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The purpose of this study was to determine what institutional advancement

processes are currently operating in a sample of Southern Baptist 4-year colleges and

universities ("what is") and how these processes compare with Wesley K. Willmer's

model of an effective small college institutional advancement program ("what ought to

be").

An overview of advancement literature suggested that Willmer had developed

the best model of an effective, small college advancement program. Willmer's model

consisted of five benchmarks which focused on the following: institutional

commitment, authority and organizational structure, personnel resources, advancement

activities and functions, and evaluation. Willmer developed the model based on his

review of advancement literature and results from a survey he sent to 191 small

colleges as part of his 1980 dissertation. The same survey instrument, with slight

revisions, was subsequently mailed to more than 650 small colleges over a seven year

period and through a series of three studies in 1985, 1989, and 1992.

While Willmer's survey instrument and model have been used to assess the

advancement processes of hundreds of small colleges, no research existed which

applied Willmer's instrument and model to Southern Baptist schools, a denomination



which is affiliated with a substantial number of higher education institutions across the

United States.

The instrument for this study was mailed to 41 institutions aligned or

historically aligned with the Southern Baptist Convention. Two institutions declined to

participate citing a severance of ties with the denomination. Of the thirty-nine

remaining, thirty-five completed the 50-question survey for a response rate of 90

percent.

These Southern Baptist schools were raising substantial amounts of money on

limited budgets, with small advancement staff sizes, and with little reliance on the use

of volunteers or trustees. The findings also showed that the respondents had solid,

centralized advancement structures in place, utilized a variety of advancement

methods, and were under the leadership of experienced and knowledgeable chief

advancement officers, who had been give the proper authority and decision-making

power.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Though fund raising is a vital part of an institution's strength, its importance

has never been more critical than in the decade of the nineties with its spiraling

education costs (Leslie 1988). While many of today's pre-baccalaureate students

choose to enter the workforce or suspend temporarily their academic pursuits, the

expenses associated with operating a university do not allow such a reprieve

(American Council on Education 1995). In both public and private universities, the

call for additional monies above that given by the government or a certain

constituency has never been stronger nor in greater need of being answered. Colleges

must make fund raising a major priority and devote the needed resources to

accomplish that purpose.

In addition to declining enrollments and the increasing costs of operating a

university, two other factors contribute to the significant role institutional advancement

now plays. First, colleges are experiencing an increase in the number of part-time

students. With institutions traditionally depending upon their graduates for financial

support, advancement officials must be diligent to foster institutional loyalty among

this growing student population. Second, the perennial inflation of tuition is

consuming a greater percentage of graduates' disposable income. Therefore, the

institution's need to find alternative funding must be paramount.

1
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Since 1958, institutional advancement has been the umbrella term under

which a university's external relations program is conducted (Richards and Sherratt

1981). While fund raising is a major function in any advancement program, it is but

one facet of the total institutional advancement framework. Alumni relations and

public relations now command attention as vital phases of advancement work as well.

Further, the work of fund raising itself has diversified greatly, enabling

advancement officers to secure contributions in a variety of ways from a variety of

external constituencies. Whereas the cash gift is still the essential element of

advancement, gifts-in-kind and, especially, deferred gifts have assumed a status of

almost equal importance. These gifts are secured through a variety of methods, such

as personal contacts, phonathons, and written proposals and from a plethora of

constituencies, such as alumni, non-alumni, current students, corporations and

foundations. This multiplicity of fund raising methods and external constituencies are

especially important to private universities who are not state supported and, therefore,

must raise all of their operational funds. One group of private colleges and

universities which exemplify this need is affiliated with the Southern Baptist

Convention.

There are 53 Southern Baptist colleges and universities located in sixteen

states. Four of the sixteen states have one Baptist college, while Texas has eight. The

years of existence for the schools range from Union University (Tenn), begun

in 1825, to California Baptist College, which opened its doors in 1950 (Carleton

1994).



3

Total enrollment for the 53 Southern Baptist institutions is 138,709, with the

largest being Baylor University with 12,240 students, and the smallest, Clear Creek

Baptist Bible College in Pineville, Kentucky, with 136. All schools represented in the

group are four-year institutions and all are co-educational, except for three women's

colleges. Although all of the schools have at least some endowment, the amount of

endowment varies greatly. Wake Forest University leads with an endowment of 300

million dollars compared with Missouri Baptist College's 500,000 dollars. Some facet

of institutional advancement programming is evident in each of the 53 colleges, but

the extent of that work is unknown, as is the level of institutional advancement

effectiveness, as compared with similar private universities.

In 1981, Wesley K. Willmer undertook a study to examine what advancement

programming currently existed in religiously-affiliated colleges and universities. In

essence, Willmer sought to examine "what is" among advancement programs in private

schools. From that data and other research in the field, Willmer then established

"what ought to be" in order for a small, private university to have an effective

institutional advancement program. The result of Willmer's study was a

model/framework of an effective advancement program at a small, independent

college. Willmer's model consisted of five benchmarks that must exist in an

advancement program in order for it to be effective:
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1. Institutional Commitment - This facet is determined by the
existence of an articulation of goals, objectives, and long-range
plans for IA (institutional advancement); budget allocation for
IA; and staffing commitment to IA.

2. Authority and Organizational Structure - Willmer defines this
benchmark as a view of the IA chain of command and structure
and the centralization or decentralization of the institutional
advancement work within the university.

3. Personnel Resources - This facet is determined by the
experience and working knowledge of the institutional
advancement professional staff and the number of volunteers
involved in advancement activities and the extent of that
involvement.

4. Advancement Activities and Functions - Willmer defines this
benchmark as the number and variety of fund raising methods
employed and the extent of other advancement functions, such
as, alumni activities and public relations.

5. Evaluation Processes - The existence of evaluation tools and the
extent of their use within institutional advancement determines
this facet (Willmer 1980).

The Problem

What institutional advancement processes are currently operating in a sample of

Southern Baptist 4-year colleges and universities ("what is") and how do these

institutional advancement processes compare with Willmer's model of an effective

small college institutional advancement program ("what ought to be")?

Purposes of the Study

Because institutional advancement is crucial to the survival of Southern Baptist

schools, a purpose of this study was to provide the first description of the institutional

advancement processes in Southern Baptist colleges. A second purpose
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was to inform the educational leadership of the Southern Baptist Convention if

Willmer's five-benchmark model of an effective institutional advancement program

existed in their schools. A third purpose of this study was to allow educational

leadership and advancement officers to compare the extent of institutional

advancement among Southern Baptist schools. In so doing, advancement officers in

Southern Baptist and other denominational schools would be able to evaluate their

advancement processes and determine if changes needed to be made in order to keep

pace with other institutions.

Research Questions

Willmer's model of an institutional advancement program, formulated from the

literature and research in the field of advancement, contains five major elements.

Appropriate research questions were developed for each of the five areas.

1. What was the level of institutional commitment to fund raising at
Southern Baptist colleges and how did that level compare with
Willmer's model?

2. What was the advancement authority and organizational structure
at Southern Baptist colleges and how did that authority and
organizational structure compare with Willmer's model?

3. What advancement personnel resources existed at Southern Baptist
colleges and how did these compare with Willmer's model?

4. What advancement activities and functions were currently utilized
at Southern Baptist colleges and how did these compare with
Willmer's model?

5. Did advancement evaluation processes currently exist at Southern
Baptist colleges and how did they compare with Willmer's
model?
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Significance of Study

Through this study, the presidents and chief development officers at Southern

Baptist universities will be able to determine if their colleges and universities are

conducting effective institutional advancement work as identified by Willmer's model.

In addition, the Education Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention, the

organization responsible for overseeing the work of Southern Baptist schools, will

benefit in that, by having descriptive data on their institutions, the Commission can

provide more focused guidance on development activities which will enhance

institutional advancement and improve the financial base for Southern Baptist higher

education. Further, there is the practical significance of advancement officers at

Southern Baptist institutions and other private liberal arts colleges being able to

compare advancement processes at their schools to similar institutions.

Definition of Terms

For purposes of this study, the following operational definitions were used:

Institutional Advancement is the term used to describe university relations with

external constituencies. Functions of institutional advancement include development,

alumni relations, and public relations.

Development is the activity of securing monies, deferred gifts, and/or gifts-in-kind for

the ongoing support of an organization.

Institutional Advancement Process is the term Willmer uses in each of his studies as

the focus of research. The emphasis is not on institutional advancement content (who

is solicited, who are the solicitors) nor institutional advancement products
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(how much money is raised, how much does each fund raising activity generate).

Rather, "this process-oriented concern emphasizes the means or series of progressive

and independent steps by which the end is attained" (Willmer 1980, 17).

Southern Baptist College or University is any school which is or historically has

been aligned with and/or receives or historically received financial support from the

Southern Baptist state convention in its respective state.

Delimitations

Two specific limits were established in this study. First, only co-educational,

comprehensive or liberal arts colleges and universities affiliated with the Southern

Baptist Convention, whose FTE student enrollments were between 1,000 and 3,000

were requested to respond to the questionnaire. By stipulating comprehensive or

liberal arts colleges and universities, this eliminated any Bible colleges affiliated with

the Southern Baptist Convention.

Second, while some educators include student recruitment under the umbrella

of institutional advancement, the vast majority of Southern Baptist schools do not.

Therefore, this study sought to examine those functions of institutional advancement

applicable to the current structure in most Southern Baptist colleges and universities;

development, alumni relations, and public relations.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The review of literature was divided into three sections, beginning with a brief

history of fund raising practices, followed by an analysis of studies on effectiveness in

fund raising, and ending with a review of Wesley K. Willmer's studies.

History of Fund Raising Practices

"The history of virtually every American college and university from its

beginning to the present day has been one long, repeated, often desperate, search for

funds. Large or small, renowned or obscure, none has been immune" (Schmidt 1957,

14). In the United States, fund raising finds its early roots in the financial support of

Harvard University. Harvard was established in 1636 with a gift of 400 pounds from

the General Court and a grant of 779 pounds, plus a library, from the Reverend John

Harvard (Andrews 1953). In 1633, the following excerpt was written by John Eliot in

a letter requesting money from a wealthy Englishman.

If we nourish not Laming both church and commonwealth will sinke . .
. God hath bestowed upon you a bounty full blessing; now if you
should please to imploy butone mite of that greate welth which God
hath given, to erect a school of learning, a college among us; you
should due a more glorious work, acceptable to God and man; and the
commemoration of the first founder of the means of Laming, would be
a perpetuating of your name and honour among us (Brittingham and
Pezzullo 1990, 9).

In 1639, advancement efforts were stymied when Master Eaton, then Harvard

president, was convicted of assault for beating his assistant. "For almost a year

8
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after the dismissal of Eaton, Harvard College was in a state of suspended animation.

Building operations went on slowly, but the College had neither master nor scholars"

(Morison 1935, 241). In 1641, Massachusetts Bay Colony was forced to send a trio of

preachers to England on a "begging mission" (Willmer 1987). One of them returned

in less than a year with 500 pounds for the college and the colony, and the others sent

back word that they needed literature that would outline the best "selling points of

New England" (Brittingham and Pezzullo 1990).

Ellis (1884) documented the use of the first fund raising pamphlet, New

England's First Fruits, which was published by Harvard officials, in 1642. Circulated

almost exclusively among patrons in England, the tract described the courses and goals

of the college and gave recognition to the generosity of John Harvard. In

1644, the New England Confederation of four colonies recommended that each family

within the confederation contribute a shilling or a peck of wheat for scholarships to

Harvard (Brittingham and Pezzullo 1990). For the next 100 years, most monetary

support for all colonial colleges came from the religious denominations with which the

schools were related.

Until nearly the turn of the twentieth century, the college president was largely

responsible for raising funds to support the institution. The closest move to the

contrary took place in 1821 when Williams College organized and mobilized the first

alumni group, called the Society of Alumni, to raise funds for the school (Brittingham

and Pezzullo 1990). In much the same way, the Yale Alumni Fund was initiated in

1890 and has since been acknowledged as the first systematic endeavor on the
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part of graduates to increase the resources of a university (Bakrow 1961). With just

under 400 alumni participating initially, Yale was able to raise $11,000. In 1905,

Harvard's alumni responded to a call for help from President Eliot and raised $2.5

million to augment faculty salaries in the liberal arts (Brittingham and Pezzullo 1990).

Resource development efforts between 1900 and 1958 mainly focused on

organizing alumni groups and publicizing a university's name. This period saw the

rise of the American Alumni Council and the American Association of College

News Bureaus. The latter went through two additional name changes before settling

on the American College Public Relations Association.

In 1958, professionals from the American Alumni Council and the American

College Public Relations Association gathered in West Virginia to discuss the issues

facing institutional advancement. The published proceedings of this conference,

known as the Greenbrier Report, gave shape to institutional advancement as it is

known today. The study, funded by the Ford Foundation, was the first of its kind of

the resource development function. "Essentially, the Greenbrier Report was a

comprehensive effort to define and improve the management of institutional

advancement and its elements, as they were conceived in 1958" (Richards and Sherratt

1988, 11). Universities were advised to organize their programs and coordinate their

advancement functions, in order to lighten the fund raising responsibilities of the

president. Further, the report recommended the appointment of an administrative

coordinator at each institution who, in conjunction with the president would be



11

responsible for alumni relations, fund raising, and public relations. These functions

should reinforce what the report targeted as the goal of advancement: promoting

public confidence in higher education. "More explicitly than ever before, the

Greenbrier Conference provided institutional advancement with a set of guidelines and

a written mandate to promote the understanding and support of higher education"

(Richards and Sherratt 1988, 11). The coordination of the American Alumni Council

and the American College Public Relations Association also culminated in their merger

in 1975 as the Council for the Advancement and Support of Education (Willmer

1987).

Brittingham and Pezzullo (1990, 14) identified several trends that have

developed in fund raising efforts from the seventeenth century to the nineties:

1. Movement away from church-affiliated and individual/personal

solicitation to direct institutional appeals of an organizational and professional

nature. Colleges once depended on clergy to appeal for funds from the pulpit.

Today, most colleges have organized, professional development staffs.

2. Shift away from the notion of charity and toward philanthropy.

3. The imposing role fund raising plays in all aspects, daily or yearly, of
institutional life rather than being limited to crises or major changes in

direction. Earliest fund raising stressed the preservation of fragile institutions;

more modern approaches stress strengthening already stable and vital

organizations.

Studies on Effectiveness in Fund Raising

Studies in fund raising have largely focused on fund raising methods and

practices rather than effectiveness in fund raising. Consequently, few studies on the
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effectiveness of higher education fund raising have been completed (Duronio and

Loessin 1990). Brittingham and Pezzulo's study found that "the practice of fund

raising is thinly informed by research that can lead to greater effectiveness . . . (1990,

1). They also found very little professional research that could contribute to predictive

generalizations. "The research to date on institutional effectiveness in fund raising

includes one large scale recent study (using objectively defined measures of success)

and several smaller studies (of various methodologies and definitions of success), often

on particular types of institutions" (Brittingham and Pezzulo 1990, 19). In fact,

Cameron and Whetten (1983) suggested that because no model of effectiveness can be

universal, research should turn to developing frameworks for evaluating effectiveness

rather than theories of effectiveness.

Three general approaches have been used to study institutional effectiveness in

fund raising (Brittingham and Pezzulo 1990). They are the following:

1. Studies of perceived effectiveness - this approach employs an
operational definition of effectiveness derived by an expert
panel. Such studies often attempt to determine the
characteristics of effective fund raising programs through
surveys of institutions requesting the staffs professional
judgment about which factors are most significantly related to
effectiveness.

2. Studies of effectiveness adjusted for potential - this approach
includes a measure of the institution's potential for fund raising
and determines effectiveness accordingly.

3. Studies of objectively-defined effectiveness - this approach
describes institutional advancement practices. Objective
determinants of effectiveness are based on such factors as total
amount of support raised, average gift per solicitation, and size
of endowment.
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While these three categories are reflected below in some of the studies, a better

understanding of the review of the major studies on institutional advancement

effectiveness occurs from a chronological approach. Therefore, the following studies

are reviewed beginning with the earliest to the most recent.

The first major study on advancement programs was completed by John Leslie

in 1969 (Duronio and Loessin 1990). He defined effectiveness as a measure

of the degree to which objectives are successfully achieved. His research focused on

the relationships between fund raising outcomes, institutional characteristics, and

organizational and operational features of fund raising programs. Although he

surveyed 1200 institutions, he was only able to report results on 105 schools. While a

variety of colleges responded, the total number of institutions cannot be considered

representative of all institutions (Duronio and Loessin 1990).

Leslie's most crucial finding centered on a high correlation between

advancement program expenditures and gift dollars. He also concluded that the cost

of raising money was approximately 15-20 cents per dollar raised (Leslie 1969).

Possibly his greatest contribution was his argument that fund raising performance

could be improved through empirical research (Duronio and Loessin 1990).

In 1977, William Pickett conducted research using conceptual and operational

definitions of effectiveness and potential. He not only examined institutional

characteristics but the institution's environment as well. Pickett reasoned that an

effective advancement program could not necessarily be determined by total amount of

gifts received, if income potential was not taken into account (Pickett 1977). He
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recommended measuring the effectiveness of fund raising by comparing actual income

from fund raising with potential for fund raising.

A college's potential for fund raising was defined as a function of the financial

resources available in a college's geographical environment coupled with the college's

access to these resources (Pickett 1977). Pickett measured available

financial resources by researching the college's number of alumni, the number of

families annually earning $50,000 or more in the standard metropolitan statistical area

(SMSA) nearest the college, total value of grants made by major foundations

in the college's state, and value added by manufacturing in the SMSA.

Eight variables were used to measure access to financial resources: in-state

enrollment, cost of attendance, graduate school attendance of alumni, age of college,

value of endowment, federal support for research and development, tenure of president,

and enrollment. With these variables he predicted total voluntary support for each

institution and then compared his prediction with actual totals to identify over- and

under-productive schools.

Pickett concluded that of all variables, only number of alumni, value of

endowment, cost of attendance, age of college, in-state enrollment, and graduate school

attendance were important in explaining income from gifts (Pickett 1977). His

findings also indicated that the geographical location of a college is not as important

in its fund raising potential as its environmental position; that is, those factors that

determine access to financial resources. His research also provided groundwork for a
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groundwork for a later study by Glennon (1986) which focused on improving the

effectiveness of fund raising in private liberal arts colleges.

Utilizing Willmer's model (noted in introduction), Glennon studied 170 small,

private institutions to determine if any correlations existed between benchmarks of the

model and success in fund raising. In the area of institutional commitment, Glennon

argued that fund raising cannot be successful unless it is integrated into the life of the

university and planned as part of the total institutional planning (Glennon 1986).

While her study showed that a direct correlation did not exist between successful fund

raising and institutional planning, an indirect relationship exists. Her research

indicates a high correlation between institutional planning

and the amount of time a president spends on fund raising and a second relationship

between the amount of time a president spends on fund raising and the amount of

revenue generated (Glennon 1986).

Glennon's research further revealed two other factors which positively

influenced fund raising: the amount of revenue allocated for fund raising and the

extent of authority of the chief institutional advancement officer in the college and

his/her access to the president. In addition, the CIAO's tenure is positively correlated

to the number of donors contributing to an institution (Glennon 1986).

Glennon states that virtually every quantitative and budgetary element which

was investigated is significantly influenced by one or another of the president's

activities. "Clearly, and by wide margin, the data indicated that the most significant

strategy an institution in this sector (small college) can take to improve its fund

.
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raising program is to commit a significant block of the president's time to the

enterprise. From this commitment will flow a cluster of other obvious success

predictors . . . (Glennon 1986, 24). Rowland (1974) voiced this sentiment long before

when he listed as the university's top priority to "secure the commitment of the

President of the institution to a viable institutional advancement program, properly

staffed with an adequate budget." One additional positive influence, Glennon found,

on the amount of time the president spends in fund raising is active participation in

advancement efforts on the part of the trustees (Glennon 1986). Glennon also

observed that the fewer the efforts in governmental relations, the greater the actual

revenue generated. "Apparently, small private colleges have convinced themselves,

perhaps with reason, that public monies from grants and other sources are either not

desirable or else not readily available to them, and so have committed their resources

in other areas" (Glennon 1986, 23).

Glennon concluded her study with the following recommendations:

1. Colleges need to be sure there is internal clarity about the institutional
mission.

2. Schools should provide four to eight percent of their educational and
general budget to advancement efforts.

3. Institutions need to recruit adequate staff including a qualified and
experienced chief advancement officer. Three to five professional staff
members and three to five support staff members is what both
Willmer's model and Glennon's study recommend.

4. The CIAO should report directly to the president and should be a
member of the Executive Council.
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5. Small colleges need active involvement in fund raising from their board
of trustees.

6. The college's president should spend twenty-five to forty percent of
his/her time each month in direct fund raising, averaging ten calls and
five personal visits per month.

7. Small colleges must expend the effort necessary to attract and retain
an active cadre of community leadership to assist in fund raising.

8. Insofar as possible, management responsibilities which are extraneous
to advancement activities should be assigned elsewhere to allow
advancement personnel more time for prospect research and
cultivation.

9. Evaluation should be conducted yearly, must be a regular part of the
fund raising program, and should be tied into larger institutional goals
(Glennon 1986, 27).

Rowland (1986, 112) summarized most of Glennon's recommendations in one

of his key writings:

Common elements in an effective development program include a strong case
for support, coordination among all the areas of advancement, presidential
leadership and participation, special recognition of major contributors,
committed volunteers with appropriate staff support, and regular communication
with potential and actual contributors, including expressions of appreciation to
donors and reports of how their contributions are being used.

Also, in 1986, Duronio and Loessin conducted an ongoing study of fund raising

outcomes for the purpose of building a foundation for the continued analysis of fund

raising effectiveness. They analyzed the variation in institutional characteristics and

fund raising outcomes between and among ten types of higher education institutions

and four groups of donors.

More than 600 institutions were surveyed and then categorized into one of ten

types of schools - public and private research; public and private doctoral, public and
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private comprehensive; public and private baccalaureate; and public and private two-

year. Across all institutions, I)uronio and Loessin (1986) found that endowment is the

single characteristic most highly correlated with total voluntary support. This was

especially true of private institutions, where the research showed that wealth is an

important factor in attracting voluntary support.

They also found that, for all institutions, budgetary expenditures on advancement are

highly correlated with total voluntary support (Duronio and Loessin 1986).

In a 1990 follow-up study, Duronio and Loessin first identified successful

advancement programs using a multiple regression analysis to find institutions in

which actual dollars raised were higher than statistically predicted. From a pool of

100, they selected one institution from each of the ten institutional types used in the

1986 study. They then conducted site visits of one to four days at each school. The

aspects Duronio and Loessin most often identified as related to fund raising success

were university and advancement leadership and institutional commitment to fund

raising (Duronio and Loessin 1990).

Leslie and Ramey (1988) studied research universities and their fund raising

outcomes among separate groups of donors. They argued that relationships between

specific donors and institutions and those donors' decisions to contribute must be

understood in order to increase a school's fund raising effectiveness. They

compared a variety of institutional and environmental characteristics against fund

raising outcomes for major research universities between 1977 and 1980.
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Their findings indicated that variable relationships existed between institutional

and environmental characteristics and groups of donors (Leslie and Ramey 1988).

Specifically, individual donors respond most favorably to a fund raising approach

which stresses institutional need, while corporations and foundations respond best to

an approach emphasizing institutional capability (Leslie and Ramey 1988).

In 1989, Myers used Willmer's model to study the extent of advancement

programming in Assembly of God colleges. Myers found that in the area of

institutional commitment, respondents fell far below the norms of the model, especially

in the area of percentage of total expenditures for advancement.

Further, the number of professional and support advancement staff in Assembly of

God colleges fell short of the model's standards (Myers 1989).

In the area of authority and organizational structure, Myers' sample compared

favorably with Willmer's model and other colleges. Myers' research showed that in

the area of personnel resources, the sample's college presidents made 70% of the

$1,000 personal solicitations compared to 20% called for by Willmer's model. Further,

in Assembly of God colleges, the CIAO had sufficient authority and reported directly

to the president, and the colleges had centralized fund raising philosophies. However,

there existed virtually no volunteer or trustee involvement

in fund raising. Further, the CIAO had very little if any advancement experience or

training (Myers 1989).

The Assembly of God colleges fared well in advancement activities and

functions. The sample colleges included all of Willmer's suggested programming in
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their institutions. Finally, Myers' sample reported no formal advancement evaluation

processes were in place in any of the colleges. Myers concluded that in order for

Assembly of God colleges to survive the last part of the twentieth century, great

strides must be taken to improve many parts of the sample's advancement programs

(Myers 1989).

Wesley K. Willmer's Research

Willmer's research provides the foundation and framework for this study. Since

1980, the year he published his dissertation, Willmer has conducted

four studies of advancement work in small private colleges. Each of the four studies

will be reviewed in this section.

Willmer's Doctoral Dissertation - 1980

Willmer originated the five-benchmark framework, used in this dissertation, in

his 1980 research. The population of his sample was the 191 member colleges of the

Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges, (now the Council of Independent

Colleges), utilizing institutional advancement data from fiscal year 1977-78.

Enrollment of the institutions ranged from a low of 79 students to a high of just over

2,000, with a mean student FTE of approximately 950 students (Willmer 1980).

Willmer chose a mail questionnaire as the data collection instrument. The

initial instrument was drafted by drawing on the reliability of other dissertation

questions, Willmer's own consulting work, and related research. After many revisions,

the survey was pre-tested among five CASC colleges. Those results were reviewed

and revisions were reflected in the final questionnaire.
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The final questionnaire was divided into six phases of institutional advancement

work: general management, fund raising, institutional relations, publications, alumni

programs and government relations. An introductory section was included covering

institutional identification and a concluding section which allowed for subjective

responses. Of the 191 colleges receiving the instrument, 141 (73%) responded during

an eight-week span. Commonly-used descriptive statistics were used to analyze the

data (Willmer 1980).

From an analysis and organization of the data, Willmer established "what is"

occurring in advancement work in the responding colleges. From that analysis and a

study of literature in the field, Willmer then developed a theoretical framework or

"what ought to be" in order to complete a final assessment of the data (Willmer 1980).

The following is an outline of the five benchmarks Willmer established,

accompanied by Willmer's descriptors and qualifiers of each benchmark:

I. Institutional Commitment

A. Articulation of goals, objectives, and long-range plans

1. Institutions should have a long-range plan that includes
projected program changes and a long-range budget.

2. An institution's objectives should be in writing and clearly
known to the advancement officer.

3. The advancement officer should have written annual
goals/objectives.
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B. Budget Allocation

1. Four to eight percent of the total expenditures and general
budget should be for advancement.

2. A dollar should be raised for every 25-40 cents spent for the
advancement process -- not exceeding 100 cents.

C. Staffing Commitment

1. A range of two to five professional advancement personnel
should be employed.

2. Between two and five supporting (clerical/secretarial) staff
should be employed.

II. Authority and Organizational Structure

A. Advancement Management Authority

1. The chief advancement officer should report to the President
of the institution.

2. The chief advancement officer should have a position in the top
executive officer's group.

B. Advancement Function Centralization and Organization

1. The institutional advancement function should be centrally
managed.

2. The organizational model should foster centralization.

III. Personnel Resources

A. Professional Staff

1. The advancement manager should be experienced in
advancement, knowledgeable of the institution, educated with
preferably the doctorate, and assigned a title carrying authority.

2. The President should be an active fund raiser and promoter of
advancement activities making more than ten percent of the
$1000 plus calls and averaging more than eight calls per month.
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B. Volunteers

1. Trustees and other volunteers should be involved in
advancement activities.

2. The college should have an active, working trustee committee
and a public relations advisory group comprised of people
outside the institution.

IV. Advancement Activities and Functions

A. Fund Raising Activities

1. Fund raising programs should include efforts to raise annual
unrestricted support, capital, giving needs, and deferred gifts.

2. Gift solicitations should be made by the trustees, president, staff
and volunteers; gift acknowledgement should be within one to
three days; and the mailing list should be as large as possible.

B. Advancement Programs

1. At least two-four voluntary government relations activities
should be conducted each year.

2. Small colleges should have regional alumni chapters, fund the
alumni organization, and have a special alumni program for
recent graduates.

3. Between 1.4 and 2.0 professional staff full-time equivalents
should be allocated to institutional relations.

4. The publications program should include a centralized
publication policy and the mailing of a principal publication at
least quarterly.

V. Evaluation: An Integral Part of Advancement

A. Institutional Goals and Advancement Practice

Advancement programs should contribute to the major public relations
goals of attracting prospective students, raising funds, and building and
holding goodwill for the institution.
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B. Evaluation Tools

The advancement process should include a readership poll of
publication recipients and market analysis of the donor constituency
and the communication program (Willmer 1980).

Willmer concluded his dissertation research by assessing the benchmarks

against the data received from the responding colleges. In the area of institutional

commitment, 91% of the sample colleges had written institutional objectives and 81%

of the advancement officers had written annual goals. An area of weakness was

evident, though, in that only 33% of these colleges had a long range plan.

The mean percentage of the institutions' expense and general expenditures

dedicated to advancement was found to be 6.5%. This fell well within Willmer's

suggested 4-8% guideline. Staffing commitment, however, did not meet Willmer's

standards. Thirty-four percent of the colleges had only minimal clerical/secretarial

support staff (Willmer 1980).

Authority and organizational structure was a strength among the vast majority

of the schools. A centralized advancement function was found in 75% of the

sample, 93% of the CIAO's reported to the president, and 98% are in the executive

cabinet (Willmer 1980).

The area of personnel resources reflected the most dramatic strengths and

weaknesses. For the CIAO, 92% had an appropriate title, 82% had a good working

knowledge of the institution, and 72% had ample advancement experience (four or

more years). On the downside, 85% of the colleges reported that their president

makes seven or fewer calls per month, 78% did not have an advancement advisory
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group comprised of individuals outside the institution, and 50% of the trustees make

no monthly money solicitations. Less than one-fourth of the CIAO's had an earned

doctorate and fully one- third had only a bachelor or associate's degree (Willmer

1980).

The responding colleges showed considerable improvement in advancement

activities and functions. All were securing annual gifts and 70% were seeking

deferred gifts, yet only 42% had conducted a major capital campaign in the last three

years. Gift acknowledgement within three days was accomplished by 71% of the

colleges. A glaring weakness was seen in that only 32% of the professional staffs

were making 8 or more face-to-face solicitation calls each month (Willmer 1980).

Another weakness emerged in alumni chapter activity. While 96% reported

including the alumni function in their development efforts, forty-seven percent of the

colleges had no active alumni chapters while seventy-five percent of the schools had

no alumni activities for recent graduates (Willmer 1980).

The data from the responding institutions showed that the greatest weakness

resided with the evaluation process. In each area, donor analysis, market analysis,

readership poll, and communications analysis, 20% or less had made any attempt to do

so (Willmer 1980).

Willmer's 1985 Study

The 1985 study was a follow-up to Willmer's dissertation research and had as

its primary purpose to provide CIAO's at small colleges (under 2,500 FTE students)

with data about the IA process at similar small colleges with limited resources
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(Willmer 1987). Respondents provided information from the 1983-84 fiscal year. The

1980 questionnaire, with some modifications, was used as the survey instrument and

was mailed to the 273 member institutions of the Council of Independent Colleges,

with 71% or 190 colleges responding. Nearly 85% of the responding colleges had an

FTE student enrollment between 500 and 2,000 (Willmer 1987). Again, Willmer's

theoretical framework, the five benchmarks of an effective institutional advancement

program, was used as an assessment tool.

Willmer found many improvements in fund raising processes from the 1980 to

the 1985 responses. In the area of institutional commitment, the mean percent of

educational and general expenditures designated for advancement was 6.5 in the 1980

study and was 7.9 in the 1985 study (Willmer 1987). This percentage still fell well

within Willmer's suggested guideline. Like the 1980 study, over 80% of the

respondents reported having a written statement of objectives and 94% of them had

reviewed their mission statements within the last five years (Willmer 1987).

The greatest difference in institutional commitment between the 1980 and 1985

studies is reflected in the size of the professional staff. In 1980, the mean size was

5.0 FTE professionals, while in 1985, that had increased to 8.2. However, the size of

the clerical staff did not change as significantly, but still met Willmer's suggested

guideline. A surprising change emerged in the institution's desire to enlarge its

advancement staff. In 1980, 51% indicated plans to increase the staff size, while in

1985, only 40.7 had such intentions (Willmer 1987).
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The area of authority and organizational structure showed very few changes

between the two studies. The 1985 results showed that, in the vast majority, the

CIAO had an appropriate title, reported to the President, and was a member of the

executive cabinet. The schools also reflected the general trend toward a

comprehensive model of management in that over 67% managed and coordinated the

advancement functions through one department (Willmer 1987).

Progressive changes were seen in the area of personnel resources. In 1980,

87% of the CIAO's were men, but that had decreased to 82.5% in 1985. Further, the

1985 results showed that only 28.9% of the CIAO's had been in their position less

than two years. In 1980, that figure was nearly 10 percentage points higher (Willmer

1987).

On the downside, a trend toward shorter tenures at each institution was seen in

that 53% of the 1985 CIAO's had been at their college for five years or less. In 1980,

that figure was only 44%. As further evidence of increased movement, in 1980, 25%

of the CIAO's had 15 or more years of advancement experience. In

1985, that had decreased to 20.8. Movement up the education ladder was clearly seen,

though, with 34.6% of the 1985 CIAO's having the Ph.D, compared to only 23% in

1980 (Willmer 1987).

The fewest changes were seen in the area of advancement activities and

functions. As in 1980, the 1985 group showed that all included fund raising in their

efforts, 97% had an alumni program operating, and 96% included publications

(Willmer 1987).
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Willmer concluded the 1985 study by making some adaptations to the

conceptual framework which he developed in 1980. Willmer increased the standard

percentage of funds designated to advancement from 4-8 percent of the general

budget to 5-9 percent. In 1980, he suggested a staff size of 2-5 FTE professionals

and 2-5 support employees. In 1985, he increased that to 5-9 professional staff and 3-

7 support staff. Willmer also increased the percentage of the $1000 plus calls the

president should make from 10% to 20% (Willmer 1987). The remainder of the

conceptual framework remained unchanged.

Willmer's 1989 Study

The 1989 study had several deviations from the 1980 and 1985 studies. First, a

slight variation of the survey instrument was utilized; second, separate surveys dealing

with issues peculiar to presidents, trustees, and CIAO's were sent to those respective

groups; third, the Council of Independent Colleges was not the group surveyed; fourth,

focus groups were implemented; and, finally, Willmer did not employ the five-

benchmark framework (Willmer 1990). Willmer served as project

director and editor of the published results. The institutional survey was mailed to the

77 member colleges of the Christian College Coalition, with a response rate of 74 or

96% (Willmer 1990). As in 1985, the vast majority of the responding schools had an

FTE undergraduate enrollment between 500 and 2000.

The trend of increases in institutional budget commitment to advancement and

advancement staff sizes continued in the 1989 study. Budget commitment to

advancement progressed from 7.9% of general expenditures in 1985 to 9.3% in 1989.
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The number of advancement professionals increased from a mean of 5.0 in 1980, to

8.2 in 1985, to 11.2 in 1989. As before, the size of the support staff grew, but at a

lesser pace (Willmer 1990).

In the area of personnel resources, Willmer, as editor of the published report,

devoted a significant portion of the study to the role of the president in the

advancement function. This section was authored by G. Blair Dowden. Dowden lists

several practical guidelines for developing and maintaining effective presidential fund

raising leadership.

1. Clearly articulate the college's mission and provide vision for its future.

2. Work hard in the fund raising arena and pray hard for the work.

3. Serve as the chief development officer.
A. The president should approve, monitor, and evaluate all fund

raising plans, objectives, and timetables.
B. The president should spend a significant amount of time with

major donors and prospects.
C. The president should work to ensure adequate internal support

for the fund raising plan and development personnel.

4. Develop, train, and motivate trustees as fund raisers and as
institutional spokespersons.

5. Select a high-quality senior development officer.

6. Motivate and provide for training of the development staff.

7. Allocate sufficient resources for the development function.

8. Seek out educational opportunities in fund raising.

9. Consider, discuss, and encourage integration of Christian faith and
fund raising practices.

10. Demonstrate integrity in fund raising tasks (Willmer 1990).
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Willmer utilized another author, George F. Ford, to deal with the issue of the

trustees' responsibility in fund raising. Ford's conclusion was that trustees must

continue the traditional roles and functions of a governing board, but that they must

also become aggressive in contributing and promoting financial support for the

university (Willmer 1990). Data from the study indicated that 36%, the highest

percentage, of trustees give in the estimated gift potential range of $1,000 to $5,000

(Willmer 1990).

Another author, Jeffrey J. Krimmel, wrote on the subject of alumni as an

advancement personnel resource. The survey results showed that the staff size of

alumni professionals and support employees had actually slightly decreased between

1985 and 1989 from a mean size of 1.2 to 1.1 or less in both cases (Willmer, 1989).

Willmer concluded the book with an article by John L. Glancy on public

relations. Survey results indicated that, among the responding colleges, 15.1% of

total advancement expenditures were given to public relations (Willmer 1990). The

size of the public relations professional staff and support staff had remained virtually

unchanged between the 1985 and 1989 studies (Willmer 1990).

Willmer's 1992 Study

Calling it the third in a series of surveys on the advancement programs of

smaller institutions, Willmer again gathered data from the 308 member institutions of

the Council of Independent Colleges (Willmer 1993). Eighty percent (247 of 308

possible respondents) completed the questionnaire, with 90% of the respondents having

an FTE student enrollment of less than 2,000 (Willmer 1993). The instrument, with
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minor refinements, was the same used in the 1980 and 1985 studies. Similar to the

1989 study, Willmer served as project director and editor of the published results.

Institutional advancement professionals were invited to write chapters on the different

areas of the survey, thus aiding in synthesizing the results (Willmer 1993).

The first chapter of the book identified and characterized the responding

institutions, while the second chapter began the narrative on the results of the survey.

In chapter two, Willmer, as author, focused on executive management as it relates to

advancement. He argued that any advancement executive must have five basics in

order to be successful: an appropriate budget, sufficient authority, adequate staff, an

involved president, and supportive trustees (Willmer 1993). He then synthesized a

portion of the survey results into four advancement areas: advancement functions and

operations, funding, staffing, and characteristics of the executive advancement

manager.

As was expected, by 1990, nearly all respondents had the advancement

functions of fund raising, alumni, and public relations in place. Differences were

found only between smaller (up to 500 FTE) institutions and larger (more than 2,000

FTE) institutions (Willmer 1993). Smaller schools tend to include admissions and

church relations under the advancement umbrella much more so than the larger, and

twice as many larger institutions provide parents programs than the smaller.

In the area of advancement operations, 97% of the CIAO's reported directly to

the president, up from 93% in the 1980 study. This figure shows an increased

acceptance of the importance of advancement. Similarly, 99% of the CIAO's were on
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the executive cabinet and at 82% of the institutions, the advancement functions were

centrally coordinated through one department (Willmer 1993). The move toward

centralization has continued since the beginning study when only 63% of the

institutions reported having that structure, and in the 1985 study, the figure was 67.4%

(Willmer 1993).

Advancement funding showed a wide range of responses, especially in the area

of budget allocation to advancement, with a low of $38,910 spent on advancement to a

high of over 3 million. In looking at advancement expenditures as a percentage of the

total educational and general budget, the results showed that, compared to the 1985

study, smaller schools are spending slightly less and larger schools slightly more.

However, only 14 institutions are spending less than $300,000 on advancement

(Willmer 1993).

Advancement staffing showed huge gains over the previous studies. In the

1985 study, administrative staff sizes ranged in means from 3.9 to 6.7 FTE, depending

on the institution's enrollment. In this study, the range in means was 9.65 to 15.1

FTE. Likewise, clerical staff sizes showed increases from the previous two studies.

Further, 42% of the schools said they planned to increase both staff sizes over the next

two years and 72% reported they had increased staff sizes in the last four years

(Willmer 1993).

As for characteristics of the CIAO, there were more newcomers to the

advancement function than in the 1980 study. Over 55% of the 1992 CIAO's had

been at their institution for less than five years compared with only 44% in 1980.
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More than 27% were in their first or second year, up from 24% in 1980. Further, in

the 1992 study, over 58% of the CIAO's had been in their current institutional

advancement position for less than three years. However, the data also show that

almost 22% of the CIAO's were more than 55 years old. This shows an aging of the

profession over the past fourteen years (Willmer 1993).

G. Blair Dowden authored the chapter on fund raising success. Dowden noted

that the top three sources of gift income in this study were from alumni, other friends,

and foundations. These respondents also reported that personal contact is the most

effective fund raising method. Of the $1,000 and up donors, over 78% of them were

solicited by either the advancement staff or the institution's president. Dowden

stresses that the category of individual who contacts the major donor is not important,

just that it be the right person (Willmer 1993).

Data from the 1992 schools also showed that unrestricted funds are an

important facet of their program, with an average of more than 50% of the fund

raising efforts devoted to unrestricted funds. The three primary methods for raising

these funds was through personal contact, direct mail, and telemarketing (Willmer

1993).

The following chapter in the book was written by Daniel A. Felicetti and

focuses on the advancement roles of the small college president. Felicetti noted some

significant findings from the 1992 study concerning the president's role in fund raising.

First, in answering the question, "What position did your current president hold

immediately prior to becoming president," only 12% responded advancement. Further,
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the majority noted that the president learned fund raising through trial and error

(Willmer 1993).

Third, Felicetti reported that an average of 43% of the president's time was

spent on fund raising/advancement/PR, according to the 1992 study. Of that time

allotment, 40% was spent directly on fund raising. The author stressed throughout the

chapter, as previous others have, the huge importance and time commitment the

president must give to advancement (Willmer 1993).

Robert W. Neff authored the chapter on trustee involvement. Similar to

Felicetti, Neff emphasized the active role trustees must play in advancement. Two

notable results Neff found in the 1992 survey are: 85% of the respondents state that

their trustees are not adequately trained in fund raising; and, the majority conveyed

dissatisfaction over trustees' efforts in fund raising (Willmer 1993).

The chapter on public relations was authored by Carol P. Halstead. Survey

results she noted showed increases over the previous studies. Budget allocation to

public relations had increased 68% from the 1985 to the 1992 study. The mean

administrative staff size in PR also grew over the past seven years. Also, in each of

the three studies, the schools were asked to rank the goals of public relations. The top

four goals have remained unchanged since the 1980 study. Those goals, in order of

importance, are: attracting new students, building and holding goodwill for the

institution, fund raising, and improving the college's academic reputation (Willmer

1993).
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Charles G. Rodriguez authored the last chapter on the different phases of the

survey and focused on alumni involvement. He related the most interesting

discrepancy from the previous studies. While institutional expenditures in alumni

affairs had increased by 77.8% from the 1985 study, the size of alumni administrative

and clerical staff had actually decreased. Consequently, Rodriguez stressed the need

for alumni volunteers to work actively with other alumni in increasing overall giving

and involvement (Willmer 1993).

Summary to the Review of Literature

While all of the studies and principles of fund raising reviewed above have a

degree of value to the study of institutional advancement, three studies and two fund

raising principles, in particular, come to the forefront. First, as stated earlier, while

John Leslie's 1969 study was not generalizable to other institutions, he was able to

convince those that followed that empirical research in this field could

increase fund raising effectiveness. Though the volume of research in institutional

advancement is still sparse, without Leslie's inaugural study, subsequent projects would

indeed be scarce.

Second, Pickett's study, which introduced the idea of fund raising potential

steered attention away from fund raising outcomes to the multitude of variables that

operate in any fund raising venture. Further, by comparing a school's fund raising

totals with its fund raising potential, he was able to identify those institutions which

were under- or over-productive in the area of advancement, thereby laying significant

groundwork for the notion of effectiveness in fund raising.



36

Wilimer's research, which focused on fund raising effectiveness, provided the

field of advancement with the first theoretical framework with objectively-defined

measures. Also, by evaluating "what is" at selected universities, he provided the first

description of the processes of institutional advancement operating in America's small,

private colleges today. By developing the idea of "what ought to be", Willmer

has developed, to date, the most accurate and universal framework of an effective

small, private college advancement program.

Two fund raising principles became recurring themes throughout the literature.

First, most fund raising researchers agreed there must be strong presidential leadership

for a program to be effective. Repeated studies (Glennon, Rowland, Duronio and

Loessin, Willmer) found a high correlation between the university president's

commitment to fund raising and total dollars raised..

Second, these same researchers echoed the principle of strong institutional

commitment to fund raising. This commitment found expression, among other things,

through a school's willingness to expend money on fund raising and the importance

placed on fund raising throughout the institution as a whole.



CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research Design

This study was a non-experimental, descriptive design. It utilized two research

components developed by Wesley K. Willmer: a mailed questionnaire designed to

gather data on institutional advancement programs at small, private colleges and

universities; and, a theoretical framework for comparison, which provided principles

and objectively-defined measures of fund raising effectiveness.

Instrument

Willmer developed the first version of this questionnaire in 1980 as a part of

his doctoral dissertation and revised it in 1985, 1989, and 1992 in subsequent studies.

This researcher synthesized those four questionnaires into the instrument used in this

study (Appendix B). One notable change differentiated this instrument from the 1992

questionnaire: all questions pertaining to admissions and government relations have

been deleted, since those two programs are not incorporated under the institutional

advancement umbrella at most Southern Baptist colleges and universities. The survey

had 50 objective questions which covered the following subjects: trustees, staffing and

budget, alumni, fund raising, and public relations.

The instrument was formulated " . . . by drawing on the reliability of questions

used in other dissertations, private consulting work and related research
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efforts (Willmer 1980). The initial instrument was then reviewed by the national

office of the Council for the Advancement of Small Colleges; the CASC national

summer institute task force; John Leslie, President of Institutional Advancement

consultants, Inc.; and A. Westley Rowland, an authority on institutional advancement.

The instrument was then pre-tested among five colleges. Several of the respondents

were interviewed personally to gather additional input. Those revisions were reflected

in the final survey, which was sent to 191 member colleges of the Council for the

Advancement of Small Colleges (Willmer 1980).

The Council of Independent Colleges then sponsored the administration of this

instrument to its 273 member colleges in 1985. The instrument was slightly revised

for the 1985 study. The Council for the Advancement and Support of Education

(CASE) published the findings of this study in a book in 1987.

In 1989, this survey instrument, again slightly revised, was mailed to the 77

member colleges of the Christian College Coalition. The study's findings were

published by this same organization in the book, Friends, Funds and Freshmen.

Finally, in 1992, the Council of Independent Colleges again sponsored a study

utilizing this instrument on behalf of its 308 member institutions. In 1993, CASE

published the study's findings and also related articles by advancement professionals.

Population

As stated earlier, the population for this research is confined to Southern

Baptist co-ed colleges and universities, with FTE student enrollments between 1,000

and 3,000. The population was chosen for the following reasons:
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1. Willmer's survey instrument was designed to be used to gather data

on small, independent, church-related institutions. Indeed, the whole
spirit of all his research to date has been to further enable
denominational schools to survive and thrive.

2. Among all denominationally-related colleges and universities in the
United States, the largest percentage are affiliated with the Southern
Baptist Convention, and, yet, no research has been undertaken on the
IA processes in those schools.

3. By far, the vast majority of Southern Baptist colleges and universities
have FTE student enrollments between 1,000 and 3,000. Schools
outside this parameter were not used in an effort to make the results
generalizable to all church-related universities of similar size.

Of the 53 Southern Baptist colleges and universities, 41 fell within the

specified parameters. The 41 institutions are represented by 16 states, with the

following states having more than one sample college: Texas (7), Georgia (3),

Kentucky (3), Missouri (3), North Carolina (3), Tennessee (3), Florida (2), South

Carolina (2). (See Appendix A for a listing of the sample colleges.) The size of the

enrollments ranged from Louisiana College, with 1,013 students, to Dallas Baptist

University, with 2,989.

Procedure

The questionnaire was mailed to the chief institutional advancement officer at

Southern Baptist colleges and universities which were co-educational and had FTE

student enrollments, in fall, 1994, between 1,000 and 3,000. Distributed to the sample

of 41 Southern Baptist colleges and universities was a survey packet, consisting of the

following: a cover letter from Dr. Stephen Carleton, Executive Director of the

Education Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention (Appendix B); the
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survey instrument; and a postage-paid return envelope. A postcard reminder

(Appendix C) was mailed just over two weeks following the initial mailing. A

reminder letter (Appendix D), survey, and postage-paid envelope was mailed two

weeks following the postcard to those institutions which had not returned a response.

Data Analysis

All completed questionnaires were reviewed by the researcher for completeness

and comparability. Commonly used descriptive statistics (mean, median, mode, range)

were employed. In the analysis stage, the data were tabulated and organized into

tables accompanied by a narrative on the data. To interpret, the data were compared

to Willmer's theoretical framework or benchmark model of an effective advancement

program. All information received was confidential and data reported were not linked

to individuals nor the institutions they represent.



CHAPTER FOUR

ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF THE DATA

This chapter presents a descriptive analysis of the data received from the thirty-

five responses to the research questionnaire (Appendix B). These data show "what is"

occurring in the institutional advancement process at the thirty-five Southern Baptist

colleges and provide the basis for comparing and assessing these results to Willmer's

model of "what ought to be" occurring in the IA process at small, private colleges.

The research questionnaire was divided into eight categories: Institutional

Identification, Advancement Management, Board of Trustees, Advancement Staffing,

Alumni, Fund Raising, President in Advancement, and Public Relations. The

descriptive analysis will follow those same eight categories.

Of the forty-one Southern Baptist institutions selected and contacted for the

study, two declined to participate citing the fact that they were no longer affiliated

with the Southern Baptist Convention. Of the thirty-nine remaining institutions in the

study, thirty-five responses were received for a return of 90 percent. The responding

institutions and the name of the individual from that institution who primarily

completed the instrument are listed in Appendix A. Of the respondents, 46 percent

were presidents; 34 percent were vice presidents for institutional advancement or a

similar title; 11 percent were other development officers; and the remaining 9 percent

were other vice presidents or other administrative personnel.
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Institutional Identification

Four questions pertained to this category and provided a statistical picture of

the institutions' enrollments, budgets and endowment size. Enrollment was reported as

the undergraduate, full-time enrollment (FTE) in the fall, 1994 semester. While there

is not a large difference between the institution with the smallest enrollment to that of

the largest, there is a significant range in budget and endowment size.

Twenty-four percent of the 35 schools reported an enrollment of fewer than

1,000 students, while 30 percent had 1,000 - 1,500 students, 15 percent had 1,500 -

2,000 students and 24 percent had 2,000 - 2,500. One institution reported an

undergraduate FTE of 2,500 - 3,000 and one reported having more than 3,000. As

Table 1 shows, 94 percent of the schools had an enrollment of 2,500 or less.

Table 1.--Enrollment, Fall 1993; Undergraduate (FTE)

Enrollment Number Relative Frequency Cum. Frequency

(Percent) (Percent)

Less than 1000 8 22.8 22.8

1001 - 1500 10 28.5 51.3

1501 - 2000 5 14.2 65.5

2001 - 2500 10 28.5 94

2501 - 3000 1 2.8 96.8

3001 and over 1 2.8 99.6
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The institutions' budgets were reported as the educational and general (E&G)

expenditures, including student aid, for the 1993-94 fiscal year. The mean E&G

expenditures for the responding schools was $13,587,452. The low was reported as

$2,368,256 and the high as $25,574,446, with 61 percent of the schools having a

budget between ten and twenty million dollars (Table 2).

Table 2.--Educational and General (E&G) Expenditures (in dollars)

Low High Mean

2,368,256 25,574,446 13,705,698

The endowment size marked the greatest discrepancy in the Institutional

Identification category. The mean endowment for the 35 schools was $13,619,927;

however, the low was reported as $500,000 to a high of $44,000,000 (Table 3). Forty-

five percent responded as having an endowment between ten and twenty million

dollars.

Table 3.--Endowment (in dollars)

Low High Mean

500,000 44,000,000 14,723,049

The final Institutional Identification question dealt with what percentage of an

institution's educational budget is met by the following: tuition, gift income, income
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from endowment, state convention, and a general division called "other." Because

each institution is a private college or university and all are affiliated with the

Southern Baptist state convention in each respective state, the data were expected to

show a high income dependency on student tuition and gift income.

While the former was bore out in the data, the schools reported actually

receiving more, on average, from their state convention than they received from gift

income. Table 4 shows the mean percentage of the educational budget met by student

tuition as 67.9 percent, ranging from 47.9 percent to 85 percent. The mean gift

income percentage was 6.8 percent and the mean state convention percentage was 8.9

percent. The mean percentage of the budget met by income from endowment was 4.3

percent. The final division of "other" was generally specified by the respondents as

consisting of income from auxiliary enterprises, such as housing charges and athletic

revenue. This division is a significant portion of the universities' budgets as the mean

was reported as 14 percent, with a low of 2 percent, to a high of 26.9 percent.

Table 4.--Sources of Budget Funding (in percent)

Income from

Tuition Gift Income Endowment State Convention Other

High Low Mean High Low Mean High Low Mean High Low Mean High Low Mean

85 47.9 67.9 18 1.1 6.8 19 .0009 4.3 27 0 8.9 26.9 2 14.5
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Advancement Management

The Advancement Management Section included eight questions and provides a

picture of the Baptist college advancement office functions and the cost and

coordination of providing those functions, a composite profile of the responding

schools' chief advancement officers, and the presence of written advancement

obj ectives.

The sample of Southern Baptist schools indicated that the advancement office

performs a variety of activities (eleven activities were provided on the survey), but

focus primarily on a very few. As expected, fund raising (100 percent) and alumni

affairs (97 percent) were in operation at nearly every institution, with public relations

(86 percent) a popular activity as well. A majority of the schools also reported that

publications (77 percent), special events (69 percent) and photography services (51)

were facets of the advancement program. One statistic worthy of note is that 46

percent of the schools responded including church relations among their advancement

activities (Table 5).

Advancement functions which were less widespread include parent programs

(37 percent) and conference services (26 percent). Physical plant planning and

placement were included in only 6 percent of the reporting schools. Fourteen percent

of the schools wrote in additional functions under the "other" category. Among the

activities listed were Student Foundation, marketing, and a variety of special interest

foundations. In a clear departure from Willmer's previous findings, only two of the

responding Baptist schools reported including Admissions/Student Recruiting in their
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advancement work. In Willmer's 1980 study, one half of the small college sample

reported including admissions among their advancement activities.

Survey questions regarding the amount of money spent to perform these

functions prompted a wide range between highs and lows. Again, while the schools'

enrollments are fairly consistent, some of the universities were spending more than ten

times as much on advancement work as their counterparts. Table 6 shows that the

average total institutional expenditures to perform advancement work was $503,533.

However, the range was from a low of $170,000 to a high of $1,058,400. In

subdividing this total into three categories, fund raising received the most budget

consideration with an average of $294,989 spent, with a low of $70,000 to a high of

Table 5.--Institutional Advancement Functions Prioritized

Function Percent Function Percent

Fund Raising 100 Church Relations 46

Alumni Affairs 97 Parents Programs 37

Public Relations 86 Conferences 26

Publications 77 Other 14

Special Events 69 Physical Plant 6

Photo Services 51 Placement 6

«.
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$824,376. Public Relations garnered the next largest expenditures with an average of

$133,315, ranging from a low of $44,484 to a high of $332,000. The sample reported

providing alumni affairs with the least amount, reporting an average of $71,010, with a

low of $1,550 to a high of $189,000.

Table 6.--Institutional Advancement Expenditures, 1993-94 (in dollars)

Category High Low Mean

Total Expenditures 1,058,400 170,000 503,533

Fund Raising 824,376 70,000 294,989

Alumni Affairs 189,000 1,550 71,010

Public Relations 332,000 44,484 133,315

Another way to analyze a school's advancement expenditures is to determine

the percentage of the university's total budget allocated to advancement expenditures.

Of the twenty-eight schools which provided both sets of data, total E & G budget and

total advancement expenditures, a mean of 3.65 percent of the universities' total

budgets are spent on advancement. This figure ranged from a low of 1.2 percent to a

high of 7.9 percent.

The IA functions mentioned above are managed and coordinated through one

department at 88 percent of the responding schools. There is clearly a trend toward

centralized management in that Willmer's 1980 study reported only 65 percent of the

small colleges coordinating advancement through one office.
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The composite profile of the chief institutional advancement officer (CIAO) at

the sample of Baptist schools revealed a highly educated and predominantly male

picture. Only one institution reported employing a female as the chief advancement

officer. The highest academic degree earned among the CIAO's was the doctorate (45

percent) with the master's (36 percent) not far behind (Table 7).

Table 7.--Chief Institutional Advancement Officer's Highest Degree

Degree Percent

Bachelor 18

Master 36

Doctorate 45

The most common academic major (highest degree) among the CIAO's was in

the field of education (27 percent). As might be expected among Baptist schools

given a significant commitment to seminary training, the field of religion had the

second most majors with 23 percent, followed by business with 13 percent. Given the

relative newness of graduate studies in institutional advancement, only one CIAO

reported having earned his/her highest degree in that particular field. In all twelve

different majors were reported among the thirty responses, as seen in Table 8.
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Table 8.--CIAO's Academic Major of Highest Degree

Major Percent

Education/Higher Education 26.6

Religion/Theology/Ministry 23.3

Business 13.3

Law 06.6

Political Science 06.6

Others - Journalism, Psychology, Philosophy, 23.3

English, Institutional Advancement, Latin,

Latin American Studies; (one response each)

The average number of years the CIAO's had been at their current institution

was 7.7 with two schools having CIAO's employed for 31 years. Years of experience

in advancement ranged from a high of 31 years to a low of less than 3 months, with

an average of just over 12 years.

Clearly, many of the schools had promoted their CIAO's from within in that, as

reported above, the average number of years with the current institution was 7.7, while

the average number of years in the CIAO's present position was only 5.8. The average

age of the chief advancement officers was 47, ranging from a high of 70 to a low of

31 (Table 9).
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Table 9.--Composite Profile of CIAOs

Profile High Low Mean

Years with Institution 31 .25 7.7

Yrs. experience in IA 31 .25 12.2

Yrs. in pres. position 31 .25 5.8

Age 70 31 47

Every institution reported that the CIAO is a member of the executive officers'

policy-making group. Similarly, in all but one of the schools, the CIAO reports

directly to the university president.

Clearly, goal-writing is valued at the Baptist institution in that 94 percent of the

advancement offices reported having a written statement of objectives. Of the five

written goals given in the survey, the two most popular, as shown in Table 10, were

"attracting 'x' number of new donors" (79 percent) and "'x' amount of increased

income" (74 percent).

Board of Trustees

The third section of the survey dealt with the board of trustees as they relate to

advancement work. Responses to four questions provided information as to trustee

giving, potential trustee training and involvement in fund raising.

As shown in Table 11, the responding schools indicated that, on average, 39

percent of their trustees could contribute a one-time gift of not more than $5,000.

P.W
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Table 10.--Written Fund Raising Goals, 1993-94 (in percent)

Goal Percent

Attracting "x" number of new donors 79

"X" amount of increased income 74

Increasing the average size of donors' gifts 62

Renewing "x" number of lapsed donors 59

Increasing the frequency of donors' gifts 44

This figure ranged from a high of 88 percent to a low of 5 percent. Additionally, 27

percent of the board could give from $5,000 to $25,000; 18 percent could contribute

$25,000 to $100,000; and 16 percent could make a one-time donation of more than

$100,000.

Table 11.--Trustee Gift Potential

Potential High Low Mean

Not more than $5,000 88 5 39.2

> $5,000 < $25,000 75 6 26.8

> $25,000 < $100,000 40 3 17.7

More than $100,000 65 2 16.2
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Seventy-seven percent of the schools reported that their trustees are not

adequately trained in fund raising, although 94 percent indicated having an active,

working board committee responsible for giving guidance to the university's fund

raising efforts. A trustee committee responsible for alumni affairs and a committee for

public relations were both indicated in 68 percent of the responses.

Using a scale of "1" (very satisfied) to "6" (very dissatisfied), respondents were

to gauge their satisfaction with trustee involvement in four aspects of fund raising.

"Deciding fund raising policy" received the highest degree of satisfaction with a mean

response of 2.35 and 82.3 percent reporting slightly satisfied to very satisfied.

However, the other three facets show a strong dissatisfaction in trustee involvement.

As Table 12 shows, "making financial contributions" had an average response

of 3.56, with only 3 percent indicating they were very satisfied and 44 percent

responding slightly dissatisfied to very dissatisfied. Trustee involvement in "referring

donor prospects" again showed only 3 percent very satisfied and 52.8 percent slightly

to very dissatisfied. "Soliciting donors" elicited the greatest dissatisfaction with a

mean response of 4.06 and 55.9 percent responding slightly to very dissatisfied.

Advancement Staffing

One of Willmer's benchmarks of a successful small college advancement

program is institutional commitment. One of the ways this commitment is expressed

is the extent to which the advancement area is staffed. This section covers five

questions which provide data on advancement staff sizes and the use of volunteers and

consultants in advancement work.



Table 12.--Satisfaction with Trustees (in percent)

Deciding Fund

Raising Policy

Making Financial Referring Donor Soliciting Donors

Contributions Prospects

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Slightly Satisfied

Sligh. Dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

35.3

23.5

23.5

11.8

0

6

3

20.6

32.3

17.6

14.7

11.7

3 3

9

35.3

17.6

17.6

17.6

9

32.3

11.8

23.5

20.6

Mean Response - 2.35 3.56 3.91 4.06

(1-6 Scale)

Respondents were asked to report the number of paid staff (FTE), divided into

professional and clerical, in three areas: alumni affairs, fund raising, and public

relations. The average number of professional staff in alumni affairs was 1.1, in fund

raising 3.44, and in public relations, 1.54. The average total paid professional

advancement staff was 6, with a low of 1.75 to a high of 12.5. Two institutions

reported having two or less professional staff members (Table 13).

53
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Table 13.--Institutional Advancement Professional Staff

High Low Mean

Alumni Affairs 3 .5 1.16

Fund Raising 8 .75 3.44

Public Relations 5.5 0 1.54

Total 12.5 1.75 6

The average clerical/secretarial staff in alumni affairs was .79, in fund raising

2.1, and public relations .82. The average total paid secretarial/clerical advancement

staff was 3.74, ranging from a low of zero to a high of 12 (Table 14). Five schools

reported having one FTE clerical staff member and one institution reported having

none.

Table 14.--Institutional Advancement Clerical/Secretarial Staff

High Low Mean

Alumni Affairs 2 0 .79

Fund Raising 6 0 2.18

Public Relations 6 0 .82

Total 12 0 3.74



55

Forty-six percent plan to enlarge their advancement staff in the next two years,

while 23 percent do not have such plans, and 31 percent don't know. Of those who do

have plans to enlarge the number of staff, the professional staff will be increased, on

average, by 1.3 FTE members, and the clerical staff, on average, also by 1.3 members.

Southern Baptist schools have employed increasing numbers of advancement

staff members. In the last four years, advancement staff sizes have increased at 74

percent of the schools by an average of 1.9 professional members and 1.3 clerical

members. Staff sizes had decreased at 22 percent of the schools by an average of 2.1

professional members and 1.25 clerical members. Four percent reported no change

over the last four years.

Willmer found in his studies that the small college advancement program often

relies heavily on volunteer efforts. This held true for the sample of Southern Baptist

schools. Ninety-seven percent reported using volunteers in both alumni affairs and

fund raising, while 41 percent used volunteers in public relations.

The use of consultants in advancement was not nearly as widespread. Only

two institutions reported using consultants in the alumni affairs area and six reported

using consultants in public relations. In fund raising, though, fourteen schools (41

percent) indicated that they employ consultants. No institutions gave figures on the

average number of days per month that consultants were used.

Alumni

Significant alumni involvement in advancement work is vital to the institution's

fund raising efforts. This is no less true in Baptist schools. The Alumni section
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consists of five questions covering such topics as alumni activity and alumni giving.

Alumni staffs at the responding schools indicated that high attention is given to

traveling to visit alumni in their locale. On average, 10.7 off-campus alumni meetings

are held each year, with the figure ranging from a low of zero off-campus meetings to

a high of 72. At 59 percent of the sample schools, fund raising is a responsibility of

the alumni association. In addition, 41 percent reported having a special program set

up just for recent graduates.

The schools' reliance on alumni giving, though, showed another wide range, as

seen in Table 22. The institutions reported a mean of 19.2 percent of total gift support

was given by alumni during the 1993-94 fiscal year. This figure ranged from a low of

.0095 percent to a high of 80 percent. The schools also reported a mean of 13.7

percent of their alumni made a gift during that same fiscal year, with a low of 1

percent to a high of 55 percent (Table 15).

Table 15.--Alumni Giving, FY 1993-94

High Low Mean

Percent of Total Gift Income Given 80 .0095 19.2

by Alumni in Fiscal Year

Percent of Alumni Contributing a 55 1 13.72

Gift in Fiscal Year
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Fund Raising

The largest section, Fund Raising covers sixteen questions and provides the

most indepth picture of Southern Baptist university advancement work. Topics

covered include source, solicitation, and total amounts of gift income, and rankings of

fund raising activities according to amount of income generated.

For many institutions, the raising of annual unrestricted dollars is vital to the

existence and ongoing operation of the school. The survey sought to determine what

percentage of each institution's fund raising efforts are directed toward soliciting

unrestricted monies. The mean percentage indicated by the respondents was 37.1

percent, ranging from 5 to 100 percent. Eighteen percent of the schools reported

focusing 75 percent or more of their time on these efforts.

While fund raising for unrestricted dollars is an annual effort, capital

campaigns are planned, intensive advancement programs for a specified time period

and for funding specific purposes. Seventy-six percent of the institutions reported

having a capital campaign in the last three years and 85 percent indicated plans to

have a campaign sometime in the next three years.

Seventy-six percent of the schools also reported being a member of an

association of colleges organized to raise funds. However, those same institutions also

indicated a mean of only 2.7 percent of their annual unrestricted giving is accounted

for by this association. This figure ranged from a low of zero percent to a high of 10

percent. In addition, only 24 percent reported having a legally separate foundation for

the purpose of raising funds.
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One indicator of fund raising success was explored through determining each

school's total gift support received in fiscal year 1993-94. As seen in Table 16, total

gift support was divided into capital, endowment, and operations. Capital funds

received by a school are primarily used for the purpose of construction or equipment

purchases. Endowment monies are designed to set aside a corpus of money and the

annual interest earnings are used for scholarships, etc. or reinvested in the corpus.

Operations dollars, as stated earlier, are earmarked for the ongoing support of the

university.

A mean of $1,058,888 given for capital gifts in 1993-94 was reported by the

schools, ranging from $30,000 to $3,500,000. Exactly one-third of the schools

indicated receiving more than $1,000,000 dollars for capital programs in that year. A

mean of $758,300 given for endowment was reported, ranging from $20,000 to

$3,332,028. Twenty-three percent of the institutions indicated receiving more than

$1,000,000 in endowment dollars for 1993-94.

Operations dollars showed the highest amount of revenue with the universities

reporting an average of $1,234,614 given. This figure ranged from a low of $111,452

to a high of $4,062,936. Forty-three percent of the schools reported raising more than

$1,000,000 in 1993-94 for operations.

The schools were also asked to report what percentage of their total gifts

received came in the form of matured deferred gifts. Six schools indicated that they

received no money in 1993-94 in this form. Sixty-one percent reported contributions
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Table 16.--Total Gift Support Received, FY 1993-94 (in dollars)

High Low Mean

Capital 3,500,000 30,000 1,058,888

Endowment 3,332,028 20,000 758,300

Operations 4,062,936 111,452 1,234,614

Total 9,845,634 956,674 2,951,545

from matured deferred gifts with an average total of $403,174. This figure ranged

from $34,000 to $1,800,000.

The solicitation of donors is done in a variety of settings, using a variety of

methods. Donors capable of giving $1,000 or more in a single gift are normally

referred to as major donors and are more often than not solicited face to face. The

institutions reported (Table 31) that, of these face to face visits of major donors, an

average of 8 percent was made by trustees, ranging from 0 percent to 50 percent. A

mean of 27 percent of these visits was made by the university president, ranging from

a low of zero to 98 percent. The schools also reported that a majority of these visits

were made by advancement staff members, with an average of 60 percent. This figure

ranged from zero to 100 percent. Conversely, the lowest percentage were made by

volunteers, with an average of 5 percent, ranging from zero to 30 percent.
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Table 17.--Face to Face Solicitation of Major Donors (percent)

High Low Mean

By Trustees 50 0 . 8.03

By Univ. President 98 0 26.81

By Advancement Staff 100 0 60.31

By Volunteers 30 0 5.28

Face to face solicitation, though, is but one of many advancement methods.

Respondents were asked to rank a list of fund raising activities (Table 18) according to

the amount of gift income generated, with "1" indicating the most income, "2"

indicating the second largest, etc. Schools indicated personal contact generated the

most income, with an average rating of 1.21. This was followed closely by area

representatives (2.25), church relations (2.87), direct mail (2.94),

telemarketing/phonathons (3.4), and special events (3.64). The ratings drop

considerably, though, for the final two fund raising activities, radio and television

spots, as they received average rankings of 7 and 7.5, respectively. Clearly, Baptist

advancement offices rely very little on these medias for raising money.

The variety of advancement methods is matched by the plethora of

constituencies upon which Baptist colleges rely. The survey asked respondents to

indicate what percentage of their total gift income was given by a variety of sources.

Table 19 shows that the source generating the most income for Baptist colleges is
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Table 18.--Rank of Fund Raising Activities Generating Most Income

Activity Mean Rank

Personal Contact 1.21

Area Representatives 2.25

Church Relations 2.87

Direct Mail 2.94

Telemarketing/Phonathons 3.4

Special Events 3.64

Radio Spots 7

Television Spots 7.5

churches/state Baptist convention, with an average of 21.38 percent of total gift

income contributed. Twenty-seven percent of the schools reported receiving 25

percent or more of their gift income from churches/state Baptist convention. This

figure ranged from a low of 1 percent to a high of 59.6 percent.

The next highest source of gift income is individuals, with an average of 17.23

percent, ranging from 2.1 to 50 percent. These two were followed by foundations

(15.77), alumni (14.12), deferred gifts (12.05), businesses/corporations (8.86), trustees

(7.8), faculty (3.02), and parents (1.41). Three sources had ten or fewer schools

reporting income from that source. Nine institutions reported income from the "other"

11



62

category, with an average of 9.4 percent of total gift income generated by this source.

"Other" was typically specified as independent college funds and other religious

organizations. Three universities reported income from government grants, with an

average of 12.13 percent of total gift income generated by this source. One school

reported .05 percent of their total gift income generated by student gifts (not tuition).

Table 19.--Sources of Total Gift Income (in percent)

Source N High Low Mean

Churches 27 59.6 1 21.38

Individuals 28 50 2.1 17.23

Foundations 29 36 1 15.77

Alumni 29 64 .9 14.12

Deferred Gifts 24 67 .5 12.05

Business/Corporations 29 45 .8 8.86

Trustees 28 30 1 7.8

Faculty 25 16 .2 3.02

Parents 16 8.38 .2 1.41

Eighty-four percent of the respondents indicated conducting a market analysis

(who gives and why) of their donor constituency sometime during the last five years.
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One hundred percent of the schools reported actively soliciting bequests/wills, 78

percent actively solicit annuities, and 88 percent actively solicit trusts.

Only 29 percent of the schools reported keeping a written record of their

return-on-investment for their various IA strategies. This ratio is calculated as costs

incurred for every dollar generated. Of the nine schools keeping a written record of

this ratio, five listed their return-on-investment for the 1993-94 fiscal year. The mean

return-on-investment for the five schools was twenty cents spent for every dollar

generated, ranging from a low of ten cents to a high of forty cents spent for every

dollar generated.

Respondents were asked to state what they think is the main reason why donors

give to their institutions. Responses were categorized into reasons that focus on the

college and reasons that focus on the donor.

Most of the reasons given focused on the college, with the number one

response being the support of or belief in the mission of the institution. More than

one-third of the schools mentioned the institutional mission in their response. Other

reasons given that focus on the college were "quality of academics", "importance of

education", "value of a small Christian college education", "college is a community

asset", "regional importance of college", "college is debt-free", and "forward

momentum of college."

The most popular response which focused on the donor was the alumni

relationship with the college. Some of the other reasons which focused on the donor
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were "donor actively participates in or has relationship with college", "donor's church

connections", "donor loyalty to institution", "donor's love for the Lord", "donor

believes in the people doing the asking", "donor is asked to give", and "tax deduction".

The respondents found common ground in reporting the average turnaround

time in acknowledging a gift (Table 20). One school reported acknowledging gifts the

same day the gift is received. Seventy-four percent indicated acknowledging a gift

within three working days and 26 percent acknowledge within 4-7 working days. No

institutions reported acknowledging over eight working days later and none marked

"No acknowledgement sent."

Table 20.--Turnaround Time in Gift Acknowledgement

Time Frame Percent

Same Day 3

Within 3 Working Days 71.4

4 - 7 Working Days 25.7

Wide ranges were found, however, in the size of the institutions' fund raising

mailing lists. The average number of alumni on the mailing lists was 9,480, ranging

from 1,000 to 21,000. The mean of "others" on the mailing lists was 5,178, with a

low of 1,000 to a high of 22,000. The average total size of fund raising mailing lists

for the respondents was 15,012, ranging from 4,500 to 40,000 (Table 21).
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Table 21.--Fund Raising Mailing Lists

High Low Mean

Alumni 21,000 1,000 9,480

Others 22,000 1,000 5,178

Total 40,000 4,500 15,012

Most schools (59 percent) reported that 11-20% of those on their mailing list

gave at least one gift in 1993-94. Twenty-one percent indicated 0-10% of those on

their mailing list gave. Cumulatively, then, 80 percent of the schools reported that

20% or less of those on their mailing list gave at least one gift. Four schools reported

21-35%, two reported 36-50%, and one institution indicated that more than 75% of

those on their mailing list gave at least one gift in 1993-94 (Table 22).

Newsletters/magazines were the most popular item mailed to advancement

clientele with 97 percent of the institutions reporting sending an average of 4.27 of

these items in a single year. General appeal letters for funds were sent by 91 percent

of the schools an average of 2.32 times per year. Sixty-six percent of the schools

reported sending appeals to segmented audiences.

The most popular segmented audience was regular donors, with 56 percent of

the schools indicating sending an average of slightly less than two letters per year to

this group. Donors who had given previously but not recently received an average of

1.47 letters per year as indicated by 53 percent of the universities. Exactly half the



66

Table 22.--Percentage of Mailing List Making Contribution. FY 1993-94

Range Relative Frequency Cumulative Frequency

(Percent) (Percent)

0 - 10% 20 20

11 - 20% 56.6 76.6

21 - 35% 13.3 89.9

36 - 50% 6.6 96.5

51- 75% 0 0

Above 75% 3.3 99.8

respondents indicated sending a mean of two letters per year to major donors. Forty-

seven percent of the schools reported sending an average of 1.46 letters per year to

non-donors and 28 percent indicated sending a follow-up letter to first-time donors

(Table 23).

President in Advancement

Covering only three questions, this section is the shortest and yet provides

significant insight into the university president's role in advancement. Topics explored

include the president's most previous work experience before assuming the presidency

and the amount of time spent in advancement efforts.
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Table 23.--Institutional Advancement Mailings

Category Percent Who Utilize Mean # of Mailings/Yr

Newsletters/Magazines 96.8 4.27

General Appeal Letters 90.6 2.32

Segmented Appeals: 65.6 6.28

to major donors 50 2

to regular donors 56.2 1.72

to lapsed donors 53.1 1.47

to non-donors 46.8 1.46

to follow up first-time donors 28.1 1.88

Six different jobs or job areas were reported as the position the president held

immediately prior to becoming president. The most common previous position was

"other college administrator", specifically, a college president or executive vice

president, with 30 percent reporting this. Presidents who had most recently been an

academic administrator was second with 27 percent and former

development/advancement officers followed close behind with 24 percent. Twelve

percent indicated coming from outside higher education to the presidency, 6 percent

reported previously being university financial officers, and one institution reported

hiring a president who had most recently been a faculty member.
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Respondents were asked to indicate what percentage of the president's time,

during the last academic year, was allocated to the following four functions: financial

affairs, academic affairs, student development, and fund raising/advancement/public

relations. Table 24 shows that fund raising received the greatest allotment with the

schools reporting a mean of 38 percent of the president's time spent on this activity.

This figure ranged from 5 percent to 70 percent. More than one-fourth, 29 percent,

reported that their president spends at least half of his time in fund raising efforts. A

mean of 23.4 percent of the president's time was spent on academic affairs, 22.4

percent spent on financial affairs, and 15.2 percent spent on student development.

Table 24.--Allocation of University President's Time (in percent)

Function High Low Mean

Financial Affairs 35 10 22.35

Academic Affairs 60 5 23.44

Student Development 30 5 15.22

Fund Raising/Advancement/Public Relations 70 5 37.98

Of the time the president spent in fund raising, respondents were asked to

report what percentage was utilized in cultivating and soliciting major donors. The

schools indicated a mean of 53.4 percent of the president's fund raising time allotment

was used in this manner. This figure ranged from a low of 10 percent to a high of
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100 percent. More than one-third of the schools indicated that 75 percent or more of

the president's time was spent in cultivating and soliciting major donors.

Public Relations

As indicated earlier in the study, 86 percent of the universities indicated that

they include public relations in their advancement offices. This final section consists

of five questions and explores the advancement role of public relations and its goals.

Eighty percent of the respondents indicated that they believe their institutions

present clear and consistent images of itself among its various publics. Modification

of the organization's image is primarily the responsibility of the president at 68 percent

of the schools, with the other three options, the advancement office (15%), the board

of trustees (12%), and other (6%), lagging far behind. "Other" was specifically stated

by one institution as being combinations of the other three options.

Respondents were given several public relations goals (Table 25) and asked to

rank the importance of the goals for their respective institutions. If the goal was of

great importance, the respondent was to indicate "one", ranging to "six" if of little

importance. The responses from the schools indicate that the generation of revenue

plays a huge role in the importance they attribute to certain goals. Each of the top

five goals play a key role in raising revenue and/or gift income and each received a

mean ranking of less than two. The goal with the lowest mean ranking, and, therefore,

the greatest perceived importance, was "attract prospective students", with a 1.34,

barely edging out "build and hold goodwill for the institution", with a 1.37. A mean

of 1.82 was given to "promote favorable relations with the community," followed by
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"add to the college's academic reputation", with a 1.89, and "raise funds" with a 1.97.

Moderately high importance was given to "report news", which received an average

rating of 2.37.

The remainder of the goals and their mean ratings were "enhance favorable

relations with faculty" (3.17), "show the importance of religion in education" (3.28),

"provide a community service" (3.4), and "educate the public about higher education"

(3.7).

Table 25.--Importance of Public Relations Goals

Goal Mean Rating: 1-6,Most Impor.-Least Impor.

Attract Prospective Students 1.34

Build and Hold Goodwill for the Institution 1.37

Promote Favorable Relations with Community 1.82

Add to the College's Academic Reputation 1.89

Raise Funds 1.97

Report News 2.37

Enhance Favorable Relations with Faculty 3.17

Show Importance of Religion in Education 3.28

Provide a Community Service 3.4

Educate the Public about Higher Education 3.7
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Thirty-one percent of the schools reported that they had conducted a readership

survey of their primary publication in the last three years. Eighty-three percent of the

respondents did not have a public relations advisory group comprised of people outside

the institution (other than trustees).



CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The summary will seek to answer the five research questions, draw final

conclusions, and make suggestions for further research. As mentioned earlier in the

study, the five research questions are built upon the five-benchmark model that

Willmer developed in his 1980 dissertation and later refined in his 1985, 1989, and

1992 studies. Each research question equates with a benchmark in the model. Each

research question also calls for a conclusion drawn as to the current level of

advancement work which exists among the responding schools in a particular

benchmark area. The research question also then calls for a conclusion drawn as to a

comparison between the current level and that which Willmer prescribed in his

advancement model. The data from the survey questions will be synthesized into the

conclusions drawn.

Summary

Institutional Commitment

Willmer's model begins with an assessment of a university's institutional

commitment to advancement. That commitment is determined by the existence of

articulated advancement goals, budget allocation to advancement, and the number of

staff employed in advancement work.

72
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As the data show, institutional commitment to advancement work among the

responding schools is strong in respect to written goals, but only slightly satisfactory

in the other facets. Ninety-four percent of the responding schools reported having

written advancement goals. In Willmer's 1980 study, 91 percent of the schools

reported having these objectives; thus the Baptist schools have certainly continued this

trend.

However, budget allocation to advancement efforts among the Baptist schools

showed much weaker indications of institutional commitment. This study's mean for

total advancement expenditures was $503,533. In Willmer's 1992 study, he found that

the schools were spending an average of $515,577 on advancement (excluding

admissions). The responding schools also reported spending a mean of 3.65 percent of

the total E&G budget on advancement. Willmer's 1992 results showed schools were

spending an average of 4.4 percent of their total budget on advancement (excluding

admissions). While the 3.65 percent falls within Willmer's model guideline of 2.75 to

4.95 percent, these two statistics show that the Baptist schools are lagging behind in

the same areas reported in Willmer's 1992 study.

The area of advancement which seems to be the most underfunded is alumni

affairs. The Baptist schools reported a mean of $71,010 spent on this work, which

falls short of the $75,599 average spent on alumni affairs reported in Willmer's 1989

study.

pxpp4wwApmmqmw
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Again, the responding schools showed only adequate results in the final

indicator of institutional commitment, number of advancement staff. The Baptist

schools employ an average of six professional advancement staff members. Willmer's

model suggests 5 - 9 as the standard. The respondents also reported employing a

mean of 3.74 clerical staff members in advancement. Wilmer's model prescribed

hiring 3 -7. Both meet the guidelines set forth in Willmer's model, but are so much

on the lower end that they fall short of the means reported in the 1989 study.

In the specific area of fund raising, Willmer found, in 1989, that the schools

employed an average of 3.7 professional and 2.3 clerical staff members in fund raising.

The Baptist schools reported employing a mean of 3.44 and 2.18, respectively.

Ironically, the only area of advancement which showed gains over the 1989 study was

alumni affairs, with an average of 1.6 staff members compared to 1.1 in 1989.

Further, while 74 percent of the responding schools reported increasing their

advancement staffs over the last four years, less than half had plans to increase over

the next two years. Of the ones who intend to enlarge their staffs, the average

increase was less than 1.5 for both professional and clerical staff.

Southern Baptist schools must give serious consideration to increasing the

amount of money spent on advancement and the number of both professional and

clerical individuals employed. As the study found and reported in chapter four, the

vast majority of schools rely most heavily on personal contact as the most productive

method of fund raising. This can only be accomplished, though, with necessary funds

to travel and sufficient numbers of travelers.
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Authority and Organizational Structure

Willmer's second benchmark pertains to the advancement office authority and

the organizational structure of the advancement area. Willmer assessed this area by

determining to whom the chief institutional advancement officer reports, the level of

decision- and policy-making power the CIAO is allowed, and the degree to which all

fund raising efforts at the university are centralized through the advancement office.

The data show that the Baptist schools are extremely strong in both areas of

advancement authority and organizational structure. All but one of the respondents

indicated that the CIAO reports directly to the university president. More so, every

institution reported that the CIAO is a member of the university's executive cabinet.

Finally, 88 percent of the universities have a centralized advancement structure in

place. Clearly, the Baptist schools meet and exceed Willmer's model in their level of

authority given advancement and their focusing of fund raising efforts in one area.

The trend over the years since Willmer's first study in 1980 has been to

consistently increase the amount of authority given the CIAO and the extent to which

fund raising efforts are centralized. Southern Baptist schools have shadowed this trend

and should continue to do so.

Personnel Resources

Willmer also gauged advancement effectiveness through an assessment of the

advancement office's personnel resources. Personnel resources were defined as the

extent of advancement experience and knowledge of the CIAO, the use of volunteers
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and trustees in advancement, the involvement of the university president in fund

raising, and the existence of a public relations advisory group.

Baptist schools made a strong showing in the composite profile of their

CIAO's. Willmer wrote that the more years the CIAO had at the institution and in the

advancement field, the more knowledgeable he would be of the university and fund

raising and, consequently, more effective in raising money. In Willmer's 1985 study,

only 47 percent reported being at their school for six years or more. The Baptist

schools showed 53 percent had that length of tenure. The mean number of years the

CIAO's had been at their current school was 7.7 in this study compared with 5.2 in

1980.

Further, in 1985, only 41.7 percent had been in their current advancement

position for 4 years or more compared with 53 percent in this study. The Baptist

schools also reported 11.7 percent had eleven years or more in their present position

compared with 8.3 percent in 1985.

The most significant showing for the Baptist schools was found in the CIAO's

years of experience in advancement. This study reported 32 percent had fifteen or

more years in advancement work. Willmer found only 20.8 percent had that much in

1985.

However, while the Baptist schools reported longer tenures and more

advancement experience among their CIAO's than in 1985, the Baptist CIAO's are a

younger lot. In 1985, the largest group, 26 percent, fell in the age range of 50 -55
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compared with 20.5 percent in this study. The largest percentage of Baptist CIAO's

were in the 43 - 49 age range.

Finally, the composite profile also shows a continued trend toward advanced

education among CIAO's. In 1980, only 23 percent had earned the doctorate. In

1985, the number had increased to 34.6. This study, though, found that 45 percent of

the respondents had earned the highest degree. However, only one CIAO reported

having earned a graduate degree in the field of advancement. While this academic

area was largely unheard of in 1980 and even in 1985, it is certainly a viable one now

and should be pursued more by the CIAO's in Baptist schools.

Baptist schools had mixed reviews in the use of volunteers and trustees in

advancement. Willmer's research showed that the effective advancement office made

extensive use of both volunteers and trustees in the advancement efforts. While 97

percent of the Baptist respondents indicated using volunteers in both alumni affairs and

fund raising, only 5 percent indicated using volunteers to solicit major donors,

compared with 11.6 percent in 1985.

This study found a weaker showing in the area of trustee involvement in

advancement. In 1985, over 10 percent of the major donors were solicited by trustees

as compared with only 8 percent among the Baptist schools. Further, the Baptist

schools indicated that 39.2 percent of their trustees could not make a one-time gift of

more than $5,000 and only one-third could make a gift of more than $25,000. This is

largely due to the fact that many of the Baptist schools have a requirement that a

certain percentage of their trustees must be ministers.
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In addition, while the vast majority (94%) of Baptist schools use their trustees

in helping to formulate advancement policy, 77 percent indicated that their trustees

were not properly trained in fund raising. Also, 44 percent of the schools indicated

they were dissatisfied with their trustees' financial contributions, and over half reported

being dissatisfied with both their trustees' referrals of donor prospects and their

solicitation of donors. This does not correspond well with Willmer's model which,

again, stipulates that volunteers and trustees should be actively involved.

The Baptist schools made a slightly stronger showing in the area of presidential

involvement in fund raising. Willmer's model prescribed that ten percent of the major

donors should be solicited by the president. The Baptist schools reported that more

than 26 percent of their major donors were contacted by the university president.

Contrary to that, though, Willmer reported in 1985 that, on average, 44 percent of the

president's time was spent in advancement work. The Baptist schools indicated that

less than 40 percent (37.98) of their presidents' time was spent in that area.

The final gauge of personnel resources, the existence of a public relations

advisory group, was very weak for Baptist schools. Only 17 percent reported having

such a group.

While the Baptist schools did well in the area of CIAO experience and

knowledge, they demonstrated fairly poor showings in the remainder of this category.

The respondents must begin to use volunteers and, especially, trustees much more

actively in their advancement efforts. Although many of their trustees may not be able

to give large gifts, most of them, including the ministers, will have access to and

.
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relationships with those who can. More extensive training is needed to help volunteers

and trustees learn how to identify, locate, and effectively solicit prospective donors.

Further, on the small Christian campus, the president must be the pacesetter in

the advancement efforts. Willmer simply stipulated active involvement on the part of

the president in his model. The Baptist schools reported that their presidents spend

less than 4 out of 10 days in advancement. That number should be increased to 5 out

of 10, in order for effective advancement efforts to truly take place.

Advancement Activities and Functions

The fourth benchmark in Willmer's model focuses on the existence and variety

of advancement activities and functions at the university. This issue also took into

account the size of the fund raising and alumni mailing lists, the number and variety

of advancement mailings, alumni programs, and the timeliness of gift

acknowledgement.

Southern Baptist schools fared extremely well in this benchmark, more than

satisfying Willmer's model. Of the eleven advancement activities listed in the survey

question, each of them had at least one response among the schools. Thus, while the

Baptist schools do focus on just a few activities, a wide range of advancement

functions were represented across the spectrum. Furthermore, the top four activities

(fund raising, alumni affairs, public relations, and publications) were all indicated by

more than three-fourths of the sample. More than half of the eleven functions were

reported by 51 percent of the schools or more. One hundred percent of the schools
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also reported soliciting bequests/wills, indicating that planned/estate giving is

prominent among Baptist institutions.

Willmer also prescribed active alumni involvement as a necessary advancement

function. The Baptist schools indicated strong alumni movements with the sample

reporting a mean of 10.7 off-campus alumni meetings being held each year. In

addition, the universities reported a mean of nearly 20 percent (19.2) of their annual

gift support is given by alumni.

A weakness in the alumni area, though, was seen in the provision of special

programs for recent graduates. Only 41 percent of the schools indicated having such

events, meaning the majority of institutions are failing to tap an ever increasing

resource which has, often times, available discretionary income.

The respondents also earned strong marks in the area of fund raising mailing

lists. Willmer simply stipulated that the advancement mailing lists should be as large

as possible. While it should be reminded that the majority of the schools in this study

had less than two thousand enrolled students, the average size mailing list was

reported as more than fifteen thousand. The size of the mailing lists is even more

crucial as demonstrated by the fact that 70 percent of the schools reported that

anywhere from 11-35 percent of the people on their mailing lists gave at least one gift

in the 1993-94 fiscal year.

Frequency of mailings was also strong among the Baptist schools. Nearly 100

percent (97%) reported sending an average of more than four advancement newsletters

or magazines per year. Ninety-one percent indicated sending fund raising appeal
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letters at least twice each year. In addition to the above, at least 50 percent of the

respondents also reported sending an average of more than one letter per year to

regular donors, lapsed donors, and major donors.

In the area of gift acknowledgement, Willmer determined that the optimum

time is one to three working days. Again, the sample schools met this standard by

reporting that 75 percent of the schools acknowledge gifts within this time frame. It is

again worthy of note that no institutions reported acknowledging over eight working

days and none marked "no acknowledgement sent."

The Baptist schools met Willmer's model more than satisfactorily. Solid

indications of extensive advancement office structures were evident in the vast

majority of universities and significant efforts were being made by the respondents to

employ a variety of methods and contact as many individuals as possible, especially

alumni.

Evaluation

Willmer believed that the final benchmark, evaluation, was integral to an

effective advancement program. He gauged the extent of evaluation performed by the

contribution of the advancement office to certain public relation goals and the use of

market analyses, return-on-investment reports, and readership surveys.

The Baptist schools performed extremely well in two of the standards, but

exactly opposite in the other two. The respondents' rankings of public relations goals

nearly duplicated Willmer's model. Willmer argued that an evaluation tool for the

advancement office was to determine how much that area contributed to three
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particular public relations goals: "attract prospective students", "raise funds", and

"build and hold goodwill for the institution." When the sample schools were asked to

rank those goals and others as to how important they were to their work, each of those

three received a mean ranking of 1.97 or less ("1" being most important to "6" being

least important.) Further, attracting students and institutional goodwill were the first

and second ranked goals among the respondents, respectively.

The other area in which the Baptist schools fared well was in the conducting of

market analyses as to which donors give and why. Eighty-four percent of the

universities reported having participated in such a study within the last five years.

However, when asked if they kept a record of their return-on-investment, or, in

other words, a ratio of how much is spent for each dollar raised, only 29 percent of

the schools indicated doing so. Plus, only 31 percent had conducted a readership

survey of their primary publication within the last three years.

While some evaluation tools are in place among the Baptist schools, additional

time and money must be allocated to this process in order for the schools to increase

their advancement effectiveness. Willmer stipulated in his model a standard of 25-40

cents spent per dollar raised in advancement, yet a great number of the Baptist

universities apparently are not making the effort to determine if they meet this

standard. Further, the primary publication of the advancement office is a tremendous

tool to keep alumni and friends of the university in touch with and interested in the

school. But without conducting readership surveys, the schools are employing a hit

and miss approach to their audience's likes and dislikes.
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Conclusions

The Baptist schools studied in this survey are doing an effective job of

advancement with limited budgets and small professional and clerical staff sizes. The

schools reported a mean of nearly three million dollars raised per year, which is more

than the means Willmer reported in his 1989 and 1992 studies, yet have advancement

budgets and paid staffs which fall just slightly within Willmer's prescribed model.

The small advancement budgets and staff sizes reported by the schools is

confounded by the fact that the respondents are also under-utilizing volunteers and

trustees. The condition worsens in the finding that those volunteers and trustees who

are used are not well trained in advancement procedures. Furthermore, the average

amount of time the Baptist university presidents were spending on fund raising is

lower than that Willmer found in other small Christian colleges. The conclusion is

drawn that the Baptist schools are raising significant amounts of money on limited

budgets and relying heavily on the efforts of the advancement staff.

A second conclusion centers on the lack of evaluation the respondents are

conducting of their advancement work. While Willmer in each of his studies stressed

its importance, the results indicate that this vital function is taking place on a very

limited basis among the Baptist schools. However, it is difficult to find fault when the

schools are operating on skeleton staffs. With the dire need to raise gift income and

few individuals to do it, the time-consuming process of evaluation is likely to be set

aside to a more convenient time; a time, however, which seldom comes.

The final conclusion, though, focuses on the strengths of the Southern Baptist
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advancement efforts. What the Baptist schools do well, they do extremely well. The

respondents show solid, centralized advancement structures are in place, utilizing a

variety of advancement methods and activities, under the leadership of experienced

and knowledgeable CIAO's, who have been given the proper authority and decision-

making power.

Implications

Based on the data and findings, there are several implications for not only

Baptist schools, but all small, private colleges and universities as well. First, personal

contact between the development staff, including the university president, and the

donor is of primary importance. Given that, schools must begin to explore the

possibility of increasing both the amount of money spent on advancement and the

number of professional and clerical staff members employed. Personal contact

requires greater investments of time, energy, and money devoted to travel. Greater

amounts of time and energy require increased staff sizes in order to accomplish the

same and increased productivity.

Second, with growing numbers of universities and private firms offering

academic study in the area of institutional advancement, CIAO's must actively pursue

opportunities to increase their knowledge base of this rapidly-changing field.

Advancement methods such as direct mailing, telemarketing, and prospect searching

have gone through significant technological advances over the past few years, making

it imperative that CIAO's stay current or risk losing ground to the vast number of

charitable causes worldwide.
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Third, this study found significant dissatisfaction with trustees and volunteers in

their fund raising efforts. This implication must be addressed from more than one

angle. First, schools must spend more time and effort training trustees and volunteers

in advancement, particularly in the variety of fund raising vehicles available today

through which donors may give. Second, to increase trustee and volunteer

involvement, development staffs must give specific names and assignments to this

group. Often times, general pleas are made to trustees and volunteers to assist in

raising money. A better approach would be to match a professional fund raiser with a

volunteer to make a planned visit to a specific donor. This accomplishes both the

need for increased involvement and increased training through on-the-job education.

Further, trustees, if they are to take their role seriously, must begin to assume more

responsibility and spend more time assisting in fund raising efforts. In most cases,

trustees can wield far more influence with foundations and corporations than

professional fund raisers, thus making trustees' connections and relationships an

invaluable contribution to a school's fund raising efforts.

Finally, additional time and money must be invested in the evaluation process

in order for the schools to increase their advancement effectiveness. Again, this is

complicated by the small number of professional advancement staff members that most

of the Baptist schools have. When a university has few fund raisers to make field

visits, the CIAO is usually forced to spend significantly more time contacting donors

and little time in evaluation of methods and activities. Universities can contract with
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private consultants to evaluate their programs but this can be costly, especially to

already limited budgets. However, Willmer has found that those institutions which

allocate the time and money to evaluation can increase their effectiveness, which in

turn means evaluation can pay for itself.

Recommendations

Recommendations for further study are as follows. First, research should be

conducted on the correlation between the amount of money a university spends on

advancement and the amount of money raised by that university and the correlation

between a university's advancement staff size and the amount of money raised. In

essence, does the adage "you have to spend money to make money" apply to

advancement efforts?

Second, the role of the trustee in advancement efforts demands further study.

Willmer developed a questionnaire specifically for trustees which largely deals with

their role in fund raising. The Southern Baptist schools, individually, could survey

their trustees and compare their findings with Willmer's.

Finally, further study is needed on the subject of capital campaigns. Capital

campaigns are extremely popular among universities and growing increasingly so, yet

little research exists to gauge their effectiveness and the sometimes negative effect

they can have on the solicitation of operational dollars and subsequent fund raising

efforts once the campaign is over.
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Respondent and Title

University of Mobile

Ouachita Baptist University

Williams Baptist College

Grand Canyon University

California Baptist College

Palm Beach Atlantic College

Brewton-Parker College

Shorter College

Campbellsville College

Georgetown College

Louisiana College

Blue Mountain College

Hannibal-LeGrange College

Missouri Baptist College

Southwest Baptist University

Alabama

Arkansas

Arkansas

Arizona

California

Florida

Georgia

Georgia

Kentucky

Kentucky

Louisiana

Mississippi

Missouri

Missouri

Missouri

Michael A. Magnoli
President

Ben M. Elrod
President
RoseAnn Thomason
Coordinator, Annual Giving

Bill Williams
President

Brenda Flowers
Dir., Institutional/Alumni Relations

William M.B. Fleming, Jr.
Vice President for Development

Sandy Lee
Director of Grants
Larry McSwain
President

Kenneth W. Winters
President
William H. Crouch, Jr.
President

David Z. Nowell
Vice Pres., Institutional Advancement

E. Harold Fisher
President

Woodrow Burt
President
John D. Hackworth
Vice Pres., Advancement
Paula Livingston
Adm. Assistant to the President

Institution
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Respondent and Title

Chowan College

Gardner-Webb University

Mars Hill College

Meredith College

Wingate College

Oklahoma Baptist University

Charleston Southern University

Belmont University

Carson-Newman University

Union University

Dallas Baptist University

East Texas Baptist University

Hardin-Simmons University

Houston Baptist University

Howard Payne University

Univ. of Mary Hardin-Baylor

Wayland Baptist University

North Carolina Clint Filson
Vice Pres., Development

North Carolina Christopher White
President

North Carolina Tim Siebert
Vice Pres., Development

North Carolina Murphy Osborne
Vice Pres., Institutional Advancement

North Carolina Evans P. Whitaker
Vice Pres., Development

Oklahoma Bob R. Agee
President

South Carolina Lisa Wallace
No title given

Tennessee Lee Royce
Vice Pres., University Relations

Tennessee Charles M. Ambrose
Vice Pres., Advancement

Tennessee Hyran E. Barefoot
President

Texas Gary Cook
President

Texas Jay Orr
Vice Pres., Development

Texas John Stiles
Vice Pres., Advancement

Texas E. D. Hodo
President

Texas Michael Nealeigh
Vice Pres., Advancement

Texas John Beard
Vice Pres., Advancement

Texas David R. Smith
Vice Pres., Institutional Advancement

Institution
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Averett College

Bluefield College

Virginia Intermont College

Virginia

Virginia

Virginia

Rodney Beals
Vice Pres., Administration/Planning
Don DeBorde
Vice Pres., Development
Gary M. Poulton
President

Institution
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901 COMMERCE * SUITE 800 " NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37203-3632 * 615-244-2382 * FAX 615-242-2153

March 24, 1995

Dear Colleague:

As you know so well, raising funds, attracting students, and culti-
vating friends are extremely critical in your efforts to provide qual-
ity education. The Association of Southern Baptist Colleges and
Schools is aware of the importance of these activities and is always
looking for ways to help you be more effective. The enclosed ques-
tionnaire is designed to provide data that will assist you and our
other member schools.

The purpose of this survey is to obtain up-to-date data concerning
your development/advancement efforts among our colleges.

Douglas 0. Melton, Dean of Students at Oklahoma Baptist
University, is conducting this study as part of his doctoral disser-
tation. He will be happy to share the results of this study and antic-
ipates such results in early 1996.

I am asking you to complete the enclosed questionnaire and return
it by mail in the envelope provided before April 10, 1995. Your
prompt attention to completing this survey is gratefully appreciat-
ed.

Sincerely,

Stephen P. Carleton
Executive Secretary

SPC:mdc
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INSTITUTIONAL ADVANCEMENT SURVEY

Christian colleges are continually challenged to increase their resources in gifts and
students. The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain descriptive data about your
programs in fund raising, public relations, and alumni affairs. If any answer is not readily
obtainable, please use an average or educated estimation. The phrase "Institutional
Advancement" will be represented throughout the survey by the letters IA. Thank you
in advance for carefully completing and promptly returning this survey.

Institutional Identification

Name of College

Name of Respondent

Respondent's Title Phone ( )

1. Check the number of (FTE) undergraduate students (Fall, 1994). Note: FTE
shall be calculated in this study as total number of credit hours enrolled
divided by 12.

Less than 1000
1001 - 1500

1501 - 2000

2001 - 2500
2501 - 3000

3001 and over

2. What is the total FY 1993-94 educational and general (E&G) expenditure,
including student aid, for your institution?

3. What is the size of your endowment? $

4. What percentage of your educational budget is met by the following?
Tuition %

Gift Income %

Income from Endowment %

State Convention %

Other % Specif
TOTAL 100%

T jr- - -- of
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Advancement Management

5. Check the functions which are
Fund raising
Alumni affairs
Photo services
Physical plant planning
Church relations
Parents programs

included in your IA program:
Placement
Public relations/publicity
Publications
Conferences
Special events
Others (specify)

6. In FY 1993-94, what were you total institutional expenditures (including
salaries and benefits, travel, media/promotion, etc.) to perform the functions
checked in Question #5? $ TOTAL

Please subdivide these total expenditures into these three categories:
$ Fund rai ing $ Alumni affairs
$ Public relations

7. Are your IA functions manager and coordinated through one department?
Yes _No

8. Please provide the following in:
and coordinates all your IA effi

Years with your instituti
____Years of experience in c
__________Highest academi

Academic

9. Is your chief advancement office
making group? _Yes

formation about the chief person who manages
)rts:
on Years in present position
dvancement Age

degree Gender
major of highest degree

er a member of the executive officers' policy-
No

10. The chief officer for IA reports directly to the:
President Other (specify)
Vice President of

11. Does your IA office have a written statement of objectives? __Yes ___No

~- U
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12. Which of the following were written fund raising goals and objectives in

FY 1993-94? (Check any that apply.)
Attracting "x" number of new donors
Increasing the average size of donors' gifts
Increasing the frequency of donors' gifts
Renewing "x" number of lapsed donors
"X" amount of increased income
Other (specify)
We really do not have written goals

Board of Trustees

13. What percentage of your board is capable of making a one-time gift (excluding

an estate gift) of: not more than $5,000 %
> $5,000 but less than $25,000 %

>$25,000 but less than $100,000 %
more than $100,000 %

TOTAL 100%

14. Do you feel your trustees are adequately trained in fund raising?_Yes ___No

15. Do you have an active, working board committee responsible for (one
committee could handle all): alumni affairs? Yes ___No

fund raising? Yes ___No
public relations? __Yes ___No

16. To what extent are you satisfied with your trustees' involvement in the
following areas? (Please fill in the number that indicates most closely the level
of your satisfaction. ("1"if you are very satisfied, ranging to "6" if you are
very dissatisfied.)

Deciding fund raising policy
Making financial contributions
Referring donor prospects
Soliciting donors
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Advancement Staffing

17. Please list your total paid staff (FTE) for these functions: (If a person shares
responsibilities, show .5 in two locations.)

Professional Clerical/Secretarial
Alumni affairs FTE FTE
Fund raising FTE FTE
Public relations FTE FTE

TOTAL FTE FTE

18. Do you plan to enlarge the IA staff in the next two years?
Yes No Don't know

If yes, how many new people do you plan to add?
professional FTE clerical FTE

19. How did your IA staff size change in the last four years? __Increase
Decrease

And by how many? p rofessional FTE clerical FTE

20. In which of these functions do volunteers (other than trustees) play an active
role?

Alumni affairs Yes No
Fund raising Yes __No
Public relations Yes No

21. Have you used professional consultants in the management of any of these
three functions in the last year? If yes, specify average number of days per
month.
Alumni affairs Yes No
Fund raising Yes ___No
Public relations Yes No

Alumni

22. How many off-campus alumni meetings do you conduct annually?

23. Is fund raising a responsibility of the alumni association? ___Yes No

24. Do you have a special alumni program for recent graduates? ___Yes No

25. What percentage of your total gift support came from alumni
in FY 1993-94? %
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26. What percentage of your alumni made a gift during FY 1993-94? %

Fund Raising

27. What percentage of your fund raising efforts are for annual unrestricted
monies?

28. Have you conducted a capital campaign in the last three years? ___Yes ___No
Do you plan to have a capital campaign in the next three years? ___Yes ___No

29. Is your college a member of an association of colleges organized to raise
funds?

Yes No
If yes, what percentage of your annual unrestricted giving is accounted for by
this association? %

30. Do you have a legally separate foundation for the purpose of raising funds?
Yes No

31. Indicate the total gift support received in FY 1993-94:
Capital $ Operations $
Endowment $

Of this total amount, how much came from matured deferred gifts? $

32. Of all $1000-plus donors and prospects solicited face-to-face, what percent
were by:
Trustees? __ % Volunteers? %

President? T % Other? % specify

Staff? % TOTAL 100%

33. Please rank these fund raising activities according to the amount of gift income
generated. ("1" indicates the most income, "2" indicates the second largest
amount of income, etc.) Leave blank those activities you do not use.

Direct mail Area representatives
Telemarketing (phonathons) Personal contact
Radio programs/spots Special events (i.e.,banquets)
TV programs/spots other (specify)
Church relations
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34. Please indicate what percentage of your total gift income is given by sources
below. (Leave blank if item does not apply.)

% Alumni % Foundations

% Parents % Businesses/corporation

% Trustees % Churches

% Faculty % Deferred gifts (wills,et

% Individuals % Government grants

% Students (not tuition) % other (specify)
% For-profit subsidiary TOTAL 100%

S

c.)

35. In the last five years, have you conducted a market analysis (who gives and
why) of your donor constituency? ___Yes No

36. Check those which you actively solicit:
Bequests/wills Annuities Trusts

37. Do you keep a written record of your return-on-investment (ratio of income
generated to costs incurred) for your various IA strategies? __Yes ___No
If yes, what is your return-on-investment for your total IA program?

38. What do you think is the main reason why donors give to your institution?

39. What is the average turnaround time in acknowledging a gift?
Same day Over 8 working days
Within 3 working days No acknowledgement sent
4-7 working days

40. What is the size of your fund raising mailing list? Alumni
Others

TOTAL

41. What was the total percentage of those on your mailing list who gave at least
one gift in FY 1993-94?

0 - 10% 11-20% 21-35% 36-50%

51-75% above 75% Not sure

- ,i- _ _ - _ _ ..... r
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42. How many times did you mail the following in FY 1993-94 to your clientele?
(Leave blank any category which does not apply.)

Newsletters/magazines
General appeal letters for funds
Segmented appeals:

to major donors
to regular donors
to lapsed donors
to non-donors
to follow up first-time donors
other (specify)

President in Advancement

43. What position did your president hold immediately prior to becoming
president?

Academic administrator Faculty member
Development/advancement officer Public relations officer
Student development administrator Financial affairs adm.
Admissions officer
Other college administrator (specify)
Position outside higher education (specify)

44. During the past academic year, what percentage of the president's work time
was allocated to the following functions?

% Financial affairs % Student development
% Academic affairs % Fund raising/advancement/PR

100% TOTAL

45. Of the time indicated in question 44 that the president spent in fund raising,
approximately what percentage was utilized in cultivating and soliciting major
donors? %

Public Relations

46. Does your institution present clear and consistent images of itself among its
various publics? ___Yes No
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47. Modification of the organization's image is primarily the responsibility of the:

(Check one)
Board Advancement office
President Other (specify)

48. Using the indicated code, specify the importance of the following public

relations goals for your institution: (For each goal, indicate "1" if of great
importance, ranging to "6" if of little importance.)

Attract prospective students
Add to the college's academic reputation
Report news
Raise funds
Provide a community service
Enhance favorable relations with faculty
Promote favorable relations with the community
Educate the public about higher education
Show the importance of religion in education
Build and hold goodwill for the institution

49. Have you conducted a readership survey of your primary publication in the past
three years? __Yes ___No

50. Does your college have a public relations advisory group comprised of people
outside the institution (other than trustees)? __Yes No

All individual and institutional identity will be kept confidential as the results will
be reported as an aggregate, not individually. Thank you very much for your
time and cooperation. Please use the enclosed envelope to return this
questionnaire as soon as possible to:

Douglas 0. Melton
Oklahoma Baptist University
OBU Box 61239
Shawnee, OK 74801
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April 3, 1995

Dear Colleague:

Just a reminder. . . If you have not already done so, please fill out and return your

copy of the Institutional Advancement survey. If you need another copy of the

instrument, please call me collect at (405) 878-2406 or fax me at (405) 878-2069.

Every completed questionnaire returned to me will be evaluated and the results

tabulated in a report which will be available to you. Your cooperation is greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely, Return completed questionnaire to:

Douglas 0. Melton
500 W. University

Douglas 0. Melton Shawnee, OK 74801

Ph.D Candidate
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May 1, 1995

Dear Colleague:

Your help is needed. At this point I have not received your completed copy of the
Institutional Advancement survey which was mailed to you on March 15.

Because you are a part of such a select sample (only 41 Southern Baptist colleges
were chosen for this study), it is imperative that I receive the data from your
institution to have complete and accurate findings. For your convenience, a duplicate
questionnaire is enclosed. I would like to have your completed survey as soon as
possible but no later than May 15.

One of the purposes of this project is to benefit institutional advancement programs,
especially at Southern Baptist institutions, by providing you with information from
sister universities and on effective advancement programs as a whole. The response of
your college is important. Without this information, the design of an accurate study
will be difficult if not impossible.

Please take the necessary steps to assure that your completed survey is received by
May 15. I greatly appreciate your time and effort in this matter.

Thank you in advance for returning your questionnaire.

Sincerely,

Douglas 0. Melton
Ph.D Candidate

encl.

Please return completed questionnaire to:

Douglas 0. Melton
500 W. University

Shawnee, OK 74801
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