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ABSTRACT
AN ANALYSIS OF SELECTED FOUNDATIONS ACTIVITIES

IN FUNDING GRANTS FOR CONTINUING AND
NONTRADITIONAL EDUCATION, 1973-1978

By

Diane H. DePuydt

The Problem

There is a growing awareness among educators and
the general public of both the need and the demand for
more adult education programming. Continuing education,
traditionally considered peripheral to the education sys-
tem, is now recognized as an important aspect of institu-
tional survival. For higher education, faced with declin-
ing enrollments of 18-22 year olds, attracting the previ-
ously ignored adult learner is critical. To effectively
compete for this constituency, colleges and universities
must, in essence, "retool" their administrative and aca-
demic frameworks to accommodate both traditional and non-
traditional adult students.

The need to integrate continuing education into
the mainstream of education comes at a time when higher
education is fighting simply to maintain a "steady state."
However, it is well within the scope of private philan-

thropic foundations to assist institutions in this task.
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The foundation grants process is designed to respond to
new, unmet needs. They have, moreover, a tradition of
support for higher education institutions.

The extent to which foundations, in keeping with
their role of enabler, have provided grants to help insti-

tutions respond to this changing focus has not been known.

The Method

This study explored the foundation response to the
expanded need for continuing and nontraditional education.
Its primary objective was

to identify and analyze the extent and type of con-
tinuing and nontraditional education activities
funded from 1973 through 1978.

Data was collected on grants made by fifteen
selected major general purpose foundations for the six
year period. The data base was the Foundation Grants
Index (FGI). Continuing and nontraditional education
grants made by the foundations were selected by a computer
scan of all grant listings searching for descriptors which
identified these activities.

There were 577 grants identified in the FGI search.
Decision rules were developed to eliminate any inappropriate
grants. Indecks® research cards were used to code and
analyge information regarding donor foundations, recipi-

ents, year of award, amoung and grant purpose.
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The Results

Data from this study were analyzed focusing on
the foundations, the recipients, the year and the grant
purposes. There were 434 grants made in the 1973-78 period
by the fifteen foundations. The total appropriation was
$56.8 million.

Five foundations accounted for 82.5 percent of all
contributions. Higher education was the favored recipient,
gathering 60.7 percent of all grants and 63.7 percent of
all appropriations. Public colleges and universities were
favored two to one over private institutions.

Traditional continuing education programs received
the broadest base of support from all foundations. For
nontraditional education, learning resource centers and
external degree programs were favored projects. Training
was the only type of activity where non-profit organiza-
tions received grants equal to those awarded to higher
education.

Comparisons between FGI data and Annual Reports
uncovered numerous examples of under-reporting by the FGI
of grants relevant to this study. The shortcomings of the
FGI proved to be the major finding of the study. Lack of
consistent terminology and the voluntary nature of the
reporting system were traced as two of the reasons.

The amount of understatement for grants in the
FGI was not, however, considered great enough to alter

the basic conclusions concerning foundation contributions
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to continuing and nontraditional education. The magnitude
of funding for this area was small for the six years except
among those foundations with a traditional interest in
the field. Higher education was the favored recipient and
career related programs were the preferred purpose.

The difficulties encountered with the FGI can be
taken into consideration in designing future research.
The problems are correctable if the foundations provide

the time, money and commitment.
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

In the early history of American higher education,
private philanthropy was of primary importance in the
creation of new colleges and universities built to accommo-
date the growing demand for increased educational oppor-
tunities.

By the twentieth century, private foundations,
developed as a conduit for philanthropy, promoted the gen-
eral improvement of the higher education system. They
secured the idea of education for women, introduced electives
into the curriculum, and helped upgrade salaries, and
establish pension funds for faculty.1

Following the second world war, higher education
entered a twenty-five year period of phenomenal growth.
Demobilization and the educational benefits of the G.I. Bill
enabled millions of veterans to attend college. Cold War
politics and paranoia produced billions of dollars for uni-
versity R & D and for student financial aid through the
National Defense Student Loan Program. In the 1960s, the

bulge of population cohorts known as the "Baby Boom



Generation" descended on to the college campuses. During
this decade alone enrollments and expenditures for higher
education more than doubled.2
It was during this postwar period that public ex-
penditures for higher education permanently surpassed
private sector contributions. By 1973 federal outlays for
higher education exceeded $8 billion, accounting for over
25 percent of higher education funds. Private philanthropy
contributed $2.25 billion adding another 8 percent to higher
education resources.3 For public higher education, state
and local government had become the basic source of support.
The federal role was primarily one of providing student
financial aid and purchasing various educational services.4
Although private sources continued to be the primary

providers of general support for private colleges and uni-
versities, foundations increasingly concentrated their funds
to both public and private institutions for specific purposes
such as research, curriculum development, and diversifica-
tion of learning opportunities. The role of foundations
became that of enabler.

. « « in contrast to virtually all other institutions,

they [foundations] have pools of funds that are not

commited to sustaining ongoing normal activities.

This leaves them free to respond quickly and signifi-

cantly to new, unmet needs. It also leaves them free

to take the lone view, to sense emergent revolutions

of the future, to understand earlier the causes of

tomorrow's problems.5
Because there has always been a seemingly infinite gap

between the budget and the ideal aims of education, it has

been higher education's good fortune to be able to rely on



steady contributions from foundations, contributions critical
to the educational environment today.

The 1970s has brought about an abrupt change in the
state of higher education. The basis of this new condition
is that the proportion of the traditional college population
has apparently leveled off. Current projections, further-
more, indicate that by the mid-1980s college enrollments
will begin to diminish in absolute numbers.6

Occurring on the heels of unprecedented growth and
in the context of economic recession, this change has forced
higher education into a "steady state" or no-growth posture.
The depressed job market has called into question heavy
public investment in education. The federal role is becoming
stabilized. There are fewer initiatives and new appropria-
tions. State and local governments are also in weaker fis-
cal positions than in previous decades and have been forced
to limit their appropriations.

Concurrent with the declining importance of the
traditional college age population has been the increase
in both the participation of adults in educational activities
and in the general awareness of their participation. Sur-
veys done by the National Center for Educational Statistics
(NCES) indicate that part-time participation by adults in
organized educational activities grew from 7.6 percent of
the adult population in 1957 to 11.6 percent in 1975.

Additionally, one-third of all full-time 1974 enrollments



in postsecondary education were identified as over twenty-

five years of age.7

There are several reasons for the heightened inter-

est in adult education. One is that adults are simply

becoming more numerous. The baby boom cohort is getting

older. In 1968, 108 million people were twenty-one years a
\: 0ld or older. The Bureau of the Census estimated in 1976 ’

that the number had risen to 136 million.8 Other factors

affecting participation in adult education include: the r'

changing role of women in society over the last ten years;
the greater availability of leisure time; increased longe-
vity of the elderly; career changes and job retraining.
Government, academic and privately sponsored Com-
missions and Task Forces have produced a plethora of reports
and recommendations for meeting the needs of the adult
learner. Many of these have been directed at postsecondary
institutions. Examples of these recommendations include:
<hanging admissions and registration procedures to accommo-
<d ate the working adult; development of nontraditional edu-
< &tion models that reflect adult modes of learning; modifying
<X «=gree requirements to account for experience—learning.9
XX «=cognizing the need to expand to other markets in the face
< &= diminishing demand of the traditional student, higher
< <A ucation is attempting to respond.
Continuing education, traditionally considered
JE:"EE=Jripheral to the education system, is now recognized as a

N S . . . . .
—&_ ®al aspect to institutional survival. Like other segments




of the system it has suffered from funding shortages and

has frequently been required to be completely self-supporting
in its operations. To effectively compete with other insti-
tutions within and outside of the formal education system,
colleges and universities must, in essence, "retool" their
administrative frameworks to accommodate both traditional

and nontraditional adult students. This task of integrating
continuing education into the mainstream of higher education

is well within the scope of foundation activity. The extent

to which foundations, in keeping with their role of "enabler,"

have responded to this changing focus is not, however, known.

Purpose of the Study

It is against this background that this study has
sought to explore the foundation response to the expanded
need for continuing and nontraditional education. Speci-
fically the study has focused on the following concerns:

1. What has been the magnitude of support for contin-
uing and nontraditional education activities among
the foundations in this study? Has there been any
yearly variations in foundation support for these
activities? What has been the level of foundation
commitment to this area as a proportion of their
annual domestic contributions?

2. What types of institutions and organizations have
been recipients of foundation grants for continuing
and nontraditional education activities? As a
recipient of foundation grants in this area, how
does higher education compare with other institu-
tions and organizations in the level of support
they have received? To what extent have individual
recipients been awarded multiple grants for con-
tinuing and nontraditional education activities?



3. What kinds of continuing and nontraditional edu-
cation activities have received foundation support?
Which have received the most support? Is there
any relationship between the type of recipient and
activity funded? Have there been specific kinds of
activity funded? Have there been specific kinds of
programs that have received special attention from
individual foundations? Has there been any interest
/ in grants directed at the learning needs of parti-
/ cular groups of adults?

LT,

\ 4. How do these foundations that have specified an
‘ interest in Adult Education compare in their funding
patterns to the other foundations in the study?10

Significance of the Study

In an era where higher education institutions are
utilizing all available resources simply to maintain opera-
tions, the ability to obtain grants, both private and public,
is critical if the institutions are to respond to changing
needs and constituencies. Generally, the government will
specify a narrowly defined need or problem and then solicit
proposals from institutions wishing to tackle the subject.
Foundations, on the other hand, provide greater latitude for

dnstitutions to determine their own needs and interests

Wi thin general categories.
Competition among education institutions is fierce,
*Fac>wever, and available funds are limited. 1In 1976, founda-
®— R on grants to all educational institutions totaled only

= = oo million, 26 percent of the total of all foundation

<:-":=l>:lntributions.11 To be effective in seeking foundation
jES“LJLJnds, a thorough understanding of the funding patterns and

E= & jorities of foundations, both aggregate and individual,
A =

.

critical.




Foundations, moreover, have in recent years come
under attack and scrutiny for their lack of public account-
ability. The Filer Commission on Private Philanthropy and
Public Needs has recommended that foundations, and other
non-profit organizations, be more open in their practices
even beyond disclosure measures mandated by the 1969 Tax
Reform Act.12

Many foundations, responding to this government and
public pressure, have voluntarily provided more information
to the public regarding their operations. In addition to
yearly reports, some foundations also support the Foundation
Center, a non-profit research and information center designed
to provide the public with a centralized clearinghouse to
facilitate the grant seeking process.

Although a considerable amount of analysis and sub-

stantive research has been completed since the Filer Com-
mission recommendations were released, there are still more
Arxeas that need investigation. This examination of grant-
IMraking activities among foundations for a specific field of
X~ e=>cipient interest is an example of one such type of needed

X« search.

Definitions13

FOUNDATION: a nongovernmental, nonprofit organiza-

1::-ji-<on, with funds and programs managed by its own trustees

— =x— directors, and established to maintain or aid social,

EG-’L.lcational, charitable, religious or other activities

.




serving the common welfare, primarily through the making of
grants. This definition includes charitable trusts but
excludes those organizations that are called foundations
but having purposes other than awarding grants.

Within the general definition of a foundation are

e (o
4

certain types of foundation designations that are generally
descriptive of significant aspects of foundations. These

distinctions are not universally accepted and the categories r'

are not mutually exclusive. Designations pertinent to this

study are given below.

PRIVATE GRANT-MAKING FOUNDATION: a fund or endowment
designated by the IRS as a private foundation under tax law
whose primary function is the making of grants. (A private
operating foundation uses its funds for internal projects

only.)

COMMUNITY FOUNDATION: having a general purpose like
T hat of the private foundation, but with an IRS classifica-
T don of "public charities,”" their funds are derived from
ITa =any sources instead of a single source. Grant programs are

A =sually directed toward local or regional interests.

GENERAL AND SPECIAL PURPOSE FOUNDATIONS: designations
©~> X ich reflect the type of giving or the program limitations
<= =X the foundation. Except when limited by charter to speci-
T 3 c purposes, most foundations list general health, education

=M 3 welfare purposes in compliance with the IRS Code.




COMPANY SPONSORED FOUNDATION: a foundation that

derives its funds from company profits.

INDEPENDENT or FAMILY FOUNDATION; derives its funds
from a family fortune. The former term is the one preferred

by the Council on Foundations.

/
‘S

LARGE and SMALL FOUNDATIONS: drawn from the defini-
tions provided by the Foundation Center in their Foundation
Directory, a large foundation is defined as one with minimum
assets of at least $25 million. All others are small founda-
tions. A further distinction can be made between a small
"Directory" foundation, with assets between $1-25 million or
annual grants of at least $100,000, and "non-Directory"
foundations with assets under $1 million or annual giving
of less than $100,000.

Of the estimated 26,000 foundations in the nation,
approximately 23,000 are non-Directory foundations. Their

aggregate assets, however, are only about 10 percent of all

Foundation assets.

FOUNDATION ADMINISTRATOR: an executive officer of
T Iaxe foundation responsible for the allocation and administra-
®= = on of grants made by the foundation, in this study, to

<< uycational institutions.

PHILANTHROPY: voluntary contributions of money made
Y=>>=> individuals or organizations for specific purposes, the

:k="55=1nefits of which do not accure back to the donor.
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INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION: all colleges,
universities, graduate schools, professional schools and
other accredited degree-granting institutions in the United

States.

ADULT LEARNER: an adult who is a participant in any H
learning opportunity, whether special or regular, formal or
nonformal, to develop new skills or qualifications, or to

improve existing skills or qualifications, or to acquire t "

information.

ADULT EDUCATION, CONTINUING EDUCATION, LIFELONG
EDUCATION, NONTRADITIONAL EDUCATION, RECURRENT EDUCATION:
are some of the terms which have provided definitional
problems to almost everyone in the field. The terms can be
quite synonymous or distinct depending on one's perspective.
For purposes of this study CONTINUING and NONTRADITIONAL
EDUCATION will be the principal terms used for the entire
body of organized educational processes, whatever the con-
Tent, level, and method, whether formal or informal, designed
*— <o meet the educational needs and interests of adults,
& xacluding the expansion of available learning opportunities
X <>r adults who are not served by traditional educational
<= = ferings in their communities.
CONTINUING AND NONTRADITIONAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES:
= special purpose term developed for this study to encompass
the types of projects and programs that foundations could

= ®and in this field. These include: program development,
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start-up costs, operating expenses, demonstration projects,
research, anxiliary or support services, conferences, and
training programs. Scholarships and other student aid,

construction, equipment and staff salaries are not included.

NONTRADITIONAL STUDENT, ADULT STUDENT: any individual
engaged in a program of instruction who is not between the
ages of 17-23 and who has not entered a higher education
institution immediately upon completion of secondary school-

ing.

Assumptions

The major assumption made by this study is that non-
traditional and continuing education is, and will remain,
one of the most important growth areas for higher education.
Although recent literature overwhelmingly supports this view,
forecasting techniques for social and behavioral sciences

are not sufficiently developed to be reliably predictive.

Additionally, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Edu-

<< &tion in their report, Toward a Learning Society, argues

=S ¥—rongly for continuing education in all types of institu-
® & onal settings both educational and other.14 In spite of
€ X is opinion, it is assumed that most foundations still
<<= msider higher education their primary focus for post-
= = ccondary activity. This assumption is predicated on the
Eact that most foundation grants for education have been to

= <gher education institutions, therefore establishing a

—X= =dition of support. Foundations, moreover, have generally

-
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held the belief that higher education has the staff, equip-
ment, atmosphere and predisposition most suitable for many
kinds of problem-solving and that universities and colleges
have historically demonstrated their capacity to adapt to
the nation's research, scientific and professional needs.15
Finally, it is assumed that the information that the

foundations have made public concerning their grant-making

activities is sufficient for comparative analysis.

Limitations
Because the scope and context of continuing and non-
traditional education is so encompassing, it is possible
that many of these activities may not be readily identifi-
able. Considerable confusion exists within the field of
education in defining what is or is not continuing or non-
traditional education. It must be recognized, therefore,
that relevant grants may not be appropriately categorized.
Additionally, some portion of foundation funds,
< specially for private education institutions, are for
Tamrestricted use. It is beyond the scope of this study to
<= s=scertain how much of these unrestricted funds are being
L= =sed by individual institutions to develop continuing and
X <ontraditional education activities.
It should also be noted that the six year study
¥E=—>e=riod was chosen to conform to limitations of the Founda-
®= 5 on Center's Grants Index, this study's primary data

== < urce. Foundation grant records were entered into this

Ty
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computer storage system beginning in 1973. At the time the
data was collected, 1978 was the most recent year for com-
plete grant information.

A further limitation of the Foundation Grants Index
is in the storage of the data. The information that the
computer can provide is only as complete as that which is
supplied to it in the first place. It should be remembered
that this element of human error underlies all computer-

based research of this type.

O -5: ; uny

T




CHAPTER II

PHILANTHROPY AND HIGHER EDUCATION:

i W

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The practice of leaving property in perpetuity to r

other than paternal heirs can be traced back to both Egypt
and Chaldea. By 180 A.D. it had become widespread through-
out the Roman Empire.1 Initially these bequests were
encouraged for religious reasons, to honor the gods.
Gradually, however the motives shifted to helping the poor.2
The Romans brought the concept to England where it
eventually became codified into the Anglo-Saxon legal system.
The Statute of Charitable Uses enacted in 1601 was perhaps
the real starting point for philanthropy. It provided for
the encouragement and organization of private almsgiving and
it stimulated the rapid growth of charitable trusts in
England.3
Legal precedent and religious teachings predisposed
the American Colonists to the idea of charitable trusts.
The colonies, however, had a dearth of surplus wealth which
slowed the development of institutional philanthropy until

well into the nineteenth century.4

14
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The Role of Philanthropy in U.S.
Higher Education

Once the survival and subsistence of the early
American Colonies was assured, the provision of higher edu-
cation became a priority concern. The resources needed to
establish Harvard, Yale, William and Mary and other colleges
came from individuals who realized that the infant settle- [

ments would need quality leadership in years to come. Con-

- e aazan

tributions were made by merchants, farmers and trappers.

s

The gifts were small and often consisted of commodities or

~————pe- -

services. The pattern of support was sufficient, however,
because the need for advanced education was also small.5
Numerous individuals giving support of higher education was
the primary financial resource for colleges and universities
until the mid-1800s.

The Industrial Age brought about the first major
change in philanthropic support to education. With the
explosion in technological and economic growth, the need
for higher education also increased. The population had
grown. There were more towns and cities, new technologies
to learn and more people seeking education. This was also
the era that saw the rise of tremendous personal wealth
among a small group of industrialists. John Hopkins, Ezra
Cornell, Cornelius Vanderbilt, and Leeland Stanford are some
of the names that have become linked to the history of the
nation and to the existence of higher education.6

Firm believers in the principles of Social Darwinism,

these men saw the value of educational institutions in
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preserving freedom and providing the leadership of the

future. They were also looking for monuments that would

continue their names. This was the time of endowments,

large gifts of money for the establishment of colleges,

normal schools and for the establishment of colleges, normal

schools and universities. John Hopkins University was ?
founded with an initial gift of $3.5 million. Ezra Cornell i

donated $500,000 and Leeland Stanford gave $20 million to

establish their universities. The money that poured into i-
higher education from all sources during this period pre-
cipitated a boom in college foundings. Every religious sect
and private interest wanted to set up their own institutions.7
Around the turn of the century the third phase of
philanthropy took hold. As many of these industrial barons
began to age, they sought a mechanism to divest themselves
of their excess wealth, to limit their tax liability and to
insure continuation of their philanthropic activities. They
established private philanthropic foundations whose pattern
of support for education significantly influenced the

direction of academia in the twentieth century.

The Growth of Private Foundations

As a distinctive U.S. institution, the general
philanthropic foundation is barely a century old. 1Its
typical attributes have largely evolved only within the

last sixty years.
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Many historians identify the Smithsonian Institution,
created in 1846 by James Smithson for "the increase and
diffusion of knowledge among men," as the nation's first

8

foundation. Others consider the establishment, in 1867,

of the Peabody Education Fund, to improve education in the
south, as the beginning of the foundation as we know it.9
The critical point of departure for the modern foundation,
however, was the initiatives of Andrew Carnegie and John D.
Rockefeller in the first decade of this century. Spurred on
by Carnegie and Rockefeller, trend setters in the field,
foundations changed from making charitable gifts to the
needy to a philanthropy that tried to attack the causes of
the problems or to find solutions.10
Carnegie's philosophy, that the "duty of rich men
[is] to consider their fortunes as trusts to be held in the
name of the less fortunate," was the basis for the establish-

11 Between 1905 and 1911, Carnegie

ment of his foundations.
created nine separate foundations. Fifty-six million
dollars was spent for the development of 2,509 community
libraries and over $125 million went to the last of his
foundations, the Carnegie Corporation of New York.12
Carnegie believed that education was indeed the "great
equalizer" and this has remained the major focus of all the
Carnegie Foundation's activities.

John D. Rockefeller, who founded the University of
Chicago with a gift of $30 million, established the General

Education Board in 1902 to promote and improve education in

"ﬁvr—-l—?ﬂ'ﬁwt:-"my
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the U.S. Over the next eighteen years, until the Board
ceased operation in 1926, Rockefeller gave $123 million to
support GEB activities, particularly upgrading teacher
salaries. At that time, the Rockefeller Foundation, created
in 1913 took over education activities and began focusing on
medical education reform.l3 a
Foundations concentrated their early efforts on
higher education for two major reasons. Philosophically {

they believed their purpose was to add to, not just maintain, f‘

man's existing knowledge, powers and well being, to make
possible greater efforts of national importance. Pragmati-
cally, they were concerned with the strengthening and
building of institutions at a time when higher education
was in chaos.14

The multiplicity of small colleges created con-
fusion, duplications and wasted resources. There were more
colleges than there were students. Curriculum was poorly
defined and faculty were often not well prepared. Selective
giving and frequent use of the challenge grant were ways
that the foundations used their money to establish institu-
tional viability.15

The Depression and World War II brought a shift in
foundation grants from general support to grants for special
activities or facilities. During the 1930s endowment grants
virtually stopped. The war years brought on a heavy emphasis
in research in the sciences and support for voluntary

accreditation, testing and teaching methods.16
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Following the war, foundations moved toward support
of non-profit research organizations and other non-education
institutes such as Brookings, The National Bureau for
Economic Research, and The American Council on Education.
The educational community supported this because they saw

17 The

these agencies as a way to disseminate knowledge.
fact that funding of these organizations was generally in
addition to aid that colleges were already receiving helped
in their acceptance.

Although precise data on foundations is lacking due
to the private nature under which they have operated, it is
evident that during the 1940s there was a sharp rise in the
number of foundations established (see Tables 2.1 and 2.2).18
This increase was due to the high tax rate resulting from
the war which brought about the emergence of company-
sponsored foundations and a new emphasis upon family founda-
tions with living donors.

Before 1900 there were approximately eighteen founda-
tions. Today there are 21,505. Less than 10 percent of all
foundations were established prior to 1940.19

In 1960, the Foundation Center was established in
New York City for the collection of data on foundations in
the United States. Today they are considered the primary

authority on foundation activities.20

The Foundation Center
has published seven directories with information concerning
the largest foundations (Table 2.3). The 3,138 foundations

reported comprise 15 percent of all U.S. foundations. They
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TABLE 2.2.--Period of Establishment of 5,436 Foundations,
by Decade after 1900.

Total 5,436 100%
before 1900 18 +
1900-1909 16 +
1910-1919 75 1
1920-1929 157 3
1930-1939 259 5
1940-1949 1,134 21
1950-1959 2,546 47
1960-1969* 1,231 23

——— .‘..&‘m’

*incomplete data for recent years.
+less than 0.5 percent.

Note: year of origin unavailable for eighteen
Directory Foundations.

Source: Foundation Directory, 45h Edition, 1971.
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TABLE 2.3--Criteria for Inclusion in The Foundation Direc-
tory, by Edition.

Criteria¥*

Edition Number of
(Data Year) Assets Or Grants Foundations
1 (1960) $ 50,000 $ 10,000 5,202

2 (1964) 100,000 10,000 6,007

3 (1965) 200,000 10,000 6,803

4 (1969) 500,000 25,000 5,454

5 (1972) 1,000,000 1,000,000 2,533

6 (1976) 1,000,000 100,000 2,819

7 (1978) 1,000,000 100,000 3,138

*Minimum levels of assets or grant payments needed
to qualify for the Directory.

control, however, 93 percent of all assets, $32.4 billion,

and 92 percent of all grants paid $2.1 billion.21

Although
in aggregate the unreported foundations control large assets,
their giving is so diffuse and local in nature as to be con-

sidered unimportant in the foundation field.22

Investigations of Foundation Activities

The comparative newness of the general philanthropic
foundation as an institution, the variety of its forms, its
blend of public and private characteristics and the subtlety
of its functions, make it hard to understand. It is not
surprising, therefore that there have been four Congressional
investigations and two privately sponsored Commissions since
1915.

In 1915 Senator Frank Walsh accused foundations of

being dominated by big business. Representatives Eugene Cox
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and B. Carroll Reece investigated foundations in 1952 and
1954 respectively, on charges concerning use of resources
for subversive activities, propaganda and support of com-
munist and socialist organizations.23

The continued growth in the number of foundations
prompted Representative Wright Patman to determine if
legislation was needed to provide supervisory control over
tax exempt foundations. The allegation was that foundations
were being created by individuals to escape payment of taxes
and to keep control of large segments of American business
in the hands of a family or small group.24

The Patman investigation lasted over six years,
bringing greater attention to foundations in the popular
press, and precipitating reforms of certain abuses commited

25

by some foundations. In 1961, foundations were finally

required to file annual reports on IRS 990-A forms, breaking
down assets, income and grants. Additionally, the Treasury

Department in 1965 increased supervision of foundation

operations and legal activities including:26

1. prohibiting transactions between donors of funds
and foundation administrators;

2. requiring distribution on a reasonably current
basis of net income;

3. 1limiting to 20 percent the voting stock or equity
a foundation could hold in any one company and to
25 percent the representation of donor families on
foundations governing boards; and

4. restricting lending, prohibiting borrowing for
investment or speculative purposes.

The Tax Reform Act of 1969 was the culmination of
the Patman inquiry. Basic provisions of the Act require

foundations to pay out in grants at least 6 percent of
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investment income and an annual 4 percent excise tax; impose
sanctions and penalties for prohibited actions or failure
to comply with requirements; and mandate broader reporting
procedures including detailed annual reports on contribu-
tions and activities in addition to the 900-A forms.27
The Commission on Foundations and Public Policy,
chaired by Peter Peterson in 1969-70, addressed the question
of the continued need for philanthropy given the increased
Federal expenditures in areas previously dominated by private
giving. The Commission found that:
. « « in contrast to virtually all other institutions,
they [foundations] have pools of funds that are not
committed to sustaining ongoing activities. This leaves
them free to respond quickly and significantly to new,
unmet needs. It also leaves them free to take the long
view, to sense emergent revolutions of the future, to
understand earlier the causes of tomorrow's problems.28
Additionally the Commission surveyed fifty Chicago non-
profit organizations. All opposed total reliance on public
funding citing political whims, rigidities, paper work, and
loss of independence. They said:
The test of practical experience makes a dual system
of private giving and government funding the way to
allocate resources for the general welfare rather
than the alternative of relying solely on government
allocations.
The major recommendations of the Peterson Commission call
for more research and analysis of foundation activities;
improvement in planning and staff resources; and more
attention in monitoring and evaluation of grants.30

The drastic decline in private philanthropy in the

early 1970s prompted the formation of The Commission on
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Private Philanthropy and Public Needs in 1973. Their report
is the most comprehensive study of philanthropy to date.

Under the direction of John Filer, the Commission sponsored
eighty-five studies on various aspects of 3,000 individuals
and it ran a detailed econometric analysis of tax and income
data to determine what, if any, effect the charitable deduc-

31

tion had on the amount of private giving. The recommenda-

tions of the Commission include extending the charitable
deduction, increasing corporate contributions to 2 percent
of pre-tax income, better management of non-profit organiza-

tions and more detailed analysis of foundation giving

patterns.32

Many recent critics contend that foundations do not
really support innovative and experimental projects to attack

social problems, which is the rationale they give for their

33

existence. This criticism has been shared by many founda-

tion administrators and trustees who feel that foundations
need to give closer attention to fund distribution. Both
Henry Ford II and John D. Rockefeller have held that founda-

tions must do a better job of seeking out innovative and

experimental projects to support.34

Foundations extend the power of their founders into
cultural areas of education, science, the arts and social
relations. While much that is done in these areas under
foundation auspices meets judicial approval, it is a

fact that dispensations inevitably take the form of
patronage bestowed upon approved projects. Recipients

of the money must be ideologically acceptable to the
donor. 35
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When studying the foundation field it quickly becomes evident

that the large foundation can wield tremendous influence via

their grant-making activities in any area of interest.
Foundation policy plays a powerful role and exerts a
significant influence in ushering in changes in our

form of society, and foundations play a part in
directing the course of education in America.36

Foundations and Higher Education

Although education has not been the only focus of
foundation grants, it has always been their primary interest.
Tables 2.4 and 2.5 show the categories of foundation grants
for two different periods, 1920-30 and 1962-73. Education
is the major area of contributions followed closely by
health. The health field, however, also includes grants
for medical education and to university-sponsored medical

research.37

TABLE 2.4.--Categories of Foundation Grants 1921-1930.

Total Percent of
Field $(000) Decade Total
Education 233,000 43.3
Health 172,141 33.2
Social Welfare 74,226 14.4
Recreation 8,741 1.6
International Relations 8,132 1.5
Religion 7,705 1.4
Law & Government 6,709 1.3
Race Relations 936 0.16
Miscellaneous 245 0.04
Foundation Administration 16,164 3.4
Total 524,420 100.00

Source: E.C. Lindemann, Wealth and Culture (New York:
Harcourt & Brace, 1936).
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Additionally, analysis within the field of Education
indicates that generally higher education has been the
favored area of foundation assistance. This is seen in
Tables 2.6 and 2.7 which break down education into sub-
categories. The Lindemann data is for the 1921-30 decade
and shows 61 percent of education grants to higher edu-
cation. The Foundation Center breakdown for 1974-76 is
similar, allowing for categorial differences. Endowments,
buildings and fellowships would have largely been included

in the higher education category of the earlier data.

TABLE 2.6.--Analysis of Grants Within Education, 1921-30.

Amount Percent

$(000)
Higher Education 135,965 60.9
Elementary & Secondary 32,907 14.7
Elementary (alone) 5,766 2.6
Secondary (alone) 3,849 1.7
Adult Education 9,157 4.1
Libraries 7,511 3.4
Vocational 6,163 2.8
Esthetic & Cultural 5,811 2.6
Educational Publications 2,873 1.3
Training for Leadership 1,220 0.7
Educational Conferences 214 0.1
Pre-School Education 52 -
Unclassified 11,505 5.2

Total $223,001 100

Source: E. C. Lindemann, Wealth and Culture (New York:
Harcourt and Brace, 1936).
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There has been some increase in foundation grants
to education below the post-secondary level since about 1960.
Much of this, however, has been experimental research done
by university personnel. Consequently, the foundation
grants generally stay with the university although the
benefits may be pre-collegiate.38

After the second world war, higher education moved
into a period of tremendous growth. Enrollments and expen-
ditures surged to new levels and the government took over
as the basic provider of financial support and student aid.
In 1939-40, institutions of higher education spent $675
million, about 9 percent. Twenty years later the federal
contribution was $1.094 billion dollars and higher edu-
cation expenditures had reached over $5 billion.39

As a proportion of higher education income, private
philanthropy has dropped as the government has increased
its allocations. 1In 1975-76, private sources provided only
6 percent of the $38 billion received by higher education.40
The Council for Financial Aids to Education's annual survey
of voluntary support to education shows that between 1972-78
foundation grants comprised approximately 20-23 percent of
all private gifts to higher education (see Table 2.8).
While this is only 2-3 percent of all higher education
income, the amount, in excess of $5 billion, is not insig-
nificant. This is especially true when one realizes that

the bulk of foundation grants go to a select few major uni-

versities. Colvard and Bennet found that in 1970,
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twenty-five institutions of higher education received
53 percent of the total funds granted by foundations in
that year.41

It is ironic that although philanthropy is con-
sidered necessary in sustaining our pluralistic system by
ensuring diversity and distribution of control and responsi-
bility, foundation giving to higher education is of suffi-
cient magnitude to have repeatedly raised the question of
their impact on university autonomy.42 Like other non-
profit enterprises, colleges and universities are dependent
upon, influenced by, and sometimes controlled by their

43 The degree of external control is

income sources.
related to the variety and character of funding sources.
The more dependent on a single source, the more responsive
an institution must be to that source.44
Foundations contribute only a small portion of

total higher education income and very little is for general
support. Although most funds are for specific projects,
the ideas for the grants are usually generated by the uni-
versities. To be sure, universities tailor grant requests
to the interests of the foundation but this influence
hardly constitutes widespread control. The Committee for
Economic Development has stated:

. « « the flow of private support is essential to

the diversity and strength and vitality of the

nation's colleges and universities. It provides a

means of achieving the high degree of independence

and freedom indespensable to the attainment and
preservation of superior quality in education.
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Foundations have been crucial in providing basic support
to private institutions and an important margin for
improvement to public institutions. They have risked
their capital on innovation and long range projects,
exploring new areas before the government was willing to

commit funds.46

Higher Education in the 1970s

Two major themes have marked the direction of
higher education during the 1970s. The concept of the
steady-state has emerged as the "new imperative" for
financial management of educational institutions and the
adult learner has been recognized as a legitimate client
for post-secondary educational services.

Finance, as a major problem in education, is not a
new phenomenon. Education always runs at a deficit. There
is never enough money to do all that could be done. "There
is no such thing as a fixed production goal in education."47
This time, however, the causes of the problem and its per-
vasiveness have added a new dimension.

The previous decade was characterized by tremendous
growth and development in higher education. Enrollments
doubled and expenditures trebled. 1In 1963, total enroll-
ment in institutions of higher education was 4.8 million,
and expenditures were $9.1 billion. By 1973 there were
9.6 million students and institutions were spending over

48

$27.9 billion dollars anually to educate them. During

these years the baby boom generation reached college age
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and an increasing proportion of them sought admission to
higher education institutions. With the lifetime income of
a male college graduate 63 percent greater than that of a
high school graduate, education was viewed as the key to
the good life.%?
By 1970 expenditures were rising faster than in-
creases in income and signs of financial stress were
apparent everywhere.50 The metaphors of the "steady state"
and of "running in place" came into popular usage as insti-
tutions sought simply to maintain existing operations. The
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education identified four
separate forces that had brought about this financial
pressure, growth in enrollments, growth in the complexity
of functions performed by educational institutions, increases
in educational costs per student, and changes in the course
of funding.51
Other highly significant factors in rising costs were
the increase in graduate students as a proportion of
total enrollment. Additionally, the institutions had
responded to the demand for greater equality of oppor-
tunity in education by increased expenditures on
student aid and by developing special programs to
facilitate participation in higher education of
students with less than adequate preparation.52
Inflation, poor management, and the 1972-74 economic
recession also have had their impact on the fiscal situa-
tion. The 1977-78 Consumer Price Index was 176 while the
Higher Education Price Index was 188.7. Between 1954-67,

moreover, expenditures increased at an average annual rate

of 11.7 percent in current dollars and 7.7 percent in
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1957-58 dollars while credit hours increased at an 8 percent
rate. Thus inflation accounted for approximately 3.7 per-
cent of this cost increase while real costs actually fell

by 0.3 percent.53

Exacerbating the problem is the apparent leveling
off of the percentage of the 18-24 population attending
college and the predictions of actual decline of full-time
college students by the 19805.54

In 1976, the full time equivalent enrollment in all
higher education institutions was 8.3 million. By 1986 the
intermediate and low projections are 8.9 and 7.9 million
students respectively.55

The diminishing demand for higher education by the
traditional student has made it necessary for the post-
secondary system to expand to other markets. Enter the
adult learner.

Over the last two decades there has been an increase
in both the numbers of adults participating in education and
the general awareness of their participation.56 Surveys
made in 1957, 1969, 1972, and 1975 for the National Center
for Educational Statistics show a substantial increase in
adults participating in organized educational activities
over these years. The estimates from these surveys are
presented in Table 2.9, compared with the enrollment and

participation rate for all higher education for the same

years. Between 1969 and 1972 the growth rate for the college
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TABLE 2.9.--Adult Participation in Organized Educational

Activities.
Adult Education
Total % of

Enrollments 18-24 Participants $ of

(000) Population (000) Population
1957 3,047 20.2 8,270 7.6
1969 7,484 31.5 13,041 10.0
1972 8,265 31.9 15,734 11.3
1975 8,665% 31.4 17,059 11.6

*Estimate

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, The
Condition of Education, 1976.

age cohort was only about 0.4 percent per year while the
adult participation rate had grown from 2.8 percent between
1957-69 to 4.4 percent by 1972.°’

The increase in adult participation in formal edu-
cational programs, however, is only partially indicative of
actual involvement in educational activities. Most of the
learning that adults engage in occurs on the periphery of
the educational system, defined by Moses as organized
structured learning situations outside of traditional
schools. He estimates the learning force to be about 149
million with 82 million people in this educational periph-
ery.58 Another study by the College Board found that
50 percent of the adults over age twenty-five sampled had
participated in formal or informal educational activity,

during a one year period.59 An even more extravagent esti-

mate, however, is made by Allen Tough, who maintains that
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98 percent of all adults engage in some form of systemati-
cally planned learning activity each year.60
One obvious reason for the increase in demand for
educational opportunities is that adults are simply
becoming older and more numerous. The lower fertility rates
that began in the sixties holds the magnitude of the next
generation in check and that baby boom cohort keeps getting
older. By the year 2000 the median age of the U.S. popula-
tion is estimated to be 34.8. 1In 1975 it was 28.8 years.61
Societal change brought about by increasing tech-
nological development has also affected the demand for
further education. Jobs are being redesigned and eliminated,
making skills updating and training necessary for a sub-
stantial portion of the labor force. Job mobility, further-
more, is becoming more horizontal than vertical and more

people are changing careers in midlife.62

The changing

role of women has also had its impact. As more women decide

to move into the labor market there is greater need for some

form of education to help ease their entry or re-entry.

Over the last two decades there has been a 74 percent

increase in the number of women in the labor force. For

men the increase has been only 19 percent.63
The increased mechanization of work and its lack of

fulfillment and challenge will move people to seek this in

other activities, including education. Moreover, reduction

in the work week and early retirement options provide adults
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with more time free from work, some of which will be used

for learning endeavors.64

Reaching the Adult Learner

Over the years major policy statements about higher
education have consistently stressed the need to serve this

65 The 1971 and 1973 Newman Reports urged

new constituency.
educators and policy-makers to enlarge their concepts of
"who can be a student, and when, and what a college is."
The report strongly recommended the need for alternative

66

educational offerings. The Carnegie Commission on Higher

Education, the most comprehensive and influential assess-

67 likewise

ment of the state and future of higher education,
suggested that post-secondary education diversify and become
comparatively less concerned with a minority of the young
and give more attention to the "majority of all ages."68
But to serve these new students properly, to attract
them as customers, higher education needs to develop new
ways of teaching and of doing business. Admissions, finan-
cial aids, course schedules, program requirements and
counseling are not designed for the person who has work
and family obligations that take precedence over classes.
Adults generally know what they want and need to learn.
They have little patience with requirements which they feel
are irrelevant to their goals and circumstances.69
The methods and models for accomplishing these
changes have been proposed, tested, modified and documented.

70

The Commission on Non-Traditional Study and various
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educational journals71 have reported at length on the
emergence of new, nontraditional forms of education, con-
tract learning, external degrees, universities without
walls, televised courses, educational brokering and
recognition of prior learning in awarding credit are
examples of programs geared for the adult student.
Unfortunately, the need to develop and implement
these and other models of education for this new clientele
has occurred during a period of fiscal stasis. A posture
of no growth reduces flexibility and makes being sensitive

to changing needs a luxury.

Summary

Meeting the needs of adult learners is well within
the purposes of foundation philanthropy. Support of the
new and the innovative and responding to unmet needs has
been the chosen direction of foundations to higher education
for the last twenty-five years.

The extent to which foundations have supported
efforts to meet this new educational need is unknown. No
analysis of foundation grants for nontraditional and adult
education has been published. A review of dissertation
research uncovered only one study, completed in 1971, of
foundation support for continuing professional education.72
The need for more research into patterns of foundation
giving has been frequently stated. It is the purpose of

this study to provide further analysis of the foundation
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field through an examination of grant-making activities

directed toward the educational needs of adults.



CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction

For constructive thinking about practical affairs
knowledge of the existing situation is essential.l

Competition for foundation grants is intense. To
be successful, therefore, potential recipients must know
which foundations have demonstrated a commitment to their
particular problems or areas of need. Descriptive research
provides this information. It also helps fill a general
need people have to know what the world is like, to live in

it, to try and understand it.2

Objectives of This Study

Although the specific questions addressed by this
study were given in Chapter I, the primary objective can
be summarized here as follows:
To identify and analyze the extent and type of con-
tinuing and nontraditional education activities
funded from 1973 through 1978 by a selection of the
major, general purpose foundations, including those
that specify adult education as an area of special
interest

Grant seekers and others can use the information of this

study to assess foundations' commitment to, and specialized
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interests within, the particular field of continuing and
nontraditional education. Informed decisions can, there-
fore, be made in planning their search for foundation
funds.

This type of independent research, analyzing patterns
of foundation grant-making activity in special areas, is
virtually nonexistent, except for those few studies mentioned
in the literature review. While the foundations' tradition
of privacy is partly responsible, it was not until the 1970s
that the public had access to a system designed to collect
and make the necessary data available. A secondary objec-
tive, therefore, emerges from this study. This objective,
stated as another research question is as follows:

How adequate are the publicly available sources

of foundation grants information for research
into their grant-making activities?

The Foundation Grants Index Data Base

The Foundation Center was established in 1956 to
gather and disseminate factual information on the philanthro-
pic foundations through programs of library service, publi-
cations and research. Its major purposes, considered
equally important, are:

1. to be a useful resource for anyone interested in
applying to grant making foundations for funds.

2. to compile reliable descriptive data and statistics
on the foundation field for the use of foundation
trustees and officers, regulating agencies, and
other interested organizations and individuals.3
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The Foundation Grants Index (FGI) is the primary
vehicle of the Foundation Center for providing information
about foundation grants. Its data base contains information
on foundation grants of $5,000 or more in all subject areas
for approximately 500 of the largest foundations. It covers
grants from 1973 to the present and contains over 90,000
individual grant records from participating foundations.

The FGI listings function as a current awareness service

for those organizations and foundations interested in grants
representative of current giving within particular funding
areas.4 Because it is the sole repositor of collective
information on foundation giving, it was used in the data

source for this study.

Study Guidelines

In developing methods and procedures for this pro-
ject the following set of rules were developed to set some
parameters and guide the researcher in making methodological

decisions.
A, Selecting the Foundations

l. Foundations selected for this study were to be
among the largest general purpose foundations
independent of corporate financial support,
i.e., excluding corporate foundations.

2. Each foundation had to be a grant-making founda-
tion with a history of funding to higher edu-
cation.

3. All short-term funding priorities of each foun-
dation were to be examined to insure that con-
tinuing and nontraditional activities fell
within their guidelines.



44

B. Collecting and Analyzing Data

1. The study would cover the period from 1973,
the first year for the FGI, to 1978, the
last year of complete information at the time
the data was collected.

2. Only grants of $5,000 or more were to be anal-
yzed. This is the minimum level for FGI grant
listings.

3. The scope of the FGI search was to include
all grants of the selected foundations for
continuing and nontraditional education
activities. A list of terms, called descrip-
tors, was developed to identify these activ-
ities in the FGI.

4. A special code was developed for classifyigg
and analyzing all grants using the Indecks
Research System. Grants not meeting the cri-
teria for classification were eliminated
from this study.

5. The Annual Reports of three of the selected
foundations were examined and the grant list-
ings were compared with those from the FGI
using the decision rules and criteria devel-
oped herein.

The amplification and application of these decision rules

is detailed in the following sections of this chapter.

Selecting the Foundations

The foundations in this study were drawn from the
population of 500 foundations that submit details of the
grant-making activities to the Foundation Grants Index Data
Base (FGI). These foundations represent the largest of the
grant-making foundations in both assets and yearly grant
payments.

The sample was selected by first identifying those

independent and community foundations whose annual giving
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in 1973 and 1978 was at least $2.5 and $5 million dollars
respectively. These figures account for approximately
30 percent of total foundation giving. Twenty-five foun-
dations met this criteria for both years.5

Another criteria for inclusion in this study was
that all foundations have a history of making program
grants to higher education. Six foundations were there-
fore eliminated because they did not make program grants;
did not give grants to higher education; or had identified
narrow funding priorities that obviously excluded grants

6

relevant to this study. This initial sample of nineteen

was subsequently reduced to fifteen because four founda-
tions did not provide grant information for the FGI.7

According to the Foundation Directory only three

foundations indicate a special interest in Adult Education.
All three, Mott, Kellogg and Lilly, met the above criteria.
The fifteen foundations that were studied are listed below.
Unless otherwise indicated, the dollar figures cited are

for 1978 and are in thousands of dollars.8

The Carnegie Corporation of New York. Established, 1911
Assets: $284,799 Grant Payments: $13,096

Chicago Community Trust. Established, 1915.
Assets: $100,194 Grant Payments: $4,065 (1977)

The Edna McConnell-Clark Foundation. Established in 1950
in New York and in 1969 in Delaware, merged in 1974.
Assets: $192,000 Grant Payments: $10,650

The Cleveland Foundation. Established in 1914 as the first

community foundation.
Assets: $188,413 Grant Payments: $9,576 (1977)
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The Ford Foundation. Established in 1936, in Michigan,
now in New York.
Assets: $2,291,480 Grant Payments: $21,041

The Lily Endowment. Established in 1937 in Indiana.

Assets: $653,368 Grant Payments: $21,681
The W. K. Kellogg Foundation. Established in 1930 in
Michigan.

Assets: $827,223 Grant Payments: $41,656

The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. Established in 1940 as
the Avalon Foundation, incorporated in New York in 1954.
Merged with 0ld Dominion Foundation and renamed in 1969.

Assets: $705,396 Grant Payments: $42,681
The Charles S. Mott Foundation. Established, 1926, in
Michigan.

Assets: $396,247 Grant Payments: $28,453

The New York Community Trust. Established, 1923.
Assets: $211,530 Grant Payments: $19,180 (1977)

The William Penn Foundation. Established in 1945 as the
Haas Foundation in Delaware. Grants to Pittsburgh and
Western Penn.

Assets: $66,977 Grant Payments: $6,018
The Rockefeller Foundation. Established, 1913.

Assets: $753,911 Grant Payments: $42,535
The San Francisco Foundation. Established, 1947.

Assets: $54,326 Grant Payments: $6,318 (1977)
The Sarah Scaife Foundation. Established, 1941, in
Pennsylvania.

Assets: $77,614 Grant Payments: $5,606

The Alfred P. Sloan Foundation. Established, 1934.
Assets: $244,600 Grant Payments: $13,437

Data Collection

The information for this study was obtained through
a customized search of the FGI. This data base is accessed
through Lockheed's DIALOG Information Retrieval Service.
The DIALOG system, using the Boloolean retrieval method,

called for the computer to scan all grant listings for
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certain descriptors that would identify grants to be
included in the print-out. The computer was also given
descriptors that, if also contained in the grant listing
would exclude that grant from the search. The minimum
grant level was accepted because a 1971 study by the
American Council on Education found that foundation sup-
port to higher education in the large gift category ($5000)
is more than seven times that of transactions under that
amount and that for most higher education institutions,
2 percent of their transactions raise 55 percent of all
private source income.9

The grant listing, detailed in Figure 3.1, shows
all the possible grant information. Not all grants con-
tain the same amount of data. Minimally, however, each
listing included the name and location of the foundation
and the recipient, the amount of the grant, the date it
was authorized, a description of the grants purpose or
profile of the recipient, and the FGI key words and main
and sub-categories.

Ms. Janice Whitkins, a Foundation Center staff
member responsible for FGI research, was consulted in for-
mulating the search. The scope of the search was defined
as follows:

Identify and provide a print-out for all grants

authorized from 1973 through 1978 for support of
nontraditional and continuing education programs and

activities from a sample of fifteen independent and
community foundations.
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Specific Inclusions

l. 1Identify grants relevant to this study through the
use of the following descriptors:

a. Continuing Education
adult education
G.E.D.
adult basic education
lifelong learning
recurrent education
professional development
career development

b. Training (all types)
retraining
internships
service-learning

c. Community Education
extension programs
leadership development

d. Education Resource Center
education brokers
learning resource centers
education information center

e. External Degree Program
credit-by-examination
university without walls
homestudy, televised classes, correspondence
courses

f. Other Nontraditional Education
alternative education
open learning/education
contract learning
experiential education

g. Guidance and Counseling

2. All recipient organizations and institutions are
to be included.

3. Grants serving the following populations groups
should be included.

adults and adult learners/students
nontraditional learners/students

women

minorities: Blacks, Hispanics, Amerindians
elderly/aged

part-time students, mid-career changers
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4. Programs and activities

research and demonstration projects

program planning and development

program implementation and operation

program evaluation

conferences, seminars and workshops on the
subject of continuing and nontraditional
education

Restrictions

1. Report only those grants authorized for the six
year period beginning January 1, 1973 and ending
December 31, 1978.

2. Report grants only from the following foundations:

Carnegie Corporation of New York
Chicago Community Trust

Clark Foundation

Cleveland Foundation

The Ford Foundation

W. K. Kellogg Foundation

The Lilly Endowment

A. Mellon Foundation

C. S. Mott Foundation

New York Community Trust
William Penn Foundation

The Rockefeller Foundation

San Francisco Foundation

Sarah Scaife Foundation

The Alfred P. Sloan Foundation

3. Exclude all grants serving youth, children, adoles-
cents, boys, girls, elementary schools, secondary
or high schools.

4. Exclude grants for guildings, equipment, renova-
tion, capital improvements, construction, scholar-
ships and endowments.

A copy of the computer search listing the descriptors is
included in Appendix A. -
The broad list of thirty-three descriptors was

developed out of seven original categories of continuing

and nontraditional education grants. Due to the confusion
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in terminology that exists within continuing and nontra-
ditional education fields, this resulted in the positive
identification of some grants not relevant to this study
because the computer scanned the entire grant listing in
searching for the words that formed the descriptors. For
example:
Ford Foundation, NY
$10,000 to Portland State University, Portland, OR.
for development of joint university-city-county project
in Portland, 7/76
SOURCE: 8/1/76 NL
C: 1.3b MC: EDUCATION SC: HIGHER EDUCATION
(SPECIAL PROJECTS)
KEY WORDS: University, community development.
Chicago Community Trust, IL
$17,000 to Community Renewal Society, Chicago
Reporter, Chicago, IL 6/77
PROFILE: Continuing support
SOURCE: 7/1/77 NR
C: 1.9 MC: EDUCATION SC: COMMUNICATIONS
KEY WORDS: Community reporter
In the Ford Foundation grant the computer picked up MC:
EDUCATION and the key word, "community" to form the
descriptor, Community Education. In the second case, the
word "continuing" in the PROFILE, was combined with MC:
EDUCATION.
The search for the FGI produced 577 grant listings.
Grants not relevant to the study were eliminated if they:
1. were not made by one of the fifteen foundatipns;
2. were not authorized between 1973 and 1978;
3. did not contain within their descriptions any of
the descriptors used in coding the grants pur-
poses;

4. were made for school-age children;
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5. were for buildings, equipment, endowment, scholar-
ship, renovation, or capital construction.

Decisions regarding the elimination of grants were made

in the process of coding them for analysis.

Methods of Analysis

To facilitate analysis of the grants, the Indecks®

10 This is a simple data

Research System was utilized.
processing system that is designed for recording, coding
and retrieval of all types of research.

One Indecks card was used for each grant. On the
periphery of the card are 110 numbered holes which the
researcher assigned to correspond to information within the
grant listings. This code was recorded on special Code
Cards. The appropriate holes were notched out if they
contained the information or left alone if they did not.

The deck of cards was then aligned, a sorting rod passed
through a numbered hole, and the notched cards fell out

and were retrieved. The notching was done by the researcher
with one trained assistant. Copies of the Code Cards and
sample grant cards are in Appendix B. The procedure that
was used in classifying grant information is described
below.

Donor Foundation and Year of Grant: Fifteen holes
were utilized to correspond to each of the foundations in

the sample. Six holes were assigned for each of the six

years of the study.



53

Duration of Grant: Like the foundation and the
Year the grant was authorized, this was also indicated on
the grant listing. Holes were assigned for grants of one,
two, three, and four or more years duration. If this
information was not indicated it was notched as a one-
year grant. Half years were rounded downward.

Amount of Grant: The exact amount of each grant is
given on each listing. These amounts were divided into
five groups and notched accordingly.

a. over $250,000

b. 100,000-250,000
c. 50,001-100,000
d. 10,001- 50,000
e. 10,000 and below

Recipient: Each grant listing provided the name of
the recipient organization or institution. In most cases
the type of recipient was evident by its name. Recipients
were divided into seven classifications:

1. public higher education institution
2. private higher education institution
3. community or junior college
4. school systems and local Boards of Education
5. educational organizations
6. other non-profit organizations
7. State Boards of Departments of Education
The public or private status of higher education institu-

tions was determined by consulting the College Handbook.ll

A non-profit organization was classified as educational
if any of the following terms or their derivatives were
used in its title: education, university, college, school,

teach, instruction, learning.
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Purposes of the Grant: The list of descriptors
developed in identifying appropriate grants in the FGI
was used as the basis for classifying the primary purposes
of each grant. Seven major types of grant purposes sub-
sume the original thirty-three descriptors. These divisions
were each assigned a holgfon the Indecks card. Each grant
listing was read to identify the descriptors. When the
purpose description of a grant did not contain any of the
descriptors the researcher made a subjective decision
regarding the appropriateness of the grant for this study
and its classification, using her own knowledge of the
subject matter. In this way new descriptors were added to
the classification list. All grants rejected by the coding
assistant were also reviewed in this manner. The descrip-
tors and their major classifications are presented in
Figure 3.2.

Two other types of purpose classifications were
made to provide further details concerning the grants.
Although all the grants were concerned with adult learners,
there have been certain groups of adults who have received
special attention. Five holes were assigned to classify
special client groups if they were indicated in the grant
listing. These were racial minorities, women, the elderly,
the handicapped, and "others."

The final item of information concerned the nature

of the activities funded. Again drawing on the original
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Classification of Descriptors
Grant Purpose

Continuing Education adult education
G.E.D.
adult basic education
lifelong learning
recurrent education
professional development
career development
high school equivalency*
faculty development¥*

Training Training, retraining (all types)
service learning
apprenticeship¥*
internships
work-learning experience*

Community Education community education
extension programs
leadership development

Education Resources educational brokers
Center learning resources center
educational resources center
education information center
educational services center*

External Degree Program credit-by-examination
University without walls
homestudy

televised courses

correspondence courses

televised study*

credit-for-prior experience/
learning

off-campus learning

Other Nontraditional alternative education/learning
Education open/learning/education
contract learning
nontraditional learning/educa-
tion
experiential education

Guidance counseling
guidance
advision*
career changing¥*

*Denotes descriptors added in the process of classifying
and coding grant listings.

Figure 3.2.--Primary Classifications of Grant Purposes.
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descriptors, holes were assigned to correspond with grants
being used for:

conferences, workshops and seminars

program planning and development

research and evaluation

program operations

degree programs

non-degree programs

partial continuing education use

This last classification, "partial continuing educa-
tion use" was used to designate grants that had combined
purposes only part of which fit the criteria for inclusion
in this study. Many of these grants were for Community
Education, which is a concept that has elements of adult
education but is much more encompassing.

It was soon apparent, however, that many grants
did not provide sufficient description to permit this type
of secondary classification. It therefore was not used as
part of the results analysis.

Examples of grant cards coded under this procedure
are included in Appendix B.

Most of the grants were rejected because their pur-
poses were inappropriate to this study. There were, however,
a number of grants from the Rockefeller Family Fund and the
Rockefeller Brothers Foundation that had erroneously been

included. Only the Rockefeller Foundation was included in

the foundations selected for study.
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Summary

The Foundation Grants Index data base was the pri-
mary instrument used in this study. Data was collected on
continuing and nontraditional education grants made by a
selection of fifteen top independent foundations for the
six year period, 1973-1978. Grants made by these founda-
tions were selected by a computer scan of all grant list-
ings for descriptors which identified these activities.

Five hundred seventy-seven grants were identified
in the FGI search. Of these, 143 were not appropriate to
this study. These grants were eliminated during the coding
process according to decision rules developed for this
study. 1Indecks research cards were used to code and anal-
yze information regarding donor foundations, recipients,
year of award, amounts and grant purposes.

Because the FGI is a relatively new vehicle for
collecting and analyzing information regarding foundation
grants, its adequacy as a research tool was also a concern
to this project. The grant listings in the Annual Reports
of three foundations were, therefore, compared with the
grant listings provided by the FGI using the decision rules

and criteria developed here.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The grants obtained in this study were analyzed
from three perspectives: donor foundations, recipients and
grant purposes. Aggregate and individual levels of foun-
dation giving to continuing and nontraditional education
were examined as well as yearly variations and total U.S.
contributions. Special attention was directed at the level
and nature of support made by Mott, Kellogg and Lilly,
foundations who are on record as being interested in the
field of adult education.

The types of institutions and organizations receiv-
ing grants and the kinds of activities funded were the two
other approaches taken in this analysis. Investigation
was directed not only at general categories of recipients
and purposes but also at specific recipients and special
projects within the broader classifications.

The usefulness of the FGI as a data source for
grants research was the fourth perspective for analysis,

as shortcomings of the data base became apparent. The
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adequacy of the FGI and other sources of information was
examined in detail.

The different perspectives for viewing this study
correspond to the more specific research questions formed
in the first chapter. Presentation of this analysis has

therefore been organized around those questions.

Levels of Foundation Contributions

What has been the magnitude of support for continuing
and nontraditional education activities among founda-
tions in this study? Has there been any yearly vari-
ation in foundation support for these activities?
What has been the level of foundation commitment to
this area as a proportion of their annual domestic
contributions?

Four hundred thirty-four (434) grants were made
over the six year period by the fifteen foundations in the
study. The total appropriation came to $56,799,643. Three
hundred fifty-eight (358) of these grants, or 82.5 percent
came from five foundations, Mott, Kellogg, Ford, Lilly,
and Carnegie. Three other foundations, Cleveland, Rocke-
feller, and San Francisco provided an additional forty-
two grants. These eight foundations account for 95 percent
of all appropriations, just over $54 million. The remain-
ing foundations in the sample, Penn, Clark, Mellon, Sloan,
Chicago, and New York Community Trust, each gave fewer
than twelve grants over the six years, totaling only thirty-
four grants and $2,781,245. These foundations will not be

individually detailed in this report. No grants were

reported from the Sarah Scaife Foundation.
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Table 4.1 provides the number of grants and dollar
amounts appropriated by the foundations for each year of
the study.

The Mott and Kellogg foundations provided the most
support to continuing and nontraditional activities. Mott
exceeded Kellogg over two to one in the number of grants,
giving 168 awards over five years to Kellogg's 71 grants
over six years. Kellogg's actual appropriation however
was much larger, over $23.4 million compared to Mott's
$13.3 million. These two foundations alone account for
64.7 percent of all donated dollars and 55 percent of all
grants in the study.

The Ford Foundation was third in both number and
amount of grant appropriations making forty-six awards
totaling almost $5.4 million. Ford was followed by the
Lilly Endowment and the Carnegie Corporation of New York
which respectively gave forty-three grants for $4.6 million
and thirty grants for $4.5 million in appropriations.

With few exceptions the rank order of these five
foundations was remarkably consistent for each year of the
study. In 1973 Mott was not a participant in the FGI.
That year Kellogg's appropriation was 48.3 percent of the
total, Carnegie's was 20.5 percent and the Lilly Endowments
was 15.1 percent. 1In 1974 Lilly provided 25.1 percent to
Ford's 15.5 percent and Mott's 12.9 percent of that year's
appropriations. By 1975, however, the leadership ranking

was established for the remaining four years of the study.
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An interesting pattern seemed to emerge when the
aggregated data for the six year period was examined.
Between 1973 and 1974 the number of grants jumped from
thirty-four to sixty-one, an increase of 44.3 percent with
a 27 percent increase in dollars. As discussed in Chapter
II, 1973 was the year of publication for two major studies
on future directions for higher education, The Newman
Report II and most of the reports of the Carnegie Commis-
sion on Higher Education. Both studies advocated increased
attention to the program and service needs of adult learners.

In 1975 there was another jump of 39 percent in
grants and 38 percent in appropriations from the previous
year. This small spurt of activity seems to have peaked
by 1976 when 100 grants were made for a total of $13,155,774.
The last years of the study show a substantial decline in
both number and amounts of grant dollars, dropping 28 and
34 percent beginning in 1977.

This "trend" however, evaporated upon closer exami-
nation of individual foundation activities in each of those
years. For example, half of the 1974 increase in the
number of grants was due simply to the addition of Mott
Foundation data which had not been included in 1973. As
reported, Kellogg grants actually dropped that year although
the decrease was offset by Lilly whose awards increased
substantially. The remaining twelve grants for 1974 were

spread among the "bottom eight" foundations in the study.
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In 1975, Mott, Ford and Kellogg more than doubled
the number of grants they gave in 1974. This accounts for
74 percent of the thirty-nine new grants. 1In 1976, 49
percent of all grants awarded can be attributed solely
to Mott, offsetting substantial drops by Ford, Carnegie,
and Cleveland.

Table 4.1 also shows that similar distortion
occurred in the dollar appropriations, where the immense
fiscal leadership of Kellogg and Mott dwarfs the monetary
awards made by other foundations in the study.

An examination of individual foundation's grants
as a proportion of their total U.S. giving showed the same
sort of leadership domination by Kellogg and Mott. The
Foundation Center had estimated total foundation grants
to the area of Adult Education at approximately 2 percent
of total foundation philanthropy.1 As indicated in Table
4.2, however, only three foundations exceeded that figure
for this, more broadly defined, study. Kellogg and Mott
gave 15.5 percent and 14.5 percent of their six year total
of U.S. appropriations to continuing and nontraditional
education, followed by Carnegie at 5.8 percent. Both 1975
and 1976 were major years for grants with these three
foundations.

Although the Ford Foundation, whose total annual
grant payments is greater than most foundation's assets,
gave only 0.6 percent of their six year appropriation for

this subject, it amounted to 3.1 percent of their Education



65

yoxeasay pue

9°0 - S°0 9°0 €°T 9°0 c°0 Hmuoammo 3uadaag
pn3is sTyl
oov’s 06 ¢os SLL 09Z‘t T62‘T (434 woI s3jueis
. sjuexs yoaxeasay
ZS0’'TLT z06°LT 867’V G81°8¢ P18 1¢ 085‘6¢ €LT 6E pue uoT3eoNpa
‘ . ‘ . . . P suotjetadoaddy
LLGS " 9V6 6LT°80T Shv 86 990°LET vy zLt 6zz°02¢ 9TZ 012 Jueas Te3lol
pI0oJd
S 61 ¢ 01 [ANAN §°g¢ L T2 T°v1 €°C1 x 3uadaad
‘ . pnis sTyz
gTv'ee b6E’'E €18‘€ £€8‘9 TL0° ¥ T6€°C T26‘C woIJ sjueIs
R . . P . . ‘ suot3jetadoaddy
86L°0ST STT ¢ 8ve " 1¢ €8L°9¢ c9L"8T c00°LT 88L°EC Juers Te30l
bbotr 1oy
8°¢ v € S°¢ 9°1 £€°6 L V-8 i 3uadaad
pn3is sTyY3l
0TS‘"v 6LE 187 881 voz‘t v80°T Tve'l woij s3jueIs
. . , ) . , . suotjeTradoaddy
8L LL 06C° 1T T86°TT 8GL 1T 668°¢C1 €207 9T 1€8°v1 Juers Te3ol
oTbauae)
Te3or
Ie9% 9 8L61 LL6T 9L61 SLel €L6T €L6T

*(000) sxel1op 3O spuesnoyl
utr saanbrtd °8L6T-€L6T ‘suorietradoaddy 3juexs suoTiepunod TenpTATpul

3ybta Jo uorzaxodoad e Se sjueaH uoTiIeonpd JRUOTITPRIJUON pur HBUTNUTIUOD--°Z°F OTdel



66

L*0 - 6°0 b0 0°2 - 0°1 jusdI9g
z6€ S 56 6¢ LT 9 SL oS o,
S6£°GS  0€Z'0T  0LO‘OT  SSE‘OT  ©6S‘8 985*8 995°L SO 0Ty
pueToASTD
G ¥T 1°6 9°21 G*LZ 1°22 0°6 jusdI0d
SEE'ET  09T‘¢ 6L0°C 0vS‘€ z8E'€ €L0°T wozy sauets
699'T6  VES'PE  SES'9T  €68°2T  2z6L'ST  9T6'TI . SuoTIRT IS0
330W
6°1 0°1 "1 9'T T°1 g€ 81 jusdIag
8v9' v 891 p0z 259 ST9 160°z L16 SIS
Z00'€¥Z  ZPE'9T  9v8'LT  6z0’'zh  T29'SS  6EE‘6S  ¥Z8'IS SO oI
ATTT1

aeor e 8L6T LL6T 9L6T SL6T PLET €L6T

*panuUTIUCD--*Z*§ STqel



67

*€L6T I0F IS 9Y3 UT pPOpPIOOSI FOU SeMm e3IRP UOTIRpUNOd IIOW °S D«

*s3I0d9y Tenuuy

S,UO0T3epUNOI TenpIATpPUl woxj ua)el suoTrTjertadoadde juexb uoTjepunog :sS20aIno0s

T c°0 €°1 '€ 6°1 9°1 X Juadaad
pn3ls sTy3l
8TV ST 6L ot gL L8 0 WOXJ S3IURID
. P . ’ , . P suotT3jetadoaddy
6EV° 0€E vov°s LSO 9 LTO0°S €CL € vy S veL"' ¥ queis Te30L
oosTourxj ues
8°0 8°0 €°¢ S0 L0 €°0 i Iusdaad
pn3is sty3l
768‘T 6C¢ 968 vee 9T¢€ 6CT 0 WOl sjueIs
suot3jeTxdoaddy
VES'9VC T15‘0% 9Tv‘6€ z98’‘zy OLE'TY votT‘cy L' ov Jueis 1e30L
I9T 93900y
Te3or
Iesx 9 8L6T LL6T 9L61 SL6T 1 ZA €L6T

*pPeNUTIUOD--"Z ' OTgeL



68

and Research program budget. This, in dollar figures, is

more analogous to other foundation's total grants.

Types of Grant Recipients

What types of institutions and organizations have been
recipients of foundation grants for continuing and
nontraditional education activities? As a recipient
of foundation grants in this area, how does higher
education compare with other institutions and organi-
zations in the level of support they have received?

To what extent have individual recipients been awarded
multiple grants for continuing and nontraditional edu-
cation activities?

The Foundation Center estimates that roughly 25
percent of all foundation grants are for higher education
purposes. Higher education institutions, however, as
recipients of foundation grants for all purposes receive
a much larger share of foundation contributions.2 In this
study higher education institutions, on the average, received
60.6 percent of all grants and 63.7 percent of all dollars
appropriated. The variation, shown in Tables 4.3 and 4.4
ranged from a high of 74.4 percent from Mott, to a low of
15.4 percent from the San Francisco Foundation. Of all the
foundations, only Carnegie and Lilly show any marked
emphasis for private higher education institutions.

The Carnegie Corporation which has spoken out in
favor of alternative providers of educational opportunities
for adults other than higher education, nonetheless, gave

50 percent of their grants to higher education institu-

tions. Forty percent of their grants went to educational
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organizations with 6.6 percent awarded to non-education
agencies or groups.

School systems, a traditional sponsor of adult
basic and leisure education, and Community Colleges, a more
recent but aggressive competitor for adult clientele,
received few, if any, grants from foundations. The excep-
tion was Mott which gave 12.5 percent of its grants to
these two recipients and State Boards of Education. School
systems, a major component in the Community Education con-
cept, which Mott has pioneered, comprised 9.5 percent of
Mott's grants in this study.

Educational and non-educational organizations
respectively received 19.4 percent and 12 percent of all
the grants awarded. This relatively close tally, however,
does not carry over into actual appropriations where fund-
ing to educational organizations was almost three times
greater than that given to non-education groups.

A closer examination of the frequency of grants
made to specific institutions and organizations, moreover,
reveals additional information. Except for those institu-
tions that receive yearly Mott Foundation support as
Regional Community Education Centers, only two universities
received more than three grants over the six year period.
Cornell University received five grants totaling $475,112
between 1975-77. One $5000 grant was from Ford. The

remainder were from the Carnegie Corporation. Most of
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these funds, $342,712, were for development of a compre-
hensive education program directed to union women.

The largest institutional recipient of foundation
grants was the University of Michigan which received seven
grants from four foundations amounting to $1,114,778.

These included a large grant, $559,209, from Kellogg for

a continuing education program in public health, three
grants from Mott for community education projects, two
grants from Ford for the further education and training of
women, and a small grant from Lilly toward the development
of the Open University concept. The Mott and Kellogg
foundations are both incorporated in Michigan. The Ford
Foundation, now in New York, was established there in 1936.
The Lilly Endowment resides in nearby Indiana.

Three educational organizations were the only other
recipients of more than two grants over the period covered
by the study. The American Association of Community and
Junior Colleges received four grants from three foundations
between 1975-77 for a total of $851,275. All four grants
were for different projects although two, from Mott, con-
cerned community education.

The Ford Foundation was a big supporter of the
Mississippi Action for Community Education, making three
grants totaling $837,500. The Rockefeller Foundation pro-
vided them with two grants and the Clark Foundation gave
another, for a grand total of $1,229,750. All these grants

were used for program operations.
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Between 1973 and 1978 the Educational Development
Center received the support of three foundations with
seven grants for the training and continuing education of
school administrators. Carnegie was the primary sponsor
giving two grants for a total of $655,000. Ford gave
$75,000 and the Sloan Foundation made three small grants

that came to $46,000.

Purpose of the Grants

What kinds of continuing and nontraditional education
activities have received foundation support? Which
have received the most support? 1Is there any relation-
ship between the type of recipient and the type of
activity funded? Have there been specific kinds of
programs that have received special attention from
individual foundations? Has there been any interest

in grants directed at the learning needs of particular
groups of adults?

An examination of Table 4.5 shows that among the
seven classifications used to divide the activities included
in this study, Community Education was the area that
received the largest number of grants. The Mott Founda-
tion, which is responsible for the development of this
concept, accounted for 116 of the 135 full purpose grants
and 26 of the 30 partial purpose grants. This is ten of
the more than $13 million dollars that has been given for
this purpose. Almost all the grants made for Community
Education went to educational institutions, universities

and school systems. There were twenty-three grants to non-

profit organizations, but the descriptor, as used in the
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grant listings, seemed to indicate a variety of social
action and community development activities.

Activities traditionally defined as continuing
education received the most attention from all the founda-
tions, with 125 full purpose grants totaling over $22
million dollars. Training, another popular and established
form of continuing education for adults had fifty full and
thirty partial purpose grants amounting to over $7 million.
While Kellogg and Lilly were the primary providers of funds
for continuing education, the Ford Foundation placed its
primary emphasis on the very obviously job-related training
function.

Training was the only area that higher education
did not dominate as a grant recipient. Non-profit organi-
zations received twenty-five full purpose training grants,
slightly more than the twenty-two received by higher educa-
tion institutions. There were, however, an additional
thirty grants classified as having partial training purposes.
These grants were from Mott for training administrators
and community leaders in community education. Most of
these grants went to higher education institutions.

Nontraditional education, particularly external
degree programs and learning resource centers, received
substantial and broadly based support. No single foundation
took the leadership role in funding these more experimental
activities. Carnegie, Ford, Mott and Lilly all made moder-

ate efforts in this regard. During this period,
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approximately eighty-six grants were made for nontraditional
education purposes with over $10 million dollars in actual
appropriations.

The learning resources center and educational
brokering concepts, which emphasize the utilization of
existing educational opportunities, were fairly popular
among almost all the foundations with twenty-seven full or
partial purpose grants amounting to over 2.5 million
dollars. External degree programs also received over $2.5
million for fourteen grants.

Nontraditional education generally was the area
that received the most shared purpose grants. Many grants
combined these newer, less tested programs with traditional
activities or built several nontraditional activities into
a single program. Again, higher education was the dominant
recipient of grants in this area with fifty-five out of
eighty-six full purpose grants. Educational organizations
received twenty grants and other non-profit organizations
gathered eleven grants.

Within these general classifications of grant pur-
pose several special purposes emerge as holding the
interest of one or more foundations. Foremost in this
regard has been the area of health care administration.
Since 1973, the Kellogg Foundation has made thirty-six
grants for these professional continuing education activ-

ities. This accounts for 50 percent of all Kellogg's grants
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herein, and amounts to over 9.7 million dollars broken down

into five project areas as follows:

9 General health care administration $2,445,481
7 Financial Management 2,053,372
8 Nursing and nursing administration 2,786,644
6 Long term health care administration 308,305
_6 Other 2,300,918
36 $9,894,720

The San Francisco Foundation also made three awards in this
area with two more from Mott and New York Community Trust
making a total of forty-two grants for $10,177,435.

In 1974-75 the Ford Foundation sponsored a program
that provided professional training for visual artists.
Eleven grants were made, generally ranging from $50-70,000.
Two grants, however, were to the Visual Arts Center of
Alaska for $450,000 of the $950,000 total.

Twenty-five percent of The Lilly Endowment's grants
were in support of continuing education activities for the
clergy. Between 1974-76, Lilly gave eleven grants for this
project at a cost of $799,833. Another activity that
received Lilly support was the area of faculty development
with eight grants to various universities and consortiums
for a total of $814,615.

The Lilly Endowment, however, was not the only
foundation interested in continuing education for faculty
and university administrators. Ford, Carnegie, Kellogg,
Rockefeller and Mellon all made contributions for this

purpose. In total, twenty grants were given equalling
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$3,306,536 to assist university personnel in improving
their performance.

The further education of school administrators and
teachers was also a popular area of foundation interest.
Twenty-three grants were made for activities in this area
from nine foundations. Ford, with eight and Carnegie, with
six, were the leaders here. The total was $2,056,963.

The major project was the previously mentioned program of

the Educational Development Corporation.

The Ford Foundation was the largest single con-
tributor to nontraditional education, giving sixteen grants,
34.8 percent, totaling $2,329,131, or 43.1 percent over
the six years. Of major interest to Ford has been the
development of the British Open University concept and the
use of communications technology. Ford made five grants
for this purpose over the six years coming to $1,184,445.
Evaluation research for nontraditional education has also
been of concern to Ford. Five of their sixteen grants were
for various kinds of evaluation for nontraditional educa-
tion generally and specifically for external degree pro-
grams. Ford's research commitment in this area was
$116,176.

New York State was the leader in obtaining founda-
tion support for nontraditional education programs. The
New York Regents, credit-by-examination program, and
Empire State College, which primarily takes a contract-

learning approach, received $997,276 and $222,050
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respectively, from Carnegie and Kellogg in the first case
and from Carnegie and Ford in the second. The Regional
Learning Service of Central New York, a pioneer in the
resource center and brokering concepts garnered $486,927
from Carnegie, Ford, and Kellogg.

Basically, grants awarded to higher education insti-
tutions were degree-related and developmental, especially L.

in nontraditional activities. The focus of higher educa-

tion grants for continuing education and training centered
on either research or professional development. Non-profit
organizations received grants for training purposes or for
the development of education and career resource centers.
The few guidance and counseling grants also went to these
groups. Those non-profit agencies classed as educational
also received grants for continuing education. Many of
these were professional organizations offering development
opportunities for their associates. Most of the school
systems received funds for community education. A few,
however, received grants in support of adult basic educa-
tion, G.E.D.'s, or further training for administrative
personnel.

Slightly under 20 percent of all grants in this
study were geared to the educational needs of particular
groups of adults. Eighty-six out of 434 grants went to
projects for minority groups members, women, elders, or
other specific client populations. Eleven of Rockefeller's

fourteen grants, $1,808,625, went to programs for minorities.
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Two of these were for Native Americans and one was for
Hispanics. Seven of the grants were for leadership devel-
opment or community education.

Just under half of the number of grants Carnegie
gave out went to programs serving the needs of women,
totaling $1,680,847. Three of these grants were for the
Cornell University Labor School project for union women.
Seven other programs for women also focused on training

and career development.

The San Francisco Foundation awarded nine out of
its thirteen grants to a diverse array of special client
groups. The elderly, women, the handicapped, prisoners,
and homosexuals all received portions of the $71,583 total
that went to special groups.

Foundations with Special Interest
in Adult Education

How do those foundations that have specified an inter-
est in adult education compare in their funding pat-
terns to other foundations in the study?

The Mott and Kellogg foundations, two of the three
foundations that the Foundation Center's Directory specif-
ically listed as interested in the field of Adult Education,
were clearly leaders in supporting continuing and nontra-
ditional education activities. Fifty-five percent of all
the grants and 64.7 percent of all the appropriations in
this study were from these two foundations.

Their commitment to developing opportunities in

continuing education is further illustrated by looking at
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the proportion of their annual contributions that go to
this area. While the average for all Directory foundations
is only 2 percent of annual contributions, Kellogg and Mott
respectively gave 15.5 percent and 14.5 percent of their
yearly grant appropriations to activities included in this
study. A reexamination of Table 4.2 shows that all the
other foundations in the study were appropriating amounts

much closer to the Foundation Directory norm.

Mott's commitment, however, is very narrowly focused
on developing programs in Community Education with only a
token effort in other continuing and nontraditional educa-
tion categories considered herein. More than ten of the
$13.3 million Mott appropriated for these purposes went to
community education, $1.3 million went to continuing educa-
tion and less than $400,000 was given for nontraditional
education.

Similarly, the Kellogg Foundation has concentrated
two-thirds of its contributions to more traditionally
defined programs of continuing education. Although Kellogg
has funded substantial projects in newer, more experimental
areas of adult education, the other foundations seem more
willing to fund nontraditional approaches.

The Lilly Endowment, the third foundation to
specify adult education as a field of interest, did not
have an obvious leadership position among the selected
foundations. Ranking fourth, behind Ford, in grants and

appropriations, Lilly committed only 1.9 percent of its
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grants to continuing and nontraditional education over the
period of this study. This is only partially explained by
a large drop in assets and expenditures that began in 1977.
Twenty-five percent of Lilly's grants, however, have been

in support of nontraditional education activities, partic-

ularly learning resource centers.

Adequacy of Information Sources

How adequate are the publicly available sources of
foundation grants information for research into their
grant-making activities.

The Foundation Grants Index

The FGI, developed by the Foundation Center in
1972 to facilitate research into foundation grant-making
activities was chosen as the data source for this study
because most of the major foundations provided grant infor-
mation to it. Furthermore, the grants were presented in a
uniform fashion and provided additional information and
description not included in the IRS 990-A's or in most
foundation annual reports.

The generation, by computer search, of grants
inappropriate to this topic had, to some extent, been
anticipated. Analysis of the remaining 434 grants, however,
produced information that was not consistent with the
researcher's knowledge of these foundations based upon
secondary analysis of annual reports. Examples of these

inconsistencies include:

-
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1. The data showed the Carnegie Corporation as
making thirty grants totaling $4,509,501 over the six
year period. However, a detailed case study of Carnegie
that was developed as part of this investigation revealed
five grants for that period totaling $7,961,706 (see
Chapter V).

2. The Lilly Endowment, according to this data,
made three awards in 1977 and two in 1978 compared to the
ten to twelve in previous years. Lilly has been a major
advocate of continuing education. Their 1977 Annual Report
was found to have seventeen grants that met the criteria
established for this study, totaling over $1.2 million (see
Chapter V). This figure alone calls into doubt all the
figures given for Lilly and casts suspicion on the com-
pPleteness of all the grant data especially given the low
numerical and dollar totals of some of these very large
foundations.

3. The Cleveland Foundation, according to the
data, made six grants for nontraditional education pur-
poses. Yet, correspondence with this foundation indicated
they had made a major commitment to this area between
1974-78 totaling $784,840 (see Chapter V).

4. The Ford Foundation often tends to distort the
overall picture of foundation activity because of their
huge assets and yearly grants. In this study, however, they
are shown as giving less than six million dollars to these

purposes over six years. This is less than 20 percent of

-
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their educational research budget in any one year of the
six years studied except 1978.

The construction of the original FGI search was
reviewed by Ms. Martha Keenes of the Foundation Center.

She expressed the opinion that the search was well designed,
and that it contained a larger number of descriptors than
usually used by others doing grants research, which likely
would result in selection of some inappropriate grants.

This had already been taken into account.

The culprit, it seems, is at the source. The
foundations supply grant descriptions to the FGI voluntarily.
The detail in these descriptions and the terminology used
can vary greatly from foundation to foundation and from
year to year. Although the Foundation Center provides a
special form for this information, less than one-third of
the participating foundations use it, preferring to simply
send in Annual or Quarterly Reports or the IRS 990—A's.3

Each grant's classification and key words are sup-
plied either by the foundation or the Foundation Center
staff. Different individuals will be responsible for this
task as grants are submitted throughout each year. Without
a knowledge of the terminology even grants with detailed
description can be misclassified. This, in part, explains
why some faculty development grants were included in the
search while others were not. Two descriptors, continuing

education and career development, were used as key words



88

in classifying some of the grant listings but not in all of
them.

These deficiencies in the FGI were not public
knowledge until March 1, 1980, with the publication of the

1979 Foundation Grants Index when, "in an effort to develop

a more consistent base of grant information the Center
expanded the Index to include all grant information of the
ninety-eight largest grant-making foundations meeting the
criteria for inclusion."4 The grants made by those founda-
tions will be carefully checked for completeness of informa-
tion by Foundation Center Staff.

The problems in classification and lack of standard
terminology however, continue to exist, making any substan-
tive analysis based on the FGI difficult. This is especi-
ally true for the field of continuing education where con-
flicts and controversy over terminology abound and efforts
to resolve them through standardization have not been

successful.5

Alternative Information Sources
Concurrent with the discovery of the inadequacies
of the FGI, additional difficulty was also encountered in
trying to obtain other information directly from the founda-
tions. 1In trying to find out the extent of funding con-
tinuing education activities received as a proportion of
foundation grants to education or higher education, the

researcher discovered that this type of categorical
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breakdown was generally not made by most of the foundations

in their Annual Reports. The Education Program Officer of

each foundation was contacted under the assumption that

this type of information would be kept for internal analy-

sis. Correspondence produced three kinds of response: a

reply stating that the information was not kept, a referral

to the Annual Report, or no reply. The Cleveland Foundation

was the only foundation that made available this information l
to the researcher. b

Similarly, attempts to contact some of these adminis-
trators by telephone produced referrals to the Foundation
Center or unreturned messages.6 Realizing that the number
of people seeking grants and grant information is large,
this response is understandable. Nonetheless, it compli-
cated the research process.

Annual Reports, as a source for comparative data
also proved to be generally unsuitable. First, some foun-
dations provided detailed descriptions of each grant in
their reports while others list only the recipient, the
amount, and a short phrase for a description. Second,
foundations list grants that were authorized during their
fiscal year which varied with each foundation. A third
problem was that a change in accounting, organizational
restructuring, or fiscal year, resulted in footnoted admust-
ments to financial data which also complicated comparisons.

Additionally, there was little consistency between

foundations in their approaches to report format.
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Categories of grants awarded were different for each foun-
dation and sometimes changed from year to year as the
foundation changed program priorities or reorganized
internally. All these difficulties compound the human
error that is likely in drawing out the appropriate infor-
mation from an annual report.

It is obvious that trying to determine how great
a problem exists within the FGI when there is no more
reliable alternative for comparison is a very difficult
undertaking. Some perspective, however, can be obtained
by examining in detail the grant-making activities of three
foundations in this study, Carnegie, Cleveland, and Lilly.
Drawing on all available data sources, in this way the
three foundations illustrate not only the magnitude of the
research problem but also provide a more detailed perspec-
tive regarding patterns of grant-making activities for con-

tinuing and traditional education.

Summary

Data for this study was analyzed from the per-
spectives of the donor foundations, recipients, and grant
purposes. Overall, 434 grants were made in 1973-78 period
by the fifteen selected foundations. The total appropri-
ation was $56.8 million.

Five foundations, Mott, Kellogg, Ford, Carnegie
and Lilly, accounted for 82.5 percent of all contributions.

Mott and Kellogg, two of the three foundations on record
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as interested in this field contributed 14.5 percent and
15.5 percent of their respective budgets over the six years,
to continuing and nontraditional education activities.

Higher education was the favored recipient of foun-
dation grants, gathering 60.7 percent of all grants and
63.7 percent of all appropriations. Some foundations pre-
ferred giving to private higher education institutions but
public colleges and universities were favored two to one,
receiving $24.1 million to the $12.1 given to private insti-
tutions received multiple grants, generally from two to
four foundations.

The continuing education of faculty and of health
care administrators were two special projects that caught
the interest of several foundations. Among nontraditional
education programs, learning resource centers received
widespread support. External Degree programs were also
popular.

Comparisons between FGI data and foundation annual
reports revealed numerous examples of underreporting by
the FGI of grants relevant to this research. Lack of con-
sistent terminology and definitions and the voluntary
nature of the reporting system were traced as some of the
reasons. Foundation annual reports were found to have less
information concerning individual grants than the FGI.

They were, therefore, used as a supplementary source instead

of an alternative to FGI information.



CHAPTER V

THREE CASE STUDIES

Introduction

Additional insight into foundation interest in con-
tinuing and nontraditional education was gained by exam-
ining the Annual Reports and other publications of The
Carnegie Corporation, Lilly Endowment and Cleveland Founda-
tion. 1In assets and grant payments these three foundations
respectively represented the top, middle and bottom ranks
of the foundations studied. Their publications varied in
style and comprehensiveness and their priorities were dif-
ferent. This diversity added depth to the study of founda-
tion grant-making patterns. It also illustrated the wide-
spread nature of the data base deficiencies.

Each case study begins with highlights of the foun-
dation's history followed by analysis of their publications,
particularly Annual Reports. Finally, the grant analysis
compares listings in the reports with those provided by
the FGI using the decision rules and criteria outlined in
Chapter III. Adjustments to the FGI data are shown in

accompanying tables.

92
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The Carnegie Corporation of New York

Background

The Carnegie Corporation of New York was set up as
a philanthropic foundation in 1911 by steel magnate, Andrew
Carnegie. It was one of seven philanthropic and educational
organizations established by Carnegie in the U.S. 1Its
capital fund, originally donated at a value of about $135
million, now has a market worth of over $272 million,
placing it among the fifteen largest foundations in the
nation.

As a foundation, its purpose is "the advancement
and diffusion of knowledge and understanding among peoples
of the United States and certain parts of the British
Commonwealth. 1In the U.S. grants are made primarily to
academic institutions and national or regional organiza-
tions to improve education at all levels from preschool
through higher education and for research or monitoring
projects designed to advance the cause of social justice
and equal opportunity in education. Within these broad
parameters, the Corporation concentrates on a limited
number of problems at any one time.“l

The Carnegie Corporation's record in the field of
national and international education is well known. 1In
the past, Carnegie has been involved in such areas as:
adult education in the 1920s and 1930s, arts education in

the 1950s, public television in the 1960s and education
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of blacks in the 19705.2

Among its many activities are
such major reports as Gunnar Mydral's pioneering commentary

on American race relations, An American Dilemma, James

Conant's work on the American High School, and Clark Kerr's

Commission on Higher Education.

Foundation Publications

Public accountability was a theme introduced in
1924 by Carnegie's first major professional president,
Fredrick P. Keppel. Keppel felt that foundations, although
privately endowed, were public enterprises and that grants
made by them should be a matter of public concern.3 It is
a philosophy that the foundation continues to hold and
reflect in its publications.

Carnegie published guarterly and annual reports, a
"general information" leaflet, and special reports on major
projects. Their Annual Reports have developed a consistent
reporting format that has been kept for over a decade.

The Reports began with the "Report from the President"
which set the tone by discussing the major thrust of the
past year's activities. The "Report on the Program" pro-
vided a summary of grant actions and detailed descriptions
of all grants funded. Also reported were summaries of
internal projects and publications resulting from past
grants. The "Report of the Secretary" gave a short summary

of personnel changes, and the "Report of the Treasurer"
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provided all the financial information required by law for
public disclosure.

The Program Report was the most detailed account
of grants among all the foundations studied. It began its
list of grants by providing a summary of the numbers,
amounts, and recipients of grants awarded and stated the
basic criteria used by the foundation for making grant
decisions. The grants were divided into six program areas:
higher education, early childhood development, elementary
and secondary education, public affairs, other grants and
grants to the Commonwealth program. The report from each
program area highlighted the major priorities and projects
and provided elaborate descriptions of all new grants
awarded within its jurisdiction. Not provided in these
reports were the subtotals for grant appropriations for each
area or the duration of each grant. Additionally, the
descriptions provided for each grant sometimes supplied
the background of the recipient organization to the exclu-
sion of the purpose for the grant.

The "Report of the Treasurer" provided an alpha-
betical listing of all payments made on grants during the
fiscal year, ending each September 30th. A brief one sen-
tence description was provided along with the year the
grant was made or its location within the current report.
From this list one could approximate the duration of grants

made in previous fiscal years.
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Grant Analysis 1973-78

According to their 1973 Annual Report, Carnegie
appropriated $16,594,797 for 121 grants. This included
$1,764,000 for the Commonwealth program. Fifty-four of
these grants went to colleges, universities or schools.
The stated program priorities for higher education included
the development of more flexible program options, nontra-
ditional study, liberal education and exploration of the
relationship between education and work. Forty-two percent
of all new grants, $6,785,015, went to programs in the
higher education division. Five of those fifty-one grants
met the criteria developed for this study. Three of those,
however, were not included in the grants provided by the
FGI to this study.

Georgetown Universit¥
gl64,000 for conferences and workshops to train

faculty in the use of individualized instruction.

Syracuse University, Regional Learning Service
$58,000 to provide counselors, study materials,
and information for external degree students.

The Manpower Institute, Education-Manpower Council
$140,000 for a comprehensive study of the impli-
cations of lifelong learning for education and
business.

Furthermore, there were five other grants provided by the
FGI, but not listed in the higher education section of the
Annual Report. Four of these were found among the thir-

teen grants that Carnegie made through its elementary and

secondary education unit, although the Foundation Center

had categorized them as Personnel Development or Educational

o e A
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Research. One grant, made in December, to support a study
of continuing education programs for women, was not found
in either the 1973 or 1974 Annual Reports. It was, how-
ever, in the first quarterly report for the 1974 fiscal
year.

All seven of the grants that the FGI provided to
this study contained less description of grant purposes
than provided by the Annual Reports. In two cases the
report's descriptions were so different that they did not
fit this study's established criteria. When these two
inappropriate grants were eliminated from Carnegie's
1973 figures cited earlier and the three omitted grants
were added, the total number of 1973 grants for continuing
and nontraditional education rose to eight and the total
appropriation increased to $1,582,000 which was 10.7 per-
cent of all Carnegie's grants for the year instead of the
previous 8.4 percent.

The "hit or miss" nature of the FGI and Annual
Reports for this and other years is shown in Table 5.1.

In 1974, the Corporation made 106 grants for $15,799,988.
Fifty-one of these went to educational institutions. The
Higher Education Program priorities remained the same with
$5,698,475 for forty-four grants. Seven of those grants,
equaling $1,509,700, fit into this study; only two, how-
ever, at $302,000 were selected by the computer search.

Two major grants overlooked by the search went to:
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The Educational Testing Service
$821,000 for the CAEL project on nontraditional
experiential learning
The American Council on Education and the New York
State Regents Program

to examine the use of credit-for-prior-learning

acquired through noneducational institutions.

The five grants were probably listed in the FGI, however,
since the FGI has shortened the grant descriptions, there
was no way to determine what categories and descriptors
were used.

Five other grants not found listed in the section
on higher education, were provided by the FGI for 1974.
Three of these were listed within Carnegie's section for
elementary and secondary education grants. One of these,
to Experiential Systems, Inc. was listed in the Annual
Report as $81,485 but the FGI printout had it itemized as
$181,485. The two remaining grants were made late in 1974
which placed them in Carnegie's 1975 Annual Report.

When adjustments were made for omitted grants or
errors in information, Carnegie's commitment to continuing
education went up to $2,191,859 for twelve grants which
was 14.6 percent of their grants for the year.

The central themes for Higher Education in
Carnegie's 1975 report were to (1) widen options for all
individuals of all ages who seek a college education and
(2) the further development of programs that integrate work

and education patterns of lifelong learning. Overall,

higher education accounted for thirty-nine out of the 125
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grants Carnegie made that year, $4,309,061 out of $13,938,035
in grant appropriations.

Seven of those thirty-nine grants fit into this
research. Only one, to the Syracuse University Regional
Learning Service, was selected by the FGI search. Inter-
estingly this program was one that the FGI had failed to
identify in 1973. Obviously the descriptions and/or cate-
gories were quite different in each year. The other six
grants represented $663,450 in grant money not reflected
earlier in this report.

There were seven other FGI grants that were not
contained in the higher education section of the Carnegie
report. Two were found described under public affairs.

Two others were made late in the calendar year and were
reported in 1976. Two grants were found listed in the
treasurer's financial report but not described elsewhere.
One grant, to Cornell University initiating an extensive
education resource network for working women was described
so vaguely in the Annual Report that it was initially over-
looked, yet descriptions in subsequent years clearly indi-
cate its suitability for inclusiqn.

Only three grants were reported by the FGI as
meeting the study criteria for 1976. One, for the Cornell
University program was listed under higher education in the
1977 report. Another had been classified in the elementary
and secondary division. The third, to Wellesley College

for a program for mature women, was described in the report
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as having a research emphasis in career counseling which
did not fit into this study. Additionally, there were four
other higher education grants drawn from the report but not
in the FGI accounting for another $536,000.

Deleting the Wellesley program and adding the other
four grants, placed the total commitment at $642,000. This
was still a substantial drop from previous years. It should
be noted, however, that the 1976 priorities for higher edu-
cation shifted somewhat toward finding solutions for "steady
state" fiscal concerns and increased educational opportuni-
ties for minorities and women.

One of the two 1977 FGI grants, to continue the
Cornell University project, appeared in the 1978 Annual
Report. The other, to the National Center for Educational
Brokering, was found where it was expected to be, listed
under higher education grants. A $28.000 grant, however, to
Syracuse's Regional Learning Service, the foremost educa-
tional brokerage in the country, did not appear in the com-
puter search along with three others totaling $644,000.
Although nontraditional education was still a major concern
in 1977, there had been a definite shift in emphasis toward
improving undergraduate education through more effective
use of resources, and to collective bargaining issues.

By 1978, the higher education program priorities
had completed the changeover to a focus on financial prob-
lems and coping with a "steady state" environment. Only

four grants in that section of the report fit into this



103

study. Two of these had been listed by the FGI. The differ-
ence being only $242,350. There was one grant made in
December, provided by FGI, that appeared in their 1979

Annual Report.

As Table 5.1 illustrates, Carnegie's commitment to
nontraditional and continuing education was considerably
underestimated in the FGI search. Given the enormous uni-
verse of possible projects to fund, an average commitment
of 10.2 percent over six years was substantial.

The underreporting of Carnegie grants by the FGI
appears to be the result of the loss of descriptive infor-
mation when the grants were entered for machine storage and
retrieval, combined with some inappropriate selection of
categories and key words by Foundation Centers staff. It
should be noted, however, that the FGI search did uncover
many grants that were administered under other Carnegie
program areas. These grants can easily be overlooked when
manually reviewing the one-hundred-plus grants described

in each report.

The Lilly Endowment

Background
In 1937, when the Lilly Endowment was established,
there was only $15,570 available as endowment income.
That year only one grant was made for $10,500 to the

Indianapolis Community Chest.4 Forty-one years later, in
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1978, their assets amounted to $653,367,581 and they made
326 grants paying out over $21 million dollars in appropri-
ations.

Initially, grants from the endowment fund reflected
the favorite charities of the Lilly family. This included
substantial general support grants to private colleges in
Indiana. 1In 1956, Lilly adopted a policy defining three
major areas of interest: education, community services and
religion. At that time over half of their grants were
going to education and another sixth into the field of
religion.5 In the area of community services the Endowment
placed its emphasis on "the preservation of human liberty
in the United States," and in 1962 grants were made which
"contributed to a better understanding of the anti-communist,
free-enterprise, limited government concept.“6

The focus on religion and on moral aspects of eco-
nomic education gave Lilly a reputation for conservatism,
and indeed small grants were made to fundamentalist colleges
and to nonpolitical, anti-communist activities. The largest
and most numerous grants, however, went to liberal religious
organizations and schools. The United Negro College Fund,
for example, received annual grants almost from the
beginning, as did Earlham College, a liberal Quaker insti-
tution.7

Lilly continues to place its emphasis on moral values
in its grants for religion, education and community service,

but few people now attach a conservative label.
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The Endowment has been interested in "innovative
programs that seek to produce positive changes in human
society, promote human development, strengthen independent
institutions, encourage responsive government at local,
state and national levels, and improve the quality of life

in Indianapolis and Indiana.8

Foundation Publications

During the early years, little was known about
Lilly's activities beyond its own community and its immedi-
ate beneficiaries. In 1950, however, the board decided to
publish its first annual report because increases in assets
had made it one of the major foundations in the country.
Reports have been issued ever since because:

we [Lilly] recognize our responsibility not only to
placg our money intelligently, but.also to make a
public accounting of our stewardship.
The Endowment also has a small pamphlet, "Guidelines,"
describing procedures for grant applicants.

Lilly's Annual Report, while adequate in present-
ing an overview of the foundation's activities, lacked the
descriptive quality to really enlighten someone interested
in the nature of their grants. The report format that
Lilly used was developed in 1974-75. It began with a
general statement that set the theme and summarized the
program priorities for the year. Usually the theme picked
up on internal operations or elaborated a part of the

grants process. Sometimes, however, an external event set
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the tone of the report. In 1973, the report also included
program reports that summarized activities in the areas of
education, religion and community development. These were
dropped the following year. Brief capsulizations of the
narrative for each year's report have been presented below.

1973: Characterized as a year of expanding activity
and staff. An announcement was made regarding the Endow-
ment's intention to eliminate, by 1976, the general support
grants to independent undergraduate colleges, to be replaced
by challenge grants. This shift occurred at the same time
that the Endowment re-emphasized its interest in program-
matic grants over grants for buildings or endowment.
Priorities for the area of Education included: improved
governance of higher education institutions; improved utili-
zation of faculty and administrative resources; and encour-
agement of professional development and continuing education
of teachers. A new direction into early childhood education
was also indicated. 1In the area of Religion the emphasis
was on continuing education of the clergy, particularly
those whose ministry was in Black churches, and in leader-
ship training and development. 1In 1973, the area of Com-
munity Development was undergoing a process of redefining
its options and policies. Education and training of com-
munity leaders was stressed.

1974: The importance of philanthropy and the pri-

vate non-profit sector was the theme for this report,
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probably influenced by the publication that year of the
Report of the Committee on Private Philanthropy and Public
Needs (The Filer Commission). This was the first year of a
new format which eliminated virtually all verbal descrip-
tion of activities, priorities and objectives. The report
basically reiterated the Filer Commission's statements on
the importance of foundations in sustaining a decentral-
ized, pluralistic system in America.

1975: In this year there was a return to a longer
narrative although without separate reports on programs
areas. The emphasis was on "self-help development" reflect-
ing the intent of Lilly to give grants to help people carry
on, on their own. Program priorities included:

Family Development early childhood development,
pre-school education and
training for parenthood

Career Development "not all colleges and uni-
versities . . . have been
able to keep pace with the
requirements of a society in
ferment or with the demands
of the_new breed of stu-
dent."

Professional Development to explore the frontiers of
new and effective training
and retraining programs,
particularly for the clergy,
for community leaders and
for college faculty.

1976: On 24 January 1977, Eli Lilly, one of the
principle founders, died. This report, therefore, included

an eulogy, paying tribute to the man and his interest in

religious values, education and social welfare. The keynote



108

of the report was Lilly's "investment in people," that
faith in the individuals and their organizations was
implicit in every grant decision. Stressing the importance
of the partner relationship, the foundation outlined its
expectations of grant recipients and concluded with pro-
files of fifteen individuals who had received past grants.

1977: The theme of this year was to "open a vista,"
to keep a clear view. It began with an apocryphal story
about J. K. Lilly, Sr. and led into a statement about that
being a year to examine and evaluate objectives and strate-
gies. 1977 was a year of financial troubles for Lilly
which necessitated a reduction in new grants and in operat-
ing expenses. The president affirmed the intention to fully
meet current grant obligations and characterized this period
as a time of challenge to the staff to sharpen their philan-
thropic skills.

1978: The narrative for this report focused on the
decision systems in the Endowment's grant-making process.
It reiterated its program areas and mentioned its avoidance
of health care projects. It presented an excellent outline
of the procedures and evaluation criteria for Lilly's grant
decisions but which were general enough to serve as a valu-

able guide for those seeking grants almost anywhere.

Grant Analysis
Following the narrative of each report was the

"List of Grants," an alphabetical list of recipients with
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a short phrase or sentence to describe the grant. Also
provided are the dollar amounts appropriated or paid out
to each organization that year and amounts paid previously
and those still outstanding. The major problem with this
section was that grant descriptions were too brief, often
insufficient for determining the grant's purpose.

Overall, it appeared that the Lilly Endowment has
stayed well within the original intentions of its founders
throughout its forty-three year history. Moral values and :
education continued to be stressed although the emphasis
changed as society's values changed. Education at all
levels and particularly theological education has been the
primary focus from the beginning. The idea of social wel-
fare, defined in 1937 basically as charitable contributions,
has shifted toward community development, again with an
emphasis on leadership education.

None of the yearly reports offered any details of
grant purposes or recipients. The columns were totaled at
the end of the list and it is left to the reader to count
or otherwise analyze the 200-300 grants listed each year.

For Lilly, the descriptions provided in the reports were
generally less than that supplied to the FGI. The lack of
description made it difficult to select grants that fell
within the framework of this study, although some of the

descriptions contained appropriate descriptors.
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Because Lilly's fiscal year coincided with the
calendar year, all FGI grants were located in each year's
report. There were many grants in each Annual Report
appropriate to this study but not selected by the computer.
Many of these grants contained descriptors used in the
search. Other grants however, had terms, such as "faculty
development," that were not included as descriptors, but
should have been.

Table 5.2 presents the combined Annual Report and
FGI grants for Lilly. Of the eleven additional grants taken
from Lilly's 1973 Annual Report, three were for faculty
development or faculty improvement. Two grants used the
term "noncampus education" instead of the descriptor "off-
campus education" selected for this search. Five other
grants clearly should have been selected by the computer
because they contained appropriate descriptors. Two of
these were:

Indiana Newman Foundation $120,000
Continuing education for campus ministers

DePaul University $ 20,000
Planning funds for a nontraditional school

The three other grants were for training programs for
teachers, clergy and laity. The eleven grants for 1.6
million indicated a much greater commitment by Lilly to
continuing education, on the order of 4.9 percent instead

of the 1.8 percent indicated solely by the FGI search.
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This same pattern was repeated throughout the other
five years of the study. There were fourteen to twenty-one
additional grants found in each Annual Report, adding one to
two million dollars to the Endowments total commitment.
Faculty Development was the term most frequently used for
these "found" grants, accounting for sixty-eight of the
ninety-eight additional grants identified. There were,
moreover, eight grants for "continuing education of faculty"
which had been identified by the FGI search. This combined

commitment to faculty improvement is shown in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3.--The Lilly Endowment: Faculty Development Grants

1973-78.

Year Number Amount

1973 4 $ 850,000
1974 10 1,439,953
1975 17 1,594,560
1976 21 1,849,576
1977 13 1,084,517
1978 11 1,413,702
Totals 76 $8,232,308

Most of the other grants found in the reports were
for programs involving various types of training. There

were also some grants that contained descriptors that had
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been used in this study and should, therefore, have been
identified by the FGI. Examples of these include:

St. Mary's-in-the-Woods College $300,000
to expand women's external degree program

St. Patrick's Church $ 20,000
adult education program

Educational Testing Service $200,000
training for faculty in credit evaluation
of life/work experience

Columbia College $ 50,000
continuing education for faculty

Phi Delta Kappa, Inc. $ 12,180
alternative education program

How these grants were entered into the FGI can only be
determined by running a search again for all Lilly grants.
Given the brevity of the grant descriptions used in
the reports, the six year total of 141 grants could be
either an overstatement or understatement of Lilly's com-
mitment to this area. This total, however, while vastly
larger than previously indicated by the FGI search,
reflected only 6.2 percent of the Endowment's total con-
tributions over six years. The fourteen to thirty-one
grants made each year for continuing and nontraditional
education purposes were not many in view of the 150-200

grants Lilly awarded each year.

The Cleveland Foundation

Background
The Cleveland Foundation was established in 1914

largely through the efforts of Frederick H. Golf, president
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of the Cleveland Trust Company. The Foundation was the
first community foundation in the country and served as a
model for all community foundations that followed in suc-
ceeding years.

The foundation had 241 separate trust funds and a
combined fund for smaller gifts. Five trustee banks safe-
guard and invest the funds which were allocated several
times each year by an eleven member distribution committee
representing a cross-section of community leadership and
local philanthropy. With assets over $150 million, the
Cleveland Foundation was the second largest community foun-
dation in the nation.

In 1914, before the foundation had earned any
income, its then sole trustee, the Cleveland Trust Company,
donated $10,000 for a series of comprehensive community-wide
public surveys to identify and publicize the major problem

of the area.ll

Within three years the foundation had four
times its 1914 budget and by 1918 was making its first con-
tributions. That year the foundation was instrumental in
establishing Cleveland's Community Chest, the predecessor
of the United Fund, the first combined contributions plan
in the country.

The Foundation's stated purposes were "to assist
public charitable or educational institutions in Ohio;

promote education and scientific research; care for the

sick, aged and helpless; improve living and working




115

conditions; provide facilities for public recreation; pro-
mote social and domestic hygiene, sanitation and the pre-
vention of disease; and research into the causes of ignor-

nl2 In short, everything

ance, poverty, crime and vice.
except religion. Grants were made for special projects with
emphasis on higher education, hospitals, health and medical
research, social services, the aged, child welfare, com-

munity and economic development and criminal justice.

Foundation Publications

Annual Reports and a quarterly newsletter were the
official publications of the Cleveland Foundation.

Their Annual Report, the primary vehicle of public
information for all foundations, was somewhat of a cross
between those of the Carnegie Corporation and The Lilly
Endowment. The format has been the same since 1974 when it
eliminated some information about individual grants but
provided more detailed program reports. Each Report began
with a letter from the Chairman and a Director's Report.
The first of these adopted a very general theme and the
letter provided an overview of foundation activities within
a community or national context.

A graphic summary of grant appropriations in the
six areas of foundation interest was presented followed by
reports from each program area: education, health, cultural
affairs, civic affairs, social services and special philan-

thropic services. Each program area presented a verbal
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summary of its priorities and highlighted several illustra-
tive grants. An alphabetical listing followed, listing
all grant recipients in that program area with very brief,
one sentence, descriptions of purpose. Each program area
had separate lists and subtotals for designated and undesig-
nated grants.

The financial section was very lengthy, due to the
large number of trusts that must be accounted for. There
was also a section explaining how an individual can make

a bequest to the foundation.

Grant Analysis 1973-78

1973 was characterized as a year of transition for
the Cleveland Foundation. 1Its Director had left in mid-
year and selecting the replacement had consumed most of the
staff's attention and energy. The report that year was the
most comprehensive of any year in the study period, although
the FGI descriptions were a bit more detailed. Separate
reports and grant listings for Higher and Elementary and
Secondary Education were provided. The higher education
report noted the completion of a three year study of public
school personnel with strong recommendations for additional
teacher training and continuing education. Mention was also
made in the report of a program to train professionals to
work with the visually handicapped. None of the sixteen
grants listed in this section, however, contained descriptors

developed for this study. The two grants that had been
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identified in the FGI search were found under Elementary
and Secondary education. These were for further teacher
training. There was also another grant in the elementary
and secondary education section, to Case-Western Reserve,
for $34,300, to train school principals in new adminis-
trative techniques.

The following year, 1974, was called the "year of
reassessment and self-renewal”" by the Chairman. Grants
were larger and fewer. The new Director outlined a five-
year plan calling for less grants to programs that
receive government support, more joint government-citizen
projects, providing more direction in originating grant
projects, and evaluating all grants on a quarterly basis.
Grant descriptions were brief and all education grants were
combined into one section, which stressed the need for
planning and fiscal responsibility, especially in community
colleges. Only one additional grant was found in the report
that fit this study. It was a $30,000 award to the Cleve-
land Commission on Higher Education, for the Greater Cleve-
land External Degree Consortium.

"A gquickening pace" was the term used in the 1975
Report to describe the Cleveland Foundation, which saw new
peaks in the amount of grants and in the addition of new
staff. The report for education programs focused on the
problems of racial isolation in the school system. For
higher education institutions, consultants had been hired to

chart their future direction and needs for funding.
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The FGI search showed six grants that year for
$170,859. Four of these were found within the Education
Program Report. The other two grants were not located.
These included a $30,675 grant to the Cleveland Commission
on Higher Education for a mid-career study group and gradu-
ate program through the library system and a $40,162 grant
to Cleveland State University for the development of tele-
vised learning programs. There was also a $5,000 evaluation
of Dyke's College's External Degree Program. However,
because this was an internal, administrative expense, it
was not considered in the total.

According to their Chairman, the Cleveland Founda-
tion tion had come into its full flower just as the city
needed such an institution as never before. By 1976, Court
ordered desegregation had firmly divided the city and the
foundation was concentrating a large part of its activities
in efforts to keep the populace calm. Both the Director's
report and that of the education program focused on this
topic. The major projects funded included a study group
composed of community leaders on racial isolation in the
public schools and funding of the Greater Cleveland Project,
a consortium of sixty organizations all seeking ways to
create and keep a peaceful climate in the volatile city.

The two grants found in the Annual Report that were
appropriate to this study had also been identified in the
FGI search. There was, however, a $99 difference in the

FGI and Annual Report listings for one grant appropriation.
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External events in Cleveland were again reflected
in the theme of the foundation's 1977 report. The long
term economic problems of the region, the immediate fiscal
and political woes of the city and the continued battle
over desegregation were some of the events that prompted
the foundation to assume the role of "facilitator of dia-
logue and communication.” This was also the beginning of a
shift in funding policy. The Foundation felt that it was
time to research, develop and test new directions in com-
munity problem-solving. The foundation had begun in 1914
by initiating research into community problems and now
they would again mount "significant experimental efforts
based on research information and subject to suitable
controls."13

The report on education programs again stressed its
concern with peaceful desegregation. For higher education
the report summarized its priorities over the past few years
listing three areas of grant activity.

--community service projects
--interinstitutional cooperation
--expanded access for nontraditional students

This was the first time mention was made of founda-
tion interest in the nontraditional student, an interest
that was not evident in their individual grant descriptions.
For example, the report discussed the activities of
Baldwin-Wallace College, which had just completed a

revision of its mission. The foundation gave the college

$75,000 to implement its new plan. No mention was made in
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the grant description that this plan included a shift in
focus to older, nontraditional students.

Further review of the list of grants uncovered one,
to the Institute for Environmental Education for $41,950,
not identified in the FGI search. Additionally, a $7,500
grant to the Institute for Development of Educational Activ-
ities was in the FGI list but not the Annual Report.

In 1978 the Director reiterated the need for more
research to back up its projects. The report's emphasis was
on Civic Affairs and there were a few tactful but dis-
paraging remarks about the local political system. The
foundation's stated goals were to encourage research and
discussion on public questions and to review policy options
on public affairs. It stressed its intention to bring
information to the decision-makers and to the people and not
to participate directly in the political process.

As if the continuing problems with desegregation
and racial isolation were not enough, the Education Program
also had to contend with the crisis in public school financ-
ing. School closings, cutbacks and no tax increases,
prompted a major study of school finance options with recom-
mendations for legislation. Other topics mentioned included
college-community service projects and student scholarships.

The FGI had identified two 1978 grants for continu-
ing education. Two others were found in the report. One
was a fourth year of funding for Kent State University's

Project Dove at $12,000. This was a reentry program for
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mature women that the FGI search had previously identified.
The other grant was for $25,000 to Projects for Education
Development to provide training for academic chairpersons
of postsecondary institutions.

A summary of the Cleveland Foundation's contribu-
tions for continuing and nontraditional education is pre-
sented in Tables 5.4 and 5.5. The additional grants
obtained from the report provided an increase of about
37 percent in the foundation's commitment to this area.
Although this is less than 1 percent of their budget, it
represents 8.18 percent of their contributions to post-
secondary education.

Correspondence with the Education Program Officer,
Ms. Marian Nolan, provided more internal information than
any other foundation contacted. 1In addition to providing
all needed back issues of their Annual Reports, the founda-
tion also sent copies of tables used for internal analysis
of postsecondary activities. These tables gave information
regarding total awards to postsecondary education and analy-
sis of postsecondary grants by functional purpose.

This information made it possible to compare con-
tributions to continuing and nontraditional education to
those made generally to postsecondary education, to all
educational areas, and to total grant appropriations. It
also provided a figure of 13.25 percent for 1974-78 grants
"to expand access for nontraditional students." This can

be compared with the 8.18 percent obtained by this
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case-study (see Table 5.6). The difference was, in part,
accounted for in that this program area included scholar-
ship aid to students which was not part of this study.

Some relevant grants, however, would also have been
included within the areas of institutional development or

faculty and staff support.

Summary

The three case studies quite clearly show that
there were a considerable number of grants not identified
in the FGI search, and that the probable reasons for those
omissions were those discussed in Chapter 1IV.

The Carnegie Corporation showed a marked increase
in grants to this field between 1973-75. Their peak of
fourteen grants for $1.8 million in 1975 dropped sharply to
$.6 million for six grants in 1976. That year Carnegie
shifted its priorities toward improved fiscal management in
educational institutions. Under reporting of Carnegie
grants by the FGI search was principally the result of
reduced descriptive data being entered into the data base.

Career development was a major interest of the
Lilly Endowment, particularly for faculty and clergy.
Grants for continuing and nontraditional education actually
increased as a proportion of all Lilly's contributions
during 1977 and 1978 when the Endowment encountered invest-
ment difficulties. Ninety-eight additional grants totaling

$10.5 million were found in the Annual Reports. The
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absence of many of these from the FGI search was due to the
omission of the term "faculty development" from the list
of descriptors.

The grant descriptions in the Cleveland Foundation's
Annual Reports were virtually identical to those provided
by the FGI. This explains why only five additional grants
were found in examining the six years of reports. Internal

documents provided by the foundation to the researcher

S——

indicated a larger commitment to nontraditional education
than the half million dollars shown in this study. The
lack of detail in their grant reporting is one reason.
Another explanation is that the figures provided by the
foundation included scholarship dollars which were excluded
from this research.

Although it is clear that foundations have been
making more grants to continuing and nontraditional educa-
tion than indicated by the FGI, the extent of underreport-
ing varies with each foundation. The absence of standard
terminology and definitions in the FGI is the major cause
of the problem, although the lack of description provided

by the foundations is certainly a contributing factor.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The two kinds of conclusions that emerge from this
study address both the primary and secondary objectives
articulated in Chapter III. Tentative conclusions can be
drawn regarding the commitment of the selected foundations
to continuing and nontraditional education. Other conclu-
sions can be more definitely made concerning the useful-
ness of the FGI and annual reports as resources for founda-
tion grants research.

The research questions provide a focus for both
objectives and were therefore used, once again, as the
organizational mechanism for this chapter. The major con-
clusions have been underlined.

Similarly, the recommendations are directed
toward those two groups who could benefit from the two sets
of conclusions. The chapter ends with recommendations to
both those people interested in seeking continuing and non-

traditional education grants and to those in the field of

127
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philanthropy responsible for providing public information

on foundation grants.

Summary and Conclusions

What has been the magnitude of support for continuing
and nontraditional educational activities among founda-
tions in this study? Has there been any yearly vari-
ation in foundation support for these activities?

What has been the proportion of foundation commitment
to this area as a proportion of their annual domestic
contributions.

The data is discouraging. Between 1973 and 1978
fifteen of the largest philanthropic foundations gave only |
434 grants contributing only $56.8 million for continuing
and nontraditional education activities. Eighty-two percent
of all the grants were made by five foundations and most of
the appropriations, 64.7 percent, came from two foundations,

Mott and Kellogg. Furthermore, 40 percent of the founda-

tions averaged less than two grants a year, too few to war-

rant individual analysis. Clearly overall interest in

continuing and nontraditional education among the selected

foundations has been slight.

There are several possible explanations for this
low performance. Principally, it is a matter of priorities.
The number of programs worthy of foundation support is tre-
mendous. Choices must be made and some areas will inevitably
be neglected.

Foundations develop their priorities in many ways.
Pe;ceived need and impact are two frequent criteria. The

self-supporting nature of many continuing education programs
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and the level of contributions from the Mott and Kellogg
foundations, until recently, provided a picture of adequate
philanthropic support. The Mott and Kellogg foundations
have been recognized as leaders in this field for many
years leaving other foundations free to pursue other
priorities.

With the publication of the findings and recommenda-
tions of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education it
became evident that there was ample opportunity for addi-
tional foundation funding particularly in developing more
nontraditional programs for adult learners. There is a
time lag, however, in changing past program priorities and
commitments. Carnegie and Lilly showed an increase in
funding this area by 1974. That year Carnegie increased its
grants to continuing and nontraditional education by a third.
Lilly had jumped 48 percent.l The Ford Foundation's increase
came in 1975 when their grants rose 66 percent, giving over
$2.2 million.

The proportion of a foundation's total contribu-
tions going to continuing and nontraditional education
is another way to ascertain levels of interest and support
for these activities. Kellogg's commitment averaged 15.5
percent of their total domestic budget over the period of
the study. Mott's was equally high at 14.5 percent of
all their U.S. contributions. This percentage jumped
for both foundations in 1975, from 14 percent to 21.7 -

percent for Kellogg and from 9 percent to 22 percent
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for Mott. The Carnegie Corporation and the Lilly Endow-
ment also gave greater shares to this field after the
release of the Commission reports, although their respective
1974 increases over 1973 were small at 3.9 percent and
2.9 percent. Other foundations studied devoted less than
2 percent of their budgets to this field.

Before any real momentum was generated for funding
continuing and nontraditional education, three events inter-
vened, probably putting a damper on further foundation

activity in the field. The general economic recession that

hit the country in 1974 affected foundation contributions

to all fields. Investment portfolios differ with each

institution so the impact of the recession varied. The
Lilly Endowment suffered the most damage with assets and
grants falling sharply in 1977.

The other two events are related and should perhaps
be considered together. On October 12, 1976, the Mondale
Bill on Lifelong Learning was signed into law, becoming

2 The

Title I, Part B, of the U.S. Higher Education Act.
Act, establishing lifelong learning as a federal policy,
carried no appropriation. Generally it has been the prac-
tice of foundations to support new program ventures in

areas not receiving federal assistance.3 Passage of the
Lifelong Learning Act brought the perception of federal
support for continuing education activities and many founda-

tions turned to other educational needs. By 1977 the annual

reports of Carnegie, Lilly and Cleveland foundations showed
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a marked shift toward funding programs for better fiscal
management and use of resources in higher education insti-
tutions. There were also numerous grants made for training

and development of academic administrators. The pressing

financial needs of higher education and the assumption of

federal responsibility for lifelong learning quite

possibly deflected foundation funds away from continuing

and nontraditional education grants.

What types of institutions and organizations have been
recipients of foundation grants for continuing and non-
traditional education activities? As a recipient of
foundation grants in this area, how does higher educa-
tion compare with other institutions and organizations
in the level of support they have received? To what
extent have individual recipients been awarded multiple
grants for continuing and nontraditional education
activities?

The institutions and organizations in this study
fell within seven categories of grant recipients: public
and private higher education institutions, community col-
leges, local school systems, State Boards of Education,
non-profit educational organizations and other non-profit
groups.

The assumption made at the beginning of this study

that foundations would carry their tradition of support to

higher education into this field was obvious. Both public

and private colleges and universities received 263 of the
434 grants and $36.2 million in appropriations. These
figures represent slightly more than 60 percent of all

grants in this study.
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The recommendation made by the Carnegie Commission
on Higher Education, to look beyond traditional education
institutions and encourage other community organizations to
also become providers of educational programs for adults,
does not appear to have had an impact on the foundations.4
Although non-profit organizations received 30 percent of
grant appropriations, 22 percent went to agencies already
involved in education, primarily on a state or national
level.

Favoritism toward specific institutions and organi-
zations is one criticism that has been made of many founda-
tions. It is an allegation which carries some support.5

Analysis of grants to individual recipients in this study,

however, showed no indication of preferential treatment

for any recipient. Only two universities and three non-

profit organizations received multiple grants, for the most
part from multiple foundations.

There were two exceptions. Cornell University
received four of five grants from the Carnegie Corporation.
These grants support one major education project for work-
ing women. The Mississippi Action for Community Education,
a non-profit organization, received $1.2 million in five
grants from three foundations. All these grants were for
operating support and three, totaling $837,500, were from
the Ford Foundation.

It is increasingly rare for foundations to provide

grants for general operations. The Mississippi Action for
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Community Education was the only organization in this study
that might be considered a preferred recipient.
What kinds of continuing and nontraditional education
activities have received foundation support? Which
have received the most support? 1Is there any relation-
ship between the type of recipient and the type of
activity funded? Have there been specific kinds of
programs that have received special attention from
individual foundations? Has there been any interest
in grants directed at the learning needs of particular
groups of adults?

When looking only at the numerical totals, Community
Education, with 165 grants, appears to be the program area
that received the most foundation interest. The view is
one-sided, however, because 142 of those grants came from
the Mott Foundation. Their grants went overwhelmingly to
colleges and universities, and to the Flint, Michigan Board
of Education.

Mott pioneered the Community Education model and has
stayed behind it, basically alone. Other foundations appear
to regard this area as Mott's domain. The twenty-three
grants made by other foundations, although classified as
community education, were not for programs developed under
this model. 1Instead, these were social action and community
outreach grants with non-profit organizations as the

recipients.

Continuing education activities with 125 grants for

over $22 million in appropriations, received the broadest

base of support from all the foundations. Professional

continuing education programs dominated grants in this

category showing clear foundation preference for career
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development. There was virtually no support for adult basic

education, high school equivalency, or English as a second
language programs, perhaps reflecting the assumption that
these types of programs are government responsibilities.

Training, which is obviously career related, ranked
third in the number of grants received. All the foundations
supported training programs of one type or another. The
Ford Foundation seemed to favor this area of adult educa-
tion, particularly management training. The Mott Foundation
also considered training an important aspect of their com-
munity education activities, providing $847,344 for this
purpose.

There was no apparent relationship between the type

of recipient and the purpose of the grant. Higher education

institutions simply dominated everywhere. Training was the
only type of activity where non-profit organizations were
equally represented. Twenty-five grants for training pro-
grams were awarded to non-profit groups, usually profes-
sional associations. Higher education institutions received
twenty-two grants.

Learning Resource Centers and External Degree Pro-
grams each garnered $2.5 million in grants, accounting for
half of the $10 million appropriated for nontraditional edu-
cation activities. With about eighty-six grants, these more
experimental programs were obviously of interest to founda-
tions. Except for a few very large programs, such as New

York's Empire State College, these grants were small.
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Colleges and Universities were again, the primary recipi-
ent.

Often foundations concentrate their contributions
on specific subjects within program areas. This results
in grants to several recipients for developing programs
with similar objectives. These "pet projects" sometimes
reflect the interest of a particular foundation trustee
or benefactor, or may be based upon the coverage a partic-
ular problem has received in the press. 1In this study there
were several topics that were singled out for special
attention from one or more foundations.

Continuing education programs for health care
administrators caught the interest of the Kellogg Founda-
tion. Fifty percent of their grants went to programs in
this area with contributions of $9.9 million.

For the Ford Foundation, professional training for
visual artists was a project that resulted in eleven grants
over a two year period for a total of almost a million
dollars. Ford also had an interest in transferring the
concept of British Open University to the U.S. They gave
$1.2 million for five grants to this project.

The Lilly Endowment favored more education for
America's clergy. Twenty-five percent of the Endowment's
grants went to continuing education programs for the
ministers of many religious faiths.

Faculty development was an example of a problem

area that received considerable attention from both
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foundations and the academic press. Lilly, Ford, Carnegie,
Rockefeller, and Mellon all supported programs for faculty
improvement, providing over $3.3 million in grant appropri-
ations.

Almost 20 percent of the grants found by the FGI
went to special groups of adult learners. Women and

minorities were the two special client groups that

received the most attention. Carnegie gave $1.7 in four-

teen grants for women's programs. The Rockefeller Founda-
tion supported minorities in eleven of their fourteen grants.
Like most of the grants in this study, the grants

to women and minorities focused on training and career
development. Few grants identifiably served the needs of
the economically disadvantaged.

How do those foundations that have specified an

interest in adult education compare in their funding

patterns to other foundations in this study?

The contributions made by the Mott and Kellogg

foundations to continuing and nontraditional education

activities are so great, compared to the other foundations,

that their commitment would be obvious even if it was not

already recognized in both academic and philanthropic circles.

One or both of these philanthropic giants has domi-
nated almost every aspect of this research. They made the
most grants and contributed the most money. A greater
portion of their annual budgets went to this field than any
other foundation. Just as the size of Ford Foundation's

annual budget distorts the overall picture of foundation
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giving, the contributions of these two foundations skew
the analysis of grants to continuing and nontraditional
education.

The Lilly Endowment also had an expressed interest
in this area which was reflected in their contributions.
The adjusted figures shown in Chapter V presents Lilly
with a third place ranking, behind Kellogg and Mott, with
$10 million contributed in ninety-eight grants. The per-
centage of their annual contributions going to this area
was 6.2 percent, considerably above most of the other
foundations. Unlike the others, Lilly's grants to this
area did not drop proportionately when their assets were
reduced in 1977.

How adequate are the publicly available sources of

foundations grants information for research into

their grant-making activities?

This research question, originally conceived as
secondary, to the intent of this study, in the final anal-
ysis has become the central concern.

In the process of analyzing the grants produced by
the FGI search, several inconsistencies were uncovered.
These included:

1. A very small number of grants from the Lilly
Endowment, a foundation which has an expressed
interest in Adult Education.

2. Numerous grants of the Carnegie Corporation, iden-

tified during the preliminary research, were not
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included in the grant listings provided by the
FGI.

3. Internal documents provided by the Cleveland
Foundation showed substantially greater appropri-
ations to nontraditional education than indicated
by FGI data.

As these discrepancies were investigated, the inade-
quacies of both the FGI and foundation Annual Reports

became increasingly apparent. The shortcomings of the

publicly available sources of foundation grants informa-

tion proved to be the major finding of this study.

The usefulness of the FGI, like most other computer
information systems, is based upon two variables, the accu-
racy of the information put into it and the specificity of
the request for information output. Only a third of the
foundations that supply grant information to the FGI use
the reporting forms developed by the Foundation Center.

The other foundations simply provide their Annual Reports.

Each foundation decides how much description and detail
to provide on each grant. This information is entered
into the FGI by the Foundation Center who selects each
grant's category and key words:

The accuracy of the information in the FGI is
largely dependent on the degree of familiarity with the
subject matter held by those responsible for submitting

the grants to the FGI. The categories and descriptors
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chosen by these people vary with each individual's knowl-
edge of the subject and its terminology.

Terminology is the complicating factor for both

entering and receiving FGI grant listings. In fields where

standard terminology is lacking there is little consistency
in the use of terms to describe similar events and the
same terms may be used to describe dissimilar events.6
This is especially true in continuing education. Many
different constituencies, including sponsors and providers
of adult learning opportunities, have coined terms to dis-
tinguish their activities from one another. Consequently,
the descriptors selected for use by the foundation, or the
Foundation Center in entering the grants and those chosen
by the researcher in formulating the FGI search may or may
not match. The best example of this is "faculty develop-
ment,"” used in the Lilly Endowment's grants, while the
researcher used the generic descriptor, "professional
development."

The larger the list of descriptors developed by the
grants researcher the higher the likelihood of identifying
all appropriate grants. This method, however, also gene-
rates large numbers of inappropriate grants which must be
eliminated. This complicates the research process and sub-
stantially increases the costs.

In addition to hindering the identification of rele-
vant grants, the lack of description in the grant listing

also limits analysis of the grants that are produced by

DU
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the FGI search. Terminology is again the problem. A grant
listing that has "continuing education for clergy" as its
purpose is not very enlightening about the nature of the
grant.

The case studies provided valuable evidence concern-
ing the underreporting of grants relevant to this research.
The substantial number of Carnegie and Lilly grants not
identified by the FGI prompted the researcher to question
the Foundation Center staff about the data base. The limi-
tations of the FGI were not generally explained to those
who used the system for research. The case studies also
pointed out the insufficiency of the annual reports as an
alternative to the FGI.

Foundation annual reports provide very general over-
views of foundation activity. Generally, however, the
information on individual grants is less than that obtained
through the FGI. The advantage of the reports over the
FGI is that all the grants for any particular year are
included, identifying grants that used different descriptors
for similar purposes.

The Annual Reports when combined with the FGI pre-

sent a reasonable accurate picture of foundation grant

activity in continuing and nontraditional education. The

process, however, is impractical. It is time consuming,
costly, produces a lot of duplication and is also subject

to human error.
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The researcher does not feel that the amount and

nature of unreported grants significantly alter the basic

conclusions of this study concerning the patterns of founda-

tion contributions to continuing and nontraditional educa-

tion. The grants that were selected by the FGI were repre-
sentative of those made by the selected foundations to this
field.

The magnitude of funding for this area was small
for the six years, except among those few foundations that
have made adult education their specialty. There was a
definite drop in funding for these activities after 1976,
which corresponds with the passing, by Congress, of the
Lifelong Learning Act.

The grants that the foundations made were primarily
for various kinds of career development programs. Higher
Education was the favored recipient by a large margin.

The difficulties encountered with the FGI and the
annual reports can now be taken into consideration in

designing further research. The problems are correctable

if the philanthropic institutions provide the time, money,

and the commitment.

Recommendations

The discussion of the research findings and the
problems with the research instruments lead to some very

obvious recommendations. Most of these suggestions are
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technical or procedural. They are directed at both those
who award grants and those who seek them.

The overriding recommendation to foundations is
that more time, energy, money and commitment should be
given to increasing the amount of information on foundation
activities available to the public. Specific steps that
could be taken include:

1. Appropriate more funds to the Foundation Center
to facilitate improvements in the FGI and more
statistical analysis.

2. Provide more description of individual grants to
the Foundation Center for use in the FGI and in
additional data analysis.

3. Program areas for internal record keeping and grants
analysis should be standardized. Many foundations,
for example, could not provide information on the
number and amount of appropriations made to higher
education.

The Foundation Center needs to find ways to correct
the shortcomings of the FGI and its search procedures.
Although the universe of possible subjects for foundation
grants is so large as to make a thesaurus of descriptors
for foundation grants impractical, some instrument for
standardized terminology is needed for the "soft science"
areas. The Foundation Center could also improve consis-
tency in the FGI by providing better guidelines and train-
ing for those people who classify grants for the FGI.

Most important, the Center has a responsibility to inform

researchers of the limitations of the FGI before they

undertake a search for grant information.
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For grants seekers and researchers the principle
recommendation emerging from this study is that they recog-
nize the limitations of the FGI and not rely on it for
their data unless they can develop a complete list of
descriptors and possess a large research budget.

Finally, there are the suggestions for additional
research. Comparative analysis of foundation's contribu-
tions patterns has been inhibited by lack of information.
Nonetheless, it is research that needs to be done in most
subject areas and developing accurate methodologies toward
this end should be pursued.

Another area which merits investigation concerns
the way foundation program officers obtain their knowledge
and perceptions of program needs within their fields. The
influence of authoritative sources, such as professional
publications, on funding priorities would be valuable

knowledge for those seeking foundation grants.
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SEARCH FORM A
APPENDIX A

THE FOUNDATION CENTER
888 Seventh Avenue
New York, N.Y. 10019
Telephone (212) 975-1120

REQUEST FOR CUSTOM SEARCH OF FOUNDATION GRANTS INDEX DATA BASE

This data base provides information on actual foundation grants of $5,000 or more to non-profit organizations and
can be used to identify foundations making grants in particular subject areas. About 500 foundations are represented,
most of which are among the larger ones in the country. This data base holds records of over 50,000 grants from
1973 to date. For brief descriptions of our data bases and the types of questions that can be answered by each, please
consult the Guide to The Foundation Center Associates Program or the brochure entitied Foundation Center Data
Bases and Computer Services.

SCOPE OF SEARCH: Please describe fully the topic for which you desire grants information.

SPECIFIC INCLUSIONS: If there are any descriptive or technical terms likely to be used to describe or identify a
grant in your search, please list them below.

RESTRICTIONS: Enter any limitations or exclusions you wish applied to your search, e.g. geographic locations,
dollar amount of grants, recipient organization type, years.
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PRICING

There is a basic minimum charge of $50 for a listing of grant records up to a maximum of 75. All records beyond the
75th are charged at the rate of 30¢ each. Bearing in mind this pricing schedule, please indicate the number of records
you wish printed.

[

[ ] Al [ ] if not all, state maximum

Please do not enclose a check with your request form. You will be billed when you receive your printout.

ee s
SEQUENCE
(optional)

If you have a preference, please indicate the order in which you would like the grants arranged by checking one of
the boxes below. If subarrangements are desired, please indicate by ranking preferences, e.g. (1) by foundation name,
and then (2) by recipient name.

] Alphabetically by state location of foundations
] Alphabetically by state location of recipients

] Alphabetically by foundation names

] Alphabetically by recipient names

] By dollar amount of grants, lowest to highest

] By dollar amount of grants, highest to lowest

|
|
(

L2 N J
MAILING INFORMATION
Date of Request: Account No.:
Name:
Title:
Organization:
Address:
Telephone: May we reverse charges if we
find it necessary to call you in order to clarify your search request?
(Does not apply to area code 212) | ] Yes [ ] No
L N N ]
AGREEMENT

| agree that the material furnished by The Foundation Center in response to this request is for my private use or for the
internal use of my organization. | further agree to restrict its circulation to authorized persons within my organization,
and that it shall not be adapted, reproduced, or sold for commercial gain.

Signature:

(Fer Feundation Center Uss Only)

Date of search: No. of ds printed:

C leted by: ) Amount Due:
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Computer Search Execution

Fi1Le27:FOUNDATION GRANTS 73-80-FEB
(Corm. FOUNDATION Crm.)
SeET IveEms DescrirTion (+=0R; e=ANDS -=NOT>

? EXECUTE3W6V/87

7 .EXECUTE3W6V/88

284 ADULT (W) EDUCATION
253 EDUCATION (W>ADULT
142 EDUCATION (W) CONTINUING
0 RECURRENT (W) EDUCATION
253 CONTINUING (W) EDUCATION .
21 EXTERNAL (W) DEGREE
CREDIT (1u> EXAMINATION , ‘
CREDIT (14> PRIOR (W) LERRINING g
CREDIT (1) EXPERIENCE
UNIVERSITY (1W) WALLS
CONTRACT (W) LERRNING
HOMESTUDY
HOME (W) STUDY
CORRE SPONDENCE (W) COURSE
CORRESPONDENCE ¢W> EDUCAT 10N
ADULT (W> LITERACY
TELEVIZED (W) LERRNING
EDUCATION <W> LIFESPAN
TELEVISED (W) LERRNING
ADULT (W> STUDENT?
EDUCATION? (W) BROKER?
PART (W) TIME (W> STUDENT?
EXTENS IDN (W> COURSE
EXTENS 10N (W> PROGRAM
6ED
HIGH (W> SCHODL (W) EQUIV?
CAREER (W> DEVELOPMENT (W) EDUCATION
NON W) TRADITIONAL (W) STUDENT?
PROFESS IONAL (W> TRAINING
DN (1w JOB
INSERVICE
IN (W) HOUSE
INHOUSE
IN (W> SERVICE’
21596 PROGRAM?
4552 TRAINING
31488 EDUCATION
45854 PROGRAM? + TRAINING + EDUCATION °
31488 EDUCATION
144 JDB (> TRAINING
* 47 CAREER (W) TRAINING
0 CAREER (W) EDVELOPMENT
103 CAREER (W) EDUCATION
S4 CAREER (W) DEVELDPMENT -
22006 CC=1.
1382 COUNSEL?
396 GUIDANCE
361 CC=1 & (COUNSEL? + GUIDANCE)
10 EDUCATION? (W) INFORMAT 10N (W) CENTER
70 ALTERNATIVE (W>EDUCATION
156 ALTERNATE (W) EDUCATION
S NDNTRADITIONAL W) EDUCAT 10N
48 OPEN (W) EDUCATION
4 DPEN (W) LERRNING
32 LEARNING (W) RESOURCE (W) CENTER
819 EDUCATION (W) COMMUNITY
741 COMMUNITY CW> EDUCATION
247 COMMUNITY (W) COLLEGE/RNsRT

~y
[

[ )

[T

-
CO=aYremaANOoONOWNIDO=WOOO

N e
F-ared
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B> ADULT?
1640 RGED
324 SENIORCW>CITIZEN~
eeeé WwoMeEN

2 CAREEF <> CHANGE
20 MID (W) CAREER
607 1-29/+
144 (30+31432+33+34)e35
297 43-49/+
825 (50+51>-52
4629 53-58/+
31621 36-42/+
1280 6364
35056 59-65-+
2750 S9+60+61+62+65
5156 FDORD W FOUNDATION-/FN
3420¢ FS=NY
5156 FORD W FOUNDATION/FN & FS=NY
15 ACFO>MELLON/FN
1385 KELLOGG-FN
0 CLARLES(F)MOTT/FN -
672 CARNEGIE (W>CORPORATIDON-FN
1937 LILLY/FN
627 EDNA C(F)>CLARK/FN
735 ‘BUSH (W) FOUNDATION/FN
4262 FS=MN
565 BUSH (W) FOUNDATION-FN & FS=MN
584 YDRK (W> COMMUNITY (b)) TRUST/FN
462 CHICAGO (W) COMMUNITY /FN
1319 CLEVELAND/FN
3938 FS=0H
1148 CLEVELAND.-FN ¢ FS=0H
901 SAN W) FRANCISCO/FN
2367 ROCKEFELLER (W FOUNDATION-FN
0 AL7 (1W> SLOAN-FN
0 WILLIAMCW) PENN/FN

734 ALFRED (F> SLOAN/FN
759 PENNC(FOUWILLIAMAFN
977 ANDREW (F>MELLDON/FN
18289 6&-85-/+
18274 86-69
701 B87e67
1 701 SERIAL$ 3uWeV-&E

7

s$cc=1.14 + BUILDING? + ERUIP? + RENOVAT7? + RECONSTRUCTT + CONSTRUCT? + RERUIL
DT + REPAIR?Y

1855 CC=1.14
49529 BUILDING?Y
4299 EQUIP?
2568 RENOVAT?
96 RECONSTRUCT?
3078 CONSTRUCT?
S3 REBUILD?Y
361 REFRIR?
2 10600 CC=1.14 + BUILDING? + EQUIP? + RENOVAT?T 4+ RECONSTRUCT? + (OHZ
TRUCT? + REBUILD? + REPAIR?
7 SCLASSROOM? + @BDPTTDBN+ EXPANSIONT/DE + cCc=5.253scc=7.7 + cc=7.3 + ¢C
c=1.2 + cc=7.5 + cc=1.5 + cc=2.3 + cc=4 + DF=F

302 CLASSKOOM?
284 ADDITION
527 EXPANSION?/DE
2703 CC=5.25
3 3757 CLASSROOM? + ADDITION + EXPANSIONY-DE + CC=5.2%



/348
5183
4417
1843

347
2092
6584
3690
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(‘c:7.7
CC=7.3
CC=1.¢
cc=7.S
CC=1.S5
cc=2.3
CC=4

DF=F

4 21906 CC=7.7 + CC=7.3 + CC=1.2 + CC=7.5 + CC=1.5 + CC=&.3 + CC=4 +

DF=F

7 SCHILD?7 + SBOUMH++HENDICAPPED + VOCATIONAL + JUVENILE + ADOLESCENTT
+ GIRS? + BOYT + WMATERIALT

6896
7079
2291
869
347
315
0
2183
730

CHILD?
YOUTH
HAND1CAPPED
VOCATIONAL
JUVENILE
ADOLESCENT? *
GIRS?

BOY?
MATERIAL®?

S 17006 CHILD? + YOUTH + HANDICAPPED + VDCATIONAL + JUVENILE + ADOLES

CENT? + GIRS? + BOY?
7 $SGIRL? + (STUDENTT

1038
S065
7

+ MATERIAL?Y
- ADULT (W) STUDENTT?)

GIRL?
STUDENT?
ADULT <W> STUDENT? -

6 6081 GIRLT + (STUDENT? - ADULT CW>STUDENT?)

7?7 €1-(2+43+4+5+6)

7 424 1-

(2+3+4+5+6)
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APPENDIX B

INDECKSS CODE CARDS AND SAMPLE FGI GRANTS

indeoks cmwrdM

No No No
1 |continuing Education 14 | operating costs 40 | minorities _  _
2 | Training, all types 15 | partial cont. educ. |l 41 |women _ . ..
3 |Community Education N isf___________ | 42 |elderly .
_ 4 |Educ. Resource Center4 29| 1973 _ 43 | handicapped _ __.
5 |External Degree Prgm. 30| 1974 44 | other .
6 | Nontraditional Educ. 31| 1975 L .
7 | counseling & Guidanc 32| 1976 _ L
8 | 33| 1977 48] over $250,000 __
o |conferences, workshopg| 34| 1978 . . 49 | 100,001-250,000
.10 | Degree Programs I - Il 50 |.50,001-100,000
11 |Non-Degree Programs 36 | 1 year 51 | 10,001-50,000
12 |Program development, 37| 2 years |l 52 110,000 & below .
7_or'plaqying 38| 3years _ I ] .
13 | Research & Evaluatigp39 | 4 Or mOre years ... 4. —f-o--o-—= = """

Ontacks Co.  Artingaon. V.. 1988

No 02
indeol@ code card __Recipients and Foundations — S
No mo “ No
56 | public higher educ. 91| carnegie _____ . .} - }-— -— -
57 private higher educ. |} 92 Chicago Community Tryst | __ ...
58 community college = . 93 | Clark _ _ .. .___.. . B
59 | school system ___  ||94 Cleveland Comm. Trus% | .. .-
60 | educational organiz. 95 | Ford Foundation __ __ -
61 | non-educational . 96 | W.K. Keldogg .} } —— ———0 ——
- organization | 97 | Lilly Endowment ___} 4 - ——---
62 |state Bd. of Educatiorl| 98 |A.W. Mellon ] . .
63 |other __ ._ . .. - 89| C.S. Mott Foundation)| __{ = _____ . —

100| N.Y. Community JFrust
101| william Penn Found. .
1 02 _Rockefeller F oundati
103| san Francisco Foundatipn . R

e 104| Sarah Scaife Foundati N [
| 105 A.P. S:_l.q;r;fqundatio

Ovvtacts Co.  Ariingson, V1., 1985
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APPENDIX C

THE CLEVELAND FOUNDATION

TABLE I

Analysis of Postsecondary Education Crants
1971-73 and 1974-78

1971-73 1974-78
Total Awards % Awards Total Awards % Awards
$3,423,787 100 $5,919,321 100
Total Awards $9,343,108
1971-78
TABLE II

Analysis of Postsecondary Education Grants: Total Awards-
1974, 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978

1974 1,412,276
Total Cell % 23.8
1975 750,224

Total Cell %

1976 1,051,036

Total Cell % 17.74
1977 2,040,814
Total Cell % 34.45
1978 688,951
Total Cell % 11.29

TOTAL 5,923,321

CELL % 100
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