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PREFACE: ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT » t

| . . ! - / .
G ‘This report presents a case study-of the economic impact of five in-
stitutions on the economy of the San’Antonio metropoTitan aéﬁa. - The

1

_ "Introduct1on" briefly presents the h1story and p ,u@

-.of the oroject, o

F@ihs were selected.

The report continues w1th a section br1efly descrihfng the §an Antonio
« -area economyiand the broader arts community. SThe third section of the
report presents our findings‘qoncerning the eéonomic effects_of the ex-
amfned institutions; This section begins with an outlime of the study
approach, data requirements, and methods. Included is a-review of the
© limited nature of our ana]ysis. . Findings .are pvesented in terms of.direct
and secondary effects on 1oca1 business volume, personal incomes and jobs,
- : ~ business 1nvestment and expans1on of the 1oca1 ;red1t base together w1th p
k 9 effects on government revenues and expend]tures . |
| A var1ety of techn1ca1 matters concern1ng data quality and ana]yt1oai
methods are’addressed in th1s section, espec1a11y matters 1nv01v1ng 1oca1f
\  and visitor aud1ence spend1ng The reader is referred to a deta11ed -

techn1ca1 supp]ement for a more complete d1scuss1on of data~hand11ng and |

A

v X methodo]og1ca1 issues.

1The final sectian of the report is devoted to a further review of the
e ’ - e
limﬁted nature of our analysis, including a discussion of the less tangiblp

economic effects that have not been identified. Caveats are reriewod’re-
garding the use of the data for the:development of arts and economic ‘de-

‘.
¢

velopment policies.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

" : . . - i
. 1§ A. The History of the Projept

: ‘ This report is one of a set of six case studies of the economic
impact of arts activities conducted duringifiséa] 1978 by staff of the

Johns Hopkins Uthersitf’ngter for Metropylitan Planning and Research
. . ) € "
in partnership with arts-agencies jﬂ} Columbus, Minneapolis-St. Paul,

. Springfield, I1linois, Sa]t'LaEe Citys St..Louisiand'San Antonio.* The ‘Q
] ¢ '
studies are a continuation of a pilot effort conducted in Baltimore in

fiscal 1976.** Research has been supported by the National Endowment
g for the Arts with significant cost sha}ing and donatéd'sgrvices by the
; Johhs Hopkins Univeksity and local sponsorinélagencies An overview

~,
~and ana]ys1s of the six city Partnersh1p C1t1es Project is currently in

procedures in each city and the data used in estimating various effects.

»

‘

apbkoximate]y 70°cities and insf?tutions that had responded to either
letters sent to local and state arts agencies or announcements in arts-

related pub]ications{ Approximately 20 agencies continu@d to express

*Study sponsors include The Greater Co]umbus Arts® Counc11 Twin
Cities Metropolitan Arts Alliance, Springboard, ‘The Utah Arts Counc11
lgssggfy and Education Council of Greater §t. Lou1s, ahd the Arts Counc11

Anton1o : . h ® . .

Dav1d Cw1 and kathar1ne Lya11 Economic Impacts of Arts and Cul-.

Research Division: Report #6 New York: «ub11sh1ng Cenfev\for Cu]tﬁra]
Resources, 1977. h Food | ;

\\\\progress gpd w111~resu]@>1n a separatewPeport« ~f techn1ca1 supplement for

The six participating cities were se]ectedyfrom an injitial grbup of

. -..each case study as~\ﬁso being prepared. It will incTude a review of study

1}

Qo “ , ‘tural Institutions: A Model for Assessment and a Case “Study. in Baltimore, ,

B i i




interest after‘eva]uating the 1eve1 of effort re§§ired for participation. o
A national advisory.;ommittee helped in the se]ectiod{of the final six .
cities. | , -
Exhibit 2 presents the pdrtnersdip cities,aqdceremined institdtions;
They are scattered"thrOdghout the-Un{ted.States and ipc]ude a variety of
different typesrof~mdsebms and’performdng arts organizations. It is -
important to note tha® they are not a'scientif?e sample but rather an
i]]ustrative cross -section of some. of the more we]]-kdown ioca] resodrces
'dih each city. A var1ety of arts agencies are represented as study spon-
sor's, each of whom ut111zed somewhat d1fferent ma gement plans :and ]oca] ‘ .

resources. ' Our overv1ew and analys1s of the ent1re Six c1t% prOJect

will 1nc1ude an assessment of the impact of these- d1fferent arrangements .

on study c@@@uct. . D '
v | \ S8

(3

+
e

e et T B Project ObJEctives T
. o [ s
The ArtsAEnddwment's original detision,tq support tte devetopment'of
-a model “to” assess ‘the- economic impact of'the;arts was made in=respdnse to
intense _Tnterest by arts agencies'and institutiohs'in.methodo1ogies‘for

the conduct of ‘economic impact e.3tud1'es. Our approach .was intended to en-
)

8

. able local.agencies and institutions to copduct iiefu] and credible studies

given Timited resources for research purposes.

e
P .

The approach deVeloged and piloted in Ba]timgre'utilized a 30 equation,

model to 1dent1fy a var1ety of effects 1an1v1ng not on]y businesses but

»government and 1nd1V1dua1s as we]] * The model utn11zes,data from the

*Thit model was adaﬁted from J. Caffrey and H. Isaecs; Estimating the
Impact of a College or Un1vers1“y on the Loca] Economx (Washington, D.C.:
. American Counci¥ on-Edufation, 197"7‘ -
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. ‘ Sprlngfleld Municipal Opera
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Columbus

Ballet Metropolitan

" Columbus Museum of Art '

Columbus Symphony Orchestra

Center of Science & Industry .

Players Theatre of Columbus

Columbus Association for the
Performing Arts (Ohlo
Theatre)

List of Participating Institutions

-Ballet West . ° : Lo
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4

Springfield Theatre Guild: ’;‘fﬁﬂ

Salt Lake City

Repertory Dafce Th
Salt Lake Art  Center ™
Theatre 138
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Utah Museum of Flne Arts
Utah Symphony
Utah Opera Company -
Ririe-Woodbury Dance Co.

~

§t. Louis

.

St. Louis Art Museum

~ St. Louis Conservatory § School

for the Arts (CASA)
St. Louis Symphony
Missouri Botanical Garden
McDonnell Planetarium

ILorettb Hilton Repertory Theatre

Museum of Sclence and Natural .
Aistory . .. ,

.Dance’ Concert Soc1ety

.@ ) El

.

San Antonio -
San Antonio Symphony )/f;
San Antonio Opera T
The Witte Museum
Museum of Transpr
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internal records of examined arts institutions as well as from local, .

‘ : S P . ‘ :
. state, and federal sources. Audience research is also required as well

o LN . .
‘ as a survey of the staff of “examined institutions. Consequent]y, the
. . . b N ‘e '

‘ ) study process can prOV1de sponsors with an opportun1ty tb deve]op a data

base on aud1ences, staff, and institutional operatﬁng character1st1cs

. A
" -* that,tan be updated over time and may be usefu] 1n its own'right. In
the context of the wofk ‘conducted up to that t1me “the Ba1t1more Case .

»

Study made severa] advances which are described in that report.
4fo]10wing the disseminatfon of the study, questions were rafsed re—.
KN garding the impact of.arts organizatiod; in other communities. It was
hoped that addjtiondf case studies focusing on a wide array of institu-
"tions would lead to a better ymderstanddng of the economic effects df
variods types of arts activities in aTternativezeommunity settings.
The Six 1nd1v1duaT case stud1es deaT with"a 1jmited set of Tocal
: cultural attract1ons. 1he necessity to conduct s1mu1taneous audience 7‘
studies overkSeveral %eeks a; well as other demands 1mposed by study

methods éﬁarp]y limit the number of fnstitutions that can be included. .

The case studies report on the impact of illustrative institutions selec-

Y

.ted by the Tocaj sponsoring agencies. They are not studies of the impact . s

Es
. s

of all local artistic ard qutura] activities. -

C. The Institutions Examined in San Antonio

e This report is the result of research on the audiences, staff;u

financial and operating characteristics of the following five cult

institutions in the San Antenio SMSA:.




{
San Antonio.Symphony . L
‘San Antonio Opera - ‘ y
: . The' Witte Museum . ) , - %
- Museum of Transportation - BN
. The Carver Cultural Center - ’ R\
S SN

These institutions represenf aerange of institutional‘types‘incﬁuding some .
of the more well known local organizations. Institutions were selected "N
for study by the Arts Couhci1 of San Antonio as a result of a protess ini- |
tiated Tocally to 1dent1fy'1nterested organizations. Principé] projecf .
staff at the Arts Council of San Antonio and other act1ve Tocal part1c1pants
are c1ted in the acknow]edgements at the outset of this report.

The examined activities are examp]es of the importance of comm1tted
{ndividua1s and groups to the development of local cultural institutions.
The Symphony Society of San Antonio consists of the San Antonio Symphony .Y
and the San Antonio Symphony Opera. The Symphoni was founded in 1939 and
currently gives over 165 performances.annually, including e~subscniption
series of 14 concerts, a Pops Series, Mastersingers Series, a series of
chilqren‘§ concerts, and three opera productions.

The Carver Community Cultural Center opened in 1977 in what was
-originally the Colored Library-Auditorium. Constructed in 1929, it was
renamed the Carver Library Auditorium in 1938 and served the educationa],
social, political aﬁd cultural needs of the Byack community. ﬁrograms
are currently offered in‘the visual and performing arfs to peréons of all
cJ]tura] and socfbeconomic backgrounds. Activitieé include werkshops and -
lTecture demonstrations to prov1de opportun1t1es for study and 1earn1gg |
from the arts professions, classes and tra1n1ng to stimulate Tocal art1st1c
expression and creativity, and performances and exhjb1t1ons of profes-
sional artists and companies. The«Ca(ver'is'e Division of the City of ' o

San Antonio and all events are free to the general public.




*..The San Antonio Museum Assocdation, estao]ished in 1923, opehed its

. * -‘ ,,—‘
first faciltty, the Witte Museum, 1n 1926. The witte was origina]]y de-~
voted to d1spTays of natura] h1story and science but through the years it

deve]oped and acquired co]]ect1ons of art archaeo]ogy, ‘early Texas furni-

Al

ture and~decorat1ye arts, photography, transportat1on and ethn1c arts.

A secohd faci1ity, the.San Ahtonio Museum of Transportation opened in

1969 and the Museum Assocnat1on is current]y comp]et1ng work on the .
adaptive reuse of the former Lone Star Brewery 1ndustr1a1 comp]ex which

w111 open in 1980 as the San Anton1o Museum of Art | The Museum Assoc1at{on. '
alsq conducts educatnon, pdpl1cat1ons and commun1ty outreach programs.

&

In the fo]]ow1ng sect1on we p]ace the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons w1th1n

the broader context of the San Antonio economy and arts commun1ty
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SECTION II: THE SAN ANTONIO ECONOMY AND ITS N
ARTS COMMUNITY. AN OVERVIEW

The next section of this report discusses stuﬂyﬁfindings and reviews
the strengthé and limitations of our approach to examining econom{c‘ef:
fects. To appreciate.thté\discussion as well as the effects attributed
to the five eiamined institutions; it is useful to examiee the economy
and broader arts community of the San Antonio Metropo]ttan Area briefly.
ExhiBit 3 presents selectedvdata of interestvon the.San Antonio area |
'market;' N

The San Antonfe Standard Metropolitan Area (SMSA) consists of Bexar,
Guadalupe and Comat counties. In 1970 the population ef the SNSA was
864,014 with 654, 153 residjng in the city.] The 1977 SMSA population is
est1mated to be 996 800. 2

San Anton1o was founded on‘May'ﬁ. 1718 by a Span1sh military expedi-
~tion.  After tHe Mex1can revo]ut1on of 1821, San Antonlo became a part of
“Mexico. In 1836 Texas dec]ared 1ts 1ndependence and nine years later
Jo1ned the United States -

In the late 1800's, San Antonio was a major cattle center, and the
origin of the famous Chisholm trail. During and fter World War II, San.
Antonio becameda major military center wIth’Fort Sam Houston (Army) and

four 1mportant U.s. air force bases. In 1978 these bases employed 43,489

military personne] and 29; 043 civilians. 3 IN addition, there were 26,734

-

]1970 Census of the Egpulat1on, General Population Character1st1cs
Texas. Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce.

2"Popu]at1on and rank of the 50 largest standard metropolitan statis-
tical areas in the United States 1970-1977," Economic Research Dept.,
Greater San Antonio Chamber of Commerce, October 1978.

3"Mi]itary Statist1cs: The Economic Impact on San Antonio 1978,"
Economic Research Dept of the Greater San Antonio Chamber of Commerce,
January 1979. '

-

9
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SMSA '

ExHibit 3 -

~

N

. Demographic_Data on Households in the San Antonio SMSA

B |

7 ———

INCOME

Sl:

1977 Mediéan

4
3

% of Households by EBI Grouprfl)

Household (A) $8,000.- $10,000 -
Effective (B) $10,000 - $14,999 Average Annual Change * 1969 Median’
* Buying C) $15,000 - $24,999 in per Capita Income, "~ Family
Income (1) D) $25,000 and over 1969 to 1974 (2) Income (3)
(A) - (B) (C) (D) \ '
$13,953 ) ‘ 20.0 |« 28.3 - 17.6 8.2% $7,981
eIy coo
INCOME

1977 Median

% of Households by EBI Group (1)*

T s—— o

Effective Buy1ng Income refers to persona1 1ncome less personal tax and. nontax payments.

1nc1ude f1nes, fees, pena1t1es, and personal contributions for social insurance.

\""‘*"«‘L -

16

-

SOURCES:

(1) Sales and Marketing Management, Vol.

121, No 2,

July 24, 1978; P. C. - 208,

- {2) County,and City Data;ﬁpok 1977, U.S. Dept

«n«.gﬁensus Bureau, p. 580-581,

(3) 1970 Census of Popu]at1on, U.S. Dept.

758-759.

- Census Bureau, Table 89.

of Commerce,

of Commerce,

Household - (A) $8,000 - $10,000 o ‘
Effective (B) $10,000 - $14,999° ‘ Average Annual Change 1969 Median
Buying (C) $15,000‘- $24,999 in per Capita Income, "Family
Income (1) | (D) $25,000 and gver 1969 to 1974 (2) .Income (2)
(A) (B) (C) (D) '
- $13,560 7.8 219.9 27.9 16.5 7.9% $7,731
*

Nontax paymehﬁs; ”
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SMSA b | S , ; e
) . . ’ ) . ' . -
_‘_6) = s T
EDUCATION, 1970 ‘ . B
' ‘ Persens 25 Years 01d and Over
Age (As of 12/31/77) ‘ School Years. Completed (2)
x N . . ' A Yrs. ) '
Median - % of Pop. by Age Group (1) ' 1 Less . of High | 4 Yrs. of
Age “of - 18-24 #5-34 35-49 50 and ~| than School College '
Pops (1) - Yrs. Yrs. . Yrs. Over Median 5 Yrs. .Or More - Or‘MorQ
25.5 ' ’14.8 l 14.2 15.4 211 11.5 Yrs. 13.6% | 46.8% 10.2%
. CITY
\ £y . T — = L
- ) ' B | , . EDUCATION, 1970
[ L . : _ N Persons 25 Years 01d and Over -
.- Age (As of‘12/31/77) . School Years Completed (2) .
' A | ' I B 4 Yrs. o
Median _ % of Pop. by Age Group (1) - ' Less of High 4 Yrs. of
Age of - 18-24 25-34 35-49 50 and » than School College
Pop. (1) |. VYrs. Yrs. Yrs. Over - Median .| 5 Yrs. Or More Or More -
. : ) v L. &g
26.2, 12.7 13.8 15.5 22.3 | 10.8 Yrs.| 15.3% 42.7% 8.7% .

. SOURCES: (1) Sales and Marketing Management, Vol. 121, No. 2,
: . July 24, 1978, P. C. - 202. I _
° (2) County and City Data Book 1972, U.S. Dept. of CommerceK’
Census Bureau, P. 561, 775.

¢
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.“ ‘.‘ ' .. o . (‘ ‘ ' 4‘
Exhibit 3 (Eépt'd) o .
- - . - . . .
f ] . 0
. ) ) ' i A ‘
SMSA - ‘ .
- . =~ B : B
b POPULATION | . POPULATION" CHANGE =
| ' | IN %- -
1977 1975 . 1970 | 1960 ° . 1970-1975 |, 1960-1970
e £ T T 2) (3) 2) . 2 >
/7| 99,800 | 981,56 | 888,179 | 687,181 - 0.0 - 20.7
L- ) - . " ™ ' ' » ‘_"‘ ' -
}/ : LCITY ' : . | ‘
PGPULATION | o - POPULATION -CHANGE -~ - - '
| . L IN%
L1977 1975 1970 © | 1960 T 1970-1975 |~ 1960-1970+
- () (2) (2) (3) . ) (Z)_(k‘»‘ | (2) "
798,600 | 773,248 °| 708,582 | 587,719 91 | . o206 S o
e : ~ SOURCES: (1) Sales and Marketing Management, Vol. 121, No. 2, =, & =% T

- " July 24, 1978, P.C:-202. .
(2) County and City Data Book 1977, U.S. Dept. of Commerce,

. Census Bureau, p. 578, 756. : o :
(3) County and City Data Book 1962, U.S. Dept. of Commerce,
Census Bureau, p. 448, 566. -
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retired military personnel «in the area.4_
In April 1978, the employed civilian work forc®numbered 376 200
w1th 93,500 working for federa], state, and local governments, 68, 900 in

retail trade, 68,200 1n‘serv1ce industries, 45,7?0 in manufacturing,
23,ﬁ50 in finance, insurance and real estate, 23,750win construction,
& - 21,050 in wholesale trade, and 15,250 in transportation, communioations
and utilities. ° | ‘
San Antonro remains the commerc1a1 and f1nanc1al center for South
Texas, and is served by four ra11roads, 44 common-carrier truck 1jnes,
" a major-highway‘system, tWo mUnioipal'airports with eleven scheduled .
airlines, and five bus 11‘nes.‘6 San Antonio also has a booming convention
| 'business.” In 1978 there were 488 conventions with 189,610 delegates_
fnrepresenting 329,816 room nights wi'th a dollar value of $34, 129,800.
‘The Greater S&n Antonio Chamber of Commerce states that San Antonio

leads ™ the state»of Texas 1n v1s1tors arr1v1ng by car with over 5.7 m1111on

’ com1ng to the c1ty in 1978 - The San Anfonio metropo]1tan area is rich in

art1st1c and cultiral resources, 1nc1ud1ng the w1tte Museum the McNay Art -

~Institute, the Southwest Craft Center, the Span1sh Missions, EIl Mercado,f\,-
La V1111ta, the R1verwa1k the Inst1tute of Texan Cu]tures, Ba]]et
' Fo]k]or1co de San Anton1o, the Church Theatre, .the San Anton1o Ba]]et

Company, and 11 co11eges and un1vers1t1es w1th an enrollment of 48 401

A L -

; 4"M1htary Statistics: The Economic Impact-on San Antonio 1978,"
- op.cit. _ ’

"BUSLﬁé’S Barometer May 1979," Economic Research Dept R Greater
San Antonio Chamber of Lommerce,

- - ’ 6"San Antonio Facts" Economic Research Dept , Greater San Antonio -
Chamber of Commerce, January 1, 1979. Information in the following two

paragraphs also derived from this source.

~%
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'(Fa1}, 1978)1‘ Other cultural eyents attraetive to residents and visitors

include Fiesta San Jacinto, the Texas Folklife Festival, and the
\

Antonio L1vestock Exposition and Rodeo. » v &
These institutions are only f1ve of the many non prof1t arts and

cu]tu#a] organ1zat1ons in the San Antonio SMSA. In addition td these ~

institutions, there are 40 non prof1t arts organ1zat1ons wh1ch prov1de

a rich array of other types of cultural activities as we11 as a grqw1ng‘

miimber BF individual artists andecrafts persons. Wnile the examined in-

stitutions_may;typify the impact ot vahidus»types of 1nst1tdtions, they

are not intended to hepresent~the fu]]’Vange~6fl1oca11y‘avai1ab1e com- .,'

merci;1 and'ndn-profjtwactivities, Consequently, var%ods assumptions

will need to be made by indiVidda{s seeking .to generalize concernind the

;status and 1mpact of the ent1re 1oca1 cu]tuha] industky" It is .clear,

'however that the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons do not exhaust the impact o th1s

Ll

Jndustryz;however it is def1ned. For example, census data for 1970

(which remains the“best avai]abie until next year) show a tdta] of 1, 979

. emp]oyed Wr1ters, Art1sts and Enterta1ners in. the San Antonto SMSA o —

,“‘ 3 B

"

Even a casual 1nspect1on of the area ye]]ow pages te]ephone direc-
torx revea]s a var1ety of enterprises; s0me portion of which may be cul- -
tural 1f not the arts. Exhibit 4 cites se]ected Gategor1es w1th1n thes ~

- P .
- ’ L -

-

. *This represents actors, architects, authors, dancers, designers
musicians and composers, painters and sculptors, ptotographers, radio
and TV announcers, -and a.miscellaneous category. Excluded are individuals.
emp]oyed in art galleries and.other arts-related pos1t1ons Source:
Where Artists Live: 1970, Research Division Report #5, A Study by Data
Use and Acceds Laboratories, New York: Pub11sh1ng Center for Cultural
Resources, July 1977.

L)
&




BEST COPY

Exhibit 4 . .

| Ao , ,
Number o?;Var1ous Arts_and Cgljég;lﬁEstabl1shmentsa %

AVAILABLE

¥ !
4

>

b]

) T e v
Listed h th%,San Antonio Métropo]itan.Area,Yellow Pagesi

. ™
PR

Art: " » rhusict - L AR . .
“Galleries and Dealers (1) 65 Arrangers and Lomposers” 1
Hetalvork ) .2 _Background - 7
Needlework and Materials 16 _ Dealers 12
Pestoration i Instruction: . -
Scheals ’ 14 Instrumental 34
N ' vocal * 1
:% Artists: : . : N
g Commercial (2) 3 Musical Instruments: ,
Fine Arts (2) 11\ Dealers 37
Materials and Supplies ) Repair 19
. .Wholesale and Manufacturers 9
Book Doalers: ' . ) :
Retail (3) 75 3 Musiciahs (3) ) 6
Used and Rare ' 14 - : :
Wholesale : . 2. Orchestras and Bands 20
Costumes: . “ Organs 31
Masquerade and Theatre 7 Repair and Tuning 12
- - craft Supplies v a7 -~ Photo Engravers 6
- - Dancirg: . N Photo Finishing (Retail) 143
C. e Ballrooms U . 7 > :
‘ Instruction : 52 Photographers: ¢
Supplies ‘ 8 Aerial n
. Commercial PR 69
- Flower Arranging: . portrait (4) 101
: Instruction. R 3 Supplies and Equipment »
. ~Wholesale e 2
Glass: e e '
. A Stained and Leaded 4 Piano and Organ Movers s
“ Hobby and Hodel Supplies: R Pianos: e wew
) . . Retail S L o Instrument )
- — - ) Repair_and.Juning 22
Libraries: . e .
Public , 13 Quilting 4
Magicians . 3 ° Records:
! » Supplies 3 Retail . a8
o wholesale and Manufacturers 17
Motion Picture: - o 3
Supolies and Equipment 7 Sculptors U 4
p Filprlibraries . -5 . .
) taborateries 3 Silver and Goldsmiths 1
Produc >rs and Studios 9 . ) .
L : Theatres (5) ¢ 53
. Murals - 3 :
* Theatrical: Ry
' Museums 13 Agencies (6) « 2
o Equipment and Supplies 10
Makeup 4
Source: San Antonio Yellow Pages. May understate the number of establishments
. in the San Antonio SMSA. . ’
(1) Includes fine arts, graphics, photography, prints, framing.
{2) ‘Includes many specialty shops such‘asvre11g1pus. science fiction,- N
- adult newsstands, etc. - . \
- . {3) Includes both jndividuals and groups. : : .
»(4) The percentage of portrait photographers also listed as commercial
photographers 1s 50%.
- 55) Includes playhouses, movie houses, .adult pictures and driveins. h
6). Includes talent agencies magicians, entertatnment camps. -
e ;- o

r
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. -
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sectors is available fnom the County Bus1ness Patterns &er1es (1977)

‘ and outs1de the San Antonio SMSA.

,d1rectory and the number of estab11shments 11sted

Data on the 1mpact of some e]ements of “these add1t1od§%ubus1ness

Be]ow are 11sted for examp]e ‘data on var1ous retan] estab11shments

. used by the genera] pub11c together with the1r Standard Industr1a1

A e s

C]ass1f1cat1on code * R ‘
(O . . Payroll
' o Number Employees ($000)
SIC 5732 .TV-Radio Stores ) - 75 396 3,481
SIC $733% Music and Record Stores 47 286 1,698
SIC 5942  Bookstores 34 121 663
SIC 5946  Photography Stores = - 9 . 63 - 386
SIC 7832 Movie Theatres (except drive-in) 26 431 - 1,901
o TOTAL 19, 1,297 8,129
\ 4 ._ - v E . . "'""'-v"” - o . L - » .

S

0ther lTocal retail estab11shments serve the needs of professional
art1sts “and amateur‘“as wet] as*the general_pub11c res1d1ng Qgth w1th\n
These 1nc1ude 1ndustr1es 1nvo]ved in’*
the manufacture-and distribution of arts-re]ated goods and services, .
rang1ng from arts and crafts supplies and musical 1nstruments to photo-
graph1c equipment and books. Arts services over]ooked range from tele-

vision and record1ng facilities, to mov1e d1str1but1on, conservation and

a host of other arts-related production or distribution act1v1t1es.

*Th1s approaqh to describing the culture industry was suggested by
Louise Wiener's analysis of the national culture industry, c.f. Louise -
Wiener, "The Cultural Industry Profile," unpublished memo, January 1979;
deyveloped: for supmission to the Federal Council on the Arts and Humanities
as dart of a broader issues identification memorandum. Data cited above
are /conservative if only because census conf1dent1a11ty requirements limit
availability of data when the number of-firms is small. Employee data
i d1cates total number of persons employed whether full or part- t1me
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SECTION IIT: THE ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF FIVE CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS
~ )
ON THE SAN ANTONIO METROPOLITAN AREA

A. Stuﬂy ﬁrocedures

Scope of Study

This study reports on the economic effects of the five local cultural
' -

institutions selected by the Arts Cou@gi] of San Antonio and describedw

briefly at the, end of Section I of this report. The Qrganizations exémined '
r . .

i
4

" are 111ustrative of various types.of cultural attractions available locally
but are no;-a scientific sample. No gttempt hae been made to assess H"
whether the effects attributable, to the examined institutions are typital
of the brpader universe of San Antonio area eu1tur§1 activities. Additioha]
‘caveats concernihg the ‘interpretation of g{udy‘fihdings and their use in
developing cultural or economic development policies ére presented in the

| ponc]udiné section of this report. The conservative and limited heture,

of our methods is reviewed below. In the“discussion that fo]]owe: terms
such as "local," "the San Antenio metropolitan area," and "the San Antonio
region” are used interchangeabfy!to identify’the Sen’Antohio Standard
Metropolitan Area (SMSA), which, as noted earlier, tncTudes Bexar, Comal,
and Guadalupe counties. A1l figures are for fiscei‘1978 uh]ess othehwise

s

noted. - ,

Study Methods and their L1m1tat1ons

To assess the local economic effects of arts 1nst1tut1ons, we have

develbped an approach that focuses on the impact. of institutional.opera- .

tions on important sectors of the eommunity. Various aspects of
- "‘ “
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institutional operations areireferred to as direct effects. The con- o
“servative and iimited nature of the model reflects its narrow focus on
-the most readi]y available direct effects:' Tocal spending!by the in- . ¢
'stitution, its staff households’, guest artists, and audiences.» These
:direct effects are then analyzed using a‘3d equation model . to determine
‘secondary effects on government business, and individuals. Thehdis- _ - : .
cussion be]ow h1gh11ghts var1ous other consemvative aspects of our
%:" m@thodology that may Tead to an underestimate of total: d1rect effects
In part1cu1ar, the reader is referred to the discussion of audience
spending wh1ch‘rev1ews the impact of our conservative approach to
+ jdentifying 1oca1 and v1s1tor spending. " »
| %' Direct effects are identified using the procedures d1scussed below.
,These expend1tures made 1n the commun1ty by the- 1nst1tut1on, 1ts staff,
guest artists and audiences have a secondary 1mpact 1nasmuch as they
lead tof1oca1 personal incomes and jobs, additional local business ~ | )
| _ volume, bank deposits, 1nvestments by firmS‘in‘needed property. and /'
equipment, and tax revenues from such sources as sales,'property and
income taxes. We have sought, in eﬁfectzgtejtrace the impact of a flow
of dollars through the community beginning with an initial expenditure
: by the examined institUtfons,'their staff, gdest artists and audienges.
Local expenditures by the 1nstitutions represent a return tOré:
community of income from ‘various sources. These include grants.from
pr1vate and governmenta] sources, contributions, sales to non-local- res1-
dénts, and endowments. Some portion of 1nstftut1ona1 income represents ’
"new" dollars in the sense.that‘they were not'already 1nkthe community

- -.and might never have appeartd or remained were it not for the examined

'd




)

o ‘ S8

F]

institutions. For example, ticket and bther sales to visitors involve

do]]ahs not a]redﬂy.in the community as may all or a portion of grants

rs

from var1ous _private and governmental sources. We have not attempted

to 1dent1fy "ew" dollars except in the case of visitor spend1ng nor
have we examined the extent to which the arts.restrict imports, ie.,

include sales that might have gone to institutions outside the communtty .

had there been no locally available act1v1t1es

-

Many persons be11eve that there is a richer, 1ess tang1b]e, and more

1nd1rect sense 1n ‘which arts and cultural activities affect the 1oca1:
»ii .
eeonomy. Ne have traced the 1mpact of expend1tures d1rect]y assoc1ated

with inst1tut1ona] operat1ons Some persons believe that the ava1]ab1]1ty
of cu]tura] attractions has an .additional 1mpact due to effects -on the

.

perceptions, sat1sfact1ons and resulting behav1or of househo]ds and f1rms.,

" (for-example, the decision by a firm to locate in the community or remain

and expénd.) No attempt has been made to identify and assess these more

subtle and indirect relationships.*

e

Data Requ1rements '

~

It was necessary to conduct severa] surveys 1n order to 1dent1fy 1oca1

spending by the exam1ned¢1nst1tut1ons, the1r staff, guest art1sts and

audiences. Inst1tut1ons were asked‘to complete a data 1nventohy which

5

These issues are exp]ored in ‘more detail in David Cwi, "Models of
the Role of the Arts in Urban Econdtmic Development", forthcoming in
Economic Policy for the Arts, Hendon and Shanahan (eds.), ABT Books, ]980
Research on the implications of "economic impact" data for regional cost-.

~sharting of arts and cultural institutions by the several units of govern-
ment that comprise a metropolitan area can be found in David Cwi, "Req1ona1

Cost-Sharing of Arts and Cultural Institutions," Northeast Reg1ona1 Sc1ence

Review, Vol. IX, 1979. o

29
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includes necessary 1nformation on their operating and.financial character-
istics, including'total expenditures with local firms. This inventory
was comp1eted with ass1stance from local study staff. Qoestionnaires
were a1so comp]eted by the staff and aud1ences of the exam1ned 1nst1tuJ
tions. In addition, extensive data were co]]ected from 1oca11y ava11ab1e
reports on matters as varied as the tax rates and bases fortall 1oca1
jurisdictions; ioca] governmental expenditures, and\the number of local
hodsin@lunits and‘househo]ds Our procedures included the #raining and
monitoring of local study staff together with documentat1on of local
procedures. Various procedures were utilized to assure aud1ence study
quality. A comp]ete review of*data requ1rements and procedyres is pro-
vided in a forthcom1ng techn1ca1 supplement.” Selected 1ssges regard1ng

‘estimates of audience spend1ng are rev1ewed below.

A

B. Direct Effects

. The direct effects of the examined institutions include ‘local spend-
1ng for goods and serv1ces, sa]ar1es and wages to local ‘fes1dents, and

'expend1tures by guest artists and aud1ences Each of these effects is
¥
discussed below. As noted ear11er we have not 1dent1f1ed the extent to

<

which these direct effects involve "new".dollars except 1n “the case of s
visitor audfencerspending. Exhibit 5 presents selected data.on inStftu- o
tional direct effects‘dhring i;anl 1978. These d1rect effects ledd to e
secondary effects involving local’ bUS1nesses, government and individuals. Vs

FX

These are rev1ewed 1mmed1ate1y fo]low1ng our discussion of" d1rect effects

EN




' ‘Exhibit 5

Summary of Direct Effects of Five Arts Institutions

in the San Antonio SMSA, FY 1978

-
e

Total for . : ‘% of :Total

. . for the Examined Institutions
all institutions = Direct Spending Low - High
Local expenditures of the institutions . : : o
for goods and services . $ 940,226 - 25% - .$42,347 $481,442
' ) % A .
. Employee salaries and wages w $1,485,402 - 40% '$87,676 $981.,610 on
Local ‘audience spending (other than , v " ’ |
ticket price) ' o $ 692,722 - 19% $60,832 $278,841
~ Non-Tocal audience spending (so]e ' T ) e g A |
} ‘reason)* . $§ 585,469 16% $22,386 . $226,621 ‘
‘ Guest artist spending | $. 32,208 . % $ 660 $ 23,100
TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING . » $3,736,043 - 100%
’ *Ohly includes spending by visitors indicating that attendance at the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons was” the so]g o
T reason for their visit to San Antonio. For data on other classes of vlsltors see.text and Exhibit 6. ,
?‘ S 1 " N §7.13 . -
‘{ . o * % . . - ’ : o ) ‘ ‘ :
‘Less than, 1%. ' ' ’ ) . :

Highest and Lowest Qtjues
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Local Institutional ExpenditureS'fon Goods, Services and Salaries

It is estdmated that the examined inmstitutions made 60% of their ex-

‘penditures for goods and services with local vendors and'that this tota]]ed

32 -

$940,226. The percentage of non-labor expend1tures made 1oca11y by the‘

"-«examinedv1nst1tut1ons ranged from 0% to 61%. An additional $1,485 402

_was spent for salaries and wages to local households. ‘No' estimate has .

been made of the impact oftadditiqna]~earned and other incdme by institu-
tional employee househo]ds; (The average percentage of tota] household
income earned at any one of the exahined institutions was reported g& ’
their full-time employees to range from 80% to 91%.)

Guest Artist Spending

Each year, cultural fnstitutidns also tontract with non-resideht de-

A signers, directors, conductors, featured so]oists, touring groups and

others. These hon- res1dent "qguest art1sts“ were reported to have spent a

'total_of $32,224 1oca]1y. No attempt has been.made to 1nc1ude spend1ﬁg

by guest artist entourage.-

“Audience Sgend1ng

Dect51ons regard1ng the hand1ing of aud1ence data can have a major

impact on "economic impact" est1mates.. Be appr1sed that we-have on]y

ol

counted the ancillary spending of v%sitors from outs1de the metn0p011tan'ﬁ”

area who 1nd1cated that attendance at the arts event was ‘their so]e reason

for be1ng in the commun1ty * At some 1nst1tut1ons this, is a small

'
~

Persons may visit a community for a number of reasons and once there v

may happen to attend a cultural event, a decision they made only after they
.arrived. .Under these circumstances, it seems -inappropriate to count expenses
incurred during their:-visit as an-impact of ‘the cultural institution. “Euven’
when they planned ahead of time to attend the cultural activity, this may"’.’c
not . have been the:sole reason for their visit. In keeping with studies. to™"
data, we have counted all. comp]ementary4fpend1ng by Tocal audiences as an im-
pact of the arts. This should not be taken to imply that this spending might
not have occurred had there been no arts activity (c.f. the caveats that con-
.clude 9h1s report) These issues will be exp]oreg further in the paper 1n
progress reV1ew1ng the ent1re Partnersh1p Cities. prOJect :

33
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percentage of total visitor attendan® and spending. <t is important to

_ {mte that many visitors indicated that they had planned ahead‘of time to

4

attend\even though attendance at a cultural activity was not the sole

. Treason for their visit. Exhibits 6 and 7 present selected Hata on vi§i¥

v
-

' . . v \
tor"spending. These data gan be used to estimate the impact of audience
spending utilizing other»(]ess restrictive) assumptions. '

A@ can-be seen from Exhibit 6, totaL attendance by Tocal rfidents

-t

- is estimated to be 278,406 persons. At the examined instifutions, Tocal
; audiences spentéfums rahging from $1.82 tu $4.6f per person per visit for ¥

items such as meals and ﬁarking: During fiscal 1978, ‘local audiences are . ,
consérvatively estimated to have spent $692,722 over and above admiﬁsion _ 3
X fees. * e
‘An estimatéd 188,944 visitors frdm ouéﬁide the SMSA attended the ex-
amined insfitutions during fiscal 1978.% They comprised from 4.5% to 77:7%
of total atténdance depending on the institution. Of fhese visitors,

15,692 are estimafed to haVe visited San Antonio specifically to attend

the institutions under.étudy. Many other visitors expected to attend

-

- while visiting San Antonio, but it was not their "sole reason" (c.f.

Exhibit 7)

Visitors from.ohgsidé the SMSA are of special interést inasmuch as '

1

:their spendihg kepresents'“new” dollars. Across all examined institutions,

*In evaluating audience expenditures, it is important to note that
atudience surveys conducted to estimate audience spending Were carried out -
i the late fall and winter. While this fell within the season of several
of the examined institutions, #t excluded the spring and summer months. " .
This may have ‘affected estimates of the number of visiftors to the San Antonio |
area that attended the institutions as well as estimates of audience «pending. :
In addition,.data on average per capita spending, while .apprepriate. for the
' calculations necessary to estimate economic effects, may be less useful as a
- descriptive measure of a typical audience member's spending. Median spending
was significantly less due to the fact that many jparties reperted none or
very 17ttle spénding. These issues; including the quality of-data on spending
-  available from self-administered questionnaires, will be explored further in =~ R
' the paper in progress reviewing the entire Partnership Cities project. ‘

i




. in the San Antonio SMSA*

Id

Highest and Lowest Values

N Total Over for the Examined Institutions
Five Institutions Low High

Total Attendance: S | ~ - SE o

Local attenders | . 278,406 13,026 134,058
Non-local attenders (total) # 188,944 - 2,666 104,478

Non-]oca] attenders (sole-reason)- 15,692 : 600 6,074 i

o, Average Over
Five Institutions

Where Audience Resides

%~resid1ng ‘ ‘ |

1) in San Antonio 39.8% o 15.4% 75.3%
2) outside San Antonio but 1n\SMSA 19.8% 6.9% 23.5%

3) outside SMSA - ! < ' 40.4% ‘ 14,59 77.7%

Audiente.Spendjng ; 3 'f |

Léca]‘AUdiencei
% of individuals reporting o N
any spending : o . 60% a5% " - 95%

. Per Capita spend1ng e " .‘ N ‘ $2.49 $1.82 _ $4.67

Non-Tocal Aud"ﬁte
Per Capita spending:

sple reason - ) ’f/*?/;%/#$37.3]__ N -

not sole’reason (other visitors) . : $91.66

Other Non-ToCa]lAudtence Data .

Mean distance traveled to

“event/performance: _ :
sole reason I : | 82 miles
not sole reason (other visitors) .- 80 miles

9. staying in hotel: | N \_ : . L
sole reason 7 .. v °56% ' '
not so]e reason (other visitors) D L 38% C :

“Mean number of nights in the area o \\ .
sole reason ‘ q.98 nights
not sole reason (other.v1s1tors) © . 6,50 nights.
. . . I'd

- g ; N T
1

Surveys conducted in Fall and Winter of 1978-79. Attendance adjusted to exclude
- in-school performances and institutional events outside the SMSA.. The average -

reported for all institutions is weighted based on\th1s adjusted attendance See
techn1ca1 supp]ement for 1nformat1on on methods and‘procedures




Exhibit 7

Five San Antonio Artsznstitytions: Percentage

~

of Audience’ from Out-of-Region

% of Out-of-Region % of Out-of-Region Audience

Name' of Institution and | : -% Audience Rrom . Audience Who Expected Who Came Specifically to
Total Audience Sample Size o 0ut-of-Region . to Attend Institution o Attond Institution

. san Antonio Symphony (n=705) 'I . 4.5 | L, s P , ' 23.‘1;; , ’
San Antonio Opera (n=182) _ 2é.1 - . ; Ly i o 75.01
The.Witte Museum (n=554) o369 g’/ - 40.9 | 8.1 |
Museum of Transportation (R=131)  77.7 - - 25.3 B C 53 - '
_The}Cafyer,?ultura] Center (n=343) .,!6.8' o ;- Tv 45.0% ) L - 25_6; ' |

co ) ' | , ( ‘
A | £
- ) ' y )

* There are only a 11m1ted number of visitor#ases in these instances due
either to small sample size or to the small percentage of visitors in

the audience on the dates surveyed. These data.should be treated with o v
caut1on ‘ : ‘
- /
Ny P »
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; surveyed out- of-region "sole reason" visitors. fepdrtea per capita ekpendi-
' tures of $37.3%1, resulting in tota] expend1tures of $585,469 that can be

“Conservatively attr1buted to the drawing Pow&r of the exam1ned cu]tura] Q\§tﬁ7ﬁ ;

..

T activities.* Per;ons for whom attendan@e at the cu]tura] 1nst1tut1ons was. ..

) not their sole reason for be1ng 1n the commun1ty spent an add1t1ona1

C4 s
©

- $15,880,278.
C. Secondary Effects

. - .
. < : - ~ - . . -
* z
- - "
-

The direct effects described above represent purcflases of good§é§hd
services from local firms by the examined institutions, ‘their staff, guest
artists and audiences. As we have indicated, some of .these purchases are -

made with dollars already in the community, e.g. thatiportion of adinission

’

income receivedkby the ihstjtution“from local residents (as opposed:-to

visﬁtors) and returned to the community'through'ihstitutiona1 salaries,

wages and TOca] purchases 'of g6ods and'services . Included e]éo_are con-

tributions or payment§*for serv1ces from 1oca1 government. Data-on o
,;‘government revenues rece]ved by the examined 1nst1tut1ons in f1sca1 1978 >

is presented in the section on490vernment expenditures and revenues.
=1 e

represent .

These dire t effects, some of which involve "new dd]]ars,
institdtion—reiated expenditures-wfth'1oca1 firms and.1oca1 households.
This ihcome i; in turn respent by them. Respending in the community of
dollars idehtified as direct—effects leads to secondary effects involving

o

local businesses, government, and individuals. These. secondary effects.

A

e -7 -

As can be seen from Exhibit.7, at several institutions the saﬁp1e
of visitors was so small as to make analysis-difficult for-items as vari- “
able as visitor spending. Analysis acrosz institutions-was performed as
described in the technical supplement. .-Estimates of*visitor spending

should be treated with caution. a
be,
bm 38
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v
take a variety of forms, 1nc]ud1ng additianal local persona] income and
JObS, additional 1oca1 bUS1ness voTume, bank depos1ts, 1nvestments by
g firms in needed.property and equﬁpment, afd tax revenues from such
. sources as sales, property.and income taxes. .

, . o P
“Secondary Business Volume, Personaltlncome“and'dob§ ’ o

Interindustry or 1nput output ana]ys1s has evolved as-a principal o “>VK
ana]yt1ca1 too] for 1dent1fy1ng secondary effects such as secondary- bus1-'? ,
ness yo]Ume,,personaﬂ income and jobs. Because an apprec1at1on,for the
- technique is usefulffor>understanding these secondary effects, we will
takeza moment-to‘briefly reYiew'tt. A ptincipal puroose ofthe‘tecnnique
is,to,1dentify‘the“oortion‘df institdtion-re]ated direct effects that
. is'respent 1oca11y by local households and‘firms and to assess the‘impaCt
of this respending. |

* The process is called. "interindustry" analysis because it begﬁns

with the recognition that a sale 1n any one 1ndustry results in a complex

interindustry 1nteract1on as, firms buy and sell to one another. To i

produce and sell‘an add1t1ona1 unit of output, a -firm requires a variety - .
" of resources, including goods, services, and labor. Some of these needs‘

can be met locally through purchases from local firms. Others cannot.
Consequently, only some-pertion of any-dollar.of saTes.nemains in the
community; nanely,tthat‘portion that is returned to tne"c0mmunity thfough
~Tocat salaries and purchases from local suppliers. These suppliers in . .
turn must purchase goods, services and labor. ‘Some of their needs can

be met locally and others not, TRis leads to_fdrther leakage. (Hencey

the importance of industries that bring nen’dotiars into the community:)

-,

ki




'}9ansaci1ons 1nvo]v1ng other 1ndustr1es wh1ch retur some por-

L

economy to the extent thag their needs. can e met

”,n

s

fg( Input-output co:§f1c1ents were useoﬂto\estgnate’Seéohdary business

lume, persona] -incdme and jobs assqciated, with the f1sca1 1978--direct

-

L«
wwahs

ffects of the examined institutigns. We estimate that the secondary

us1ness volume will eventually tota] some $6,185,327. This is est1mated

g S,

’5}to result in $2,345,260 in additional wages represent1ng 347 San Antonio -

7% area jobs. . These jobs are in addition to:the 61 individuals employed full-

(13
., »

H . \ . . . (3 * 3 .
time at the examined institutions. *

»

Add1t1ona1 Investment and Expans1on of the Local Cred1t Base

Add1t1ona1 secondary effects 1nc1ude an expans1on of the 1oca1 credit

base due‘to bank depos1ts held Joca]]x by»the,exam1ned 1nst1tqt1ons, the1r.~'

_ Does not 1nc1ude emp]oyees 1iving outside the SMSA, nor 'does it
“include the 738 full-time equivalent employees paid under the Comprehensive
‘Emp]oyment and Training Act (CETA) Volunteers are also excluded from the,
economic impact" ana]ys1s

27
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emp]oyees, and the Tocal bus1nesses benef1tt1ng from institution-related - -

d1rect>effects. We estimate that average monthly fiscal 1978 ba]ances Lo

in business and employee saV1ngs and check1ng accounts totalled $95Q,137.
) *Whem reduced by federa1 and statexcash resérve requirements, this allows

an initial expansion of the credit baSe totalling $862,529.

- ~

Finally, in fiscal 1978 area firis benefitting from institutién;

- related direct and secondary business activity are‘estimated to have in-
vested $1,044,720 in p]ant,'inventory and eduipment in support of this
business volume. This represents the fiscal 1978 value of these’ assets
not expend1tures made in f1sca1 1978, a1though a portion of these assets
may have been acqu1red in that‘year. Expend1tures were not necessarily

made with local firms. ‘Exhibit 8 presentsiestimates for each. of the

secondary effects’discussed. above.

v

D.’ Government Expenditures and Revenues . . -

In add1t1on to est1mat1ng the direct and secondary effects on bus1—" \ )
6'—- . . -
nesses and 1nd1v1duals att.1butab1e to the examined institutions, we have
f .
sought to est1mate the effect on 1oca1 government revenues and expend1tures

in fiscal 1978. Local governmental revenues exam1ned include real estate
taxes paid to metropo]itan area jurisdictions by the'examined,institutions
and their emp]oyee househo]ds as’ we]] as a portion of property taxes pa1d

by businesses benef1tt1ng from 1nst1tut1on related direct effects Estimates
were also made of local sa]es and nhcome tax revenues attr1butab1e to in-
stitution- re]ated d1rect effects (exc]ud1ng tax exempt expend1ture< by the
institutions themse]ves.) Add1t1ona1 governmenta] revenues 1dent1f1ed

v

include Tocal hotel taxes, gasoline.taxes and par§1wg revenues. Fees to

'

Tocal governments-paiq_py empToyee households are not inc]udedx_-

’, i




Exhibit 8

Summary of Seeondary Economi¢ Effects for Five Arts

zr;,_Instituti’ons\ in the San Antonio SMSA, FY 1978 -

b4

L

+ Secondary business volume generated . ] ’ .
by 1nst1tut1on related direct effects $6,185,327

'Secondary personal incomes generated .
by institution-related d1rect effects* ' $2,345,260

* Number of secondary fu]] time JObS in
the San Antonio SMSA attributable to

' institution- re]ated direct effects** ’ - 347
* .Initial expansion of the local cred1t ' _
- * base ’ . . $ 862,529
Current value of backup'inventony*** . $1,044,720
* . R .
‘ Does not include $1,485,402 in salaries to employees at the five
CT ; arts and cultural organizations.
Does not include 61 fu]] time JObS at the f1ve arts and cu]tura]
organizations. ‘
o «_***

Does . not include value of equ1pment and real property due to com-

plicated local taxing structure. Data not ava11ab1e
. . “!
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Our estimates of costs to 1oca1 governments_in'the'San Antonio area
dahe'bésed on.estﬁmates of 1oca1.governmenta1 operating costs associated
w{th'the protision of’sertices‘to'employeé househo1ds ino1uding’the'cost
.of pub11c 1nstruct1on for househo]ds with children in the pub11c schoo]s
(No est1mate has been made of the costs associated w1th serv1ces to the
‘1nst1tut1ons themse]ves ) Loca] government.contracts for serv1ces grants
and operat1ng subs1d1es aret1nc1uded when app11cab1e and are presented in

Exhibit 9. The fac111t1es of the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons are c1ty owned - o

.

_and there are presumed to be no foregone property taxes. o N 1?3. -

Exhibit 10 summarizes 1nst1tut1on related governmental costs and- 3
’4;1

revenues. Included as costs are 1oca1 governmenta] grants and fees for

I,

\

servioes;(cf. Exhibit 9). gjn reviewing Exhibit 10,_bear in mind the.
1imtted nature of’our analysis. No information is available by Which‘
to assess whether‘the identified eftects on business, indiyidua]s and, "
government are typioel of the broader universe of San.hntonio area cul-
tural institutions. The tax effects shown are specific to the ekamined
mix of.institutions. ' -

Revenues to Tocal government inc]ude real estate taxes paid.to

jurisdictions in the San Antonio SMSA by the arts institutions and their -

' a

emp1oyees. These totalled $59,042 in fiscal 1978." Taxes onvbusiness
phOperty devoted to serVicing.the institutioﬁ% could not be estimated

due to the complicated taxing structure. Local hotel taxes, transit

taxes and state-aid to local governments attributable to institution- -
related staff households provided an additional $26,956 in local govern-

ment revenues. Parking revenues were estimated at $7,867 for a total of

$126,083 in local government revenues attributable to the examined institu-

tions. ) . ;




oL

-*\v R .o
5 ) y . .
il 4 o ~, 1‘\
I ’ 1 .
‘ ' ] . ‘ a
S Exhibit 9 - o o »
Government Revenues of_Five.Arts Instifutidnébﬁ. ¢ B :
San Antonio SMSA, 1977-1978'
2 T 3
. , Federal a State . .Local - Total
Symphony Sociéty : o T C A |
of San Antonio $165,000 . . $ -- ’ $181,500. -$ 346,500
Carver - e f« 4 h
Cultural Céntef o 12,9000 3,840 155,520, . 172,260
‘San Antonio. . _ S , e S . S ;
Museum . I ' ' c v S
Association " © 87,000 o - ~+ 470,000 - . " 557,000
- TOTAL - '$264,900 . $3,840 © $807,020 . $1,075,760
SOURCE: Institutional Data Inventories, Auditors' Reports, 1978.
Vexcludes non-operating grants. o ’ L

2Exc]udes CETA monies.

& 3Inc]udes all revenues received from governments in the SMSA.-

4Direct abprop}iation from the City of San Antonio

!




a o - Exh1b1t 10 .

Se]ected Revenues and Cdsts to Loca] Government Attr1butab1e

‘ ' ~to F1ve San Anton1o Arts Inst1tut1ons]

R

. Revenues

' Rea] estate taxes paid to Jur1sd1ct1ons in the> . -
San Antonio SMSA by the arts institutions, their - ’

- emp]oyees, and bus1ness prgperty devoted to h - ‘
$ 59,042

serv1c1ng the 1nst1tut1ons
Locally retained sales taxes on institution- : R :
related busgness volume : ;' B - $ 32,218
Local income tax revenUes attributable to . : _ ,
institutiona1‘emp]oyees;and their~househo1ds - $ 0
State aid to local governments attgdbutable
to institutional employee households . . $15,074
. ”Hote] taxes ) o t .;E C - $ 6,120
5‘;_f1 Taxes to Tocal transit author1ty i | . ‘i ,$')5’752;
o o TOTAL D 1R R |
. o Parking revenues3 ) . B SR $ },8676
. Tota] revenues to 1oca1 govyrnments - | , - $126,08§v
Costs | o B | ‘

Y

Total costs to 1oca1 government

0perat1ng c%sts of 1oca1 governments

_and schools
'DirectlapprOpriationssd e A : $155,520
Grants to study institutions - FUNETE 5651,500
’ TOTAL ° $859,749

§ 52,729

associated with 1nst1tut1on related secondary effects See d1s—»
cussion in text.

2Does not include any estimate of real estate taxes on business
property devoted to servicing the institutions due to the compli-
cated property tax structure Data not ava11ab1e Causes signifi-
~ ' cant understatement

3Based on. est1mates made by 1nst1tut1ona1 personnel.

4Inc]udes cost of services to emp]oyee househo]ds not services to
institutions. *

5
To Carver Cultural Center

]Does not ‘include estimates of sales, property, or income taxes = -

=¥
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et
-

N | - Sa]es,'1ncome and.property tax est1mates are undoubtedly conserva-
| t1ve 1nasmuch ‘as no estimate has been made of taxes pa1d by 1nd1v1dua1s f
bénef1tt1ng from 1nst1tut1on~re1ated secondary effects In add1t1on, no
attempt has been made to assess the favorab]e or unfavorab]e sp1110ver B
effects_of institutiona] operations on surroundrng_taxab]e property va]ues:
These may oe'either'positive or negative.’ tina]]y, no attempt has been_
SR madedto assess the governmental costs or benef1ts assoc1ated with the more
P f 52 ?' subt]e effects c1a1med for the arts and.al 1uded to at the outset of. this
discussion of econom1c effects. " Qur approach totest1mat1ng tax revenues
s descr1bed 1n]the separate techn1ca1 supplement accompany1ng th1s report
Data used in developing these esn1mates arg a1so’1nc1uded
Resu]ts of the emp]oyee survey 1nd1cate that 73% of emp]oyees at
the examlned 1nst1tut1ons reside in the c1ty ‘of San Anton1o with the re-
) .ma1nder concentrated e1sewhere in Bexar county Approx1mate1y 47% of
emp]oyees are homeowners. Employees report a tota] of 18 ch11dren in
local public schools.
- - | Costs to loeal government included $52, 729 in operating costs of
1oca1 governments and schools, $651,500 in 1oca1 government grants, and
$155 520 in direct appropr1at1ons to the examined institutions for a
tota] cost to 1oca1 government of $859,749. As noted above, th1s does
not 1nc1ude add1t1ona1 costs that may be associated with spec1f1c govern-

. @
) menta] services to the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons >

’ )
R \

The fo]1ow1ng sect1on conc]udes this report with caveats regard1ng

tﬁe‘study findings, including cautions against the poss1b1e misuse of
) A

the findings.




SECTION IV: CLUDjNGACAVEA]S_REGARDING
STUDY FINDINGS
We have souggt:to identify-a 1imited‘range of‘effetts directlv trgaeL ‘
" able to institutionai.activities”when the institution is viewed simpiy as’ -
a Toca1=business enterprise The importance bf'artistic-and cultural in-

i

,LStItUtIOHS to indiv1dua1s, househo]ds, and firms and hence their broader B
and 1ess tangible benefits may have 1itt]e to do w1th pub]ic awar@ness of
their speCific economic attributes. We have focused quite narrow]y on
direct do]]ar flows represented by ‘the ins%itution's 1oca1 expenditures

for goods, services and 1abor and the expenditures of its guest artists .
and audiences; We have called these direct effects and conservatively ((“
estimated the setondary effects in a variety'of areas. . For the recasons
noted in the discussion of these effects, some estimates may be quite -.
conservative especially estimates of audience spending and its impact.

The data(éontained in this report can be used to address a number of
questions regarding the economic ro]e of the examined artistic and cu]a‘
tural institutions. 'It‘is clear,, for example, that they serve both resi-
dents of and visitors to the‘metropoTitan area. Arts activities may some-
times be so]e]y‘responsibie‘for induoing persons outside metropolitan

areas to make day and overnight trips. It may be assumed that even when

arts aotivities are not so]e]y resoonsible for these visits, they may often

be one among other p]anned actiVities, and so may d1rect1y contribute to

increas1ng the number of visits.
As we noted earlier in our brief review of the San Antonio area economy

and arts community, this study is not intended to Bass judgement on the

17
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total local culturale industry. In additipn, we hqve on]y.sought po
“identify dfrectﬂaﬂd secondary effects as‘QeFined in.tﬁis'reﬁdgt;'IThis
méansjfhat é'variety-of pdteﬁtial&y-jntere§fing éfféﬁté of the'Srts haye_
.beén‘oQg}lboked,‘éffécts tﬁat are'hoﬁ Very Wéli ﬁnderstood in any‘¢ase.*.
.Iﬁc]uaed'afe c]aimed.effects éfzthe ar%s‘fhat may be imﬁortantAtb ééhtraf'
cities as well as to the fegioné of which they a;e a part{-- | |
Fdr.exaﬁpfe,'arfs_evehté_ﬁhd faci]ities'regﬁiar]yfbr%qg‘thouSanﬁs of
.subhrban,fésidehts back to the.city and can help drﬁwipeo%]e,to rédevéToped a
,doWntowh.and neighBorhodd:areES. This may help to maiqtain'markéts for
’chef city buéinessés'énd c}éate‘an urban“énvifommént.dttractigé not only !
to residents\put to tour%stsfana cbnvenfion visitors ds well. Consequéﬁéﬁy;
arts and other facilities may}be useful .in helping to create a climate’ in
which thé decision tb,]bcate Gr,kemain invtﬁe cjty“or rggiOn~is‘Viewed not\
as a kiék but as an jnvestment; But good research is .scarce. And thé role
of the arts and the range of @heir more subtle effects js far from clear.* _
Pb]icy makers arevi;creaéiﬁgTy aware of the need to’ plan for multiple
objectives. Activit{es and p}ograms that were pnce'Vjewed in comp]eté_' '
isofation now must be uﬁderstood in terms of the cpntribufions they can
"make to a community;s broader objectiveé, including objectives in such areas
as economic development and community revitalization.’ This study is

not intended to pass Jjudgement on the economic deveJopment role of specific

arts activities. Iﬁ this connection it may be relevant to repeat and

*In particular, it is difficult to isolate the arts from various :
other aspects of community life, ranging from historical and social factors, 1
to property taxes, the availability of investment dollars, changes in family
size and structure, metropolitan growth policies, and so forth. Further
research is necessary before we will be able to model these nore subtle ;
effects and be in a position to predict the full potential impact of an in- R
vestment in an arts activity. '

-
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expénd.thé’taveatslpreéented‘iﬁ‘the>{ﬁtroductionﬁto theiBaTgimoré Case

,§tudy pilot project which preceded the Partnership‘Cities Project.

Xl

(2)

-

» SR A ' | _—

In presenting our analysis of direct nd secondary
effects we are not passing judgement .gn thé.role of
the examined institutions or culturallinstitutions '
in general -in achieving economic development or

-other objectives. If direct and secvndary ceffects

are-relevant to public funding for .various lgisure
services then selected cultural institutions may
warrant support more than many other leisure ser-’
vices. However, it cannot be inferred from this

“study that such support “is to be preferred in general

“over other alternative uses of public or private

N

‘d611ars in the fulfiliment of.‘Specific economic de-

veélopment objectives.-

,Some’oTtthe‘ecohomic.effects-citedhmdy have occurred .

even-in the absénce of the examined institutions.- " -
For example, arts institutions vie for lejsure-time.

-~ dollars that might have been spent in.the commnunity

even if they were not spent on the arts. Conversely,

_some of the interest in artistic an cultural ac-

tivities may be sui generis so. that/ audiences might
have travelled to other cities to gatisfy their desire
for the arts, or they may have sub tituted by attending
complementary lecal or touring actfivities. In short,
if specific institutions had not gxisted, we simply do
not” know whether others would have, or, in any case,
the extent to which the economic Fffects noted would

'Ii:t have occurred. j
(3) providing this analysjs of th@ economic effects of

(4)

a sample of cultural actTvities /we are net*advocating

that economic- impact data be uséd as imoortant deter-

minants of public policy toward the arts especially

in the absence of clear cut.policies of support of the
arts for their own sake. '

It is important to ncte that he institutions examined
in'this study axe at best a sample of a much wider range
of local non-profit and cormercial’ activities.  In short,,
the impact of the.arts and'cultural scctor as a whole is
much broader than portrayed/in this report. -

{
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