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Charles H. Webb

Both public and private educational insitutions are
confronted with serious questions concerning their financial
stability. These institutions are considering alternative
sources of funds. Therefore, it is important to investigate
and analyze methods of increasing philanthropy to American
higher education.

The purposes of this study were (a) to identify the main
criteria or characteristics of an ideal development program,
and (b) to conduct a policy-relevant analysis of these ideal
criteria by comparisons among representative units of the State
University of New York. This has been accomplished through
analysis of surveys and interviews with experts in the field of
development and chief development officers of SUNY
institutions.

Seven research gquestions guided this investigation from
conception to conclusions. The following conclusions were
drawn from the results of this investigation.

First, twenty-four policy-relevant criteria for an "ideal"
development program were established by the expert panel.

Second, in addition to gift income, the gift income
potential was predicted for each institution from

(1) market value of endowment

(2) cost of attendance
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Using potential income, institutions were classified as under-
productive or overproductive.

Third, none of the SUNY institutions included in this study
met all the criteria established by the expert panel. There
was considerable variation by type of institution when measured
against the "ideal" criteria.

Fourth, the use of predicted gift income when compared to
gift income alone allowed for finer discrimination among
institutions with reference to program development capability.

Fifth, in the area of Organizational Structure and Program
Resources, eighty-one percent of gquestionnaire items had
higher overproductive averages (i.e., were closer to the ideal)
than underproductive averages. In the area of Fund Raising
Methods and Techniques, fifty-three percent of questionnaire
items had higher overproductive averages than underproductive
averages. In the area of Fund Raising Sources and Constituences,
thirty-nine percent had higher overproductive averages than
underproductive averages.

Sixth, the tentative characteristics of an "ideal"
development program were specified.

Seventh, a set of policy-relevant criteria is available
for use by SUNY institutions. SUNY institutions can study
their responses to each criterion and compare their responses

to other overproductive and underproductive institutions.
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CEAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Of all the initiatives undertaken by the
State University to strengthen its current
position, voluntary support from the pri-
vate sector has the greatest potential for
maintaining and enhancing excellence
(Wharton, 1980).

With these words, Chancellor Clifton R. Wharton, Jr.,
on March 5, 1980, expressed to the New York State Senate
Committee on Higher Education the importance and advantages
of undertaking a new initiative in private fund raising for

State University of New York. Chancellor Wharton further

stated:

...in most instances, funds available through

our regular budget are earmarked for operating

purposes and other set functions, leaving no

room for flexibility, innovation or the mar-

gin of difference between adequacy and excel-

lence. 1In fact, operating funds themselves are

now severely curtailed, further jeopardizing

our ability to move forward (Wharton, 1980).
With limited financial resources in an inflationary economy,
the State University of New York finds itself in much the
same financial position as other major public universities
throughout the country. Attempts to improve this position
must be initiated now.

The purpose cf this investigation is to provide an in-



depth policy-relevant analysis of the current status and
methods of fund raising employed by representative colleges
and universities within the State University of New York.
This investigation is designed so that similar institu-
tions of higher education will also benefit from the
findings.

The Problem

Both public and private educational institutions are
confronted with serious questions cohcerning their financial
stability. In an environment of declining enrollment pro-
jections, erosion of endowment funds and inflation, aca-
demic institutions are seriously considering alternative
sources of funds to augment their programs of education,
research, and public service. Therefore, it is important
to consider the need and importance of philanthropy to
American higher education.

Cheit (1971) was among the first to be outwardly con-
cerned with the financial stability of academic institu-
tions. 1In 1270, he completed an investigation involving
41 campuses in 21 states and had the follcwing to say
concerning the fiscal structure of these institutions:

Despite the growth, however, the fiscal
structure of many institutions was not
sound. There were problems of inadequate
or neglected plant remaining from the Great
Depression and World War II. Much of the
library, laboratory space, and equipment
support needed for new programs and new
students was either not funded or financed

by heavy dependence on foundation and
government assistance of an explicitly
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temporary nature. There was neither budget
nor plan for permanent financing in the event
of a downturn. Some institutions adopted new
graduate programs without realizing how much
it would cost to carry them on at their desired
lgvel of guality. Where plant expansion was
financed, long-term maintenance and egquipment
replacement (sometimes only five years for
scientific equipment) often was not. It was

a time of competition for quality resources

in the face of a generally rising price level.
Many institutions were "trading up" in gquality
apd getting caught by high expenses of transi-
tion. Some of the university administrators,
who were aware during that time of the dangers
of undercapitalization and over-expansion,
could not deflate the boom psychology on their
campus or were willing (or forced) to gamble
that subsequent income would be found to

bail them out (pp. 5, 6).

In American Higher Education in Decline, Ashworth
(1979) said the following concerning higher education
financing:

American higher education at this moment is
nearing the end of one of these cycles. It
has just spent twenty years responding to
public pressures through government to grow,
to open its doors to students previously
denied access, to expand and add programs and
degrees, to construct new buildings and
campuses, and to correct social inequities

-- and these are but a few of the demands.
Our colleges and universities are not

trying to explain why they should convince
the public that the benefits of continued
high levels of investment in higher education
exceed costs. They are trying to defend the
gquality of their graduates to a public that
is discovering more and more evidence that
many college graduates lack basic skills in
their specific fields of study and are defi-
cent in their general education. Some degree
holders are even found to be unable to write
effectively or to éo the simple computations
required to function in today's world. In
this cycle's response to guestions about
quality, the educatcrs have extended .the
concept of diversity and are now rationalizing



new forms of education by claiming they are
simply "non-traditional delivery systems" for
an education equivalent to that provided

by the old forms. 1In the face of inflation,
staggering future indebtedness incurred
during the recent period of rapid expansions
apd competition from non-traditional institu-
tions, college and university presidents

are applying every approach they can contrive
in order to survive the upcoming decade.

They look ahead and see that enrollments

and income are likely to decline while costs
continue to rise (pp. 21, 22).

In a report by the Twentieth Century Fund Task Force
on College and University Endowment Policy, Williamson
(1975) stated:

After two decades of relative prosperity,
colieges and universities are now facing
critical financial problems. Higher edu-
cation is confronted with the harsh reality
of both a2 slowdown in enrollments and a con-
tinuing rise in costs. What is more, the
prospect of an actual decline in enrollment
appears imminent. Although it is still too
early to tell whether the quality of higher
education will ultimately be strengthened
or weakened by these developments, it is
clear that the premises and policies appro-
priate in an era of rapid growth are in-
appropriate for an era of slowdown and
uncertainty (p. 23).

Enrollments have become a critical factor in the fi-
nancial stability of many academic institutions. The

January 28, 1980, Chronicle of Higher Education cited the

Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education's
final report showing that during the next two decades
projected declines in enrollment will be from 5 to 15 per-
éent. Such deciine could be severe enough to bring funda-

mental changes to many American colleges and universities



and threaten the survival of others. Already the council
sees signs of struggle for survival at some institutions.
Some of these survival signs include the following:

The lowering of admissions requirements.

?he search for non-traditional students, who
in the past, have been least preferred.

The increased emphasis on retention of students
sometimes regardless of their performance.

The rising level of grades to attract and re-
tain students in courses and departments.

The turn toward vocational and professional
subjects following student demand.

The introduction of new fields and courses
that are highly popular with students.

The faculty interest in collective bargaining
to protect tenure and real income, and, scme-
times, to resist the impacts of affirmative
action.

The effort to find top leadership which is
good at cost accounting or at recruitment
of students or at fund raising or at all
three: to find managers for survival ...

instead of innovators and planners for a
different and hopefully better future

{ep.al - Tt
In general, the council concludes, the next twenty years
will be fraught with a variety of problems for higher
education, problems that will be difficult to solve.
Another assessment of the financial decline facing
higher education was stated by educator and author,

Mayhew (1977) in Legacy of the Seventies:

Just as suddenly as higher educational
affluence and support had come, it began
to go, between 1968 and 1970. And, as was
true of the "golden years," the indices of



changed conditions can be quickly enumerated
and are for the most part well known.

Suddenly institutions found that their

rates of increase of total revenue, and the
reserves that had been built up during the
1960's were quickly eliminated through deficit
spending...thus a downward spiral was initiated,
with lower enrollments generating less income
with which to support fixed and increasing
costs. Lower enrollments in residential
colleges lowered occupancy of newly constructed
residence halls built with loan funds in the
expectation that debt service could be easily
taken care of by constant or expanding demand
for residence hall facilities. When lower-than-
needed debt service funds were acquired, those
obligations had to be paid out of operating
funds, thus intensifying already acute cash
problems (p. 265).

In Mayhew's (1979) more recent book entitled Surviving

the Eighties, he devotes chapters to such issues as Increas-

ing the Chances for Survival, Managing Crisis and Developing
Management Systems, Upgrading Recruitment and Admissions
Procedures, and Maintaining Enrollments and Controlling
Program and Faculty Costs. Mayhew's work centers on pro-
cedures and strategies for solving fiscal problems higher
educational institutions will face in the decade of the
eighties and beyond.

More recently, the February 17, 1981, Chronicle of

Higher Education featured an article entitled "Seriocus
Financial Problems Facing States Portend a Lean Year for
Public Campuses." This article included the following

important points:

Public colleges and universities -- which
count on state government for about 45 cents
of every dollar in their budgets -- face

formidaple financial difficulties in the



legislative sessions now under way.

Items:

Federal funds distributed to the states have
been substantially reduced, increasing the
competition for,state tax money.

- The economic recession has sharply reduced
the states' income and sales-tax receipts.

Relatively high rates of unemployment, which
are helping to maintain college enrollments
at record levels, also result in increased
welfare payments -- which further drain
state treasuries.

Inflation has forced up the states' spending
faster than it has raised their tax revenues.

Tax relief measures and spending limits imposed
when their treasuries were bulging with sur-
pluses a few ago have limited some states'
ability to deal with economic downturns

{p. 1)

The article continued with the following:

In the stepped-up competition for available
state funds, higher education may have trouble
mustering public support. The Western Inter-
state Commission for Higher Education reports
that recent public-opinion surveys have shown
'"surprisingly strong sentiments to curtail
public higher-education budgets before other
public services."'

One of the surveys, by the Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations, asked people
where they would make the biggest cuts if state
and local budgcets had to be curtailed. Twenty-
three percent picked tax-supported colleges

and universities as their favorite targets for
budget cutting, topped only by the 40 percent
in favor of reducing the spending on parks and
recreation (p. 6).

Leslie (1971) summarized important factors that he
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believes have contributed to the financial ceonstraints

higher education is now facing:

1. The leveling off and consolidaticn of
federal and state financial support,
which accelerated so rapidly during
the golden years of the mid-sixties;

5 The increased competition for funds which
higher education now has to face from
social and ecological programs;

3 The decreased net revenue from tax sources
governmental units now receive;

4, The apprehension among elected officials
concerning the ability of institutions
to manage themselves (p. 6).
In 1978, college and university presidents responding
to the Carnegie Council survey indicated what changes
they would like to see at their institutions in the next
decade. The first priority was that of improving academic
programs. The second-ranked response was improved and
expanded physical facilities and the tenth-ranked re-
sponse was improved fund raising. The final question
in the Carnegie Council survey of college and uni-
versity presidents was: "In your judgement, what
are likely to be the most important issues facing American
higher education between 1980 and the year 20002" Fi-
nancing higher education, maintaining enrollments and
preserving the private sector were the first, third and
sixth most frequently mentioned issues. These issues

provide an indication of the important role philanthropy
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will have in higher education throughout the remainder

of the century (Carnegie, 1980).

In the Handbook of Institutional Advancement by

Rowland (1978) there are many articles on fund raising

practices, but especially important was the following:
Every American enterprise that depends, to
yhatgver degree, on gift income knows that
institutional survival is in serious jeopardy.
Private schools, colleges, hospitals, and
churches are especially threatened, and some
have closed their doors in the recent past.
Those that depend primarily upon public funds
face growing taxpayer resistence, and are re-
evaluating the quality and quantity of their
services. In the years ahead, fund-raising
success will be more important than ever before
(Rowland, p. 265).

At a time when financial support from the private sector
is at an all time high, yet not keeping pace with inflation,
our colleges and universities are confronted with other
financial problems. These additional problems include
curtailment of federal and state financial assistance
and the demands of costly new programs. Private sector
gifts, therefore, become an indispensable element in the
continued development and preservation of an educational
institution, whether public or private. The need to
respend to increasing financial demands is forcing
academic institutions to expand their financial base
through philanthropy from the private sector. How best

to expand this financial base is the focus of this

investigation.
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Significance

The significance of this study is reflected in the
following points: (1) review of the literature indicates
this investigation to be one of few studies directed
specifically at policy-relevant questions of fund raising
techniques; (2) the study addresses a recognized need
-- better fund raising strategies -- as identified in
fund raising literature; (3) for the first time,
representative SUNY campuses will have available policy-
relevant findings on their fund raising programs; (4) the
findings of this investigation will benefit other
academic institutions concerned with fund raising; and,
(5) the findings will provide new direction for additional
investigations of the organization and administration of
effective development programs.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this investigation is to provide an
in-depth policy-relevant analysis of the organization,
management, methods and effectiveness of fund raising at
representative SUNY institutions. Included in this study
will be university centers, health science centers,
arts and science colleges, agricultural and technical
colleges, and community colleges.

With the prospect of declining enrollments, infla-
tion and increased competition for state and federal
dollars, it is essential that public colleges and uni-

versities aggressively pursue philanthropy from the pri-
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vate sector. This investigation will therefore answer
guestions concerning optimal fund raising strategies

for the private sector.

Limitations of the Study

This study was limited in several ways. First, it
only dealt with the State University of New York. There was
no attempt to study either the private sector of higher edu-
cation in New York State or to study the City University of
New York, a unique system of public higher education in the
state.

Second, the SUNY specialized colleges were not included
in the sample because of their unique relationship to the
industries they serve. 1In one instance the foundation serves
the fashion industry, and in the other, the pulp and paper
industry. Currently, the latter institution is without a
chief development officer.

Third, one community college was dropped from the
sample for lack of program output data from its fund raising
activities for the past two years.

Fourth, variations existed among institutions in the
definition of an alumnus. For the purpcses of this study,
an alumnus is defined as a degree-hclding graduate.

Fifth, the sample of New York State colleges and uni-
versities was small but representative. Because of the

small sample, data analyses were primarily descriptive.
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Organization of the Study and Overview
of Subsequent Chapters

This dissertation is reported in five chapters.
Chapter One includes the introduction, problem,
significance, purpose, and limitations of the study.

Chapter Two presents a review of related litera-
ture. Major topics reviewed include a brief history
of philanthropy in the United States and a description and
review of educational fund raising from the perspective
of program improvement.

Chapter Three summarizes procedures including
research questions, ideal program criteria, sample
selection, questionnaire design, and data treatment.

Chapter Four includes results and comparative
analyses.

Chapter Five includes a synthesis of the findings
and the basic structure of an "ideal" but realistic
development program. In addition, this chapter includes
policy implications for SUNY, possible practical inter-

ventions and applications, and recommendations for further

research.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

This study provides an in-depth, policy-relevant analysis
of optimal fund raising strategies. For background, this
chapter reviews selected literature on philanthropy and relates
this literature to the study. The literature selected for
review is organized into twc principal sections. First,
literature concerning philanthropy in the United States is
surveyed with special attention given to the history of
educational fund raising. Second, literature concerning the
organization, management, methods and effectiveness of
educational fund raising is reviewed from the perspective of

this policy-relevant study.

Historical Perspective of Educaticnal
Fund Raising in the United States

Cutlip (1965) wrote the first and perhaps the most
scholarly investigation of the history of American fund raising

to date. His book, Fund Raising in the United States,

describes the evolution of fund raising and its effect on
philanthropy and institutions. Cutlip documents the shift in

philanthropy from the social elite to the "common" man, £rom

13
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the predominately religious to predominately secular con-
tributors, and from the volunteer to the professional.

Private generosity for the betterment of mankind is a
unique American trait of the twentieth century. While private
philanthropy once flourished in parts of Europe, the tradition
has been lost there to the state, which now controls through
politics and supports through taxation most educational,
religious and cultural agencies (Broce, 1979). Historically,
Americans, however, have been committed to preserving private
philanthropy. For this reason, Marts (1966), a distinguished
member of the fund raising profession, concluded that private
philanthropy is one of the most durable factors of American
life.

The first systematic effort to raise money in the United
States had its origin in 1641 when Harvard College sent three
clergymen to England to solicit cash contributions for the
purpose of educating "the heathen Indian". Historian Morison
(1965) related this account:

The Weld-Peter kegging mission, which cne may

call in modern terms, the first concerted "drive"

to obtain income and endowment for the College,

began early. On June 2, 1641, the General Court

entreated their respective churches to release

Hugh Peter of Salem, Thomas Weld of Roxbury, and

William Hibbens of Boston to go to England upon

some weighty occasion for the good of the ccuntry

(p. 4).

During those formative years, the colonial colleges con-

centrated their efforts in securing revenue primarily by

looking to Great Britian. Speaking of fund raising during the
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colonial days, McAnear (1952) recalls the financial difficulty

faced by the first American colleges:

The greatest problem faced by the college adminis-
trators was that of getting the money necessary

to keep the college open, for students' fees paid
only a small part of the cost. In their search
for requisite funds, promoters of the new colleges
found that tapping the provincial treasure vielded
only a trickle of cash. Harvard, Yale, and
William and Mary all had been given both grants
and annual subventions by their respective pro-
vincial governments or by the King. Among the
newer colleges, only Dartmouth, King's and
Philadelphia were voted money from the public
treasuries, and King's alone was treated generously.
None ever received an annual public subsidy,
despite repeated applications (p. 4).

Because of financial difficulties, the English coffers
were regularly and successfully tapped for more than a hundred
years until a growing hostility between the mother country and
her colonies resulted in the American Revolution, thus bringing
the solicitation process to an end. Again, speaking of this
early fund raising process McAnear (1952) records:

"The colleges were . . . saved by the development of

widespread popular interest in higher education, interest

intense enough to impel thousands of individuals, both in

America and in the Brisith Isles, to make cash gifts

aggregating a very considerable amount. The collection of

funds from private individuals was systematized, and
methods of organized effort and personal solicitation
directed by persons closely ccnnected with the colleges

were developed (p. 612).

The development of higher education in the United States
prior to the twentieth century was therefore attributable to
private initiative and private funds. Almost every early

educational institution founded in the United States was

dependent, in part or in whole, on support from private gifts.
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These private contributions enabled educational programs to
achieve a level of excellence that would otherwise have been
impossible. Private philanthropy was responsible for the
development and support of scores of private and public
institutions throughout the country. Marts (1952) found that
private gifts to higher education, through personal efforts,
founded such outstanding institutions in the United States as
Harvard in 1636; Yale in 1701; Dartmouth in 1769; Amherst in
1821; Marletta in 1835; Knox in 1837; Olivet in 1844; Belcit
and Grinnell in 1846; Washington in 1853; Washburn in 1865;
and, Pomona in 1887.

The first attempt at a new type of fund raising, a fed-
erated fund drive, was undertaken in 1829 by Matthew Carey, who
was interested in several social issues: wages for women,
health, banking, immigration and tariff. In May 1828, Carey
approached 97 "citizens of first respectability" to sign an
appeal for funds entitled "Address to the Liberal and Humane".
Carey (1965), reporting on the federated fund drive, stated:

This experience was tried for twenty days and a half.

The last four days were but twelve dollars received

and on the last day there was but a single dollar

collected, which was not sufficient to pay the

collector (p. 8).

It was, as Carey stated, "surely time to abandon the plan
as hopeless". A total of 137 subscribers donated $276.50.
Although this campaign in many aspects was a failure, the

fact remains, that the elements of modern fund raising were

exercised, namely, the paid solicitor, the advance promotion,
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the classified prospect list, and the federated drive.

During the 1800's, many colleges were experiencing severe
financial constraints requiring resourceful fund raising
efforts by the President. Typical was the Rev. E. P. Tenney of
Colorado College, described by a former student as a "promoter
of no mean rank". James Drummond Ellsworth, pioneer public
relations director for the Bell Telephone System, remembers
President Tenney in these words:

Every now and then the College (Colorado) treasurer
would report that the young, struggling institution
was out of funds. Thereupon, "Prexy" Tenney would
jump the next train for the effete East where by

hook or crook he would procure enough money to keep
going for another few months. As far as anyone knew
he never came back empty-handed and the College never
closed down...The enterprising president brought back
from the East not only money for the college, but he
also brought back students to f£ill the dorms...

One of the president's fund raising schemes was to
get students to take up land by pre-emption claims
in the upper Cheyenne Canyon, and a caravan started
with a party of young women students riding donkeys
and with the boys driving the pack animals. The
enterprise collapsed because the Boston girls

could not cook and did not like camplife so

like the Duke of York and twice ten thousand men,
they marched up the hill and then down again.

But, President Tenney built the useful institution
of learning on desert ground, nursed it through
infancy and by its means gave a broader like to
many ambitious youth" (Ellsworth, n.d., pp. 16-18).

Recalling the end of the nineteenth century, Cutlip {1265)
noted that from 1875 to 1900, America doubled its population,
jammed its people, including large waves of immigrants, into
larger and larger cities, enthroned the machine and developed

mass production of goocds and spanned the nation with rail and
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wire communication. It was a turbulent, frenzied period of
development making America into an interdependent society of
specialists working along one massive national assembly line.
These spectacular developments, according to Cutlip, brought
with them increasing social and welfare problems that could
only be met through the collective efforts of the whole
community (p.23).

As the United States was experiencing major social changes
in the closing decades of the nineteenth century, philanthropy
of eleemosynary institutions was to respond by profoundly
changing the nature of social, welfare, health and education
institutions by making philanthropy a broad public enterprise
rather than a selected activity for the very rich and elite.

Educational philanthropy in the United States prior to the
twentieth century, in light of the economic conditions under
which this group of young colonies were forming, was always
characterized in the context of social issues. Organized
religion dominated practically all colleges during the early
years and a large portion of gifts came from the church,
primarily for purposes of influence. There is good evidence
that a significant portion of gifts received were for
restricted purposes meeting fundamental needs such as
buildings, grounds, professorships, library and scholarships.
Unrestricted gifts, though relatively small in amount, were
fairly dependable. There is also evidence in some fcundation

documents, with the exception of William and Mary, that most
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early institutions intended from the start to rest upon
philanthropy (Sears, 1922, p. 31).

The nineteenth century saw the beginning of public
financial assistance to certain private institutions. John
Quincy Adam's first annual message to Congress in 1825, under
the rubric of promoting internal improvements, supported
assistance for expeditions to the interior of the continent.
This meant limited financial support for faculty who were
professional naturalists and academic scientists (Nielson,
1979, p. 31). As Daniels (1971) in his social history of
science in the United States observed, "Little thought was
given to the idea of public support for science per se: it was
only specific enterprises that could be viewed as necessary
instruments for securing some public purpose which the
democratic society could properly patronize" (p. 176).

In 1850 Jonathan Turner put forth a plarn for the creation
of public colleges: "If the farmers and their friends will now
but exert themselves, they can speedily secure...for each State
in the Union, an appropriation of public land adequate to endow
in the most liberal manner a general system of popular
industrial education" ( Nevins, 1962, p. 14). Indeed Jonathan
Turner's objective was accomplished in 1862 by the passing of
the Morrill Act allocating a total of 16,000 square miles of
federal land which the states could sell to create a network of

land grant colleges.
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During this same period of time many private institutions,
originally founded on philanthropv, began looking to the
government to assist in their financial plight. The same
public pressures for democratic control over higher education
also took the form of demands for greater accountability over
private colleges receiving public funds (Nielson, 1979, pp.
32-33). Certain private institutions toward the end of the
nineteenth century reacted to the public pressure for
democratic control. Citing Harvard College as an example,
Morrison (1936) writes that the state had retreated from the
legislative control it might have exercised over Harvard by
denying it further allocations; on the other hand, the college
felt "...that to protect academic freedom she must at the
earliest opportunity free her government from political
elements; and that, as a price for freedom, she must look to

her own alumni...not to the Commonwealth, for support" (p. 30).

Twentieth Century Philanthropy

With Andrew Carnegie and John D. Rockefeller leading the
way, large-scale philanthropy and benevolent foundations began
emerging during the early part of the twentieth century.
Andrew Carnegie, who had already amassed a fortune in steel

making in excess of $30 million, published his Cospel of Wealth

insisting that "the millionaire will be but a trustee for the



21

poor," and in the early 1900's set up several large foundations
(Andrews, 1978, p. 5). His were not the first but they set a
pattern followed by John D. Rockefeller and others. The birth
of major foundations brought fundamental changes in American
philanthropy, even more significant than the growing list of
large gifts to public projects. "Most earlier charitable
trusts had been established for some narrowly defined
purpose...The major trusts founded by Carnegie and Rockefeller,
however, were limited only to the advancement of knowledge and
human welfare. Relieving the needy was not their objective.
They would attack misery at its source through the weapon of
research" (Bremmer, 1960, p. 117).

During the same period, and into the 1920's, an important
development in the field of fund raising emerged, namely, the
federations. Community chests probably were the most
outstanding examples of the federations, though there were
others. Such federations of social agencies often had
functions of planning and community organization of great
significance but their fund raising functions were relatively
unique. Federated fund raising techniques can be summarized as
follows:

Usually all contributors are "members" of the chest,

entitled to vote at the annual meeting, and sooner oOr

later in smaller communities a number of these persons
become members of the board of directors and gain intimate
knowledge of the activities of local agencies and their
budgeting problems. The fall campaign is highly
organized, and draws in a veritable array of solicitors

who attend district and general meetings, receive special
publicity, and by their voluntary activities are given a
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sense of participation. Finally, in a well-conducted

campailgn, every resident is invited to contribute

(Andrews, 1950, p. 139).

Another important development in fund raising had its
beginning with the Y.M.C.A. movement. The "campaign method"
grew out of the concern of many that they were spending too
much time begging for money. The solution was the campaign,
staged with fixed goals and time limits, enabling the
money-raising chore to be completed quickly.

A review of the early Y.M.C.A. techniques shows that many
practices that were successful then are still productive today.
The first campaigns stressed (1) careful organization, (2)
picked volunteers, (3) team competition, (4) powerful
publicity, (5) large gifts to be matched by the public, (6)
careful records, (7) report meetings, and (8) a definite time
limit (Broce, 1979, p. 11).

The decade of 1919-1929, termed by Jones (1965) "the
golden age of fund-raising", came to a sudden halt; economic
ruin and social chaos marked the Great Depression (Cutlip, p.
296) . However, in the 1920's, the focus of philanthropy shifted
from major capital fund drives for colleges and other civic
groups to public giving for relief. 2And, in the 1930's another
significant, far reaching development in American fund raising
occurred with the passage of the 1935 Revenue Code allowing
corporations a 5 per cent deductibility clause (Cutlip,

Pe 38 Corporations today still take advantage‘of this

important philanthropic tax law.-
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Vlorld War II brought new challenges to fund raising
professionals. Capital programs that had begun gathering
momentum as economic conditions were improving, were deferred
or cancelled. Cutlip (1965), reflecting on the challenges of
this peried, concluded the following:

The fund raising lessons of World War I, the
twenty years' experience with federated fund
raising, and the dramatic lessons taught in the
depression, were to be reflected in the money
raising of World War II. This time there was
less lost motion in getting to the task of unifying
appeals and building organizations to provide
money for the religious, recreational, and wel-
fare needs of a nation in uniform and in total
war production. The promotional patterns of
World War I would be repeated, albeit with more
style, more skill, more finesse -- and bigger
totals. For the second war the fund raising
professionals had the new and powerful medium
of radio to use in their exhortations (p. 397).

The 1950's witnessed the emergence of federal funding
programs. Jones (1949), a recognized fund raising expert,
writing at that time, had these observations:

The government adds to the prospective giver's
confusion. . .Now the very taxes that make
possible this government financing are simul-
taneously altering the field of philanthropic
support. The alteration is drastic. High
taxation is resulting in the gradual dis-
appearance of the multi-millionaire class

. This shift in the balance of giving is
forcing philanthropies to look elsewhere for
support (pp. 8-9).

At the same time the American Association of Fund Raising
reported:

Over the eleven yvear period from 1950 through
1960 Americans increased their investment

in the nation's philanthropically supported
institutions at a faster pace than either
personal income or the gross national product
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advanced. Private support of our religious,

educational, health, and social organizations

increased 100 percent in this period, while

personal income rose 78 percent, and the

gross national product 77 percent (American

Association of Fund Raising Counsel, 1962,

ps 10)4
These figures suggest that Americans were becoming more
generous, fund raisers more skillful, and perhaps multiple
appeals more effective.

The decade of the 1960's was characterized by rapid growth
and development of institutions in higher education. Harvard
University had gained new status with the completion of an $82
million campaign. Other institutions launched and successfully
completed equally impressive campaigns. However, even in this
positive climate of philanthropy, many academic institutions
were confronted with financial stress (Cheit, 1971). 1In 1969,
at the close of the decade, the Congress passed and the
President signed into law the Tax Reform Act of 1969 which
affected fund raising in the decade of the 1970's, both
positively and negatively (Carson and Hudson, 1973).

During the latter part of the 1960's and throughout much
of the 1970's the image of higher education waned in the
public's eye. Educators, students, alumni and the general
public began questioning life styles and personal values as
well as challenging traditional teaching techniques and
institutional goals. During the early years of the seventies,

educators were aware of three pervasive conditions:

3 In the public eye, the image of higher edu-
cation had become tarnished. To the public,
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higher education -- the system in which so
many pecple had put such high hopes for the
advancement of mankind -- had proved to be

as falible as man himself.
20 Financially, some of our colleges and
universities were in such economic
straits that there were questions whether
they could survive. In fact, among small,
private colleges, the institutional death
rate had begun to climb. Even the most
affluent and most prestigious institutions,
public and private, had experienced deficits
and restricted spending.
3% The ordinary way of "doing things," of managing
our institutions, was no longer adequate
-- either for the given task or for the time
left in which to complete that task (Leslie,
1969 . wpa 3
In November, 1973, the Commission of Private Philanthropy
and Public Needs was established with two primary objectives:
(1) to study the role of philanthropic giving in the United
States and, (2) to study that area through which giving is prin-
cipally channeled, that is, the voluntary "third sector” of
American Society. This special committee, chaired by John H.
Filer, was commissioned to make recommendations to the United
States Congress and the American people regarding the third
sector and how it might be strengthened and become mcre effec-
tive. The research conducted spanned more than 700 organiza-

tions and individuals and was published in the book entitled

Giving in America: Toward a Stronger Voluntary Sector (1975).

The commission's findings concerning nonprofit activity
and philanthropic giving is summarized in four broad observa-
tions:

1 The voluntary sector is a large and vital
part of American society, more important today
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than ever. But the sector is undergoing economic
strains that predate and are generally more severe
than the troubles of the economy as a whole (p. 16).
The commission estimated that there may be as many as six
million organizations in American society which could be
classified as the third or private, non-profit sector. The
focus of the commission's attention, however, was upon the
somewhat smaller part of the voluntary sector defined by
Section 501 (c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code, which includes
those organizations that are both tax exempt and eligible to
receive tax deductible gifts. The Code specifically designates
charitable, religious, scientific, literary and educational
organizations. The commission estimated further that the
revenues in these areas, including both government and private
funds, add up to nearly $80 billion per annum. Non-money
resources, such as volunteer work and free corporate services,
would increase the $80 billion to over $100 billion in cash and
other resources annually. These are significant sums
indicating the size and importance of philanthropy from the
private, non-profit sector to the charitable organizations in
our country.
2 Giving in America involves an immense
amount of time and money, is the fundamental
underpinning of relationships between donor,
donations and donee, and it is not keeping
pace (p. 13).
The commission's largest single research effort was a

survey of 2917 taxpayers conducted jointly by the University of

Michigan's Survey Research Center and the U.S. Census Bureau.
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Some of the commission's findings concerning philanthropy were
the following: college and university graduates give six times
as much on the average as do those with only a high school
diploma; small town residents give more than those from met-
ropolitan areas; the married give more than the single; the
giving of time correlated closely with giving of money; and,
the individual who contributes to one organization is likely to
give to another.

Although philanthropy is a very significant factor in the
American way of life, the findings of the Commission showed
that the purchasing power of the giving did not keep pace with
the growth of the economy during the 1960's and early 1970's.

% Decreasing levels of private giving, in-

creasing costs of nonprofit activity and
broadening expectations for health, education
.and welfare services as basic entitlements of
citizenship have led to the government's

becoming a principal provider of programs and
revenues in many areas once dominated by private
philanthropy. And government's growing role in
these areas poses fundamental questions about the
autonomy and basic functioning of private non-
profit organizations and institutions (p. 16).

In 1974, commission studies indicated the government
contributed about $23 billion tc non-profit organizations,
compared to $25 billion from private sources. In addition to
financial assistance, the government has absorbed many
philanthropic functions and services which once were the
responsibility of the private sector. For example, in the

medical and health field the government was spending only 15

percent more than private philanthropy and in 1973 it was
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spending nearly seven times as much. In 1960, about two-thirds
of all institutions of higher education were private and in
1974 it was closer to one half. 1In 1950, more than one half of
all students enrolled in higher education attended private
institutions and in 1975 this amount was reduced to approx-
imately 25 percent. The federal government increased its
responsibility to the poor, the unemployed, the aged and the
infirmed because of Social Security legislation enacted in the
1930's. Along with these changes has come a greater degree of
involvement by government in the finances of non-profit
organizations. No longer is the private sector totally private
nor the public sector totally public, but rather a mixture of
both.

4, Our society has long encouraged "charitable"

.non-profit activity by excluding it from certain
tax obligations. But the principal tax encour-
agement of giving to non-profit organizations
—-—the charitable deduction in personal income
taxes--has been both challenged from some
quarters in recent years on grounds of equity
and eroded by expansion of the standard
deduction (p. 17).

The charitable deduction has been part of the tax law
since 1917 when it was instituted to reflect the important
contribution philanthropy made to the American way of life. It
was instituted to‘sustain gifts from the private sector in
support of charitable purposes in the face of ever increasing

tax rates and because it was held that philanthropy did not

profit the individual donor. Since 1917, there have been
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several amendments and tax reforms affecting contributions from
the private sector.

The assignment of the commission to study philanthropy and
its role in American society had major significance in its
focus on the third sector and its integral role in American
society. To understand better the scope and impact of
philanthropy, one must evaluate the dollars contributed from
various sources.

In 1980, individual citizens, corporations and foundations
contributed a record $47.74 billion to philanthropic causes.
This was an increase in giving of 10.2 percent over the
previous year. Individuals gave $39.93 billion or 83.7 per-
cent of the total. Corporations reached a new level of giving
with $2.55 billion in contributions. As a portion of all
philanthrgpy, corporate giving represented 5.3 percent.
Corporations have increased their share of giving during each
year for which there is documentation. The giving of
foundations totaled $2.40 billion in 1980, which represented
5.2 percent of all philanthropy.

For the past twenty-six vears, and 1980 was no exception,
giving to religion outpaced all other categories. 1In 1980,
religious organizations, agencies and institutions received a
total of $22.15 billion in donations, most of which were from
individual sources.

In 1978, donations to the educational community surpassed

giving to health and hospitals. Last year education maintained
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its position as the second largest recipient of charitable
gifts. 1In 1980, giving to education reached $6.68 billion or
14 percent of all giving.

The health and hospital category of philanthropy received
a total of-$6.49 billion in 1980, which accounted for 13.6 per-
cent of all philanthropy.

During 1980, $4.73 billion in contributions was given to
organizations in the arts and humanities, accounting for 10
percent of all philanthropy. Gi&ing to civic and public
affairs organizations rose to $1.36 billion this year and
represented 2.9 percent of all philanthropy.

Americans gave $3.37 billion to the "other" category--
including foreign aid, technical assistance, international
activities, education and studies, and foundation endowment.

Unfértunately, even though the growth of philanthropy has
been impressive, it has not kept pace with increases in the
nation's gross national product or the rising rate of in-
flation.

Contributors gave $6.68 billion to American educational
institutions and other educational programs during 1980. The
Council for Financial Aid to Education (CFAE) recently reported
that preliminary results of a study of more than one thousand
colleges and universities showed an increase in giving of $3.80
billion, compared with $3.23 billion in 1979. Examining the
donor breakdown of the CFAE's survey, it appears that small

declines took place in the non-alumni, alumni and religious
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groups compared to their levels a year earlier. An analysis of
the CFAE survey also shows that the increase in overall giving
by businesses and foundations in the United States did benefit
higher education (American Association of Fund Raising Counsel).
Philanthropy has given force to new ideas, new colleges
and universities, and new curricular offerings throughout the
history of American higher education. However, research nor the
literature has dealt sufficiently with policy-relevant studies
of development programs. The need for such investigation is

clear.

Policy-Related Studies
of Development Programs

Organization and Management

Seymour (1966), in Design for Fund Raising, advocated

that a college or university development program must be an
integral and continuous part of the organizational structure
of the institution. He contended that the broader the develop-
ment office's tasks and the higher in the management framework
the development officer is placed, the better that individual
will perform.

Seymour believes that the term "development" is not simply
another word for raising money. Development instead should be
understood as the "broad term for the planned promotion of

understanding, participation, and support"” (p. 115). He states
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that the purpose of institutional development should be to
develop support through service and gifts.

?he direct role in the area of fund raising itself
1s.to promote all three legs of the fund raising
trlpod-—chasionally capital campaigns, consistent
annual giving by all elements of the constituency,
and tpe'promotion of deferred giving through bequests
and }1v1ng trusts. The indirect role in the area of
public relations--because it is development's very life
b}ood-—ls to sustain a critical awareness and the
lively concern for the way in which the institution
dealg wiFh the arts and graces of appreciation,
hogpltallty, respcnses to suggestions and all other
Tajo§1$§ocesses of dealing with its constituency

P. .

He feels that as a matter of policy, development officers
must have immediate access to the president and other key
administrative officials, including the trustees, and must
participate in all institutional policy discussions.

Pray, general editor of the Handbook for Educational Fund

Raising (1981), had the following to say concerning organi-
zational structure and management:

The development profession is still in the

process of integrating and consolidating the
evolutionary changes that brought it into being.
While much creative thinking is being applied and
most programs are becoming increasingly effective,
the thrust of present changes seems to be toward
better evaluation and refined management techniques
rather than productive new processes or relationships
. . . Three terms in particular, suggest it is time
for a new look, even though conclusions may be
speculative at this point. Mone is new, but none has
been exploited. These three trends are:

The changing patterns of integration of
advancement and develcopment functions into
the institutions general administrative
structure in accord with what might be
called a philosophy of "total resource
development,”
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the evolving relationships of volunteers,
especially trustees, in the development
effort, and,
the growing role of the advancement or
development officers in the general
management of the institution (p. 389).

Shea (Rowland, 1977) on organization and structure notes
that the organization chart begins with the president. The
original intent, he maintains, was gathering together the
separate functions of institutional relations, fund raising,
alumni work and service management to help the president as
general manager of the educational enterprise. Shea believes
that to fulfill this original intent requires that most
American colleges and universities have administrative
coordination of the functions of institutional relations,
alumni relations, fund raising and service management.
Sometimes this implies supervision of these functions by a
single executive. The activities connected with these
functions have increased markedly in the last twenty years,
making the case for coordination even stronger (pp. 476-477).

Rewland (1977) noted that "the success of an institutional
advancement program in colleges and universities rests largely
on effective management" (p. 531). Rowland further states that
an adequate budget, a well-trained and energetic staff and a
sympathetic administration are necessary but, unless there is
capable top-level management, the program cannot be successful.

The executive manager must be concerned with planning; setting

goals and objectives; establishing priorities; develcoping an
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organization; selecting, training, and motivating personnel;
allocating resources; programming to meet objectives; facil-
itating change and evaluating results (p. 531).

Sources and Constituencies

The second area of interest relevant to the present in-
vestigation concerns fund raising sources and constituencies.
Traditional programs in a comprehensive development office
include annual giving, major gift solicitaticn, deferred or
planned giving, corporate giving, foundation giving, athletic
fund raising and capital campaigns. These programs solicit
philanthropic contributions from alumni, non-alumni friends,
corporations, foundations, parents, students, faculty and
staff, governing boards, and clubs and organizations. These
sources and constituencies are confirmed throughout the
literature. Specifically, the above-mentioned activities are
confirmed in a survey of twenty-three academic institutions,
both large and small, public and private, conducted by Shea
as reported in Rowland (1977, p. 476).

The Handbook for Educational Fund Raising (1981) devoted

several chapters probing the support potential of college

constituancies. Subjects covered included: parents as

potential donors, students as fund raisers, faculty as donors,

support from the local business community, trustees leading by

example, and the president's role in administrative leadership.
The literature dealing with fund raising sources and

constituencies also include many "how to" books, journals,
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magazines, and booklets dealing with methods of fund raising.
of significace among these publications are the following:

Foundation Fundamentals: A guide for Grantseekers by Carol M.

Kurzig (1980); Tested Ways to Successful Fund Raising by George

A. Brakeley, Jr.(1980); How to Raise Funds from Foundations by

Joseph Dermer (1977); Designs for Fund Raising by Harold J.

Seymour (1966); The Planned Giving Idea Book by Robert F.

Sharpe (1980); and a series of books entitled New Directions

for Institutional Advancement published by Jossey-Bass,

Inc. (1979, 1980, 1981).

Methods and Technigues

Broce (1979), in his book Fund Raising, set forth several

basic fund raising principles which are directly connected with
fund raising methods and techniques. These nine principles
include:

1. Institutional or organizational objectives
must be established first.

2. Development objectives must be established
to meet institutional goals.

3. The kinds of support needed determine the
kinds of fund raising programs.

4. The institution must start with natural prospects.

5. The case -for the program must reflect the
importance of the institution.

€. Involvement is the key to leadership and support.
7. Prospect research must be thorough and realistic.
8. Cultivation is the key to successful solicitation.

9. Solicitation is only successful if principles one
through eight have been followed (pp. 17-24).
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George A. Brakeley, Jr., a recognized authority in fund
raising, writing about fund raising methods, mentions what he
considers fundamentals. Brakeley (1980) contends that
institutional development and fund raising must be viewed as a
continuous ongoing responsibility, with goals set to reflect
immediate and future needs. Sound planning is therefore
required and can only result from sound research which includes
institutional goals and sources of support for these goals.
Every not-for-profit institution needs to have an effective
prospect research program.

Public relations also plays an important part in an
institution's development effort. Good public relations and
favorable publicity are essential to establishing and rein-
forcing the institutions basic case for support.

Brakeley also writes that it is axiomatic that an insti-
tution must spend money to raise money. Therefore, budgets
adequate to do the job must be established.

Another fundamental according to Brakeley is that annual
and capital giving interrelate. The announcement of a capital
campaign can cause some alarm thus requiring good communication
and full cooperation among the various administrators and
departments concerned.

The first fundamental, as Brakeley discusses, is the case
for support. An institution securing gifts from the private
sector must be able to effectively state its case for support.

Today there are nearly half a million 501 (c) (3) not-for-profit
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institutions in America that are dependent on philanthropy; the
institution's statement of its case for support is the primary
requisite for laying the foundation of a successful fund
raising and development program {pp. 13-24). Pray (1981) notes
that the case statement is the sales tool for development. It
begins with a persuasive statement of the reasons for the con-
tinued existence of the institution, the role and purpose it
plays in society, and the rationale for its programs. It pro-
vides a prospective donor with convincing evidence that both
current and estate gifts will be administered wisely and that
giving will be satisfying. The case must also include a list
of needs, the rationale for these needs, and a program time-
table (pp. 19-20).

Record Keeping and Gift Processing

Also of interest in the present investigation is the
importance of record keeping and gift processing. Broce (1979)
maintains that before significant fund raising can take place,
the development staff must identify and evaluate those persons,
foundations, corporations, and organizations from which it can
reasonably expect to receive support. Prospect evaluation and
identification should be a continuous staff function. Such
research includes collecting information on which to base sound
determination about the right prospects for the project, as

well as the appropriate time to solicit a gift from the

prospects (pp. 23-24).
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Pray (1981), after an extended series of visits to devel-
opment offices across the country, is convinced that research

on prospective donors is sadly neglected. Pray noted the

following:

The effective program identifies significant
potential donors, develops information about each
one to provide a sound base for action, suggests and
guides prospect cultivation, and gives staff assistance
to those making direct donor contact. Such a program
1s supported by an effective record system and adequate
staff. . . Note well the word "significant" in my
description. This is not a system to provide infor-
mation on hordes of donors. It is a system to identify
and provide in-depth information on the 20, 50 or 200
individuals or organizations capable of making a major
éTpact on the institution if motivated to help (pp.
-82).

According to Bergfeld (1981), director of development
records at Washington University, an effective record system
consists of the following:

Somehow, every institution must be able to record
items of categorized information in some form of
master record for qualified selection of prospects--
for example, type of prospect, gift rating, member-
ships, or activites. Much of the information will
come from the prospect files. The number and kind

of items depend on the requirements of the individual
institution.

The second important application of information

is the gift record, which can categorize contributors
by giving history, size of gift, purpose, and so on.
Here again the computer can be useful. It can pro-
duce complex gift reports accurately and promptly

for thousands of gifts. The institution's accounting
system is probably already computerized or moving in
that direction. 1Ideally, the gift accounting system
and the development gift system should be one, thus
eliminating wasteful separate accounting systems

and the disagreeable task of reconciling the develop-
ment gift figures with those of the business office.

Before calling on a prospect, the executivg needs
up-to-date prospect information in as concise a format
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as practicable. This is the work of the prospect
researche;-—work made infinitely easier and more
Yaluable if a good prospect file exists. For the new
isuspectf, the researcher relies heavily on directories,
information-gathering services, historical societies,
court records, and the like (pp. 270-271).

-

Summary

A comprehensive review of the literature revealed minimal
investigation conducted along the specific lines outlined by
the statement of the problem for the present study. In re-
viewing dissertations on development, the fund raising studies
that have been completed primarily involve specific problem
areas, methods and techniques, types or geographic groupings of
institutions producing important descriptive conclusions.

Pickett (1977) in An Assessment of the Effectiveness of Fund

Raising Policies of Private Undergraduate Colleges identified

the most effective set of fund raising policies for private
colleges. Effectiveness of these policies was determined by
relating policies to fund raising potential. Based on
Pickett's work, it is possible to suggest which fund raising
policies are likely to be most effective for private under-
graduate colleges.

The purpose of this chapter was to review relevant
literature concerning educational philanthropy as it pertains
to the history of fund raising in the United States and ap-

propriate literature concerning the problem areas .of the
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present study. The first section of the chapter traced the
history of educational philanthropy giving evidence of its
influence in helping to shape colleges and universities as
known today. In section two, the focus was on literature
relating to the investigation per se, namely, the four major
areas of interest including: (1) organizational structure and
management; (2) fund raising sources and constituencies; (3)
fund raising methods and techniques; and, (4) record keeping

and gift processing.



CHAPTER IXI

METHODOLOGY

The purposes of this study were (a) to identify the
main criteria or characteristics of an ideal development
program, and (b) to conduct a policy-relevant analysis of
these ideal criteria by comparisons among representative
units of the State University of New York. This has been
accomplished through analysis of surveys and interviews
with experts in the field of development and chief devel-
opment officers.

Research Questions

The following research questions guided this inves-
tigation from conception to conclusions:

1. What are the main criteria or characteristics of
an ideal development program?

2. What are the basic output criteria for measuring
effectiveness of a development program?

Thl Where are representative SUNY institutions when
compared to the criteria for the ideal development
program referred to in question 1 above?

4, Wwhat is the relative position of representative
SUNY institutions on indicators of program
effectiveness referred to in question 2 above?

5. Is there a basic and meaningful relationship
between the program development criteria as
measured for the representative SUNY institutions
and their program performance as measured by the
effectiveress indicators referred to in gquestion 2

above?

41
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6. In the light of the empirical findings relating
re;l program characteristics to the ideal program
Criteria and the analysis relating real program
characteristics to measures of program
effe?tiveness, what would be the nature or
configuration of the most realistic and most
effective fund raising program?

p How can individual SUNY institutions best take
advantage of the "ideal" policy-relevant findings
of this study for their development program?

Population and Sample

This investigation dealt with the State University of
New York, one of New York State's public systems of higher
education. The State University of New York is composed of
64 individual campus units throughout the State. These
campus units are organized into seven categories as follows:
(a) four university centers, (b) thirteen arts and science
colleges, (c) three centers for the health sciences, (d) six
agricultural and technical colleges, (e) three specialized
colleges, (f) five statutory colleges and (g) thirty
community colleges.

The research sample consists of representative SUNY
colleges/universities -- with the exception of the statutory
and specialized colleges -- having development programs that

meet the following criteria:

(1) have been in existence for a minimum of three
years, and

(2) have a development professional asgigned
the responsibility of soliciting gifts from
the private sector exclusive of gpopsored re-
search programs under the jurisdiction of the SUNY

Research Foundation.
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Geographically and institutionally, the sample is
representative of New York State. Enrollment for Fall 1981,
range from a low of 973 students at the Upstate Medical
Center to a high of 24,126 students at the State University
at Buffalo. The sample of sixteen institutions consists of
seven institutions with enrollments of less than five
thousand; four between five and ten thousand; three between
ten and fifteen thousand; one between fifteen and twenty
thousand; one between twenty and twenty-five thousand.

Included in this study are four university centers, cne
health science center, six arts and science colleges, three
agricultural and technical colleges and two community
colleges. All institutions included in this investigation
are accredited by their respective regional associations.
The sample is representative of SUNY institutions and thus
supports the generalizability of findings.

Criteria of the Ideal Development Program

As part of the research design for the study, a panel
of nationally recognized experts was established for the
purpose for formulating policy-relevant criteria (including
input, processes, and output criteria) for an ideal
development program. The members (see Appendix A) were
chosen on the basis of their professional background. The
expert panel consisted of a board of trustee chairperson and

member, former university president, chief institutional
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advancement officer, chief development officer, corporate
foundation executive officer, chief executive corporate
officer, foundation executive officer, university professor
with expertise in institutional advancement, general editor

of the Handbook of Institutional Advancement, editor-in-

chief for Jossey-Bass, New Directions for Institutional

Development, and the president of the Council for

Advancement and Support cf Education, the national
association for institutional advancement officers. The
expert panel members also assist in a variety of educaticnal
fund raising efforts as volunteers and donors.

The researcher reviewed the literature and proposed
tentative criteria for an ideal development program which
were incorporated into a questionnaire (see Appendix B)
mailed to the expert panel. The design of the questionnaire
included forced-choice guestions either to accept or reject
the tentative criteria, an open-ended comments section for
each criterion, an open-ended comments section for each
tentative criterion, and an open-ended section for "other"
crtieria deemed important by the panel.

A personal or telephone interview was conducted with
each expert panel member in order to review his responses to
the survey. Some panel members chose either to respond to

the survey or to be interviewed.

Final Questionnaire Development

The final instrument (see Appendix C) used for this
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study is a comprehensive questionnaire on program develop-
ment derived from the criteria accepted by the expert panel.
In preparing the program development questiocnnaire, the
responses of the expert panel members to both the survey and
follow-up interview were analyzed and worded as detailed
items on the program development questionnaire. Question-
naire items were derived for all criteria approved by the
expert panel. Appendix D includes a table relating all
items on the program development questionnaire to the ideal
criteria estalished by the expert panel. All quantitative
items are written positively, that is, higher ratings on
items mean the program is approaching the ideal -- as
approved by the expert panel that established the ideal
program criteria. The program development guestionnaire was
organized into four categories.

e Organizational Structure and Program

Resources
FEs Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies
IIE. Fund Raising Methods and Techniques

V. Record Keeping and Gift Prccessing

As a means of determining validity, relevance and
clarity of questionnaire items, a separate panel of four
independent judges was selected and asked to rate each item
All four judges were senior institutional

(see Appendix E).

advancement professionals. Two were knowledgeable SUNY

representatives while the other two represented a major
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public and a private institution, respectively. No item on
the questionnaire was found invalid, irrelevant, and unclear
by all questionnaire judges.

The tentative form of the gquestionnaire was then sent
to a pilot sample consisting of three SUNY campuses. At two
of the campuses, only the chief development officer
responded and, at the third campus, the chief development
officer and one other campus representative responded.
Personal follow-up interviews were conducted with each
chief development officer. As a result, some items were
deleted and others rephrased. The validity and relevance of
the program development questionnaire was thus confirmed and
the final form completed.

In addition to clarifying the validity of the program
development questionnaire, about two weeks after final ques-
tionnaire administration, a random sample of chief develop-
ment officers was asked to complete the guestionnaire a
second time. "Test-retest" item reliabiity was roughly
estimated by the percentage of exact "hits" for each quanti-
tative item on the questionnaire. Any item with a percent-
age of "hits" (i.e., choice of same response on item for
both administrations) below 67 percent was eliminated from

further analysis (see Appendix F).

Additional Data Base

In order to more fully answer the research questions of

major interest, two additional sets of dacta were specified



47

and obtained for each institution in the sample, plus an
additional 33 SUNY institutions from data bases at the SUNY

Central Administration or from The College Handbook (1981).

One set of data contained measures of program output,
namely, the amount of gift income received for 1979-80 and
1980-81 from the following sources:

= Alumni

= Non-alumni friends

- Corporations and Businesses

- Foundations

- Deferred Gifts Received

- Endowed Income

- Investment Income

Another set of data contained variables found by
Pickett (1977) to be predictive of fund raising potential.
Pickett's major contribution to analysis of fund raising
effectiveness is based on an analysis of extremes, that is,
overproductive versus underproductive development programs.
He determined and used fund raising potential, not total
gift income, which is a relative outcome measure. Pickett's
variables found most predictive of fund raising potential
for private schools included the

- typical cost of attendance (i.e., socio-economic

level of clientele),

- percent of graduating class attending graduate school

(i.e., educational quality)
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- market value of endowment (i.e., financial resources

not consumed annually) and,

- number of alumni (i.e., size)
These variables plus average gift income for 1979-80 and
1980-81 were gathered for forty-nine representative SUNY
institutions, including the sixteen sample institutions.
These indicators of fund raising potential were gathered on
a larger sample of SUNY institutions because the analytical.
technique (i.e., multiple, linéar regression) used to de-
termine fund raising potential require a sample approx-
imately 10 times the number of variables involved in the
regression.

Data Collection Procedure

Materials were mailed to eighteen chief development
office?s at SUNY institutions meeting the sample criteria
noted above. The mailing included a questionnaire with
instructions, a cover letter (see Appendix C), and a
self-addressed envelope. A total of eighteen chief devel-
opment officers, that is, 100 percent of the sample returned
questionnaires. Of those returned sixteen were usable.

For clarification and protocol, a follow-up interview
in person or by phone was conducted with all chief develop-
ment officers in the sample. This interview was designed to

clarify any questionnaire responses that may have been

unclear to the respondents.
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Data Treatment and Analysis

Where appropriate, each quantitative item on the
questionnaire was coded for direction and magnitude of item
meaning. Four-point Likert scales were used to code
importance, effectiveness, involvement, or emphasis for
particular items. For example, "very ineffective" was
scaled "1" while "very effective" was scaled "4". All
quantitative questionnaire items were written in the
positive and thus designed to reflect the criteria of the
ideal development program. Therefore, the closer
respondents came to scale values of 4, thecretically, the
more ideal that program as perceived by each institution's
chief development officer.

Items with yes/no responses were coded "2" for "yes"
and "1" for "no". These types of items and the Likert
scale items were treated as categorical variables.
Variables reflecting number of staff and monetary values
were treated as continuous variables. Unreliable, missing,
or unusable data were so coded and not analyzed.

Descriptive statistics were calculated for each
guantitative item on the questionnaire, for all gift income

variables, and for the four fund-raising-potential variables

used by Pickett (1977).
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Research Question Number One

What are the main criteria or
characteristics of an ideal
development program?

This general research question is answered by tabu-
lating the acceptance or rejection by the expert review
panel of the proposed criteria.

Research Question Number Two

What are the basic output criteria
for measuring effectiveness of a
development program?

Although total gift income is generally considered to
be the main output criteria of development programs, program
inputs and processes of small institutions could all be
ideal and yet result in very little gift income. And
similarily, program inputs and processes of large
institﬁtions could be much less than ideal and yet, such
institutions may have considerable gift income.

In order to reflect the "true" productivity of SUNY
institutions, the methodology used by Pickett (1977) will be
employed. Pickett's methodology helps prevent "unfair"
comparisons between institutions on the basis of gift income
alone. Thus, to be classified as an overproductive
development program, the program must be producing more gift

income than predicted on the basis of potential. Overpro-

ductive colleges/universities raise more than thelr poten-

tial would predict. Underproductive colleges/universities

raise less than their potential would predict. The basic
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outcome measure then becomes overproductivity versus under-
productivity, not total gift income.

A larger sample of institutions was used in determine
productivity of the sixteen institutions receiving the
program development questionnaire. For the larger sample of
forty-nine institutions, total gift income for 1979-80 and
1980-81 was averaged and became the dependent variable in a
multiple, linear regression equation. Linearity and quality
of the regression was checked by plotting residuals,
standardized by the error of measurement for the regression.
Average total gift income was then regressed on the four
Pickett variables including (1) cost of attendance, (2)
number of alumni, (3) percent of graduates attending
graduate schools, and (4) market value of endowment. The
statisfical significance of the regression and regression
weights was determined by F values at p £ ,05. PFinal
inclusion of a predictor variable was determined by
significant change in r square.

The final regression equation was then used to predict
the potential or expected gift income of the original
sixteen colleges/universities that received the program
questionnaire.- Predicted gift income was subtracted from
actual gift income. A positive difference meant that the
college/university acquired more gift income than would be

expected based on the regression. And, following Pickett

(1977) :
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A negative d;fference meant that the
college received less than expected.
Tbe dlffgren;e was divided by the pre-
d}cted gift income to produce a percent
difference figure (p. 68).

The colleges/universities were then ranked on the
percent difference. The percent difference controlled for
size of gift income. Colleges/universities with positive
percent differences were classified as overproductive.
Colleges/universities with negative percent differences were
classified as underproductive.

The output criteria for institutional fund raising pro-
grams were therefore defined as overproductivity or under-

productivity.

Research Question Number Three

Where are representative SUNY
institutions when compared to
the criteria for the ideal
development program?

The approved ideal criteria were written in the form of
a questionnaire. All guantitative guestionnaire items were
written positively, thus the greater the numerical value of
the item the closer the perception of the chief development
officer to the ideal program. To determine how representa-
tive SUNY institutions "approached" the ideal criteria, the
sample was classified according to institutional type, that

is, community colleges, university centers, etc. Weighted

averages were then calculated for each policy-relevant item

within institutional type. The weighted average for each
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item was then subtracted from the maximum or ideal value for

the item. Institutions by type were then compared on the

percentage of items -- within the four program areas of the
questionnaire -- with the smallest discrepencies from the
ideal.

Research Question Number Four

What is the relative position
of representative SUNY
institutions on indicators

of program effectiveness?

The indicators of program effectiveness included
average gift income and gift income as percent of potential.
Therefore, institutions were ranked on these indicators,
categorized by type, and average rank determined by type of

institution.

Research Question Number Five

Is there a basic and meaningful
relationship between the

program development criteria

as measured for the representative
SUNY institutions and their program
performance as measured by the
effectiveness indicators?

Sampled institutions were classified as overproductive
or underproductive on gift income as percent of potential.
Weighted averages for each questionnaire item were then used
to determine which items -- reflecting fund raising policy
-- had higher averages for overproductive colleges/~-
universities when compared to underproductive. Comparisons

on item responses for underproductive and overproductive
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institutions were also completed by (1) organizational
structure and program resources, (2) fund raising sources
and constituencies, (3) fund raising methods and techniques,
and (4) record keeping and gift processing. These
comparisons were based on the percent of items with
"overproductive averages" greater than "underproductive
averages".

Research Question Number Six

In the light of the empirical
findings relating real program
characteristics to the ideal

program criteria and the analysis
relating real program characteristics
to measures of program effectiveness,
what would be the nature or configur-
ation of the most realistic and most
effective fund raising program?

This research question was answered by synthesizing ail
findings and summarizing fund raising policies associated
with overproductive development programs. A detailed
analysis of the three most productive and the three least
productive institutions was also made. Although somewhat
complex, the emphasis in this portion of the analysis was on
specifying ideal policies and program characteristics
empirically, not simply on the basis of expert opinion. An

ideal development program was therefore specified from a

more realistic perspective, grounded in research findings.
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Research Question Number Seven

How can individual SUNY institutions
best take advantage of the "ideal"
policy-relevant findings of this
study for their development program?

This portion of the analysis was answered in the form
of recommendations in the light of the research findings,
program analysis and synthesis. Again, the emphasis on these
recommendations was on realism, not simply idealism. How-
ever, colleges/universities with obvious program development

potential were singled out as important centers of attention

for SUNY central administration staff.



CBAPTER 1V

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter presents the results of analyses of the
current status and effectiveness of fund raising emploved by
representative colleges and universities within the State
University of New York. The data are presented in response.
to five of the seven original fesearch guestions guiding the
investigation. (Research Questions 6 and 7 are answered in
Chapter V.) The five research questions are answered individ-
ually and the analyses for each question are presented seguen-
tiatliy.

Research Question Number One

What a?e the main criteria or
characteristics of an ideal
development program?

The expert panel established a set of criteria
necessary for an "ideal" development program. Although the
panel did not unanimously agree on each criterion, there was
general concensus before inclusion of a criterion in the
Program Development Questionnaire. Only those criteria
agreed upon by‘eighty percent of the expert panel were

retained. The policy-relevant criteria agreed upon by the

expert panel are reported in Table 1.
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Table 1

Policy-Relevant Criteria Approved by Expert Panel

Criterion A:

Criterion B:

Criterion D:

Criterion E:

Criterion F:

Criterion G:

Criterion. H:

Criterion I:

Criterion J:

Criterion J-2:

Program includes effective and efficient
record system providing the names, addresses,
occupational information, history and other
pertinent facts concerning prospective donors
including alumni, non-alumni friends,
corporations, and foundations.

Program_managed by an experienced
pr9f§551onal staff with a history of fund
raising successes.

Majgr gifts (i.e., $1,000 or more annually)
actively solicited on a personal basis.

Program includes an on-going donor research
program to identify and qualify major
potential donors.

Program includes volunteers capable of
providing--
effective leadership
significant financial support
recruitment of additional contributors

Development office continually plans and
conducts a capital campaign.

Development office is provided an adequate
operating budget.

Institution has a positive image in the
public's eye.

Program includes providing effective
leadership, financial support and recruitment
of additional contributors by the president,
administrative personnel, faculty, and staff.

Administrative personnel are engaged in the
described development program activities --
provides leadership
provides financial support
csolicits potential major donors




58

Table 7

Policy-Relevant Criteria Approved by Expert Panel

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

Criterion

J=3:

Faculty are engaged in the described
development program activities --

provides effective leadership

provides financial support

solicits potential major donors
Support staff are engaged in the described
development program activities ~--

provides effective leadership

provides financial support

sclicits potential major donors

Rgcuit@ng, recording, and acknowledgment of
gifts is done in a timely and appropriate
manner.

Alumni and university/college relations
offices are integrally involved in the
establishment and implementation of
development office goals.

Development office can effectively state its
case for philanthropic support.

Chief development officer reports directly to
the president of the institution.

Cultivated constituency exists from previous,
careful university/college relations and/or
alumni relations efforts.

Development office establishes annual fund
raising goals which are--
higher than previous year's goal
significantly higher than previous year's
goal

Relationships among development, university
college relations and alumni relations
offices are coordinated organizationally to
enhance fund raising potential.
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Table 1

Policy-Relevant Criteria Approved by Expert Panel

Criterion R:

Criterion S:

+

Criterion

Criterion U:

Criterion V:

Board of Trustees are engaged in the
described development program activities--
provides effective leadership
provides financial support
solicits potential major donors

Development program includes:
annual giving
corporate giving
foundation giving
deferred giving
capital giving

Chief development officer is intimately
involved in institution planning.

Development office is organized with
immediate access to --

president

board of trustees

major potential donors

alumni leaders

community leaders

faculty leaders

administrative personnel

Entire institution and all constituencies
clearly understand the role of the
development office.

In addition to the above criteria, there was concensus

by the expert panel that the amount of money raised by the

institution could be considered a program output criterion.

An additional criterion recommended and found con-

sistent with the comments received by the expert panel was
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The devglopment office must be accountable
to the institution.

The following three tentative criteria were rejected by

the expert panel:

President is engaged in providing financial
support.

Chief development officer has held his
current position for five or more years.

Institution has tradition of seeking

financial support from the private sector.
The expert panel agreed that the number of years of
successful development experience by the chief development
officer was an important criterion but rejected the
requirement of a minimum number of years in his current
position. The expert panel agreed that a tradition of
financial support is desirable, but this tradition can be
developed at any point in time.

The final survey instrument mailed to the sample

of SUNY institutions reflected the above changes in program
criteria. The personal interviews and written comments of
the expert panel improved the clarity of the criteria and
wording as they were incorporated into the final survey
instrument.

Research Question Number Two

What are the basic output criteria for
measuring effectiveness of a development

program?

The main output criteria chosen for measuring the

effectiveness of development programs included under-
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productivity and overproductivity. Given certain resources
and potential, a development program at an institution
should perform up to reasonable expectations. Reasonable,
expected gift income for a development program was therefore
predicted from (1) market value of endowment, (2) number of
alumni, (3) typical cost of attendance, and (4) percent of
graduating class attending graduate school.

The larger sample of forty-nine SUNY institutions was
used in multiple, linear regression analyses to predict
overproductivity or underproductivity. The first regression
resulted in the following prediction of gift income:

Gift income = -113,512 + .07 market value of endowments

+90.14 typical cost of attendance

+4.45 total number of alumni

+1,110.56 percent of graduate class
attending graduate school

Multiple r = .91 Standard Error = 290,903

r square = .83

The inclusion of "Total Number of Alumni" in the
regression resulted in a change in r square of .01. The
inclusion of "Percent of Graduate Class Attending Graduate
School" in the regression resulted in a change in r square
of .001. Therefore, because of the small changes in r

square, both variables were eliminated and the regression
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calculated again with the following results:

Gift income = -59,883 + .07 market value of endowment

+114.35 cost of attendance

Multiple r = .91 Standard Error = 293,586

r square = .82

The final regression with two predictor variables
resulted in an acceptable standard error 100,000 below the
standard error Pickett (1977) obtained for private schools.

Residuals (observed gift income minus predicted) were
then calculated for each of the 16 institutions receiving
the Program Development Questionnaire. Nine institutions
had negative residuals, meaning observed gift income was
below predicted. The development programs of these nine
instituions were therefore classified as underproductive
(UP) .

Seven institutions had positive residuals, meaning
observed gift income was above predicted. The development
programs of these seven institutions were thus classified as
overproductive (OP).

Research Question Number Three

Where are representative SUNY inst@tutions
when compared to criteria for the ideal
development program?

Table 2 presents the percent of items deviating from
the ideal (i.e., maximum value possible on each item) by
type of institution for those questionnaire items dealing

with Organizational Structure and Program Resources. No
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Table 2

Percent of Items Deviating from Ideal by
Type of Institution for Questionnaire Items on Organizational
Structure and Program Resources*

Discrepency from Ideal

Type of

Institution (N) 0.00-1.00 | 1.01-2.00 | 2.01-3.00| 3.01-4.00
University

Centers (4) 29 26 45 0
Colleges of Arts :

and Science (6) 22 34 44 0
Health Science

Centers (1) 50 35 15 0
Agricultural & Tech-

nical Colleges (3) 10 24 66 0
Community

Colleges (2) 29 46 25 0

*Note:- There were 68 reliable gquantitative items on this
portion of the Program Development Questionnaire.
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institutions had item deviations greater than 3.00. The
single Health Science Center had more items closer to the
ideal (i.e., had the largest percentage of items in dis-
crepency category 0.00-1.00) than all other institutional
types. The Agricultureal and Technical Colleges deviated
quite severely from the ideal.

The response patterns of the University Centers and the
Colleges of Arts and Sciences are very similar. However,
the University Centers had more item responses that were
closer to the ideal.

The response patterns of the Community Colleges were
unique in that, next to the Health Science Center, they had
the smallest percentage of items in the category
representing the greatest distance from the ideal. The per-
centage of items for Community Colleges in the 2.01 - 3.00
discrepancy category is nearly one-half the percentage for
University Centers and Colleges of Arts and Sciences.

Table 3 presents the percent of items deviating from
the ideal by type of institution for the questionnaire items
dealing with Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies.

Again, the single Health Science Center deviates the least
from the ideal, as in Table 2 on Organizational Structure
and Program Resources. And, the Agricultural and Technical
Colleges have very few items that were rated close to the

ideal.
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Table 3

Percent of Items Deviating from Ideal by
Type of Institution for Questionnaire Items on Fund Raising
Sources and Constituencies*

Discrepency from Ideal

Type of

Institution (N) 0.00-1.00} 1.01-2.00 |2.01-3.00 |3.01-4.00
University

Centers (4) 18 60 22 0
Colleges of Arts

& Sciences (6) 26 57 137 0
Health Science

Centers (1) 65 22 13 0
Agricultural & Tech-

nical Colleges (3) 13 65 22 0
Community

Colleges (2) 48 43 9 0

*Note: There were 23 reliable quantitative items on this
portion of the Program Development Questionnaire.
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OCne of the largest differences reflected in Table 3 is
that between the University Centers (18%) and the Community
Colleges (48%) on the least discrepant items that is, for
discrepancy category 0.00-1.00. These data imply that the
Community Colleges selected in the sample more often
responded to the questionnaire items on fund raising in the
direction of an ideal program.

Table 4 presents the percent of items deviating from
the ideal by type of institution for those guestionnaire
items on Fund Raising Methods and Techniques. The immediate
impression given by Table 4 is the lack of discrepency from
the ideal for all of the institutions. Compared to Tables 2
and 3, these institutions perceive fund raising in similar
ways and come closer to the ideal more often than in both
the aréas of Organizational Structure and Program Resources
or Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies. Even the
Agricultural and Technical Colleges perceive this program
area as dc the other colleges and universities. In contrast
to both program areas of Organization Structure and Program
Resources and Fund Raising Sources and Constituencigs, the
area of Fund Raising Methods and Technigues is perceived of
in very similar ways by these SUNY institutions.

Program area four on the Program Development Question-
naire, namely, Record Keeping and Gift Processing, did not
have reliable quantitative items sufficient for analyses

similar to those performed for program areas I, II, and III.
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Percent of Items Deviating from Ideal by

Type of Institution for Questionnaire Items on Fund Raising
Methods and Technigues¥*

Discrepency from Ideal

Type of

Institution (N) 0.00-1.00 1.01-2.00 2.01-3.00 3.01-4.00
University

Centers (4) 67 33 0] 0
Colleges of Arts

& Sciences (6) Tk 27 0 0
Health Science

Centers (1) 87 13 0 0
Agricultural & Tech-

nical Colleges (3) 80 13 7 0
Community

Colleges (2) 67 33 0 0

*Note: There were 15 reliable guantitative items on this
portion of the Program Development Questionnaire.
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Research Question Number Four

What is the relative position of
representative SUNY institutions
on indicators of program effectiveness?

Table 5 displays total average gift income for two
years and gift income as percent of predicted or potential
gift income (i.e., the approach recommended by Pickett).
Table 5 also contains the rank of each institution on both
output variables. The ranks of each institution on each
program effectiveness variable are quite similar. However,
there are some discrepencies in rank, especially for
institutions 12, 15, and 16.

Table 6 summarizes program output recorded in Table 5
by averaging the ranks on both output variables by type of
institution. Though the sample is small, it seems reason-
able to conclude that, even in the light of their greater
potential, the University Centers, taken as a group, are
still very productive.

Research Question Number Five

Is there a basic and meaningful
relationship between the

program development criteria

as measured for the representative
SUNY institutions and their program
performance as measured by the
effectiveness indicators?

The sampled institutions were classified as
overproductive or underproductive based on Pickett's
methodology as outlined in Research Question Number Two

above. As a result, the study sample consisted of nine
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Table 5

gank of Institutions Based on Average
Gift Income and Gift Income as Percent of
Potential

Average Gift Income as
Institution Gift Rank Percent of Rank
Income Potential
il 1,168,832 3 +410 2
2 1,847,546 2 +471 il
3 469,540 6 + 2 6
4 A a3 T 15 - 71 16
5 72,031 14 - 69 15
6 155,229 8 - 49 12
T 106,281 13 - 63 13
8 152,079 9 - 41 13
S 616,152 4 +102 4
10 135300 13 - 66 14
13 497,487 5 + 44 5
12 4,350,693 il + 00 7
13 114,288 10 - 18 9
14 a2 8 7 - 25 10
i5 1gi, 653 12 +304 3
16 47,437 16 - 00 8
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underproductive (UP) and seven overproductive (OP) insti-
tutions. It was hypothesized that an officer of an over-
productive development program would rate each program
development criterion more ideally (i.e., closer to "4")
than would an officer of an underproductive development
program.

Table 7 compares the average response for each ques-
tionnaire item responses for underproductive and over-
productive development programs in the area of Organiza-
tional Structure and Program Resources.

Table 8 compares the average response for each ques-
tionnaire item for underproductive and overproductive
development programs in the area of Fund Raising Sources and
Constituencies.

Table 9 compares the average response for each ques-
tionnaire item for underproductive and overproductive
development programs in the area of Fund Raising Methods and
Techniques.

Program area four on the Program Development Question-
naire, namely, Record Keeping and Gift Processing, did not
have reliable quantitative items sufficient fof analysis by
underproductive versus overproductive development programs.

Tables 7, 8, and 9 consist of reliable items taken
directly from the Program Development Questionnaire. The

average item response for the nine underproductive (UP) and
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seven overproductive (OP) institutions is reported directly
on the response line for each item. The larger the average
item response (e.g., 3.8 versus 2.5), the closer to the
ideal (i.e., 4.0) for that item. Item numbers refer to
items on- the original Program Development Questionnaire (see

Appendix B).
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Table 7

Average Item Responses for Underproductive (UPR)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions
in the Program Area of Organizational Structure

and Program Resources

2. How involved is each of the following in establishing the
overall administrative policy for the fund raising program?

Very
Uninvolved

President UP
Director of

Public Relations UP
Board of Trustees UP
(College Council)
Chief Development

Officer UP
Foundation Board

of Directors Uup

Generally Generally
Uninvolved Involved
Ix3 oP
2.0 OP
1.7 OP
iy OP
0.9 oP

3. How many years has the Chief Development Officer
Years

development professional?

up

il

OP 10.6

Very
Involved

3.9

4.0

1.0

worked as a

4., How many professional and support staff does your

development office have?

Professional

U

P 2l O 2.5

Support

U

P 1.3 OP 4.1
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Table 7

Average Item Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY institutions
in the Program Area of Organizational Structure
and Program Resources (continued)

6. How involved is the President in the following development
program activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership OP 3.l OP 3.6

Seeking financial
support UP 2.7 OF 3.1

Identifying, re-

cruiting and in-

volving volunteer

leadership UP 2.2 op 2.8

Soliciting potential
major donors UE 2.7 OP 3.4

Soliciting potential
donors uP 2.1 OP 3.3

Evaluating fund
raising programs UP 3.0 oP 2.5

Establishing fund
raising policy UP 2.8 oP 3.9

7. How involved are all or most members cf the Becard of
Trustees or College Council in the following development program
activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved
Providing effective
leadership UP 2.0 OF 2.%

Providing personal
financial support Up 2.2 OP 1.6
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Table 7

Average Item Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY institutions
in the Program Area of Organizational Structure
and Program Resources (continued)

7. Continued

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Identifying, re-

cruiting and in-

volving volunteer

leadership UOP 1.9 oP 1.9
Seeking financial

support P 1.8 OP 1.7
Soliciting potential

major donors UuF 1.9 oP 1.9
Soliciting potential

donors UpP 1.8 OF 1.9
Evaluating fund

raising program O 1:8 op 2.3
Establishing fund

raising policy UP 2.0 OP 2.3

8. How involved are all or most administrative personnel

(excluding the President and development office) in the
following program activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved 1Involved  Involved

Providing effective
leadership UP 1.6 OP 2.6

Providing personal
financial support up 2.0 op 2,3

Seeking financial
support UP 1.7 . OP 2.4
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Table 7

Average Item Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions
in the Program Area of Organizational Structure
and Program Resources (continued)

8. Continued

Uninvolved

Identifying, rec-
ruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership

Soliciting potential
major donors

Soliciting potential
donors

Evaluating fund
raising program

Establishing fund
raising policy

UP

UP

UP

UP

UP

Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Involved Involved

1.3 OP 2.0
1.3 oP 2.1
1.6 oP 1.9
1.4 OP 2.7
1.4 OP 2.7

10. How involved are all or most members of the faculty in the
following development program activities?

Very

Providing effective
leadership

Providing personal
financial support

Seeking financial
support

Identifying, re-
cruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership

Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

upP 1

e 1

UP 1

UP 1

.6 OP 1.7
«9 OP 2.0
bl oF 2.1
o oP 1.9
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Table 7

Average Item Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions
in the Program Area of Organizational Structure

and Program Resources (continued)

10. Continued

Very Generally Generally Very

Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Soliciting potential
major donors UP 1.4 OP 1.6

Evaluating fund
raising program UP 1.1 OP 1.9

Establishing fund
raising policy UP 1.1 OP 1.8

11. How involved are all or most support staff (outside the
development office) in the following development program
activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership UP 1.4 OP 1.6

Providing personal
financial support UP 1.8 OoP 1.9

Seeking financial

support UP 1.4 oOF 1.7
Identifying, re-

cruiting and in-

volving volunteer

leadership U 1.2 OP 1.6

Soliciting potential
major donors 1 0 OP 1.6

Soliciting potential
donors R :.% o 1.7
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Table 7

Average Item Responses for Underproductive (UP)

versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Instituitons

in the Program Area of Organizational Structure
and Program Resources (continued)

11. Continued
Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Evaluating fund
raising program UP 1.1 OP 1.9

Establishing fund
raising policy UP 1.2 OP 1.9

12. How involved are volunteers in the following development
program activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership UP 2.8 0Op 3.1

Providing personal
financial support upP 2.9 0P 3.1

Seeking financial
support UP 2.7 or 3.1

Identifying, re-

cruiting and in-

volving volunteer

leadership UP 2.3 OP 2.9

Soliciting potential
major donors e 2.2 OP 3.1

Soliciting potential
donors UP 3.1 oP 3.0

Evaluating fund
raising program Up 2.3 OP 2.9

Establishing fund
raising policy UpP 1.8 OP 1.6
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Table 7

Average Item Responses
versus Overproductive
in the Program Area of

for Underproductive (UP)
(OP) SUNY Institutions
Organizational Structure

and Program Resources (continued)

13. How involved are all or most students in the following
development program activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved 1Involved Involved

Providing effective

leadership UP 1.8 OP 1.6
Seeking financial

support up: 1.7 2 e
Identifying, re-

cruiting and in-

volving volunteer

leadership oP 1.7 OP 1.6
Soliciting potential

major donors Up 1.3 OP 1.4
Soliciting potential

donors Up 2.0 oR 157
Evaluating fund

raising program DR 1.2 OP 1.4
Establishing fund

raising policy UP 1.3 OP 1.4

15. How important is it that relationships among development,
public relations, and alumni relations offices be coordinated
organizationally in order to enhance fund raising potential?

Generally
Important

Very
Important

Generally
Unimportant

Very
Unimportant

UP 3.7 OP 3.6
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Table 7

Average Item Responses for Underproductive (UF)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions
in the Program Area of Organizaticnal Structure
and Program Resources (continued)

16. At your institution, how effective is the coordination
mentioned above in Item 15?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective
UP 2.9 oP 3.0

17. How involved is the chief development officer in total
institutional planning?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

UP 2.4 OF 3.3

18. How important is it that the entire institution and all
constituencies clearly understand the role of the development
office in support of institutional objectives?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important
UP 3.9 opF 3.3

19. How effective has the college/university been in clearly
communicating the role of the development office to the entire
institution and most, important fund raising constituencies?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

UP 2.6 oP 2.7
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Takle 7

Average Item Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions
in the Program Area of Organizational Structure
and Program Resources (continued)

20. How effective has the development office been in clearly
communicating its role to the institution and most, important
fund raising constituencies?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

UP 2.7 CP 3.0

21. How effective has the development office been in clearly
communicating its role to the students?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective
up 2.7 0P 2.3

25. How effective is your institution in providing an adequate
operating budget for the development office?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

oP 2.% op 2.0
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Table 8

Average Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions in the
Program Area of Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies

26. How effective are the following constituencies in providing
funds to support your institution?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective
Alumni ST - 1 R - A T
Non-alumni friends __ UP 2.7__ e OB 350 L
Faculty & Staff ¢ A e IR R P
Parents .Uy 2,0_ . MRS - b 5 R
Students R :; A S T OIS - - a -T2 SR
Athletic Booster
Program e UP 2.3 Iy - A P TN
Business & Industry _  UP 2.9 e O Sl TS
Private foundations __ UP 2.1 R . AT
Clubs & Organizations __ UP 2.3 R | - TS

Board of Trustees
(College Council) ge 2.1 oP 2.1

Foundation Board of
Directors UP 2.8 OP 2.8

27. How much development program time or money (i.e., EMPHASIS)
is spent seeking funds from the following sources?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS
Major Gifts Programs UP 2.4 OoP 3.3
Annual Fund UP 3.6 OP 3.0

Deferred (Planned) Gifts UpP 2.0 op 2.3
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Table 8

Average Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions in the
Program Area of Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies

(continued)

27. Continued

No

EMPHASIS

Capital Campaign UP

Alumni UP

Non-alumni friends UP

Faculty & Staff UP

Parents | UP

Athletic Booster Program UP

Clubs & Organizations UP
Board of Trustees

(College Council) UP

Foundation Board of
Directors UP

Minimal Moderate
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS

1.4
3.6

3.0

OP

OP

OP

OP

oP

OP

oP

OP

OP

Heavy
EMPHASIS

s T )
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Table 9

Average Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions in
the Program Area of Fund Raising Methods and Techniques

29. How important is it for the development office to help plan
and coordinate the capital and annual campaign?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

UP 4.0 OP 3.9

30. How important to development is it for the public relations
office to identify and publicize substantive institutional
activities that may be identified as important by the community
or prospective contributors?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important
up 3.9 op 3.7

31. As an assist to the development office, how active has the
public relations office been in identifying and publicizing
substantive institutional activities that may be considered
important by the community or prospective contributors?

Very Generally Generally Very
Inactive Inactive Active Active
UpP 2.9 OP 3.4

32. How active has the development office been in cultivating
or emphasizing corporate/business matching gifts for dollars
contributed?

Very Generally Generally Very
Inactive Inactive Active Active

up 2.7 OP 2.9
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Table 9

Average Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions in
the Program Area of Fund Raising Methods and Techniques
(continued)

34. Does your institution have and use a formal case statement?
Yes No (Yes = 2; No = 1)

UP 1.4

OP 1.4

36. How effectively does your entire college/institution
communicate its case for philanthropic support?

Very ~ Generally Generally Very
Ineffectively Ineffectively Effectively Effectively

UP 2.6 oP 2.7

38. How important is the public's impression of your
institution (i.e., the image your institution has in the
public's eye) to the administration?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important
op 3.7 AR P

39. How much development program time or money (i.e., EMPHASIS)
is spent on improving your institution's public image?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS
UP 2.9 OP 3.0

40. How much institutional time or money (i.e., EMPHASIS) is
spent on improving your institution's public image?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS

oP 3.1 OP 3.3
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Table 9

Average Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions in
the Program Area of Fund Raising Methods and Techniques
(continued)

41. How important is on-going, potential donor identification
(i.e., prospect research) to the success of development
programs?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

upP 3.9 P 3.9

42, How effective is your on-going potential donor
identification (i.e., prospect research) process or system?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

UP 2.7 P 2.7

43. How involved are alumni in your on-going potential donor
identification (i.e., prospect research) practices?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved
UP 2.4 PR 20

44, How much time or money (i.e., EMPHASIS) is spent on
prospect research and potential donor identification?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS

upP 2.4 oP 243
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Table 9

Average Responses for Underproductive (UP)
versus Overproductive (OP) SUNY Institutions in
the Program Area of Fund Raising Methods and Techniques
(continued)

45. How important are personal visits to your fund raising
efforts?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

UP 3.9 : OF 3.7

46. How much time or money (i.e., EMPHASIS) is spent on
personal visits by development officers?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS
Ue 3.9 op 3.0

47. How important is it that major gifts (i.e., $1,000.00 or
more annually) be actively solicited on a personal basis?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

UP 4.0 OP 3.6
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For summary purposes, Table 10 displays the percent of
items for which the overproductive (OP) average was greater
(i.e., closer to ideal) than the underproductive average.
Percentages are broken down in Table 10 by Sections 1, II,
and ITII of the Program Development Questionnaire.
Eighty-one percent of the items had higher OP-averages than
UP-averages in the area of Organizational Structure and
Program Resources. Fifty-three percent of the items had
higher OP-averages than UP-averages in the area of Fund
Raising Methods and Techniques. Thirty-nine percent of the
items had higher OP-averages than UP-averages in the area of
Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies. The fourth section
of the Program Development Questionnaire did not have items

appropriate to this type of analysis.

Table 10

Percent of Items with Overproductive
Average Greater than Underproductive Average
by Section of Development Questionnaire

Percent of

Program Development Questionnaire Items
I. Organizational Structure and Program
Resources (68 items) 81%
II. Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies 39%
(23 Items)
III. Fund Raising Methods and Techniques 53%

(15 Items)




CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter summarizes the findings of a policy-relevant
analysis of fund raising at representative SUNY institutions.
The chapter is divided into four main sections. The first
section answers Research Question Number Six and includes a
synthesis of the findings and the basic structure of an "ideal"
but realistic development program. The second section answers
Research Question Number Seven and presents policy implications
for SUNY. The third section deals with practical interventions
or applications. The fourth section presents recommendations
for further research.

Synthesis of the Findings

Research Question Number Six

In the light of the empirical

findings relating real program
characteristics to the ideal

program criteria and the analysis
relating real program characteristics

to measures of program effectiveness,
what would be the nature or configuration
of the most realistic and most effective
fund raising program?

Based on Pickett methodology, some colleges/universities
raised more than their potential and were classified as over-
productive. Others raised less and were classified as under-

productive. An analysis of policy-relevant fund raising

89
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activities employed by each program type resulted in

identifying the following policies associated with over-

productivity.

I. Organizational Structure and Program Resources

A.

The chief development officer has more years of
professional development experience.

There are more professionals and support staff.

The president, the director of public relations, the
governing board, the chief development officer and
the foundation board of directors are involved in
establishing overall administrative policy for the
fund raising program.

The management technique employed more often is
Management by Objective (MBO) or a similar variation.
The college/university president is involved in
development program activities. These activities
include providing effective leadership; seeking
financial support; identifying, recruiting and
involving volunteer leadership; soliciting major
donors; soliciting potential donors; evaluating fund
raising programs; and, establishing fund raising
policy.

Administrative personnel (excluding the president and
development office) are involved in development

program activities. These activities include
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providing effective leadership; providing financial
support; seeking financial support; identifying,

recruiting and involving volunteer leadership;

soliciting major donors, soliciting potential donors;

evaluating the fund raising program; and,
establishing fund raising policy.

Faculty are involved in development program
activities. These activities include: seeking
financial support; identifying, recruiting and
involving volunteer leadership; soliciting major
donors; evaluating fund raising programs and
establishing fund raising policy.

Support staff (outside the development office) are
involved in the development program activities.
These activities include: providing effective
leadership; seeking financial support; identifying,
recruiting and involving volunteer leadership;
soliciting potential major donors; soliciting
potential donors; evaluating fund raising programs

and establishing fund raising policy.

Volunteers are involved in program activities. These

activities include: providing effective leadership;
providing personal financial support; seeking
financial support; identifyving, recruiting and

involving volunteer leadership; soliciting potential



1X.
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major donors; and, evaluating fund raising programs.
The chief development officer reports directly to the
president. The frequency of meetings on development
issues or activities is approximately weekly or as
needed.

The chief development officer is involved in total
institutional planning.

The development office is effective in clearly
communicating its role to the institution and most
important fund raising constituencies.

Raising Sources and Constituencies

IIX.

A.

Fund

Alumni, non-alumni friends, business and industry and
private foundations are important constituencies in
providing philanthropic support.

Significant development time or money (i.e., program

EMPHASIS) is devoted to major gift programs and/or

capital campaigns.

Raising Methods and Techniques

A.

In assisting the development office, the public
relations office is active in identifying and
publicizing substantive institutional activities that
may be considered important by the community or
prospective contributors.

The development office is active in cultivating or
emphasizing corporate/business matching gifts for

dollars contributed.
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C. The public's impression of the institution (i.e., the
image the institution has in the public's eye) is
important.

D. Institutional time or money (i.e., program EMPHASIS)
is spent on improving the institution's public image.

Based upon these findings, an "ideal" yet realistic
development program should emphasize the above activities and
management strategies. This is not to conclude that the other
policy-relevant criteria are not valid or important but in the
sample studied the activities above were important components
of development programs at the overproductive institutions.

Although the fourth section of the Program Development
Questionnaire on Record Keeping and Gift Processing did not
lend itself to analysis, the data support the tentative
conclusion that the overproductive development programs place
greater emphasis on donor research and have more demographic
and donor information on its alumni, non-alumni friends,
corporations and foundations.

To help determine the nature or configuration of the most
effective fund raising program, an additional analysis of
extreme cases was done by comparing and contrasting the
findings for the three most overproductive and three most
underproductive institutions. The findings, although somewhat
tentative because of the uniqueness of such extreme cases,

provide additional insight into the nature of an effective fund
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raising program. The analysis of extreme cases is discussed
below for each program area on the Development Program
Questionnaire.

. Organizational Structure and Program Resources

Organizational Structure was very similar at each of the
six institutions studied. 1In every case the chief development
officer had direct access and reporting responsibilities to the
college/university president. Further analysis indicated that
two of the three institutions in both categories had a
ccordinated institutional advancement program including
development, alumni relations and public relations. It can
therefore be concluded that organizational structure per se for
the sample studied was not a determining factor in
distinguishing underproductive from overproductive
institutions.

Although the number of professional and support staff were
nearly identical between the two groups studied, the chief
development officer had more experience as a development
professional in the overproductive institutions. The findings
showed that the overproductive group had two chief development
professionals with ten or more years of experience and the
underproductive group had two professionals with five or less
years of experience. This provided additional evidence that
the experience of the development professional was an important

factor to the success of the develcpment program.
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The responses to the management techniques employed by the
development programs were also analyzed for both extreme
groups. Although no major differences in the management
techniques employed were apparent, there was a tendency for the
overproductive institutions to emphasize Management by
Objective.

A major difference was apparent over the involvement of
the president in the development activities. For the
underproductive institutions, the president was most often
either very uninvolved or generally uninvolved. In contrast,
for the overproductive institutions, the president was
generally involved and more often very involved in the
development program activities.

Within both groups, all institutions responded that their
governing board (i.e., college council or board of trustees)
was either very uninvolved or generally uninvolved. The
literature would suggest that the governing board of an
institution should be one of the primary sources of financial
support and major gifts. However, SUNY governing boards are
usually political appointments and historically have not been
asked to support the institutions financially.

Another significant contrast is the involvement of the
foundation board of directors. For the underproductive
institutions, the foundation board members were generally

either very uninvolved or generally uninvolved. However, the
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board members for the overproductive institutions were gen-
erally invcoclved and occasionally very involved for certain
activities, such as, evaluating and establishing fund raising
policy, gift solicitation and making contributions.

Faculty, administrative personnel (excluding the president
and development office), support staff and students were gen-
erally uninvolved in development program activities for both
extreme groups. The above mentioned groups of individuals for
the underproductive group tended more towards being very unin-
volved in the development program activities.

A clear difference between underproductive and overpro-
ductive institutions was confirmed for the involvement of
volunteers in the development program activities. Volunteers
were often involved in development program activities for the
overproductive institutions.

All three underproductive institutions responded that
relationships among development, public relations and alumni
relations should be coordinated organizationally in order to
enhance fund raising potential. Two of the three underpro-
ductive institutions noted that their coordination was gen-
erally ineffective. The overproductive institutions however
felt coordination was generally important but also believed
their institutions were only generally effective concerning

coordination of these programs.
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The overproductive and underproductive institutions
responded that it was very important for the entire institution
and all constituencies to clearly understand the role of
development in support of institutional objectives. A
difference was apparent however in that the overproductive
institutions believed their college/university had been

generally effective, whereas, the underproductive institutions

believed their college/university had been generally
ineffective in communicating the role of the development
office.

The chief development officer was generally involved in
total institutional planning at the overproductive
institutions, whereas, the chief development officer was
generally uninvolved in total institutional planning at the
underproductive institutions. This finding implies a
difference between how the president at the underproductive and
overproductive institutions choose to involve their chief
development officer in the broader range of institutional
planning activities.

There was no observable difference between the two extreme
groups concerning the effectiveness of the development office
in clearly ccmmunciating its role to the various fund raising
constituencies and to the students. The responses ranged from

generally ineffective to generally effective.
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ITI. Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies

The extreme overproductive institutions generally
concurred that non-alumni friends, business and industry,
private foundations and the foundation board of directors were
the most effective constituencies in providing financial
support. The underproductive institutions on the other hand
felt the most effective constituencies in providing financial
support included: alumni, non-alumni friends, parents, and
business and industry. It seems significant that the
perception of what constitutes an effective constituency
differs considerably between the two extreme groups.

Concerning how much development program time or money
(i.e., EMPHASIS) is spent in seeking funds, the overproductive
institutions put moderate to heavy emphasis on major gift
programs, non-alumni friends, business and industry and
foundation board members. On the other hand, the
underproductive institutions put moderate to heavy emphasis on
the annual fund, parents, alumni giving, and business and
industry. Again, it is quite clear that the emphasis differs
between the two groups.

III. Fund Raising Methods and Technigues

All six institutions for the two extreme groups felt that
it is very important for the public relations office to
identify and publicize substantive institutional activities

that may be identified as important by the community or
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prospective contributors. As an assist to the development
office, the public relations office was more active in
identifying and publicizing substantive institutional
activities considered important by the community or prospective
contributors for the overproductive institutions. As one would
expect, this suggests that public relations plays a vital role
in the success of a productive development program.

The two extreme groups differ on the effectiveness of the
college/university in communicating its case for philantropic
support. The underproductive institutions were generally
ineffective whereas the overproductive institutions were
generally effective in communicating its case.

All six institutions were very conscious of the importance
of the public's impression of their institution, but only the
overproductive institutions consistently placed heavy emphasis
on institutional time or money in improving their institution's
public image. The underproductive institutions placed some
emphasis, but to a lesser degree.

Concerning the importance of on-going potential donor
identification (i.e., prospect research), all six institutions
perceived it as being very important to the success of the
development program. However, a difference occurred in the
effectiveness of prospect research. The overproductive
institutions were generally effective and the underproductive

were generally ineffective in having an on-gcing potential
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donor identification program. None of the six institutions
involved their alumni substantially in this potential donor
identification process. Each of the institutions for both
groups commit minimal amountg of time or money on prospect
research and potential donor identification.

Another fund raising technigque confirmed throughout the
literature is the importance of personal visits in fund
raising. Without exception, all of the extremes institutions
considered personal visits as being very important. However,
the difference occurred in that overproductive institutions
committed more time and money to personal visits.

Major gifts (i.e., $1,000 or more annually) to be
solicited on a personal basis was ccocnsidered very important by
all institutions. However, a difference occurred in that the
overproduetive institutions spent significantly more time and
money in seeking major gift support.

IV. Record Keeping and Gift Processing

Responses to this portion of the Program Development
Questionnaire were not substantially different for the two
extreme groups. However, subseguent personal interviews and
campus visits confirmed different levels of sophistication in
record keeping ané gift processing. There seemed to be no
clear pattern between the quality of records kept for the two
groups. Both groups had institutions which had little more

than mailing labels for its prospective dcnors and both groups
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had at least one institution which had records that included
occupational information, donor history and other pertinent
facts concerning the prospective donors. Concerning the
frequency of updating records, again, no consistent pattern
emerged for either group of institutions.

There was no difference between the two groups on the
timeliness of acknowledging gifts. Each institution in both
groups acknowledged gifts within one week and considered their
record system for acknowledging gifts as keing effective.

In summary, Research Question Number Six has been answered
in two ways. First, the analysis of policy-relevant fund
raising activities resulted in identifying those policies and
activities associated with overproductivity. Second, an
analysis of extreme cases clarified those policy-relevant
criteria and activities associated with overproductivity and/or
underproductivity. The analysis of the extreme cases confirmed
many findings obtained from the first approach.

Policy Implications for SUNY

Research Question Number Seven

How can SUNY institutions best
take advantage of the "ideal" policy-
relevant findings of this study for
their development program?

This policy-relevant study of fund raising, including
organizational structure and program sources, fund raising
sources and constituencies, methods and techniques, and record

keeping and gift processing, provides findings which should
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benefit all SUNY institutions, whether underproductive, over-
productive, or just beginning.

First, none of the SUNY institutions included in this
study are meeting all of the criteria deemed important for an
"ideal" development program as agreed upon by the expert panel
and reported in Table 1. This fact is confirmed by the percent
of items deviating from the ideal for each of the major
sections of the Development Program Questionnaire as reported
in Tables 2, 3, and 4. This finding is understandable since
all the development programs at the sampled SUNY institutions
are still maturing. However, it could be quite constructive
for the chief development officer to assess the development
program in the light of the established criteria proposed by
the expert panel and report the findings to the campus-related
foundation board. The development director and the foundation
board of directors could select those criteria they feel their
program is not exemplifying and make them a priority. 1In tuin,
the foundation could present its plan of action for support to
the college/university administration.

Second, based on the methodclogy used in Chapter Three and
the results presented in Table 5 concerning an institution’s
potential for fund raising, these factors could be considered
in determining the scope and type of development program for an
institution. For example, an institution classified as

underproductive because gifts received are less than predicted,
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should carefully analyze their program in the light of the
input criteria as incorporated in the Program Development
Questionnaire. Conversely, overproductive institutions should
continue strengthening existing development programs.

Third, Tables 5 and 6 give evidence that the various types
of institutions indeed do experience certain general levels of
philanthropic support and their potential for support will vary
depending upon the variables suggested by Pickett. This
becomes important for other SUNY institutions contemplating
starting a development program. The approach used in this
study provides a rational basis for making a sound estimate as
to what they could reasonably expect from their predictor
variables (i.e., their potential) and their initial and con-
tinuing financial investment. This methodology may also be
used to détermine the cost effectiveness of the development
program. Furthermore, Table 6 also provides some indication of
procductivity by type of institution.

Fourth, the results of the analysis of nine under-
productive and seven overproductive institutions on item
responses from the Program Development Questionnaire, as shown
in Tables 7, 8 and 9, can assist all SUNY development programs.
Rather than relying on professional opinion on a certain
program criterion, these results can be compared to data
cathered on new or additional institutions. Thus, any

institution will be able to study their responses .to each
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criterion and to see how other overproductive and
underproductive SUNY institutions responded. The research
findings should be generalizable, within reason, to other
campuses.

Fifth, the answer to Reseach Question Number Six, as
presented in the beginning of this chapter, for the first time,
provides SUNY institutions and the development field empirical
findings on policy-relevant fund raising activities associated
with overproductivity. These findings should be carefully
studied and considered for practical application at other SUNY
campuses.

Sixth, the analysis of extreme cases provides additional
findings that should have practical applications. For example,
the overproductive institutions concurred that non-alumni
friends, business and industry, private foundations and the
foundation board of directors were the most effective constit-
uencies in providing philanthropic support. The underpro-
ductive institutions however considered its alumni, non-alumni
friends, parents and business and industry as most effective.
The review of the literature indicated that the amount of
philanthropic support -- by sources -- to educational
institutions, as reported for 1981, most closely correlates
with the sources used most frequently by the overproductive

institutions.
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Practical Interventions and Applications

In addition to each policy implication or intervention
strategy for representative SUNY campuses there are three major
practical applications for this research for SUNY Central
Administration.

First, a recognized panel of experts has determined what
criteria are clearly important for an "ideal" development
program. These criteria are supported by the literature, as
reported in Chapter 2. The policy-relevant criteria and the
Program Development Questionnaire provide a very detailed and
comprehensive management and investigation tool to measure
progress for many areas of an established development program.

With the support and cooperation of SUNY campuses, the
Program Development Questionnaire could be administered at
regular intervals, perhaps every two years, to determine
progress being made by each campus toward the "ideal"
development program. For the first time, professional
assistance could be given, based on meaningful questionnaire
data rather than professional hunches. As a result, a
comprehensive, and reliable program development and manage-
ment system could be developed to assist in making policy
decisions at the central office.

Second, a research methodology has been confirmed that
ranks representative SUNY institutions on fund raising
potential rather than total dollars received. This enables

distinguishing those institutions which are overproducing or
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underproducing on potential.

Based on the findings of fund raising potential, SUNY
Central Administration could then be in a better position of
recommending certain fund raising methods and programs.
This could be accomplished through both campus visits and
development workshops.

Third, one objective of this research was to identify
fund raising policies which significantly contribute to
productivity of fund raising at representative SUNY
institutions. These policies so identified can now be
shared with campuses and implemented where appropriate.

Issues for Development

An investigation such as this dealing with policy-
relevant analysis of fund raising programs raises a set
of value quéstions which must be addressed. Although it
is outside the purposes of this study to provide answers to
the value questions, it is important to identify them for
careful consideration by development professionals and
administrators.

1. Should the administration of an educational
system allocate more resources to those
institutions with greater fund raising
potential or should resources be allocated
equally among all institutions?

2. Should a development program only be
evaluated on "output criteria", that is,

the amount of philanthropic support re-
ceived.
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Should a development office only concen-
trate on those sources and constituencies
which will produce the greatest amount of
dollars with the least amount of institu-
tional resources in the shortest period
of time?

Should a development office solicit or
accept major gifts which could substan-
tially alter the academic program of the
institution?

Should a development office be concerned
with the source of funds received?

Recommendations for Further Research

Since this study is among the first of its kind in the

field of development and the first of its kind for public

institutions and State University of New York, the following

topics are recommended for further research.

l.

The research on estimating fund raising potential as
feported in this study should be replicated on a
larger sample of public institutions to firmly
establish its validity. Attention should be given

to further reducing the standard error of the regres-
sion equation used to estimate fund raising potential.
The research methodology used to estimate fund
raising potential may, as suggested by Pickett
(1977), be applicable to other resource acquisition
activities such as student recruitment. It could be
helpful to analyze the effectiveness of student
recruitment at various institutions based on over-

productivity and underproductivity rather than the
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total number of students enrolled.

The policy-relevant criteria, as established by the
expert panel, should be applied via the Program
Development Questionnaire to a larger sample of
various types of colleges and universities, both
private and public, undergraduate and graduate.

More detailed policy-relevant research should be done
on fund raising as it relates to the effectiveness of
solicitation methods and sources, record keeping and
gift processing and budget support. The findings of
this investigation for these areas were tentative
because of sample size and incomplete data.

A policy-relevant analysis of institutional advance-
ment programs including alumni relations, public
relations and development should be conducted at
representative SUNY institutions as well as other
representative institutions, both public and private,
undergraduate and graduate.

More study is needed of donors and non-donors to
determine what motivates them to make or not to make
a contribution to an academic institution, whether
public or private. If more empirical data were
available on what motivates potential donors, then

fund raising would become more precise and effective.
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Members of the Expert Panel

James L. Fisher, President
Council for Advancement and
Support of Education;
Past President, Towson State University,
Baltimore, Maryland

Ross Jones, Vice President for
Public Affairs
Johns Hopkins University

Russell G. Mawby, President
W. K. Kellogg Foundation

Elisabeth Luce Moore, former

Chairman, SUNY Board of Trustees;

first woman Chairman of the Board of
the Institute for International
Education;

Trustee of the China Institute, the

Asia Foundation and the United Board for

Christian Higher Education in Asia

Michael Raddock, Senior Vice President
for Development and University Relations
University of Southern California

David Z. Robinson, Executive Vice President
Carnegie Corporation;
Trustee, City University of New York

A. Westley Rowland, Professor of Higher
Education, University at Buffalo;
Editor Handbook for Institutional Advance-
ment;
Editor-in-Chief for the Jossey-Bass Series,
New Directions for Institutional
Advancement

Laurence D. Stifel, Vice President and
Secretary
The Rockefeller Foundation

Charles Taggert, Director of Development
Princeton University

William H. Wendel, Past President
Kennecott Copper Company;
Past President of The Carborundum Center;
Chairman of the Board, Polaris Corporation
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State University of New York

State University Plaza
Albany, New York 12246

Office of the Vice Chancellor for
University Affairs and Deveiopment
December 4, 1981

Mr. Laurence D. Stifel

Vice President and Secretary
The Rockefeller Foundation
1133 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10036

Dear Laurence:

This letter is to request your assistance to serve as a
member of an expert panel for a doctoral dissertation my
Assistant Vice Chancellor for Development and Alumni Relations,
Charles Webb, is doing on "A Policy-Relevant Study of Develop-
ment Programs at Representative Institutions Within the State
University of New York." The purpose of the expert panel is to
establish a set of criteria for an ideal development program
which will become the basis of a2 standardized interview guide
for an in-depth policy-relevant analysis of the organization,
management, methods and effectiveness of fund raising at repre-
sentative State University of New York institutions.

Since this dissertation is the first policy-relevant study
of development programs, I believe it can make a significant
contribution to the development profession and to State Uni-
versity of New York. 1In a few days, Chuck Webb will be
requesting your participation as a member of the expert
panel. Your participation will require responding to a
guestionnaire and a brief telephone interview. A list of
the other proposed members of the expert panel is enclosed
for your information.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

Clifton R. Wharton
Chancellor

Enclosure
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State University of New York

State University Plaza
Albany, New York 12246

Office of the Vice Chancellor for
University Affairs and Deve!opment

January 29, 1982

Mr. Laurence D. Stifel

Vice President and Secretary
The Rockefeller Foundation
1133 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10036

Dear Mr. Stifel:

As a follow-up to Chancellor Clifton R. Wharton's
December 4, 1981, letter, we again request your participation
as a member of an expert panel for a policy-relevant study of
development at representative institutions within the State
University of New York. This study will complete my require-
ments for the doctor of philosophy degree in Administration
and Higher Education at Michigan State University.

The purpose of the expert panel is to establish a set of
criteria for an ideal development program which will become
the basis for a standardized interview guide for an in-depth
analysis of the organization, management, methods, and
effectiveness of fund raising at representative State Uni-
versity of New York institutions.

As a member of the expert panel you would complete the
enclosed questionnaire and respond to a brief telephone
interview. I will be calling in a couple of days asking you
to serve as a member of the expert panel.

Each panel member will be provided with a summary of the
study when it is completed. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Webb
Assistant Vice Chancellor
Alumni Relations & Development

Enclosure
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A POLICY-RELEVANT STUDY OF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AT
REPRESENTATIVE INSTITUTIONS WITHIN THE
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

SURVEY INSTRUMENT - I

Instructions:

Please complete this survey instrument and return it in
the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. If you wish to
elaborate, please do so in the "comments" or "related criteria"
sections provided for each stated criterion. Add any
additional policy-relevant criteria you think important for an
ideal development program on the blank pages provided at the
end of the survey instrument.

Survev Instrument - I completed by:

Name:

Title:

Date:

Thank You
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CRITERICON A

Program includes effective and
efficient record system providing
the names, addresses, occupational
informaticon, history and other
pertinent facts concerning pros-
pective donors including alumni,
non-alumni friends, corporations,
and foundations.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION B

Program managed by an experienced
professional staff with a history
of fund raising successes.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION C

Institution has tradition of seek-
ing financial support from private
sector.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION D

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)
Major gifts (i.e., $1,000 or more
annually) actively solicited on
a personal basis. Yes No

Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION E

Program includes an on-going donor
research program to identify and
gualify major potential donors.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION F

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)

Program includes volunteers
capable of providing--

effective leadership Yes No

significant financial support Yes No

recruitment of additional

contributors Yes No
Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION G

Development office continually plans
and conducts a capital campaign.

Comments

Is this a wvalid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-~-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION H

Development office is provided
an adequate operating budget.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION I

Institution has a positive image
in the public's eye.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION J

Is this a valid criterion
for an ideal development

program?

Program includes providing effective

leadership, financial support and re-

cruitment of additional contributors

by the
president Yes No
administrative personnel Yes No
faculty Yes No
staff Yes No
Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION J-2

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)
Administrative personnel are
engaged in the described
development program activities--
provides effective leadership Yes No
provides financial support Yes No
solicits potential major donors Yes No

Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION J-3

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)
Faculty are engaged in the
described development pro-
gram activities--
provides effective leadership Yes No
provides financial support Yes No
solicits potential major donors Yes No

Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION J-4

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)
Support staff are engaged in the
described development program
activities--
provides effective leadership Yes No
provides financial support Yes No
solicits potential major donors Yes No
Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION K

Recruiting, recording, and acknowl-
edgement of gifts is done in a
timely and appropriate manner.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION L

Alumni and university/college rela-
tions offices are integrally involved
in the establishmernt and implementa-
tion of development office goals.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION M

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)
Development office can effectively
state its case for philanthropic
support. Yes No

Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION N

Chief development officer reports
directly to the president of the
institution.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION O

Cultivated constituency exists from
previous, careful university/college
relations and/or alumni relations
efforts.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION P

Development office establishes
annual fund raising goals which
are--

higher than previous year's goal

significantly higher than previous
year's goal

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION Q

Relationships among development,
university/college relations

and alumni relations offices are
coordinated organizationally to

enhance fund raising potential.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION R

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)
Board of Trustees are engaged in
the described development program
activities--
provides effective leadership Yes No
provides financial support Yes No
solicits potential major donors Yes No

Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION S

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)
Development program includes:
annual giving Yes No
corporate giving Yes No
foundation giving Yes No
deferred giving Yes No
capital giving Yes No

Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION T

Chief development officer is
intimately involved in institu-
tion planning.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)}

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION U

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please

check.)
Development office is organized
with immediate access to--
president Yes No
board of trustees Yes No
major potential donors Yes No
alumni leaders Yes No
community leaders Yes No
faculty leaders Yes No
administrative personnel Yes No

Comments

Related Criteria
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CRITERION V

Entire institution and all con-
stituencies clearly understand the
role of the development office.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria
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CRITERION W

Chief development officer has
held his current position for
five or more years.

Comments

Is this a valid criter-
ion for an ideal devel-
opment program? (Please
check.)

Yes No

Related Criteria




139

CRITERION X

Describe new criterion of an ideal development program on this
page.
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CRITERION Y

Describe new criterion of an ideal development program on this
page.
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CRITERION 7Z

Describe new criterion of an ideal development program on this
page.




APPENDIX C
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State University of New York

State University Plaza
Albany, New York 12246

Office of the Vice Chancellor for
University Affairs and Development

February 10, 1982

President John M. Carter

University at Buffalo Foundation, Inc.
250 Winspear Avenue

Buffalo, New York 14215

Dear John:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research project
for my dissertation. This investigation has the support of
Chancellor Wharton and your assistance will contribute sig-
nificantly to the guality of the £findings.

Please read the enclosed instructions and complete your
review/evaluation and return it in the self-addressed, stamped
envelope by February 25, 1982. I am sticking to a tight
deadline with this project and truly appreciate your efforts.

Upon receiving your review/evaluation, I will follow-up with a
telephone interview regarding your responses. Would you like
to receive a copy of the summarv of this research project?

Yes No

Thank you for your assistance. I trust your work continues
well.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Webb
Assistant Vice Chancellor
Alumni Relations & Development

CHW/ea?
Enc.
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PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT QUESTICNNAIRE

This questionnaire has four main parts:
T, Organizational Structure and Program
Resources,
II. Fund Raising Sources and Constitutencies
ITI. Fund Raising Methods and Technigques, and
IV. Record Keeping and Gift Processing.
Most items can be completed with check marks.

If you would like to elaborate on any question, please
so on separate paper and clearly indicate said item.

Questicnnaire completed by:

Name:

do

Institution:

Position:

Date:
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I. Organizational Structure and Program Resources

1. In the space below or on a separate sheet, please indicate
your organizational chart. Show, as appropriate, the relation-
ship of the governing board, campus administration, public re-
lations, the alumni and development office. Please enclose a
printed organizational chart if available.

2. How involved is each of the following in establishing the
overall administrative policy for the fund raising program?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

President

Director of
Alumni Affairs

Director of
Public Relations

Board of Trustees
(College Council)

Chief Development
Officer

Foundation Board
of Directors

Department Chair-
person/faculty

Other (please
specify)
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3. How many years has the Chief Development Officer worked as a
development professional? Years

4., How many professional and support staff does your
development office have?

Professional

Support

5. Many universities and/or programs use formal or informal
management techniques such as Management by Objective (MBO),
Program Planning and Budgeting (PPBS), Operations Analysis,
PERT, etc. Please describe the management technigue employed in
the development program, how long it's been used, and briefly
evaluate its effectiveness.




146

6. How involved is the President in the following development
program activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership

Seeking financial
support

Identifying, re-
cruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership

Soliciting potential
major donors

Soliciting potential
donors

Evaluating fund
raising programs

Establishing fund
raising policy

7. How involved are all or most members of the Board of
Trustees or College Council in the following development program
activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership

Providing personal
financial support

Identifying, re-
cruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership
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7. Continued
Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Seeking financial
support

Soliciting potential
major donors

Soliciting potential
donors

Evaluating fund
raising program

Establishing fund
raising policy

8. How involved are all or most administrative personnel
(excluding the President and development office) in the
following program activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership

Providing personal
financial support

Seeking financial
support

Identifying, rec-
ruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership

Soliciting potential
major donors

Soliciting potential
donors

Evaluating fund
raising program
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8. Continued
Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Establishing fund
raising policy

9. How involved are all or most members of the Foundation Board
of Directors in the following program activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership

Providing personal
financial support

Seeking financial
support

Identifying, re-
cruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership

Soliciting potential
major donors

Soliciting potential
donors

Evaluating fund
raising program

Establishing fund
raising policy

10. How involved are all or most members of the faculty in the
following development program activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership
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10. Continued
.Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing personal
financial support

Seeking financial
suppoert

Identifying, re-
cruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership

Soliciting potential
major donors

Evaluating fund
raising program

Establishing fund
raising policy

11. How involved are all or most support staff (outside the
development office) in the following development program
activities?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

Providing effective
leadership

Providing personal
financial support

Seeking financial
support

Identifying, re-
cruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership
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11. Continued

Very Generally

Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved

Soliciting potential
major donors

Soliciting potential
donors

Generally Very

Involved

Evaluating fund
raising program

Establishing fund
raising policy

12,
program activities?

Very Generally
Uninvolved Uninvolved

Providing effective
leadership

Providing personal
financial support

Seeking financial
support

Identifying, re-
cruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership

Soliciting potential
major donors

Soliciting potential
donors

Evaluating fund
raising program

Establishing fund
raising policy

How involved are volunteers in the following development

Generally
Involved

Very
Involved
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13. How involved are all or most students in the following
development program activities?

Uninvolved Uninvolved

Providing effective
leadership

Providing personal
financial support

Seeking financial
support

Identifying, re-
cruiting and in-
volving volunteer
leadership

Soliciting potential
major donors

Soliciting potential
donors

Evaluating fund
raising program

Establishing fund
raising policy

Very

Generally

Generally Very

Involved

Involved

14. How often does the chief development officer report
directly to the president of the institution?

Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Bi-monthly

Quarterly

Semi-annually

Annually
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1S ’How imggrtant is it that relationships among development,
publlg re}atlons,.and alumni relations offices be coordinated
organizationally in order to enhance fund raising potential?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

16. At your institution, how effective is the coordination
mentioned above in Item 15?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

17. How involved is the chief development officer in total
institutional planning?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

18. How important is it that the entire institution and all
constituencies clearly understand the role of the development
office in support of institutional objectives?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

19. How effective has the college/university been in clearly
communicating the role of the development office to the entire
institution and most, important fund raising constituencies?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective
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20. How effective has the development office been in clearly
communlgaylng its role to the institution and most, important
fund raising constituencies?

Very_ Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

21. How effective has the development office been in clearly
communicating its role to the students?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

22. Approximately how much money is budgeted, spent, or in
other ways provided in support of fund raising on an annual
basis by the college/university? (Note: Total should roughly
include professional and staff costs plus fringe benefits,
supplies, etc.)

Estimated total costs
for development program (1978-79)

(1979-80)

(1980-81)

23. Do you think your advancement budget is at or above average
for institutions of your size and type? Yes No

24. 1In institutional advancement, do you have as many or more
people on staff as do other similar institutiong? ~Yes No
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25. How effective is your institution in providing an adequate
operating budget for the development office?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

II. Fund Raising Sources and Constituencies

26. How effective are the following constituencies in providing
funds to support your institution?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

Alumni

Non-alumni friends
Faculty & Staff
Parents

Students

Athletic Booster
Program

Business & Industry

Private foundations

Clubs & Organizations

Board of Trustees
(College Council)

Foundation Board of
Directors i, 55

— | —

Other (please specify)
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27. How much development program time or money (i.e., EMPHASIS)
is spent seeking funds from the following sources?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS

Major Gifts Programs

Annual Fund

Deferred (Planned) Gifts

Capital Campaign

Alumni

Non-alumni friends

Faculty & Staff

Parents

Students

Business & Industry

Athletic Booster Program

Clubs & Organizations

Board of Trustees
(College Council)

Foundation Board of
Directors

Other (please specify)
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gS. Have @ndividuqls,_corporations, or foundations with special
1ntgrests 1n your 1institution been identified on a regular
basis?

Yes No

General Examples

III. Fund Raising Methods and Techniques

29. How important is it for the development office to help plan
and coordinate the capital and annual campaign?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

30. How important to development is it for the public relations
office to identify and publicize substantive institutional
activities that may be identified as important by the community
or prospective contributors?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important
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31. As an assist to the development office, how active has the
public relations office been in identifying and publicizing
substantive institutional activities that may be considered
important by the community or prospective contributors?

Very Generally Generally Very
Inactive Inactive Active Active

32. How active has the development office been in cultivating
or emphasizing corporate/business matching gifts for dollars
contributed?

Very Generally Generally Very
Inactive Inactive Active Active

33. How important is it that the development office establish
the following types of fund raising goals?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

Higher than previous
vear's goal

Signficantly higher
than previous year's
goal

Inflation plus 5-10%

Major effort based on
an anniversary
(or the like)

Realistic
expectations
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34. Does your institution have and use a formal case statement?
es No

35. Is this case statement available for review? Yes No

36. How effectively does your entire college/institution
communicate 1its case for philanthropic support?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffectively Ineffectively Effectively Effectively

37. How effectively does your development office, in
conjunction with the entire university, highlight the
accomplishments of alumni, faculty, students and staff?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffectively Ineffectively Effectively Effectively

38. How important is the public's impression of your
institution (i.e., the image your institution has in the
public's eye) to the administration?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

39. How much development program time or money gi.e., EMPHASIS)
is spent on improving your institution's public image?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS
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40. How much institutional time or money (i.e., EMPHASIS) is
spent on 1mproving your institution's public image?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS

41. How important is on-going, potential donor identification
(i.e., prospect research) to the success of development
programs?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

42, How effective is your on-going potential donor
identification (i.e., prospect research) process or system?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

43. How involved are alumni in your on-going potential donor
identification (i.e., prospect research) practices?

Very Generally Generally Very
Uninvolved Uninvolved Involved Involved

44, How much time or money (i.e., EMPgASIS! @s s?ent on
prospect research and potential donor identification?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS
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45. How important are personal visits to your fund raising
efforts?

Very Cenerally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Impeortant Important

46. How much time or money (i.e., EMPHASIS) is spent on
personal visits by development officers?

No Minimal Moderate Heavy
EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS EMPHASIS

47. How important is it that major gifts (i.e., $1,000.00 or
more annually) be actively solicited on a personal basis?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

48. How effective are the following methods and techniques in
optimizing your fund raising effort? (Only respond for methods
and techniques currently being used.)

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

Printed brochures
Computerized letters
Personalized letters

Humor in printed
material

Annual themes
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48, Continued

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective 1Ineffective Effective Effective

Suggested gift
amounts

Designated gifts

Class agent system

Class reunion
giving

Phoning by students

Phoning by alumni

Personal visits

Special gift program

Outside professional
counsel

Prospect research

Case statements

Organized groups of
friends

Other (please specify)

49. Funds raised from private sources can be designated for
many uses. How important is each of the following in positively
influencing your donors to contribute?

Very Generally Generally Very
Unimportant Unimportant Important Important

Scholarships e P,
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49, Continued

.Very Generally
Unimportant Unimportant

Endowment

Specific academic
areas

Library acquisitions

Intercollegiate
athletics

Endowed Chairs
Faculty projects
Special programs
Capital projects
Gifts-in-kind
Research

Campus
beautification

Other (please describe)

Generally
Important

Very
Important

50. What do you feel are the most outstanding features of your

total fund raising program?
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IV. Record Keeping and Gift Processing

51. How are alumni records stored?
College/University Computer
Development Computer
Addressograph

Other (please specify)

52. How many records [i.e., total number of names on mailing
list(s)] are stored?

1-5000 15,001-30,000
5001-15,000 30,001-50,000

over 50,000

53. Do your records include occupational information, history
of giving, or other pertinent facts concerning prospective
contributors? Yes No

54. Does the development office acknowledge gifts in a timely
fashion, that is, within one week? Yes No

55. Are prospects rated as to giving-potential and ranked in
priority order? Yes No

56. Which of the following prospegtive contributors are
presently in your donor research file?

President
Board of Trustees (College Council)

Campus Related Foundation/Board of Directors
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56. Continued
Alumni
Non-alumni Friends
Faculty and Staff
Parents
Business and Industry
Private Foundations
Clubs and Organizations

"Alumni" of special programs
(e.g., an Advanced Management Program)

57. How often are records updated?

Monthly and as needed
Bi-monthly and as needed
Quarterly and as needed
Semi-annually and as needed
Annually and as needed

As needed only

58. Are there provisions for keeping records secure?

Yes No

59. How often is an analysis of prior giving by individual
and/or other constituencies done?

Monthly
Bi-monthly

Quarterly
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59. Continued
Semi-annually
Annually

As needed

60. How effective (or efficient) is your system in recording and
acknowledging all gifts received?

Very Generally Generally Very
Ineffective Ineffective Effective Effective

Thank you!



APPENDIX D

Program Development Questionnaire
Items Related to Survey Instrument - I
Criteria
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Program Deve10pmegt Questionnaire Survey Instrument-I
Questionnaire Items Criteria
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Continued
Program Development Questionnaire Survey Instrument-I
Questionnaire items Criteria
50 None
51 A
B2 A
53 A
54 K
55 A, E
56 A, E
57 A
58 None
59 A, E
60 A



APPENDIX E

List of Evaluators
Cover Letter Item Rating
Form for Program Development Questionnaire
and Cover Letter for Pilot Study
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EVALUATORS FOR SURVEY INSTRUMENT-I

Joseph E. Dickinson
Vice President for Development
Michigan State University

Gary Evans
Vice President for Resource Development
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute

Robert Perrin

Vice Chancellor, University Affairs
and Development

State University of New York

James Van Houten
Coordinator of Alumni Affairs
State University of New York
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State University of New York

State University Plaza
Albany, New York 12246

Office of the Vice Chancellor for
University Affairs and Development

January 15, 1982

Mr. Joseph E. Dickinson

Vice President for Development
Michigan State University

1407 South Harrison Road

East Lansing, Michigan 48824

Dear Joe:

Thank you for agreeing to review the enclosed questionnaire
that I will be using in my dissertation for the Ph.D. at
Michigan State University. Your experience and abilities in
the area of development will certainly contribute to the
quality of this instrument and the findings of my
investigation.

Please return your evaluation in the enclosed, self-addressed,
stamped envelope.

Would you like a copy of the summary of my findings?
Yes No

Thank you again. I look forward to reading your
review/evaluation.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Webb
Assistant Vice Chancellor
Alumni Relations & Development

CHW/eaj
Enclosure
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A POLICY-RELEVANT STUDY OF
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AT REPRESENTATIVE
INSTITUTIONS WITHIN THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

SURVEY INSTRUMENT - I
EVALUATION FORM

The attached questionnaire incorporates criteria and
program components deemed important to ideal development
programs. These criteria have been proposed by development
officers of major institutions and corporations and selected
from program development literature.

This survey instrument will be used to gather information
on development programs from development officers, and as such,
should be relatively uncomplicated tc read and complete.

On the page that follows, please note the clarity or
ambiguity of each question
using the following scale:

1 - Clear
2 - Undecided
3 - Ambiguous
On separate paper, please comment .on any item you consider

to be ambiguous and indicate said item.



i i |

EVALUATION
A. Questions
1. 27+
2. 28.
3. 29,
4, 30.
5. 31,
6 2.
T 33.
B 34.
9. 35,
10 36 .
15 Si5e
12, o 8
13, 39.
14. 40.
15, 41,
16. 42,
: 43.
18. 44.
19. 45.
20. 46.
21. 47.
59 48.
23. 49.
24. S0
25 . 51,

26. 52.
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53. 58.
54. 59.
55. 60.
56. 61.
57. 62.

EVALUATOR

POSITION

INSTITUTION

DATE

Thank you!
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State University of New York

State University Plaza
Albany, New York 12246

Office of the Vice Chancellor for
University Affairs and Development

January 15, 1982

Ms. Patricia Bartlett

Assistant Vice President for Development
Empire State College

2 Union Avenue

Saratoga Springs, New York 12866

Dear Pat:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research project
for my dissertation at Michigan State University. Your
assistance will contribute significantly to the quality of the
findings.

Please read the enclosed instructions and complete your
review/evalution by February 1, 1982. I am sticking to a tight
deadline with this project and truly appreciate your efforts.

Would you like to receive a copy of the summary of this
research project? Yes No

Thank you for your assistance. I trust your work continues
well.

Sincerely,

Charles H. Webb
Assistant Vice Chancellor
Alumni Relations & Development

CHW/eaj
Enclosure (2)



APPENDIX F

Study of Response Consistency of Items
on Program Development Questionnaire
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Reliability statistics based on the responses of six SUNY chief
development officers to the retest of the guestionnaire.

Criterion Same Different Proportion of
Statement Response* Response # Agreement &
L 6 0 1.00
2 4 2 + 077
3 5 2 .83
4 6 0 1.00
> 6 0 1.00
6 6 0 1.00
7 4 2 0T
8 4 2 .67
9 5 i + 83
10 4 2 = i
131 4 2 .67
12 5 i - 83
13 4 2 <67
14 5 1 B3
15 B 1k » B3
16 5 1 + 03
1 6 0 1.00
18 6 0 1.00
19 6 0 1.00
20 6 0 1..00
23 5 1 .83
22 6 0 1.00
23 4 2 L
24 5 L .83
25 5 I .83
26 6 0 1.00
27 5 1 .83
28 6 0 1.00
29 4 2 .67
30 4 2 .67
31 5 it L
s . : 1,00
6 0 2

gg 3 0 1.00
35 6 0 1.00
36 6 0 1.00
27 5 1 1..00
38 6 0 1.00
39 6 0 1.00
6 0 1.00

40
41 5 i .83
42 6 0 1.00
43 6 0 1.00
45 6 0 1.00
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Criterion Same Different Proportion of
Statement Response* Response # Agreement 2
46 6 0 1.00
47 5 1 .83
48 6 0 1.00
49 6 0 1.00
50 6 0 1.00
51 6 0 1.00
52 5 1 .83
53 5 1 .83
54 5 1 B3
55 6 0 1.00
56 4 2 .67
57 5 1 .83
58 6 0 1.00
59 6 0 1.00
60 5 1 .83
61 5 1 .83
62 4 2 .67
63 3 3 .50
64 4 2 .67
65 4 2 .67
66 4 2 .67
67
67 4 2 87
5 h 2 &7
gg 6 0 1.00
4 2 67
72 6 5 1,00
83
73 5 1 e
74 6 0 ko
o - ; .83
76 5 : -
Bs : 1 .83
L 2 0 1.00
e 4 2 .67
. 6 0 1.00
. 4 2 .67
e 6 0 1.00
-+ 4 2 2
b 4 2 .67
o 6 0 1.00
g% 2 .67
87 ) 2 .67
o8 : 2 .67
89 : 0 1,00
" H 2 .67
4 A 1 .83
92 2 ; 1.00
93 8 0 1.00
94 6 \ "83
95 5
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Criterion Same Different Proportion of
Statement Response* Response # ég;gement -4

96 5 1 .83
97 o 2 .67
98 6 0 1.00
99 6 0 1.00
100 3 3 .50
101 3 3 .50
102 6 0 1.00
103 4 2 .67
104 4 2 1A
105 5 1 S
106 2 4 .34
187 6 0 1.00
108 6 0 1.00
109 5 il + B3
110 4 2 67
i g 4 2 < BT
i g B 3 3 58
113 3 3 + 50
114 3 3 + 20
115 6 0 1.00
116 5 ;8 S8
117 3 3 =200
118 4 2 57
119 3 3 .50
120 6 0 1.00
123 4 2 « 07
122 4 2 .67
123 6 0 1.00
124 4 2 BT
125 4 2 .67
126 5 1 .83
127 6 0 1.00
128 4 2 .67
129 6 0 1.00
130 5 1 .83
131 2 & .34
132 4 2 .67
133 3 3 <50
134 4 2 -67
135 4 2 7]
136 fzi ﬁ -gz
137 -

139 2 4 .34
141 3 3 »30
142 2 4 i
143 0 6 .00
144 2 4 =
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Criterion Same Different Proportion of
Statement Response* Response # Agrgement i~ g
145 5% 3 h
146 3 3 “%0
147 5 1 i
e 4 : 2 .67
149 4 5 "67
150 4 5 "67
151 5 1 "83
152 3 3 "50
3e 6 0 1.00
154 5 1 "83
e B 3 1.00
156 5 1 "83
157 4 2 ‘67
158 4 2 67
160 6 0 1.00
161 6 0 1.00
162 6 0 1.00
163 6 0 1.00
164 5 4 ity
166 6 0 1.00
169 3 3 .50
157 4 o 67
172 3 3 .B5A
173 2 4 .34
174 4 2 .67
¥ 7 5 1 283
176 6 0 1..:00
177 = ¥ 83
178 6 0 1.00

* Same Response is the number of individuals who gave
identical responses on the two administrations of the

questionnaire.

# Different Recponse is the number of individuals whose
responses on the second administration of the guestionnaire
were not identical to their previous responses.

& Proportion of Agreement = N of Same Response
(N of Same Response + N of

Different Response)
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