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6.1 Introduction

The Association of Art Museum Directors comprises approximately 140
museums in the United States and Canada that have in common the collection,
preservation, and exhibition of works of art. They range from the great mul­
ticollection museums of New York, Chicago, Boston, and Washington, D.C.
to museums highly specialized as to era, region, subject matter, and medium.
Their collections include American, Asian, African, European, antique,
medieval, modem, and contemporary art, art of the American West, and
North Carolina folk art. There are museums that specialize in ceramics, glass,
photography, portraiture, and sculpture. Their budgets range from a few hun­
dred thousand dollars to well over one hundred million dollars. Half the mem­
bers of the Association of Art Museum Directors (AAMD) are housed in
buildings smaller than the store operated by the largest museum, New York's
Metropolitan Museum of Art.

It is the nature of human institutions that their guiding spirits seldom are
content. Opportunities for growth and improvement lie in every direction and
could be seized if only there were more time, more money, fewer regulations
of the sort that restrain progress and better enforcement of those that promote
it. Art museums are no exception to this rule. There are vast populations to
educate, mysteries to solve, decaying treasures to preserve, and new treasures
to gather in. So it is that after almost half a century of unprecedented growth
and prosperity, art museums in the United States, plagued by rising costs of

...._.. ~ac.quiring, ... caringJor, and.exhibitingJine art, shrinkingsuppoftfrom some

The data used in this paper were generously provided by the Association of Art Museum Direc­
tors. Millicent Hall Gaudieri, Executive Director of AAMD and Bruce H. Evans, Director of the
Dayton Art Institute, were especially helpful. Without their support, this paper could not have
been written.
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traditional sources of revenue, and decreasingly supportive public policy, see
themselves as faced with challenges they must struggle to meet and opportu­
nities they may not be able to seize, frustrated by a growing disparity between
what must be done and the means to do it.

Financial surveys of AAMD membership since 1985 confirm some ele­
ments of the museum dilemma and suggest directions in which solutions may
lie, at least for some museums. Art museums taken as a group, are funded by
individuals, foundations, and corporations; by national, state, and local gov­
ernment; by the income of their own invested endowments; and by what they
charge for various services more or less related to or derived from their prin­
cipal functions. While about one-third of the museums depend on all these
sources, with none dominating, more than two-thirds depend on one or an­
other of these sources for 40 percent or more of their revenue and are therefore
especially vulnerable to the sorts of fluctuations suffered by any ordinary busi­
ness that deals heavily in one market.

6.2 The Association of Art Museum Directors

Strictly speaking, the Association of Art Museum Directors, the principal
art museum membership organization, is an organization of museum direc­
tors, not museums, but the requirements for membership include both the
qualifications of the directors and of the museums. AAMD bylaws provide
that, "active membership is open to persons who serve as directors of art mu­
seums which, by purpose, size and standards of operation meet the eligibility
requirements established by the Trustees of the Association," and that, "Eli­
gible individuals will be professionally qualified for their positions by a suffi­
cient combination of art historical training, museum experience, demon­
strated ability and adherence to the Code of Ethics of the Association."

The code itself, contained in a 30-page AAMD pamphlet entitled "Profes­
sional practices in Art Museums," briefly describes and enjoins the principal
conflicts of interest to which museum directors are subject: self-dealing and
profiting personally either from inside knowledge gained by virtue of the di­
rector's position or by trading on the reputation and prestige of the museum.
"Professional Practices" also spells out the chief managerial responsibilities
of the director and the function of the board, and provides guidance for hiring
and firing directors, for acquiring and disposing of works of art, for catalogu­
ing, preserving, exhibiting, and lending works of art, and for recognizing and
dealing with conflicts of interest involving board members and directors. One
sentence particularly significant in any discussion of museum finances
deals with deaccession and disposal of works of art: "Deaccessioning
should be related to [collection] policy rather than to exigencies of the
moment, and funds obtained through disposal must be used to replenish the
collection."
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6.3 The AAMD Surveys

The AAMD's first membership survey, conducted in 1985, dealt with mu­
seum employees' 1984 salaries. It was augmented by a statistical survey of
financial data and operating characteristics in 1985, and the survey has been
conducted since then in the expanded format. A copy of the statistical survey
questionnaire is reproduced as appendix A. The 1989 survey, which covered
1988 operations, produced 155 responses, approximately an 80 percent re­
sponse rate. The financial data generally are not cast in a form that permits
checks of internal consistency-and where checking is possible, it reveals
inaccuracies, some of them considerable.

Problems arise from the design of the survey itself. In reporting revenues,
museums were asked for total current operating income, and for all its com­
ponents, with specific instructions to report the components of earnings from
class tuition, stores, restaurants, and so on, net of direct costs. Interpretation
of these instructions varied widely, with only half the respondents reporting
total revenue as the sum of its components. As a result, about half the mu­
seums report total revenue well below total expenditure, many of them claim­
ing at the same time that their budgets are not in deficit. In reporting expend­
itures, museums were asked for total operating expenditures, total salary and
benefit expenditures, and expenditures on specific activities: curatorial ser­
vice, conservation, administration, development, and so on. Because these
specific components are not exhaustive, almost two-thirds of the responses
show total expenditures that exceed the sum of the components by at least 10
percent. The bottom line is that the survey does not provide checks of internal
consistency. Neither total revenue nor total expenditure can be tested against
the sum of components, and these two numbers cannot be used to test one
another, despite inclusion of the size of the museum's surplus or deficit in the
survey.

The worst problems afflict the 1985 data. The survey was new, museum
personnel were unaccustomed to the questionnaire, and questions went unan­
swered or were answered in ways that seem implausible, especially in view of
disparities between that survey and the three that followed. The following
three surveys were far better than the first. In most of what follows, I use the
sums of expenditures and revenue data for the three years, 1986 to 1988, to
describe the financial condition of these 112 museums. For physical charac­
teristics, I have used 1988 data.

Some data problems arise from the organizational form of the museums
themselves. Several of the Smithsonian museums share certain facilities, and

.. .~~··universitymuseums·oftenareprovided~withservices····not··reflected~on· their
own books. The survey design makes it impossible to determine whether, in
cases like these, there has been even an effort to allocate costs and revenues,
much less whether the allocation is sensible. Despite these and other problems
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with the data, summary comparisons among the three years of data (1986­
88) and among groups of museums classified in several different ways suggest
that the data may be useful in forming a general picture of art museums' finan­
cial condition and addressing questions about changing patterns of museum
funding. While the data cannot comfortably bear the burden of sophisticated
statistical analysis aimed at discovering behavioral relationships, crude com­
parisons among aggregates and averages still can be illuminating. Even if it is
not possible to estimate the demand for museum admissions or determine
whether the industrial mix of a community shapes the revenue-producing ac­
tivities of its museums, still it is possible to determine the financial condition
of groups of museums and to explore the directions in which opportunities for
improvement lie.

Of the 155 museums responding to the 1989 survey, 43 were excluded from
the group examined here because key data items were missing or because they
were Canadian museums. The excluded U.S. museums are about one-third
smaller, on average, than those that are included, but beyond that, there is no
obvious characteristic that distinguishes them except for the incompleteness
of their survey responses. The 112 museums that remain after the exclusions
include the half-dozen largest and are broadly representative of size, type, and
region. In the discussion that follows, I frequently make comparisons of
subgroups of museums to the 112 total, as though the group constitutes all art
museums. The tedious repetition of this reminder seems worse than the mod­
est misinterpretations that may result from its omission.

The AAMD surveys are like a series of snapshots, taken to give each mem­
ber museum an idea of how it stacks up against the others. From these snap­
shots I have attempted to construct a portrait, not of the art museum, but of
the getting and spending of art museums. What emerges is not one portrait,
but several. Art museums, however varied their size and substance, are sur­
prisingly similar in their spending on the main functions that are peculiar to
them: collection management, conservation, education, and so on. They vary
considerably, however, in the ways in which they fund these activities. It is
upon the variation in the sources of funding and the related variations in
spending that I have focused in an effort to gain an insight into how art mu­
seums might best exploit opportunities for growth or, under other circum­
stances, cope with adversity.

6.4 Geographic Distribution of Art Museums

Though a number of small cities boast art museums of excellent quality,
and though there are museums in remote locations that attract visitors from
throughout the nation, the great metropolitan areas of the United States enjoy
an understandably disproportionate concentration of large, well-funded mu­
seums. Table 6.1 gives some of the statistics that illustrate this concentration.
Of the 112 museums in the sample, 107 are located in 67 U.S. metropolitan



Table 6.1i Museum Characteristics by Metropolitan Area, 1988

Metropoli~an Number of 1984 Buildings Employees
Area Museums Population (Sq. Feet) (Full-Time) Attendance Total Revenue Total Spending

Largest 19 38 67,879 8,130 6,575 73,791 $1,449,113 $1,422,774
Percen~ 33.9% 28.7% 54.1% 65.8% 67.1% 69.9% 70.0%

Second 19 17 22,800 1,822 1,023 11,710 $ 208,426 $ 196,571
Percent 15.2% 9.7% 12.1% 10.2% 10.6% 10.0% 9.7%

Third 10 i 11 14,194 1,308 621 6,214 $ 98,919 $ 99,761
Percen~ 9.8% 6.0% 8.7% 6.2% 5.6% 4.8% 4.9%

Fourth 10; 10 9,067 1,106 529 5,489 $ 93,883 $ 92,775
Percen~ 8.9% 3.8% 7.4% 5.3% 5.0% 6.5% 4.6%

Fifth 10 14 6,284 1,369 735 5,666 $ 132,243 $ 130,054

Percen~ 11.6% 2.7% 9.1% 7.4% 5.1% 6.4% 6.4%

Sixth 10 i 11 2,767 652 279 3,431 $ 44,321 $ 44,703

Percen~ 9.8% 1.2% 4.3% 2.8% 3.1% 2.1% 2.2%

Smallest II 11 1,154 636 235 3,749 $ 47,035 $ 45,878

Percen~ 9.8% 0.5% 4.2% 2.4% 3.4% 2.3% 2.3%

Total 112 124,146 15,022 9,997 110,050 $2,073,940 $2,032,517

Total percent 100.0% 52.6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: EXGept for number of museums and employees, figures are in thousands. Attendance and dollar figures are three-year totals.
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areas with a total population in 1984 of 124 million, or 53 percent of the total.
The ten largest metropolitan areas, with 29 percent of the u.s. population
have 38 of the 112 museums for which we have data. Though these are just
one-third of the museums, they have more than half of the building space and
exposition capacity, they employ two-thirds of museum employees, they en­
tertain two-thirds of museum visitors, and their budgets account for 70 per­
cent of all art museum spending. Museums, like other cultural institutions, as
well as fine restaurants, financial markets, and wealth, are concentrated in
large cities..

Museum funding flows to the metropolitan areas roughly in proportion to
the attendance figures. Table 6.2 breaks revenue into the various reported
sources. The sum ofrevenue from the various sources in table 6.2 falls short
of the total reported in table 6.1 by about 17 percent, possibly because reve­
nue is reported inaccurately or because the list of sources is not exhaustive.
The overall picture is one of rough proportionality, as to total revenue, main
components, and attendance, but there are striking exceptions which suggest
a more useful way of classifying museums than according to the size of the
metropolitan area.

Table 6.3 provides a clue to a more useful system of classification by show­
ing that there are striking variations in the patterns of revenue source as we
move from one group of metropolitan areas to another. Museums in the ten
largest metropolitan areas, for example, derive a far greater share of revenue
from federal funding than any other group. This is because Washington, D.C.,
the ninth-largest metropolitan area, is the home of the five Smithsonian mu­
seums, which receive 80 percent of federal funding for museums. Excluding
Washington from the comparisons eliminates the disparity. Corporate funding,
on the other hand, goes disproportionately to museums in the bottom eleven
areas. Two of these museums have strong historical connections to particular
corporations which account for their specializations-glass in one case and
photography in the other-and for their exceptional success in obtaining cor­
porate support.

From the largest to the smallest metropolitan areas, museums vary little in
the proportions of their budgets dedicated to their various functions. Table 6.4
is more remarkable for the uniformity of its distributions than for striking
departures. The greatest variations occur in the overhead spending on admin­
istration and development. For the purpose of understanding these and certain
other budget variations, classification by size of metropolitan area is less illu­
minating than another scheme, classification according to the museum's prin­
cipal source of revenue.

While revenue from the chief sources of art museum support flows to met­
ropolitan areas roughly in proportion to attendance, this is not because all or
even most museums are supported by the various sources in similar propor­
tions. Rather it is because the several groupings of metropolitan areas tend to
have a mix of museums, some heavily supported by one source, others by



Table 6.2· Sources of Museum Revenue by Metropolitan Area, Three-Year Totals, 1986-88

Metropoli~an Federal State Local Other Endowment
Area Total Government Government Government Government Corporate Private Income Earnings

Largest IQ $1,151,662 $171,323 $70,089 $139,635 $5,294 $67,977 $327,487 $162,572 $207,285
Percent 66.8% 89.6% 65.4% 64.3% 17.7% 60.6% 70.5% 54.0% 68.9%

Second 10 187,852 6,791 5,912 47,432 1,753 11,579 48,666 41,170 24,549
Percent! 10.9% 3.6% 5.5% 21.9% 5.9% 10.3% 10.5% 13.7% 8.2%

Third 10 88,609 3,012 3,653 14,339 762 6,567 28,996 17,274 14,007
Percent 5.1% 1.6% 3.4% 6.6% 2.5% 5.9% 6.2% 5.7% 4.7%

Fourth 10 91,599 4,062 1,615 7,970 19,674 10,873 19,102 16,040 12,262
Percent I 5.3% 2.1% 1.5% 3.7% 65.7% 9.7% 4.1% 5.3% 4.1%

Fifth 10 118,856 3,073 12,523 5,476 143 5,204 20,787 47,900 23,750
Percent 6.9% 1.6% 11.7% 2.5% 0.5% 4.6% 4.5% 15.9% 7.9%

Sixth 10 40,740 1,131 8,026 257 2,101 790 7,468 11,410 9,557

Percent
i

2.4% 0.6% 7.5% 0.1% 7.0% 0.7% 1.6% 3.8% 3.2%

Smallest Iii 44,603 1,716 5,367 1,911 215 9,130 12,209 4,450 9,604

Percent 2.6% 0.9% 5.0% 0.9% 0.7% 8.1% 2.6% 1.5% 3.2%

Total $1,723,922 $191,109 $107,185 $217,020 $29,942 $112,121 $464,715 $300,816 $301,015

Total! percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: Dol1ar figures in thousands.



Table 6.3 Percentage Distribution of Sources of Revenue by Metropolitan Area, Three-Year Totals, 1986-88

Metropolitan Total Federal State Local Other Government Corporate Private Endowment Income Earnings
Area (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Largest 10 100.0 14.9 6.1 12.1 0.5 5.9 28.4 14.1 18.0
Second 10 100.0 3.6 3.1 25.2 0.9 6.2 25.9 21.9 13.1
Third 10 100.0 3.4 4.1 16.2 0.9 7.4 32.7 19.5 15.8
Fourth 10 100.0 4.4 1.8 8.7 21.5 11.9 20.9 17.5 13.4
Fifth 10 100.0 2.6 10.5 4.6 0.1 4.4 17.5 40.3 20.0
Sixth 10 100.0 2.8 19.7 0.6 5.2 1.9 18.3 28.0 23.5
Smallest 11 100.0 3.8 12.0 4.3 0.5 20.5 27.4 10.0 21.5

All areas 100.0 11.1 6.2 12.6 1.7 6.5 27.0 17.4 17.5



Table 6.4' Percentage Distribution Among Uses of Funds by Metropolitan Area, Three-Year Totals, 1986-88

Curatorial
Metropoli~an Total Service Conservation Education Library Operations Administration Development
Area (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Largest Iq 100.0 32.2 2.7 6.3 2.0 32.9 17.3 6.7
Second 10 100.0 28.9 2.6 8.1 2.9 24.5 22.6 10.4
Third 10 i 100.0 28.0 2.2 6.8 2.0 29.6 18.8 12.6
Fourth 10 100.0 26.4 1.9 7.6 3.0 31.2 26.7 3.2
Fifth 10 100.0 21.4 2.3 9.5 2.2 26.9 29.2 8.4
Sixth 10 100.0 25.5 2.5 6.7 1.9 32.3 21.1 10.0
Smallest 11 100.0 27.8 1.7 5.7 2.0 26.9 29.9 6.0

All areas i 100.0 30.2 2.6 6.8 2.1 31.1 19.7 7.4
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another. Art museums tend to specialize as to their sources of revenue even
more than they specialize in the art they collect. The five Smithsonian art
museums all receive at least 80 percent of their revenue from the federal gov­
ernment. The sixth museum, ranked according to support from this source,
receives just over 50 percent, and no other museum receives more than 25
percent of its revenue from the federal government. State and local govern­
ments, too, concentrate their support on a group of museums with which they
maintain special relationships, though not to the same degree as the federal
government. There are groups of museums that rely most heavily on one or
another of several private sources of revenue: contributions, endowment in­
come, earnings from admissions, stores, restaurants, tuition, and a variety of
service and rental charges. Under one-third of the 112 museums included in
this study so spread their sources of revenue as to defy classification on this
basis. Leaving aside the nature and quality of the collection itself, the readily
observable characteristic that divides art museums most sharply is their prin­
cipal source of revenue.

Policy decisions both by donors and museums tend to sort museums out
according to principal revenue source. Governments condition their support
for museums to suit public policy objectives which are not likely to be free of
political considerations. Private foundations are guided by the policy objec­
tives of their founders and their governing bodies. Corporations tend to favor
museums close to world headquarters or which collect art linked somehow to
the nature of the business. Museums seek support from these sources, weigh­
ing their own objectives against the potential donors' requirements. Museums
vary in their admissions policies, the extent and effectiveness of their fund­
raising efforts, and their success in operating stores and restaurants. Revenue
specialization is a product both of the environment in which a museum oper­
ates and of its own choices.

6.5 Sources of Museum Revenue

Table 6.5 shows the nine categories into which the 112 museums are di­
vided, the number that fall into each category, and summary expenditure data
for each category. Total revenue, the sum of revenue components, and total
expenditure match reasonably well for the first six categories, but the last
three show disparities, with the largest disparity in the category that contains
almost one-third of the museums and accounts for almost one-half of museum
budgets. The two categories with the largest disparities are those most affected
by the ambiguity of the survey questionnaire. Both derive a substantial frac­
tion of their revenue from tuition, store and restaurant profits, and other earn­
ings.

Each museum was classified according to which of the eight broad revenue
sources accounted for at least 40 percent of its revenue. Because of the ambi­
guity surrounding total revenue, I used the sum of the reported components of



Table 6.5 Museum Characteristics by Principal Source of Revenue, 1986-88

Endowment
Principal Number of Total Sum of Revenue Total Full-Time Buildings Market Value
Source Museums Revenue Components Expenditure Surplus Employees (Sq. Feet) Attendance (1988)

Federal 6 $ 181,295 $ 185,289 $ 177,253 $ 498 1,315 1,754 27,866 $ 153,714
State 9 120,903 114,123 118,521 4,543 589 1,187 5,360 33,827
Local , 11 167,563 161,923 153,356 11 ,621 888 1,630 7,835 73,882
Other govfmment 4 36,281 35,079 35,391 1,407 273 468 3,040 6,108
Corporate I 4 29,563 29,127 29,549 59 143 305 2,276 47,921
Private I 23 277,840 275,903 268,659 3,096 1,461 2,094 14,045 201,223I

Endowmept 15 214,051 191,718 209,792 17,935 1,213 1,991 9,424 819,331
Earnings I 6 87,798 91,946 124,307 2,558 601 690 4,387 158,437
Various I 34 958,646 638,813 915,689 20,693 4,796 5,581 35,818 898,360

Total 112 $2,073,940 $1,723,922 $2,032,517 $62,408 11,279 15,701 110,050 $2,392,804

Note: Ex4pt for number of museums and employees, figures are in thousands. Attendance and, except for endowment, dollar figures are three-year totals.
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revenue as the basis for calculating this percentage. Since this is the sum that
best represents the amount of money available for spending on the museum's
principal missions (as contrasted with operating stores and restaurants) it
would have been the appropriate measure in any case. The categories are:
Federal, State, Local (county and city governments), Other Government (a
special category which seems to distinguish a particular way of funding a few
state university museums), Corporate, Private (memberships, private founda­
tion grants, and gifts), Endowment (endowment income earmarked for art
purchases is excluded because it is not available for the ongoing operations of
the museum), and Earnings (admissions, store and restaurant contribution net
of direct costs, school tuition, and various fees). Thirty-four museums fell
into none of these eight categories because their sources of support were dif­
fuse rather than concentrated. These were classified as Various. The Various
category includes five of the largest: the Metropolitan Museum of Art, the
Chicago Art Institute, the Museum of Modem Art, the Philadelphia Museum
of Art, and the Los Angeles County Museum of Art. For groups of museums
classified in this way, I calculated the ratio of total revenue to the sum of
revenue from the eight named revenue sources. The largest aggregate depar­
ture from a ratio of 1.0 is in the Various category, with a ratio of 1.2. Reported
total revenue and expenditures tally reasonably in this and all other categories
but one, Earnings, where expenditures are reported to be almost one-half
larger than revenues for reasons discussed above. A minor anomaly of this
classification scheme is that it places among the federally supported mu­
seums, one small university art gallery with a federal grant dominating its
budget for just the three years of this study. It is small enough to be over­
whelmed, statistically, regardless of how it is classified, so I left it where it
fell, among the Feds.

Tables 6.6 and 6.7 together show the flow of financing to and from the
several categories and illuminate the wide differences in the way museums are
financed. The federal government provides (table 6.7) 11 percent of all mu­
seum funding, but the Smithsonian museums receive (table 6.6) 80 percent of
federal support for museums, so that for the other groups, federal support
ranges from less than 2 percent to just over 4 percent of total revenue. The
Various category, with an aggregate budget five times larger than the Federal
category, receives just 8 percent of federal support. Taking another example,
private contributions (memberships, gifts, foundation grants, and so on) make
up 27 percent of all museum funding, but less than 1 percent of it goes to
Federal museums. The museums in the Various category, with aggregate bud­
gets 5 times larger than the Federals, receive 50 times the private support.

To what extent is the pattern of museum funding due to choices the individ­
ual museums make, and to what extent is it due to factors beyond their con­
trol? Congress appropriated (over the three-year period, 1986-88) $191 mil­
lion that went to the support of the 112 museums in our sample, but $153
million of it was earmarked for the Smithsonian art museums. Most of the rest



Table 6.6 Sources of Museum Revenue by Principal Source, Three-Year Totals, 1986-88

Principal Sum of Other Endowment
Source Sources Federal State Local Government Corporate Private Income Earnings

Federal $ 185,289 $153,386 $ 10 $ 11 $ 0 $ 12,915 $3,849 $ 10,074 $ 5,044
Percent

i

10.7% 80.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.5% 0.8% 3.3% 1.7%
State 114,123 1,616 71,461 1,800 70 3,427 15,846 3,698 16,206

Percent 6.6% 0.8% 66.7% 0.8% 0.2% 3.1% 3.4% 1.2% 5.4%
Local 161,923 4,479 8,678 83,486 1,685 6,329 31,180 8,032 18,055

Percent' 9.4% 2.3% 8.1% 38.5% 5.6% 5.6% 6.7% 2.7% 6.0%
Other government 35,079 1,466 795 9 25,363 527 3,996 716 2,208

Percent 2.0% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0% 84.7% 0.5% 0.9% 0.2% 0.7%
Corporate I 29,127 1,239 566 262 3 15,333 5,384 2,154 4,186

Percent 1.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 13.7% 1.2% 0.7% 1.4%
Private 275,903 6,101 3,907 7,966 497 20,733 162,256 35,778 38,666

Percent! 16.0% 3.2% 3.6% 3.7% 1.7% 18.5% 34.9% 11.9% 12.8%
Endowmept 191,718 5,532 4,423 673 97 5,501 31,453 114,483 29,556

Percent! 11.1% 2.9% 4.1% 0.3% 0.3% 4.9% 6.8% 38.1% 9.8%
Earnings 91,946 2,073 1,814 639 12 4,103 16,260 21,576 45,469

Percent 5.3% 1.1% 1.7% 0.3% 0.0% 3.7% 3.5% 7.2% 15.1%
Various 638,813 15,218 15,531 122,175 2,215 43,253 194,491 104,305 141,625

Percent 37.1% 8.0% 14.5% 56.3% 7.4% 38.6% 41.9% 34.7% 47.0%

Total $1,723,922 $191,109 $107,185 $217,020 $29,942 $112,121 $464,715 $300,816 $301,015
Total! percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Note: Dollar figures in thousands.



Table 6.7 Distribution of Revenue Sources by Principal Source, Three-Year Totals, 1986-88

Sum of Other Endowment
Principal Sources Federal State Local Government Corporate Private Income Earnings
Source (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Federal 100.0 82.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 2.1 5.4 2.7
State 100.0 1.4 62.6 1.6 0.1 3.0 13.9 3.2 14.2
Local 100.0 2.8 5.4 51.6 1.0 3.9 19.3 5.0 11.2
Other government 100.0 4.2 2.3 0.0 72.3 1.5 11.4 2.0 6.3
Corporate 100.0 4.3 1.9 0.9 0.0 52.6 18.5 7.4 14.4
Private 100.0 2.2 1.4 2.9 0.2 7.5 58.8 13.0 14.0
Endowment 100.0 2.9 2.3 0.4 0.1 2.9 16.4 59.7 15.4
Earnings 100.0 2.3 2.0 0.7 0.0 4.5 17.7 23.5 49.5
Various 100.0 2.4 2.4 19.1 0.3 6.8 30.4 16.3 22.2

All sources 100.0 11.1 6.2 12.6 1.7 6.5 27.0 17.4 17.5










































































