to give 12 (24.5\) 1 (3. 5\) 3 (6\) 3 (6\) 

'Ibo nuch time required 12 (24.5\) 8 (28.5\) 12 (25\) 11 (23\) 

fibney not needed 10 (23\) 7 (25\) 10 (21\) 8 (17\) 

Other 12 (24.S\) 5 (17\) 8 (17\) 9 (19\) 

Corporations Total 

9 (16\) 40 (17\) 

10 (18\) 22 (10\) 

2 (4\) 21 (9\) 

10 (18\) 53 (23\1 

13 (23\) 48 (21\) 

12 (21\) 46 (20\) 

'Ibtal 51 (22') 28 (12') 48 (21\) 47 (20\) 56 (24\) 230 (100\) 

Upon totalling all of the factors that prevented university 

dance programs frc:m securing funds fran the state arts agencies 

and the outside sources, it was discovered that the most often 

cited reason for non-funding was that the application process 

required too much time. 'Ihis was followed closely by no additional 

m:>ney needed and "other" reasons. Private donors had fewer 
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restrictions than other identified sources, otherwise restrictions 

were well balanced. Res:ponse totals may be found on Table 16. 

Profile of Corporations Funding-University Dance Program 

Of the 58 corporations surveyed, 67%, or 39 of 58, returned 

infonna.tion; however, only 57%, or 33 of 58, of the retums were 

usuable. The corporations were divided into primary industry 

groups. Table 17 indicates these industry groupings. 

Table 17 

Re:porting Corporate Industries Primary Interest 

Primary interests Number of responses Percentages 

Agriculture 1 3% 

Services 0 0% 

Retail trade 0 0% 

Manufacturing 15 45% 

Electric, gas 4 12% 

Mining 0 0% 

Construction 0 0% 

Finance, insurance, real estate 12 36% 

Transportation 0 0% 

Cormnmications 1 3% 

'Wholesale trade 0 0% 
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The infonnation needed to apply for grants from the reporting 

corporations is found on Table 18. With regard to the "other" 

category, all responses wished to know other major contributors. 

'Ihe staterrent of the purpose, goals and purpose of the project, 

and a detailed budget seerred to be the most important items for 

application, while a calendar of time reference was least important. 

Table 18 

Infonnation Needed for Grant Application 
to Reporting Corporations 

Infonnation Number of reS"panses 

Title page 4 

Statement of the problem 8 

Purpose of the program 7 

Goals and purpose of project 8 

EKpected outcomes 3 

Calendar 1 

Evaluation fonnat 5 

Effect on broader population 3 

Qualifications of involved 6 

Facilities description 5 

Detailed budget 8 

How the corporation benefits 2 

other 3 

Percentage 

50% 

100% 

88% 

100% 

38% 

13% 

63% 

38% 

75% 

63% 

100% 

25% 

38% 



Comparison of Perceptions of Funding Between Dance Performance 
Programs and Corporations 
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Of the reporting corporations, 94% stated that they had 

never financially assisted a dance program associated with a 

university. Response totals appear on Table 19. In comparison 

to those reporting university dance perfonnance programs, only 5% 

had received funds fran corporations. 

Response 

Yes 

No 

Table 19 

Carpa.rison of Corporations Giving 
and Dance Programs Receiving Corporate funds 

Corporations giving 

2 ( 6%) 

31 (94%) 

Dance programs receiving 

3 ( 5%) 

53 (95%) 

'!he opinions of those corporations which had not previously 

financially assisted a university dance program are presented on 

Table 20. Of these corporations, 29% stated they would consider 

offering funds to such dance programs. 'Ihl.s was ccrrpared to 

those reporting dance programs (96%) which stated they had never 

contacted a corporation about funding. Also shown is the 

comparison of those corporations which are unwilling to fund a 

university dance program with those programs which had attempted 

corporate funding, but found the corporations unwilling to 

fund. 



Table 20 

Comparison of Possible Financial Support 
Fran Corporations with Dance Programs 

Attempts to Gain Funds 

Corporate reply Dance program reply 
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8 (29%) - yes, willing to fund 51 (96%) - never attempted funding 

23 (71%) - not willing to fund 2 ( 4%) - found unwilling to fund 

Table 21 reveals the am::,unt of annual funding the reporting 

corporations would be willing to extend to university dance programs. 

'!his extent of funding was coopared to the arrount of funding 

reported by the dance programs which had received funds fran 

corporations. A ccmparison was difficult to make, as so few dance 

programs had received m:mey frcm the corporate sector. However, 

as all corporations stated that the ceiling for giving would not 

exceed $5000, one university did receive a $25,000 grant. 

Table 22 illustrates ways in which those corporations which 

stated they would extent sane m:mies would consider doing so. '!he 

ideas listed under the "other" category as presented by the 

reporting corporations were general support of projects, any 

donation, and for cultural exchanges. 'Ihis was ccmpared to the 

usages of corporate funds received by the reporting university 

dance programs. 



Table 21 

Canparison of the Am:>unt of Annual Funding Possible 
'Ihrough the Reporting Corporations with the Am:>unt of 

M:mey Received by Participating Dance Programs 
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An'ount Corporate reply I:ance program reply 

less than $500 2 0 

$500 - $1,000 3 1 

$1,000 - $5,000 3 0 

$5,000 - $10,000 0 0 

$10,000 - $15,000 0 0 

$10,000 - $25,000 0 1 

A varied response was found when these corporations were asked 

about the incentives a university dance perfoDMnce program could 

offer to increase their chances of securing funds (See Table 23). 

Only two corporations had helped fund university dance programs. 

Both of these listed manufacturing as their primacy industcy. One 

corporation had established scholarships for a university dance 

program. 'Ihey were not offered any incentives for their contribu-

tion, but felt that financially assisting a dance program helped 

improve camnmi ty relations and increased their visibility. 'Ihe 

second corporation assisted by furnishing a guest artist residency. 

For their efforts they were given blocks of tickets and an adver-

tiserrent in the perfonnance program. '!his corporation stated that 

financially assisting a university dance program helped improve 

camumity relations. 



Table 22 

Canparison of Utilization of funds 
Granted by Corporations 
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Usage of funds Corporate reply Dance program reply 

Scholarships 2 0 

Ccmnissioned choreography 0 0 

Single master class 0 0 

Guest artist residency 3 1 

'lburing 3 1 

Staging and costuming 0 0 

Technical assistance 0 0 

Matching grants 2 

Other 3 0 

Table 23 indicates the incentives offered to corporations by 

university dance programs in efforts to increase their funding 

level as canpared with the incentives in which corporations were 

enticed. As there was a wide variance in the corporate response, 

this may suggest that those corporations willing to fund a dance 

program may consider any reasonable incentive. '!he dance reply 

mirrored the corporate reply, as a wide variance of incentives 

had been used to increase funding levels. 



Table 23 

Canpa.rison of Incentives Offered by University Dance 
Programs with Incentives Desired by Corporations 
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_In_ce_n_ti_._v....;e;..;;;s ________ Co~rpo~==ra:=-=te=---=r:.:e::.i:p:.:l=-'y ___ Dance program reply 

Blocks of tickets 

Advertisement in programs 

Co-sponsorship of perfoi::mance 

.Acknowledgement of gift 

Tax deduction 

Classes for employees 

Other 

None of the above 

1 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

Table 24 relates other incentives in which financially assist-

ing a university dance program were reported by the participating 

corporations. ~st replies were ccmnunity-oriented. 

'!he factors that prevented university dance programs frc:m 

applying and securing corporate contributions as seen by t.'1e 

responding corporations is canpared to the restrictions related 

by the participating dance programs on Table 25. Unwillingness 

by corporations to give was not a fact that prevented dance 

programs fran receiving 1TOnies. One definite difference in 



Table 24 
Reasons for Corporations Financially 
Assisting a University Dance Program 
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Reason Number of responses 
Increased fringe benefits for employees 2 

Improved cCffl!U.lllity relations 5 

0.11 tural enrichrrent of the camu.mi ty 6 

Increased visibility of corporation 5 

Only serves as a tax deduction 0 

Il::)es not help the corporation 1 

opinion between the two groups is evident. 'Ihe dance programs 

reported, m::,re than any other restriction, that additonal money was 

not needed fran corporations. Not one corporation felt that 

additional funds were not needed by university dance programs. 

Table 25 

Caq;>arisons of Thnding Restrictions Perceptions 
Eetween Corporate leaders and 03.nce Professionals 

Restriction 

Never thought to ask 

Process is unfamiliar 

Unwillingness to give 

Requires too much time 

.Additional funds are not needed 

Other 

Corporate reply 

3 

5 

5 

0 

Dance reply 

9 

10 

2 

10 

13 

12 
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'Ihose coi:porations who stated that they would not consider 

financially assisting a university dance program replied as to 

their reasoning. The response totals for their reasons is found 

on Table 26. In the "other" catego:ry, one corporation stated that 

"arts were not a high priority." Another corporation only funded 

programs in which employees could become involved. A third 

reflected that funding a university dance program would be a 

conflict of interest, as this corporation dealt with several 

thousand universities. 'Ihe greatest reason given for not funding 

dance programs was that no funds were available. 

Table 26 

Reasons for not Funding a University Dance Program 

Reason Number of responses Percentage 

Il::> not fund programs that lead 8 22% 
to academic degrees 

University organizations should be 7 19% 
funded by the university 

Only professional dance canpanies 4 11% 
may apply for funds 

N:> funds are available 13 35% 

Interests have changed fran dance 1 3% 

Other 4 11% 

Of this same group of corporate responders, all but one related 

that no incentive a university dance program could offer would 

change the coi:poration's philosophy of funding. 



Discussion 

Profile of Dance Program 

The sampled dance performance programs were selected only 

fran colleges and universities which offered degrees in dance. 
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'Ille reporting dance programs offered their degrees through several 

university departments. Dance was the department in which al.m:>st 

half of the institutions confinned degrees. 'Ille department of 

physical education was the second nost often cited department for 

dance programs, while the theatre department housed 15%. 

'Ille department of dance, when independent of any other 

discipline, not only more often offered university dance programs 

which led to academic degrees, but it also secured m:>re types of 

funding for its programs. Of those programs associated with a 

dance department, more than three-fourths used state arts agencies 

and/or outside sources of assistance. Only about one-third 

of the programs housed in physical education used these methods of 

financial assistance, and only 10% of the theatre department 

programs secured funds. 

'llle university dance programs located in the dance department 

used the individual and private donor source of securing funds much 

nore often than those programs in physical education or theatre. 

Interestingly enough, the individual and private donor was the 

funding source which nost often came to the university in search 

of 'w'Orthwhile projects. 



'!he dance program profile represented only a descriptive 

perspective of the sample for this study. It was considered 
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to be a representative sample of all dance performance programs 

in this country at the present time. Since no other known profile 

of dance perfonnance programs similar to this exist, this info-

information offers a basis for the nature of contemporary dance 

perfonnance programs. 

Comparison of All Funding Resources 

'!he funding sources used by the university dance programs 

-were placed by the investigator into four groups. These were 

1) program initiated (ticket sales, membership drives, pranotional 

ideas, and advertising in perfonnance programs), 2) school 

related (departmental and student government funds), 3) govern-

ment sponsored (state arts agencies and the NFA), and 4) outside 

sources (individual or private donors, area businesses, foundations, 

and corporations). 

In comparing all of the funding sources, an effort was made 

to assess whether the ease of funding impacted the degree of 

effort to seek out and secure different forms of funding. A 

quartile system was established which allowed an examination of 

each and a comparison of the four grouped funding sources 

(program initiated, school related, government sponsored, and 

outside sources). A zero percent bracket was also used to 

designate those programs without any funding from the four groups. 



'Ih.rough this method, it was discovered that over half of 

the colleges and universities reporting received at least 75% 
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of their funding from the school related sources. School related 

funds produced 100% of the budget for a third of the programs. 

'!his source requires little, if any, effort in securing funds. 

Although funds may be restrictive, many dance programs rely 

solely on this source of funding. 

One-third of the university dance programs did not assist 

their programs through such self-help methods as ticket sales, 

membership drives, prOI'OC)tional ideas, and advertisement usage 

in production programs. What this could mean for the future of 

the dance program when institutional funding becomes limited is 

a reduced budget, program cuts, and/or a reduction of students 

in dance perfonnance programs. 

Government and Outside Funding 

Various methods were examined as ways to secure funds from 

government and outside sources. With regard to the various 

praootional options for funding, it was found that grant writing 

was the major method used by the dance programs to secure 

financial assistance from the state arts agencies. The Program 

Infonna.tion for Arts Presenters manual stated that grants were 

the only way in which rrcnies were to be distributed by the 

state arts agencies. 
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Individual and private donors were found to be an easy to 

establish funder, as over half of the time the source came to 

the university in search of a worthwhile project. '!his was not 

the case with the other govemrnental and outside source funders. 

'!his relates to an earlier statement that sources requiring 

little effort were more often used for funding of the university 

dance programs. Individual and private donors were used by 

half of the reporting dance programs. 

Of those programs receiving help fran area businesses, the 

method the programs used to secure the funds was "advertisment 

in production programs. " '!his method of funding, for the purpose 

of this study, was considered a program initiated method. 

Methods to secure funds £ran corporations were alrrost 

non-existant. '!his is definitely one of the reasons why only 

5% of the university dance perfonnance programs had received 

funds £ran a corporate sponsor. 

'!he extent of funding. Only one-fourth of the dance programs 

reported receiving funding fran government or outside sources. 

Al.m::>st half of the studied programs had, however, used individual 

or private donations as a method of funding. This seemed to 

be consistent with related literature as the easiest of the out-

side sources £rem which to secure funds. First, Koch (1979) 

related that 75% to 80% of all giving in the United States canes 

frcm individual donors or private foundations. Secondly, Lee 



(1986) suggested, individual and private donors are usually 
local sources anxious to benefit the imnediate comnunity. 
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Iord (1983) contended that organizations looking for funds 

should consider local sources first. Reporting university dance 

programs; however, have not considered this source, as 85% had 

not secured any financial assistance frarn area businesses. 

Of the programs researched, 80% had never secured funds from 

any foundation. This was coupled with the fact that the 

Coordinator of Dance was the main fund raiser. Bordelon (1976) 

suggested that unless an organization has a professional fund 

raiser, the organization should consider smaller foundations. 

'!he family foundations, ccmnunity trusts, and special 

purpose foundations may best serve a first time grant seeker 

for a university dance program. One college in the study had 

received a $116,000 grant from a local foundation. 

As revealed by the study, only 5% of the university dance 

programs had received any financial support fran a corporate 

sponsor in the last three years. Koch (1979) cited that rrost 

corporate finns provide very little information about their 

funding procedures for such programs as university dance programs. 

'!hose colleges and universities which had taken advantage of the 

funds offered by this source had gained many benefits. Touring 

and guest artist residencies supplemented these dance programs. 



Utilization of funds. University dance programs used the 

secured funds in various ways. M:>nies were used to establish 

scholarships, prorrote touring programs, secure guest artists, 

and increase choreographic endeavors. Usage of government 

and outside source funds were charted for utilization. 
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As Laine (1981) projected, the NFA and the state arts agencies 

-were started to foster professional excellence in the arts and to 

establish a climate in which the widest possible public could 

experience the arts. With this in mind, the manner in which the 

reporting university dance programs used the funds fran the 

state arts agencies is not surprising. Of these universities, 

over half used the funds to bring guest artists to their campuses, 

so that students could experience these professional dancers' 

methods of teaching and perfonning. One-fourth of the universities 

utilized the monies to further the artistic developnent of faculty 

or guest artists through cornnissioned choreography. 

The state arts agency funds were not established to be a 

primary source of funding or to be used for scholarships (Coe, 

et. al, 1980). 'Ibis again was evident in the fact that none 

of the university dance programs reported using state arts agency 

funds for scholarships. 

It was reported that area businesses contributed to most 

aspects of the total program including scholarships, touring, and 

guest artists. Coupling the fact that advertising was an excellent 
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incentive procedure to secure area businesses funds, with their 

contribution to the total dance program, helps make this funding 

source a dual donor. They assist a dance program with program 

initiated funds through advertising, while donating money to 

other aspects of the total program. However, the reporting dance 

programs have not used this funding source well as all. 

In-kind sei:vices could becorre a tremendous asset to univer-

sity dance programs, if they could establish themselves in the 

eyes of area businesses as a worthwhile camru.nity organization. 

As Iee {1986) related, there was $1.8 billion inventory excess 

in 1984. '!his excess may be donated to such organizations as 

university dance programs. Both the university dance programs 

and the business organization benefit from the contribution. 

Restrictions on Funding. The factors that prevented university 

dance programs from securing funds fran government and outside 

sources reflected attitudes aoout these funding sources. All 

of the government and outside funding sources require extra tirc'e 

in preparation to secure and receive money. Many of these sources 

required grants and application for funding to be suhnitted two 

years in advance. However, dance professionals must take that 

tirc'e to research and write grants if additional rnoney is needed. 

Together, those professionals who had either never thought aoout 

applying or never took the time to apply equalled al.rrost half of 

the respondent total. 



99 

Of the universities replying to the restrictions on funding, 

29% stated that state arts agencies were unwilling to give. 

'!here could be many reasons for this. Perhaps as Hill (1977) 

conceived, corrmon errors were made in the grant writing procedures. 

Success may have been hindered because of the lack of understanding 

about the grant making entity, as suggested in the Annual Register 

of Grant Support (1983) • Another idea dealing with the unwill-

ingness of the state arts agencies to fund could be the differing 

arrounts of money appropriated by the various states. The aroount 

of m:mey available in the different states for the year 1984 ranged 

from $100,000 to $35,000,000 according to the National Assembly 

of State Arts Agencies (Schnaue, 1984). Perhaps the colleges 

and universities which could not acquire money frcm this source 

were located in states which had low budgets, and/ or the money 

had already been allocated to other projects. 

Only two of the 68 university dance programs of the study 

stated that they had found corporations unwilling to donate. This 

may again reflect the inactivity by these professionals to ask 

for and secure funds fran this source. As related through the 

Yankelovich, Skelley, and White poll, as reported by Desruisseaux 

(3/19/86), people would be willing to give more if they were only 

asked to do so. 

Profile of Corporations Funding Dance Programs 

As Koch (1979) suggested, giving to the arts has become 

fashionable. Al.rrost one-third of the studied corporations stated 
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that they would consider giving to and becoming a new funder of 

university dance perfonnance programs. Al though the sums of money 

these corporations were willing to donate were not extremely 

large, it would be a potential funding source for a dance program. 

As related by Schnaue (1984), corporate gifts are much smaller 

than foundation contributions, but there are usually more 

corporate gifts given. This could be opportune for a dance 

professional who is seeking a first corporate grant and does not 

require large sums of money. 

Before applying for funds frcm corporations; however, it 

is ver:y important to establish the stability of the program. 

'lhe corporations studied reflected that, in order to secure a 

grant, many things were necessary. A precise statement of the 

problem was one necessity, as well as a well-defined budget for 

the project. Another important item that was suggested for inclusion 

in the application package was the name of the other major 

contributors. As wamed by 'Ihe Foundation Center (1985), no 

corporation wants to start a project and then feel responsible 

for its indefinite support. 

'!he studied corporations remained very ccmnuni ty minded. 'Ihese 

corporations had given, or were willing to give, to university 

dance programs in order to achieve good corrmunity relations, to 

improve cultural opportunities in the cormrunity, and to increase 

the corporation's visibility in the ccmnunity. Many corporations 

restricted their funds to their inmediate geographic location 



for these reasons. Block and Goodman (1976) had previously 

found this true in other research on corporate giving. 
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Of those corporations who responded that they would not at 

this time be willing to fund a university dance program, 56% had 

no funds available to donate. '!his is difficult to imagine, for 

as Koch (1979) related that of those corporations that donate at 

least 5% of pre-taxable income as allowed by law, there was never 

oore than 5% from any of the industry groupings that gained that 

level of contributive power. 

In relationship to the aoove, these corporations stated that 

no incentive that a university dance perfonnance program could 

offer would change their philosophy. Perhaps, however, the 

correct incentive has not been issued to these corporations. It 

was found that those corporations that were willing to contribute 

to these dance programs were offered and accepted a wide variance 

of incentives. A creative grant seeker from a well-defined dance 

perfonnance program may be able to generate some incentive that 

both participants could agree upon in order to secure funding for 

the university dance program. 

Trachtenburg (1983) stated "Corporations are used to dealing 

with suppliers who offer a sufficiently lucrative contract, 

guarantee delivery sooner rather than later and at comparative 

prices. Compared to these agile entrepreneurs, the average 

university is a lumbering mastodon that can barely be convinced 



102 

to change direction without a lead-time of three years" (p. 329). 

'!his is obvious with the fact that many of the reporting colleges 

and universities reported policies that prohibited fund raising 

activities for their programs. 

Canparisons of Perceptions of Funding Between Dance Programs and 
Corporations 

Extent of funding. Perhaps, those professionals in charge of 

fund raising for these dance programs feel that grant writing for 

corporate rocmey is not worthwhile. About one-fourth of the dance 

professionals admitted they did not need additional money at the 

present time. '!heir perceptions may be that corporations only 

donate extremely large stn11S of rroney. However, those corporations 

that responded that they would be willing to contribute to 

university dance programs related that their contribution would 

be between $500 and $5000. With one leotard costing between $40 

and $50, it would be hard to believe that a dance program could 

not use ten new leotards. 

Utilization of funds. Scholarships, residencies of guest 

dance artists, and touring were the uses nnst corporations stated 

they wished to fund. It was difficult to make a ccrnparison 

between the ways corporations felt their funds were best utilized 

and the utilization of these funds by university dance programs, 

as only 5% of the university dance programs had secured m:mies 

frcm corporations. 
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Suggestions were made up those corporate officials responding 

that matching grants would an opportunity to secure and utilize 

rronies, as well as prorrotion of university dance programs involved 

with cultural exchanges. As related in the Oironicle of Higher 

Education (1986), international ccmpanies are presently searching 

for projects that could prorrote cross-cultural exchanges in the 

arts. 

Restrictions on funding. '!he reporting dance professionals 

in charge of these dance programs either never thought to ask for 

funds, were unfamiliar with the funding methods, or were unwilling 

to spend the time necessary to secure monies fran corporations. 

'!his is a major reason why 95% of the university dance programs 

had not received funds fran corporations. 

'Ihe perceptions of the corporations responding and the dance 

professionals reporting were quite different with regard to one 

restriction on funding. Of the dance programs, one-fourth related 

that no additional I'OC)ney was needed from the corporate sector to 

fund university dance programs. However, 100% of the corporations 

felt that additional rroney was needed by these dance performance 

programs. 
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Implications 

The future of university dance program funding will need to 

have continued financial assistance from the four support areas. 

'lhese areas are program initiated, school related, govenunent 

sponsored, and outside sources. An important difference; however, 

will be the degree of funding fran each of these areas. As 

colleges and universities continue a decline in student enrollment 

and increase in maintainance costs, school related funds may become 

less abundant. Those programs that rely totally on school related 

funds will suffer. 

Dance professionals in charge of fund raising for university 

programs will need to become more self-sufficient. They will 

need to establish themselves as a worthwhile corrmunity asset. 

'!hey will need to do this, first, by helping themselves. They 

will need to increase the quantity of their program initiated 

funds. In this way they will have increased publicity, .illlproved 

corrmunity involvement, and a more well-defined program. With 

these improvements, university dance perfonnance programs would 

be more easily recognized as quality programs deserving of 

government sponsored and outside source funding. 

This study focused on one particular outside source, 

corporate contributions. It was discovered that 94% of the 

researched corporations had never contributed to a university 

dance program. '!his is not surprising; though, as 95% of the 
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university dance programs studied had never bothered to ask 

for funds. However, with sare agility and adaptation, a creative 

dance professional may with a well-established program and a list 

of other corporate contributions, be able to gain funding from 

the corporate sector. 

It should be remembered that corporations have up to 5% of 

their pre-taxable income to contribute. Koch (1979) derronstrated 

that only one to five percent of all industries make the above 

suggested donation. When a corporation says it has no funds 

available, it is probably only an excuse for non-funding. 

With the potential increase in corporate contributions, as 

well as other outside sources, a university dance program could 

be elevated to new heights. 'Ihese programs could prosper through 

ooth grants and in-kind services. Some of the ways this increase 

in funds could supplement a dance program are faculty/student 

travel, conventions and workshops, video equipnent purchase, 

program printing, and costuming. The fund raisers for these 

programs must, however, establish a plan of action. 

Grant writing procedures will soon becare a necessary 

ingredient for the establishment of new programs and the continu-

ance of existing ones. Funding procedures for university programs; 

therefore, should be included in graduate school curriculum. 

'Ille lack of skills in securing government and outside source 

funding was denonstrated through this study. This lack of know-

ledge and ability is correctable. 



Promotion skills need to be developed in order to enhance 

the likilihood of obtaining outside funds. It appears that 

especially corporations are more ready to offer funding than 

dance professionals may perceive, and if the the worthiness of 

dance perfonnance programs were more evident and placed in a 

favorable light, more corporate funds may become available to 

dance programs in the future. 
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'!hose individuals who wish to be administrators of university 

dance programs should keep abreast of new potential funding 

sources and their funding profiles. It is perhaps felt by dance 

professionals that grant writing should only be perfonred when 

extremely large amounts of money are required. As evidenced 

through this study, however, corporate gifts may range fran 

$500 to $5000 with possibilities of larger stnnS for the more 

experienced grantsperson. Subscription to professional journals 

and newsletters of value to educational administration and bud-

geting would be helpful in gaining this infoDTia.tion. 

Individuals responsible for the securing of financial support 

for university dance programs should beccrne more familiar with 

grant making procedures, and then take the time to act on the 

acquired knowledge. '!hose dance professionals, which are housed 

in university depa.rtrrents other than dance, should assist their 

department heads in locating and securing additional funds £ran 

goverrurent sponsored and outside sources. 
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'!his study may be the seed interest for the National Dance 

.Msociation, or other organizations camrl.tted to the improvement 

and continuance of university dance perfo.rmance programs, to 

pursue a longitudinal study for the collection of data concerning 

funding of these programs. '!he fact that one-third of the 

reporting corporations were willing to consider contributing to 

university dance perfonnance programs may stir interest in a 

profession where only 5% have considered the corporate sponsor as 

a means of support. 



CHAPTER 5 

Sumnary, Conclusions, and Reconmendations 

Sunmary 

'!he purpose of the study was to detennine financial resources 

utilized for the pranotion of university dance perfonnance programs 

and to corrpare these funding resources 1) in their extent of 

funding of these dance programs, 2) in the utilization of these 

funds by the university dance programs, and 3) in the restrictions 

by these resources for the potential funding of university dance 

programs. 

The subproblem of the study was to investigate the perceptions 

of university dance professionals towards using corporate funding 

as an extemal resource, in ccrnparison to the perceptions of 

corporations toward funding university dance programs. 

'Ihroughout history, philanthrophy has existed in many 

fonns. Clarities for restricted geographic areas, private 

grants, foundations, and governmental support have allowed many 

organizations to start new programs, as well as to improve 

existing ones (Koch, 1979). These funding organizations remain 

closely tied because of laws and regulations. New funding 

sources have been instituted because of a continuing upgrading of 

these laws. Area businesses and corporate support recognized 

(108) 
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beneficial tax credits with increased financial support of 

non-profit organizations. This support has become apparent 

not only in the monies and in-kind se:rvices offered, but also 

in the special interest groups these businesses have fanned 

(lee, 1986). Such groups in the area of dance include The 

National Corporate Fund for Dance and '!he Business Conmittee 

for the Arts (Arcomano, 1981). 

In an effort to view the present funding sources of 

university dance perfonnance programs, the Dance Resources 

Instrument-I (DRI-I) was used to collect data fran 120 colleges 

and universities which had a degree program in dance during the 

1984-85 school tenn. Sixty-eight questionnaires were returned 

fran this group for a 57% response. Another instrument was used 

to detennine potential funding resources by studying 58 corpora-

tions which had previously given some degree of funding to a 

dance organization. This instnnnent was called the Dance Resources 

Instrument-II (DRI-II), and also had a 57% return. 

Content validity of the above instruments was established 

through the scrutiny of five experts fran the University of 

Kansas. The DRI-II also used~ corporate officials to secure 

content validity. Reliability was assured through the test/retest 

method. 'Ihe instruments were then mailed to the selected groups. 

Percentage comparisons were made for each question on both. 

instruments. Responses were tallied and comparisons of present 

and potential funding sources were made. 
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The funding sources of university dance perfo:rnance programs 

were divided into four groups. 'Ihese groups were program initiated 

( ticket sales, membership drives, prarotional ideas, and advertis-

ing in perfonnance programs), school related (departmental and 

student government funds), government sponsored (state art agencies 

and the NFA), and outside sources (individual or private donors, 

area businesses, foundations, and corporations). '!he rocmey 

secured fran these four different groups were utilized by the 

dance programs for such things as scholarships, touring, and 

guest artist residencies. 

Prorrotional options were studied for government and outside 

funding sources. '!be methods rrost often used by these programs 

to gain funds from the four groups were grant writing and offering 

advertising. In many cases, the funding source initiated the 

first contact. '!hose programs which had not used any or all of 

the financial assistance groups proposed the neglect for the 

following reasons. The fund raisers for the programs either 

never thought to ask for funds, thought the process of applying 

took too much time, or the process for securing funds was 

unfamiliar. 

Of the corporations studied, 94% had never financially 

supported a university dance performance program, but 29% of 

these stated they would consider the fact. M:lst corporations 

reflected a very ccmmmity oreiented philosophy in selecting 

desirous projects. Of those corporations which would not 
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presently consider becoming a potential funding source for a 

university dance program, 57% related that no funds were available. 

Conclusions 

'!he descriptive results found through the investigation of 

this study indicate the following conclusions. 

1) '!he financial resources utilized for the prorrotion 

of university dance performance programs included 

program initiated funds, school related funds, 

government s:r;:x:,nsored funds, and outside source 

funds. 

2) With regard to the extent of funding for university 

dance perfonnance programs, there was a variance 

found in the extent of financial sup:r;:x:,rt given 

by the four different financial groups. '!he 

school related group offered nearly three-fourths 

of the financial assistance, while the government 

s:r;:x:,nsored and the outside source groups provided 

very little money to these dance programs. 

3) With regard to the utilization of funding by the 

university dance perfonnance programs, three 

conclusions may be made. Firs there seemed to 

be no variance between the university departrrent 

through which the reporting university dance programs 

offered degrees in regard to access of government 
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sponsored funds. However, there was an apparent 

difference between the degree granting departments 

and the usage of outside source funding. It was 

discovered that when the degree granting depart-

ment was the department of dance, instead of 

physical education or theatre, outside source 

donations were utilized rrore often. 

Further, there was a difference in the manner 

in which contributions fran various sources were 

used. Grants for state arts agencies were more 

often used to pran:::>te professionalism of programs 

through guest artists and ccmnissioned choreography. 

Donations fran private and individual sources were 

rrost often used for scholarships. 

Finally, it was difficult to establish a 

distinction between how university dance programs 

used corporate allocations and the priority usage 

suggested by the corporations, as there were only 

three universities which reported using corporate 

funds. 

4) With regard to the restrictions on funding of the 

university dance perfonnance programs, there was 

a definite agreerrent by the reporting university 

dance programs and corporations as to the factors 
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preventing these programs fran receiving donations 

from outside sources. Both related that the process 

was time demanding and unfamiliar. The dance 

programs, however, often related that additional 

money was not needed from corporations, al though 

no corporation replied in this manner. 

5) With regard to the carparisons of perceptions of 

funding between dance perfonnance programs and 

corporations, alrrost one-third of the surveyed 

corporations related that they would be willing 

to donate to university dance perfonnance programs; 

however, only 5% of the dance programs had ever 

attempted to secure funds fran corporations. 

'!here was evidence that those university dance 

perfonnance programs which reflected a comnunity 

oriented attitude and offered cultural projects 

that enhanced the camrunity, as well as the 

visibility of the potential funding source, 

would be extended more corporate funds. 

Recarmendations 

In reflection upon this study, the following recarmendations 

are offered. 

1) A national agency should conduct a longitudinal study 

on funding university dance perfonnance programs as 

a follow-up to this initial study. 



2) '!his study should be repeated using funding of 

private dance studios rather than university 

dance perfonnance programs. 
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3) A similar study should be canpleted using a rrore 

restricted geographic area such as a single state 

or group of states. 

4) A similar study should be conducted in the funding 

of other university programs such as athletics. 
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APPENDIX A 

srATE ARTS AGENCY DIRK'IORY 



STATE ARTS AGENCY DIRECTORY 

Chairs Executive Directors & Agency Address 

ALABAMA STATE COUNCIL ON THE ARTS & HUMANITIES 

A.F. Oelchamps. Jr., CHAIR 
P. 0. Box 1668 
Hobfle. AL 36601 
205/433-0431 

ALASKA STATE COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

Robert Mfller, CHAIR 
5232 E. 24th Avenue, Apt. F 
.Anchorage, /J¥.. 99508 
907/337-8876 

AMERICAN SAMOA ARTS COUNCIL 

Palaunt Tuiasosopo. CHAIR 
Office of the Governor 
Pago Pago, AS 96799 
684/633-4115 

AAIZONA COMMISSION ON THE AATS 

Ronald H. Warner, CHAIR 
2645 E. Osborn Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85016 

ARKANSAS AATS COUNCIL 

John Barnes, CHAIR 
1016 Fern Drive 
Heber Springs, AR 72543 
501/370-2157 

CALIFORNIA ARTS COUNCIL 

Stephen Goldstfne, CHAIR 
1331 Green Street 
San Francisco. CA 94109 
415/771-7020 

Al Head. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
323 Adams Avenue 
Montgomery, AL 36130-5801 
205/261-4076 

Chris D1 Arcy, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
619 Warehouse Avenue, Suite 220 
Anchorage, /J¥.. 99501 
907/279-1558 

Matilda Lolotai, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
P.O. Box 1540 
Office of the Governor 
Pago Pago, AS 96799 
684/633-4347 

Shelley Cohn, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
417 West Roosevelt Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 
602/255-5882 

Ptny Aspell, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Heritage Center, Suite 200 
225 E. Markham 
Little Rock, AR 72201 
501/371-2539 

Marflyn Ryan, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
1901 Broadway, Suite A 
Sacramento, CA 95818 
916/445-1530 
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·COLORADO COUNCIL ON THE ARTS & HUMANITIES 

Lucien Wulsln, CHAIR 
1700 Lincoln Street, #4517 
Denver, CO 80203 
303/837-0900 

CONNECTICUT. COMMISSION ON THE ARTS 

Susan Kelly, CHAlR 
86 Bloomfield Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06105 
203/233-4885 

DELAWARE STATE ARTS COUNCIL 

Franklin Wooddruff, ACTING CHAIR 
Route 1, Box 205 
Hearnes Pond.Road 
Seaford, OE 19973 
302/629-2394 

Ellen Sollod, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
770 Pennsylvania Street 
Denver, CO 80203 
JOJ/866-2617 

Gary Young, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
190 Trumbull Street 
Hartford, CT 06103 
203/566-4770 

Cecelia Fitzgibbon, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
820 North French Street 
Wilmington, OE 19801 
302/571-3540 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (DC) COMMISSION ON THE AATS & HUMANITIES 

Peggy Cooper-Cafritz, CHAIR 
2900 44th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20016 
202/244-1966 

AATS COUNCIL OF FLORIDA 

Larry A. Williamson 
% Gateway Enterprises, Inc. 
5113 No. Davis, Suite 5 
Pensacola, FL 32503 
904/ 477-5401 

Jim Backas, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
420 7th Street, NW, 2nd Floor 
Washington, DC 20004 
202/724-5613 

Chris Doolin, EXECUTIVE DlRECTOR 
Department of State, The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Fl 32301 
904/487-2980 

GEORGIA COUNCIL FOR THE ARTS & HUMANITIES 

Fred 0. Bentley, Sr., CHAIR 
P.O. Box 968 
Marietta, GA 30061 
404/422-2300 

INSULAR ARTS COUNCIL (GU#i) 

Glocrfto Sagisi, CHAIR. 
Office of the Governor 
P.O. Box 2950 
Agana, GU 96910 
671/477-9845 

Frank Ratka, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
2082 East Exchange Place, Suite 100 
Tucker, GA 30084 
404/493-5780 

Annie Benavente Stone, EXECUTIVE OlRECTOR 
Office of the Governor 
P.O. Box 2950 
Agana, GU 96910 
671/477-7413 

STATE FOUNDATION ON CULTURE ANO THE ARTS (HAWAII) 

Naomi Morita, CHAIR 
P.O. Box 4160 
82 Makalanf Street 
Hi lo, HI 96720 
808/961-7351 

Sarah Richards, EXECUTlVE DIRECTOR 
335 Merchant Street, Suite 202 
Honolulu, HI 96813 
808/548-4145 
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IDAHO COMMISSION ON THE AR TS 

Annette Park, CHAIR 
901 Balsam 
Boise, ID 83706 
208/345-9921 

ILLINOIS ARTS COUNCIL 

Shirley Madigan, CHAIR 
6400 S. Keeler 
Chicago, IL 60629 
312/782-2555 

INDIANA ARTS COMMISSION 

Rita Eykamp, CHAIR 
9908 Old State Road 
Ev ans v 111 e, IN 4 7711 
812/867-3739 

IOWA ARTS COUNCIL 

Mary Hutchinson Tone, CHAIR 
5245 Dakota Drive 
West Des Moines, IA 50265 
515/224-0398 

KANSAS ARTS COMMISSION 

John Johntz, PRESIDENT 
4424 West 84th 
Shawnee Mission, KS 66207 
913/648-2265 

KENTUCKY ARTS COUNCIL 

Margaret Trevathan, CHAIR 
Calloway County Public Library 
710 Main Street 
Murray, KY 42071 
502/753-2288 

LOUISIANA STATE ARTS COUNCIL 

Jane Ann Tudor, CHAIR 
1405 Military Hwy. 
Pineville, LA 71360 
318/445-2141 

Joan Lolmaugh, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
304 West State Street 
Bal se, ID 83720 
208/334-2119 
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Adrienne Nescott Hirsch, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
111 North Wabash Avenue, Suite 700 
Chicago, IL 60602 
312/793-6750 

Thomas Schorgl, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
32 E. Washington Street, 6th floor 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
317 /232-1268 

Douglas True, ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
State Capitol Complex 
1223 East Court Avenue 
Des Moines, [A 50319 
515/281-4451 

John Reed, EXECUT[VE DIRECTOR 
112 West 6th Street 
Topeka, KS 66603 
913/296-3335 

Nash Cox, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Berry Hil 1 
Frankfort, KY 40601 
502/564-3757 

Eddy Martin, ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
P.O. Box 44247 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
504/925-3930 



MAINE STATE COMMISSION ON THE ARTS & HUMANITIES 

Frances Frost Abbott, CHAIR 
240 Lake Street 
Auburn, ME 04210 
207/782-4763 

MARYLAND STATE ARTS COUNCIL 

Julianne E. Adlerman, CHAIR 
608 West Northern Parkway 
Baltimore, MO 21210 
301/323-0032 

Alden C. Wilson, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
55 Capitol Street 
State House Statton 25 
Augusta, ME 04333 
207/289-2724 

Hank Johnson, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
15 West Mulberry Street 
Baltimore, MO 21201 
301/685-6740 

MASSACHUSETTS COUNCIL ON THE ARTS & HUMANITIES 

Nicholas T. Zervas, CHAIR 
Depart. of Neurosurgery 
Massachusetts General Hosp. 
32 Fru ft Street 
Boston, MA 02114 
617/726-3422 

MICHIGAN COUNCIL FOR THE ARTS 

Oscar Remfck, CHAIR 
President, Alma College 
Alma, MI 48801 
517 / 463-7145 

MINNESOTA STATE ARTS BOARD 

Katherine Murphy, CHAIR 
3139 S. Rivershore Drive 
Moorhead, MN 56560 
218/233-4504 

MISSISSIPPI ARTS COMMISSION 

Aubrey K. Lucas, CHAIR 
Southern Statfon, Box 5001 
Hattfesburg, MS 39406-5001 
601/266-5001 

MISSOURI ARTS COUNCIL 

Talbot Maccarthy, CHAIR 
6 Robin Hill Lane 
St. Louis, MO 63124 
314/994-7971 

Anne Hawley, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
One Ashburton Place 
Boston, MA 02108 
617 /727-3668 

EXECUTIVE OiRECTOR 
1200 6th Avenue, Executive Plaza 
Detroit, MI 48226 
313/256-3735 

Sam Grabarski, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
432 Surmiit Avenue 
St. Paul, MN 55102 
612/297-2603 

Lfda Rogers, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
301 North Lamar Street 
P.O. Box 1341 
Jackson, MS 39205 
601/354-7336 

Rfck Simoncelli, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
111 North 7th Street, Sufte 105 
St. Louts, MO 63101 
314/444-6845 
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MONTANA ARTS COUNCIL 

Jesstca Sttckney, CHAIR 
2206 Matn Street 
Miles City, MT 59301 
406/232-1100 

NEBRASKA ARTS COUNCIL 

Lavon Crosby, CHAIR 
3720 S 40th Street 
Lincoln, NE 68506 
402/488-1700 

NEVADA STATE COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

Nancy Houssels, CHAIR 
380 Rancho Cfrcle 
Las Vegas, NV 89107 
702/789-0225 

NEW HAMPSHIRE COMMISSION ON THE ARTS 

Roger C. Brooks, CHAIR 
Principal, Garrison School 
17 Knfght Street 
Concord, NH 03301 
603/225-5211 

NEW JERSEY STATE COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

Clement A. Prfce, CHAIR 
82 Fairmont Terrace 
East Orange, NJ 07018 
201/648-5414 or 5410 

NEW MEXICO ARTS DIVISION 

Rena Rosequfst, CHAIR 
Box 1888 
Taos, NM 87571 
505/758-2861 

NEW YORK STATE COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

Kttty Carlisle Hart, CHAIR 
915 Broadway 
New York, NY 10010 
212/614-2909 

David Nelson, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
35 South Last Chance Gulch 
Helena, MT 59620 
406/444-6430 

Robin Tryloff, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
1313 Farnam-on-the-Mall 
Omaha, NE 68102 
402/554-2122 

Bill Fox, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
329 Fl Int Street 
Reno, NV 89501 
702/789-0225 

Robb Hankins, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Phen Ix Ha 11 
40 North Main Street 
Concord, NH 03301 
603/271-2789 

Jeffrey Kesper, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
109 West State Street 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
609/292-6130 

Bernard Lopez, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
224 E. Palace Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
505/827-6490 

Mary Hays, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR· 
915 Broadway 
New York, NY 10010 
212/614-2909 
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NORTH CAROUNA ARTS COUNCIL 

Michael Newman, CHAIR 
Newman & Jones, P.A. 
1068 West 4th Street - Box 3024 
Winston-Salem, NC 27102 
919/724-1503 

NORTH DAKOTA COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

Susan Freeman, CHAIR 
1215 S. 8th Street 
Fargo, NO 58103 
701/235-4384 

Mary Regan, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Department of Cultural Resources 
Raleigh, NC 27611 
919/733-2821 

Donna Evenson, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Black Building, Suite 606 
Fargo, NO 58102 
701/237-8962 

COMMONWEALTH COUNCIL FOR ARTS ANO CULTURE (Northern Marlana Islands) 

Jesus B. Pangelinan 
Historic Preservation Office 
PO Box 553, CHRB 
Saipan, CM 96950 
(670)9722 

OHIO ARTS COUNCIL 

Jeffrey A. Cole, CHAIR 
Cole National Corporation 
29001 Cedar Ave 
Cleveland, OH 44124 
216/449-4100 

STATE ARTS COUNCIL OF OKLAHOMA 

Albert Riesen, CHAIR 
2301 Cloverleaf 
Ardmore, OK 73401 
405/223-2231 

OREGON ARTS COMMISSION 

John Frohnmayer, CHAIR 
Tonkon, Torp, Marmaduke & Booth 
1800 Orbanco Building 
1001 S.W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
503/221-1440 

PENNSYLVANIA COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

Diana Rose, CHAIR 
214 Schenley Road 
Pittsburgh, PA 15217 
412/682-1708 

Ana Teregeyo, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
P.O. Box 553, CHRB 
Saipan, CM 96950 
(670)9982, 9983, FAX 9028 

Wayne Lawson, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
727 East Main Street 
Columbus, OH 43205 
614/466-2613 

Betty Price, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Jim Thorpe Building 1640 
Oklahoma City, OK 73105 
405/521-2931 

Peter deC. Hero, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
835 Surrrner Street, NE 
Salem, OR 97301 
503/378-3625 

June Arey, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Finance Building, Room 216 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
717/787-6883 
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INSTrTUTE OF PUERTO R ICAtl CULTURE 

Jose' L. Capacete. CIIJ\IR 
Apartado Postal 4184 
San Juan. PR 00905 
809/723-2115 

RHODE ISLAND STATE COUNCIL ON THE AATS 

Rowena Stewart, CHAIR 
Exec. Dfr., RI Black Heritage 

Society 
The OIC Building - 1 Hflton St. 
Providence, RI 02905 
401/751-3490 

SOUTH CAROLINA ARTS COMMISSION 

Stephen R. Mccrae, Jr., CHAIR 
321-A E. Jefferson Street 
York, SC 29745 
803/684-3559 

SOUTH DAKOTA ARTS COUNCIL 

Margaret Quintal, CHAIR 
1520 N. Ridge Road 
Mitchell, SO 57301 
605/996-6592 

TENNESSEE ARTS COMMISSION 

Walter Knestrick, CHAIR 
P.O. Box 111269 
Nashville, TN 37222-1269 
615/259-3755 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON THE ARTS 

Jocelyn L. Straus, CHAIR 
511 Argyle 
San Antonio, TX 78209 
512/826-5787 

UTAH ARTS COUNCIL 

Ray Kingston, CHAIR 
350 South 400 East 
Sufte JOO 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
801/521-6186 

Carmen Teresa Ruiz de Fischler. 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Apartado Postal 4184 
San Juan. PR 00905 
809/723-2115 

Iona Dobbins, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
312 Wfckenden Street 
Providence, RI 02903-4494 
401/2 7 7-3880 

Scott Sanders, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
1800 Gervais Street 
Columbia, SC 29201 
803/758-3442 

Charlotte Carver, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
108 West 11th Street 
Sioux Falls, SO 57102 
605/339-6646 
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C. Bennett Tarleton, Jr., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
SOS Deaderick Street, Suite 1700 
Nashville, TN 37219 
615/741-1701 

Richard Huff, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
P.O. Box 134u6, Capitol Statton 
Austin, TX 78711 
512/475-6593 

Ruth Draper, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
617 E. South Temple Street 
Salt Lake City, UT 84102 
801/533-5895 



VERMONT COUNCIL ON THE AR TS 

William Schubart, PRES. 
Resolution, [nc. 
1 Mill Street 
Burlington, VT 05041 
802/862-8881 

VIRGINIA COMMISSION FOR THE ARTS 

Doris Miller, CHAIR 
506 Surrmers Court 
Alexandria, VA 22301 
703/683-3183 

VIRGIN ISLANDS COUNCIL ON THE AATS 

WASHINGTON STATE ARTS COMMISSION 

Wallie Funk, CHA[R 
4480-400th SW 
Oak Harbor, WA 98277 
206/675-6611 

Alan L. Erdossy, EXECUTIVE O[RECTOR 
136 State Street 
Montpelier, VT 05602 
802/828-3291 

Peggy Baggett, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
James Monroe Building 
101 No. 14th Street, 17th Floor 
Richmond, VA 23219 
804/225-3132 

John Jowers, EXECUT[VE O[RECTOR 
Caravelle Arcade 
Christiansted, St. Croix, VI 00820 
809/774-5984 

Michael Croman, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Mail Stop GH-11 
Olympia, WA 98504 
206/753-3860 

WEST VIRGINIA ARTS & HUMANITIES DIVISION 

Kay Goodwin, CHAIR 
One Vail Drive 
Ripley, WV 25271 
304/372-8737 

WISCONSIN ARTS BOARD 

Joseph Garton, CHAIR 
5964 Highway K 
Waunakee, WI 53597 
608/273-4900 

WYOMING COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

John Freeman, CHAIR 
1703 South Seventeenth Street 
Laramie, WY 82070 
307/766-5496 

James Andrews, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Department of Culture & History 
Capitol Complex 
Charleston, WV 25305 
304/348-0240 

Arley G. Curtz, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
107 South Butler Street 
Madison, WI 53703 
608/266-0190 

Joy Thompson, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
2320 Capitol Avenue 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 
307/777-7742 

As compiled by: National Assembly of State Arts Agenices 
Suite 920 1010 Vermont Avenue NW 
Washington, D. c. 20005 
(1985) 
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FOUNDATION CENTER'S LIBRARIES 

National: 

The Foundation Center 
888 Seventh Awnue 
New York. New York 10019 

The Foundntion Center 
1001 Connecticut A\'enuc. N.W. 
Washington. O.C. 20036 

Donors· Forum 
208 South LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Regional: 

States: 

t\lahama 
Bim1ingham Puhlic l.ihrary 
2020 Seventh A\'enue. North 
Binningharn J520J 

Arknnsas 
l.ittlc Rock Puhlic l.ihrary 
Reference I >cpartmcnt 
700 Louisiana Street 
Little Rock 72201 

California 
l 1ni,·crsity Research l.ihrary 
Rclcrencc Department 
l1 nivcrsity of Ca lilornia 
l.os Angeles 90024 

San Francisco Puhlic Lihrary 
Business Branch 
530 Kearny Street 
San Francisco 94 I08 

Colorado 
Denver Puhlic I .ihrary 
Sociology I >ivision 
I 357 Broadway 
Denver 80203 

Connecticut 
II art ford Puhlic l.ihrary 
Reference Department 
500 Main Street 
Hartford 06l0J 

Geographical CoHraJ!e: 

A lit ha ma 

Arkansas 

Alaska. Ari10na, California. 
Colorado, Hawaii, Ne\'ada. 
Utah 

Alaska. California. Colorado. 
Hawaii. Idaho. Montana. 
Nevada. Orc~on. Utah. 
Washington. Wyoming 

Colorado 

( ·,u11tl·L"tin11. l\la~"achu!--ctts. 
R hodc Island 
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Florida 
Jacksonville Puhlic I .ihrary 
Business. Science. and Industry 

lkparlrnent 
122 North Ocean Street 
Jacksonville 32202 

Miami-Dade Puhlic l.ihrary 
Florida Collection 
One Biscayne BouleYard 
Miami JJIJ2 

(ieorµia 
Atlanta Puhlic l.ihrary 
126 Carnegie Way. N.W. 
Atlanta 30303 

Hawaii 
Thomas llalc Hamilton l.ihrary 
2550 The Mall 
Honolulu 96822 

Iowa 
l>cs M nines Puhlic l.ihrary 
100 l.ncust Street 
Des Moines 50309 

Kansas 
·1 opeka Puhlie l.ihrary 
Ad ult Services Dcpartmeilt 
1515 West Tenth Street 
Topeka 66604 

Kentucky 
1.ouisvillc rrce Puhlic l.ihrary 
Fourth and York Streets 
Louisville 40203 

l.ouisiana 
New _9rleans Puhlic l.ihrnry 
Business and Science Division 
219 Loyola A Ycnue 
New Orleans 70140 

Florida 

Florida 

Alahama. Florida. ( icorl,!ia. 
Kentucky. Mississippi. North 
Carolina. South Carolina, 
Tennessee. Virginia 

California. Hawaii. Oregon. 
Washington 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine Maine 
llnin:rsity of Maine at Portland 
Center for Research and 

Adrnnced Study 
246 Deering Avenue 
Port land 04102 

1\1 aryland 
Enoch Pratt Free I .ihrary 
Social Science and History 

lkpartment 
-WO Cathedral Street 
Baltimore 21201 

!\faryland 
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M assadrnscl ls 
Associated Foundation of 

( in:alcr Boston 
One Boston Place. Suite 948 
Hoston 02108 

Boston Puhlic l.ihrary 
Copley Square 
Hoston 02117 

l'vlic:higan 
ll cnry Ford Centennial l.ihrary 
15J0I Michigan A\"cnue 
Dearhorn 48126 

Ci rand Rapids Puhlic l .ihrary 
Sociology and Education 

I >epartmcnt 
l.ihrary Pta,a 
(j rand Rapids 49502 

Minnesota 
M inncapolis Puhlic I .ihr:iry 
Sociology I >cp:trtment 
JOO Nicollet Mall 
Minneapolis 5540 I 

Mississippi 
.ladson l\lclrnpolilan I .ihrary 
JOI North Stale Street 
Jackson J9201 

Missouri 
Kansas City Puhlic l.ihrary 
JII East 12th Street 
Kansas City 64106 

The Danforth Foundation 
I .ihrary 

222 South Central Avenue 
St. Louis (,J l05 

Montana 
Eastern Montana Colkge 

I .ihrary 
Reference I >cpartmcnt 
Billings 59101 

Nebraska 
Omaha Puhlic l.ihrary 
1823 Harney Street 
Omaha 68102 

New Hampshire 
The New Hampshire 

Charitahlc hmd 
One South Street 
Concord OJJO I 

C:onnecticut. Maine. 
~lassachusctts. Nl'W 

llampshire. Rhode Island 
Vcrmnnt 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Michigan 

Iowa. Minnesota, North 
l>akota. South l>.,kota 

~1ississippi 

Kansas. Missouri 

Iowa. Kansas. Missouri. 
Nchraska 

i\lontana 

Nehraska 

New I lampshire 
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New Jersey 
N cw .Jersey State l.ihrary 
Reference Section 
I 85 West State Street 
Trenton 08625 

New York 
New York State l.ihrary 
Stale Education I kpartrm:nt 
hlucation Building 

.lhany 12224 

lhrffalo and Eric County 
Puhlic l.ihrary 

I.a fayette Square 
Buffalo I 420J 

1.cYittown Puhlic l.ihrary 
Rdcn:nce Department 
One Bluegrass l.anc 
l .c\·ittown 11756 

R ochcstcr Puhlic l.ihrary 
Business and Social Sciences 

I >i,·ision 
115 South Avenue 
Rochester 14604 

North Carolina 
William R. Perkins l.ihrary 
Duke llni\·ersity 
l>u rham 2 7706 

Ohio 
The Clcn:land hnm<.Jation 

l.ihrary 
700 National City Bank Buildinµ 
<.'kn-land -1-H t..i 

( )klahorna 
Oklalwma City Community 

hlundation 
I JOO ~orth Broadway 
Oklahoma City 7J IOJ 

Oregon 
l.ihrary Association of Portland 
Education and Psychology 

Department 
KOi S.W. Tenth twcnuc 
Portland 97205 

Pennsylvania 
The 1:rec I .ihrary of 

Philadelphia 
I .ogan Squan: 
Philadelphia 19 IOJ 

New Jersey 

New York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

North Carolina 

1\1 ichigan. Ohio. Pennsylvania. 
\Vest Virginia 

Oklahoma 

,\laska. Californin. Hawaii. 
Oreg.on. \\'ashing.ton 

I klawan:. New Jersey. 
l,t·nnsyl\'ania 
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llillman l.ihrary 
llnivcrsity of Pittshurgh 
Pittshurgh I 52 I 3 

Rhode Island 
Pnn·idcm:e J>uhlic l.ihrary 
Rdcrcnn: I kp:irtm,·nt 
150 Empire Street 
Providence 0290.l 

South Carolina 
South Carolina State I .ihrary 
Reader Services Department 
1500 Senate Street 
Columhia 29211 

Tennessee 
Memphis Puhlic l.ihrnry 
1850 Peahody A\'cnue 
Memphis .38104 

Texas 
The Hogg foundation for 

Mental Health 
The llni\'ersity of Texas 
Austin 78712 

Dallas Puhlic l.ihrary 
History and Social Sciences 

I >i,·ision 
1954 Commerce Street 
Dallas 75201 

Utah 
Salt Lake City Puhlic l.ihrary 
Information and Adult Sayiccs 
209 East Fifth Street 
Salt 1.akc City X41 I I 

Vermont 
State of Vermont Department 

of l.ihrarics 
Reference Ser\'ices lJ nit 
I 11 State Street 
Montpelier 05602 

Virginia 
Richmond Puhlic I .ihrary 
Business. Science. & 

Technology I >cpartmcnt 
IO I Fast hank tin Street 
Richmond 2321 CJ 

l'l·1111syl\:i11ia 

R hodc Island 

South Carolina 

·1 cnnessce 

Arkansas. Louisiana. New 
Mexico, Tex.as 

Texas 

lltah 

New Hampshire. Vermont 

Virginia 
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Wa::ihington 
Scatth: PuhliL" l.ihrnry 
IOUO hiurth .-\\1.."lllh: 

Scatth: L)XIU4 

\\'est Virginia 
Kanawha County Puhlic l.ihrary 
12] Capitol Strl'd 
Charleston 25.lO I 

Wisconsin 
~tarqucttc lJnin:r!'lity ~kmmial 

l.ihrary 
1415 West Wisconsin r\\·r.:nuc 
r-.1 ii\\ aukcc 5J23J 

Wyoming 
I .a ramie ( 'ounty ( 'ommunity 

( 'ollq~c l .ihrary 
1400 Fast ( 'ollc);!C I >ri,c 
( ·1tcyc11uc 8~1101 

Wa:--hington 

West Virginia 

I Iii no is. Indiana. Iowa. 
Mi<.:higan. l\tinncsota. Ohio, 
Wi:-.i:onsin 

\\'~oming 
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TYPES OF GRANTS 

Corporate Grant: Philanthropic money awarded by a corrmercial 
enterprise rather than by a foundation or a government. 
A corporate grant is not to be confused with a corporate 
foundation grant, in which case the rconey comes from a 
foundation established and funded by the corporation. 

Foundation Grant: Philanthropic rroney awarded by one of 
America's t'Nenty-five thousand private grant foundations. 

Gifts-in-Kind: A contribution or payment made in lieu of cash. 

Matching Funds: M:Jney that must be matched with a predetennined 
arrount of funds or gifts-in-kind caning fran another 
public or private source. If the required matching funds 
must come from the grantee, the process is referred to 
as "cost sharing". 

Project Grant: An over-all tenn for the wide variety of grants 
(such as research grants) that support a specific 
project. Nonna.Uy, the recipient is not liable if the 
funded endeavor fails. 

Research Grant: Funds are used to help pay the costs of 
investigations or experiments (especially those that 
are academic or scientific in nature). 

Scholarship: Money awarded to an individual to further his or 
her educational training, especially at the undergraduate 
level. Criteria may be based on scholastic achievement, 
area of study, financial needs, and/or the meeting of 
certain specific requirements such as "being a resident 
of a certain camrunity." 

Service Grant: Funds used to underwrite health and other 
services perfonned for a particular population group. 
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ADDRESSES 

'!he Regional Association of Grantmakers 
'!he Council on Foundations 
1828 L. Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

'lhornas Graham Lee 
Olainnan of the Board 
'lbe American Association for Corporate Contributions 
800 Hinman Avenue 
Suite 701 
Evanston, Illinois 60202 
312-864-4624 

501 (c) (3) - Monthly Letter 
P.O. Box 6401 
Evanston, Illinois 60204 

Hitachi Foundation 
1725 K. Street N. W. 
Suite 1403 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Sophie Sa 
Executive Director 
Matsushita Foundation 
One Panasonic Way 
Secaucus, New Jersey 07094 

'Ihe Foundation Center 
79 Fifth Avenue 
New York, New York 10003 

Business Camrl.ttee for the Arts 
1501 Broadway 
Suite 2600 
New York, New York 10036 
212-921-0700 
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UNIVERSITY DANCE PERFORMANCE PRCGRAM SAMPLE 

Melphi University 

Allentown College 

'Ihe Arrerican University 

Arizona State University 

Bard College 

Bates College 

Pennington College 

Bowling Green State University 

Brighan Young University 

B.ltler University 

Califomia State University-Fresno 

Califomia State University-Hayward 

Califomia State University-Sacramento 

Centenary College 

City College-a.JNY 

Cleveland State University 

College of Saint Teresa 

'Ihe College of Willian and Mary 

Columbia College Cti.cago 

Comell University 

Creighton University 

De Anza College 

D:minicanCollege of San Rafael 

Ea.stem Kentucky University 

Ea.stem Washington University 
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Florida State University 

Fullerton College 

George Mason University 

Hamilton College 

Harcum Junior College 

Hotstra University 

Hunter College/aJNY 

Indiana University 

Intemational College 

Iowa State University 

John F. Kennedy University 

'Ihe Julliard School 

Kansas State University 

Kent State University 

Iake Erie College 

Ianey College 

Iesley College 

Loretto Heights College 

Lyola Macyrrount University 

Marygrove College 

Mary Washington 

~his State University 

?-Esa College 

Mills College 

Naropa Institute 

?brth Carolina School of the Arts 

?brthem Illinois University 

North Texas State University 
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Oklahoma City University 

Pennsylvania State University 

Pensacola Junior College 

Point Park 

Presentation College 

Queensborough Camnmity College 

Reed College 

Russell Sage College 

Rutgers University 

Saint Leo's College 

Sam Houston State University 

San Francisco State University 

Santa Ana College 

Sarah Lawrence College 

Sim::>n's Rock Bard College 

Snow College 

Southeastem I.ou.isiana University 

Southem Methodist University 

Southwest Missouri State University 

Southwest State University 

State University of New York at Binghamton 

SONY-College at New Paltz 

SONY-Purchase 

Stockton State College 

SWeet Briar College 

'I'en;>le University 

Texas Tech University 
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Texas vbrnen's University 

Towson State University 

United States International University 

University of Alabama 

University of Arizona 

University of Arkansas-Fayetteville 

University of California-Berkeley 

University of California-Ios Angeles 

University of Cincinnati 

University of Florida 

University of Hawaii 

University of Idaho 

University of Illinois 

University of Iowa 

University of Maryland-Baltirrore County 

University of Ma.ssachusetts 

University of Michigan 

University of Missouri-Kansas City 

University of M:mtana 

University of Nevada-Las Vegas 

University of New Hampshire 

University of New Mexico 

University of North Carolina-Greensboro 

University of Oklahana 

University of Oregon 

University of Rhode Island-Kingston 

University of South Florida 

University of Southern Mississippi 
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University of Texas-El Paso 

University of Utah 

University of Washington 

University of Wisconsin-Green Bay 

University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 

Virgina Camr:>nwealth University 

Washington University 

Wayne State University 

~st Virginia University 

Wichita State University 
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CORPORATION SAMPLE 

Bruce C. Boyce 
ARA Services Inc. 
Independence Square West 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

Robert Roggeveen 
Aetna Life and Casualty 
151 Farmington Ave 
Hartford CT 06156 

Sandra Sanderson 
633 Third Ave 
American Airlines 
New York NY 19917 

Richard Recht 
Executive Director 
American Can Company 
American Lane 
Greenwich CT 06830 

Richard A Calmes 
VP of Personnel anc Community Affairs 
American Motors Corporation 
2777 Franklin Road 
Southfield, Michigan 48076 

Robert H. Thill 
Secretary of Contributions Committee 
American Telephone and Telegraph Company 
195 Broadway 
NY 10007 

D. W. Thompson 
EX SEc 
Armco Steel Corporation 
Middleton, Ohio 45042 

Walter D. Eichner 
EX Dir 
Atlantic Richfield Company 
515 South Flower ST 
LA 90071 
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Jean Higuera 
Program ASST 
Bank of American Corporation 
PO 37000 
San Fransico CA 94137 

N.A. Horner 
Director of Public Affairs 
Bell Telephone Labs 
600 Mountain Ave 
Murray Hill, NJ 07974 

Pat Crossman 
President of the Fund 
The Bristol Myers Fund 
345 Park Ave 
NY 10022 

Helen M. Brown 
Dir of Corp Contributions 
CBS, Inc. 
51 W 52nd St 
NY 10019 

The Chase Manhattan Bank 
1 Chase Manhattan Plaza 
NY 10015 
ATTENTION: John R. Meekin 
Dir of philanthropic Activities 

W.J Marshall 
Dir of Public Relations Planning 
Chesapeake and Potomac Telephone Company 
1710 HST NW 
Washington DC 20006 

Sherry Thomas 
Administrator 
Chrysler Corp 
PO 1919 
Detroit Michigan 48288 

C. Elizabeth Howland 
Contributions Officer 
Citicorp 
399 Park Avenue 
NY 10043 
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Dorothy Carson 
Contributions Program Coordinator 
The Clorox Company 
1221 Broadway 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Peter Guck 
Adminstrative Asst 
Commonwealth Edison Company 
PO 767 
Chicagoi, ILLINOIS 60690 

Nancy Albers 
EX Sec 
Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust 
231 S La Salle 
Chicago, IL 60614 

Richard Bessey 
EX Dire 
Corning Glass Works 
Coming NY 14830 

EW Booth 
EX Dir 
Cummins Engine Co 
Columbus, IN 47201 

Joseph Dain 
Chairman 
John Deere Co 
John Deere Road 
Moline, IL 61265 

William West 
Pres 
Donaldson Co, Inc 
PO 1299 
Minneapolis, MN 55440 

JW Bruce 
Sec 
Eastern Gas and Fuel Asso 
One Beacon Street 
Bost 02108 
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Bruce Wittmer 
Dir of Comm Relations 
Edison Co of NY 
Four Irving Place 
NY 10003 

Robert Kingsley 
Senior Advisor of Communications 
Exxon Co 
1251 Avenue of the Americas 
NY 10020 

Lloyd Brandt 
VP 
First Bank System Inc 
1300 First National Bank Building 
Minneapolis MN 55480 

WG Rennolds 
VP 
First and Merchants Corporation 
F & M Centel;' 
12th and Main 
Richmond, VA 23261 

George Nicoud, Jr. 
EX VP 
Forst National Bank in Dallas 
PO 6031 
Dallas 75283 

Glenn Lungren 
VP 
First Security Bank of Idaho 
PO 7069 
Boise 83730 

David M Brush 
VP and Treas 
General Foods Corp 
250 North ST 
White Plains NY 10625 
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WR Humphrey Jr 
Vice President 
General Mills 
PO 1113 
Minneapolis MN 55440 

Edward Stanger 
Dir of Civic Affairs 
Gilliette Co 
Prudential Tower Building 
Boston 02106 

Richard Morris 
W.R. Grace and Company 
1114 Avenue of the Americas 
NY 10036 

R. Phillip Hanes, Jr. 
Chair of the Board 
Hanes Dye and Finishing Compnay 
PO 202 
Winston Salem NC 27102 

John J Moran 
Heublein Inc 
Musson Road 
Farmington CT 06032 

John N. Mitchell 
Honeywell, Inc. 
Honeywell Place 
Minneapolis MN 55408 

Eldon Campbell 
VP of Comm Aff 
The Indiana National Bank 
One Indiana Square 
Indianapolis 46266 

J.C. Decker 
Sec/Treas 
Iowa-Ill Gas and Electric Co 
206 E Second St 
Davenport, Iowa 52801 
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Jerry V Catt 
Ex Dir 
Jostens 
5501 Norman Center Drive 
Minneapolis 55437 

Joanne Riedl 
Koppers Co Inc 
2322 Koppers Building 
Pittsburg 15219 

LE Flanagan 
Special Asst to the Chair 
The LTV Corp 
PO 5003 Dallas 75222 

Yvette Williams 
Community Relations Manager 
Lever Brothers Co 
390 Park Ave 
NY 10022 

Harold A. Jones 
VP 
The Lincoln Savings Bank 
531 Broadway 
Brooklyn NY 11206 

Betty Dickinson 
Ex Dir 
The Maytag Co 
Newton Iowa 50208 

Arthur Sternhell 
VP 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Co 
One Madison Ave 
NY 10010 

Sylvester Laskin 
Chairman of the Board 
Minnesota Power and Light Compnay 
30 W Superior St 
Duluth MN 55802 
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William Symes 
Dir of Corp Support Programs 
Consanto Co 
800 N Lindbergh 
St. Louis 63119 

F.L. Cook 
VP 
Mountain Bell 
~31 14th Street 
Denver, CO 80226 

Livingston Goodman, Jr 
Dir of PR 
Mutual Benefit Life Insurance Co 
520 Broad St 
Newark NJ 07101 

Roger Lawrence 
VP 
National Bank of N. Am 
44 Wall ST 
NY 10005 

Zelvin Lowman 
Dir of PR 
Nevada Power Co 
PO 230 
Las Vegas 89151 

J J Urban 
VP 
N England Telephone Co 
185 Franklin St 
Boston 02107 

Fred Hechinger 
Pres 
New York Times 
229 West 43rd St 
NY 10036 

R. W. Lindsay 
Sec Treas 
Noxell Corp 
PO 1799 
Baltimore MD 21203 
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Harold Mayer 
Pres 
Oscar Mayer and Co 
5725 NE River Road 
Chicago 60631 

Thomas Hamill 
Dir of Public Aff 
Peavey Co 
730 Second Ave South 
Minneapolis 55402 

Daniel Lepow 
Manager of Charitable Contributions 
Philadelphia National Bank 
Broad and Chestnut Streets 
Philadelphia 19101 

ME Kissel 
Ex Manager of Investor Relations 
Phillips Petroleum Co 
Bartlesville OK 74004 

David Cwmnings 
Sec 
The Pillsubry Co 
Mail Station 1179 
608 2nd Ave South 
Minneapolis MN 55402 

Charles Burmback 
Pres 
Sentinel Star Company 
PO 2833 
633 North Orange Ave 
Orlando FL 32801 
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Joella Hendricks 
Physical Education Department 
Washburn University 
Topeka, KS 66621 

April 16, 1985 

Dear Dance Directors 

157 

The enclosed questionnaire is concerned with the present 
funding sources for university dance programs across the 
country. This information will be used to compare the present 
sources and to project potential funding resources for dance 
programs. The information you provide will be presented as 
grouped data, therefore, your response will remain confidential. 
This research is part of the fulfillment of a Doctorate 
Degree at the University of Kansas. It would be greatly 
appreciated if you would take a few moments to complete 
this questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed, 
stamped envelope before April 26, 1985. I would be happy 
to send a summary of the results. 

Sincerely, 

Joella Hendricks 
Coordinator of Dance 
Washburn Dance 

Dr. L. Marlene Mawson 
Graduate Coordinator 
University of Kansas 

enc. 



Department of Health, Physical 
Education, Recreation, and Dance 
Washburn University 
Topeka, KS 66621 

May 3, 1985 

Dear Dance Director: 

A questionnaire was sent to your college/university on 
April 17, 1985, and I have not received your reply. Possibly 
you have lost the questionnaire, or maybe never received it. 
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I am sending you another question form in hopes that I will be 
able to receive a reply from your college/university. Your reply 
is very important to my dissertation study, and I appreciate the 
time spent on completing this fonn. Whether your dance program 
has used any or all of the funding sources being researched, your 
reply is necessary. Please complete the enclosed questionnaire 
and return it in the self-addressed, stamped envelope by 
May 17, 1985. Thank you for time and I look forward to your reply. 

Sincerely, 

Joella Hendricks 
Coordinator of Dance 

enc. 



l. 

2. 
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DANCE RESOURCES INSTRUMENT - I 

The name of the reporting university dance company _________ _ 

ln which i• this company located? ______________ _ 

Please answer the lollowing by checking appropriate 
indicated for each question. 

What type of institution i• the colleqe/univeraity? 
_state University _state College 

The enrollment size of the university 
under 10,000 1s,ooo-2O,ooo 

===1O,ooo-1s,000 _2O,0OO-2s,ooo 

_Private 

25,OOO-30,OOO 
_over 30,000 

3. What is t.he total number of dancers in this company? ________ _ 

4. The dance company are 
All women 

-Hostly women/few men 
-Half women/half men 

men/few women 
All men 

5. Th• dance focn which the major of company 
Modern Ballet Ethnic 

_'tap _Jaz: _other 

I. What the degree offered in dance at your institution? 
degree degree 

_Bachelor•• degree -Doctorate degree 

7. Through which department are the above degrees offered? 
Education Fine 

--~Dance Theatre _other _________ _ 

I. Which of the following have you to fund your dance program 
during th• 1984-85 academic year? (check all which apply) 

Ticket 
-Membership 
-Promotional id••• bumper etc.) 

in concert 
-Departmental 
-student government 
-state art agency 
-National Endowment for the 
-Individual or private donor• -Ar•• buaine•••• 

-corporate 
_other-----------
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9. What percentage of your dance program funding derived from th• 
following during the 1984-85 academic year? 

I Ticket 
-, Membership 
-, Promotional ideas ==• in perfoxmance 

I Departmental funds 
-, Student government ==• State agency 

I National Endo,ment for the ==• Individual or private 
I Area 

-, ==• Corporate 
I Other :m::, 

10. Who is the person mainly responsible for planning and the 
funding of the dance program? (check only one 

Dean of the college 
-Chairperson of Physical Education 
-Chairperson of Fine Arts 
-coordinator of Dance 
-Director of the dance company 
-Student 
-No one 
_other---------

11. Have you received funding through the state agency in the 
three 

_No(procaed to question 13) 

12. In which ways have you used the from the arts agency 
for funding and what i• an estimated total annual dollar value for 
thi• category? (after answering, proceed to question 14) 

-commissioned choreography 
-Single master 
-Guest artist Eatimated S 
-Touring -------
-staging 
-Technical ·_other ________ _ 

13. What have prevented your company from from 
this source? 

Have never thought about this 
-The of applying for is unfamiliar 
-The arts agency has been unwilling to contribute 
-The process for applying for too much time 
-Additional money from this 1a not needed at time _other _________________ _ 

14. Have you proceeds from individual or private donor• to fund 
your dance program within the three years1 

_No(proceed to 16) 



15. In which ways have you used these for funding and what 
an estimated total annual dollar value for thia category? (after 
answering, proceed to question 17) 

Scholarships 
choreography 

Single master classes 
-Guest artist residencies Estimated 
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_Touring purposes -------
Staging purchases 

-Technical 
_other---------

16. What factors have prevented your company from securing fund• from 
this source? 
_Have never thought about ••king source 

The process of applying for unfamiliar 
-The process for applying for too much time 
-upon being asked, this aource unwilling to contribute 
_Additional money from i• not needed at time _Other _____________ _ 

17. Have you from area a method of 
funding your dance program vithi.n the three years? 

_No(proceed to question 19) 

18. In which ways have used area businesses contributions for funding 
and what is an estimated total annual dollar value for this category? 
(after answering, proceed to question 20) 

Scholarships 
choreography 

-single classes 
-Guest artists Eatimated ______ _ 
-Touring 
-staging 
-Technical aasistance 
_other 

19. What factors have prevented your company from fund• from 

Have never thought about applying to this 
-The process of applying for funds unfamiliar 
-The process for applying for requires too much time 
-upon being asked, this source unwilling to contribute 
---Additional money from this is not needed at time ==Other ____________ _ 

20. Have you used contributions from foundations a method of funding 
your dance program vit.hin th• past three years? 
_Yea _No (proceed ta question 22) 

21. In vhich vays have you used foundation contributions for funding·and 
what ia an estimated total annual dollar value for category? 
(after proceed ta question 23) 

-Commissioned choreoqraphy 
-single cl••••• 
-Guest arti•t• residencie• Estimated dollars$ ______ _ 
-Touring purpose• 
-staging 
-Technical ==Other __________ _ 



22. What have prevented your company fr0111 ••curing fram 

Have never thought about applying to this 
-The of ,pplying for is unfamiliar 
_The for applying for requires too much time 

Upon being this unwilling to contribute 
-Additional money from this is not needed at this time 
_other 

162 

23. Have you used corporate aponaorship a -thod of funding your dance 
program vit.hin the past tnree 
_Y•• _No (proceed to 26) 

24. In vhich have you corporate for funding and 
vh&t is an estimated total annual dollar value for category? 

choreography 
-single 

-Touring -------
-staging 
-Technical 
_other----------

25. Did corporate which vere to fund your dance program 
have a base within a fifty mile radius of your (after 
answering, proceed to question 27) 
_Yea _No 

26. What factors have prevented your company from from 
corporate sponsors? 

Have never thought about applying to 
-The of applying for funds unfamiliar 
-The for applying for requires too much time 
-upon being asked, this was unwilling to contribute 
-Additional money from not needed at time 
_other---------



27. For the five categories of sources for funding below, 
indicate whether you have used the listed methods of securing 
contribution• by checking all appropriate blanks. 
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Method used 
to secure 

Arts Private Area 
Agency Donations Businesses 

Foundation• 

Recormnended 
by patron of 
the arts 

Funding 
came to you 

Established by 
other university 
professional 

Offering 
advertisement 
•• a tradeoff 

Grant 
writing 

Direct mail out 
to several 

in this 
category 

Other 
(Specify) 

28. What vere offered to the donor for th• above 

Incentives 
offered 

Block of 

Advertisement 
in performance 
program 

Co-sponsorship 
of performance 

Acknowledgement 
of gift at the 
perfozmance 

Tax 
deduction 

Special dance 
cl••••• for 
donor 

Other 
(Specify) 

Private Area Corporations 
Agency 



Any comnenta? 

Would you like a copy of the reaulta of this atudy aent to you? 
Yes ==No 

If yes, complete your mailing addresa. 
Name ___________________ _ 

Address _________________ _ 

________________ Zip ___ _ 

Please return the campleted to the following 
addresa by April 26, 1985. Thank you for your time. 

Joella Hendrick• 
Education Department 

Washburn University 
Topeka, KS 66621 
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APPENDIX H 

DANCE RESOURCES INSTRUMENI'-II 



Jcella H. Mehrhof 
IfiFerial Valley College 
P.O. Box 158 
IfiFerial, CA 92251 

January 24, 1986 

Good M:1rning: 
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As partial fulfillnent. of a Doctorate Degree fran the University 
of Kansas, I am re~ the furxling sources of university dance 
prograns. '1be infcmnation secured fran you on the en::losed questionnaire 
will be used to catpare the present sources ani to project potential 
fuming resources for these university programs. '!he infonnation I am 
ask.in; you to provide will be presented as grouped data~ therefore, 
your response will be kept oonfidential. It w:ruld be greatly appreciated 
if~ take a few rrarents to a:rrplete this fonn ani return it in the 
self-addressed, starrped envelope before February 20, 1986. I w:w.d be 

to serxi a &mmary of the results. 

Sincerely, 

Joella H. Mehroof 
Instructor, Physical Education an:l Darx::e 
Irrpe.rial Valley OJllege 

enc. 



Department of Health and Physical Education 
Imperial Valley College 
Imperial, CA 92251 

March 12, 1986 

Good Morning: 
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In recent correspondence with your corporation, a questioMaire 
was sent regarding the corporation's attitudes on funding sources 
for university dance programs. I have not yet received your reply. 
This questionnaire was not an effort to secure a position on your 
corporation's funding list, but was to gain information to complete 
my dissertation research for a Doctorate Degree from the University 
of Kansas. I would appreciate it if you could please complete the 
enclosed questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed, stamped 
envelope by April 1, 1986. Your reply is very important to this 
study. 

Sincerely, 

Joella Hendricks Mehrhof 

enc. 
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CWCE RESaJR:ES INSTRl..1MENI' - II 

NaJTe of the coq:oration reportirq _________________ _ 
\-hat is the location of the a:,rp::,ration's headquarters? -----------------Your oxparation has subsidiaries in how many states? ____________ _ 

Please ans-...er the followin; questions by checki.n;J appropriate 
blanks as in:licated for each question. 

1. What is your c::x,tp:Jration's pr.imary imustry? 
____ !Jqriculture _____ Electric, gas ____ Transportation 
___ -.:Services _____ ?lining Ca:munications 
___ -.:Retail trade ____ contract construction :::::::~lesale trade 
_____ Marufacturi.ng ____ Finance, insurance, real estate 

2. Does your corp:,ration financially assist a dance pro;ram associated with a university? 
____ Yes (Please a:,ntinue to question 3) _____ No (Please advance to question 91 

3. In which of the follc:Mirq ways does your corporation financially assist a university 
dance program? 
_____ scholarships 
____ camussioned dloreography 
____ Ore day master classes 
____ P.esidencies of professional dance artists of a or rrore 
____ Tairirq purposes 
_____ Stagirq and cx,stmti.rq purchases 
____ Technical assistance (salaries of hired technicians, p.irchase of recordin} 

equiplent, etc.) 
____ Matdti.n; grants 
____ Other----------------------

4. Which incentives do university dance prcgrams offer your a:,q:oration to in:rease 
their chances of securing~? 
___ --Blocks of tickets to area performances 
_____ Mrertiserent in performance programs 
____ ~sponsorship of a perfonnance 
___ .Ackrx,wledgerrent of the gift at the perfo.im:m:e 
____ A tax deduction 
____ special dance classes far ycur en-ployees 

Other ----Nore o""'f,...th..,...e_abJve _______________ _ 

s. In \oi'hich ways does financially assistirq a university dana! prcgram help j'C\1r' cx,rporation? 
Please rank these with (1) being the highest. 
____ Increases fri..n;e t:enefits to 
----.:~roves c::amunity relations 
___ -.:Furthers the cultural enridm!nt of the camunity 

Increases the visibility of the corpo:ration's narre 
-----Serves as a tax deduction 
_____ Assistirq university dance prograns does l"Dt help your corporation 

6. Where geographically do "P% present grants to university darce programs go? 
Only to universities in the imrediate area in \oi'hich headquarters is located. 

----To universities in any area in ....tu.ch one of your subsidiaries is lcx:ated. 
____ Only to universities in the followi.rq states _______________ _ 

To universities thrcughcut the United States ----Other --------------7. Do you have a mi.niJTun er maxim.m arount of rrcrey for ...tu.ch a university dance prcqram 
may apply? 

____ Yes 
Mi.nilTun _____ __.,:Maxinun 

No ----
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e. What was the level of finan:ial assistan:e given to university dance prograrrs in each of 
the following fiscal years? (After aJ'lS',,,ering, please advan:e to question 15) 
______ $ 1985 ______ $ 1982 

S 1984 ______ $ 1981 ------$ 1983 

9. Would yo.ir corporation consider fi.na.n:ially assisting a dance program associated with a 
university? 
____ Yes (Please a>ntirue tc question 10) ____ No (Please advance to question 19) 

10. In \ot'hich of the following ways would yo.ir aJrporation aJnsider financially assisting a 
university darce pr~am? 
___ ..:Scholarships 
____ Ccmnissioned choreography 
____ One day master classes 
____ P.esidencies of professional dance artists of a week or rrcre 
____ Talring purposes 
____ staging an::i oostuni.ng 
____ Technical assistance (Hired technicians, pJrchase of recording equiprent, etc.) 
____ Matching grants 
____ Other _________________ _ 

11. Which incentives could a university dance r,rogram offer ;J'0'.lI' corporation to increase 
its chances of securing funds? 
____ Blocks of tickets to area performarces 
____ Advertisenent in performance programs 
____ Co-sponsorship of a performance 
____ Ackmwledgenent of the gift at the performance 
____ A tax deduction 
____ Special darw::e classes for enployees 
____ other 

~neo~f~the~-atove~-----------------
12. In which ways "-0.ll.d financially assisting a university dance progrmn help your corporation? 

Please rank these with (1) being the highest. 
____ Increased fringe benefits to etployees 
____ lztl,roved cx:rmunity relations 
___ _-Furthered cultural e.nric:hm!nt of the cxmrunity 
____ Irx::reased visibility of your corporation 
____ Only serves as a tax deduction 
____ Assisting a university dance progran \,,0\lld rct help ycur corporation 

13. In wiich geographic areas w:uld a university dance program need to be located to receive 
your financial assistan:e? 
____ In the imrediate area in \okuch yo.ir corporation is located 
___ _-!U'IY area in 'w'hich one of~ subsidiaries is located 
____ Only in certain states(Please list these states) ______________ _ 

____ Any area in the United States t.eul.d be agreeable 
____ Other ____________ _ 

14. What arrount of annual fun:ling \iO.lld yc,ur corporation extend to a university dance pr~am? 

----~~~ ::::::~~o~~~o--$~~5~~~0 
----$1,000 - ss,ooo ____ t-tJre than $25,000 

15. A dan:e program wishing to apply for a grant fian your corporation sl"Duld apply at least 
'1\.0 years in advance ____ six rTCnths in advarre 

----18 rronths in advance ____ One rrcnth in advance 
____ One year in advance 



16. Please check all infoJ:tnation reeded to apply for grants fran j'OUr c:orporation. 
___ Title page 
___ A staterrent of the problem to be addressed 
___ The history ani plllp0Se of the university dan::e p~am applying 
___ G:>als and puri:oses of the project 
---.~cted quantitative out.cares 
___ Procedures and a caleniar to be folla,.,,ed to achieve the cbjectives 
___ An evaluative assessrent format 
____ A statarent of effect on a broader population 
____ N\.r.'ber and qualifications of persons involved 
____ Descriptions of facilities ani equiprent reeded 
___ A detailed b.Jdget 
___ Details on h:Jw the oorporation may benefit 
___ Other--------------------
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17. What factors do you feel prevent university dan:e progr<IT\S fran applyirq and securirq 
funis £ran }'OUr c:orporation? 
____ They rever thought at:out applying to your corporation 
____ The process of applyi~ for fums is unfamiliar to them 
____ The process of applying for fums requires too ll1lCh tine 
____ University dan::e programs do rot reed additional funiing at this tine 
____ Other--------------------

18. Please list publications available in whi.c:h a university darce professional in search of 
fuming oould fi.rd information am.it your corporation's procedJ.res for application. 
(After a.r!S\oerirq, please advance to question 21) 

19. what are the reasons your corporation "'°uld rot a:msider financially assisting a 
university dan:e program? If there is 1TCre ,:nan ore reason, please rank order 
using (1) as the ITCSt relevant. 
____ We do rot fwrl dance programs that lead to an academic degree. 
____ Our philosophy is that university organizations sh::iuld be furx!ed by the university. 
____ We only financially assist professional dance a:l"l'panies. 
____ We have ro furds available to assist univE>.rsity dance programs. 
____ Qir interests have changed £ran dance to otrer fields. 
____ Other (Be specific) _____________________ _ 

20. Would any of the follc:,,.,,ing incentives chan;e corporation's philosophy on financially 
assisting a university dance program? 
___ .... Blocks of tickets to area performances 
___ .... hlvertisenents in performaoce programs 
____ Co-sponsorship of a perfonnance 
___ Ackrcwledgerent of the gift at the i:erfoxman:e 
____ A tax deduction 
____ s_pecial dance classes offered to enployees 
___ None of these incentives w::ruld c:ha.n;e our philosophy 



21. \\buld like a a,py of the results of this study sent to you? 
____ Yes 

If }'t!S, please cmplete your mailing address. 

PLEASE RE'lUP.N THE CCl1PLEI'ID QJFSI'IONNAIRE 'IO ffiE FOLI.CWUtj NlDRESS 
BY FEBRUAR:i 20, 1986. 

Thank yoo for your tine. 

Joella H. Mehrhof 
Inp?rial Valley College 
P.O. Box 158 
Inperial, CA 92251 
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APPENDIX I 

LEVEL OF CO~UENCY - DANCE 
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LEVEL OF CDN;RIJENCT - DANCE 

Question number Congruency level 

4 100% 

5 100% 

8 83\ 

9 100\ (within 5% of 
$ annunt) 

11 100% 

12 100\ 

13 100% 

14 100% 

15 83\ 

16 83\ 

17 100\ 

18 100\ 

19 100% 

20 100\ 

21 100\ 

22 83\ 

23 100\ 

24 100% 

25 100% 

26 83\ 

27 100% 

28 100% 
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APPENDIX J 

LE,VEL OF CO~UENCY - CDRPORATE 
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LEVEL OF CON;RUENCY - OORPORATE 

Question number Congruency level 

1 100% 

2 100% 

3 100% 

4 100% 

5 100% 

6 100% 

7 100% 

8 100% 

9 100% 

10 100% 

11 100% 

12 75% 

13 100% 

14 100% 

15 100% 

16 75% 

17 100% 

19 100% 

20 100% 

21 75% 
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