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Preface

My internship at the Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra spanned a three-month
time period, which included the month of September 2001. In the United States of
America the catastrophic events of September 11, 2001, as all unthinkable disasters, has
left our society psychologically shaken.

As an Arts Administrator it is important for me to assert that my belief is that
the artists of our society are the keepers of our culture. It is through the eyes, voices
and talents of these artists that we, as a society, face together the emotional components
of our culture that are common to us all.

In my work with the LPO, I had the unique experience to witness how artists,
purely for the love of their art, give freely to our society. In light of the events of
September 11", small groups of LPO musicians donated their time to play lunch
concerts in various downtown office buildings. The LPO also invited area policemen
and firemen to a Gala concert free of charge. (Appendix N, p. 303)

I think it 1s important for us all to remember that nonprofit arts and cultural
organizations are exactly that; they do not operate for a profit, as the public is the true
owner. And as such, we all have an ownership role in these organizations that operate

to preserve our culture.

Viii



Abstract

This internship with the Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra, a nonprofit arts
organization, was from June 25, 2001 through September 25, 2001, and is required in
partial fulfillment of a Masters Degree in Arts Administration from the University of
New Orleans. My internship involved work with the Development, Accounting,
Marketing/PR, and Grants and Special Projects departments. This report details the
tasks for which I was responsible. The Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra has a unique
governance structure, as this organization is the only musician owned and operated
symphony orchestra organization in North America. This report also outlines the
organizations’ structure and discusses issues and prescriptions as they relate to this

unprecedented governance framework.



Organization History

The Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra (LPO) is a nonprofit arts organization,
and is the only musician owned and operated symphony orchestra in North America.
After the demise and subsequent closing of the New Orleans Symphony, the LPO was
established in September 1991 by a group of 60 musicians belonging to the former
organization. The New Orleans Symphony had undergone financial difficulties in the
1980°s. Mainly, the financial problems of major oil companies located in the area
which had donated substantially to the organization, and the New Orleans Symphony
organization’s decision renovate their donated principle venue, the historic Orpheum
Theatre contributed to the Symphony’s difficulties. “Much of the turbulence in
corporate contributions is driven by gyrations in company earnings, but during the late
1980’s business restructuring added additional uncertainty.” (Useem, M., 1991, p.339).
Furthermore, the Orpheum renovation alone put the organization in $ 4 million dollars
debt that substantially contributed to these troubled times, (New York Times, April 29,
1991). By 1990 the New Orleans Symphony organization had used up its endowment
and was operating at a deficit, (referencing Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra: A
Cooperative Institution in Harmony: Forum of the Symphony Orchestra Institute,
Editor, Scholl, M.D., 1999, p.28). The New Orleans Symphony was forced by its board
to cancel the following 1991-1992 season. Many of the musicians were upset due to

issues regarding back pay and they felt displaced by the cancellation, but these




musicians believed New Orleans should have and could sustain a full professional
orchestra. An integral part of the history involves lengthy discussions of a core group
of musicians who decided to re-evaluate goals and procedures of the former orchestra.
Their conclusions lead to the forming of the Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra with the
main goals of maintaining a full symphonic orchestra, bringing live symphonic music to
the New Orleans area, and remaining debt-free. They asked for and received legal and
community advice in forming the LPO as a nonprofit corporation.

The LPO functions in day-to-day operations and structure similarly to other
symphony organizations. These activities include community volunteers, a small staff
and a music director. However, in their desire to remain debt-free a new organizational
structure emerged. “The fundamental difference between the Louisiana Philharmonic
and other North American symphony organizations lies in the corporation’s
“Members,” those persons who, under law, and as shareholders in a for-profit
corporation, “own” and possess all beneficial interest in the nonprofit corporation of
which they are “Members.” The bylaws provide that a “Member” must be an orchestra
member, and the orchestra, as a whole, “owns” the Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra.”
(Harmony, Ed. Scholl, 1999, p. 29). In other words, the LPO operates by law as a
nonprofit. However, it seems the organizations is similar to a for profit corporation in
that, “as shareholders...[the musicians] ‘own’ and possess all beneficial interest[s].” In
this instance, it seems, the LPO is a hybrid, (i.e. the musicians are the shareholders). It

was, and clearly is, important for the LPO musicians to remain in complete control



financially of this organization. The musicians of the LPO felt the former symphony
failed due to a mismanagement of funds. However, as outlined earlier, several factors
played a significant role. Regardless, from the drive to maintain a formidable cultural
presence of “live symphonic music” in New Orleans, to provide job security for the
highly trained musicians, and to have full control over the functioning and operations of
the organization, this “collaborative partnership” between *“performing musicians,
community representatives, and professional staff,” as defined in the Preamble to their
Bylaws, materialized. (Appendix A, Bylaws and Operating Rules, p. 95) The musician
“Members,” as the owners of the organization, partner with the community while
maintaining full control over policy and governance.

This structure was unique to the world of nonprofit symphony management.
Though the trend in symphony management is to incorporate more musician
involvement, to date, the LPO is the only symphony to assert and maintain this
precedent of musician ownership of the organization. The Bylaws provide that persons
from the community are recommended and voted to be Community Trustees. This
forms the collaborative partnership of the corporation.

The American Federation of Musicians, (AFM) agreed to alter union rules to
accommodate this unprecedented situation. The AFM typically represents the
musicians in disputes and offers pensions to dues paying musicians. This situation
holds true for the LPO in its collective bargaining agreement with this stipulation:

“Inasmuch as the Employer is a Louisiana Corporation solely owned and operated by



professional musicians as a share-plan enterprise, Local 174-496 agrees there shall be
no basic wage scale, weekly or casual, to cover services rendered by playing members
of the cooperative corporation.” (Harmony, Ed. Scholl, 1999, p. 41).

Currently the LPO has an operating budget of 3.94 million. There are 70
musician/owners. The 36-week season consists of more than 125 performances. The
LPO is the resident orchestra for the New Orleans Opera Association and performs each
year with the Delta Festival Ballet. The organization has managed to remain debt-free
through its tenth season. However, this past summer of 2001 the Orchestra voted
themselves a pay cut to maintain their debt free status; this. specific issue will be dealt
with later in the text.

The LPO season is from September through May and the core performances
take place on Thursday and Saturday nights either at the Orpheum Theatre or the
Mahalia Jackson Theatre of the Performing Arts, although this organization performs in
numerous venues during their 36-week season. Some of the other distribution channels,
like parks and schools will be mentioned in the coming text. Also, it is important to
note that in all other symphony organizations the Board hires the music director, but at
the LPO the music director is hired by the musicians/owners, and this type of activity is
by a vote of the majority at a Corporate Meeting. Corporate Meetings are addressed in
later text. The Music Director and conductor of the LPO is Klauspeter Seibel. He has
been with the orchestra for seven years. This year, 2001-2002, is the 1 1™ season of the

Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra.




Mission Statement and Goals

The mission statement of a nonprofit organization accomplishes two main
organizational objectives. It condenses the purpose of the organization with a focus on
goals. As asserted by Thomas Wolf in Managing A Nonprofit Organization in the
Twenty-First Century, “...the law obligates the trustees of the organization to limit their
activities to those covered by the mission...[and]...a mission statement is only valuable
if it gives some specific guidance on the direction of the organization...” (Wolf, 1999,
p.23). The company’s mission instructs the organization about its function and then
other elements regarding operations can take form. The trustees can amend the mission
statement, but otherwise the mission statement guides their “activities.” It creates an
avenue to determine what is being produced and how the product is being concentrated.
The mission should also reflect objectives in the form of budgetary costs, and in the
case of the LPO, this is asserted through the goal of remaining debt-free. (Appendix B,
p. 151).

Arts and cultural organizations serve the community in many ways, but by law
the organization must have an educational focus. The mission statement of the LPO
affirms that this organization is “dedicated to maintaining live symphonic music and a
full-scale symphonic orchestra as an integral part of the cultural and educational life of
the New Orleans area, the entire State of Louisiana, and the Gulf South region.”

(Appendix B, p. 151) As a nonprofit organization, the law regarding the 501 (c) (3)



status obligates the organization to integrate a public purpose as part of its function.

As stated in Federal Taxation Statues, section 501 (¢) (3) “corporations,...any
community chest, fund, or foundation, organized and operated exclusively for religious,
charitable, scientific, testing for public safety, literary, or educational purposes,...”
indicates that nonprofit status is obtained by the organization if it operates in this
capacity, (Federal Taxation Statues, section 501 (c) (3). Arts and cultural organizations
are required to have an education component as part of the public purpose to maintain
this status. The LPO accomplishes this through their educational programs in schools,
free concerts, and before concert talks.

The Preamble to the Bylaws restates the organizations’ corporate mission,
noting that the purpose “is accomplished through a collaborative partnership of its
performing musicians, community representatives, and professional staff, [and] [t]he
musicians, as the owner-members of the orchestra corporation, retain final oversight of
all policies and governance.” (Appendix A, p. 95).

The two main goals of the LPO musicians are to continue member-ownership of
the corporation and to remain debt free. The goal of remaining debt free is
accomplished through the implementation of overall programming and funding. The
LPO’s 36-week season consists of 125 performances. Three concerts are free and open
to the public, (i.e. City Park, Audubon Park, and Bogue Falaya Park). The three free
performances can be viewed as a public relations tactic to build community support.

Educational programs of the Orchestra are supported through their various funding



sources, to be discussed later in the text. The programmatic offerings of the Orchestra
include performances in New Orleans, and Jefferson, Lafourche, St. Bernard, St.

Tammany, and Tangipahoa parishes.



Bylaws and Governance

The LPO, as an arts organization, functions similarly to other nonprofit arts and
cultural organizations in the United States, that is, it has a mixed funding base,
diversified programmatic offerings, and an educational component that allows the
organization to operate within the purview of a nonprofit. In other words and as stated
earlier, by law a nonprofit must to have an educational or social purpose to justify tax-
exempt status. Compared to all other symphony orchestra organizations in North
America the LPO has a decidedly unusual governance structure that is set forth in their
Bylaws. The importance of outlining portions of the Bylaws and Operating Rules will
be to note key distinctive features (Appendix A, p. 91). “The musicians, as the owner-
members of the orchestra corporation, retain final oversight of all policies and
governance,” and this is stated in the Preamble, (and mission), of the LPO Bylaws as of
2000.

In the beginning, September 1991, the musician/owners ran the day-to-day
operations of the LPO, and served on the Board. This is somewhat true today, although
the organization now employs a small management staff of sixteen. Historically, those
that serve on an organizations board are not called upon to engage in day-to-day
operations. Generally, it is preferred that the staff is allowed to do its job without undo
interference by board members and the converse is also true. This is not to say that

there is no communication, but communication can break down if a specific hierarchy



of governance and accountability is not established and followed. John Carver, in his
book Boards That Make a Difference, warns, “[m]aking staff decisions trivializes the
board’s job, disempowers and interferes with staff investment, and reduces the degree to
which the CEO [or Executive Director] can be held accountable for outcomes.” (Carver,
1997, p. 117).

Traditionally, in arts organizations, the board hires the Executive Director and
the Executive Director hires the staff. This is the protocol of the LPO. However, the
musician/owners of the LPO, as stated in the Bylaws, can serve on the Board, which is
encouraged, but not mandated by their employment contract, or they can hold staff
positions, namely, but not exclusively, Personnel Manager and Librarian. Section 13.2
and 13.3 of the Bylaws state, respectively, the “Executive Director, in consultation with
the Board of Trustees, establishes the remainder of the administrative staff structure of
the corporation, [and] [a]t the discretion of the Executive Director, members of the
corporation may also occupy administrative staff positions,...such members report to
the Executive Director.” (Appendix A, p. 122).

The musician/owners, that is “Members,” have put themselves into a position to
be both employer and employee. At first glance, this atypical structure, (i.e. this hands-
on style), may not appear, nor may in fact be a conflict, even though the LPO’s novel
governance structure is a bit of a conundrum. Therefore, the Bylaws of this
organization directly affect the governance and accountability of this organization in a

complex way on a daily basis. The Bylaw definitions state that,  ‘share’ refers to the
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base annual cash compensation of a tenured section musician...,” but section 1.1.2.
states that, “the person is tenured or, if not tenured, the person has committed in writing
to play in the orchestra for the current season; 1.1.3 the person is a member of the Local
[AFM union]; and 1.1.4 the person’s compensation is based on a share.” (Appendix A,
p- 96). The tenure of a musician, according to the Bylaws, relates to contract renewal
and does not seem to be related to the share of the profits. Thus, all 70 musicians own
the corporation and as such have fiduciary accountability for the organization, as well as
receiving a paycheck from the organization. Further, the Board of Trustees consists of
musicians as the member-owners of the corporation and community representatives thus
creating the cooperative structure. As stated in the Bylaws, “The initials “LPO” or the
word corporation refers to the Louisiana Philharmonic Orchestra, a Louisiana nonprofit
corporation (Appendix A, p. 95). The significance of this statement is that by law it
holds the LPO musicians accountable financially for the organization.

In fact, the Bylaws denote the ownership and therefore the control of this
organization. The Bylaws outline and differentiate between Orchestra meetings and
Corporate meetings. An Orchestra meeting is simply a meeting of the orchestra. The
meeting may take place without formal notice to, for example, permit extra services in a
given week, but no corporate business can be conducted at that time unless specific
prior notice has been given (Appendix, A, p. 103). However, Corporate meetings are a
meeting of the orchestra “from time to time” to conduct organizational tasks, such as

selection of Community Trustees, selection of a Music Director, amending bylaws and
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operating rules, and discussing corporate policy, (Appendix A, pp. 98-99). Membership
on committees is exclusively reserved to the members of the corporation. A member
that has a paid administrative staff position cannot Chair the personnel or Concert
committees. The Musicians Committee has nine members and consists of the Chair of
the Personnel and Concert committee and seven other elected members. The seven
elected members serve one-year terms and the Chair of the Personnel and Concert
committees serve terms “coincident with their terms in their respective positions.”
(Appendix A, pp. 103-104). Section 5.1.11 of the Bylaws state, “The Musicians’
Committee may meet in accordance with its own rules and is responsible for
management of Corporate Meeting, [and] orchestra meetings, elections...and the
interpretation and waiving of operating rules” (Appendix A, p. 105). Only tenured
members can serve on the Musicians” Committee, and as stated in the Operating Rules,
a member is tenured after three consecutive seasons of a renewed contract with the
Orchestra. (Appendix A, p.104). Prior to three years, there is a probationary period and
auditions are given at this time before the contract is renewed. The Concert Committee
is responsible for artistic decisions, and its members serve two-year terms (Appendix A,
p. 107). The Musicians Committee selects the President of the Orchestra and Members
of the Musicians Committee are members of the Board, (Appendix A, pp. 104-105). In
other words, all nine Members of the Musicians Committee are voting members of the
Board.

The Community Trustees are selected at Corporate meetings and include the
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Chair of the Community Advisory Board. There are fixed term Community Trustees,
of which there are no more than fifteen at one time, and Life Trustees, (Appendix A, p.
109). Life Trustees are voting members of the Board. Including the Members of the
Musicians Committee, the Board of Trustees has twenty-four voting members,
(Appendix A, pp. 110-111). The President of the Board is a Community Trustee,
(Appendix A, p. 111). Officers of the Board include the President of the Orchestra,
President of the Board, Secretary, and Treasurer, (Appendix A, pp. 113-115).
Committees of the Board are co-chaired by one community member and one musician,
(Appendix A, p. 115). After discussion with the Executive Director, co-chairs “shall
appoint the members of their committee from among those musicians and community
members who have indicated an interest in serving on the committee.” (Appendix A,
pp. 115-116). The Management Review Committee reviews the performance of the
Executive Director (Appendix A, p. 119). The Music Director is selected by a majority
of tenured members (Appendix A, p. 121). Therefore, the Musicians maintain
ownership and control by the involvement of their elected members.

Some administrative staff roles, according to the Bylaws, have reporting
requirements. For example, the Librarian reports to the Personnel Manager and the
Personnel Manager reports to the Executive Director, (Appendix A, pp. 121-122).
Interestingly, the Assistant Conductor of the Orchestra has administrative, as well as
creative, duties and he reports to the Executive Director on administrative matters and

to the Music Director on artistic matters, (Appendix A, p. 122). It seems his duties
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often overlap, as he is also very involved with educational programming. This
concludes the identifying characteristic of the Bylaws. The Bylaws do state that the
operating rules discuss the process of auditioning for the orchestra and tenure and all
“other Operating Rules cover matters that might historically been part of collective
bargaining agreements (so-called “work rules”) and which facilitate the orderly
functioning of each season, including rehearsals, performances, and more common
personnel matters such as leave.” (Appendix A, pp. 123-124).

I have a copy of the 1998 Operating Rules for the musicians of the LPO,
(Appendix A, p. 125). Beyond what has already been mentioned, the Operating Rules
have only a few significant characteristics. It appears that the Personnel Manager is the
liaison between the musicians and administration. The Personnel Manager and the
Music Director are responsible for hiring, dismissal, and tenure, (Appendix A, p. 137).
Section 13.3 of the Operating Rules states that tenured musicians may be terminated if
they do not meet the Orchestra’s standards of musical performance.

Significantly, section 12.4 is the only section in the Bylaws and Operating rules
combined to address the unique nature of this Orchestra. “Each member of the
orchestra shall receive a current, accurate copy of the Bylaws, Operating Rules and
Policies. The Personnel Manager shall keep accurate written records demonstrating
such documents have been received by all members of the LPO. Members shall sign an
acknowledgement of receipt of such documents.” (Appendix A, p. 148). Finally,

Policies refer only to Union rules regarding, for example, the smallest number of
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musicians that can play and still be referred to as the LPO, (Appendix A, p. 140,
referring to section 1.1 of Policies). This section also includes exceptions to this
example as it relates to protocol for small groups of LPO musicians. The Policies
section of the Operating Rule also does not mention the unique nature of this
organization.

As stated earlier, these sections of the Bylaws and Operating Rules refer to
Committees of the Board, rules for musician performances and the specifics of the
ownership of the corporation. Very little is mentioned regarding the musicians’ roles as
owners and no portions of the musicians’ contract outline the responsibilities of
business ownership. This will be discussed further in the Issues and Prescriptions

section, page, 68.
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Staff Structure

The organizational chart of the LPO is not wholly typical of performing arts
organizations in the world of symphony orchestras, (Appendix, C, p. 153). Typically,
The Board of Trustees governs the Orchestras. The Trustees elect a Board President,
and other officers. The LPO musician “Members,” as previously outlined in the
Corporate Bylaws, function as the Trustees of the Corporation. Though the structure of
the LPO Board is particular, as discussed earlier, the role of the Executive Director and
the staff functions similarly to other symphony orchestra organizations.

The Executive Director reports directly to the board, and all other departments
in the organization report directly to the Executive Director. Usually, the General
Manager reports to the Executive Director. The General Manager is below the
Executive Director on the organizational chart. This reporting system is true in the
instance of the General Manager of the LPO (Appendix C, p. 153). Traditionally,
below the Executive Director there is a horizontal line on the organizational chart that
designates the Music Director and the General Manager as key figures in the reporting
process. In the case of the LPO, the musicians and the Music Director do not appear on
the organizational chart. All other staff departments flow from the General Manager.

In other words, theoretically, the horizontal lines of the chart represent areas of unified
income, (i.e. staff members on the same line of the organizational chart generally have
similar salary scales). However, the LPO is a special situation, and whether, in fact,

unified income is the case at this organization remains unknown. That information was
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not available to me. The organizational chart of the staff of the LPO would suggest that
unified income, (i.e. salaries), are not commensurate with implied status as Associate
Directors of some departments and Directors of other departments appear on the same
line of the chart. Further, at the LPO the Assistant Directors and Directors of
departments are accountable to the Executive Director. However, I observed that they
do not report to the General Manager, but that they report directly to the Executive
Director. Therefore, it seems. the staff structure could be considered unusual for a
larger arts organization, and in addition, the organizational chart does not seem
completely functional. From an organizational standpoint it appears that supervisory
roles are bypassed and this may have the affect of placing undo pressure and added
responsibility on the Executive Director.

During the time I was an intern at the LPO Sharon Litwin was, (and still is), the
Executive Director. The chart as it flows from the Executive Director includes
Elizabeth Ryan the Associate for Special Projects and Grants who reports directly to the
Executive Director; Stephanie Clements the Executive Assistant, exclusively assists the
Executive Director and Kurt Overton the Managing Director; Joe Toups is the
Controller, (or Accountant), and the Receptionist is, for some reason, placed under him
on the organizational chart. The chart then flows down from the General Manager to all
other departments. Currently, there is no Director of Marketing. However, under this
empty box, (i.e. the box represents an empty supervisory position and a void in

accountability), is Tamera Clement, the Box Office Manager, Dennis O’Hara the
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Associate Director of PR/Marketing, and no one in the Information Technology
position. Currently there is no Director of External Affairs, but under this empty box is
Enrico Sterling the Director of Community Partnerships, and Givonna Joseph the
Director of Education. Shannon Riley is the Development Director, and typically, the
Development Director would oversee all fundraising departments, as well as, related
activities, (i.e. at the LPO the Development Director along with the Managing Director
oversee special events), but the only person under Ms. Riley is Vicki Huber the
Development Assistant. The only branch of the chart that seems in efficient
organizational order is the only portion of the chart that addresses the
musician/administrator paradigm: Ken Kussmann is the Director of Operations/Artistic
Administrator and is a part time clarinetist with the LPO, and Scott Young-Librarian,
Jack Gardner-Personnel Manager report to Mr. Kussman. The only puzzling aspect is
that, according to the Bylaws, the Librarian is to report to the Personnel Manager and
on the chart they are represented along as the same level, (Appendix C, p. 153).

It should be noted that though the organizational chart, (i.e. for the staff) is not
wholly functional, the document speaks to bigger issues. It seems confusing for the
reason that the musicians are actually the owners so why would they appear on the
organizational chart? First, the musicians, (i.e. as musicians or employees) report to the
Music Director and the Music Director, typically, is accountable to the Executive
Director, and ultimately to the Board. The musician/owners have hired the Music

Director, and yet, as musicians, (or employees), they are accountable to the Music
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Director. Therefore, the musicians, as stated earlier, and as addressed in later text, are
at the top and, presumably, toward the bottom of the organizational chart, (i.e. they
report as musicians to the Music Director). Further, if the concept of unified income
lines were followed (i.e. similar salaries are represented on the same level of the
organizational chart) presumably the musician/owners would be at the bottom of the
chart, as they are the lowest paid employees. Again the conundrum is revealed.

Briefly to review, I observed that the staff is composed of mostly Associate
Directors with no immediate supervisors, and they are accountable to and report directly
to the Executive Director. The Associate for Special Projects and Grants reports
directly to the Executive Director and not to the Director of Development. The Director
of Community Partnerships and the Education Director would report to the Director of
External Affairs, but there is no one in this position. The Associate Director of
Marketing/PR reports directly to the Executive Director and not to the Director of
Development, as currently, there is no Director of Marketing/PR at the LPO. The only
person who reports directly to the Development Director is her assistant. The
musicians, as employees, have no presence on this chart.

In other words, the reporting system, as outlined by the LPO organizational
chart is confusing. Actually, the difficulty with this state of affairs arises in the area of
accountability. The problem is without giving employees either monetary
compensation or titles then the organization has left itself unsupervised and has left its

staff powerless. Without accountability, motivation becomes a problem. The



19

motivation of the staff to perform its tasks is limited by the reporting structure, (e.g. no
Marketing Director), which in turn diminishes accountability. It is my opinion that

this organization has limited resources with which to pay staff, and the LPO staff is
young and likely to make other career choices in the future. This is a phenomenon of
low pay is not uncommon in nonprofit organizations, but this organization also denies
employees job titles. This sends a message that the organization is not only unwilling to
offer higher salaries, but denies the staff of the ability to demand a higher salary in
future employment situations, because the employee also lacks the title to validate
future salary demands. In other words, without title or pay the organization is robbing
the employee of both power and motivation to perform tasks and accountability suffers.
However, the reason for this structure, or rather the lack of structure, is unclear. It is
clear that the inputs of the employee are not equal to their outputs because
commensurate compensation is denied. By denying the employee of both pay and title
while fostering a unilateral reporting system, the organization has left their staff
powerless, which can bring about motivational difficulties. Often, this trend follows
from the top down. At the LPO the pay-scale paradigm permeates this organization
from the musician/owners to the staff. The implications of this structure, along with
equity as it relates to J.S. Adams Equity theory, will be discussed in the Issues and

Prescriptions potion of the text, page 68.
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Funding

Introduction — with a brief discussion of Arts Policy in the United States

Nonprofit organizations by virtue of their tax-deferred status operate with
adherence to a public mission. In other words, in serving the public a profit is not
necessary, but is desirable to secure reserve funds. However, many arts organizations
operate at a deficit for several reasons, unsustainable programming, (e.g. the
organization expands the offering to areas where no funds exist), grant terms end, (e.g.
grants that solely support a staff member’s salary for a specific period), fundraising
shortfalls, (e.g. the organization has aging donors and no planned giving program).
“Inflation, higher costs, reduced income, and other factors [can] lead to larger and larger
shortfalls.” (Wolf, 199, p.184). Often the balance between expenses and revenues is in
a delicate equilibrium.

Nonprofit arts organizations rely on a mixed funding base. This
“organizationally pluralistic system, supported by mixed funding and largely outside the
public sector, is the distinguishing characteristic of American cultural patronage”
(Mulcahy, 1999 Cultural Patronage in the United States, p.54,55). The precedent
historically for this function was asserted by Benjamin Franklin in his Autobiography,
Recollections of Institution-Building, 1771-84, notes, in his promotion of a library, a
hospital, and a university that the institutions were “independent of both church and

state,” and that they were able to “secure subsidies from the municipal or provincial
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government”(Hammack, 1998, p. 71). Ben Franklin writes of the diversified
involvement in these enterprises and he asserts, “that private institutions, supported by
private contributions, government subsidies, and fees, would advance civic public
purposes and at the same time support the self-help efforts of individuals” (Hammack,
1998, p. 71).

The precedent was set for this form of patronage, a mixed funding base, which is
unique to the United States. The full scope of arts and cultural patronage in the United

States is beyond the scope of this report.

LPO funding sources

The LPO utilizes a mixed funding base to maintain organizational functioning.
Several arms of support serve to diversify income allowing for revenues on a continuing
basis, even in precarious economic times. As noted earlier, New Orleans has fallen on
difficult economic times. The LPO currently sustains a budget of $ 3.94 million.
Federal, state and local government funds, and corporate, foundation and donor support,
(i.e. monies), make up the budget.

The $3.94 million operating budget of the LPO supports the programmatic
offering of the Orchestra to subscribers and single ticket buyers, salaries of musicians
and staff and many educational programs. Grants support a large potion of the
programming of the organization. The LPO receives a large amount of funding support,

and I am not familiar with all sources, nor can I name all sources.
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However, I elaborate on the sources with which I am familiar, or have some knowledge

of their existence.

Grants
The grants include the National Endowment for the Arts which supports 7The

Good Shepherd School project, (i.e. this project is discussed later along with the Joe W.
and Dorothy Dorsett Brown Foundation grant). The NEA, (i.e. after the “culture wars”
of the late 1980’s and early 1990’s), (Bolton, 1992), generally, redistributes federal
funds by way of block grants to state and local arts agencies. The NEA currently
supports The Good Shepherd School project, and this year the LPO also applied to the
NEA for another grant with which I am not familiar. However, I am aware of the other
support request through The Joe W. and Dorothy Dorsett Brown Foundation (Brown
Foundation) application, on which I worked, that supplies this information in the
education budget.

The LPO was receiving operating support from the Louisiana Division of the
Arts, (LDOA), and funds through an LDOA program called Arts in Education. The
LDOA is a state arts agency that receives funds in the form of block grants from the
NEA and from the state. The LDOA redistributes these funds regionally and locally.

Operating support from the LDOA furnishes funds to aide in facilitating the

programming and administration of the LPO. The Arts in Education grant supported
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the full range of educational programs of the Orchestra. Both of these grants require the
organization to raise matching funds.

The Arts Council of New Orleans is a private nonprofit organization that
supports artists and arts at the local level and is considered a quasigovernmental agency.

They distribute funds received “from municipal, state, national and corporate sources.”

(www louisiana-arts.com). The Arts Council works in partnership with city
government to fund arts programming that reflects the unique cultural of the area.
Currently, the LPO receives a Community Arts grant from this organization and this
type of grant is available to nonprofits in Orleans Parish.

Foundation support for the LPO includes the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation,
the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation, The Joe W. and Dorothy Dorsett Brown
Foundation, Shell Oil Company Foundation, and about nineteen others, (i.e. I am not
familiar with them all). “Foundation fund distribution is regulated by the Internal
Revenue Service, which requires that a minimum amount of funds be paid out
annually...[usually] 5 percent of a foundation’s assets in each taxable fiscal year.”
(Hopkins & Friedman, 1997, p. 65). In the case of the Mellon and Knight Foundation
grants, the organization must be approached by these foundations and invited to apply.
This Mellon Foundation grant was provided to strengthen the LPO administratively. It
affords the LPO the financial stability to hire a Director of Education and a Director of
Community Partners. The Knight Foundation grant, with which I am less familiar,

provides funds for innovative programming. Both of these grants supply multi-year
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support. Because these Foundations are recognized for their history of support for arts
and cultural organizations, it is considered in this sector prestigious to be invited to
apply for this highly sought support. To be able to say, this organization is supported in
part by these Foundations may make the LPO offering, theoretically, a more desirable
product to other funding sources where the cachet of name recognition by association is

important.

Corporate support

Other sources of funding include corporations such as Entergy, Freeport
McMoRan, Chevron, Hibernia, and about eighty-four others, (i.e. all of which I am not
familiar). From a donor’s point of view, “[a] firm’s operations and its ability to earn a
profit are often improved through involvement in and support of the community in
which it does business.” (Hopkins & Friedman, 1997, p. 53). However, businesses are
often more concerned with their bottom line. For example, Hibernia is not giving to the
education programming this year, because, I was told, that they would like to have a
more visible profile. In other words, they would like to enhance the image of their
corporation by, perhaps, sponsoring an event where their corporate logo will be more
readily visible to more of the public. It is important to be aware, as history has shown,
that corporate support is contingent on the financial health of the corporation.
Corporations distribute funds to nonprofits through different channels for different

reasons. Some corporations allocate funds through their marketing or advertising
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departments, and some corporations set up separate foundations to distribute funds, (e.g.
Shell). Note that, “funds that the foundation disburses annually...come from the
corporation and are dependent on its earnings.” (Hopkins & Friedman, 1997, p. 53).
Because of the difficulties of big businesses in New Orleans, as noted earlier, the LPO
is making an effort to target smaller businesses.

Immediately after I started my internship at the LPO in late June 2001, the
musician-owners took a pay cut to sustain their debt-free statues. In an article by
Theodore P. Mahne that appeared in the July 15, 2001, Sunday, Times-Picayune,
quoting Executive Director, Sharon Litwin, “...our musicians will have to reduce their
already embarrassingly small salary of $19,400 annually to $18,200.” (Appendix D, p.
156). The article also noted, as referred to earlier in the section on LPO history that
major corporations had left the New Orleans area or downsized. This affected the New
Orleans Symphony. However, the article quoted cellist, and now Orchestra President,
Ann Cohen, that currently “[the Orchestra] need[s] to broaden the base of support with

small businesses.” (July 15, 2001, Sunday, Times-Picayune).

Other sources of Funding

The LPO relies on the funds contributed by the Symphony Volunteers Inc.,
(SVI). This nonprofit organization functions to support the Orchestra through its
fundraising efforts. The Symphony Volunteers have operated in this capacity since

1923. These dedicated volunteers operate Encore, (a consignment dress shop), year
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round, have a book fair, sponsor the Symphony Run, as well as other fundraising
activities. This organization contributes significantly to the operating budget of the
Orchestra. Most funds from the Symphony Volunteers are unrestricted, but some funds
are restricted, (e.g. for instrument acquisition).

The LPO also relies on ticket sales, contracts and individual donations.
“Individuals are by far the most significant source of support for America’s not-for-
profit organizations.” (Hopkins & Friedman, 1997, p.70). 1 do not know how the
organization cultivates their individual donors, as this was not the area in which I
worked in my internship, but part of that responsibility for individual donor prospects
falls to the Board, and part to the Development Committee. I was told that ticket sales
including subscriptions and single tickets in conjunction with contracts, (e.g. a portion
of the Orchestra hired to play at a Convention Center function), and the SVI
contributions account for about forty percent of the operating budget. It stands to
reason that individual donors along with the government, foundation and corporate
support mentioned above fund sixty percent of the LPO operating budget. 1 was also
told that the LPO has a subscriber base of 1,500 and audience base of roughly 4,150,
this includes subscriptions and single ticket buyers. Subscribers usually buy two
tickets, so that, actual subscription ticket sales account for roughly between 3,063 and
3,100 patrons, and then added to this figure are single ticket sales. However,
“[c]oncerts, special events, and educational programs presented during the LPO’s 2000-

2001 [season] served approximately 200,000 people...” (Appendix E, LDOA, p. 161).
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The Internship

Introduction

I was a summer intern for the LPO. At this time the organization had
already prepared for this coming season, 2001-2002, the previous year. My internship
was from June 25, 2001 until September 25, 2001. I assisted this organization in
preparing for the opening of their 11™ season. It should be noted that at present there
exists no formal internship program at the LPO. An organization of this size and caliber
could sustain an educational program of this type, a topic that will be addressed in the
Issues and Prescriptions section of this text, page 68. An internship program is a
valuable resource to an organization, as it affords staff project support at little or no cost
to the organization. Initially, my on-site-supervisor was Development Director, Ms.
Shannon Riley. However, since the LPO has no formal internship program on the first
day of the internship Ms. Riley introduced me to the staff with the disclaimer that if
anyone had any work with which they needed help, then I should be approached with
said tasks.

Originally, I thought that Ms. Riley’s duties included fundraising for corporate,
foundation and individual giving. I observed that her responsibilities specifically
involved procurement of funds through planning and coordinating the special events of
the LPO. These included, Galas, and other parties for donors and other events, (e.g. the
Symphony Run which is a 5-K race in the fall followed by a free LPO concert in

Audubon Park). Ms. Riley also told me that much of her job involves cold calls to
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prospective givers and that she shares the special event duties with the Managing
Director, Kurt Overton. In addition, Ms. Riley attended the Development Committee
meetings of the Board where, among other business, potential givers are discussed.

I inquired about attending a Board meeting. I thought that since the LPO is a
nonprofit organization with a public mission and minutes that are public knowledge,
attending one regular meeting of the Board might be possible. I was not allowed to
attend any meetings of the Board or Committees of the Board. However, through
conversations with Ms. Riley, I gathered that at Board meetings and Development
meetings of the LPO members pool their knowledge of the names that have been
gathered, and then determine an appropriate course of contact.

I was actually presented with the opportunity to work with several departments
of the organization, including, but not exclusively, Development, (i.e. development as it
related to the previously stated job description of Ms. Riley), Marketing, Community
Partnerships, Accounting, and Special Projects. I worked on several individual tasks
that assisted many departments and 1 attempted to garner information of the separate
and collective function of each. The first half of the internship was concentrated in this
multi-departmental support for the organization. The tasks included, the discount
coupon project for the development department, which involved the procurement of
small in kind donations from area restaurants in the form of incentives, (e.g. buy an
entrée and receive a free glass of wine); cold calling from the FOCUS section of the

New Orleans City Business News to establish contact information of potential donors or
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sponsors; the sponsorship package targeting corporate donations for co-sponsorship and
underwriting; an analysis of a single ticket report for the Controller, (i.e. Accountant)
for Limited Liability insurance; three press releases for the Marketing Department; and
transferred an e-mail list of potential individual givers from the Hispanic community to
a more understandable format in Excel for the Director of Community Partnerships.
After a month and a half of the internship most of the requested tasks of these
departments were either completed or involved continuing follow up. As a Master’s
Degree Candidate, I understood that it was important that I request to work in a
department that would afford me the opportunity to engage in a task that would be
substantively significant. As stated earlier, the LPO has no formal internship program.
Since this is the case, I initiated a request, and was assigned to the Special Projects and
Grants department. It is my opinion that acquiring funds through any means including
grants, marketing, donations, and special events, all fall under the umbrella of
development. In essence the Development Director oversees the function of the long
and short-range plans involved with fundraising. “Development directors work closely
with board members and senior staff to determine fundraising goals and to create an
ambitious yet realistic fundraising plan that will enable the organization to undertake
challenging projects.” (Hopkins and Friedman, 1997, p. 17). Further, the development
director oversees all aspects of fundraising and is supported by other staff including,
“grant writers, prospect researchers, special events planers, sponsorship specialists, and

membership directors...” (Hopkins & Friedman, 1997, p. 17). However, as
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demonstrated earlier, the organizational chart of the LPO does not reflect this function
as designated to the Development Director, and as the LPO has a small staff of sixteen,
often duties are shared.

Finally, the second half of the internship was spent in the grants department
working on a final report and a grant proposal while following up with projects from the
first half of the internship. It is my opinion that the LPO could clearly benefit from an
internship program that would encompass multiple levels, including high school
students to perform basic clerical duties, college students to make cold calls and provide
general assistance, and graduate school students to work in depth with a department
director or associate on a specific project that involves a more intimate knowledge of
the organizational process. An internship at the Graduate level will be addressed in the
Issues and Prescriptions section of this text, page 68. As a graduate student accountable
for a substantive experience in Arts Administration, and armed with the knowledge that
the LPO is one of this areas major arts organizations, I requested an opportunity to work
in the grants department. All duties I had are explained and my observations are

explored later.

Development

Discount Coupons
The Development Director gave me a folder with the preceding year’s Discount

Coupon information, which involves donations from restaurants. The folder required
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organization. I sorted and matched the restaurant with the corresponding FAX
information, including address, phone, contact person, and donation from the previous
year resulting in a contact sheet. This list was typed and saved to a disk to be edited in
the future. This allowed me to add new contacts when necessary and confirm
donations. The importance of such an organized Iist enables any future administrative
assistant or intern to up date and easily change information so that this process can be
less time consuming. First, a letter was sent to previous donor restaurants. This letter
thanked them for the past donation and asked them to participate this year. I rewrote
the letter citing some of the highlights of our up-and-coming season and explaining our
goal of bring subscribers into the city. Our “ask™ was in bold, as this was the approach
from last year. The letter also informed the restaurateur, or contact person, of the types
of offers made in pervious years. In addition, they were informed that the LPO would
provide the coupons, (i.e. subject to approval by the contact person). Also, the LPO
made it clear that the restaurant would not incur any additional cost related to printing
or mailing. Last year eight restaurants participated. For this year, 2001-2002, I was
able to increase the participation with twelve restaurants donating to the offer,
(Appendix F, project and sample coupons, p. 213).

As stated earlier, these discount coupons are a form of in-kind donation. The
purpose of this piece is two fold. First, the donation is of little cost to the restaurant.
Though the trend was for the restaurant to offer a free glass of wine with the purchase

of an entrée, some restaurants extended the gift, offering one free entrée with the
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purchase of an entrée, or a free bottle of wine with the purchase of an entrée. The
second and larger purpose of this particular piece was to add the coupons to the season
subscriber packet as an additional benefit. The intention is not only to make the season
subscriber feel more special than a non-subscriber, or single ticket buyer, but also to
draw symphony goers into the city to spend their money. This is one way the Orchestra
can demonstrate economic impact.

The organization can benefit in two ways. It allows the organization to show
that they contribute in a positive way to the economic health of the city by drawing
earned income back mto the city. In other words, rather than local dollars leaving the
city when the workday is over, dollars are being spent in local restaurants and on
events, (i.e. like the LPO). Therefore, patrons are spending their earned income in the
city, justifying the economic contribution of the LPO to the financial health of this city.
It can be observed that the Orchestra is an attractive aspect of the New Orleans area. In
essence, these discount coupons invite patrons to be cultural tourists in their own city,
and “domestically, the arts [particularly in New Orleans] attract international visitors
who purchase accommodations, meals, souvenirs, and other goods and services during
their visits.” (Hillman-Chartrand, 1987, p.34). Further, many patrons and donors work
inside the city, but live outside of Orleans parish, which, in fact, qualifies them as a
cultural tourist. If, in fact, they are enticed to return to the city, instead of spending
their money on dinner, for example, in the parish in which they live, then these folks are

valuable to demonstrating the actual economic impact of this Orchestra, justifying its
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existence in New Orleans, as a positive contribution to the community. However, for
the economic impact to be truly impressive, the Orchestra would need to find
subscribers and donors who work outside Orleans parish and encourage these patrons to
come into town to spend the income they earned outside this city. It was my experience
that the Orchestra does not engage in a name grabbing campaign or thorough
demographic polling; therefore, identifying these types of patrons remains elusive.

Another appeal of the coupons relates directly to the LPO. It is iny opinion that
subscribers sometimes feel they are supporting an organization by the act of purchasing
a subscription. However, as is the case for a performing arts organization it is equally
important to fill seats. In the case of the LPO faces in the audience not only motivates
the performers, but the audience directly represents a portion of their salary.

This project involved many phone calls to area restaurants and many FAX’s
were sent including a follow up thank you FAX. Most restaurateurs were excited and
happy to give to this organization. The people I spoke with sincerely enjoyed the idea
of doing their part to support the LPO. It was a matter of being friendly and
maintaining repeated contact. It should also be noted that “consumer{s] may purchase a
cultural product for various reasons, including exoticism, relaxation, enrichment, or
escapism [and] [flor many products, the nature of the decision-making process is
largely a function of the benefits sought.” (Colbert, 1993, p. 85). Particularly, in New
Orleans, known for its restaurants even by locals, this discount coupon benefit may be a

strong factor in drawing a subscriber into their seat at the theatre when otherwise they
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may have stayed at home feeling the purchase of the subscription was their contribution

to the organization.

New Orleans City Business News

The second project I worked on for the development department involved cold
calls. The FOCUS section the of New Orleans City Business News lists the Top
Ranked Public Companies in the area ordered by annual revenue. The issue of this
newspaper I was given was the June 18, 2001. The first part of the project was to go to
the Razors Edge program in the computer. Razors Edge is software that charts the
giving practices of donors and this softiware was developed for nonprofit organizations.
It operates similarly to a hard copy filing system, although all contacts, addresses,
donations and comments are very easily accessible at the click of a tab. Out of the
eighteen contacts I made, only two companies had previously donated to the
organization, (Appendix G, list of corporate givers, p. 225).

This summer after the Musician/owners took a pay cut to keep the organization
debt-free, it was noted by the Times-Picayune in a conversation with Ann Cohen,
President of the Orchestra that, “[ijn New Orleans as there are fewer “Fortune 500”
companies to go to for corporate support, a stronger emphasis will be made to attract
support from small companies, [and] [w]hile a single entrepreneur or small business
owner can’t offer the same level of support of a major bank or oil company...a few

dozen together certainly could.” (The Times-Picayune, Theodore P. Mahne, Sunday,
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July 15, 2001). And, as stated earlier, President of the Orchestra and cellist Ann Cohen
was quoted as saying “We [the LPO] need to broaden the base of support with small
businesses.” (Times-Picayune, Sunday, July 15, 2001, Appendix D, p.155).

The purpose of this project was to target potential corporate givers by contacting
companies in the New Orleans area listed in the New Orleans City Business News.
Many hours were spent cold calling these companies to determine a contact for the
Development Director to approach through written correspondence. Many companies
had answering machines so no official human communication was made with these
contacts. I understand that currently many companies deal with sponsorship through
the marketing or advertising department. When I left a message with a company, it was
with the marketing or advertising department. “...[It should be noted], funds disbursed
by these departments are often treated as business expenses and are used to cover
advertising, public relations, promotions, and costs associated with sponsorship of
special projects and events.” (Hopkins, K. B., & Friedman, C. S., 1997, p. 63).
However, with most companies, I spoke with a secretary. I was informed that contact
made regarding this issue was preferably with head of the company, either the
Chairman, CEO, President, or some combination of title thereof. “The surest entrée
into a business is to approach the chief executive officer or another top
executive...[and]...[t]he development director should have information about business

and personal contacts of each board member and senior manager of the organization
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and be able to determine if any of them knows a top official in the firm in question.”
(Hopkins, K. B., & Friedman, C. S., 1997, p. 61).

This project was a preliminary investigation for the Development Director. I
was not in charge of making contact with the top official or owner(s) of a company,
although occasionally the CEO would answer the phone. In these cases, the interaction
was a very friendly exchange reaping a potential donation. The list compiled helped the
organization develop its own unique and current contact sheet (i.e. the LPO did not
purchase this list or acquire it through any sort of list swap), (Appendix G, p. 224).
However, whether the list was to gain sponsors or donors or both was unclear. Given
that the assignment lacked focus, I did my best to be, at the very least, friendly, though I
felt rather uninformed. A part of my own personal script involved a “donation and/or
sponsorship” disclaimer. Also, cold calling was all I did related to this project, as I was
beginning my work in the grants department at this time. I do not know if there was

follow up or if donations or sponsorship resulted from this project.

Sponsorship package

The sponsorship package denoted levels of giving for prospective corporate
sponsors, (Appendix H, p. 227). The levels ranged from $2,500 to $25,000. A series of
benefits accompanied each level of sponsorship. At the lowest level sponsors received
benefits ranging from two invitations to guest artist receptions; listings in 60,000+

season brochures; four tickets to donor appreciation concerts; and a permanent listing
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for the season in the Corporate Honor Roll section of 50,000+ season program books.
Donations ranged incrementally from $2500 for the first two sponsorship levels, (e.g.
$2,500 to $4,999 for the set of benefits offered). At the $10,000 level the set of benefits
covered a $5,000 giving range, (e.g. $10,000 to $14,999), and were held at this $5,000
spread through the $20,000 - $25,000 benefit package. The highest level encompassed
all benefits of the previous levels starting with the already mentioned benefits up
through underwriting of an available concert and ten tickets to this concert; a logo
placed in a feature box in the program book; recognition in all print and radio
advertising as co-sponsor of gala concerts and underwriter of chosen concert; a two
hour LPO ensemble performance for “your” company; eight invitations to the Maestro
Circle Dinner; and other benefits similar to the lower sponsorship levels, but with more
tickets offered at the highest level.

The preparation of the sponsorship package was technically the extent of my
involvement with this piece. Several people in the office including the Development
Director put the packet together. It included a purple folder with a highly stylized
version of the LPO logo printed on the front. Inside the folder there were slots for each
page regarding the sponsorship levels and they were easily removable to view the
benefits offered. The purpose of this piece, I was told by the Development Director, is
for Board members to give this packet to prospects they know in the corporate

community.
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This is a slightly confusing explanation of this piece for two reasons. The first
reason being that, “[a] contribution is normally a philanthropic act, whereas sponsorship
is a promotional initiative in exchange for publicity or advertising.” (Colbert, F., 1993,
p. 57). The sponsorship aspect of the piece, outlined earlier, includes mention of the
prospect’s company name in the press, and in the LPO brochures and program books,
and a promise that the corporate logo would be visible. It was noted that these
brochures are distributed to many patrons. However, it seems many corporations have a
particular process in place before any money is given for charitable purposes.

It is my opinion that this development package was not well thought out for a
second reason. The piece was targeted toward potential corporate sponsors that would
be contacted by Board members. It is my understanding that typically corporations
require proposals from the art or cultural organization, and that the decision to give is
not necessarily based on person-to-person contact. In fact, “[m]ajor companies have
moved away from [the] concept of charity and toward... ‘more market-driven strategic
management, bottom-line approach to philanthropy’ in order to obtain a tangible return
for their contributions” (Mescon and Tilson, 1987, p. 49; Useem, 1988; Logsdon,
Reiner, and Burke, 1989, in Useem, 1991, p.331). If corporate giving involves more
than the initial contact by a board member, then was the purpose of this piece to procure
donations? Perhaps, the LPO has their Board members make initial contact and then,
when necessary, corporation protocol is followed. In any event, it is important to

consider what the major objectives of the company are and what motivates them to
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give. According to Thomas Wolf in Managing A Nonprofit Organization in the
Twenty-First Century, “[g]enerally, one of three factors motivates a corporation to give:
[t]he gift will influence public opinion about the corporation; [t]he gift will benefit
employees; [t]he gift will assist in marketing efforts.” (Wolf, 1999, p. 256-7).
Influencing public opinion is not accomplished by this piece by virtue of the low
visibility of the company logo, and the sponsorship package does not offer enough
tickets to a company’s employees to justify this benefit. Though, the piece may assist
marketing efforts of the company, the LPO Board members are contacting people they
know, and not the company marketing or advertising department.

It is recommended that this piece would be more effective if the Development
Director and the Associate Marketing/ PR Director met with the Board members along
with the Board Marketing Committee and attempted to identify the giving patterns of
each targeted corporation. It would be wise to attempt to uncover through which
department each corporation dealt with philanthropic giving. “In trying to understand
what will motivate a corporation to give money, it is important to remember that the
business of a profit-making company is to make money, not to give it away, and its
decision to act in a philanthropic way is usually related to some business interest.”

(Wolf, 1999, p.256).
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Accounting

Limited Liability Insurance Project

The Accountant Joe Toups, whose official title is Controller, is responsible for
the general accounting practices of the organization. He is responsible for, but not
limited to, keeping the records and managers including accounts payable and
receivable, payroll, and the general ledger. The general ledger states monthly financial
statements, profit and loss statements, and the balance sheet.

The LPO uses accrual-based accounting, which allows for a more complete and
accurate view of the financial health of the organization by breaking down all monies
coming into and going out of the organization. Specific and meticulous record keeping
is emphasized in the accounting profession and accrual-based accounting is a procedure
approved by the accounting profession, (referencing Wolf, 1999, p.213). Regarding the
financial statements, “...the balance sheet...tells only where the organization’s finances
stand as of a particular moment in time, [and] the income statement helps the financial
diagnostician determine whether the manner in which the organization arrived at this
state was “healthy.” (Wolf, 1999, p. 215). It should be noted that, the exact accounting
practices of this organization were beyond the scope of my internship as I organized one
list for this department regarding limited liability insurance.
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