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SUMMARY

Cultural vouchers Bubsidize cultural institutions. not througg direct
grants. bq& by giving audiences funds to purchase servicee.- The funds are
awarded,in the form of vouchers - limited quthorizationa to spend fundp.
I&stitutions sccept these vouchers for aérvi;es renderedkfhd then retufn
them to the issuing sgency for cash payment. The benefits of this sfgtgm-l
over tra&itioﬂal block Etant'arrangements,.inclﬁde: (1) in;titntions are.
‘paid in dire;t propoétion to the services they actuslly provide, (2) in
theory, public funds are spent in the best way becsuse consumers Ca;—pick
and choose ;;ong the suppliers which offer. the best values, and 3) aud-’
iences mst make sctive cholces, and this fosters decision-msking sbility.
‘ "The New York-City Cultural Voucher Prog;gm was desiéned to,test‘th;,
cultural voucher ides, and. it h;ﬁ two bgsic.goals: (1) to g;pand_the kingé
‘'of sudiences that use cultural institutions, and (2) to expaﬁd the range of
sefvices that thesé institutions. are willin% t; offer to the public; The
vouchér demonstration, which operated la;£ year with a budget of $280,144.
involved: (1) fifteen commﬁnity organizationé. which served as voucher
holders, (2) eight cultursl institutioﬁs, each of which was provided with
é coﬁmunity‘liaison staff member, (3) an Advisory Board which set ﬁolicy,
and E&) 8 three-person administrative stsaff., _Tﬁe Year 2 experience of the
Cultural Vouéher Proéram can bg sumﬁarized ;s follows:

1. The program expanded by adding an eighth cultural inmstitution, aﬁ&

vouchérs were swarded to six new community organizations, bringing the

total potential population served by the voucher program to approximately

150,000. One community o}ganization‘was dropped. (Pp.’S;- 8)




2. As of 1 May 1977, organizations and institutions had engaged in over

&Os.fransactions since the inception of the program and these transactiona
involved services worth a total of $108,375. The average cultural insti-
tution éarne? $14,768.57, and engaéed in anfaveragé‘oﬁ 51'tr?nsactioﬁb,

_ which had'; mean value of $265.62. - The amounts that the variouﬁ,inqtitu-.
tiona égrned«varied widely, ranging from a high of $28,613 to'a low ﬁf

.$5,000. Earnings were not simply a fanction of museum 8ize or location;
the liaisons’ effectiveness had much to do with earnings (See pp. 15 = 16).
The vast majority of transactions were highly._positfvely evaluéfed by-

~

both - the community representatives and the 1iaiQOns (See pp. 17 ;'18).

~

3. . It appears that institutions competed for voucher holders’ business,

Just as the voucher model assumes. . This is‘evidenced by fhe fact that two ..

of the sevenﬂzgnginal cultural institutions replaced their liaisons in

o

order to compete more effectively. It is not clear, however, that wmoney

+

motivated thies competition. For some of the museums (particularly the

t

large ones) the rewards were prtimarily symbolic rather than financial, at
. ﬁ L3 .

least during this stage of the voucherfsystem's dévelbpment, The important *

point is that imstitutions adapted their offerings in response to market

signals, and this validates a crucial assumption of the voucher model

(See pp. 16 = 17). ' '

4. Initially, the communifé organizations bought gervices which were-
routinely offered to groups (e.g;} admissions to events, standard nuseum
couré 8, film series). but over time the pattern shifted, so that organiza=-

tiont’are now recelving more custom services which are largely educational,

~almed at developing skills not simply appreciatioﬁ. For example. exhibition
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-‘ - - ) ’ f:'???r .
. £k
training; Qﬁrican dance instruction, poetry instruction, and music

lesaons are kinds of progrems now being offered (See Table 7).

5. : The~§oubhér’tradkinglsya;em, which was initisted during Year 1 of the
* program, hgs functioned wéll; and haé been modified in only two minor ways.
.:Qné.sign-of the ayatem'a'effectiveneaa ia that with over 400 transactions

Eompleted; there has never been 8 contract dispute between voucher holders

end participating institutions’ (See pp. 12 - 14).

- 4 *
6. ° One community organization’s programa csused the adminiatrative ataff

to recommend tﬁg&l suapension, and this case illustrates the‘needEfor due
proceas safeguards which do not'exist at this point, Diaputes detween
iﬁatitut;ona and/or orgenizetiona can be heard by thg ad@inisgr;ttve ataff,
“and the Adviao?y Board ia available to hear appeala., But disputea'between'
the aéﬁiniatrative steff and individual perticipants pose a problem. Pro-

cedures are needed for safeguarding the partic;pant'a righta to due process

'-\...,.—-\

(See pp. 24 - 25), )

8.. On at least one igsue (the distribution of cost inforﬁation), the
interesta of miseums were placed before the interests of community groups.
Thialpriority reflects the reality that’eultural inatitutions must be nur-

~ tured. At this point in the development of the voﬁcher system, maintaining
the cOOpefation o;'the museums is imperative, eapfciagly since the financiel
clout of voucher dollars ia relatively small in the larger suseums (See

PP. 25 = 26). ' .

9. The Culturel Voucher Proéram 1s a component of Museums Collaborative,

Incorporated, & nonprofit orgaenization founded in 1970 to serve cultural

institutions. Organizational stresses between the Voucher Prégram gnd the

-
-




parent 6rganization have risen sharply, st least Iin part as a result of
. the voucher program’s rapid expansion and apparent success. Thé voucher
program, wﬁich at one time was a small ﬁart of the MC, Inc., progresm, now
accounts for 60 percent of the Collaborative’s total budget; and organiza=
tional arrangementé may have to be modified in or@er.to reflect this new
reality: (See PP+ 26-29)-'
10, Tl_1e program is trying to move from a short—term demonstration project
rko a permanent institution, and to do this will require a number of changes.
Money 1is the chief eﬁgine of change. Institutionalization of the cultural
voucher program will require two changes, at the very least: (1) the pool
of money flowing between voucher holders and institutions must be e;ggﬁéed
to provide real financial incentives_to the institutions, and (23 the admin=
istrative intens{ty of the program == the proportion of the total budget
which goes to administration —— must be reduced (See pp.zg-3%.
1l. Administrative costs currently amount to $}1,800 pe; annum, or abouﬁ
26 percent of the total program bu&get. For every dollar that goes into
" the voucher pool, tramsportation, or the liaisons”’ sﬁipends, 41 centshis
spent in administrative overhead. This 1s understandable, given the exper-
imental nature of the demonstration project. Nelither the museums nor the

community groups knew how to behave In a voucher system, and this meant

that the system had to be built on a day=to-day, decision;by-decision basis.

This is understandably costly. The‘gysgem is working now, and administra-

tive intensity can be reduced markedly, although there is ;ome critical

¥ . »
mass .below which the administrative component cannot fall, One alternative

is to expand the current program, while keeping absolute administrative

[

costs constant (See pp. 31-32).
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" 124 ”Diacounping" is one way of expanding the numher of dollars in the

voucher pool, without increasing the staff’s fundraising burdens. . Unger :

this scheme, voucher holders would have to put up some of their own :funds
. : Ve

in order to pay for the services they receive. This could be done by

seliina vouchers at different discount tates. For .example, & rich organ-

ization might have to pay $1,000 for $1,000 warth of services, while a

poorer orgamization might get a $1,000 voucher fqr-$500. Of course, some

organizations will continue to require 100 percent subsidies. Maintaining
an average discount rate.of 30 percent would double the size of the voucher
pool, wichout_increa@ing the voucher program's financial obligations (See

PPe 32-35).
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I. INTRODUCTION

P

A voucher system is a device for subsidizing the want8 and needs of

individuals, but it works qﬁite differently than q;rect delivery systems

<

- that gilve institutions funds so that ‘they will be available to provide
- } Al . .

services. Under a voucher scheme, the funds are awarded to individuals
. >

L

or groups of consumers, so that they can ﬁurghaéa the goods and services

L

they want at authorized institutions. The.funde sre awarded in the form

. R 1 .
of vouchers == limited authorizations to Spend public funds.-~.and insti-

Ll

N ] 4 " .
tutions accept these in payment fbr'the services they provide to consumers;
the issuing agency redeems the vouchers for cash.

This method of delivering goods and services to individuéls is thought

to have certain benefits over traditional block grant’ systems. First,

institutions are subsidized only to the extent that)they actually ‘provide

services, and hence. the vbucﬁer system provi@bs a built In accountability
function. Second, vouchers guarantee that public funds are spent in the
best possible way:obecaube voucher holders can pick and choose their sup-
pliers among competing suppliers. This means that Bd}pliers who offer the
best values geﬂ the business, in theqry. Third, vouchers haveﬂce;t;iﬁ
psycboloéical-benefits Pecausq individualé mst make choices.:’ The voucher
holders are not passive }ecipients of goods and services; they must shop
actiéely, must make decisions and live with the consequehces sf thelir
decisions. This should fostér information-seeking and.more careful

-

dgcision-making, as well ag a greater sense of control over the environment.




Tﬁe voueher idea is very flexible, and it can support a wide variety
of specific prégrams.* Foodstaips, medicare-medicaid, and the G.1. Bill
are examples (some good and aome bad) of, national voucher systems. Educae
tion vouchers have been tried in one limited experiment in.Northern Cali- -
fornlia, and housing and tranéportation vouchers are now undergaiug fileld
* teats at several sitga. In the arts, the admiaaion voucher aystem operated
' in New York City bY Theatre Development Fund (TDF) has served aa a model
for the development of similar ticket vaucher aystems in Buffalo, Boaton,‘
’Minneapalia, and San Francisco. Literature voud@gﬁﬁ - subsidies which
permit people t6 buy books at diacount prices == 35; also under &ev:%gpmehr

¥ ke 1 . . . .
in the United States. . :

~ ="

This reportgdescribes the activities of the NZU York City Cultural

Voucher Frograqgﬁgriqg the period March 1976 through April, 1977, The :

. v

objectives of this voucher program are twofdld: (l) to expand the kinds
of audiences‘which,use cultural institutioms, and.(2) to expand the range

of, services that cultural institutioms aré willing'tp offer. The Program

began in 1975. The next section deéﬁ:gbes the current operations of "the =

Cultural Voucher Program, and identiﬁieé&the major chigges which occurre&-w-J

in Year 2. ; . - : . )

. W v’

y

* For additional information about vouchers, see G. Bridge. “Voucher -
Systems: . Increasing Citizen Choice.”™ 1In E. Savas (Ed.), Alternatives
for Delivering Public Services. New York: Praeger-Westview, 1977.

** Nelson Richardsen. "Literary Vouchers: Can They Work?" (oda, 1977,
Vvol. &, No. 3 (February/March), pp. 3-6. °




‘ 11. DESCRIPTION
Ag prEBently Constituted, the New York City Cultural vOucher Program
invoives four entities‘ (1) abvoucher admiﬂistrative;ataff_which-conﬁiqts--
.bf°threegfu1l-time employee;'of Huseums.coliaborative, fncorporated (Mc,

. : |
f:IﬁC-). ) Bight cultural instit{iiona, each of whioh is represented by h

.: liaison pqrson, (3 fifteen commnity organizations whioh together reaoh D

Lo - e T
an eatimated 150,000 people, ¢4) an Adviaory Board which sets. policy for /%T

the Program, and (3) an external evaluation team, Major funding for the

"Program comes from the Fund for the Improvement of Poﬁtseoondary Education
(FIPSE), an agency of the U.S. Department-of Health, Eﬂucation and Welfare.

Additional funding is ptovided by contributiona from foundatiOna, corpora-

tions, and‘private donors.

-

The cultural voucher system works as follows: Each commnity organiL -

zatipn receives a voucher, the value of which {8 determined by the Advisory

Board oﬁbnﬂthe recommendation of the voucher staff. Qrganizations use

voucher funds td porohaae‘servioes from ouiturél-institdtiona,'and the
- ! v
cultural institutions are pald for thelr gervices when they return the
. 5

approved forms to MC, Inc. The community groups wmay spend tneir vouchers

in any authorized cultural institution; and they have wide latitude in what

they may buy with their voucher funds. Figure 1 summarizes the theoretical
- Bequence of cause and effect re1ationship£rwhich is supposed to oharacterize

the voucher system. One objective of this evaluation 1is to determine how

well the Cultural Voucher Program lived up to this model. ' ) )

The Year 2 operations of the Cultural Voucher Program will be discusaedA

a

under six subsection headings£ (1) cultural institutions,l(Z) community
.4

1
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organizations, (3) voucher staff, (4) finances,

{(5) program evaluation, (§)-

and system récofd-keeping. Before we begin, certaln hsgump&{ons and conven-

tions must be clarified. First, this is an evaluation of the voucher system,

not individual community organizations or, cultural inscicucions? We are

g

1]

intereated in éeneral principles, not specific gxpgriénces; ao’individual

phrticipanté will be singled out only when theif ekperience'illugtrates some . .

[ ]

important principle of a cultufal voucher sysceﬁ; .

£}

e

'§econa, the. cultural institutions in this project include botanical and

zoological gardens, as well as small commnity museums and 1af§e regional

miseums. Occasionally, the term “museums” will be used iﬁgtead of the term

“eultural ingtitucion,” but this is simply for convenience and variation.

In no case are we comparing or contrasting museums with non-museums (i.e:,

botanical and zoological gérdena).

Finally, the use of the term "Year 2" posea some problems, because the

project funding period (July -~ June), the evaluation contract period (April -

v
March) and the five transaction periods are not

comparable. Vouchers were

awarded for five transaction periods: September through December, 1975,

Jaﬁuary through April, 1976, May through August, 1976, September through

7

DecehBer, 1976, andeanuary through April, 1977. Our analysis of the trans-

v . '

actions and earnings corresponds to thegse five transaction periods, and

includes §11 data which were submitted as of migniggt on 29 April 1977.
s ; o

When referring to the project’s finances, Yeﬁrhl is defined as July 1, 1975

through June 30, 1976, and Year 2 is defined as .July 1,;19?6 through June 30,

!

1977.%

*Note that these are different definitions® than
specifying its Program years.

. L
L

-

the Collaborative uges in




A. Cultural Institutions : . : .

As of September, 1976, the cultural. voucher system included eight

- T

cu;tural Instictuctions which are located in the five boroulhs of New York

Cicy. Table 1 describes the participating cultural institutions. One

institution, the Mugéum of Contemporary Crafts, joined che voucher system

during Yéar 23 all the others joined at the outset of che-brojecca While

> : - ) . - .
no museums have "dropped out since the inception of the projdct, one was

teMéorarin ag&pended during a period of réorganization,Qaud'a seﬁond‘{s'-
currently on suspension. El Mugeo del Barrio attracted a gobd.&gal of
initial interest from communify organizations, but then was unable to
deliver servicea, and the_Advisory Roard suSpenQSd thelr liaison’s stipend
temporarilx. Tﬂéy reo;ganized cheif voucher scafghsndrgejoined the éfstem
with excellent resulcs{ The New Muse, a community museﬁm in Brooklyn, wgsr
gsuspended in March; 1977, because they failed to use the liaison Btipén&

»

correctly. 7

Each inscitﬁcion received funds to pay for a l%aison staff person,
alchough éhe amount of these payments varied from institution to insticu-
tio&. Four received stipends of $12,100. to hire full-time 1iai§ons!ltwo
received $7,260. for part-time liaiqons; and the Museum of'anceﬁporary_
Crafts, the most receat arrival, recéived $6,600. for a part-time liaisen*

(See Table 1).

Two things are noteworthy about the cultural institutions” operations

LY

during Year 2 of the Program. First, institutions were sensitive to market

*Stipends are paid on a | June 1976 to 30 May 1977 basis. The $6,600

received by the Museum of Contemporary Crafts is equal to the amount
pald other part-time liaisons during Year L.

o

L S




forces." Thet is, they changed their strategies and offerings in response

£

to market feedback, and this validated one of the major assumptions of the

- 2 _
voucher model. The best‘e:;hence of thia_is that two of the original seven

cultural institutuions réplﬁced their liaison pefsonnel for the expressed
purﬁoee“of improving their performance in the voucher syslem:‘ (Parenthet-
ically, both institutions did earn considerably‘more after x,ey changed

liaisons.)

. . . ] ;
routinely offer to the general public. The evidence for this wifll be pre~

sented later in Section III-B, but the important point here iﬁ that/ the

cultural institutions operated essentially as predicted by ;he voucher

- /
%rith
“wzy «

each; other for voucher business. 1t 1is not clear, however, that ;fhe insti-

wmodel. They provided new and innovative services, and they compj;jgf

A“‘

tutions were after mqne§ alone, because most seqyiees yere fu ished at

cost, even though the market would bear somewhat higher prices. By and
large, the important outcomes tended to be symbolic r pher than financial.

For example , the American.Musepﬁ of Natural/ﬁisto ‘s Year 1 earnings

represent approximately .05 percent of ;Ket insgAtution”s total budget and

I
-

B
B Community Organizatiens
At present, fifteen communit?f/réanizations hold vou%?ers. During-the
second year of the Program, six/dew organizations were awarded vouchers, and’
-one ‘organization, Mobilizatix "for Youth (MFY), was suspended indefinitely.
, / . .

MFY failed to use its vouffier funds between the first and third transaction

periods, and hence tZz’Advisory Board replaced this organization and returned

Va4 |
'/' . -
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‘ite -avard to the voucher pool. The addition of the aix new groupa,\}eaa
th;‘loa of tﬁé,ﬂobilization_for Youth, means that the'voucher"afatem'a
potentinl ;udience haa ;igeq fr;m appfo;iﬁately 75,000 in Year 1 to approx- .
imately! 150,000 i Year 2o o~

Table 2,deacribea the characteriatica of ‘the fifteen participating

community ’rganizationa. Ic 18 clgaq‘iromltheae data that the new organi-
iatiﬁna, ike the original oréanizat%ona. repreaént people who, for varioua
reaaona, are unlikely .to use “the City’a cultural inatiiutipna. Reaching
theae "nontraditional audiencea” ia a prime objective of the éurrent voucher

demonatration, and thia meana that the voucher demonstration takea on the

aura of a aocial welfare program. Admittedly, all of the organizations

aerve at least some low~income, economically diaadvantaged populations, and

" their cultural purchases muat be subsidized almoat totally, However, the
current. configuration of the Program should not blind ua to the fact that
vouchera can beluéed to deliver cultural aervicea to a wide variety of
people, Vouc;ers in general and cultural vouchera in particular are not
re;;ricted to social"uglfare uses,

It ia important to distinguish between two thruats in the present
voucher demonatration, These can be described aa: (1) providing cultural

. aervices to nontraditional, underaerved audiencea, and ' (2) testing the
aasumptiona of the voucher model., 1In one senae theae objections are inex~
tricably related in the preaent vouchéf ayatem, and it can be arguea that
if VOucﬁérs can work with nontraditional audiences, they can work anywhere.

The important iasue here is thag the voucher syatem can meet many different

public policy objectives, not aimply soclal welfare objectives; and the
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potentially conflicting objectives of ‘the Program will become more saliemt

ag the Program attempts to move from a short~term demonstration to a stable,

- "

permanent institution.

C. VYoucher 'Administrative Staff

» The administrative staff now conéists of Ms. Susan Bertram, director;

. LI ,
Ms. Holly Sidford, asgistant director, and Mr. Haffiz' Mohamed, ptogram !

-

associate. 'Ms. Sidford joined the staff as progFam associate" in' February -
. ’ N ¥ )
19763 she replaced Ms.. Cheryl McClenney as assistant director 1q’$éptember

19?6,-uhen Ms+ McClenney fesigned to become Assistant Commissioner for the

-

Department of Culturak?ﬁffairs for New Ybrk City. Mr. Haffiz Mohamed hssdﬁed
Ms. Sidford’s former position as,.pEQETAM assoclate. Technicaldy, the Voucher
Program staff reports to the direthr of Museums Collaborative, Incorporated,

LY

»
Thé allocation of responsibi%ities did_ngt change ;ignificantly as a.
result of the personnel change; which occurred during Year g- Funﬂ raising,
public appearances and medla contacts, and ;he major poliey deqigipns
re#ﬂiﬁed the primary responsibilities of f;e projecﬁ diie?tor. Day-tonay

operations fell primarily to the aSSistaﬁt director and program assdclate,

although Ms. Sidford shifted between rolesf' This provided some flexibilicy

and continuity in the man:gement of the Voucher Program, but it also presents'

a nascent problems. Because she can operate easily in roles at different

u .

points in the organizational hierarchy, Ms. Sidford will undoubtedly need

*Ms. Dunhill resigned'the directorship after the close of the evaluation
contract period and was replaced by Ms. Bertram. Ms, Sidford was promoted
to the voucher project directorship at the game time. The matter is dis-
cusséd in Section IV-E.

-~
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more public recognition for her;groad responsibilities, and this may create
. oy : - * \ v

. problems if the project does not provide increasingly greater visibility and

mqbility for her. One solution is to gtvé her a larger role in an expanded'

_ . e
voucher system, but this assumes.that an expanded syStem is imminent.

» -

D. 'Finantgs AF | LV ’
— % "

During Year 2, the_buLE of the Cultural Voucher Program’s operating

fundn came ‘from the fund for the ImpEPvement of'PostéecondarﬁiEdpcation )
‘(FIPSE), aﬁ agehey of the U.S. Debarﬁment of Health, Educatioé, and Welfare.
But the program also benefited from funde éupplied by_the New York St;te
Council on the Arts, the National Endowment for the Art;; the Edward John
Noble, Surdna, and Robert Sterling Clark Foundations, - the Rockefeller
Brothers Fund, the Avon Products Foundat;on and other donors;

It i8 estimated that about.one-third of the administrative staff’s
time was devoted to fundraising activities, and the tangible-results of
this effort arq\summarized'in Table 3, which shows the sources of all Year
2 funds. Note that this table does not include services t% kind which were

/ﬁprovided by the New York City Department of Cultural Affairs. These services.

\}ncluded office space, office equipment; a‘Pus, some photocopying serﬁf&es,
and gowe telephone services. The estimated market value of:thesg services

was approximately $11,000, although this figure did not dppear in any

‘Museums Collaborative budget.




Table 3

Sources of Funds in Year 2

Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education )
(Health Education and Welfare) . _ $115,792.

New York State Council on ;he Arts ’ - 30,600.

L

National Endowment fprrﬁhe Arts . . ' . 25.00b.
Edward:John Noble fognéégion - ' : : 25,0601 Coe
Surdna Foundat don ‘ ' 25, 000.
Robert SterliﬁgICIark Foundétion . 25,000.
Rockef eller Brothers Fund | | 15,000.

" Avon Products Foundation .

Chese Manhattan Bank

Mobil Foundation

$265,892.

On the ouytlay side of the ledger, the Cultural Voucher Program’s budget Nz

in Year 2 was divided as follows. y
\PROGRAM SERVICE COSTS ' - $176,020.
Voucher for community organizations 390.090. -
Traqsporéation for Vouche; holders 14.000.'
Stipends for lisisons ol 69,520,
Other services to participants ' 2,500.
< §DMINISTRATIVE COSTS . ) ' ',?1,800¢
EVALUATION | 20;6b0.

DISSEMLNATION ' C 1 12,324,

$280,144.

o

The difference between lncome and outlays (514,252)
¢ was made up by savings from Year 1.

<e




. The relative costs of administration can be éalculated‘;ﬂ’a:_leag
three ways. . Firat, the budget can be givided into two components - services

va. evérything else. f we 1abe1 all uon—service costs as adminiatrgtive
costa,"” g?e ratio of setvice dollars to administrative dollars would be _
$i?6,020.:$104,124., of, in round numbers, $1.00:$.59., But ohviously many
of the non—service costs resulted f;ém the experimental nature of the

voucher demonstration, and the figure of $1.00:$. 59. givea 8 poor eatimate

¢

~

of what it costa to run a basic voucher aystem. Evaluation -and diasemina—
tion costs clearly fall into the category of extragydinary coats. Lf thesie
costé are removed from the administrative category, the ratio of wservice

dollars to administrative dollars is $176,020.3$71,800., or $1.00:$.41,

And finallﬁ, we can remove fundraising expenses from Fﬁe $71,800. in order
to estimate what it would cost to ruh\a voucher system gﬁh; had'reliableg
relativel} permanent fﬁnding. Under these conditions, the raﬁio;gf service
dollars to administrative dollars would be $176,020:$49,533,,* or in other

words, $1.00:9,28, That 1s, for every dollar in services, the project must
' - v
spend 28 cents in administrative overhead.
"
The ratio of service dollars to administrative dollar® is an important

[}

‘point of debate, and the matter 1s discussed in detall in Section V-A,

Administrative Intensity.

E. Eysluation ‘

F]

The Year 2 evaluation differed from the previous year’s evaluation in

three ways: First, the evhluation team was changed. Professors Charles

LY
»

*This is based on the reasonable assumption that fundraising conaumes about-'
one-third of the staff’s time,

¥
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Kadushin and Noel Tichy, who direccted the‘Year 1 evaluation, resigned.

Gary Bridge, who had served as a consultant to the Kadushin-Tichy team, was
" selected to ‘direct the Year 2 evaluation. 'Second, che'chruaﬁ of the eval=-

vation changed, so that in Year 2 much more time was devoted to policy
. - . . \ ’ . N
‘planning and program management, and less energy was devoted to academitc

research quesationa. Third, the cosat of the evaluation was reéuceg by
. A / * -
almost 20 percent in Year 2, although the amount of reporting required”

-

was substamtially greater than in Year 1. _}/ '

F. Record-Keeping.

The voucher tracking system which was developed-by G. Bridge during
the firsc year of che project has proven adequate, and only two changea
were made’ during Year 2. The aystem involves four forms: Appendix A

. . — . .
presents the forms and explains how they are used. Briefly ;caced, the
procedure is a8 follows: Once a cultural institution and community organ-~ -
ization have reached an agreement, a SERVICE REQUEST form is signed and

4

sent to MC, *Inc. This serves as a contract, and 15-apec1f1ea the services

o

to be delivered, the dates of delivery, and the maximudfjcosts. After the
aﬁrvicea ;re provided, a SERVICE REPORT form is'filed, gnd when signed by
" the communlty organization representative, this gervés as an authorization
'co c;an&fer €hq:£unda from the organization’s voucher account to the cul=-
cural‘inacicucipn. At ths game time, che communicy represencacive com~
pi@tea a confidencial EVALUATION FORM which ratesa the quality of services
provided by the inacicucion. The cultural instituction liaison also com-
pletes a confidential EVALUATION FORM which indicates the liaison’s view

-

of the tramsaction.
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Last year, the SERVICE REQUEST form was modified slighcly in order

to permit” better coding of activities. The coding cacégortea, which were

developed on the basis of Year 1 experieqcé; are as follows: -

‘e

Code Activi;! o &

N . . .
01 - Admission to regular museum programs (including planetarium Shows,
~ *-zoological gardens, ‘special tours of architectural landmarks, zoo=
" logical exhibits, and “behind the scenﬁs” of various myseum
depaftments. .

.
. -
-

. Weekly leasons in acting, &tums, piano, gardening, painting and
draWing, etc., usually involving hands-on experience and cransfer
of concrete skills.

- 1a

1

Museum lectures "or courses in urban ecdlogy, appreciating modern
art, African art, African dance, African music, textiles.

Direct services including exhibit design and inscallacion, prepar-
ation of exhibit catalog; in-museum training in the Installacion
of exhibits; printing of flyers for community group exhibit; taping
and preparation of videotape cassettes.

Scaff seminars and workshops (e.g., fundraising cechqiques);

The second change In the tracking process was not an addition, but a

deletién. The SERVICE REPORT form contained an item which asked about the :

raclal and sex distribution of the people served in each transaction. These

data were needed, 1t was belleved, in order co demonstrate that the cultural
; .

voucﬁer program was indeed serving audiences which are unlike those that

usually patronize the participating cultural institutions. Some.liaisons

resented the question and therefore refused to provide the requested data.
Tﬁe evaluation team’s explanation of the need for these data increased
résponses somewhat, but a éignificanc number of-ché SERVICE REPORT forms
continued to ;mic this informatio;. The continued resiscqnée to requests

for thege data reflects the failure of the evaluation staff to adequately

justify the need for the data..




- 3%
Overall, the tracking system has worked well, and ‘there in every

p—)

reason to believe that the basic system cad be geﬁEralized\to"a much larger

. & * -
voucher program. Currently, MC, Inc. operates the tracking system manually,

and forms are forwarded to_thé evaluation team for computér procesaing.

The COﬁbuterized manégement syaﬁem-could be uéed for day-to-day operations

L]

~with only a minimnm of statf training and a small additional coet . How=

ewgr. this will be cnstreffecnive onlyhin an’ expanded voucher system. The

I

next section. which descrihea the transaCtiona that occurred during Year 2, .

makep use’ "5f the computerized data base. f_jﬂ, L o ‘“’*'

*The computer programs and file structure are detailed in Appendix B.




IIT. IRANSACTIONS
' Since its incept&on, the Cultural Voucher Program has proviﬂed.community
.organizations with vouchers worth more than $108, 3?5.,‘gnﬂ-eight institution3~
- have been authorized‘to accept these vouchers aa payment-for services ren—
'darad. How did the community organizations saend theit. money? What services i-
did they buy witn their VOuchers, and did their buying preferences - tbeir
“tastes" - chanse as’ they gained experience in the. eultural‘world? Which

institutiQnd attraected the most voucher dollars? The 1ea3t? ﬂhat accounts |
for thie diqtribution? These are the questiohs we will andress in thin

.

section. The information 1s presented in.th%ee subsections which conternt

. (1) the doller flow from community 6iganizatione to‘e%}turhl institutions, . - N

'(z)hthe kinds of services that organizétions purchaeed, and (3) the organi—

zations’ and institutions’ evslustions of these transactidns, -

.A. Dollsr Flow*

-

_ The distribution of funds smong the fifteen community organizations

»

) L
is shown in Table 4. The bases for these alIocationB are described :in
‘o v A
Subséetion IV~B and will not be discussed here. The question is, where . -

did the voucher funds go? Table 5 presents the relevant date- One insti- -

. tution attracted $28,613., while another earned only $5,428., & range of

-

$23,185., 1In other words, the least utilized institutiou, the New York

Zoological Society, earned only 23 percent as much as the most utilized

L}

El

institution, the Brooklyn Mugeum. The average (mean) smount earned by
L N ' N

the institutions was $14,?68.5?.

L

.r!'w * b" -Hk'

*The dats for the Museum of Contemporary Crafts are omitted in all compari-
sons of earnings, ‘because this institution did not join the voucher system

until the fourth transaction period. To include thesé datas would seriously
distort comparisons.

Lo
v
¢
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) e ‘Table 4
J | -

Voucher Dollars Used by Community Organizaj::lons

[T
hai-a

I_:_,_;_:_-._com'o:-g ?erg;;'l 2 3 S T | Total S
< ATCH - § B00(7)$ TSO(B) $1,50(2) 8 13(1) ¢ ¢ 3,269( k)
CoElmecor. . $1,700( 7) $2,784(24) § 3,006(17) $.3,347( 9) $2,575( 3) $ 13,L20( 50).

| $2,750( 4) $3,506(14) § 1,340 7) §2,952( 5)'$ 3,039(3) § 12,581( 33)
$1,200( 4) $1,071( 6) $ 2,U94( 9) § 2,380(16) $1,402(12)  § 8,637( k7).

. HANAC. $1,817(.3) $2,ko1( 4) § 3,538(10) $ 3,350( 2) $ - 333( 3) § 11,14;19( ',2_2‘)"“,
. Jamatcs : . §2,560(13) $h,h56(26) $ 2,048(12) .4 3,152(13) $"'3’1"’2’(1‘?) '  $ 14,330 76-)-{'

I menca  8780(3) 8 95(5) $1,77(5) $2,006(1) o $ 5,556 1))
':-f_'{f".%l_a"mbilfYth S oaLaes(1) . . § 386(10) s L)
Torthelde $1,784(11) $4,406(16) $ 1,267(13) & b,429(17) $ 1,430( 8) 13,336( 65)
| IP $ 796( 3) $2,250( 3) $ 2,412(13) § 1,898( 5) $ 2,286( 3)  § 9,682( 27)f

. Pro:} Retn S LT : $ 2,000( 1) §2,000 2) '- w0000 3) |
- Wy | o $1,361(16) $ 568( %) - § 1,%9( 20).
n\en\:y st D :  $2,38(8) $ 2,38( 8

ll etheny o $1,485( 4) §  905(1)  $ 2;390(
Crown Hts o | ' - $1,050(1) . 1,050(

JASA ' 550( 1) $ 1,306( k) | X,856(
moter f,602(56)422,525(2) 425, 9BU(8) $25,136(52) 422, n363)  suor,eea(uol) |

X




HANAC
JIMICA
MANIIOOD
}OBIL F TN
NORTHIIDE
rIP

PROJ RETN
CASITA
HENRY ST,

| BETHANY
CROWY HTS,

JASA

$ s5b5(7)
$ 3773(12)
$ 2095(2)

§ 350(2)

© § 228(2)

. $510u(21)

‘0
$ 146(h)

$ 2537(1h).

| $5195(3)

$ b00o(3)

$ 283(6)

]

$ 1605(2)
$ 1050(1)

$ 7150(2)

$27,661(81)

BEKLY N
$ 2575(5)

"'$ 3n3(1e)

$ 3008(L)

$ L2L6010) -

$ 85'42_(9)

$ 1361(7)
$ 2791(2)

$ Bo(2)

. 550

$ 219(2)

]

0o .

320(1)

$28,613(58)

EL MISEO

0 - .

$ 1902(2)

]

4

$5,h30(21)

$  320(3)

L)

30 (1)

$ 573(5)

$ (1)
: /

$ 1527(6)

-$ 746(h)

'$ 2097(9)
$ 103(h)

]

o0 -
o

$ ‘235(3)

$ u95(1)
o
o

$ 167(1)

$6,373(ko)

d r
$2b38(12)
$5270(22)

°

.o
$2997(13)
$2693(9)
$1385(1)

$ 778(3)

'$1550(5)

]

]

]

$17;112(6h)

. 209
$ 139{1)

$ éssi?)

$ 2

$ 165(5)

$ 567(3)
$ Ilnl.n_atﬁ) |

%0

$ ns(2)

i 1503(8) -

$ eba(h)
0

$ 151(L)

$5,428(42)

Table 5 - Doliar flow Between Community

Organizations and Cultural Institutlous

Through 1 b.av 1977.

LT e

CONT CRAFT

]

$ 53(2)
$ s550(2)

$ 2006019)”

. $nm (3)

$ 1490(27)

‘so

$ u52)

.$ 3%63(17)

$ 1521(11)

1

$10,760(76)

0
0

0 "

‘& 130)

s 264(2)

$ 76304)
o,
0

$ 1255(8)

$ s556(2)
0

$ 330(1) /

$ 1296(3)

$ P

$ 31901) '

$h,995(26)

* TGTAL
. ) 1
$ 3eey(t) -

#3:"2-2(59)

$12,583(33;

$ 8,707043)

f :
$11,hs5(23)

$10,155(78)

$ 5,586(15)

$1,71(12}

$13,733(6s)

$ 9,6P2(27) _ ..

$ hoo(3)
] yqe&(an)
5 2,3h8(8)
$ 2,350(5)

$ 1,050(1)

.$ 1,856(5)

"--.

non,rs(ieg)

-
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The average (mean) tranaaction waa worth $262.86, but thia masks a
wide range of costs. The smallest transaction cost only $5.00 (the fee for
a aeminar), and the moaf expensive transaction waa worth $2,000.00. The
data in Table 6 show that the ipatitutions varied widely in the number of
transactionns théy entered into and the mean value of these ttanaactioﬁa.'

As one would expect in a dynamic matkei, the amount the 1natitutional
earned varied from reriod to period. In other wﬁfda, aoﬁé inatitutions
ceme on atronB at the beginning and atayed thﬁt way, while 6théts ataftéd
slowly and imptoved ga they gained experience. , The American Muaeum of
Ratural History is anrexample 6f the former case, énd the Muaeum of Modern
Art illuatratea the latter situation. Figure 2 showa the amount that each
institution earned in each transaction‘peri;d, but the data are pfeaente&

# - .

a8 cumulative frequency curves. The aharper the alope of the curve, the

. Fal ’
more the institution earned during that period; a flat curve indicates no

v

earnings during éhe period.

B. Services Rendered

-

Over 400 tranaactions occurred between-institutions and organization%

Ll

between 1 Septembeil1975 and 29 April 1977. Appen#ix C sumﬁatizes the
setvices that thé various c;mmunity org;;izations puréhﬁsgﬂ with their
vguchets; These aervicea can be gtoupe& conveniently iﬁ;o five:patégoriea:
a&miaaion :5 regular muaéum programs and special tours, wéékly lessona,

miseum courses, direct aervices, and ataff training.*

*The difference between museum courses and weekly lessons is this: courses
expoae people to things, while lessons teach them how to do these things.

‘e




Table 6 - Cultiral Institutions Earnlngo

Through 1 May 1977,
&

¥ Sult. Inst. No. of Total Yalue iiean Talue
B ' Transactions.

RN J 81 . . 5274661,
<. . BKLYR ‘- 58 $28,613.
C U Elkuseo Y u 21 © 8 5b30

Yy 2 £3F
o &
LW NV |
LY LW
. .
-~} a3
[ A WV

>
fy ]
-
L ]
)

&QEA | ﬂoo ' ' 5 8,373
N;w Nuge | ‘6b " .$17;111t
Bronx Zoo b2 3 5,b28,
" Queens 3ot - 76 $10.?69.
'Iﬁont. Srafts - 26 8 b,§95.

The standard deviation is a statlistic which lndicates the degree of dispersion

of values around the arithemetic mean. The smaller the SDy the less varlation
there. was in earnings.

————""-‘
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Table ?'ahogf the percentage of transactiomns in each category which

ocaurred during esch of thé five tranaactron per§o§a§ These data are
relevant to the question, did the commmnity organ;zarrona chsnge their -
prefatenceslfdr services as they gaiaéd experience in tae cultural world?
Simply stated,'thé;anawer ia'yes. The data suggest that organizations
initially purchased mostly exiating aervicea (e.g., admiaaions or couraea)
but over time tﬁ;y‘ahifted toward nontraditional’ aervices, notably sctiv-
‘-itiea which taughtfspecific skills. It appears that community groups "
looked at what was;available, liked what they saw, and said, "Teaph us
how to do that.?‘ ‘

The transactions which occurred between ElapCor and the Amerfran-
Mugseum of Natural Fiatory provide a prime example. ElupCor purchased
courses in Africaulculture, and this led to arrangements for African dance

'classes. As a resglt of these classes, Elm-Cor youths are-ﬁ%ofieient_
enough in authentic African dances that they haveﬁhéeﬁ&invited éb Parform
publicly on a number of occasions in less than a yéar.

Even a cursory inspectlon of the data in Table'7 and Appendix C'will'
show thst the cultqral institutions An theé~youcher sy;tem are proaiding
services which are'not routinely offered to‘non—vouaher audieacgs. Inter-

. views with selected liaisons confirm this cgnclusion. The Cultural VYoucher

Program has evidently achieved its goal of broadening'the services that

institutions offer to nontraditional audiences.

C. Evaluation

In this chapter we have examined the flow of dollars from organizations’

to institutions and the kinds of services that organizations bought with




: Adm:l.ss ions and

Héekiy Lessons
ﬂﬁdéqm Courses
Staff Seminars
- and Workshops
Direct ‘
- Services

T _éiﬁf Service:

& \\\

Table 7

Services Purchased by Community Otganizationa in Each Transaction Period
. ) ! . : . 4

Sept.=Dec. 1975 Jan.-April 197% Nay-&ugusﬁ 1976 Sept.~Decs 1976  Jan.-April 1977
-1 2 : 3 - 4 5

¥

$1,640(11) 11.22 § 1,047(15) 4.67 $2,621(26) 13.0% § 1,523(19) - 5.2% § ° 904(12) 4.2%

4,526(12) 30.8  14,331(40) 63.6°  7,875(42) 39.4 - 17,395(45) 59.7_° 13,33370(39) 62.0

-

3,379(12)- 23.0 - 5,458(24) 24.2  4,022(17) 20.0 . 5,467(19) 18.8  6,007(11) 27.9

@ >

. g
'1,260(14) 8.6

-

3,856( 7) 26.2  1,104( 7) 4.9  3,880( 8) 19.4 3,894( 5) 13.4  1,045( 2) 4.9
T — — L —

$14,661 $22,525 . $19,985 $29,137 $21,526"

o

o

“nft_correspOnd to total 3108,375, because some transactions could'not be coded due to incomplete data.

; :. .a‘."

. R L

585( 6) 2.6  1,587( 3) 7.9. ~  858( 4) .2.9 200( 1) .1.0

Total

§ 7,735( 83) 7.2%

57,497(178) $3.3

- 24,333( 83) 225

4,490( 28) 4.2 |§
| 2

L]

13,779( 29) 12.8}

$107,834*
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‘their voucher dollars. Now/'we turn to quite a different set of issﬁes,

pamely, participants” subjective evaluations of each other.

The data come from the confidential evaluation forms which~institutionms
and organizations prepareéwindependentl§ after each transaction (refer to

' Appendix A for detail;). Community representatives were asked for three
kinds of information: (1) overall, how satigfiéd were you with the trans-

' action?, (2) would you seek these gervices again?, (3) would };ou recm_nmend’
this institution to other organizations? Liaisons answered esséntially the
pame questions, that is, (1) overall, how satisfied were you'with this
;ransqctibn?, (2) would you provide these game services to this'organiza-
‘tion again?, and (3)'would your ipstitution beuuil}ing to provide these étf/”—
servides to oéhét organizétions in the future? Table‘B suﬁmarizes the
aggregatéd responses to these six items. It is obvious that the vast
ma jority of transactions were rated very positi@ely? aﬁd o;gan;zaiions'
would purchase the same services again and recomﬁgng the insfitutions‘
to others. This feeling was reciprocated by the institutions who were
generally willing to offer the same servicesgto others.,

No evaluations of specific transactions will be reported here, because
the raters submitted thg%r evaluations in confidence. However, summary
evaluations are provided in Table 9 for each oé the institutions and organi-

-, zations; except in cases where there are-lesq than five transactions, and it
might be possible to infer individual data with some degree of accuracy.
The descriptive gtatistics make it quite‘;lear that the vast majority of
institutions and organizations were very positively evaluated, although

there was some significant variation between institutions and between

community ofganizations.




Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Evaluations Aggregated Acroas -
: Institutions and QOrganizations, through 1 January 1977,

Cgmmunitv renreaentatives ratingﬂ_ni
inatitutigns

e
_Overall, how satiafied were you
with this exchange? -
(0 = very dissatisfied, ~ !
14 o= ve:y satigfied)
Knowing‘what you know now, would you
have sought these services?
' (1l = ﬁefinitely would not,
5 = definitely would)

4

-Would you recommend this institution to
other cormunity organizations? :
{1l = definitely would not,
5 » definitely would) -

f
_ Liaisons’ ratings of community organizations

Overall, how satisfied were you with this
' 'exchange?
(0. = véry dissatisfied,
14: = very satisfied)

Would your institution be willing to supply
the same services to this community
organization in the future?

{1l = definitely would not,
5 = definitely would)

Would your institution be willing to supply
the pame Bervices to other community
organizations in the future?

(1l = definitely would not,
5 = definitely would)

Average

{mean) Deviati

12.5

4.6

4.8

11.8 |

4.6

4.7

0.97

5.17

0.98

0.93

L]

269 -

269 .

269

224

-224

224

. ¥%The standard deviation is a statistic which indicates the degrée of dispersion

of values around the arithmetic mean, i.e., the average.

" dard deviation, the greater the dispersion of ratings around the average rating.

In other words, the smaller the standard deviation, the more homogeneity of
- opinion there was.

The greater the stan=




Table 9 1 jﬂ '
) \
EValuntions Received by ench Institutinn and Organization Through 1 Janunry 1977.
(0 = very dissatisfied, 7 = neutral, 14 = very satisfied)

1

Number of
_ ) Average Standard Transactions
nstity _rated b unitY rePregentatives (mean) Deviation Rated

| American Museum ofiNaturai History - ‘ 12 2 60

I'Brooklyn-Huseum ‘ 12 3 38
El Museo del Barrio ‘ . 13 8;
Museum of Contemporaery Crafts ' 11 ‘ 13.
Museum ©of Modern Art 13 ‘ 9
New Muse Community ﬁuseum 13 ' 48
¥ew York Zoological Soclety 13 34 .
Queens Botanical Garden ‘ 12 34
Orgenizations Reted by Lisisons
American Indian Cémmunity House
Bethany Family Circle
c;éita Mariae
ELMCOR Youth and Adult Activities

—
: Gropp Live-Iy Experiegce

Heights and Hills Community Council

Hellenic=American Neighborhood Action Council

Henry Street Settlement

Jamaigg Service Program for Older Adults
Manhood Foundation

Mobilization for Youth

Nor&hside Center for Child Development
Project ﬁeturn

TIP Neighborhood House

*Too few transactions to report

-




IV, POLICY 1SSUES.;. -

This section summarizes the major policy issues which were dealt with,

. o _ S
explicitly or impIicitly, during the second year of the Voucher Program.

The questions conterned:

A+  Should new funds be ugsed to add more museums or more community organi~

zations to the voucher system? In other Wwords, how much Should go for ..

liaioona’ at;pends. and how much should go for organitafionaﬂ vouchera?

-

. 4 .: <.
B. How should the available voucher funds be allocated smong the community

organizations? . : o

»
I
B

W
[l

C. The voucqﬁf ateff can adjudicete digputes_between inatitutions and
orgenizations, but how can due process be insured When the voucher gtaff

-and participents are in conflict? ’ : *

-

p. Should organizations be given coat information about each others’

transactions so that they can comparison shop aﬁong compet ing cultural

institutions? g

E. Can the organizational stresses which developed between MC, Inc., and

the voucher staff be ameliorated?

F. Can the voucher project attain an acceptable degree of financial,

politicel, and social permanence? .

A. Dollars for Liaisons or Vouchera?

L

The Voucher Progrem’s budget fallas into four general categories:

o

(1) vouchers awarded to organizations, (2) stipends for liaisofis in the

R
&




iaatitutions. (3) administretion, and .(4) progrem evaluat;qn. Between Year
| and‘Year 2, the total budget rosé from $216 854. to 3286 l&i. .Evaluation
‘costs fell hy 20 percent, but evety other budget category expgnded. and the ‘
rbIhtive e:pansion of the three remaining categories == vouchers. stipends,
and administratiou cogty == represents a key policy issue.l
In essence, the 1asu:mis this: When new dollars arrive, should they hg-
added ﬁq the voﬁcher pool for ofganéfgtions to user or shoul& they ﬁe used
for stipends so that more institutions can join the pr;gramt ?oth events
vecurred; one institution was added (wiyh a stipend valued at'$6.600.)..and
- aix- community ofgahizations‘uere added (with vouche 'warth $24,600.). This
ratip roughly approximates the earlier balante beté en stiﬁends and vouchers.

At the outset of the eyaluation, we had p;edicted that when the economic

interests of institutions and organizations came into conflict == as they surely.

» fm

must do in any exchange system -~ the voucher staff would support the iﬁstitu-

tions at the expense of the commhnity organizatioﬂs. This prediction was based

on certain tenable assumptions about the staff’s long term commitments. The

s
voucher system ig administered bf professional arts management pegplf: and
their long term career goals would be emhanced by pleasing museums rather than
Eommunity organizations. Presdﬁably. adding new museums brinés appro;al and
.recognition from more peOple in the museum world, and this is the reference

group that career arts management people think of first. Adding community

organizations provides less short-:term gratifjcation in this social gystem.*

*One might make an’ argument for these priorities. The voucher staff mst
curry favor in the museum world, not for their owm personal gain, but rather
for the success of thé Program, because the whole project depends upon the'
goodwill and enthusiasm 6f the cultural institutions. They can withdraw at
any -time, and then the whole Program will be lost, and no community groups.
wvill be served. Moreovet, the institutions are not financielly dependent on
voucher dollars. and they can leave without wuch damage to their -budgets.
Under these conditions, it makes sense to put institutional interests before

.coumunity groups’ interests.

11
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.fThié biaaihas ﬁot occurred in the sllocation of atipenda vs+ vouchers,
althougﬁ tﬁefe 1; some other evidence tha; 8t least one other sres of con~-
flict was resolved in kfvof ofhtﬁe‘;nstitutions, st lesst in the short run
(See SQCtion‘IViD, 1nformat1?n for Decisidn-ﬁakiig);' Tﬁ§ questions of -,

. stipends versus voucﬁqrs will srise COntinu§11y, BL: in tgéziﬁtﬁfé the

-. debate ﬁny not be resolved in the ssme way. Section V~C sddresses this o

e

- 18due in terms of future policy decisions. -

B« Allocstiops to Community Orgenizstions _ - -

Problem: How should the sveilsble voucher funds be divided up smong
the community orgsnizations? These organi:atioﬁsrdtffe; in térms of size,
geographicsal 1océtion, "sociql significance;" and administfativé exﬁerieﬁce.
Moreover, most of the COs (10 of the current 15) have ééme experience in the

voucher éystem, 8o they have "track records." Any or sll of these factors

could be used 8s criteris for 8llocasting voucher funds, and thé problém

1.

facing the Advisory Board\g:f to define. sppropristé messures of “deserving-

4 - . .
ness." This becsme more of 8 problem 8s the voucher 8ystem matured.

LAt the outset of the demonstrstion, everyone received the same size

voucher: $2,000 for four months. The idea wes to.give 8ll groups sn equsl

chance to practice using the voucher ayétem, inatesd of tryimg to sllocate

the initial vouchers on the bssis of "potentisi" for success. Later, the-
Advisory Bosrd gave different aiie vouchers to the various community groups

. ) ' @
based on their performance in the Program. Generslly, this system of

initially similsr vouchers followed by differentisl vouéhera schieved its

objective of giving COs an opportunity to lesrn how to_deal with tuseums. ;




One alternative to this arrangement was considered but rejected. Under

this scheme; CO0s would have turned in proposals which would have been eval-
vated by the Board and funded accordingly. Of course, this method-would

have benefited the larger organizations, which already had experience with ‘

'

proposal preparation.
N - £

At the beginning of tﬁe second year, allocations were made for a fourth
time, and this time the allocation procedure raiaéd some 1mpoitant£133ued. .
The voucher staff went througﬁ tioe-cons:hing processes of ratins C0s, and

" the liaiaons also 1ndeoendent1y rated the community organizations. As an
end result of this process, the voucher staff and liatsona_togethérlsubﬁitted
aliocﬁtion recommendations to the 4drisory Boards The Board had ditficulty
assigning differential voucherd on the basis of'debervingness, and the chief
problem:wﬁs that they were unwilling to specify.the criteria of deservingness.

Into this vacdﬁm'stepped a few Board members who tried to generalize their

previous extensive experience with traditional grants ‘programs. Thef want ed

3

to require all of the community organizationé to dra%*f? forﬁai ?rd?osals,
so that the Board could weigh them and assign funds on a project~by-project.
basis. This, of course, establishes a mini-grant system and destroys the
basiec 1dea of & voucher system. It says that the Board, not the 1nd1v1dua1
consumer, knows best. This attempt at eatablishing a mini-grant system was
rebuﬁfedl and the Advisory Board eventually did make differential alloca- B
tions for the fourth transaction period. But this Seemingly small event
illustrates Some important problems with the 63ucherldemonstrat1on.

First, the newer Adyisory Board membero were inadequately educated in

the philosophy and workings of the voucher system. Given this ignorance,
i
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‘# ' il

; théy.aimﬁly fell back on the e;ﬂs};nce Fhey knew best -~ the traditional
grant progfam format. This was not simply a problém for a-few ne;bmemberb
of- the Board; it was a prob;em which will arise agﬁin aﬁd agaiﬂ aawthe
Board cﬁanges ﬁomposition. ‘Educat ipg ‘new members in the pPilosophy of thé
Program before éhey_take their voting Beéfs on the Board 13.important, ana_
it should not be leék to the process of informal learning. Thé voucher
staff and senior mﬁmbers on the Board must accept responsibility for this
education, and the preparation of abpropriate training qanu;is would help.h

. Second, the confusion which surfaced during the allocation process

1llu3tﬁ?;ggtg:§ontinuihg problem in the relatiogship_?etueen the Advisory

¥

Board and the voucher staff. The staff 18 better inforned about details
of the system, simply becauﬁe it is their full-;ime job to operate the
Bystem; Yet when decisions are made, the Advisory Board is often unwilling
to accept the -staff’s recommendations without crit;cal Zxamination. This
¢xamination would be more productive, of course, if the Board had the
necéssary information to make informed judgments or if tﬂey had access
go independent information (1.e., information from some source other than °
the siaff). In the final analysis, the Board must rely solely upon the
staff ‘s information and recommenddtions, and they rarely contradict the
ataff; but they OftEQ.go through a.charade of independent analysis.

The effectiveneés of the Advisory Board could be increased by either .

’ e
(a) equipping the Board with the information needed to make independent

o

* Judgments, or (b) redefining their yole to be one of advisement rather

tfian governance. In fait, the latter situation is evolving now. In the

early Efageé, the Advisory Board was Constituted so as to involve all of




the groups which might aink the Program. ‘Now the Board serves a different,
functién, and the ataff 1s devélopipg. Changing the Board members’ expec=
gatiana to conform to the current reality will take some time, but even-
tually the Board will probably,gg more likely to leave day=to=-day operation
H
of the system to the staff.andvconcgrn themselves'main;y with fundraising.

The staff has ﬁays of contacting community and museum people directly now,

and they have less need for an Advisory Board which repfiyents comtmunity

people and institutionms. ' ' . .

C. Due Process Safefuards s

Early in thé gecond year, a problem arose concerning one of the com=
munity organizations, and the case islimportant_because it illustrates the
need for due process safeguards which do not now exlst. The relevant facts
are as follows: a community organization did not use its voucher funds for
gseveral mon;hs,‘and the organization appeared to £e‘1n disarray. A member _
of the Advisory Board, who was seemingly well=informed about the qrganiza-
tion in question, made allegationsa to the effect that thF comminity organi-
zation was involved in corrupt activities aﬁd the federal government was
about to brin; criminal charges. ' The Advisory Board entertained & motion
to cut ;ff the organization’s voucher, but some members blocked this move
on the grounds that the organization should have the opportunit} to present
its case in_person‘and not simply through the voucher staff. A subcommittee
was appointed to inveatigate the allegations, ;nd after a period of time,
the community organization was able to reorganize and participate effecfively.

The significant point is that the Voucher Program did not have formal

procedures for dealing with accused organizations or institutions. Incipient




grievanceahbetween orgenizstiona or institutions have been handled by the
administrative ateff, but Fhere is no formal routine for adjudicating
disputea between the staff and participatiﬁg organizdtiona of institutiona.
" An appeal to the'§%§iaory Board is sbout the only recourse & participating
gioup has when'gheyldisagree with the voucher staff, but then the Advisory
Board is aelepfed-by the voucher staff and most of the Bosrd’s information
comea from the staff. The case described above provides some Precédent for
solving fugure cases, but some foimal procedure is8 needed for handling dig-

2 ' i L] .
putes between the voucher staff and individual orgenizations or inatitutiongf

-

D. Information for Decision-making -
One of the basic asgumptions of eny voygcher system ie thst consumers
are capsble of comperison Ehopping between competing suppliers of similar
services. Consumers cannot shop intelligently unless thsy have atcurate
"and timely information about their alternatives and the prices of these
al;érnativea. The reprgsentativea of_comm;nity organizationa -— the buyers

of institutions’ services -- learn about their alternatives by telking with

individual lieisons, CO~representatives, and the voucher staff.

In their initis]l proposal, the present evaluation teaﬁ suggested that

brief descriptiona of transactions, including'price information, should be

distributed monthly. The idea was to speed up the process of comparison

shoppings The information would be essentislly the gsame as what now cir=
culates ihformally by word=of=mouth, but 8 regularly published bulletin
would make the seme information availsble to a11‘pa;ticipanta without
delay. Similerly, the evaluation team proposed to ;irculate accounting

<
sheeta to liasisons, so that they would know how much money each organization




had left. This wuuid help the liaisons in their "sales” efforta. For
econdqy reaaona, both ideas were scrapped by the Advisory Board when*the
evaluation contréct was finalized.*

Later in Year 2, community representatives raised the idea of publishing

transaction details, including prices; but aome influential liafisons objected

+

strenuoualy, and the voucher staff gave in to their proteats. This may be

interpreted to show that institu&ions' intere;ts‘come before orgaﬁizations'
intereats in this Goucher sysgem.
The liaisona’ objections are underatandable. éiven price ignoraﬁce,
the aaﬁe product can be sold to different organizations at different prices.
JFor example, an organization with & large unspent voucher may pay $560. for.
,a film seriea that a aecond organization may get for $75.00, largely bécauig
they cannot pay much more. Moreover, liafaona are, underatandably, under
stress to produce income or aymbolice incomé, and increased overt competigion
between institutions merely raisea anxiety. This competition-induced anxiety
is even more difficult to bear in the cultural world which, like academe,
avoida overt competition and pre;enas that earning money ia only a necessary
evil for auévival and not a central miséion of the institution.
Price informgtion continues to circulaFe informally from representatife.

: {
to representative, but the need for formal publication of price data is still

there, and this.issue will surface again.

I

E. Organizational Arrangementa

Much of the first yvear of the Voucher Program was devoted to developing

*Eventually, the "accounting aheets” idea was implemented by the staff, and
monthly expenditure charts, itemizing each organization’a voucher purchases
are distributed to all liaisons and community organization personnel.
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policy and building a staff to administer the program. The MC, Inc. director,
P?iscilla Dunh}Il, the wvoucher pf;ject director, SuSan Bertram, and assistant
director, Cheryl McClenney, struggled to define roles and allocate wprk,
where thefefwaa no existing model to provide guidance. The appare&t health
of the voucher ayatem 18 the best evidence that the tasks were meted out -

. effectively, but the very succeaa of the Voucher Program haa created other

organizational streasea. The participants8 tend to attribute these at‘eaaea

to peraonality factora, and indeed peraonalitiea are part 6f the atory, but
byﬁand large the atreases are predictable outgrowtha of the VYoucher Prograﬁis
rapld expansion.
| A bit of history is in order. Muaeums Collaborative._lnc., under

Priacilla Duqhillfs direction, experimented with cultural vouchers before
FIPSE funded the current Voucher Program. Suaan Bertram was hired to direct
the current Program, {2and she threw heraelf into the taaﬁ with great vigor.
Much of éhe Proéram'gf uccesa can be attr?buted to her leadership and the
talenta and gnergiea of the program asaoclatea. As the voucher 8Syatem
matured and expanded, what had been a amall component of MC; inc. became
the Collaborative’s main program. In Year 2, the voucher project.budget
accounted for ‘about 60 percent of the total Muaeuma Collaborative budget,
and the Collaborative collected approximately $30,000. in overhead charges
from voucher operations.

With apparent success and increaaed publicity, the vOucher ataff feit
increaaingl} gelf-gufficient, and naturally they deaired as mich autonomy

aa poaaible. The voucher staff wished to recoup their overhead fees,

because thia would significantly reduce their fundrai&ipg preasurea. The




Coiaborative, on the other hand, needa tﬁe Youcher Progrém now more than -
v ' . ! .
ever for two reasona: (1) vouchera are financially aubaidizing nonvoucher -

dperationa, and (2) vouchera are attracting ﬁoaitive attention, and natur-

ally the MC, .Inc. ﬁersonnel would like to ahare in thia. 'Theae'cbhiligta't

of intereat have led to predictable orgagizational atresaea;

| The‘vouchér ataff propoaed to br;ak away froq.thf MC, Ince., and theo
Collaborative director publicly endoraed thia move.¥ The'Coiléborgtive'a'
Board 6f Directora yetbed thé idea, and counterpropoaala ate‘under dia-

- cuaalon. . 1.

The alternatives aeem clears: Firat, theae agfeaaea can be ignored
and ailow;d to feater, which aurely'they'ﬁill do aince the basic cause q@
the conflict will continue and, in fas&, may be exacerbated by program
expanalon. Second, the Voucher Program can be eatablliahed aa a auﬁqidiary
eof the Collaborative with a aeparate financlal life, although the legal
reaponsibility for the Program wéuld continue to reat with the Collabora-
five'a Board of Directora. Anddiinally, the Voucher Program could be
apun off entirely with no financial or policy ties to the Collaborative.
It la neither the evaluator”a right or obligation to make recommen-
dations in thia caae, but it is obviocua to all concerﬂea that the firat
alternative ==~ 1gn;ring the exlating organizational atreasea == 1la a poor .
cholce, becauase the conflict wil; continue and prohbably grov. It la

-

lmportant to note that thila conclualon remaina true regardleaa of the

®See S« Bertram’a memoranda of 8 December 19?6 and 3 January 1977 to the
MC, Inc. Board of Directora.
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ﬁersogalitiaq which occupy the Muaeuma Collaborative and voucher pfoject
Qifectorahipﬁ.*
P. Institutionalization | |

| The FIPSE demonst:ation grant ends on 30 June 1977, and during Year 2
considerable effort was devoted to planning for the future of the Cultural
Vbucher Program. The Program must change in several ways if- it ia‘to move
fram a demonstration project to an on-going program. "Inatitutionalization
is thq\term that ia uquglly applied to this proceas of achigving some degree

w L)

of organigzational petmamence. - . ' - ! Co. )

#

s

It appeara that at least two major changes muat océur if the Cultural

Voucher Program is to become a petmanent imatitution, and both!of theae
‘éhaﬁgea seem feaaible. First, the adminiétrati;e‘intensity offtﬁe frogram
muat bf reduced somewhat. That is, ;he ratio of agrvic;‘QOllgfs (vouchef .
dollars and stipend dollara) toﬁaaminiatrative costa must be inproved, or
_bther subsidy aystems (e.8+, block granta to institutions) may prove more
attractive td policy makers. | ‘

"Secoud, the dollar flow in the voucher system must be expanded so that

cultural institutiona will have sufficient incentives to continue providing

*The conflict waa resolved after the cloge of the evaluation contract period.

" ‘Ms. Dunhill resigned the directorahip of Museums Collaborative and was
replaced by Ms. Susan Bertram on 11 May 1977. Ms. Holly Sidford was pro=
moted to director of the cultural vouchers project. Thia staff change
should improve the linkagea and coordination between the parent organiza=
tion and the Voucher Program, but it alac holda the potential for new-
conflicts in that the fundraising efforta of the voucher project and the

" Collaborative may come into severe conflict if both try to draw on the
aame aources. Une organizational alternative ia to centralize all fund=
raising reaponsibilities inp the Collaborative. Thia would make it possible
for the voucher program to get by with ita current-ataff of two people, but
it ia alao very likely that the Voucher Program would receive proportionately
leas funding if it had to compete for funds within the Collaborative.
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customized aervices-and competing for voucher dollars. One wsy of increas;ng

the dollars in éirculat;on is to incresse fundraisigg_gggprts. but this may
not bé the mosé‘cost effective way of expanding thé voﬁchgr pool. An alﬁer-
. native apprOscﬁ 1g to makg the existing dollars "go further, and one way of )
doing this is to tap the commnity organizatidns wﬁich are now iéceiving

fsee services. A system of discounted vouchers may provide the mechanism

for generating new funds.

HBow to achieve these two changes is the Jubject of the following

B;h\ction, (V) Future Policy Issues.




" A. Administrative Intepsity

_ During Years ! and 2, administrative costs consumed as mich as 26

peroeuttof'the totai budget, depending upon how administrative -costs are
.6efinad. This relatively high level of administrative cost is entirely

* understandable, given the experimental nature of the project. But to
aurvive on a long term basis, the administrative intensity of the Voucher
Program would have to be reduced significantly. This-can.be done in a~

r

number of ways.

First, one of the three full=time administrattve-employees could be
moved to other projects, if the burden of fundraiaing:couldﬁbe removed.
This is not entirely 1mposaib1et if reziaﬁle lotg-term funding or contin-
uous,gouerngent subsidies could be arranged; the ?roéram uight be able to
operate with two atarf membérS»instead'of three, gateris_phrabia.

Second,.if the Program could attract substantially more money, a
larger number of partioipants, both 1natitut1ons and organizationa, could
be served by essentially the same size staff, and thus the per transaction
costs of administration would decrease, although the absolute costs of
administration would remaiﬁ eaaentially unehanged.'}There seems to be a
oinimum size below which a voucher staff cannot function {(e.g+, two people),
but this teéam can manage a voucher system which 13 much larger (perhapa by
a factor of two or three) than the present voucher aybtem. But note that
this approach to lowering administrative 1ntenaity depends upon 1ncreaaed
funding. Undoubtedly there are some untapped sources of funds for the
voucher syateu, but there may be another way of generating new moneys or

»

at least making the existing voucher funds go further.
S

P




_B-"Digcountéa Vouchers

Discounting arfangements can take many, forms, bﬁt-the simplest syétem_
- - I -

“would involve three steps: First; the Advisory Board.would assign each com= .

wunity organization a discount rate based on the Board’s estimate of the

-

| organization’s (a) ability to pay, and (b) value to the voucher programe
At the same time, the Board would authorize organizations to buy vouchers. _;
of specified values. 'Second, oréqnizations would buy voﬁcherq'up to a
-spécified limit, and the ;ctual‘cost of these‘voﬁ;htts wouiglbe éetermiﬁeé

by the organization’s discount rate, as the data in.Table 10 1llustrate.

L]

Table 1O

FOR $1,000 VOUCHER _» IF THEIR DISCOUNT
ORGANIZATION MUST PAY: (SUBSIDY). RATE IS:

I

$1,000. Q0 «{no diséount)
900. 102 '

800. ) © o 20%

700. 30%
600, 40%

-— 500, 50%
400, . 60%
300. . 70%
200. . 80%
100. ) 920%
0 : "100% (complete subsidy)

L}

Finslly, tranﬁactions would continue exactly as they do under the current -

voucher systéﬁ. That 1is, orgnﬁizations would purqh‘be services from insti~-
." fr .

tutions and then authorize Meseums Collaborative fo transfer money from

gﬁeir voucher épcount to the institution.

Consider thése examp lest éay an or Znizstién is assigned a discount
]

rste of .20 percent; they must pay el percent of the cost of the services
) .7 : -

they receive, and ihe remaining tweﬁfﬁ percent would be pald by Museums




Col!abbrative. "If the organization was authorized to hold a voucher worth
31!006. in serviceé, they would have to depssit $800, with MC, Int. before
they could comtract for $1,000. worth of aervices. On the-other hand. a

poorer community organizatioﬁ might hafs a d%scouné rate of 90 pe;cent. (-1.]
éhat for every $1,000. worth of voucher aérvices they purchased, they would

have to pay the Collaborative $100. In asome cases, organizations would

receive complete subsidies == a 100 percent discount == ao that they would

pay nothing for their vogfher. 1In other cases, organizations that had sufe-

ficient resources to pay %héir way would be allowed to purchase vouchers at

zero percent discount, 1l.e., ‘they would have to pay the full value of the

-
L]

aervices that they receive from the 1nst1tut;onq.
iNote that, this system builds upon h_past policy of giving different

aize voubhers‘to‘different organizationa, bue it adds a sécond feature 1n:

that organiiaq;ons are subsidized according to thelr need, regardless of .

the size of thelr §qucher. ¢
N b ﬂ-

The impact of using differential discount rates, instead of .the current

100 perceat dﬁbsidy arrangement, depends:upon (1) the average discount tate, -

(2) the number of voucher holders, (3) the value of each voucher, and (4)

the size of the vouchei_pdbl. Obviously, all of these factors are inter-

related. - The value of the agyverage voucher 1s determined by Equation 1,

(1 \e =v -
DR | N (Eq. 1)

-
-

where P 18 the voucher pool available, PR 1is the discount rate, N is the

number of organizations receiving vouthérs. and V is8 the value of the
. “
average voucher.,
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" Por convenience, aaaume that the voucher pool (P) ia SIO0.000. (gather

Ithan the current .pool of $90,000.). Figure-3'ahowa haw'the number of
voucher holders (N) tradea offﬁ;gainat the value of each voucher ), given
{different average diacount ratea (DR). The aolid curve repregents the:cp;—
fgngfaitqation,"ip which eﬁery.organization ia fully apbai;iied’kioe., DR =
1l.0). This curve ahuwaltﬁat, given a pool of $100.000.,'1t {a poaaiblé to
give 10 groupa vouchers uorth $10, 000, each, or 30° groupa vouchera worth
$3 333.33 each, and ao on. If the voucher syatem aapirea ég%ﬂoubling the
current 15 community org;nizationa to a total of 36 Drgqnizationé,la DR
rate of 1.0 would allow each organization to.receivé-a voucher worth oniy
$3,333.33; but using an average rate of «5 would?hllow ‘the same Fumba; of
pebplé‘to receive vouchera uorthl$6,666.6§, and uaingLa PR = .25 would give
each of:the thirty voucher holdera ; voucher worth $I$,333.33. Thia illus-

tgﬁtea how the number of voucher holdera, the value of the vouchera, and

the average discount rate are interreXated.

. © . .
The term "average diacount rate'" does not imply that all groupa receive

ex;ctly the aame DR, For example, an_average, ayatemwide DR of +5 may be
maintained by having one organization at bR = 0.0, for every organization“
that haa a complete aubaidy~ef DR = 1,0, Other combinations of discount
rateg are feaaible, and thia one ia oéfered only for illuatrationm.
Implementing a diacounting p;licy will raise acme difficult, bﬁt
‘tractable, problems in the ahort run. ,The most obvioua difficulty will be

to assign fair diacount ratea to the various organizationa. "In the past,

the Adviaory Board had trouble allocafiug differential vouchera to Brganizd;

tions, and aurei? the aame problema would ariae again if diacount ratea were

.

2
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Fig. 3 - Relationsghips between Voucher Values and Number of , .7
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assigned. The problem is one of apecifving criteria and asaessing appli-~

cants 1n’§grms-6£ these criteria. Among the possible criteria are a)

organization aize, (é) geograpﬁical location, (3) performance record in
earliér voucher transactions, (4) potential for effectively using voucher ’
dollars, ( 5)"social significance” of the populations served by the organi-
zation,'(ﬁ) administrative effectiweﬁess of the orggnizatién, ('f)ability
to pgy. and (8) ﬁillingness to tax tﬁéﬁselves for cusltural activities. -

' One way fo reduce the problems of agsessment 18 to let the organiza-
tions aasess themselves fo some degree. This can be done_by publishing the
criteria, and ;hen asking community o:ganizations t6 placé themselv;s in a

DR category (e.g., 1.0, .9, <5, and so on). They'éould compate for,vouchers

orly with other applicants in this catégory. The competition would be

J

toughesi in the DR ~ 1.0 category, so groups that thought they were less.
neédy than other organizations would have incentives to place themselves
in the categéry where éheyﬁghougﬁt they had the best chance. -Despite short
term difficulties in implementation, the discounting idea is probably worth

trying for a trial period.

Adoption of a disco{mcing system inplies that the compositioﬁ of the

carrent voucher 'system will be modified somewhat. Few of the community

organizations in the current voucher project could afford lower discount

rates than DR = .9, and hence to maintain an average DR rate below this
)

figure would require the addition of sevefal groups at lower discount

rates.

'
’

'C. Liaison Stipends

Where do commnity organizations get their As about the services




‘théy can buy with their vouchera? A directorf of aervicea =~ the ao—called
“Yellow Pagea" -- proviqea aome information, but what the organizations
really peed 1is a‘peraona; contact in each institution.  To meet this need,
each inastitution wes awerded & atipend to pay for the servicés of a lisison
peraon. Four institutions received atipenda of $12,100. per year for full-
time lialaocna, two museums received atipenda of $7,260. for part=time
liaisons, end one ;ecent arrival received $64,600. for a part-fime liaiaon. .
The total Year Z'budgqp for liasison atipendé waa $69,520. or 23 percent of
the total project budget.

At the ocuteset of the voucher demonstration, it waes thought mnecesaary to
provide inc;ntivea to the museums in order E? attract their éupport and par=-
ticipation. The liaison stipends g&aranteed that institutiona would not lose
money by participating, even if they failed to attract voﬁcher dollars. But

the voucher concept has proved viable, and it may no longer be necesssry or

desirable to give guaranteed stipenda to the inatitutions. '

One alternative would be to eliminate the guasranteed atipénda and instead

depoait the funds in the voucher pool for the uae of the communify organiza-

# .
tions. These groups would have more to spend, but inétitutiona would have to
raise their prices in order to Eﬁgqr lisiaon’s salaries which are currently
covered by guaranteed stipenda. . The chief virtue of this arrangement ia that '_
‘1nat1tutions are rewarded in direct proportion to their sctual aervice t&;'
organizationa. Unproductive institutions swould not have guaranteed liesfaeons,

as they do pow, and hence. they would have to improve their productivity or

pey their lisisons with their own institutional funda. The latter aolution

a
-

ia unlikely to continue for long; therefore, over a period of time, unpro-

ductive institutions would be pushed out of the voucher program. * '




The possible disadvantages of this system are (1) some small insti-

wr

tutions may suffer cash flow difficulties (L.es, liaison’s galaries-précéﬂé

1nco;forom voucher transactions), and (2) total costs of serV1&es'may be -

T

inflated by institutions 6varchar31né for administrative overheads. ln
lifincigla. tota; costs of services remdered should be exa?t;y what‘they f“'
are now, 1.&.,;tpe pooled stipend and voucher funds'éhouldhbuy-exactly
the same amount as they do now unde? separate bﬁdgéis.
Of coufsg, :hg£e31s no reason why this has to be anball or ﬁothing- ’
situation. Stipends could be ﬁ;intaineé but at a_reduéed levei,_éo that
_ some-minimuq floor was p%oyided: Also, stipends ecould be "loaned” to
1nst1tut1;ns with the understanding that they had to be refaid; this wqpld
obviate the ﬁash flow problem for smaller institutionms.
The idea of eliminating stipends and putting the money into iﬁe voucher’
pool.ls certainl} consonant with the basic principle of vouchers; institu-—
tions should be rewarded oﬁly to the degree that they actually supply services
to voucher holderss The current system of giving guaranteed income to each
inetitution is in violation of this basic voucher principle, but in the early"
stages of the demonstratiqn, it was a ﬁecessary deviation from voucher tﬁeory.
It will probably be 1mg32§1b1e to remove or seriously reduce the stipends
until the amoynt of money in the wvoucher system increases greatly. Without ‘ )/
this increased flow of funds, institutioms will not invest their own funds
in\liaisons, because the potential rewards under the current vouﬁher system
are rgel; symbolic rather than(financial'(e:g., the largest earner in the

current voucher system éatned abput.$28.600. in voucher funds and $23,100

in salary stipends in two years).




Vi. CONCLUSIONS

By the atandsrda of traditiomal aummﬁtiVe_evaluationg, the New Ygrk"‘-‘

City Cultural Voucher Program was a aucceaa, becauae ita two primary goala

'-we:é d;hieved with meaaurable auccesa. The éudiencéé fof éulpurai 1nst1;uf
. tions were broadened, snd théy were highly poaitive in their evaluations of -
‘theif voucher-funded contact with the cultural. imstitufiona. Moreover, the

‘cultural 1nst1tut16ns broadened-;heir-offeringg. ao that'voﬁcher holdera
had acceaa to aervicea which were not»routtﬂel} Bffered:tp vigitora.
In ach:l.ev:l.nlg' theae project goala, the Rew Yorllt‘ C:I.l:y Cultural Voucher

-

Progrem fulfilled certain intermediary objectivea. A viable Fahagement
ayatem was lmplemented, an adminiatrative htéff waé recrulted, tasks were
allocated, and the project purvived organizational disruptiona cauaed, at
leaat 1in part, by the rapid expanaioﬁ of the”vodchef Program relative Lo
ita parent organization, Muaeums Collaborative, Inc. ‘Huaeumé competed'for
voucher dollara, although for moat inatitutiona the value of the vouchera
was as much aymbolic aa monetary. Voucher holder; increaaed their demand
for cultural aervices, and they now appea; willing to pay for continued
acceag tQ-cultural aervicesg_ And finally, the Program was able to secure
funding from diverae private and"ﬁublic gources, and thia indicatea a
certain degree of public acceptance of thé'Culturgl Voucher Prograuu-‘

The tendency in summative evaluations ia to declsre a project a
"gucceaa or “failure,” but this 19'1ncorrect. and current evaluatiom
atrategiehlrecognize that (1) the outcomea of a project are multidimensiépa;
and a proaect can succeed on aome dimenaiona while faiiing on othera, and-
(2) coat:benafit ratios are important in #nterpreting the policy implica=

. -
&tions of auccesaful innovatioma.

[




-

The New York City“CulturalfVoucher Program, as operated during 1976-77;_
'appeara to heve accompliahed its twin 3oala, but one might question details
of the procesa by which these goals were obtained. If the project can be
 cr1t1cized on any grounds, it would probably be that (1) mseuns’ 1ntere9ts
‘were placed before voucher holdera 1ntereata in gome conflicts, (2) no
jformal procedures for adjudicating disputes were developed, and the few :

-9

conflicts which did occur were handled on an ad hoc basis, and (3) admin-

igtrative intensity was high, although no higher than estimated in the

initial grant propossl.

Whether these are serious shortcomings or not depends upon one’s values
and expectations. The 188ues are not ¢lear-cut technical issues, snd one.
can argue various viewpoints on -all three 1aeues. zi can be Ergued: for
instance, that cultural institutions’ interests had to come first during
Year 2 of the demonstration, betause their continued participation was more
problematic than the community orgenizations’ participetion; Similafly, the
leck of formal procedures for 8olving disputes may be viewed as a ﬁeal;hy |
gign in that it reflects ah small need for these rules. And finally, in the
sbsence of experimentsl veristions in the sdministrative proceee-(1-8-.
different voucher projects using dif ferent administrative Plans);-no one

. can argue that the program’s administrative intensity was unnecessarily
wheavy.

The appsrent success of the New York City Cultural Voucher Program
leaves certain questions unanswered. Could the same results or similar
results have been obtained st less cost? w111 the voucher ides work in

suburban end rursl greas where cultural resources are Scarce, and it may

-




be difficult to gmass enough voucher holders to attract cultural services
’ into the métket place? Can the Voucher Program operate with less adminis=
trative resources, that is, at a lower level of admijuisztative mtehs:lty,
‘or 18 the System so complex tha?Qheavy administrative involvement 18

imperative? These questions must be answered 1f the cultural voucher

concept 18 to be generalized beyond the unique cultural environment of

New York City. The Year Z results of the New York City Cultural Voucher

Progrem appear to justify contimued expiorgtiop-of the cultural vougher

concept.
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Voucher Tracking Systenm
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teg 1. Bnch communzty organization is authorized to spcnd a

certain amount of money, as long as they follow the vules |

establlshed by Museums Collaborgtive.

A | community group gnd a cultural insritution:
agree upon a service the cultural ihstituriop
will provide and the apprexiﬁatekcosr&of thisfeervicen
At this point, the cultural 1nstitution s 11aison person
. completes a SERVICE REQUEST FORM (Soe Flsm A-l)o ‘and‘
.“:Isends it to the community group;who 1ndicate§'acce§rance
and forwerds the form to MC, Inc. | _
SteE 3. The services are supplied and the 1iaison-per$oh oompletes
a SERVICE ﬁEPORT FORY (See Flgure A+2)  which is ‘then
mailéd to the communlty organlzatien for approval.-:Thie

-form contalﬂs a descrzptzon of the servzces renderea and

the costs of these scervices, and when approved by the

r
&
7

cormmmunity organization, it is forwarded to MC, Inc.
Pi At the same time the lnaison person. completes the
SERVICE REPORT FORM, he or she also comploteﬂ a conf:-

dential EVALUATION FORM (See Figure A-3) This form,
Iwhich goes directly to MC, Inc., provideg some idea of
how the cultural institutiofi*s staff felt about the
interaction with the community'orgenizatien. Would they
do it again? Would‘éoey offer the same services to other
, groups? Which other groups?

“When the community organization sends the complcted

SERVICE REPORT FORM TO MC, Inc., it also encloses a

confidential EVALUATION FORM {Sce Figure A4). This




o

'fbrm'desctibes'the-number and distfibution_of menbers

ﬁho used the services (e.g., how man§ men? women? what
ages? what ethnic backgrounds?), and it- also gives the-

':community group a chance to ﬂndzcate how satisfzed or
dissatmsfled they were with the cultu;a; insnatution's‘r'
services.

Upon receipt of the completed SLRV&CE RLPORT FORM (Sec

Pigure A=2). MC, Inc., debits the co:munit.y organlza...mn 8y |

‘account and credits the cultural institut_on S account.
Notification of these debits/credits are sent to the
respectivé organizations, and the community organization
is' also advised of ‘the remaining Value'of_their voucher.
Al the end of the month or billing pexieﬁ, MC, Inc. sends
a single cbch to each <cultural 1nst1tutaon to cover

- the amount dus them frow &1 comuunity brganizations.

. " Community gronps-éné culturzl institvtions may continue Lo
transact exchanges in tnis manner until the community organization’s
 funds are exhausted. (The SERVICE REQUEST FORMS piovidé a safety
mechanism, whereby MC, Inec. can detact a pending transactinn 
vhich would exceed the community organization's budget} in this
case, MC, Inc. can intervene by calling the cultural- inctitution
to step the traﬁsacﬁiun. Thus, the SERVICE REQUEST FORM‘r?presenté
boh a tangikle record of events~-which the evaluvation team will
a;alyze--and 2 mranagement device for controlling expenditures).

A flow chart which summsrizes these pfocedures is shown in

- ——— - —— — e

. Fig. A=S.




/SERVICE REQUEST FORM

Communi ty %ganizations

Cultural Ir '”itutlons

I
L

'Please describe the services to be supplied to the COmmunity
organization and itemize costs wherc .possible:

Bl ot
- H

On what dates will these services be supplied?

Estimated Total Costs? § _J_J
. : dollars cents

About bow many times did you talk - in meetings or phone
calls = before this service was formally reguested

Cultura) Institution, Liaison Person: , Date

 1nlel

WRiTE
"IN 1IS

1

¢9-14

i
cibbo

¢231-26

¢27=28

‘Community Organization, Officer Datc

IF ACCErTILLE, COMIUNITY ORGANIZATION
SNHOVLD SIGN AND SEND TO MUSEUMS COLLABORATIVE

29-34

$35240




. , z , . ._3muihiff'f
SRVICE REVORT | © I B (11} -
SERVICE REPORY \ { smace -

M |

Community Organization:. . _ ) | ¢l-3,

Cultural Imnstitution Supplying Service: °

Pleases Describe the Services Provided and Itemize Costs
Whe;e Possible: ! . '

- e

o

. dollars Cents

_u (This is the amount which will be
charged to the Community Organi-
- zation’s Account, when authoriz-
ing signaturcs are affixed.)™
4 -

S. Cultural Institution, Liaison Person:__- B Date

6. Community Organizatior, Officer ’ _Date .

L]

CULTURAL INSTITUTION, SEND THIS FORM
TO THE COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION LISTED!

WIEN COMPLETED, COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION -
SHOULD FORWARD TO MUSEUMS COLLABORATIVE




LI ‘,g.ihi..i N

Confidential

IN THLS
SPACE,

'SERVICE‘EVALUATION FORM - CULTURAL INSTITUTION

- 3

]

Coﬁmuniiy-Organization Served:

Cultural ;ﬁétitution:

‘1¢5«6

Name: of Person Completing. This Form:

{e1-3, 4

| ¢?'—% B

Date:

Overall, how satisfied were you with this exchange? (circle answer)

Very iy r Very = ™\

Dissatisfied 0’12 3 4 56 7891011 12 13 14 Satlsfled

- . neutral -,

%

-

. Would your instifutlon bé willing to supply the samé services to
‘thxs Commqn;tz_Organlzation in the future? (citrcle sanswer)

Definitely Would Not
Probably Would Not
Undécided
Probably Would
‘Definitely Would.

Would your institution be willing to supply the some services to
other Community Organizations in the future? (circle answer)

Pefinitely Would Not
Probably Would Hot
Wndecided
Probably Would
Definitely Would

Your commenits and c¢bservations would be appxeqiated:

-\r‘
e 4
b e

' MAIL TO MUSEUMS COLLABORATIVE, INC.
) :

Fig. A= 3

¢9=14




L ' . ' : : Hlslll. IN
 Confidential .t - |amis SI’ACE

-

| SERVICE EVALUATION FORM - COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION

-

. - Commmity Organization Served?:

Culturdl_ Institution:

" ‘Name. of Person Com;:;lét:ing This Form:
. &

_ e
Date:

it

_ -Overall, how satisfied were you with this ext_:hange? (circle answer)

Very B ' Very
Digsatisfied 01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 l 0. 11 12. 13 14 Satis- ¢15-16
Neut‘:ral - £ 1‘-’-‘1

L

- Knowidi vhat you lknow now, would you have sought these services?
(circle answer)

¢ . : Definitelv Would Hot.es™vaenesasasne
w0 Prcocbably Would Not. :
Undecided.-
Probably Would
Definitely Would.......... PR

lould you rezommend this Ihstitution to other Community
Organizations? (circle. answer)
De?:lm.toly Would Not.saveoevosneos
Lrobably Would Not '
- Undecjided
..Probably Would
Definitely Would ...

Your comments and observations would be appreciated:

™

MAIL TO MUSEUMS COLLABORATIVE, INC.

70
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CO and CI
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REQUEST FORM
{ prepared by
. CI

T ,
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‘I'llo Structure

The Ido;t:a aro organiged into working files, and the MIG erganising
'unit 1s the trans gthgn. ‘A transaction o‘oc&s each time a coﬁqnlt;.y
érﬁa"nlnt!on (Co) uiu . & specific cult;wal ln;titutlo’n to supply .

e specific service. The detalls of the transaction {(whether or not it

s ever completed) are recorded on six punch cards according to toml-:u-‘

described below,

<




DATA PROCESSING & FILE STRUCTURF

SERVICE REQUEST FORM

¢1-3
¢4

¢5=6
¢7=-8
¢9-14
¢15-20
¢21-26
¢27-28
¢29=-34
¢35~-40

Transaction Identification ‘
1, indicates this is'a Service Regquest Form, and
. "-this will also serve as a Card Number
Community Organization Identification Number
Cultural Institution Identification Number
Date service begins

Date service ends o

Estimated Total Cost y -
Number of Contacts before agreement reached
Date Cultural Institution signed off

Date Community Organization signed off

SERVICE REPORT FORM

¢1-3
¢4

¢5-6
¢7-8
¢9=15
¢16~21

©€22-27 -

Transaction Identification (Sequentially Numbercd)

2, indicates this is a Service Report Form, and
this will also serve as a Card Number,,

Community Organization Tdentification Humber

Cultural Institution Identification Nunber -

Ampunt of transaction

Date CI signed off {(day-month-yea}

Date Co signed off (day-month-year)

‘—ﬂq +

SERVICE TVALUATION FORM~-CULTURAL INSTT'TUTION

¢1-3
¢4

¢5~6
¢7=8

¢9-14
¢15-16
¢17
¢18
¢19

i
Transaction Identification '

'3, indicates .Service LEvaluation Form complete& by

Cultural Institution, also scrveg as Card Number.
Community Organizaticn? '
Cultural Institution 7D (*use as internal checck to
malke sure service reports, Xeguests and evaluation
have been properly linked for each transaction).
Date {(day-month-year)}
Dvarall Evaluation. (ﬁ-vGry Dissatisfied, l4=Very Satisfied)
Would provide same scrvices to this
Community Organization (l=definitely not; S=definitely
would) _
Would provide scme services to other organizations
(l=definitely would nok, definitely would)

-Comments (1=Yes, 0=No}

>




""" SERVICE EVALUATION-COMMUNTTY ORGANILZATION

¢1-3
¢4
¢5-6
¢7-8
- €9-14
¢15-16
¢17

¢18
¢19

‘”'TranSuctlon Identification:

4, indicates Service Evaluation Form completed by
Conmunity Organization; alse serves as Card Numbeq:

Community Organlzatlon .

Cultural Institution

Date (day-month-year) N

Overall Evaluation (0O=very dlssatisfledp 14 very satlsfiedlj

Knowing what you know now, would you have- sought :

these services?

Would you recommend this’ institution to other

Community groups? -

Comments (0=No, l=Yesg)

CODING FOR SERVICE REQUEST FORM

7 ¢1l-3
¢4

Transaction Identification
5, indicates this card carries the coded desc;lpflon
of the services to be rendered.

CODING FOR SERVICE REFPORT FORM

¢l-3
¢4

Transactien Identificaticon

6, indicates this card carries the coded description
of the services actually rendered.
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SUMMARY OF TRANSACTIONS AND COSTS FOR ALL
TRANSACTTONS REFORTED THROUGH 1 JANUARY 1977




* American Museum of Natural History

Amé;ican Indian

Elm-Cor

Hts. & Hi11

' Jemaica

Manhood

Mobilization
for Youth

Period 1 Period .II
Staff
training -
$350.
Visits-$105
bance Perf. =
$15.

African Cult.
Classes=-$545,

Mﬂ.gﬂ.zme- 10.
Admin. - 00-

Films-$10.

African cult.,
dance ,music =
$1,000.

A Y
Visit-375. Lectures-$200.
Refrestments~ {gpeol.,flora,
$62. ~ fauna, peo.)
811k screen
course-$240. .
Origami class
- }$40.

how to use
museun-H{i90
Classcs
(mus*m, NY,
‘planets) -
$357.
visit - $30.

Classes=-$360

Admin.-$50.

Photo wkshop.
- fa8o0.

Period III
Visit-$25.

African dance cl.-$160

[

vigit Plané—
tarium-$153.

Yearbooks =
1,000,
Orirami-~¢80.

Supplies-$25._

Visit-3$35.

Program on
Man in na-
ture - $30.
vieit -~ $33.

Photo wkshop.

- $300.

Period IV

, 525.
Lectures-3ll5. =
(ocean/minerals) -~

Printing-$400.
Materials - $300
Admill L} -$25 L I

Slides and

lectures=-$200.

VWeaving class -~

$150.

‘Materials -~ $100.

Textile design -
$375.
Photo wkshop. $485.

Classes (environ,
aqua=-life, plains
Indians, Africa)

~ 225,
Materials - $100.
Visit - $60. :
African dance - $65.




' American Mugeun of Natural History - 2

Prodecﬁ 'H.eturn

Casita mn

Bethany Family
Circle

Perlod I

Periocd II

Period IV

Creative writing .

and ert wkshqp.j_-.'.

Photo wl.shop. .
$2s°°° .

Visits < $150 (in'bo _
Jan.) (small anima].s
planetarium) ' .

Photo workshop - .
$700. e




' grooklig_Museum

. American Indian

' mno-

Pericd T

Graphics=-$350
Directory -
$250. ,
Consulting -
$a10.
Material s-$150
Food - $100.
$190.

Art workshops -

$400, ———> $U05.°
Supplies~$1h0 ~—» § 50,
Admino - $sl’|'o —

Exhibit=-$1,200
Curator time -
$55.1h

Cur. overhead -

$5.51
Materials=350,
Adl!ﬁn. ""'$l3l -

B'klyn Cult.’
$300.
Ga.llery shop
-$250.30
Catalog-$10.
Slides -3$50.
A.dmil'l.- $9'6003

Period II

Period III

Gallery
Project=$150 ——— $150.

Sr. Citizens
Day - O
Printing

‘ 40.50

Media train'g
workshop=0

.8r.CitiZens
Day - 0 .

Media training
workshop-0
Gko-mﬂéro
Artists
Interns-$500 —> $1,000.
Vol. ‘wkshop
$33, —>  $67.
Supplies-$66.— §134,
Postage-$100.—» §$200.

Art wkshop-$270.

Wall Mural

Project-$124.

Sr. Citizens
Day = O

Photo print'g

f1yers-$350.

Per;od v

Construction costs

‘on Gallery project .

.- $1:566

tult'l Arts -
eraining Prgrm - -
$850. S
Drama (into Jan.)_‘a
4485, o
Travel - $75 -
Admin. - $56.

Perf'g. Arts wkshop
- %mo -t
Instruments-$170._;.
Books = $23. -
Transp. drums-$25. _
Adm’.ﬂ. - $800 ,

Landmark tours =
$480. :
Exhibit instal-
1at 10 ng = $5000




Mobilization
for Youth

Northside

TP

l;ro:ject Return

" Casita Maria

Henry Street

Pethany Famlly
Circle

Period I

Tour - $100
Poster/publi~

eations-$h0¢ T

Food=$50,
Admin, -$19

Animation
film prog. .
- $h00.

) Supplie8-$l ,000.

Travel~-$150.
Admin, -$150.

Period II

Exhibit
workshop-$50
Bazaar “kshopc
- {30,
Tour~-$102.50
Admin'c "$18.25
Jewelry e
moking - $U5.
Travel - $3.-
Supplies~$25,

Video

training-0

Period III

Tour - $50¢ '

Admin,-$5,

Media .
training-0

Day care
viasits~-§20,
Theater group
trip - $60¢

Period IV

Conductor for

' Jjazz band - $300.'_.__-_-:f_" |

Music - $450,

_ Musicians - $120.

.Graphics deaign

- *6900 - ©
Supplies - $h6h 10,




’..
5

American Indian
. ElmeCor

Menhood
Mobilization
for Youth

Northside

TIP
Project Return

Casita Marias

Period I Period IT

Puppet theater

- workshop~-$2,000,

Poster$gol_’l.ection
Art 'work;hop-$600
Puerto Rican Cult.
lectures - $75.

‘Pe_riod III

Broadqa.sting
workshop-$600,
ra :

Arts & crafts

31ides - $2'W.

Dance workshop
- $600, ——— $120.
Materia:l.s-$50 —_ $50.

Percussion instru- 3
ments wkshop=$200, |
Materials - $255.

Workshops - $700.
(music/art/ceramics
" Materials - $121&

o
e




Museum of Modern Axt

American Indian

Period II

Peridd I

Public rela-

Period II1

tions workshop

i - $30 »
Elm-Cor _
Public rela-

tions work-
shops=$30,

q

Public rela-

tions work=~  writing-$30.

shop-$30.

-Museum train-

ing program
- - oo

Piblic rela-

tions workshop

- $30.

Lectﬁres-$5h.

Overhead-$5,%0

Public rela-
tions work~
shops-$30.

Tollr"$192 .ll-O

s

1 to forum
- $5a
Public rela-
tions work-
shop=-$30.

Mobildzation
for Youth. -

2

Public rela-
tions work-
shop - $30.

Northslde

2 'bo fo:!'l‘.‘lm-$1 Oa

'
~
N

Proposal
" Vislit~books
- $10,24
Food = $7a99
Admissions-$8.25
Mmina- $2¢65 )

.

Curatorial
mtss. -$2 50;
2 ViBitS- 0.

Admin,-$26,

Proposal

Workshop on
cataloging~0

LY

Proposal writing
- $3°-

Movie admissions
- $27a75‘a o

»

Propo writing
- $3oa .
Flanning Mgeting
- $37.50

Proposal writing
- $30a ‘ :

Mixéd?mggia ‘
workshop-$450.
Supplies-$200.

. mn.(" 5. .

Jo.
{.

N £l

-

Art supplies for .
one kid = $75.

Films - $360. . |
Lectures - $300, ™
Admin, - $60.,

Lectures, £ilm on
Photo. - $50a '
Workshop, slides -
$600.
Visit-puide -
- $107a50
Admina - $7ha50

Intermedia Arts
workshop - $2h0,
Materials ~ $50.-
Boards - $10.42
Lecture ~ $50,
Admin.. - $35a




‘Museum of Modern Art - 2

Period I * Perdod II Perfod III ~  Period IV

TIP - Project Return -- Henry Street -- 'Bethany -

Casita Marfia® ~ = & -‘ ' | : Visit - 0 -
T | Guide - $15,




Period IIX Period IV

.‘
Y

Art workshop-$360.
Music perf-3150
Tra.v‘el-$].00.. .
Music scores-$hs,
mterim-ié L]
Transp. - $6.
Production
expenses=$160,
Copyright permission
- 000,
Aﬂmin.-- $26o

Music lesa : = Creative Creative writing
~ sons-$237% writing - = $150,
Instruments - $972. . Music workshop
- $133.25 - Mural work- - $495 N
. Books - $22 shop-$210 - Books ~ $59.
'Admin,-$105 Travel~§20, Mural workshop
s Supplies -~ ° - $hbs.
$270. Modern dance
Admin. -$98.50 - §90,
: Stxppj:ies-:tzc,-%
TraVE].-$39-
Admin- -$70- 50

.Hts. & Hill ] -

Jamaica Masic slide Workshop Drama workshop
show~3$20. (needlecraft, - = $h00,
Food-$25. textiles) -~ - Travel-$22,
Needlecraft $200. * Macrame-$312.50
demo-$20. Travel -$26. - Materials-$21.50.
Live animals Tour,lecture Admin, - $40,
-~ $20, . - $25‘_ ) , .
Videotapes = Booklets-$4, L0
 'made-$150. Soda-$1kh.
Supplies-$50. -.Drame workshop
Technician - $150.
- $50. ) Admin. "'$‘31o
(h50.40).
Printmaking,
silkscreening
- }525. 85, .
Admin. - $30, Supplies~$ho0,

84




Lo New Muge -2
& . Period I Period IT

Period III

- Mobllization Puppet
- for Yourth . “wkshop-$2,000

Northside ’ Workshops
) (needlecraft)
- $900.
suPPliES‘:s;a'OTp 65
Travel-$31.
Adm:ln [ B -

African dance
- $810, — _ $l50,
-..Drummer-$225,
Travel~-$9,
Ad.mino."$"".5.
Drame class-$53,50
-

Project Return -=- Casita Maria -- Henry Street -~ Bethaﬁy -




