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Purpose of this Poster Session 
I need your help with the last chapter of my dissertation. My research seeks to understand the rationales for grant support of the arts. In the first four chapters I review the literature and demonstrate that grant-funded cultural projects in Maine incorporate ideas about merit goods: 

· Positive public externalities in short supply requiring government intervention (public funds), for reasons of morality, not utility, that interfere with some consumers’ preferences.
The Final Chapter Question  
Even when grantmakers’ motivations and grantseekers’ needs are clear, the intellectual rationale—imposing rules disadvantageous to some, without compensation (“merit good logic” per Ver Eecke)—is not always recognized. 
· Knowing the characteristics of merit goods in grant-funded projects, and knowing some of the patterns that emerged in the research, can we transfer this knowledge to measures of “successful” project design or “effective” outcomes? 

Methods (see also next row and bottom row)
Content analysis of 785 award announcements from 1998-2007. Codes cover 3 dimensions—distribution, purpose, process—and explore 2 conceptual frameworks: 

· For 40 years, cultural policy based support on economic concepts that define public-private goods:  
Preservation (depletion) and Access (exclusivity)
· More recently, arts support is said to foster economic and community development, social capital concepts related to 2 ideas about civil society:  
Community engagement, community agenda
What were some patterns about Access?
Grant projects increase access to the arts in many ways: increasing the number of weekly hours or the length of the season; sending the art on tour; reaching out to different audiences; reducing admission; turning an original art form (poetry festival) into a more widely accessible format (a book). The most common descriptors of increased access were:

All Grants (180 out of 350)




Larger Grants (32 out of 71)
Audience



92 (51%)


14 (44%)

Alternate format

49 (27%)


  8 (25%)

Space/geography

37 (20%)


16 (50%)

Time




35 (19%)


  3 (9%)

Subsidy




  9 (<1%)


  1 (<1%)
What were some patterns of Engagement? 

As nonprofit organizations, the grantees use arts and culture for educational missions. Teaching and learning range from passive attendance to interactive education to more challenging participation. Social capital is thought to arise from greater involvement. The levels of engagement in the funded projects were:
All Grants (193 out of 350)




Larger Grants (33 out of 71)
Passive attendance


98 (51%)

16 (48%)

Interactive education

76 (39%)

13 (39%)


Examples: reading groups, master/apprentice mentoring, Q&A session after concert 

Challenging participation 
19 (10%)

  4 (12%)


Examples: art described as rarely performed, controversial, less popular, difficult

What were some patterns of Social Agenda? 

Social capital is thought to arise when citizens collectively pay attention to community concerns. A social agenda might be community issues, celebrations of community milestones, or elements of community identity. An example of all 3 would be: renovating the opera house for its centennial to stimulate cultural tourism and revive the downtown. Social agendas in the data were:

All Grants (97 out of 350)




Larger Grants (21 out of 71)
Community issues

34 (35%)


  7 (33%)


Examples: tolerance for new immigrants, retaining youth in the local area
Commemorations

  3 (<1%)


  0


Examples: a town’s bicentennial, anniversaries of the grantee organizations
Community identity

60
(62%)


14 (67%)


Examples: related to race, ethnicity, language, occupation, gender, age, seasons
What were some patterns about Networks?
The most common partners for grantees were ties within the cultural community (bonding networks) by a slight majority: 180 cases of all grants (51%) and 38 cases (53%) of larger grants. Bridging networks (crossing outside the cultural sector for partners) were more common in larger grants than in the sample overall: 44% compared to 31%. The characteristics of bridging partners (coming from outside of art/cultural fields) were:

All Grants (110 out of 350)




Larger Grants (31 out of 71)

Professionals 


  2 
(<1%)


  1
(3%)
Vendors 



45 
(41%)


16
(52%)
NPO or public agency
10
(9%) 


  2
(6%)
Schools 



29
(26%)


  6
(19%)
More than one type

24
(22%)


  6
(19%)
Conclusions
The data suggest that preservation, access, engagement, and social agendas are present in various patterns.  The unrecognized rationale is that the products and sometimes the processes are merit goods having positive public externalities that include moral as well as utilitarian values. The data suggest that fostering social capital may be one such benefit.

What are the implications?
·   
No preservation = no art. No access = no exposure.

·   
No community engagement or issues = no moral     
purpose to justify public support.

But…how do we measure such things?

What are the appropriate scales to design and assess a project that attempts to remedy a public want in short supply that not all consumers prefer? 
What happens next?
I intend to run additional analyses to find possible patterns such as:

· What are the relationships between distribution of the grant and the four main grant purposes: preservation, access, engagement, and agenda?

· What are the relationships between distribution and the two main types of process (networks)?

· What are the relationships between purpose and process?

What other questions should I ask?
____________________________________

____________________________________THANK YOU!
What were the data sources?
	Row
	Source
	Frequency
	% of  grants
	Amount
	% of  total $$$

	A
	Nation. Endow. for the Humanities
	7 grants
	2%
	$762,471
	13%

	B
	Nation. Endow. for the Arts
	23 grants
	7%
	$850,400
	15%

	C
	Inst. of Museum & Library Services
	18 grants
	5%
	$2,475,923
	44%

	A+B+C
	Total Federal Funds
	48 grants 
	14%
	$4,088,794
	72%

	D
	State of Maine
	197 grants
	56%
	$1,358,988
	24%

	A+B+C+D
	Total Public Funds
	245 grants
	70%
	$5,447,782
	97%

	E
	Maine Comm. Foundation
	105 grants
	30%
	$202,769
	3%

	D+E
	Total Maine Funds
	302 grants
	86%
	$1,561,757
	28%

	A+B+C+D+E
	TOTALS
	350 grants
	100%
	$5,650,551
	100%


Who received the grants?
	Art or Cultural Discipline
	Number
	% Total

	All Art Types 
	Literary (11), Media (4), Performing (59), Visual (10), Art Educ (27), Art Centers (28)
	139
	40%

	Museums
	102
	29%

	Libraries
	57
	16%

	Cultural Heritage groups
	24
	7%

	Archives
	10
	3%

	Humanities organizations
	5
	1%

	Preservation groups
	3
	<1%

	Other 
	More than one discipline (8), Unclassified (2)
	10
	3%

	Totals
	350
	100%


What kind of art received the money? 
Range: $142 to $1,181,762. 
Mean: $16,144.
Median: $3,000.
Mode: $5,000.
	Most frequent size for the discipline
	1st Quartile (<  $1,273)
	2nd Quartile (< $3,000)
	3rd Quartile (< $6,940)
	4th Quartile (> $7,000)
	Total by Discipline

	All Art Types
	14%
	35%
	23%
	27%
	139

	Museums
	45%
	22%
	20%
	13%
	102

	Libraries
	23%
	25%
	17%
	35%
	57

	Cult. Heritage 
	8%
	37%
	21%
	33%
	24

	Archives
	30%
	40%
	10%
	20%
	10

	Humanities
	40%
	0%
	0%
	60%
	5

	Preservation 
	0%
	33%
	33%
	33%
	3

	Other 
	20%
	27%
	20%
	33%
	10



71 grants (20% of total) were for $10,000 or more.

8 grants (2% of total) were for $100,000 or more. 

One grant exceeded one million dollars (State Library). 

What were the grants for? 
	2 most frequent
	Preservation
	Access
	Engagement
	Agenda

	350 Grants

	229 (65%)
	180 (51%)
	193 (55%)
	97 (28%)

	71 Largest (> $10,000)
	56 (79%)
	32 (45%)
	33 (47%)
	21 (30%)


What networks were evident in the projects? 
	Most frequent
	No partners
	Bonding
	Bridging
	Both

	350 Grants

	97 (28%)
	144 (41%)
	73 (21%)
	36 (10%)

	71 Largest (> $10,000)
	15 (21%)
	25 (35%)
	18 (25%)
	13 (18%)


