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To Gwendoline Owen. Our Nan.




PREFACE

Welcome to our textbook! A quick search on Amazon.com revealed that ours will be the 929th book on fundraising available through the site. Hurrah! Although on the face of it this might sound like a perfectly respectable total for a profession barely a century old (Cutlip, 1990), it doesn’t compare favorably with the 308,975 texts available to practitioners of marketing, a related profession with similar longevity. Fundraising professionals are beginning to build a platform of knowledge, but we have a very long way to go to catch up to our for-profit colleagues. Volume aside, we also have concerns about the nature of the texts that are currently available. Books on marketing fall into either of two broad categories, namely “how-to” books written by practitioners on the basis of their own experiences and opinions, and textbooks, which open up access to scholarly material, summarize the current state of knowledge, and impart that to students. In fundraising there is a similar division but textbooks are rare.

We believe that both categories of books have a role to play in a modern profession and both are necessary for the health of the field. We readily acknowledge the contributions of the professional literature, in particular the excellent work of leading practitioners such as Tom Ahern, Ken Burnett, Jim Greenfield, Simone Joyaux, Kim Klein,  Harvey McKinnon, Hank Rosso, George Smith, and Mal Warwick. We have admired and respected the work of these individuals for many years. What they all bring to the profession is a wealth of practical experience, a spirited enthusiasm for their craft, and a willingness to share their knowledge with others. They also share an ability to write, to make that knowledge accessible and to impart it with a genuine warmth and passion for the topic. Anyone serious about a career in fundraising would do well to read the classic texts offered by these authors. We reference many of them in this book. Also, in our online resource center at http://www.studyfundraising.info we offer a list of recommended readings to support each of the book’s topics.

The picture in terms of textbooks is not so rosy. Presently only three textbooks on the topic are in print (Kelly, 1998; Lindahl, 2008; and from the United Kingdom, Sargeant and Jay, 2004). Added to these, ours is the first to be written by academics from the marketing discipline, and the first to be developed specifically for a university audience, including students enrolled in American Humanics programs and those studying for a diploma in fundraising. Our text will provide the reader with a unique synthesis of the best of professional practice and the latest academic research, drawn from the disciplines of economics, psychology, sociology, philanthropic studies, and of course marketing.

The advent of a comprehensive student textbook is highly significant for the profession, because it draws together, for the first time, the knowledge base that we would expect every competent practitioner to know. As authors we have long felt that every competent fundraiser should have access to the most critical aspects of that knowledge, such as the three key things that drive donor loyalty, an understanding of the relationship between branding and fundraising, and the core psychological principles that underpin why people give. As the body of academic research grows, this knowledge must be fed into professional practice, where it can have an impact on performance. Textbooks and their associated Web resources are an essential part of this process. They offer insight that is complementary to the professional texts we referred to earlier.

Disseminating the latest thinking and research matters because it exposes individual fundraisers to new ideas that should drive forward the quality of their work, but it also matters for the profession of fundraising. The existence of a well-defined and commonly accepted body of knowledge is what underpins our claim to be exactly that: a profession.  As long ago as 1991, Bloland and Bornstein, for example, noted that the most important strategy for gaining professional status is the development of a substantial, legitimate knowledge base. “Creating a theory base that is changed by research, and a research base that is informed by theory is considered by many students of the professions to be the most important tactic in the professionalization process” (p. 117).

Kathleen Kelly (1998), who took the first step in drawing much of this material together, estimated that there were eighty thousand fundraisers practicing in the United States. Today we believe the total to be closer to one hundred thousand. In today’s competitive fundraising environment, it is essential for these individuals to have access to a body of knowledge they can call their own. Half a century ago fundraisers might have been able to survive with good people skills, but if this was ever true, it certainly isn’t today. The current generation of fundraisers is having to cope with the realities of modern database fundraising, Web 2.0, and an increasingly sophisticated array of planned-giving vehicles that donors may now employ to structure their giving. Possessing good people skills is no longer enough. There is a wealth of facts, tools, frameworks, and theories that fundraisers now need to be aware of. This text is designed to promote their access to this material.

The book is structured in four parts. Part One provides an overview of the development of the profession and defines the sector it serves. It then considers donor behavior, examining who gives, why people give, and the social and environmental influences on that behavior. Part Two focuses on fundraising planning, providing an overview of the planning and budgeting process. It also examines how to assess fundraising activity and appraise the potential for future fundraising investment.

Part Three deals with what we term the methods of fundraising. It examines various direct response media and the use of the Internet for fundraising, then major gifts, bequest and planned giving, and corporate and grant fundraising. It also looks at the critical topic of donor retention, reviewing in turn each of the major drivers of donor loyalty.

Part Four looks at the relationship between fundraising and civil society. It explores key issues such as the development of women’s philanthropy, the engagement of volunteers, and the management of the public trust. It also explores the social role of fundraising, apprising fundraisers of the wider role they play in their communities.

The associated Web resource (www.studyfundraising.info) offers additional case study material, links to relevant fundraising Web sites (or  sources of sector information), additional self-test questions, and reading lists to support each topic. We have selected these resources to offer further insight from around the world. Students of fundraising in every country should find these materials valuable.

We hope that the book and its associated resources will meet your needs.

 

February 2010 Adrian Sargeant

Jen Shang
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PART ONE

Introduction to Fundraising and Donor Behavior




CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION TO THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

By the end of this chapter you should be able to:1. Describe the difference between the public, private, and nonprofit sectors
2. Understand different perspectives on the scope of the nonprofit sector
3. Describe a variety of ways of categorizing nonprofit organizations in the United States.
4. Locate information on the size and performance of different categories of nonprofit or cause.
5. Describe the key sources of nonprofit income.


This chapter begins our exploration of fundraising by studying the sector that is typically the focus of our activity, reviewing definitions of the nonprofit sector, distinguishing it from the public and private sectors, and examining its primary sources of income. We conclude by exploring how such knowledge of the sector can assist fundraisers in developing their practice.




A “Third” Sector 

Over the years many authors have developed widely differing terminology for what is ostensibly the same cohort of organizations. Labels such as third sector, independent sector, not-for-profit sector, nonprofit sector, charitable sector,  and voluntary sector are used with varying frequency in different countries. Unfortunately these labels are all too often used interchangeably and with rather different emphases of meaning, making it impossible to be sure with any degree of certainty that any two writers are addressing the same facet of society. Salamon and Anheier (1997, p. 3) argue that this complexity has developed because of the great range of organizations that are included under these umbrella headings, “from tiny soup kitchens to symphony orchestras, from garden clubs to environmental groups.”

Our first task in this text must therefore be to begin to navigate a way through this complexity. The logical starting place is the term third sector,  which is now in common usage and reflects the distinctive role the sector has in society. The third sector is distinguished by being somehow different from either government or the private sector. All three sectors are important facets of human society and all three have a role to play in the satisfaction of human need.

The private sector or “market” caters to the majority of human needs—certainly in the developed world—matching the supply of producers with consumer demand for goods and services. This market ensures that people can obtain much of what they want and need from others at a reasonable price—or at least those who have money are facilitated in doing so! Economists argue that the market works because suppliers are prevented from charging excessive prices by the knowledge that if they do so, others will enter the market to cater to the need. Similarly, the market ensures that a multitude of needs are met by ensuring that a reasonable profit will be available to suppliers in each case. There is no philanthropy at work here. The market works purely on the notion of self-interest. As Adam Smith (1776, p. 119) noted, “It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own self-interest. We address ourselves, not to their humanity but to their self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but of their own advantages.”

There are instances, however, in which this market mechanism fails and governments may be compelled to intervene to ensure that certain minimum standards of consumption are met for all individuals in a given  society. During and immediately after the Second World War many governments had to introduce food rationing to ensure that those on low incomes were not priced out of the market and starved as a consequence. Equally, in the United States the Medicaid scheme ensures that the poorest members of American society have access to health care, which they couldn’t otherwise afford. The term public sector is typically used to refer collectively to those institutions and mechanisms a society considers necessary for the basic well-being of its members. Adam Smith (1776, p. 122) defined the public sector as “those public institutions and those public works, which though they may be in the highest degree advantageous to a great society, are, however, of such a nature that the profit could never repay the expense to any individual, or small number of individuals; and which it, therefore, cannot be expected that any individual, or small number of individuals, should erect or maintain.” Such institutions are both founded and funded by the state, with both its own interests in mind (to prevent civil unrest and to facilitate reelection) and those of its citizens. The funds to provide these institutions and works are derived from taxation (either local or national), and the funding that each receives is a function of what politicians deem appropriate rather than a reflection of the level of use per se.

In the public sector, the state takes legal responsibility for institutions and the work they undertake. Indeed, as Chapman and Cowdell (1998, p. 2) note, “it is one of the characteristics of public sector organizations that they are bounded by and operate within extensive legislation which creates an often creaking bureaucracy, much of which is concerned with the ‘proper’ use of public monies.”

This notion of “proper” use warrants elaboration. In a democracy, what may be deemed proper use will be subject to change. As various parties stand for election, they map out in their manifestos the role that government should play in all aspects of social life, but in particular in balancing the needs of society for the provision of public services against the burden of the additional taxes that would be needed to pay for them. Although it would be ideal for government to meet every basic human need, it is probably unrealistic to expect that wage earners in a given society would be willing to fund such comprehensive social provision through taxation, and in practice a balance is therefore created with only the most widespread, popular, or fundamental needs being met in this way. Other facets of need are simply neglected.

It is within this neglected space, where neither government nor private sector enterprise is willing to engage, that the so-called third sector has a  critical role to play. The third sector is distinctive because it comprises individuals or groups of individuals coming together to take “voluntary” action. In other words, the sector comprises people who elect to help other people to resolve issues or concerns. “The essence of voluntary action is that it is not directed or controlled by the State and that in the main it is financed by private, in contradistinction to public, funds. It embodies the sense of responsibility of private persons towards the welfare of their fellows; it is the meeting by private enterprise of a public need” (Nathan, 1952, p. 12).

It is the notion that the sector is not controlled by the state or by business that leads to the description of the sector in the United States as the “independent sector.” Although organizations in this sector may indeed be free of direct control, the difficulty with this terminology is that in financial terms such organizations can often be far from independent, drawing financial support from a plethora of government departments, private businesses, or both. This has particularly been an issue in the past thirty years as government has sought to withdraw progressively from many facets of social life, leaving the third sector to shoulder the burden (albeit with support from often large government grants). In the United States the sector is of particular significance—as Tempel and Mortimer (2001, p. vii) note: “Philanthropy and the nonprofit sector occupy a position in the American institutional landscape unlike that in any other developed country. Undertaking functions typically assigned to government in other countries and also accorded unparalleled tax advantages for so doing, these American institutions are thought to be central to furthering democracy and the search for social justice.” The fact that the sector occupies this third space means that the activities it undertakes can be quite unique. Third sector, or “nonprofit,” organizations often deal with local issues, with politically unpopular issues, or with facets of life that attract little interest from politicians, all too often because few votes hang on the issue. Nevertheless, these can be critical issues for a society to address, and the need is nonetheless pressing simply because the state or private sector enterprise fails to take an interest.

Nonprofit organizations meet these collective demands by collecting financial resources from the government sector and the business sector, and through philanthropy by individuals, corporations, and foundations. Government support comes in the form of contracts, grants, tax benefits, and other public policies that favor the nonprofit sector (Sargeant, Shang, and Shabbir, 2009). Corporate support comes in the form of corporate giving and gifts from corporate foundations. Individual philanthropy takes the form of individual giving, bequest giving, and giving by individual trusts, endowments, and foundations.

A nonprofit organization may be constituted as either a trust or a nonprofit corporation under U.S. federal law. In the case of the latter, whereas for-profit corporations exist to earn and distribute after-tax business earnings to shareholders, the nonprofit corporation exists solely to provide programs and services that are of benefit to the public. Often these programs and services are not otherwise provided by local, state, or federal entities. The term nonprofit is slightly misleading in that these organizations can and do earn a profit (or more accurately, an operating surplus). The key difference in the case of a nonprofit is that such earnings must be retained by the organization to invest in the future provision of programs and services. The monies are not dispersed to shareholders.

In this book, although we recognize that a plethora of other terms might be applied, we employ the term nonprofit throughout. Readers should be aware that this term has been rightly critiqued for its unfortunate predilection to define the sector by what it is not rather than by what it is (Young, 1983), but it remains the term most commonly used in the United States and for that reason we employ it here.




A Tax-Based Definition 

The United States defines nonprofit organizations in tax law laid down by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). The tax code lists some thirty different types of entity that can benefit from exemption from corporate income tax. These include social clubs, cemetery companies, fraternal benefit societies, and religious and charitable organizations. A full list is provided in Table 1.1. Additional tax benefits are offered to some organizations that permit their donors to claim a tax deduction in return for their support. The majority of those that are able to receive such tax-deductible contributions fall into one specific category of the code: Section 501(c)(3). To qualify for this additional benefit, organizations must fulfill three tests:1. They must operate to fulfill one of the following broad purposes:a. Educational
b. Religious
c. Charitable
d. Scientific
e. Literary TABLE 1.1 TYPES OF TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS AND NUMBER, EXPENSES, AND ASSETS BY TYPE, 2005
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Sources: Wing, K. T., Pollak T. H., and Blackwood, A. (2008). The nonprofit almanac (pp. 2—3). Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press.
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f. Testing for public safety
g. Fostering certain national and international amateur sports competitions
h. Prevention of cruelty to children and animals

2. No substantial part of the organization’s activity should be focused on attempts to influence government, either directly or indirectly, through participation in political campaigns. A maximum of 20 percent of their annual expenditure can be applied to mission-related lobbying activity, and they are barred from preparing or distributing campaign literature on behalf of political parties and from electioneering for particular candidates. Other categories of nonprofit, such as 501(c)4 organizations, can engage in lobbying for social change, but contributions to these organizations are not tax deductible.
3. These nonprofits must also demonstrate procedures to prohibit assets or income from being distributed to workers, managers, or the equivalent, except as fair compensation for service rendered. Organizations cannot be used for the personal benefit of founders, board members, staff, or associates.


To complicate matters further, the IRS divides 501(c)3 organizations into two categories. Fundraisers should be aware of the distinction between public charities and private foundations (IRS 2008):Generally, organizations that are classified as public charities are those that (1) are churches, hospitals, qualified medical research organizations affiliated with hospitals, schools, colleges and universities, (2) have an active program of fundraising and receive contributions from many sources, including the general public, governmental agencies, corporations, private foundations or other public charities, (3) receive income from the conduct of activities in furtherance of the organization’s exempt purposes, or (4) actively function in a supporting relationship to one or more existing public charities. Private foundations, in contrast, typically have a single major source of funding (usually gifts from one family or corporation rather than funding from many sources) and most have as their primary activity the making of grants to other charitable organizations and to individuals, rather than the direct operation of charitable programs.




An alternative perspective on defining the sector would be to categorize nonprofits by the nature of the activities they undertake. The IRS has done exactly that by developing the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE). A list of the NTEE major categories is provided in Table 1.2 along with the number of entities registered with the IRS in each case. Putting aside grantmaking foundations (which typically fund work in other categories), it is interesting to note the dominance of education, arts, community improvement, and recreation and sports.

 TABLE 1.2 ORGANIZATIONS, EXPENSES, AND ASSETS IN THE NONPROFIT SECTOR, 2005
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The NTEE is of interest for fundraisers because it categorizes the nonprofit sector into twenty-six major categories. Each of these broad categories is further divided to provide a greater degree of specificity. As an example, arts, culture, and humanities are the A category in NTEE code. Within this category, media and communications are A30. The A30 category includes four industries: file and video (A31), television (A32), printing and publishing (A33), and radio (A34). Each of the other twenty-five categories is further subdivided, making it possible to access statistics on particular parts of the nonprofit sector. Fundraisers can use these categorical codes to search for information on any category of organizations (http://nccs.urban.org/classification/NTEE.cfm). These codes can be particularly helpful when researching trends or looking to identify organizations for a competitor analysis.




A Structural-Operational Definition 

The tax-based definition we have just discussed is specific to the United States, derived as it is from the tax code in this country. As a consequence, it suffers from several disadvantages, notably that because tax laws vary it cannot serve as the basis for international comparison, which may be relevant for fundraisers looking for international funding opportunities (James, 1987). Salomon, Sokolowski, and Associates (2004) have developed a structural-operational definition of the nonprofit sector to facilitate such international comparison. Their approach is illustrated in Table 1.3. Their classification defines the nonprofit sector, or civil society organizations in their terminology, as a collection of entities that satisfy five requirements: they need to be organized, private, self-governing, nonprofit distributing, and noncompulsory.

The United Nations and the Center for Civil Society Studies at the Johns Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies are currently collaborating to improve basic statistics on the scope, structure, financing, and activities of the nonprofit sector in different countries. Their project categorizes the nonprofit sector into twelve groups (as shown in Table 1.4) and about thirty subgroups. These categories resemble but are not exactly the same as the NTEE categorizations. If you are looking for funding overseas, it will be necessary to be sensitive to these variations.

TABLE 1.3 THE STRUCTURAL-OPERATIONAL DEFINITION

Source: Salamon, L. M., Sokolowski, S. W., and Associates. (2004). Global civil society: Dimensions of the nonprofit sector (Vol. 2; pp. 9—10). Bloomfield, CT: Kumarian Press. Reproduced with permission.



	1.	Organized, that is, they have some structure and regularity to their operations, whether or not they are formally constituted or legally registered. This means that our definition embraces informal, that is, nonregistered, groups as well as formally registered ones. What is important is not whether the group is legally or formally recognized but that it has some organizational permanence and regularity as reflected in regular meetings, a membership, and some structure of procedures for making decisions that participants recognize as legitimate.
	2.	Private, that is, they are not part of the apparatus of the state, even though they may receive support from governmental sources. This feature differentiates our approach from the economic definitions noted above that exclude organizations from the civil society sector if they receive significant public sector support.
	3.	Not profit-distributing, that is, they are not primarily commercial in purpose and do not distribute profits to a set of directors, stockholders, or managers. Civil society organizations can generate surpluses in the course of their objectives, but any such surpluses must be reinvested in the objectives of the organization. This criterion serves as a proxy for the “public purpose” criterion used in some definitions of civil society, but it does so without having to specify in advance and for all countries what valid “public purposes” are. Rather, it leaves these decisions to the people involved on the theory that if there are people in a country who voluntarily support an organization without hope of receiving a share of any profit the organization generates, this is strong evidence that they must see some public purpose to the organization. This criterion also usefully differentiates civil society organizations from for-profit businesses.
	4.	Self-governing, that is, they have their own mechanisms for internal governance, are able to cease operations on their own authority, and are fundamentally in control of their own affairs.
	5.	Voluntary, that is, membership or participation in them is not legally required or otherwise compulsory. As noted above, this criterion also helped relate our definition to the concept of public purpose, but in a way that allows each country’s citizens to define for themselves what they consider to be a valid public purpose by virtue of their decisions to take part on their own initiative in the organizations affected.





Size and Economic Significance of the Nonprofit Sector 

In 2006, the nonprofit sector contributed $666.1 billion to the gross domestic product (GDP) of the United States—5.0 percent of the total GDP. Business accounted for 77.3 percent and government accounted for 11.4 percent. The size of the nonprofit sector doubles every decade or so, making it by far the fastest growing sector in terms of its proportional rate of growth. In 1929, for example, it contributed only $1.5 billion, or 1.4 percent of the total (Wing, Pollak, and Blackwood, 2008).

 TABLE 1.4 INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

Source: International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNA) in Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, Defining the Nonprofit Sector. (Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press, 1997), pp. 70-74.



	Group 1: Culture and Recreation 
	1 100 Culture and arts
	1 200 Sports
	1 300 Other recreation and social clubs
	Group 2: Education and Research 
	2 100 Primary and secondary education
	2 200 Higher education
	2 300 Other education
	2 400 Research
	Group 3: Health 
	3 100 Hospitals and rehabilitation
	3 200 Nursing homes
	3 300 Mental health and crisis intervention
	3 400 Other health services
	Group 4: Social Services 
	4 100 Social services
	4 200 Emergency and relief
	4 300 Income support and maintenance
	Group 5: Environment 
	5 100 Environment
	5 200 Animal protection
	Group 6: Development and Housing 
	6 100 Economic, social and community development
	6 200 Housing
	6 300 Employment and training
	Group 7: Law, Advocacy and Politics 
	7 100 Civic and advocacy organizations
	7 200 Law and legal services
	7 300 Political organizations
	Group 8: Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism Promotion 
	8 100 Grant-making foundations
	8 200 Other philanthropic intermediaries and voluntarism promotion
	Group 9: International 
	9 100 International activities
	Group 10: Religion 
	10 100 Religious congregations and associations
	Group 11: Business and Professional Associations, Unions 
	11 100 Business associations
	11 200 Professional associations
	11 300 Labour unions
	Group 12: (Not Elsewhere Classified) 


 

Approximately 1.71 million 501(c)(3) organizations were registered with the IRS in 2008 (IRS 2009). This estimate includes private foundations as well as public charities that have more than $5,000 in annual gross receipts. Organizations with more than $25,000 in gross receipts must complete an annual report using IRS Tax Return Form 990 or Form 990EZ (for organizations with gross receipts of less than $100,000 and total assets of less than $250,000; another variant, Form 990-PF, is available for private foundation organizations). This form requires the organization to provide (among other things) a summary of the organization’s finances, including their revenue, assets, income, and expenses for the relevant tax year. Any growth trends noted are based on this self-reported information.

For example, the number of public charities reporting to the IRS increased from 243,430 in 1998 to 420,187 in 2008, or 73 percent. In the same period, total revenues for reporting organizations increased by 91 percent, from $695.3 billion to $1,328.6 billion, and the total assets of these nonprofits increased from $1,182.3 billion to $2,433.8 billion. These latter figures are dominated by the largest organizations, primarily hospitals and higher education institutions, which account for more than half of total assets (Wing, Pollak, and Blackwood, 2008).

Churches and religious organizations are not required to register with or report to the IRS. This includes integrated auxiliaries, subordinate units, and conventions or associations of churches. They are generally exempt from income tax and receive other favorable treatment under the tax law. Although registration is not required, about half of all churches  and religious organizations voluntarily do so (Weitzman and others, 2002), and these are included in the estimates based on the self-reported information.

Impressive though these aggregate figures for the sector are, they dramatically underestimate the real size of the nonprofit sector in the United States. Sociologist David Horton Smith (2000) argues that a tax-based description of the sector cannot do justice to the majority of grassroots nonprofit organizations. Reliance on tax data focuses attention on the larger, wealthier, older, more visible nonprofits, in which most of the work is done by paid staff rather than by volunteers (Hodgkinson and Weitzman, 1992; Hodgkinson and others, 1992). Data from grassroots organizations are excluded. Smith defines these as “locally based, significantly autonomous, volunteer-run, formal nonprofit (i.e., voluntary) groups that manifest substantial voluntary altruism as groups and use the associational form of organization, and thus have official memberships of volunteers who perform most, and often all, of the work/activity done in and by these nonprofits” (7). To help distinguish grassroots organizations from other forms of association, Smith provides a helpful summary of their characteristics (see Table 1.5).

TABLE 1.5 ELEMENTS OF THE DEFINITION OF GRASSROOTS ASSOCIATIONS

Source: Smith, D. H. (2000). Grassroots associations (p. 9). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. Reprinted with permission.



	Characteristics of Grassroots Associations 	Omitted from Grassroots Associations Category 
	1. Group form	Individual, unorganized, amorphous behavior
	2. Voluntary altruism based	Business, government, or household/family goals
	3. Significantly autonomous of other groups (even if formally affiliated)	Completely controlled subunit of another group/organization
	4. Association form (common interest, members elect officers, members pay dues, etc.)	Non-membership-dominated groups
	5. Local (small in territorial base or scope)	Supra-local territorial base or scope (from several counties up to international scope)
	6. Volunteer staffed (majority of work done by volunteers)	Paid-staff workers based (majority of work done by paid staff)


Smith’s research shows that IRS data include data from only half of the existing nonprofits who have assets of $5,000 or more and 10 percent of all nonprofits in 1990. He estimates that there are actually more than 18 million nonprofit organizations in the United States. From a fundraising perspective, this distinction matters because Smith’s data suggest an altogether more cluttered market for funding than IRS data might suggest. It also matters because fundraising in traditional and large nonprofit organizations may be different from fundraising in grassroots organizations. We would argue that most of the fundraising techniques included in this book are applicable to all organizations, whether large or small. However, we do recognize that many fundraisers in grassroots organizations will be volunteers, possibly performing multiple roles for their organization and working with very limited resources.




Sources of Income 

In 2005, public charities reported total revenues of $1.1 trillion and total assets of $2.0 trillion to the IRS (Wing, Pollak, and Blackwood, 2008). Fees for services and goods accounted for 70.3 percent of total revenue. This number includes income streams such as tuition payments, hospital patient revenues (such as Medicare and Medicaid), and ticket sales.

Private contributions accounted for 12.3 percent of total revenue. This in turn comprises individual donations and grants from foundations and corporations. Nine percent of total revenue came from government grants. Investment income and so-called other income (which includes rental income and income from special events) accounted for 5.4 percent and 2.9 percent of revenue, respectively. The data are summarized in  Figure 1.1. It should be noted that excluding hospitals and higher education institutions from this analysis changes the distribution of sources of revenue substantially, as shown in Figure 1.2. These two categories of organization rely heavily on fee income and thus less on donations. For other categories of nonprofit organization, almost one quarter of their income is derived from philanthropy.

When viewed in aggregate, the growth of income to the sector has been impressive. Total revenue broadly doubled in the ten years to 2005, with an average annual growth rate of 7.2 percent. Some subsectors have of course fared better than others. Growth in total revenue ranged from 80.6 percent for arts, culture, and humanities organizations to 224.3 percent for international and foreign affairs organizations.

FIGURE 1.1. SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR REPORTING PUBLIC CHARITIES, 2005 (PERCENT)

Source: Urban Institute, National Center for Charitable Statistics, NCCS-GuideStar National Nonprofit Research Database: Special Research Version (2005).
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Philanthropic Income 

Data from the Giving USA Foundation (2009) allow us to take a closer look at the philanthropic income attracted to the sector. They also provide a more recent snapshot of performance. Philanthropic income to the non-profit sector stood at $307.65 billion in 2008. A breakdown of the sources of that income is provided in Figure 1.3.

Perhaps the most striking feature of this graph is the generosity of individuals. Together they provide three quarters of the philanthropic income accruing to the sector. Factor in gifts from deceased individuals through bequests and the percentage climbs to well over 80 percent. Many readers new to the sector may be surprised by this, and equally surprised by the low percentage provided by corporations. Businesses have historically provided only around 5 percent of the total of charitable giving, despite the hype that often surrounds gifts of this nature. We could be forgiven for assuming from the media coverage generated by this support that the figure would be much higher. It is important that fundraisers be aware of this, particularly those approaching the role for the first time. Many may be tempted to spread their resources across both corporate and individual giving, whereas these figures suggest that in many cases they would be wise to focus on the latter.

 FIGURE 1.2. SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR REPORTING PUBLIC CHARITIES, EXCLUDING HOSPITALS AND HIGHER EDUCATION, 2005 (PERCENT)

Source: Urban Institute, National Center for Charitable Statistics, NCCS-GuideStar National Nonprofit Research Database: Special Research Version (2005).
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FIGURE 1.3. CHARITABLE GIVING 2008

Source: Giving USA Foundation/Giving USA 2009. Reprinted with permission.
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The Giving USA study has been conducted annually for more than fifty years and consequently allows us to track giving over an extended period and through many global recessions. The data indicate that despite periods of recession or economic uncertainty, both philanthropy in the United States and giving to most subsectors (or causes) have grown steadily over the past fifty years. Although in years of recession giving can decrease (in real terms), the long-term trend is remarkably robust. Perhaps disappointingly, though, total giving hasn’t risen as a percentage of GDP It remains at a stubborn 2 percent.

Focusing just on individual giving, we know that people typically donate to nonprofits about 2 percent of their disposable income (that is, the amount of income left to an individual after taxes have been paid and available for spending and saving). This figure too has remained static. A further way of looking at the amount spent by individuals on charity is to express it as a percentage of household expenditure. In this case it is helpful to draw a distinction between essential household expenditures and luxury household expenditures. In regard to the former, if we consider giving as essential spending, it will be included with purchases such as clothing, energy, and food and would equate to around 6 percent of this category. If it were regarded as a component of luxury private consumption and thus considered in the same category as purchases such as alcohol, international travel, recreation, restaurants, and tobacco, it would equate to around 16 percent of expenditure in this area. Giving to nonprofits is thus a small percentage of household expenditure regardless of the category to which one might assign it.

In interpreting these latter figures it would be easy to conclude that people care less about their giving than they care about their own luxury. As we shall see in Chapter Five, this would be a mistake. Although the amount given annually may be only a small percentage of household expenditure, it is often highly significant to the individual. Giving is closely linked to people’s core sense of who they are and the values by which they live. Fundraisers should thus distinguish between the dollar level of donations and their psychological importance to donors.

TABLE 1.6 CONTRIBUTIONS IN 2007: $306.69 BILLION BY TYPE OF RECIPIENT ORGANIZATION ($ IN BILLIONS)

Source: Giving USA Foundation/Giving USA (2009). Reprinted with permission.



	Sector 	Amount 	Percent 
	Religion	$106.89	35.0
	Education	$ 40.94	13.0
	Human services	$ 25.88	9.0
	Health	$ 21.64	7.0
	Public-society benefit	$ 23.88	8.0
	Arts, culture, and humanities	$ 12.79	4.0
	International affairs	$ 13.30	4.0
	Environment/animals	$ 6.58	2.0
	Gifts to grantmaking foundations	$ 32.65	11.0
	Grants from foundations to individuals	$ 3.71	1.0
	Deductions carried over and other unallocated giving	$ 19.39	6.0


Table 1.6 indicates how the funds are applied. Religion is the largest recipient of giving. Religious organizations receive roughly one third of overall contributions, about $106.89 billion. Education is second in line. Most subsectors experienced a decline in support from 2007 to 2008 (accounting for inflation) as a consequence of the downturn in the economy. After accounting for inflation, only giving to religious and public-society benefit organizations increased philanthropic income in this period (by 1.6 percent and 1.5 percent respectively). It is important to note that although a downturn in the economy is significant, it is not disastrous for giving. Although the recent recession has proven to be one of the worst on record, after adjusting for inflation, individual giving fell by only 5.7 percent from 2007 to 2008.




Summary 

In this chapter, we have explored various definitions of the nonprofit sector, outlined the size and scope of it, and compared its characteristics and economic significance with those of the business and governmental sectors. We have also summarized the sources of income available to nonprofits and identified key historic trends in these data.

The diversity of the nonprofit sector makes it difficult for practitioners and academics to reach a consensus on what constitutes the full scope of the sector. It is therefore necessary to pay careful attention to the terminology when researching sector trends. Each term carries a unique meaning, and each way of capturing the size and scope of nonprofits presents only one perspective on the sector.

Among all the sources of income, individual philanthropy is obviously the most important source for fundraisers to monitor. Individual giving (including that offered in the form of bequests) has historically risen steadily in terms of its inflation-adjusted dollar values. It fell in 2008 as a consequence of the downturn in the economy, but the long-term trend remains upward. By contrast, giving expressed as a proportion of individual disposable income has remained static for more than fifty years. A significant challenge for fundraisers in the future will be both to increase the dollar value of giving and to increase its overall share of household expenditure.




Discussion Questions 

1. What is the third sector and how does it differ from the private sector and the government or public sector?
2. What other terms are used to describe the third sector? How do they differ in scope?
3. Distinguish between the tax-based and structural-operational definitions of the sector. When should you use one definition rather than the other?
4. Explain the limitations of calculating the size of the nonprofit sector using IRS data, and explain how fundraisers can obtain a more accurate estimate.
5. Describe the major sources of income for the nonprofit sector.
6. Describe the major sources of philanthropic income for the nonprofit sector. Visit the Center on Philanthropy Web site at http://www.philanthropy.iupui.edu. Follow the links to the latest Giving USA study. What trends in giving to your own category of nonprofit can you identify?




 CHAPTER TWO

THE DEVELOPMENT OF A PROFESSION

By the end of this chapter you should be able to:1. Understand and describe the historic context of fundraising.
2. Explain how fundraising evolved into a profession by the middle of the twentieth century.
3. Understand the requirements for fundraising to be considered a profession.
4. Distinguish between four major categories of campaign: annual fund, capital campaigns, planned giving, and endowment campaigns.
5. Understand the role of professional associations and identify at least one relevant to your own role.
6. Understand the role that academic research can play in informing professional practice.


In the previous chapter we introduced the nonprofit sector and described its principal sources of income. In this chapter we move on to consider the role of the fundraiser in securing these monies, beginning with a brief description of the origins of the profession. As Payton (1988, p. 177) notes, “practice should indeed be informed by theory and history” (italics added). The majority of this book focuses on the former, but as Payton suggests, it is worth taking time to consider the latter. After all, as Lewis (1993, p. 9) reminds us, “our future will be surer if we understand our past.”  All fundraisers need a basic understanding of how their roles evolved, and of the major players who helped define the profession we know today.

Having mapped out the historical evolution of the fund raising profession, we move on to define the fundraising function, describing the principal categories of activity undertaken and the terminology used to define them. We also explore what it means to be a profession and whether we have now earned the right to be called professionals. We close the chapter with an exploration of some of the challenges currently facing the profession, most notably the need for a more knowledge-based approach.




Early American Fundraising 

Historian Scott M. Cutlip’s excellent book Fundraising in the United States: Its Role in America’s Philanthropy (1965/ 1990) provides the most extensive account of the history of fundraising in the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century in the United States. According to Cutlip, organized philanthropy supported by systematic fundraising is very much a twentieth-century phenomenon. Before then, philanthropy was conducted on a much smaller scale and largely financed by a few very wealthy individuals in response to personal appeals. Most individual giving was directed to the churches, to the pitifully poor, and to schools, colleges, and hospitals. No organized or formal fundraising efforts were recorded for the giving of these gifts.

That said, a number of key figures in the new American colonies did play a valuable role in instilling the culture of giving that is so prevalent in American society today. John Winthrop (1588-1649), William Penn (1644-1718), and Cotton Mather (1663-1728) were among early philanthropic leaders who saw giving as an integral part of their religious practice. Their contribution lay in persuading the wealthier elements of society to regard giving as an obligation associated with their wealth, and over time this sense of obligation morphed to embrace not only the wealthy but all of American society. Quite a legacy—but it is important to recognize that this was a process that took many years to accomplish. Romanticized notions of the generosity of the early colonists are largely false. As Hall (1992) notes, “legislatures in the colonial and early national periods were intensely hostile to voluntary associations of any kind” (p. 181), and most colonial colleges were state enterprises funded through taxation, as were early churches (barring those in colonies that tolerated religious diversity). Giving, as we know it today, was largely unnecessary.

The American Revolution and the desire it created for a less interventionist state were to change this situation. By the dawn of the nineteenth century, a strong tradition of private philanthropy had begun to emerge and has continued to this day, to become what Marts (1966) regards as one of the most durable factors of American life. When Alexis de Tocqueville wrote in 1835 of his travels in America, he was impressed by the willingness of the people to give freely of their own funds for social improvements (Probst, 1962). He observed that when a community of citizens recognized a need for a church, school, or hospital, they came together to form a committee, appoint leaders, and donate funds to support it. The generosity observed by de Tocqueville was not triggered by fundraising in any formal sense; rather, it was largely a response to personal solicitation for help from one individual to another. As Broce (1986) notes, systematic solicitation of the general public did not begin until the early 1900s.

That said, there were early campaigns. Among the earliest recorded were the major campaigns designed to establish the famous colleges of Harvard in Massachusetts and William and Mary in Virginia. Americans gave generously to create these opportunities for their children, but additional support was often sought from overseas. Because the colleges of that era existed to educate both laymen and clergy, ministers were frequently employed to fundraise on behalf of these great endeavors. The first example of this is credited as taking place in the early 1600s when three ministers were dispatched from America to England to raise money for Harvard College. One of them came back with £150—a pretty good sum at the time; a second stayed in England as a minister; the third met his death on the gallows, which perhaps illustrates that fundraising has always been a somewhat perilous profession!

Other early fundraisers included Benjamin Franklin, who undertook a number of campaigns and was known for the careful manner in which he planned them. When asked for his advice he was said to have remarked, “In the first place, I advise you to apply to all those whom you will know will give something; next, to those whom you are uncertain whether they will give anything or not, and show them the list of those who have given; and lastly, do not neglect those whom you are sure will give nothing, for in some of them you may be mistaken” (quoted in Gurin and Van Til, 1990, p. 14). Indeed, much of the fundraising of the day and throughout the nineteenth century was conducted through the medium of personal solicitation, in some cases by paid solicitors. It was common practice at this time to raise funds by assembling a list of suitable wealthy persons and inviting them to a special function or, more usually, dinner.  Early fundraising manuals typically suggested that, aside from potential benefactors, the guests for dinner should include a smattering of “pretty young ladies,” which was seen as essential if high-value gifts were to be solicited. It appears that male donors have always been keen to impress with the size of their charitable wallets.

Church collections and the writing of “begging” letters were also common. It was not until 1829 that the first instance of committed or regular giving was reported. In that year a fundraiser by the name of Matthew Carey sought annual subscriptions of $2 or $3 to support a number of local institutions. Unfortunately, only small sums were raised, and although it was visionary, his drive was eventually abandoned.

The nineteenth century was to see one last event of major significance for the fundraising sector: the emergence of the first cooperative or “federated” fundraising campaign. The organization we know today as United Way began as an effort to coordinate activities among local charitable organizations. The first such activity appears to have taken place in 1887 when a priest, two ministers, and a rabbi recognized the need for cooperative action to address their city’s welfare problems. They created the Charity Organizations Society to serve as an agent to collect funds for local health and welfare agencies, as well as to coordinate relief services, counsel and refer clients to cooperating agencies, and make emergency assistance grants. The idea of a coordinated fund drive for local charities soon spread to other communities. Separate organizations have been created in most communities in the United States to handle fundraising for local charitable organizations. United Way is the largest example of federated fundraising, but there are others, including federated campaigns for categories of cause such as human services or the arts.




The Great Philanthropists 

A further key development of great historical interest was the emergence in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries of a number of truly great philanthropists whose influence, through the institutions they created, can still be felt today. Multimillionaires such as Andrew Carnegie and John D. Rockefeller sought innovative ways to dispose of their surplus wealth. This was no easy task, because a way had to be found to divert resources to those who were most in need and not to squander them on those who would not draw benefit from the gift. To quote Carnegie, “The worst thing a millionaire could do would be to give all his money to the unreclaimably  poor” (Bremner, 1996, p. 159). A mechanism was thus sought to distribute private wealth with “greater intelligence and vision than the individual donors themselves could have hoped to possess” (Gurin and Van Til, 1990, p. 15). It is thus in this period that a number of extraordinarily wealthy charitable trusts or foundations were established for the purpose of distributing the wealth of these great philanthropists. These organizations differed from those established in earlier centuries because1. Their objectives were primarily to achieve some public purpose defined in the deed that established the organization. Such objectives were usually drafted to be broad and multiple. The goal of a reorganized Rockefeller Foundation in 1929, for example, became simply “the advancement of knowledge” (Rockefeller Foundation, 2009).
2. They departed from giving to individuals as a means to alleviate suffering, in order to address the more fundamental and controlling processes (Karl and Katz, 1981). Joseph Rowntree (1904/1983) wrote into his original trust deeds that much current philanthropic effort was “directed to remedying the more superficial manifestations of weakness or evil, while little thought is directed to search out their underlying causes” (The Rowntree Society, 2009). He criticized the alleviation of Indian famines without examining their causes and directed that none of his three trusts should support hospitals, almshouses, or similar institutions.
3. They were legally incorporated bodies whose charitable and public purposes were duly recognized.


Some of these philanthropists undoubtedly chose to support charity out of their own vanity, perhaps to secure their place in history or to excite a degree of timely public recognition for their works, out of a desire for self-aggrandizement or in the search for some personal advantage or honor. Undoubtedly the majority, however, gave because they felt it was the moral, religious, and socially responsible thing to do with their wealth. As Carnegie famously remarked to William Gladstone, four-time prime minister of the United Kingdom, “He who dies rich dies disgraced” (Carnegie, 1889, p. 664)




Key Historical Figures 

No account of fundraising history would be complete without reference to Charles Sumner Ward, who is credited with revolutionizing the practice  of fundraising in the United States. Indeed, he is regarded by many as the father of modern fundraising. At the beginning of the twentieth century he was the general secretary of the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) in Grand Rapids, Michigan, and spent most of his time raising funds to keep the doors of that organization open. He engaged in the traditional forms of major gift fundraising described earlier and in an endless round of dinners and public engagements. He radically changed this approach with the creation of what he later referred to as the first ever “intensive” campaign in history.

In 1905 he was charged with the task of raising $90,000 for a new YMCA building in Washington, D.C. Rather than dilute the campaign over a period of many months, he reasoned that if plans were made well in advance, it should prove possible to limit the fundraising to a single week. In reality Ward met his target well before the week was up and went on to administer many other successful campaigns, notably to help the war effort in 1916.

Ward’s “intensive” or “whirlwind” campaigns were based on four general principles:1. Concentration of time. Ward believed that businessmen were willing to work for a worthy cause if only they could find the time. By telescoping an appeal for funds into the space of one or two weeks (depending on the size of the city), he was able to secure the help of those business leaders who were needed to spearhead the drive. Shortening the campaign had the further advantage of keeping it front-page news in the community for its duration. Even when, in later years, Ward directed national campaigns for hundreds of millions of dollars and the appeal had to last longer, he always set the shortest feasible time. As he was fond of noting, “one can raise more money in six days than in six years.”
2. Organization. Before the appeal for funds began, the groundwork of a campaign had to be laid with military precision. A large force of the most influential people in a city had to be built up, and each individual had to be carefully informed about exactly what they would be responsible for. Above all, Ward saw the generation of a number of pace-setting gifts as essential. The day the pioneering campaign began, the newspapers carried two front-page pictures, one of John D. Rockefeller, who contributed $100,000, and one of a local newsboy who had contributed a single dollar. The inference was obvious: this was a big-money campaign, but it was also a campaign that concerned the humblest individual in society.
3. Sacrifice. In soliciting workers, one got nowhere by minimizing the time and effort required. To do that was to cut the ground out from under a campaign. Far better was to say that the job was likely to be difficult and then to convince people that their personal sacrifice of time and energy was worth it.
4. Education. The public had to be made to see why it had a stake in the success of the appeal. First the cause had to be sound, then it had to be brought to the public through all available media of publicity.


In regard to the latter element, Ward ensured that, in the months before a campaign, news articles slowly built up the need. Civic pride was skillfully manipulated: “What other cities have done, Baltimore can do.” A notable facet of each campaign were the clocks he placed in conspicuous locations. He would set the hour hand at the Roman numeral XII, under which would be written the amount of the goal. As the campaign moved forward, the minute hand advanced ever closer to the hour, to show how much nearer the goal had become. The clocks generated a substantial amount of public interest and excitement, which Ward complemented with a series of news stories. He was the first to employ publicity directors, whose role was to continually supply the newspapers with material to keep the campaign on the front page. “The press, the pulpit and the active propaganda form an educational force by which practically every individual in a community may be reached” (cited in Cutlip 1965/1990, p. 92).

Ward was also the first to recognize the significance of arranging a pacesetting gift in advance of a campaign. Such a gift would usually be from a tenth to a third of the total and would be conditional on the full amount being raised in the allotted time. He also expected all of the directors of an organization to make an early contribution to a campaign, as an example to others. This is still considered good practice today.




Toward a Profession 

The advent of the First World War had a dramatic impact on the practice of fundraising. There was rapid growth in the number of nonprofits created to address the needs of victims, but the conflict also served to accelerate prosperity throughout society, further broadening the potential giving constituency to include all but the poorest members of society. Mass fundraising became possible for the first time and, as Fowler (1999) notes,  by the end of the Great War, most of the fundraising techniques we are familiar with today had been invented and had reached peaks of varying efficiency. To illustrate the scale of the activity, $250 million, a truly staggering sum at the time, was collected by the American Red Cross’s War Fund (Advertising Educational Foundation, 2009). The use of advertising as a fundraising tool became commonplace, and the creative execution of many ads would not look out of place today. An example of an American Red Cross fundraising poster from the period is provided in Figure 2.1.

The other significant development during war time was that federated fundraising was used on a national instead of a local level. All seven major war relief organizations joined forces as the United War Fund Committee. The highly efficient, highly effective, and unprecedentedly large-scale fundraising required by the First World War facilitated the professionalization of fundraising. By war’s end fundraising had become an accepted full-time occupation. Full-time fundraisers operated in both nonprofits and specialized fundraising consulting firms. The war also had the impact of broadening participation in fundraising. Fundraising practices were adopted in a much wider range of nonprofits, expanding from a traditional base of religious organizations, higher education institutions, and community chests (that is, federated appeals) to embrace health organizations, all types of churches, all levels of educational institutions, all kinds of art and culture organizations, and all types of social welfare organizations.

The first moves were also made toward the creation of a fundraising profession. This movement came to a head in 1935 when the major consulting firms of the time organized themselves to form the first national association for fundraisers: the American Association of Fundraising Counsel (AAFRC) (Street, 1985). The founding firms were the American City Bureau; the John Price Jones Corporation; Ketchum Inc.; MacArt & Campbell; Marts & Lundy, Inc.; Leo Redding, Inc.; Tamblyn & Brown, Inc.; Tamblyn & Tamblyn; Ward, Wells & Dreshman, Inc.; and Will, Folsom & Smith, Inc. Now known as the Giving Institute, the AAFRC, more than seventy years after its inception, still promotes the need for professional and ethical standards of practice, and seeks to influence the creation of laws governing philanthropy. It currently has thirty-four member firms (Giving Institute, 2009).

One of the major achievements of the AAFRC was the development of standards of practice and a professional code of ethics (Giving Institute, 2009), which is now one of many such codes to which fundraisers can adhere. Such codes are highly significant in fundraisers’ claim to have achieved professional status. Fundraising professionals must adhere to certain standards of professional conduct and to an ethical code in the same way that medical doctors and lawyers are bound by theirs. We return to this topic in detail in Chapter Four.

 FIGURE 2.1. AMERICAN RED CROSS FUNDRAISING POSTER
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Adherence to a commonly agreed-upon set of ethical principles is just one requirement for the establishment of a profession. Professions by definition specialize in one tightly defined sphere of operation. The use of particular techniques and approaches is in part what distinguishes fundraisers from marketers and public relations professionals. Kritzer (1999) argues that the degree to which a profession specializes indicates how mature the profession is. As we have just established, this specialization defines the field, but as the profession becomes more mature, individuals begin to specialize in particular aspects of that field. In fundraising we have therefore seen individuals specialize in particular forms of fundraising (such as the annual fund or planned giving) or media (such as direct mail or face-to-face).

As the profession has morphed, legal regulations have been created at the federal and state levels and revised to keep pace with developments (Abbott, 1988). The first legal challenge lay in defining what a fundraising professional is (Torstendahl and Burrage, 1990). Although federal law rarely defines the term fundraising in its broadest sense, Bruce Hopkins (2000), a national specialist in nonprofit law who has produced a series of excellent texts on the subject, takes fundraising to mean the generation of revenue for charitable purposes. We concur; fundamentally this is what fundraisers do. We also like this definition because it is simple and comfortably embraces the activities of both paid and volunteer fundraisers.

Compare this definition with the one offered by the State of Minnesota: “any person who for financial compensation or profit performs for a charitable organization any service in connection with which contributions are, or will be, solicited in this state by the compensated person or by any compensated person the person employs, procures, or engages to solicit; or any person who for compensation or profit plans, manages, advises, consults, or prepares material for, or with respect to, the solicitation in this state of contributions for a charitable organization” (Hopkins, 2000, p. 19). At least twenty-nine states have established legal definitions of fundraisers and most intentionally distinguish fundraisers employed in nonprofits from professional solicitors. In eight states, for example, a professional solicitor is a person “employed or otherwise retained for compensation by a professional  fund-raiser, rather than directly by a charitable organization, to solicit charitable contributions” (Hopkins, 2000, p. 4). This division is significant because most states impose significant regulation on professional solicitors and the nonprofits that engage them.


Specialization in Categories of Activity 

The annual fund is an organized institutional effort to solicit regular donations from donors. Annual funds are used to support the daily operation of a nonprofit organization and its ongoing programs. Historically, donations offered in support of the annual fund have been offered in the form of checks as donors are invited to “renew” their investment each year. Larger gifts are sometimes offered and these can also be made in the form of either a one-time payment or an agreed-upon number of installments. The purpose of an annual fund is to cultivate a large group of active donors who share an interest in the organization’s mission. These individuals will often go on to become long-term supporters, major donors, and even planned givers. They may not give a lot every year, but their long-term value warrants considerable attention from the fundraiser. Building a strong annual fund is thus almost always the first step in building a successful fundraising program.

In recent years many U.S. nonprofits have introduced monthly gift or “sustainer” programs to supplement their annual giving. Here donors elect to spread out their giving; instead of sending a check once a year, sustainers offer a regular amount each month, which is debited automatically from their bank account or credit card. This form of giving can be very popular with younger age groups, who are comfortable with electronic payments and dislike having to write checks. It can also be appealing to donors, because significantly more of their money can be spent on the cause. The nonprofit does not have to spend time and money soliciting annual renewals, although some follow-up is obviously necessary when payments are cancelled or credit cards expire.

Capital campaigns are organized efforts to raise funds for a particular project with a fixed budget and a fixed timeline. Donations collected during capital campaigns are most often used to support a relatively large project within an existing organization. Large is of course defined in proportional terms. For example, a capital campaign for one organization may be to raise $50,000 to update all of its computers, whereas for another it may be to raise several millions for a state-of-the-art medical facility. Capital campaigns typically fund the purchase of buildings, land,  and equipment, although a capital campaign can also be run to build an endowment (discussed shortly).

Planned giving is the most legally complicated type of individual giving because it often involves structuring the gift of a variety of assets to benefit both the organization and the donor. The benefit to the donor accrues through a reduction in personal, capital gains or estate tax, or through the production of income during the donor’s lifetime; involving a financial planning consultant can thus be essential. Fundraisers working in this domain are frequently technical specialists who work with external advisors as appropriate.

Planned gifts take two basic forms:1. The gift is made during the lifetime of the donor or donors by means of a trust or other instrument (see Chapter Fifteen).
2. The gift is made by will, so the contributed property comes out of the decedent’s estate (a bequest or devise). The second type of giving is also referred to as bequest giving or legacy giving.


In this book, we look at both forms of giving, examining the complex financial vehicles that can be used to structure planned giving and examining the bequest, which in reality is a gift that every donor (not just wealthy donors) could consider making.

Income from planned giving can be used to support the general operation of an organization (sometimes founded by the donor) or the fulfillment of a project. The complexity of planned giving lies not only in its legal and logistical procedures but also in donors’ often complex reflections on what they want such a large sum of money or estate to achieve. For many, a planned gift will be the most significant they ever make and a deep consideration of their life and values is often an integral part of the decision-making process.

Endowment campaigns raise money to, as the name suggests, begin or increase the funds in an endowment. Endowments can be established to cover annual operating expenses or any specific aspect of an organization’s work. Frequently endowments are created when a donor has a specific interest or concern and the monies are then held for that purpose. The endowment fund is a charitable gift established in perpetuity in which the principal is invested for total return (both income and appreciation) and a small portion of the fund’s balance (usually 4 to 6 percent) is paid out. The beginning principal is the value of the asset that was contributed by the donor or donors; the income is the earnings produced by the  principal, and appreciation (or depreciation) is the gain (or loss) in the value of the principle since it was contributed (Newman, 2005). Boards that accept endowment monies are bound by the donor’s intention. Undesignated funds are sometimes set aside by boards and called “endowments,” but because the board is not permanently bound by its own action and these funds can later be redesignated for other purposes, such funds are properly considered to be “reserves,” not endowments.

Endowment campaigns are often ongoing because many organizations never stop trying to attract money into their endowment fund. From a nonprofit’s perspective, the benefit in building an endowment to cover operating expenses, in particular, is that it can eventually build to such a size that the pressure to raise annual funds is reduced. In effect, organizations are securing a “guaranteed” income for the future, although this is obviously subject to the usual fluctuations in the stock market so is not the panacea for which many boards might hope.

Where endowment activity is ongoing, the word campaign may be inappropriate. Campaigns have specific targets and time horizons, which a more general focus on endowment would lack. It is also important to recognize that although we label endowments as a fourth category of activity, many fundraisers see an endowment campaign as just another form of capital campaign, because both usually involve amassing a certain amount of wealth within a specific period.

Traditionally, in the United States a good deal of fundraising activity has been pigeonholed into one of these four categories. In bigger organizations, fundraisers are assigned to each.

We see dangers in this method and prefer a more integrated approach in which fundraisers talk to donors about the issues that concern them and worry thereafter about how to structure the gifts. Donors are rarely interested in endowments, capital campaigns, or annual funds per se. They are rather more interested in making a difference to a cause, and it is from that base that fundraising should begin.

Such an approach focuses on the needs of the donor rather than on the needs of the organization and is at the core of what has become known as a donor-centered or relationship approach to fundraising. Great fundraisers such as Ken Burnett (1992) have long and passionately advocated for an approach to fundraising that begins with developing an understanding of donor needs and preferences and building all contacts and communications around satisfying those needs. As we shall see in Chapter Twelve, such an approach is central to successful donor retention and development.


Specialization in Fundraising Occupations 

Specialization has occurred not only in the categories of activity. Each one of these fundraising vehicles can be implemented through a variety of media. It could be done through face-to-face solicitation, direct mail, telemarketing, special events, advertising, and more recently, the new digital media. Fundraisers have thus begun to develop expertise in each of these domains. A quick search on one of the most popular nonprofit employment and volunteer sites in the United States, http://www.idealist.org, reveals that full-time employment opportunities exist for each of these specialties.


Specialization in Professional Associations 

Professional associations play a pivotal role in distinguishing one profession from another and in excluding “nonprofessionals” from the community of one profession (Larson, 1977). Since the formation of the AAFRC, many more professional bodies have been created to serve the needs of the fundraising profession. The Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP), for example, was formed in 1960, although at the time it was known as the National Society of Fund Raisers. Today the AFP is the world’s largest association of fundraising professionals. It has more than thirty thousand members in two hundred chapters throughout the world. It serves the needs of the profession as a whole and “fosters development and growth of fundraising professionals [while promoting] high ethical standards in the fundraising profession” (AFP, 2009).

Other professional organizations are more focused. There are professional organizations for different forms of fundraising. For example, the Partnership for Philanthropic Planning, formerly known as the National Committee on Planned Giving (NCPG), is “the preeminent association for professionals in the charitable gift planning field” (NCPG, 2009). Similar organizations exist to support fundraisers working in major gifts and direct response. At least one professional association can be found for each of the major categories of the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities. For example, the Association for Healthcare Philanthropy is the only association dedicated exclusively to advancing and promoting the health care development profession. The Council for Advancement and Support of Education is the professional organization for advancement professionals who work in alumni relations, communications, and all aspects of education fundraising and marketing. Note the use here of the term  advancement, which in this case includes fundraising.

In addition to these national organizations, local associations also exist to serve smaller fundraising communities. For example, the relevant association for development officers working in public radio is the Public Radio Association of Development Officers. This is complemented by a bewildering array of other associations that serve only one geographic area: Eastern Public Radio, Pacific Islanders in Communications, and Public Radio in Mid-America, for example.

What all these associations offer is an opportunity for their membership to keep up-to-date with developments in their profession, to further their fundraising education, and to improve the quality of their individual professional practice. Individuals who take their commitment seriously in these respects may also apply for Certified Fund Raising Executive (CRFE) status. This accreditation is available to all fundraisers who meet certain experience requirements and pass the CFRE examination. Many employers now insist on this requirement, and fundraisers in the United States who hold this accreditation currently command a salary premium that is 17 percent higher than that of their noncertified peers (CFRE, 2009).




Looking to the Future 

If increasing specialization has been the hallmark of professional fundraising over the past fifty years, knowledge generation, knowledge dissemination, and formal education will mark the future. A further key ingredient of any claim to be a profession is the identification and dissemination of an appropriate body of knowledge (Abbott, 1988). Doctors, lawyers, accountants, electricians, and any other profession one might name have carefully delineated the knowledge they expect every competent practitioner to have, but the profession of fundraising has only recently taken the first tentative steps toward defining its own distinctive body of knowledge.


Knowledge Generation 

In fundraising today, the basis for knowledge should be an amalgam of learning from the best practices in the field (as it has been for half a century)  and the latest academic research. Until recently, few professional training programs have taken any advantage of theory or research drawn from academia. The British National Occupational Standards for Fundraising, redeveloped in 2008, sought to remedy this situation. The authors delineated both the  skills and the academic knowledge that fundraisers should be expected to have when working in each of a variety of fundraising roles. Thirty-three sets of skills and their associated knowledge were delineated.

The pace of change in this arena will undoubtedly quicken as more research from the domains of economics, psychology, sociology, marketing, and the nascent field of fundraising begins to offer a contribution and an increasing number of practitioners begin to recognize its significance. Aiding in this process of raising awareness of what research can offer are a number of rigorous studies designed specifically with the needs of practitioners in mind. Notable here is the longitudinal research effort initiated by the AAFRC in the 1960s. Their pioneering Giving USA series, which we highlighted in Chapter One, has reported trends in giving annually since 1967 and as a consequence offers considerable insight into the behavior of all the keys sources of giving under a wide variety of conditions.

Several other developments have also contributed substantively to the body of knowledge, or will do so in the near future. The Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University recently created a panel study known as the Center on Philanthropy Panel Study (COPPS). The data comprising this study are drawn from questions on giving and volunteering inserted into the General Social Survey (GSS). The GSS is a large-scale social survey that gathers information from a nationally representative sample of Americans to understand the development of American society. It began in 1972 and has included COPPS questions since 2001. This data set is rapidly becoming one of the best sources of information on who gives and why in the United States. Details can be found on the Center on Philanthropy’s Web site at http://www.philanthropy.iupui.edu.

The Center on Philanthropy also appointed the world’s first academic chair in fundraising in 2006 and graduated the world’s first recipient of a doctorate in philanthropic studies in 2008. The significance of these two events was to establish an academic base for generating academic knowledge for the fundraising profession. The next generation of doctoral students trained in this academic base will shape the landscape of the future fundraising academy.


Knowledge Dissemination 

Creating research-based fundraising knowledge is only part of the equation for becoming a profession. This knowledge also has to be disseminated to the professionals who stand to benefit from its use. The AAFRC  has long recognized the need for effective knowledge dissemination so that fundraisers may learn from the successes and failures of their peers. As Carlton G. Ketchum, a founder member, observed, “The client institution is everywhere better served because we share some of our information and some of our ideas. The exchange of this kind of knowledge between firms takes place in the Association meetings, in its bulletins, and in its individual contacts of competitors who are yet friends and fellow practitioners. Not much of it would occur, crossing company lines, but for the confidence engendered by relationships within the Association” (Street, 1985, p. 19).

The knowledge referred to here comprises the best practices and ideas generated by the first generation of professional fundraisers—individuals who raised millions of dollars for their causes. Just as the profession has celebrated and shared in this expertise, it must now recognize the emerging contribution of fundraising science. The next step for the profession is thus to establish and draw on its own academic base in order to ensure that fundraising research can inform the practice of fundraising. Academic scholars have already begun to publish articles in professional outlets such as the Chronicle of Philanthropy and the Nonprofit Times, and to offer speeches at professional conferences and events. In the coming decades we should expect to see much more academic presence in these professional settings.


Knowledge-Based Education 

As the profession continues to develop we are likely to see an increasing amount of interest in formal academic training, as professionals seek to develop their knowledge and draw on the rapidly expanding fields of fundraising and philanthropy research. As the popularity of fundraising as a profession continues to grow it is also likely that universities will respond to demand from students wishing to enter the profession and create degree and certificate programs that would allow them to prepare for such a career and be exposed to this knowledge.

The Teachers College at Columbia University received a grant from AAFRC in 1959 to expand an existing course in educational fundraising. At the time, Columbia had the first and only master’s degree in fundraising. Other universities, such as St. Mary’s in Minnesota and, much more recently, Avila University in Kansas have now entered this market. In addition, there are well over 250 academic institutions that offer fundraising courses as part of other degrees at both the undergraduate and  graduate levels. These courses are both credit and noncredit. Although this variety is commendable, fundraising education is still very much in its infancy. Most of these courses are taught by practicing professionals, who may not always be aware of the latest research, instead of by academically trained scholars and educators. There is clearly room for both, but a better balance is needed and this should and will change. A solid academic education in fundraising will inevitably become a prerequisite for those entering the profession in decades to come, and the academy will need to develop to accommodate this need. Fundraising is presently where the profession of marketing was in the 1960s. Formal education was scorned, with most employers appointing directly into sales and marketing roles. By the late 1990s, degree programs in marketing were commonplace, and most employers now recognize the virtue of hiring individuals with a solid grounding in the field. As a profession, fundraising has a long way to go to catch up, but the building blocks are definitely in place.




Summary 

In this wide-ranging chapter we have mapped the historical development of the fundraising profession in the United States and introduced key players such as Charles Sumner Ward. We have also looked in some detail at our claim as fundraisers to call ourselves professionals, highlighting the requirements for a profession to specialize, develop its own body of knowledge, initiate a code of professional ethics, form professional associations that distinguish the profession from others, and ultimately to require that all new entrants are in some way qualified to enter the field. We have also distinguished training in fundraising skills from the knowledge-based education that we believe will be essential to increasing the quality of professional practice over the next decade and beyond.




Discussion Questions 

1. What is AAFRC and what is its historical significance?
2. What was distinctive about the intensive campaigns designed by Charles Sumner Ward? What lessons might we draw from those early campaigns today? 
3. How is the term fundraiser defined legally? How does a fundraiser differ from a professional solicitor?
4. “All you need to become a successful fundraiser is good interpersonal skills.” Critically evaluate this statement, drawing on your learning from this chapter.
5. In what ways does a capital campaign differ from an endowment campaign? How might the rationale for donor support differ between the two?
6. What is meant by the term annual fund? Identify any potential drawbacks of using this terminology when addressing donors.
7. Visit the Center on Philanthropy’s Web site at http://www.philanthropy.iupui.edu/Research/COPPS/panelstudy.aspx and identify five key contributions to knowledge offered by the COPPS initiative.




CHAPTER THREE

ETHICAL FUNDRAISING

Eugene R. Tempel and Sarah K. Nathan

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By the end of this chapter you should be able to:1. Distinguish between the ethical and legal obligations of a fundraiser.
2. Understand the role of professional codes of ethics.
3. Describe and apply the principles of the AFP code of ethics.
4. Describe the contents of the Donor Bill of Rights.
5. Deal with common ethical dilemmas in fundraising.


The purpose of this textbook is to provide a thorough grounding in modern fundraising practice. We introduce a variety of tools, models, and frameworks that fundraisers may use to inform their professional practice. Although such things are clearly important, it is also critically important to look beyond the “how-to” and focus on why the process of fundraising should reflect the general values of the nonprofit sector. It is through reflection and careful thinking about ethical standards and practices that fundraising truly becomes a profession. Success as a nonprofit professional is built on both technical and ethical expertise and standards.

Adhering to ethical standards in fundraising is especially important because the success of an organization’s mission rests on trust—the trust of clients, volunteers, donors, and the community served. Stewarding the  public’s trust is therefore a critical role for fundraisers to perform. To do this well, fundraisers must look beyond their own immediate needs and behave in a manner consistent with the values of their profession and of the sector as a whole. Independent Sector (2002, p. 11) tells us, “Those who presume to serve the public good must assume the public trust.” To this we would add that those who assume the public trust must hold themselves to a higher set of standards. Strong ethical standards build public trust in the nonprofit sector. Through transparency, full-disclosure, and self-regulation, fundraisers can position their own organization as trustworthy in carrying out its mission and, in so doing, benefit the wider sector too.

The study of ethics is essentially the determination of right from wrong (Institute for Global Ethics, 2009). Such decisions are driven by individuals’ own beliefs and values and by those of the wider society in which they live. Ethical values can also be drawn from particular religious traditions. In Judeo-Christian society, for example, these values may include respect and compassion for the individual and concern for the impact of one’s actions on others.

Ethics operate at a different level than the laws of a particular society, because laws frequently provide only for minimum standards of behavior. They deal with the worst excesses of that behavior and with aspects that are of the greatest public interest and concern. Most states, for example, now have laws governing the use of professional fundraising firms; these laws may impose reporting requirements on these organizations to prevent fraud, and they may make it clear to donors what payments will be deducted from their gifts before they are passed to the nonprofit.

Ethics, by contrast, operate at a “higher” level. Although a particular action may not be illegal, it may nevertheless be regarded by a given individual as wrong because it indirectly harms others or is not in the best interests of the organization that employs their employer. For example, professional ethics guide the manner of the remuneration that an organization pays to a fundraising agency, how the agency will use any donor information gathered, what case for support will be adopted, and so on. It is this gray area beyond the realm of the law that is the domain of ethical judgments, and it is where the fundraising profession has invested considerable time and effort to determine what does and does not constitute appropriate behavior.

Deciding right from wrong is no easy matter. One reasonable person may regard an act as unethical while another equally reasonable person may not. As Anderson (1996, p. xii) notes, It is simply the nature of ethics, unlike arithmetic, to be uncertain. Its issues, choices and actions can provoke head-shaking, demand thoughtfulness, consistency and decisiveness—with no clear or certain prospect that one’s decision is wholly right. In that respect doing ethics can benefit from a certain amount of structure, a kind of discipline guided by durable principles. However, given the mysteries of the human condition, and the often perplexing nature of day-to-day experience, being ethically responsible also demands moral imagination and resourcefulness. In a word it takes artfulness—provided it entails no mortal blow to consistency nor leads to an act of hypocrisy.




The concept of “durable principles” forms the foundation for this chapter. On what basis should fundraisers be making ethical decisions? Rather than review the contributions of a procession of philosophers, we adopt a pragmatic approach to answering this question, introducing a range of ethical frameworks on which fundraisers might build and highlighting a series of common ethical dilemmas. We illustrate how these dilemmas might be addressed by referring to the Code of Ethical Principals and Standards of the Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP), which is typical of many such codes developed by a wide range of sector bodies. We begin, however, with a discussion of the work of Independent Sector.




Obedience to the Unenforceable 

Independent Sector, the nonprofit leader in public policy and innovation in management, encourages the highest standards of ethical practice. Its publication Obedience to the Unenforceable was developed and adopted in 1991 and revised in 2002, as a way to set forth values and expectations for behavior. The title of the publication refers to the extent to which individuals uphold self-imposed standards. The report begins: “Public trust is the most important asset of the nonprofit and philanthropic community. Donors give to and volunteers get involved with charitable organizations because they trust them to carry out their missions, to be good stewards of their resources, and to act according to the highest ethical standards. Most fundamentally, voluntary and philanthropic organizations abide by the highest ethical standards because it is the right thing to do” (Independent Sector, 2002, p. 6).

Independent sector believes that there are essential values and ethical behaviors that all organizations within the independent sector should have in common, including the following:• Commitment beyond self
• Obedience to the laws
• Commitment beyond the law
• Commitment to the public good
• Respect for the worth and dignity of individuals
• Tolerance, diversity, and social justice
• Accountability to the public
• Openness and honesty
• Prudent application of resources



To provide guidance for the adoption of these values and behaviors, Obedience to the Unenforceable presents specific examples of illegal acts, unethical behaviors, and ethical dilemmas related to each of these values. The report offers no answers to the ethical dilemmas, recognizing that, as we noted earlier, organizations must struggle with such decisions on their own.

More recently, Independent Sector convened sector leaders to develop recommendations for good governance for the nonprofit community. It organized the Panel on the Nonprofit Sector in 2004 as a response to increased congressional scrutiny and media reports of nonprofit wrongdoing. In 2007 the panel published Principles of Good Governance and Effective Practice: A Guide to Maintaining the Highest Standards of Transparency,  Good Governance and Accountability. Of the thirty-three principles the guide outlines, the following seven specifically address responsible fundraising practices (Independent Sector, 2007, pp. 24-27):1. Solicitation materials and other communications addressed to donors and the public must clearly identify the organization and be accurate and truthful.
2. Contributions must be used for purposes consistent with the donor’s intent, whether as described in the relevant solicitation materials or as specifically directed by the donor.
3. A charitable organization must provide donors with specific acknowledgments of charitable contributions, in accordance with IRS requirements, as well as information to facilitate the donors’ compliance with tax law requirements.
4. A charitable organization should adopt clear policies, based on its specific exempt purpose, to determine whether accepting a gift would compromise its ethics, financial circumstances, program focus or other interests.
5. A charitable organization should provide appropriate training and supervision of the people soliciting funds on its behalf to ensure that they understand their responsibilities and applicable federal, state and local laws, and do not employ techniques that are coercive, intimidating or intended to harass potential donors.
6. A charitable organization should not compensate internal or external fundraisers based on a commission or a percentage of the amount raised.
7. A charitable organization should respect the privacy of individual donors and, except where disclosure is required by law, should not sell or otherwise make available the names and contact information of its donors without providing them an opportunity at least once a year to opt out of the use of their names. [Excerpted from Panel on the Nonprofit Sector,  The Principles for Good Governance and Ethical Practice: A Guide for Charities and Foundations (2007). The Panel on the Nonprofit Sector was convened by Independent Sector, which continues the Panel’s work to strengthen accountability and governance in nonprofits and foundations. Learn more at www.independentsector.org.]


These issues are echoed in the Code of Ethical Principals and Standards developed by the Association of Fundraising Professionals.




The AFP Code of Ethical Principles and Standards 

The AFP Code of Ethical Principles and Standards is the foundation for all fundraising activity by the AFP’s members. It provides a structure that fundraisers can use to help guide them as they make what can frequently be difficult decisions about the nature of their day-to-day practice. The code is reproduced in Figure 3.1. Other fundraising professional bodies have similar codes.

So how can these principles be applied? First, it is imperative that fundraisers become familiar with the code and understand the situations it covers before it is necessary to confront the ethical issues it addresses. The code is easily assessible on the AFP Web site, along with its companion, Ethical Guidelines to the Code of Ethical Principles and Standards. This document addresses each ethical principle in turn and provides helpful examples of what the AFP deems ethical and unethical behavior. The examples provided are not exhaustive, but they do deal with the most common situations that fundraisers might confront.

FIGURE 3.1 . AFP CODE OF ETHICAL PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS

Source: AFP (2007). Copyright 2008, Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP), all rights reserved. Reprinted with permission.
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The Donor Bill of Rights 

Before exploring a number of these common issues, it is worth highlighting a further document of interest. The Donor Bill of Rights was also developed by the AFP, but in concert with a range of other professional bodies, including the Association for Healthcare Philanthropy and the Council for Advancement and Support of Education. It has subsequently been endorsed by a wide variety of other bodies and is now accepted as the industry standard. It is reproduced as Figure 3.2.

It is interesting to note that the fundamental themes of openness and transparency pervade this document too and that in effect the professional bodies have created a mirror image of their codes of professional ethics to express them in terms of what these behaviors actually mean for donors. Organizations that embrace the Donor Bill of Rights commonly reproduce it in their fundraising materials to demonstrate their commitment to its content. In effect, they embrace the code as their institutional policy.

FIGURE 3.2. THE DONOR BILL OF RIGHTS

Source: Association of Fundraising Professionals (2009a). Copyright 2008, Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP), all rights reserved. Reprinted with permission
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The existing Bill of Rights is of course focused on traditional fundraising media, namel direct mail and face-to-face solicitation. To address the gap in new media fundraising the AFP has recently produced a new Bill of Rights for donors giving through digital channels. It is reproduced as Figure 3.3.

FIGURE 3.3. THE E-DONOR BILL OF RIGHTS

Source: Association of Fundraising Professionals (2009a). Copyright 2008, Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP), all rights reserved. Reprinted with permission
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Common Ethical Dilemmas 

In reading what follows, it is important to bear in mind that there are no right or wrong answers in the domain of ethics. Some answers may be “righter” than others, but ultimately professional fundraisers must make their own decisions about what is appropriate, guided by the standards. Common ethical dilemmas include the following.


Remuneration 

The debate here concerns what constitutes appropriate remuneration for fundraising activity. Particularly at issue is whether fundraisers should be paid by salary or receive a commission for every donation they successfully solicit. Indeed, should this remuneration vary depending on the value of a particular gift? The payment of commission or bonuses has long been a practice of for-profit managers looking to retain and motivate their staff. Most for-profit marketing managers do not have an ethical dilemma over whether to initiate a payment system of this type, because they need to achieve sales. Profit for the business is paramount, and bonuses and commissions can be effective motivational tools. However, in the context of fundraising, the payment of commission is felt to be problematic because it could lead to undue pressure being exerted on donors to give. Fundraisers remunerated by commission would have a vested interest in persuading as many people as possible to give, even when it was clearly inappropriate for them to do so or when their needs would be better served by giving to another organization in perhaps a different way, because fundraisers have to make a living and if they are paid on commission the only way they can achieve this is to “sell” ever more donors on making a gift. The security of a salary effectively removes this incentive and makes it less likely that fundraisers will feel pressure to ignore the needs and wishes of the prospects they meet. They can, in effect, afford to take a long-term and more selfless view of the solicitation process.

Percentage-based compensation is considered unethical. It is covered in Standard 21 of the AFP Code of Ethical Principals and Standards. By contrast, payment involving some form of bonus may be acceptable. Perhaps all members of the team could receive an additional one-off payment for hitting the target for a campaign. This would be acceptable provided that the amount offered was not based on a percentage of the total monies raised and was consistent with the organization’s normal practices (Sczudlo, 2003).


Donor Information 

Donor information issues are covered in Standard 18 (and Standard 17 is related). The basic notion here is that all information on donors and prospects that fundraisers collect and record as part of their role should remain the property of the soliciting organization. During job interviews or the hiring process, it is possible that a fundraiser might be confronted with an organization that expects the individual to bring their donor and prospect information with them from their previous employer. Such details might be regarded as a professional asset. It is essential that the fundraiser explain that the information belongs to the other organization and that fundraisers have agreed as a profession not to engage in the practice of sharing personal information acquired on behalf of another employer.

A second issue connected with donor information has become increasingly critical of late and concerns the collection and storage of donor data. Fundraisers have an ethical duty to collect and store only such data as they need for the purposes of fundraising, and to ensure that the data they collect are used only for that purpose and not shared with third parties (unless permission has been granted for them to do so). Donors are becoming increasingly sensitive to the security of their personal data and to the organizations and individuals who might have access to it. It is therefore essential that all nonprofits develop, publish, and promote a privacy policy that deals with these issues (Hogan, 2007).


Donor Relationships 

Similarly, fundraisers often develop very close personal relationships with the donors they solicit. This can particularly be the case in the realm of major gifts where fundraisers expend considerable effort getting to know their donors and their interests, concerns, and expectations. It can be very tempting when changing employers to look back at some of these relationships and decide to try to interest some of these individuals in the work of their new organization. This too is considered unethical. The relationship that fundraisers have with donors is developed on behalf of an organization as an opportunity to engage individuals in the mission of that organization. The relationship therefore belongs to, or is “owned by,” the organization. It is not a personal relationship and it cannot, therefore, ethically be extended for private benefit or for the benefit of a third party.

Of course life is seldom that neat. Consider the following example:Jane was employed for ten years as a major gift fundraising officer for her local Humane Society. As part of that role she developed a close personal friendship with Elsie, who became a loyal and major donor to the society. Jane has recently switched jobs and is now working as the director of development for her local United Way. She made a conscious decision not to approach the donors she solicited for the Humane Society, but she has just had a phone call from Elsie, who has quite spontaneously indicated that she would be willing to give a substantial sum to the United Way. How should Jane respond?




This is a trickier situation to handle. Jane’s behavior has certainly not contravened the AFP code, because her former donor has initiated the contact and she is thus exploiting no one. Jane is also under a duty to her current employer to take all reasonable steps to maximize their income, and she has an obligation to the donor not to neglect what appear to be her current interests. In this case, however, Jane does still have a duty not to benefit from her former relationship with this donor. There is thus no easy solution. The best course of action in this scenario is for her to explain to the donor her ethical dilemma and to offer to put Elsie in touch with one of her colleagues at the United Way who would be able to talk to her further about the possibility of a gift.


Acceptance of Gifts 

As we noted earlier, many fundraisers become personally acquainted with their high-value donors and in some cases develop genuine and enduring friendships as a consequence. It is not uncommon under these circumstances for donors to present these fundraisers with often quite valuable gifts. The ethical dilemma here is whether such gifts should be accepted and whether the value should be retained by the individual or ceded to the nonprofit (Hall, 2004). Again, this is a complex area because, as the AFP code makes clear, fundraisers should not seek to benefit from the relationships they have with their donors. The integrity of the relationship with the nonprofit should be the first priority and it should always be maintained. That said, small gifts or tokens of affection are deemed acceptable, but of course the dilemma then becomes a decision over the point at which the value of such gifts begins to make them unacceptable. There are no  right answers here and the safest solution is almost certainly to decline any personal gifts from donors, no matter how small they may be.


The Costs of Fundraising 

A further dilemma arises around the issue of when one should stop fundraising.  Figure 3.4 illustrates the returns that organizations might generate from fundraising at different levels of expenditure. Clearly this is a gross simplification of reality, but it serves to illustrate the general experience of most nonprofits. When expenditure is low on fundraising, organizations may not be investing enough to take advantage of economies of scale or to achieve a significant enough media impact to overcome the clutter of other appeals. At this stage, point A in the figure, $1 of investment may achieve only break-even returns or slightly more. As expenditure rises, the nonprofit reaches a point where it achieves its maximum possible return on investment as economies of scale are eventually realized.

Let’s say, for the sake of argument, that the nonprofit achieves a return of $5 for every $1 of Investment—point B in the figure. If the expenditure is increased further, the returns for each incremental dollar of expenditure then begin to fall. The reasons for this are manifold, but it often occurs because at a certain point it becomes progressively more difficult for an organization to find additional new donors. It is still very cost-effective to raise funds, but the return begins to drop away to $3:1, then $2:1, and so on. This effect is represented as point C in the figure. The difficult ethical issue is that in pure economic terms the nonprofit would be better off continuing to invest in fundraising to the point where marginal investment equals marginal revenue (that is, to the point where an additional $1 raises exactly $1). This would maximize the income that the organization is able to generate, but few donors would be happy with such a high percentage of their gift being spent on fundraising! Such a high level of fundraising expenditure, if adopted by all nonprofits, would be likely to cause great offense and widespread public concern as fundraising messages began to dominate the media. It is thus rather more likely that an organization would decide to cease expenditure on fundraising at a point where the return for the incremental dollar is at a somewhat higher level. Of course what this level should be is a matter for debate.

FIGURE 3.4. RETURNS THAT ORGANIZATIONS MIGHT GENERATE FROM FUNDRAISING AT DIFFERENT LEVELS OF EXPENDITURE
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Tainted Money 

Sometimes other situations arise that are beyond the scope of the practices laid out in the Donor Bill of Rights or the Code of Ethical Principals and Standards. The most likely of these situations is often referred to as “Tainted Money.” Money acquired from criminal activity is the most obvious type of tainted money, but thankfully it is not the most common. A more common form is a contribution or gift that is a direct assault on an organization’s integrity or that represents values conflicts between the organization (or its key stakeholders) and the donor. At the heart of tainted-money issues is the potential impact on a nonprofit’s values, mission, or reputation that might accrue from accepting a particular gift (Cohen, 2002).

There are several examples of media reports of tainted money issues from recent years. For example, in 2007, Stanford University entered into a $100 million research partnership with ExxonMobil that the oil and gas company had been publicizing in an advertising campaign. The partnership prompted Stanford alumnus Steve Bing to rescind a $2.5 million pledge because, as an environmental activist, he saw the relationship as antithetical to his own philanthropic values. In the same year, the University of Iowa College of Public Health faculty voted to decline a gift from the Wellmark Foundation—a $15 million gift to name the school after the state’s largest insurance company. The faculty felt that accepting the gift and renaming the college could jeopardize its prominent reputation for independence in research and affect how research findings would  be viewed by the public. In another case, the Salvation Army in Florida turned down a gift of $100,000 from a lottery winner because gambling conflicts with its core values and it often counsels families who are homeless because of gambling addiction. However, the local Habitat for Humanity chapter and the Rotary Club of Marco Island both accepted gifts from the same donor.

In a further example, Rapper Master P sought to save his elementary school from closing because it lacked funds (Nolan, 1999). His contribution to the St. Monica Catholic School in New Orleans would have kept it in operation. The school was known as a “safe haven” for poor youth. Although this case did not involve any legal issues or violate any code of ethics, it raises questions about conflicting values. On the one hand, St. Monica’s School, sponsored by the Catholic Archdiocese of New Orleans, teaches Christian values along with the typical academic subjects. Those values include respecting others and not using language that would degrade others. On the other hand, we have Master P, who made his money in a genre known as “gangsta rap,” which includes sexually explicit lyrics that tell tales of living in tough, violent neighborhoods.

This case is particularly interesting because it constitutes a genuine dilemma. Would accepting the money earned in this way call into question the integrity of the school and the Catholic Church? What if the school were to close because it failed to accept the donation? What services would no longer be provided? What would happen to the children who were presently enrolled? Would they suffer substantive harm as a consequence? As an impartial observer, you might decide to act in an ethical manner to preserve the integrity of the school. Equally, you might feel an ethical obligation to fulfill an important mission in a needy neighborhood.

In the end, two moral theologians were involved in discussions with the Archdiocese and the donor in this case. Ultimately they decided to accept the donation because Master P was moving beyond rap to develop new lines of income in clothing and professional sports, and the gangsta rap was only a persona and did not reflect his true character. They determined that the gift would have little impact on the mission of the church—and the school stayed open.

Organizational ethical issues such as the Master P case require action and engagement with a variety of the organization’s stakeholders and ultimately a decision by key organizational leadership, including the board of directors. Many organizations house established ethics committees to deal with these issues. Typically, ethics committees are ad hoc, meeting only when there is an issue to be decided. An ethics committee should be small  enough to be called into session on quick notice to deliberate. It should be large enough to represent key stakeholders. The committee should establish a process for reviewing ethical dilemmas, and the members should be trained in solving such dilemmas.




Adopting Professional Codes 

Our first responsibility as nonprofit professionals is to create an ethical foundation for our work. Thoughtful reflection and careful study of ethics grounds us in behavior that promotes the mission of our organization while furthering public trust. When we internalize ethical practices, we act in the best interests of the organization and serve as a role model to others. Our second responsibility is to promote ethical behavior among our colleagues and in the organization as a whole. Promoting the values of the nonprofit sector that Independent Sector has outlined is a beginning. Fundraisers should ask their organizations to understand and adopt the Donor Bill of Rights, the Principles for Good Governance and Ethical Practice, and an organizational statement of ethics. Depending on the subsector, it may also be appropriate to consult other professional associations—for example, the Direct Marketing Association, the National Committee on Planned Giving, the Association of Direct Response Fundraising Counsel, the Council for Advancement and Support of Education, or the Association for Healthcare Philanthropy. All of these bodies promote standards of ethical behavior that are specific to particular domains. A full list of relevant organizations is helpfully provided by Independent Sector at http://www.independentsector.org/issues/accountability/standards2.html. If an organization already has an ethics code, it should be reviewed with staff and board members regularly and modified as needed. This kind of mindful-ness will advance the work of the sector.




Summary 

In this chapter we have introduced the topic of ethics, highlighting why it is essential for all fundraising practitioners to develop an awareness of potential ethical conflicts and dilemmas. We have also provided an overview of the excellent work of organizations such as Independent Sector and the Association of Fundraising Professionals, both of which provide a range of resources on which the fundraiser may draw. Such resources have been created to provide support to professionals, both in their day-to-day work  and in soliciting the engagement and support of the organizations for which they work. It is important to note that these are just two sector bodies that have developed ethical guidelines and there are a range of others (highlighted earlier) that provide guidance for more specific fundraising contexts (such as healthcare or education) or forms of fundraising (such as direct response or planned giving).

We concluded the chapter by examining a number of common ethical dilemmas, many of which may be faced by a fundraiser early in his or her career. Issues such as appropriate forms of remuneration, the acceptance of personal gifts, and the avoidance of tainted money occur frequently in our sector and it is critical that fundraisers consider in advance how they will deal with such potential dilemmas as they arise.




Discussion Questions 

1. Working as the fundraiser for a cancer research charity you are approached by Imperial Tobacco, which wants to make a $2 million donation to fund one of your research programs. What action would you take?
2. Working as the fundraiser for an animal welfare charity, you solicit charitable bequests from a small number of high-value donors each year. In December 2006 you discover that Dorothy Miggins has died, leaving $2.4 million to your organization. She has also left you personally a valuable painting that you discover you could sell for $80,000. What action, if any, would you take?
3. You work as the fundraiser in a hospice that provides palliative care for the terminally ill. You are approached by one of the nursing staff, who indicates that Jim Francis, a patient at the hospice, has decided he wants to cut his family out of his will and leave all his monies to the hospice. He suffers from terminal cancer but also has mild dementia and on some days (around 50 percent) is very confused. What action would you take?
4. Jack Townsend lost a daughter to kidney disease in November 2008 and your nonprofit provided valuable support to both him and his daughter during her final days. In February 2009 you discover through a third party thatJack is auctioning one of his kidneys for about $300,000 and is intending to send you a check for the proceeds. What action, if any, would you take?
5. Working as the fundraiser for an environmental charity, you are offered a significant donation from the members of the local chapter of the National Rifle Association. What action would you take?




End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
 

 
	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
	    		 
	   		 
	    		 
		
	



 
	 






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_038_r1.gif
Volume or Vaue (5)

Uecyce 1

Ufecycle 2

Utecycle 3

Time





OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_124_r1.gif
250000

200000

150000

100000

50000

W Tota Ging
I secuar Gng
5 Religious Giving

1w

m_

Enveprencuship Retum on Income Real Estate






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_015_r1.gif
“The E-Donor Bill of Rights i intended to complement the original docu-
ment and provide further and more detailed guidance for the new world of
online giving. In adition to the rights outlined in the Donor Bill of Rights,
online donors shouid demand the following of their online solicitors:

« To be clearly and immediately informed of the organization’s name, identity,
nonprofit or for-profit status, its mission, and purpose when first accessing
the organization’s website.

« To have easy and clear access to alternative contact information other than
through the website or email

« To be assured that all third-party logos, trademarks, trustmarks and other
identifying, sponsoring, and/or endorsing symbols displayed on the website
are accurate, justified, up-to-date, and clearly explained.

« To be informed of whether or not a contribution entitles the donor to a tax
deduction, and of al limits on such deduction based on applicable laws.

« To be assured that all online transactions and contributions occur through
a safe, private, and secure system that protects the donor's personal
information.

« To be clearly informed if a contribution goes directly to the intended
charity, or i held by o transferred through a third party.

« To have easy and clear access to an organization’s privacy policy posted
on its website and be clearly and unambiguously informed about what
information an organization is gathering about the donor and how that
information will be used.

« To be clearly informed of opportunities to opt out of data ists that are sold,
shared, rented, or transferred to other organizations.

« To not receive unsolicited commaunications or solicitations unless the donor
has “opted in” to receive such materials,
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Basic Data

1. Participants
2.Income

3. Expenses

Performance Measurements

- Percent participation

2. Average giftsize
3. Netincome

4. Average cost per gift
5. Cost of fundraising

6. Return

‘Number of donors responding with gifts
Gross contributions

Divide participants by total solicitations

made

Divide income received by participants
Subtract expenses from income received
Divide expenses by participants

Divide expenses by income received;
‘multiply by 100 for percentage

Divide net income by expenses; multiply by
100 for percentage
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Amount

Type Number of Estates (SMillions)
Recreation, leisure, sports, 252 56
athletics

Youth development 383 33
Human services, other 333 808
multipurpose

International 216 63
Civilrights, civil iberties 179 10
Community improvement, 377 65
development

Philanthropy, voluntarism 2,546 6324
Science 7 27
Social sciences 12 o
Public affars, societal benefit 23 15
Religion, spiritual 7,250 1,301
development

Mutual membership benefit 196 18
organizations

Unknown 1621 851
Total, charitable bequest 13,399 14,772

deduction
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LMC Volunteers Needed!

Fry Hlementary School's Library Media Center is looking for volunteers for next
school year. Our LMC is in need of your support. Even f you can spare just two hours a week
or every two weeks, you can help us provide a stronger brary program for our children.
Volunteering in the LVIC wil allow you to learn more about your ehilds school experience. Its
afun way to get involved that doesn't require any special kil All you need s a it time and
a desie to halp. If you have questions about volunteering in the LMC, please contact us at
630-428.7414. If interested, please complete this form, and return i to school with your
registration. Thanks so much and we hope you can join us in the LMC during the 2009-10
school year!

N~

Name.

Yes, | want to be an LMC Volunteer!

Child's Name(s) & 2009-10 Grade(s)

Phone. EMail

£ Day(s) 1 can be scheduled to come in (circle):
Monday  Tuesday — Wednesday  Thursday  Friday
Time(s) | can work (circle):

930-11.30 am. 11:30-1.30 pim. 130330 pm.

1will be able to come (drce): Every Week Every Other Week |
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Project A

Project B

Cash investment year 0 (5)
Cash inflows years 1-5 (5)
Discount factor (5)

Present value of cash inflows (5)
NPV (5)

(50,000)
15,000
3791
56,865
+6,865

(70,000)
20,000
3.791
75,820

45,820
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Assuming that we set a newspaper ad in
astrong serif type face, we might expect
that levels of comprehension would

be high. If 100,000 notice an ad in a
newspaper, we might expect that 67,000
of them would comprehend the message
if it were produced in this typeface

If by contrast we set our newspaper ad in a
sans serif type the chances are now that the
message would be comprehended by only
12,000 readers, or only around one eighth
of the readers
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POLITICAL AND REGULATORY

« Incoming administration may make dealing with a social issue more of a prior-
ity, raising awareness among the potential supporter base.

« The U.S. Postal Service has proposed new postage rates for nonprofit mailers
to take effect on May 12. Under the proposal, postage for nonprofit mail,
mostly letter-size pieces, willincrease by an average of 0.7 percent, and non-
profit periodical mail will ise by an average of 2.7 percent (Hall, 2008b).

EcoNomic

« The United States may be entering an economic recession. At the end of 2008
acceleration was reported in the decline in U.S. home prices. Lower home
prices threaten economic growth by making consumers feel less wealthy and
thus less wiling to spend (Evans and others, 2008). As a resul,individuals may
beless wiling to give to nonprofits.

« Infall 2007, 63 percent of nonprofits surveyed in the northwest United States
by the Colins Group (2007), afundraising consultant, reported that annual giv-
ing had grown or held steady during the year. Also, 71 percent of organizations
reported that major giving had grown or held steady in 2007. Relatively strong
support of nonprofits in 2007 signals that the potential recession did not it the
region early. Although it is unclear whether support of nonprofits will continue in
2008, this region may not be hit as hard as others.

« Soup kitchens and other organizations that provide food to people in need
are experiencing a reduction in the amount of government-provided surplus
items as commadity prices have increased (Maher, 2008).

« The economic downturn islikely to be more acute for charities that aid the
poor (Hall and Kean, 2008).

« Homelessness can be exacerbated by an uncertain economy: Low-income hous-
ing can help to alleviate homelessness; however, the underlying needs of the
homeless must be met to help prevent homelessness in the first place. A key
component of aiding the homeless is to link them with strong local services
while they are in housing (wasaki, 2008).

SOCIOCULTURAL

« The conflctsin Iraq and Afghanistan have created more miltary veterans who
will experience a variety of issues such as drug and alcohol abuse, homeless-
ness, and post-traumatic stress disorder when they return home and for years
to come (Wills, 2008).

« Direct mail s losing ground in development of new donors. In 2007 the num.-
ber of new donors who responded to charity mailings dropped by a median of
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Approved  Actual Cost per

Activities Gift Income (5) _ Budget (S) _Expenses (5) S Raised
Annual Giving

Programs

Direct mail 16,060 21,000 19,710 123
(recruitment)

Direct mail 36,020 7,500 7,780 022
(development)

Membership dues o 0 0 0
Donor clubs 0 0 0 0
Support groups 0 o 0 0
Events and benefits 5,700 3,600 2,700 047
Volunteer-led 7,350 1,000 970 013
solicitations

Unsolicited gifts 5,900 0 0
Other gits received 43,000 o 0
Subtotal 114,030 33,100 31,160 0.27
Major Giving

Programs

Corporations 17,000 40,430 36,500 215
Foundations 77,600 69,050 67110 086
Individuals 57,050 6,420 6,500 on
Bequests received 63,000 1,000 1100 0.02
Subtotal 214,650 116,900 111,210 0.52

TOTAL 328,680 150,000 142,370 043
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Characteristics of Grassroots
Associations

Omitted from Grassroots
Associations Category

1. Group form
2. Voluntary altruism based

3. Significantly autonomous of other groups
(even if formally affilated)

4. Association form (common interest,
members elect officers, members pay
dues, etc.)

5. Local (small in territorial base or scope)

6. Volunteer staffed (majority of work done
by volunteers)

Individual, unorganized, amorphous
behavior

Business, government, or household/family
goals

‘Completely controlled subunit of another
group/organization

Non-membership-dominated groups

Supra-local territorial base or scope (from
several counties up to interational scope)

Paid-staff workers based (maijority of work
done by paid staff)
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Project

A B € D E F
Initial (15,000) (15,000) (100,000) (15000) (40,0000  (30,000)
investment (5)

Future cash

benefits (5)

Year 1 - - 15,000 (3,000 15,000 -
Year 2 5,000 - 25000 2,000 5,000 -
Year 3 5,000 B 30,000 4000 10,000 s
Year 4 5000 5000 30000 5000 10,000 .
Year § 2000 10000 30,000 5000 10,000 25000
Year 6 1,000 10000 30,000 5000 15000 25,000
Year 7 - 10,000 30000 5000 15000 25,000
Year 8 10,000 B 30,000 5000 15000 25000
Present value 1743 2040 14236 1616 6148 5413
of future cash

flows ($000)

NPV (5000) 243 540 4226 116 2148 2413
Profitability 116 136 142 1.08 154 180

index**
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Converted score 10 7.5 s 25 o

General 0%-10% 10%-15% 15%-20% 20%-25% >25%
Public broadcasting and media  0%-15% 15%-20% 20%-30% 309%-35% > 35%

Note: Public broadcasting and media; These charities use expensive ai time to raise money,
requiring higher investment in their fundraising efforts and thus raising fundraising costs.
Among these chariies, the median fundraising expenses percentage is 17.6 percent, com-
pared to a median of 7.5 percent among all charities.
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Category

% of Respondents Identifying

‘Applicant did not read requirements

Applicant sent large amounts of unnecessary
information

Application poorly presented

Applicant did not state how funds would be
used

Applicant did not read instructions for
‘making their application

Applicant did not include their accounts
(when requested)

Applicant did not make clear their tax status

The application was impersonal and mass-
produced

No reply envelope was included (where
requested)

Applicant was “overfiendly” in either postal
or telephone communications

Applicant sent insufficient information for a
decision to be made

Applicant did not state the amount of
funding that was sought

Application was too “plush”
Other

553
24

19.2
149

149

149

128
128

10.6

85

85
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64
86
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Amount

Type Number of Estates (Millions)
Arts, culture, humanities 1,553 750
Educational nstitutes 4716 2,645
Environmental quality, 504 155
protection

Animal-rlated activities 896 215
Health—general, 2,684 788
rehabilitative

Mental health, crisis 160 33
intervention

Disease, disorder, medical 1,602 354
disciplines.

Medical research 533 129
Public protections, legal 120 23
services

Employment—jobs 197 12
Food, nutrition, agriculture 187 7
Housing—shelter 439 73
Public safety, disaster rlie, 256 6

preparation
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SocioEcoNoMIC

College Towns residents are focused on their education; 59 percent are
enrolled in college or graduate school. After graduation, other residents
stayed on to teach or do research. Because many students only work part-
time, the median household income of $30,727 ranks near the low end.

The median net worth is $12,1335. Fifty-two percent of the employed resi-
dents work part-time. This segment ranks second to the Dorms to Diplomas
segment for the highest proportion of part-time employment. Most of
the employed residents work in the service industry, holding on- and off-
campus jobs in educational services, health care, and food preparation.

RESIDENTIAL

One in seven College Towns residents lives in a dorm on campus. Students
in off-campus housing live in low-income apartment rentals. Thirty per-
cent of housing is owner occupied, typically by town residents, who live
with their families in single-family dwellings. The median home value is
$139,028. One-third of the housing is single-family structures

PREFERENCES

Convenience dictates food choices; they usually buy readymade, easy-to-
prepare, or frozen meals, frozen pasta, pizza crusts, and peanut butter and
jelly at the closest grocery store. With their busy lifestyles, they frequently
eat out or order in from fast-food restaurants, particularly McDonald's,
Wendy's, and pizza outlets during the week; however, many cook at home
over the weekend. They buy books online and in stores. They have student
Toans and bank online or by ATM. These computer-sawy students own lap-
top computers or expensive desktop personal computers and the periph-
erals to match. Connecting to the Internet is essential; they go online to
research assignments, look for jobs, check e-mail, and download music.
Keeping in touch is also important; they buy and use cell phones and
accessories. New to living on their own, many College Towns residents pur-
chase bedding, bath, and cooking products. They own few appliances but,
ata minimum, have a microwave oven, a toaster, and an upright vacuum
cleaner. Their lfestyle is very casual. They rank high for participating in
nearly every outdoor sport and athletic activity. College Towns residents
attend country music and rock concerts and college basketball and football
games, play pool, and go to movies and bars. They also participate in pub-
fic activities including fund-raising and volunteer work. They usually isten
t0 alternative music on their MP3 players, tune in to public radio, and
watch MTV and Comedy Central on cable TV. They shop at discount stores
but prefer to buy branded clothes from Old Navy, Gap, and Target.
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C: $1,000-54,999
D: Less than $1,000

3. Interest or concern is a big factor; choose from the following checklist
(suggestions for various organizations, such as arts education, historical

societies, and human services).

Dance Piano Vocal
Preservation Special collection Archives
Family service Respite program Child care
A sample entry looks like this:

Mr and Mrs John Doe Primary link? Yes/No
2222 Jackson Street Secondary link? Yes/No

Hillsborough CA 94010 Name of best contact:
Phone:

Known or suspected interest:

Abilty: AB C D

1am am not willing to ask this person

Comments:

Please work silently. I you have questions, ask a staff or board member
for help. Be sure your name is on the envelope when you tun in your
list. Thank you so much. Please keep this process confidential.






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_154_r1.gif
Bioversity Intemational recognizes that the commercial organizations are an
intrinsic part of today’s world and that these organizations drive economic
growth, bring much needed investment, develop new technologies and pro-
duce essential goods and services. Bioversiy also recognizes that corporations
can have significant negative social, economic and environmental impacts on
both developing, and developed countries. Bioversity always considers three
key criteria when deciding to work with a commercial organization:

+ The direct impact of the company’s policies, products or services on poor
peaple in developing countries: our primary focus and therefore ethical
consideration.

+ What the impact of the relationship is likely to be for the organization as a
whole and for our reputation in the eyes of the general public, and the people
and partners we work with.

+ Whether the relationship s likely to cause serious of long term damage to our
relationships with our supporters and other partners, who are hugely important
tous

Overall Bioversity's policy is to consider  range of corporate partnerships
with the end goal of building a world where all people enjoy greater well-
being through increased incomes, sustainably improved food security and
nutrition, and greater environmental health. To this end, corporations can
provide valuable financial support for Bioversity’s international operations,
contribute advice and technical expertise o the organization, and act as
programme partners.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Bioversity will conduct due diligence on all companies we have, or plan to
have, a direct engagement with

Bioversity will seek to work constructively with companies, both
to secure their support for our work and in appropriate circumstances to
attempt to influence their policy and practice. Any engagement with busi-
ness (fundraising or programmatic) must not put Bioversity's brand and
organizational values at risk

Programmatic and fundraising engagement should seek to uphold and should,
ata minimum, not violate Bioversiy's programme principles.

Bioversity wil not solicit, accept donations from or seek to partner with com-
panies whose core products or services are antithetical to Bioversity’s mission
orinherently harmful to the people and communities we serve.
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Total Volunteers

Percentage of Group.

Median Annual

Characteristic (Thousands) Volunteering Hours
Gender

Men 26,268 22 52
Wormen 35,535 294 52
Age

16-19 years 4437 29 40
20-24 years 3.802 29 48
25-34 years 9,154 28 40
3544 years 13,016 313 48
45-54 years 13189 29 52
55-64 years 9,456 21 58
65 years and over 8,749 25 96
Ethnicity

White 53,078 279 52
Black or African 5325 191 60
American

Asian 2022 187 40
Hispanic or Latino 4,662 144 40
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Income

Expenses

Sponsor/vendor

Registration

Income total
Event net profit

$21,259.00

$69,168.38

$90,427.38

Printing/graphics/
signage

Services and permits
Advertising

Mail services/postage
Equipment rental
Miscellaneous supplies

Expense total

$24,934.14

$5,786.74
$3,390.00
$337.40
$3,020.62
$384.05
$37,85295
$52,574.43
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1. Organized, that s, they have some structure and regularity to their operations, whether
or not they are formally constituted or legally registered. This means that our definition
embraces informal, that is, nonregistered, groups as well as formally registered ones.
What is important is not whether the group is legally or formally recognized but that it
has some organizational permanence and regularity as reflected in regular meetings, a
‘membership, and some structure of procedures for making decisions that participants
recognize as legitimate.

2. Private, thatis, they are not part of the apparatus of the state, even though they may
receive support from governmental sources. This feature differentiates our approach
from the economic definitions noted above that exclude organizations from the civl
society sector if they receive significant public sector support.

3. Not profitdistributing, that s, they are not primarily commercial in purpose and do not
distribute profits to a set of directors, stockholders, or managers. Civil society
organizations can generate surpluses in the course of their objectives, but any such
surpluses must be reinvested in the objectives of the organization. This crterion serves
as a proxy for the “public purpose” criterion used in some definitions of civil society, but
it does so without having to specify in advance and for all countries wha valid “public
purposes” are. Rather, it leaves these decisions to the people involved on the theory that
if there are people in a country who voluntarly support an organization without hope
of receiving a share of any profit the organization generates, this i strong evidence
that they must see some public purpose to the organization. This citerion also usefully
differentiates civilsociety organizations from for-profit businesses.

4. Self-governing, that s, they have their own mechanisms for internal governance, are able
to cease operations on their own authority, and are fundamentall in control of their
own affairs

5. Voluntary, that is, membership or participation in them is not legally required or
otherwise compulsory. As noted above, this citerion also helped relate our definition
to the concept of public purpose, but i a way that allows each country's itizens to
define for themselves what they consider to be a valid public purpose by virtue of their
decisions to take part on their own initiative in the organizations affected.
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Individual Fundraising

Corporate Fundraising

Challenge events
Direct mail
Direct response press advertising

Direct response television advertising
Door-to-door (solciting gifts on the doorstep)
E-mail

Special events, dinners, galas

Face-to-face or direct

Internet fundraising
Personal solicitation

Press and magazine inserts
Radio advertising
SMS text messaging

Sponsored events (such as walks, runs, marathons)

Street collections
Telephone fundraising

Trading (such as charity shops and mail order
catalogues)

Yard sales

Causerelated marketing
Challenge events

Charity of the year

Matching gift programs
Personal solicitation

Special events, dinners, galas
Special events, dinners, galas
Staff time and loan of key staff
Workplace giving
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1. Capacity-buil not intended to produce net
income)

1. General capacity building (non-income-producing): Getting money to
raise money, fundraising assessments, board recruitment and devel-
‘opment, mission development and goal setting, long-range strategic
planning, fundraising market research, establishing a planned-giving pro-
Gtam, feasbilty tihe, prospect research, specil vents hat 4o
ot produce income, donor recognition and continued communications,
setting up donor records and fundraising office systems, depreciation
of office furniture and equipment used for fundraising, start-up costs
for fundraising activities 4 through 10 in this list, and similar support
activiies

2. Donor acquisition (substantialy sel-supporting): List or constituency build-
ing involves soliciting suspects and prospects for fist-time gifts by mail,
phone, or door-to-door canvassing. These actvites can be multipurpose,
for example, combined with volunteer recruitment and public education.

3. Special events and pubic relations (substantially self-supporting): Activties
and events that raise money but are intended primarily for market-
ing, community relations, publicity and promotion, public education,
culivation, donor and volunteer recognition, or volunteer involvement
purposes. This category does not include special events that produce no
income or special events designed to produce significant et income.
Guidelines are based on gross receipts, not on receipts net of any costs

ing activities (that is, activi

11, Net-income-producing activiies (that is, actiities expected to produce net
contributions)

4. Donor renewal of gifts under §1,000 (modest net income producing):
Soliciting prior individual and business donors, usualy for small to mod-
estannual gifts, by mail, phone, or personal visit. (Soliciting prior donors
who have lapsed for four or more years may need to be included in
donor acquisition efforts.)

. Special-events fundraising (modest net income producing): Events
intended primariy for fundraising and secondarily for marketing, publi
and promotion; public education; donor and volunteer recognition; vol-
unteer involvement; and other non-income-prodiucing goals (see item 3).
Guidelines are based o gross receipts, Not on receipts net of any costs.

6. Major individua gifs of $100 or more (major net income producing):
Soliciting the top 20 percent of current donors, large-gift individual and
business donors who may give 50 percent or more of the dolars raised
through annual and special fundraising efforts.

7. Planned giving and estate planning after four to seven years oflosses, major
et income producing): Solciting charitable trusts, bequests, and similar
gifts from individuals, usually $1,000 or more. Establishing a planned-

ty.
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Section of
1986 IRS.
Code

Description of
Organization

Entities
Registered
with the

IRS

Expenses of
Entities  Reporting
Reporting  Entities
tothe IRS (S Millions)

Assets of
Reporting
Entities.
(5 Millions)

5010012)

501(9(13)

5019(14)

501(9(15)

501(0(16)

5019017

501(9(18)

501(0(19)
5019(20)
501921
501(0(22)

501(0(23)

Benevolent
life insurance.
associations, mutual
ditch or irrigation
companies, mutual
or cooperative
telephone
companies,

and soon

Cemetery
companies
State-chartered
credit unions and
mutual reserve funds

Mutual insurance
companies or
associations.

Cooperative
organizations
tofinance crop
operations.

Supplemental
unemployment
benefit trusts

Employee-funded
pension trusts
created before June
25,1959

War veterans
organizations

Legal service
organizations

Black lung benefits
trusts

Withdrawal liabilty
payment funds
Veterans

organizations
created before 1880

5,901

9,808

3,565

1,646

16

300

35,113

2

3,540 34,807

2221 790

1,304 14,366

558 2

12 2

s 325

1 146

6,576 1,103

2 228

81,722

8,255

2,890,440

2,807

344

287

1,701

2451

2,680
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Poverty
shouldn’t be a life sentence

Giving Hope Today
SalvationArmy.ca 1.800.SAL.ARMY
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Sector Amount Percent
Religion $106.89 350
Education 5 4094 130
Human services 3 2588 90
Health 5 2164 7.0
Public-society benefit 5 2388 80
Atts, culture, and humanities 51279 40
International affars 51330 40
Environment/animals 5 658 20
Gifts to grantmaking foundations 5 3265 o
Grants from foundations to individuals s 37 10
Deductions carried over and other 51939 60

unallocated giving
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6.2 percent in a study of seventy-two of the nation’s biggest charities, on top.
of another 10.4 percent median drop in 2006 (Hall, 2008a).

« Public confidence in charities has slipped since 2006 and only a quarter of
Americans say that nonprofits do a “very good” job of helping peopl, accord-
ing to a poll conducted by New York University’s Organizational Performance
Initiative (Perry, 2008).

TEcHNOLOGICAL

+ Afluent people (that i, those who give $1,000 or more) are increasingly likely
o use the Internet to make charitable donations, according to a survey con-
ducted by Sea Change Strategies, a fundraising consultancy (Schwinn, 2008).

« There has been rapid growth in fundraising through the use of Web 2.0 (Hart and
others, 2007).

Collns Group. (2007). Northwest Nonprofit Group fundraising survey executive summary.
Retrieve February 24, 2008, rom hitp//wwvwcollinsgroup.com/index.phpToption
com_contenttask-viewgid=1 188 emid=132.

Evans, | Samue, ., & Ross, B. (2008). Consumer confdence and rea economic growth.
London: Tandem Publishing.

ol H. (20080, Api 3. New e ofataction: A tactonal fundsaising methods aler,chri
tis ook fo new waysto appeal 0 oline denars. Chionile o Pinthroy, 20(12), 33

Hall, H. (2008b, March 6). Postal-ate increase proposed for nenproft mail. Chionicl of
Phianthropy, 20010), 28

Hall, H, & Kean, 5. (2008, February 7). Bracing fo tough times. Chronice of Pilnthropy
208),6.

Hart, T, Greenfild, | M. & Haf, 5. D. (2007). Peoie to peape undrising: Soia networking
and Web 2.0 for chaiis. Hoboken, NI: Wiy:

ey S. (2008, Api 3). Public conficence innonprofit groups s back, new surveyfnds.
Chronicl o Phianthropy; 20012), 12

Schwinn, . (2008, April3) Online giving appesls o the wealthy, sty inds. hronicl of
Phitnthropy, 20012), 35

Wills, D. K. (2008, March 20). The battle on the home front. Chronile of Philanthropy;
20,7
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Hold a benefit concert with professional or school musicians.
Put on a talent or fashion show, comedy night, or play.

Get friends together for a walkathon, fun run, bike-a-thon, dance-a-thon, o
similar event, and ask family members and friends to contribute by the mile
or hour.

Encourage friends and family to make a donation to Mercy Corps in lieu of
gifts for an occasion such s a wedding, anniversary, or birthday.

« Hold a bake sale at school, church, or offce.

« Help your children get involved by sponsoring a lemonade stand or an event
that features student artwork.

Buy or sel items on eBay to support Mercy Corps’ efforts

« Raise money online by creating a fundraising page at firstgiving.com.

« Fast for a meal with friends, colleagues, or classmates. Donate the cost of the
food you would have eaten.

Sellitems at a neighborhood garage sale and donate the proceeds.

Hold a recycling drive. Offer to collect and recycle newspapers, cans, bottles,
or other items for a donation.
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Year Investment Impact
1 $ 50,000 B $250,000
2 $100,000 4 $400,000
3 $ 40,000 3 $120,000
4 $ 40,000 2 § 80,000
s $ 42,000 1 § 42,000
ToTAL $272,000 $892,000
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Misspellings That Could Be Offensive

MrP Hart
4567 Atlantic Freeway
Atlanta GA 56757

Mr G Jones

127 Freemantle Avenue
Shanksville PA 34256

Mr Phart
4567 Atlantic Freeway
Atlanta GA 56757

Mr G Jones

127 Freemantle Avenue
Shagsville PA 34256

Hoax Entries That Software Can Identify and Eliminate

Donald Duck. Cat Woman Barrack Obama Monty Python
Duplications That Need to Be Identified and Eliminated
Mr W Smith Mr Bill Smith

8147 Fox Hollow Road
Bloomington IN 47408
Jane Cummings

45Boot HillRoad 45 Boot Hill Road

Martinsville IN Martinsville IN
47231 47231

Jane Cummings

8147 Fox Hollow Road
Bloomington IN 47408
Mrs | Cummings
45 Boot Hill Road

Martinsville IN
47213

Jane Cummings
45 Boot Hill Road

Martinsville,IN
47213






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_100_r1.gif





OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_066_r1.gif
Rationale

3

Selection of measures

R

dentiication of cohort

¥

Acaiston of data

I3

Standardization of data

'3
Setting of acceptable zone
of tolerance

PR
Undertaking of
comparison
——

dentiting areas where
performance differs
e a———

Undertaking corective
action where required






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_095_r1.gif
Dear Mr. Example:

Doesn't it upset you to walk among people who have lost every-
thing? Doesn't it distress you to see small children dying in their mothers’
arms?

1am often asked these questions when | return from a disaster zone.
Quite frankly it does and it doesn't.

It doesn't because 'm busy when I'm visiting the scene of a disaster. |
don't feel the helplessness you feel in front of your TV. Just the opposite,
1 have the privilege of being able to do something to ease the sufering.

But of course it hurts when someone you've got to know dies.

In the civil war in Uganda | was visiting camps for people fleeing the
fighting. We picked up a very sick mother and her starving children to
take them to hospital in Kampala. In the crowded jeep a ltle boy of five
or six sat on my lap. We smiled at each other as the jeep bounced along
the rough direct roads. He died before we reached the hospital

That evening | just dissolved into tears. | have a child about the
same age.
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Polysyllabic Word Alternative

Approximately About
Establish Setup
Participate Take part
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Emotion

Organizational Cres

Testimonials and photos o clients of your
organization

Ways the world will be better as a result of
your organization's work

Statistics showing the success of your
programs

Output and outcome measurements and
impacts

Strong staff and volunteer leadership.
Track record of success
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Section of
1986 IRS
Code

Description of
Organization

Entities

Registered

with the
IRS

Reporting
to the IRS

Expensesof  Assets of
Reporting  Reporting
Entities  Entities
(8 Millions) (5 Millions)

Entities

501(0(24)  Trusts described
in section 4049 of
the Employment
Retirement Security
Actof 1974

Title-holding
corporations or
trusts with multiple
parents

State-sponsored
organizations
providing health
coverage for high-
risk individuals

State-sponsored
workers”
compensation
reinsurance
organizations

Religious and
apostolic
organizations
Cooperative hospital
service organizations
Cooperative service
organizations of
operating educational
organizations

Organizations not

501(9(25)

501(9(26)

501(927)

501(d)

501(e)

501()

Other

including charitable
tisk pools

Total

1,133

10

12

160

18

4108

1,448,485

o o [

931 913 27,856

8 269 103

4 1231 6,056

n 449 571

163 424 475

528023 1,401,454 3,291,886

Notes: Not all Internal Revenue code Se

501(0(3) organizations are included, because certain

organizations, such as churches (and ther integrated auxlariesor subordinate units) and conventions or
associations of churches, need not apply fo recognition of tax exemption uiess they specifcaly request
anling. Private foundations are included among 501(c)(3) organizations.
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Participants who said that confidence has decreased identified the
following reasons (respondents could select more than one reason):

Scandals in the sector 73%
People don't understand the complexity o the sector  48%
Nonprofit executives' salaries 45%
Low program ratios 12%

It's much easier to get information on nonprofits today 9%
Other 6%
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How did you hear about the event?

I any, what were the main strengths of the event? Which parts of the
event were most useful for you?

If any, what were the main weaknesses of the event? Which parts of the
event were of itle or no use to you?

What changes or improvements should be made?
Do you have any further comments or suggestions?
Thank you for taking the time to complete this evaluation form
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Please rate your level of satisfaction with each of the following aspects of the
service that XXX provides you as a donor, where 1 - very dissatisfied and 5 — very
satisfied.

Very Very
Dissatisfied 2 4 sotisfied

Informing me how my a a o Q =}

money is spent.

Not asking for support a a a =) a

100 often.

Offering me some choice 01 a 5} a a

in the communications

I receive.

Thanking me a o a Q a

appropriately.

Recognizing the conti- a a a a =}

bution I've made in the

past.

Demonstrating they care a a a Q =}

about my needs,

Making it clear why my a a a a a

continued support is

needed.

Giving me opportunities a a a Q Q

to support XXX in other

(nonfinancial) ways.

Using an appropriate a a a Q El

style and tone in their
communications.
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Gift Range Number ~Cumulative Prospects Cumulative Perrange Cumulative
® of Gifts  Numberof Required Numberof  (5) ©)
Prospects
50,000 2 2 10(5:1) 10 100,000 100,000
25,000 4 6 20(s:1) 30 100,000 200,000
10,000 10 16 40(4) 70 100,000 300,000
7,500 2 3% 80w 150 150,000 450,000
5,000 30 66 12041 270 150000 600,000
10% of 60% of
donors goal
3,000 67 13320161 471 201,000 801,000
20% of 80% of
donors goal
Under 333 466 666(21) 1,137 199,000 1,000,000
$3,000
100% of 100% of
donors goal






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_023_r1.gif
wonenpess e sare> | orqeaspapsoun
o o poredand | - pue anodns
aouataces bues i | awe soamoer . e 2919 51 . e
p—,
fsonun || dwonun || >
g ginos | [sumes 35 o1
sonsanun || s o0y
somsnn woduon || worduony o
S || oo enons || oy || oo S
s || suonemuebio poseg ey
somasnana s | [ 1o wostuon us Pp——
oy
fwouons 50

eupiossdng






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_040_r1.gif
Extenal Attractiveness






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_116_r1.gif
Acquisition
(Cash Git)

Welcome Pack and.
Sustained Gift Ask

2nd Strongest Pack
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* Offered high-value git
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DEMOGRAPHIC ELEMENTS

« Industry type: Which industries should be targeted?
« Company size: What size of company should be targeted?
« Location: In what geographical regions should firms be targeted?
+ Operating Variables
« Technology: What kinds of technology do potential customers employ?
« User tatus: Would they be heavy, medium, o light users of the service?
« Customer capabilties: Should the nonprofit concentrate on customers who have
many needs or on those who have few?
PURCHASING APPROACHES
« Buying criteria: What would the donor be looking for: media profile, staff
involvement, convenience, service?
« Buying policies: Are decisions made locally or centrally, and what duration of
relationship would be desirable?
 Current relationships: Should the nonprofit focus only on those organizations
that have a track record of support?
StruaTioNaL FACTORS
« Urgency: Should donors with immediate need be targeted?
« size of order: Should the nonprofit target donors who require high-value refa-
tionships or those who require low-value relationships?
« Applications: Should donors be targeted who are looking to use their associa-
tion with the nonprofit for a variety of different purposes.
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
« Loyalty: Should only companies that exhibit high degrees of loyalty to their
suppliers be targeted?
« Atttude toward risk: Should sk-taking or isk-avoiding donors be targeted?
« Buyer-seller familirity: Should companies with characteristics similar to those
of the nonprofit be targeted?
Source: Adapted from Borioma and Shapiro (1983).
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GENDER Al Households _Male _Female
Contrbution $1415 s1547 5133
Household $53432 S60541 549,120
income
Percentage 27% 27% 28%
of household
AGE 2129 3039 4049 5064 Overés
Contribution 5 668 $1285 s 643 s 1704 5 1484
Household 545,705 $60,099 63712 $57.636  $35958
Percentage 29% 249 25%  28% 41%
of household
Black/
African
White American  Other
RACE/ (Non- (Non-  (Non- Hispanic
ETHNICITY  Hispani) _Hispanic) _Hispanic) _(Any Race)
Contribution § 1,506, sie 51236 s 979
Household 555,991 542833 49352 543916
Percentage 22% 26% 25% 1.9%
of household
income
Some.
Less than High  Technical  College Graduate
High School  Schoolor _or Some Additional
EDUCATION __school Graduate _College _Professional Schooling
Contribution 5 518 S 865§ 1,420 52327
Household 527,627 540392 §52,980 §77,082
Percentage 220 23% 3.0% 3.2%
of household
income
Living
MARITAL witha
STATUS Married Partner _ Divorced _Separated Widowed _Single
Contribution § 2,021 s 720 s 901 s 818 5 980 5 860
Household 67,672 $57.976  SI836T  S44213 527,861 544339
Percentage 3.0% 1.5% 26% 2.6% 3.6% 20%

of houseold
by
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Please help us to evaluate how well the aims of this event were achieved
by completing this questionnaire. Indicate how satisfied you were with
our performance in each area by circling the appropriate number on the
scale from 1 to 5, and by writing in the designated boxes.

How satisfied were you:

Very Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied ~Satisfied

With the 1 2 3 4 B
booking

process and

pre-event

organization?

With the 1 2 3 a B
organization

of the day?

With the 1 2 3 4 B
venue and

facilities?

With the 1 2 3 4 B
armange-

ments

and qualty

of the

catering?

With the 1 2 3 a B
relevance

of the topic

areas?

With the 1 2 3 a B
presentations

that were

delivered

at the venue?

That the pace 1 2 3 a B
of the event

weas sus-

tained?

Whatis your overall assessment of the event?

Please circle appropriately
VeyPoor 1 2 3 4 s Very Good

If you were not satisfed with any aspect (that s, you rated it 1 or 2in
the grid above), please indicate the reason;
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Year Projected Costs __Projected Income __ Cumulative Cash Position
1 § 50,000 -3 50,000

2 $100,000 $ 15,000 -$135,000

3 $ 40,000 $125,000 -3 50,000

4 $ 40,000 $125,000 $ 35,000

s $ 42,000 $150,000 $ 73,000
TOTAL $272,000 $415,000
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Stages in the Family Life Cycle

Buying Patterns

Bachelor: young single people fiving at
home

Newly married couples: young, no children

Ful nest 1: youngest child under 6

Full nest 2: youngest child 6 or older

Full nest 3: older married couples with
dependent children

Empty nest 1: older married couples, no.
children living at home, head of household
stillin workiorce

Empty nest 2: older married couples, no
children living at home, head of household
retired

Solitary survivor in the workforce
Solitary survivor retired

Few financial commitments—recreation and
fashion oriented.

High purchase rate of consumer durables—
buy white goods, cars, furiture.

House buying at peak. Liquid assets
low—buy medicines, toys, baby food, white
goods.

Financial position improving—buy a wider
variety of foods, bicycles, and pianos.

Financial position improving even further.
Some children now have jobs, and wives are
working. Increasing purchase of desirables—
furniture and luxury goods.

Home ownership at peak. Savings increased
and financial position improved. Interested
in travel, recreation, self-education. Not
interested in new products—buy luxuries
and home improvements.

Substantial reduction in income. Buy
medical products and appliances that aid
health, sieep, and digestion.

Income still high, but may sell home.
Same medical and product needs as empty
nest 2. Substantial cut in income. Need for
attention and security.
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The perceptions and needs of key stakeholders such as local communities and
parther organizations must be taken into consideration when engaging with
business. Having the trust and confidence of the people and communities
with which we work is paramount. It is this trust which makes our work effec-
tive and contributes to our key competences as a research and development
agency.

Bioversity willstrive to be sensitive to cultural values and norms when accept-
ing funds or partnering with companies that work in a specific geographic area.
Bioversity will seek to avoid short-term benefis of fundraising/programmatic
engagementif these could be expected to prejudice longer term/strategic ben-
efis. Therefore, Bioversity will not accept funds from individual corporations
where thisrisks jeopardizing a current operational / programmatic partnership
or advocacy engagement with that company.

Donations of below $1000 are accepted without scrutiny unless there s an
obvious reputational or other ris to Bioversity in accepting.

Corporate employee matched gifts will be accepted withou further scrutiny.
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Event
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Event Net 5
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Education

Recognition

High

None or
minimal

Moderate

None or
minimal

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate to
high

+ 3 raised

$ Raised

Minimal or no §
raised

$ raised

Organization
generates
substantial
funds to support
the mission
Costs should
not exceed 40%
of projected or
actual revenues

Organization
identifies
prospective
donors

Donor increases
understanding
of the
organization;
qualifes as a
prospect
Donor and
others have
already made
gift; renewal
cycle continues
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Dear Mr. Sample:

Because you are a loyal and generous supporter, | am inviting you to
become part of Voices for Justice, the Legacy Society of Human Rights
Watch.

Each year, many of our most commiitted supporters join Voice for Justice
through some sort of planned giving, such as a bequest, an estate gift, or
a charitable trust.

These gifts benefit you, your children, and the cause of human rights in
50 many ways. To help you explore these potential benefits, I've enclosed
abrochure describing how participating in Voices for Justice can be a good
match with your financial goals.

Your Voices for Justice contribution can be one of the easiest and most
thoughtful ways to leave a lasting tribute to your belief in human freedom
and dignity.

If right now s a good time for you to be thinking about a legacy gift,
please et us know. If not, please remember that we will continue to value
Your generous support of the human rights cause.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Roth

Executive Director

Source: Human Rights Watch. Reprinted with permission.






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_082_r1.gif
Capital Cost + Donations Discount

Year Minus Costs (5) Inflated 6% (5)  Factor NPV (5)
o (50,000) (50,000) 1 (50,000)
1 15,000 15,900 0.862 13,707
2 15,000 16,854 0743 12,522
3 15,000 17,865 0.641 11,451
4 15,000 18,937 0.552 10,453
H 15,000 20,073 0476 9,554

NPV 7,687
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Year Cash Flow (S) _Present Value Factor at 12% Present Value

[ ($240,000) 1.000 (5240,000)
1 $ 50,000 0.893 $ 44,650
2 § 50,000 0.797 3 39,850
3 $ 50,000 0712 $ 35,600
4 $ 50,000 0.636 $ 31,800
s $ 50,000 0.567 $ 28,350
3 $ 50,000 0.507 3 25,350

NPV (8 34,400)
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August 17, 2009
James Rothwell
Executive Director
Crandel Foundation
556 Any Street
Newtown, IN 46212
Dear Mr. Rothwell:

I write to ask the Crandel Foundation’s support for the North Street
Hospice through a $100,000 grant, which will underwrite an experienced
evaluation consultant.

To better serve our constituents, North Street Hospice plans to address
our evaluation systems across the agency, to find more effective means.
of measuring success and to identify remedial resources where required.
This project is critical to our future work in Indianapolis, and our board
considers it a top priority

To this end, North Street Hospice will work with an evaluation consul-
tant who can provide proven expertise and evaluation training for staff
to create a successful and sustainable assessment system for each of our
programs, which touch more than 3,000 lives annually. This initiative will
increase our organizational capacity, our ability to report on the quality
of care we deliver, and ultimately our ability to leverage funding from
additional sources.

I'would be delighted to meet with you to discuss our request and to
show you our current facilities and programs. Please do not hesitate
to contact me with any questions

Sincerely,
John L. Picard
Exccutive Diector
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Reasonsto 9% Indicating
Personally asked to contribute 559
To get a tax deduction 203
o fulfll eligious obligation or belief s24
Something is owed to the community 583
Those who have more should give to those who have less 79.5
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Segment Code 14
Segment Name Prosperous Empty Nesters
LifeMode Summary Group LS Senior Styles
Urbanization Summary Group U7 Suburban Periphery |

DEMOGRAPHIC

Approximately 6 in 10 householders in Prosperous Empty Nesters neigh-
borhoods are aged 55 years or older. Forty percent of the households are
composed of married couples with no children living at home. Residents
are enjoying the move from child-rearing to retirement. The median age is
48.6 years. Population in this segment is increasing slowly, at 0.7 percent
annually; however, the pace will probably accelerate as the Baby Boomers
mature. Prosperous Empty Nesters residents are not ethnically diverse;
approximately 90 percent are white.

SocioEconomIc

With a median net worth of $275,233, Prosperous Empty Nesters invest pru-
dently for the future. The median household income is $69,227. Although
71 percent of the households earn income from wages and salaries, 59
percent receive investment income, 30 percent collect Social Security ben-
efits, and 28 percent receive retirement income. Forty one percent of resi-
dents aged 25 years and older hold bachelor's or graduate degrees; nearly
70 percent have attended college. Many residents who are still working
have solid professional and management careers, especially in the educa-
tion and health care industry sectors

ResipenTiAL

These residents live in established neighborhoods located throughout the
United States; approximately one-third of these households are found on
the East Coast. These neighborhoods experience little turover from year
10 year. Seventy-seven percent of the housing was built before 1980. Most
of the housing i single-family, with a median home value of $197,617.
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Activity __Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec.
Direct mail X x X X

Press x X x x X
advertising

Display X x
advertising
(posters)

Telemarketing x x x X x
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Relevance Attention
Proximity Interest
Sense of the future Confidence
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Importance Action
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Elementary School Ideas
Neep A Houpay GiFt For TEACHER?

Buy a paper balloon (your school can determine the per-balloon dollar
amount) and line your hallways with them. Be sure to personalize your
balloon, dedicating it in honor of that super-special teacher.

SpeLL-A-THON

Atwist on the traditional spelling bee—collect pledges for each word you
can spell correctly during a specific period of time. (This helps to make
studying beforehand more fun t0o.)

MaTH-A-THON

Collect pledges for each math problem you can complete correctly during
a specific period of time.

QUARTER-MiLE MiRActe.

Your entire school can get involved by collecting enough quarters to span
a quarter-mile! We dare you to try. .

PENNY CARNIVAL

Organize simple camival games, inviting your classmates to pay a penny
10 play.
Bike-A-THoN

Collect pledges for specific distances or amount of time you ride your bikes
at home (remember, have a parent keep track or come with you and
it only counts if you sport a helmet!)

Reap-A-Thon
Collect pledges for each book you read within a month
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REALIZING THE PROMISE OF WOMEN'S PHILANTHROPY:
A DAYLONG EXPLORATION

830-9:00m  Registration, continental breakfast, and
networking
9:00-9:45m  Welcome and keynote address on

the Power and Promise of Women's
Philanthropy to Transform Communities
and the World
9:45-10:00m  Move to breakout sessions
10:00-11:30 m  Concurrent breakout sessions
a. When and how you learned about philanthropy
b, Interactive session on transforming philanthropic values
toa
<. Raising charitable children
d. Women's influence in charitable decision making

11:30am-1:00 pm  Lunch and panel discussion with women
donors to the institution or around the

community
:00-1:15 pm Move to breakout sessions

15-245m  Concurrent breakout sessions

2. Workshop on financial literacy—What women need to

know
b. Session on estate planning for women and how to
incorporate philanthropy into the plan
<. Repeat morning session on raising charitable children
d. Developing a giving plan
2:45-3:00 pm Break
3:00-4:00/m  Afternoon tea and networking session






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_029_tab.gif
GI Generation
Silent Generation
Baby Boomers
Generation X
Millennials

Born before 1925
1926-1945
1946-1964
1965-1980
19802000





OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_012_r1.gif
AFP members, both individual and business, agree to abide (and to ensure,
to the best of their abilty, that all members of their staff abide) by the AFP
standards. Violation of the standards may subject the member to disciplinary
sanctions, including expulsion, as provided in the AFP Ethics Enforcement
Procedures.

MemBER OBLIGATIONS.

1. Members shall not engage in activities that harm the members' organizations,
clients or profession.

2. Members shall not engage in activites that conflit with their fiduciary, ethical
and legal obligations to their organizations, clients or profession.

3. Members shalleffectively disclose all potential and actual conflicts of interest;
such disclosure does not preclude or imply ethical impropriety.

4. Members shall not exploit any relationship with a donor, prospect, volunteer,clent
or employee for the benefit of the members or the members’ organizations.

5. Members shall comply with all applicable local, state, provincial and federal civi
and criminal laws.

6. Members recognize their individual boundaries of competence and are forth-
coming and truthful about their professional experience and qualiications and
will represent their achievements accurately and without exaggeration.

7. Members shall present and supply products andor services honestly and with-
out misrepresentation and will clearly identiy the details of those products,
such as availability of the products and/or services and other factors that may
affect the suitability of the products and/or services for donors, cents or non-
profit organizations

8. Members shallestablish the nature and purpose of any contractual relationship
at the outset and will be responsive and available to organizations and th
employing organizations before, during and after any sale of materils and/or
services. Members will comply with al fair and reasonable obligations created
by the contract.

9. Members shall efrain from knowingly infringing the intellectual property fights.
of other parties at al times. Members shall address and rectify any inadvertent
infringement that may occur.

10. Members shall protect the confidentialty of al privileged information relating
to the provider/client relationships.

11. Members shall refrain from any activity designed to disparage competitors
untruthfully.

SOLICITATION AND Ust oF PHILANTHROPIC FUNDS

12. Members shall take care to ensure that all solicitation and communication
materials are accurate and correctly reflect their organizations' mission and use
of solicited funds.
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ctincome $26.600
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RO = funds raised ROl minimums by average gift size range

as a percentage of (average gift size = amount raised by a specific activity
fundraising expenses divided by the number of gifts)
Category of s25and $26-5100  $101-  $1,001- 510001 &up
fundraising activity under 51,000 510,000

1. Capacity building
(ot intended to
produce net income)

1. Nonincome- NA NA NiA NiA NiA
producing capacity

buiding

2. Donor acqisition 50% 7% 100%  NA NiA

programs (ist or
constituency building)

3. Special events/public  100%  130% N/A N/A N/A
relations (marketing/PR  (gross)  (gross)

programs)

1. Net income

producing

4. Donor renewal 200%  300%  400% N/A N/A

programs (soliciting
prior donors, under

$1,000)

5. Special events— 200%  200% 200%  400% N/A
fundraising (gross)  (gross)  (gross)  (gross)

6. Major individual gifts  N/A N/A 400%  550% 650%
7. Planned givingfestate  N/A N/A 400%  550% 650%

planning (after 4 to 7
years of losses)

8. Capital and N/A N/A 400%  500% 650%
endowment campaigns

9. Corporate and N/A N/A 400%  550% 650%
foundation grant seeking

10. Government grant~ N/A N/A N/A 500% 650%
seeking

Note: Itis assumed that fundraising expenses include all joint costs of multipurpose activities.
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9% of Bequest Pledgers

Under $20,000
$20,000-34,999
$35,000-49,999
$50,000-74,999
$75,000-99,999
$100,000-124,999
$125,000-149,999
$150,000-174,999
$175,000 and over
Median income
Mean income

n
12

13

2

1"

12

s

4

8
$60,400
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1. Each guestis notjust greeted but has a real conversation with atleast one person.
To be certain this happens, divide the guest list and assign each staff person to
guests. Ack guests questions, such as, “Has a friend or family member had an
experience at XYZ2* Mostly,justlsten to what they are saying. During your con-
versation, naturally ask follow-up questions about what they are saying (about
vacations, about family members—kids, grandchildren—and about business).

2. The guestis photographed with the president and campaign leadership com.-
mittee chair and with another person from his or her family or another guest.
Candid photographs with others, such as the person who willfollow up, rein-
force a personal relationship too.

3. Information gathered from the reception is recorded, so it can be incorpo-
rated into prospect research files.If you need to, carry a 3 X $ card and wite
down information (out of sight, of course). Even if it seems unimportant,
write it down or remember it.

4. Each guest feels glad that he or she came. Say their names, shake their hands
when they depart, and tell them you're glad they came.

Following the reception and while the information is still fresh, staff and
Volunteers need to gather for a short debriefing meeting to discuss what you
learned and your perceptions. Have someone record all the information. This
is important because the combined knowledge s often very revealing

The next day the assigned staff or volunteer needs to follow up with
a phone call or personal e-mail to each guest, thanking him or her for
coming. Add something personal, such as, “XYZ has certainly changed
since you were here ten years ago!” No more than two weeks later, send
photographs and a handwritten note.
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% of

Organizations Organizations Reported % of  Reported % of
Nonprofit  Reportingto Reporting to Total  Assets  Total
Category __the IRS. the IRS Assets
Ars, 43,392 822 26632 190 94722 288
culire, and

humanities

Education 78074 1479 165339 1180 611,567 18.58
Environmental 10,382 197 9487 068 31840 097
qualiy,

protection, and

beautifcation

Animal related 7,381 140 4576 033 12466 038
Health, 26,904 510 637,067 4546 787,570 23.92
Mental 9,421 178 2350 168 19,203 058
health, criss

intervention

Diseases, 12636 239 18820 134 22819 069
disorder,

medical

disciplines

Medical 1,798 034 7008 051 33107 101
research

Crime, legal 9,307 176 7591 084 8301 025
related

Employment, 17,124 324 8917 207 3404 101
job related

Food, 6,620 125 770 0ss s 02
agricuture,

and nutrition

Housing, 20,146 382 18579 133 62820 191
shelter

Public safety 9,495 180 2403 017 6843 021
Recreation, 42,753 810 56 175 39673 12
sports leisure,

athl

Youth 7,254 137 5756 041 1295 039
development

Human 38,795 735 91,540 653 135402 41l
services—

multipurpose

and other
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% of

Organizations Organizations Reported  %of  Reported 9% of
Nonprofit  Reportingto Reportingto Expenses  Total  Assets  Total
Category __the IRs the s (SMillons) Expenses (5 Millons) Assets

Intenational, 5732 109 20843 149 19630 060
foreign affars,

national

security

Civil rights, 2,779 053 3098 022 3434 010
social action,

advocacy.

Community.
improvement,
capacity

buiding

Philanthropy, 72,825 13.79 Saga2 391 493945 1500
volunteerism,

and

grantmaking

foundations

Science and 3,281 062 12284 088 14860 045
technology

research

institutes,

services

Socialscience 926 018 150 om 3129 010
research

institutes,

Other public 17,803 337 3866 227 391,442 1189
and societal

benefit

Religion 2160 041 2006 014 14408 044
related,

spiritual

development

Mutual/ 34316 650 165318 1180 339,668 1032
membership

beneft

organizations

Unknown 1,286 0.24 33 002 409 001
Total 528023 10000 1,401,454 100.00 3,291,886 100.00

45,433 860 29757 212 914 277

‘Notes: Only organizations required to file annually with the RS (organizations tha receive atleast $25,000
i gross receipts annualy)are included in these figures. Expenses include both operating expenses and
grants or transfer payments made to individuals and other organizations.
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Hoops for STRONG KiDs

Collect pledges for each basket you can make, throwing balls from dif-
ferent shooting stations (each station having a designated style: “three
pointer” foul, backwards toss, lay-up. ...
Teachens vs. STUDENTS BASKETeALL GAME

Take on your teachers. . .with a twist: Teachers have to play
ONE-HANDED!

BowL for HeatTHy Kips

Collect pledges for each pin knocked down in three games. For added
fun, strikes count double!

Taxe A Guess!

Fill a container with candy, pencils, small toys, etc. You pay a quarter to
take @ guess at how many pieces are in the container. Closest guess wins
awhole container full of goodes!

or..

Sell our unique GCHas awareness bracelets!

Middle and High School Ideas

Best SeaT i i House

Score a used sofa (someone’s sure to have one lying around) and position
it on the sidelines, close to the court or field. For 31, offer a raffle ticket
and a chance for the winner and two friends to have “the best seat in the
housel” at the next home game. Draw and announce the winner at half-
time. (You could make this a staple at your ticket sale booth, and offer this
raffle option at every home game! Don't forget to keep those sitting in the
“best seat” well supplied with snacks and drinks!)

“STROLL FoR STRONG KiDs”

Collect pledges and walk in the 2-mile “Stroll” Enjoy fun activities and
free lunch! Hey, maybe your entire school could form a team.

Dance MARATHON

Host a 12- or 24-hour event with dancing, games, music, and fun! See
Brockport High School for a truly awesome example.

M. “Your ScHool Mascot Here” PAGEANT

Don't pass up the opportu
Your classmates!

y to organize this hilariously fun event for
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13. Members shall take care to ensure that donors recelve informed, accurate and
ethical advice about the value and tax implications of contributions.

14. Members shall take care to ensure that contributions are used in accordance
with donors’ intentions.

15. Members shall take care to ensure proper stewardship of allrevenue sources,
including timely reports on the use and management of such funds.

16. Members shall obtain explicit consent by donors before altering the conditions
of financial transactions.

PRESENTATION OF INFORMATION

17. Members shall not disclose privileged or confidentialinformation to unauthor-
ized parties.

18. Members shall adhere to the principle that all donor and prospect information
created by, or on behalf o, an organization or a client s the property of that
organization or client and shall not be transferred or utilized except on behalf
of that organization or client.

19. Members shall give donors and clients the opportunity to have their names
removed from lists that are sold to, rented to or exchanged with other
organizations

20. Members shall, when stating fundraising results, use accurate and consistent
accounting methods that conform to the appropriate guidelines adopted by
the American Insttute of Cetified Public Accountants (AICPAY*for the type of
organization involved. (* In countries outside of the United States, comparable
authority should be utilized.)

‘COMPENSATION AND CONTRACTS

21. Members shall not accept compensation or enter into a contract that s based
on a percentage of contributions; nor shall members accept finder’ fees or
contingent fees. Business members must refrain from receiving compensation
from third parties derived from products or services for a client without disclos-
ing that third-party compensation to the client (for example, volume rebates
from vendors to business members).

22. Members may accept performance-based compensation, such as bonuses, pro-
vided such bonuses are in accord with prevailing practices within the members”
‘own organizations and are not based on a percentage of contributions.

23. Members shall neither offer nor accept payments or special considerations for
the purpose of influencing the selection of products or services.

24 Members shall not pay finder’ fees, commissions or percentage compensation
based on contributions, and shall take care to discourage their organizations
from making such payments.

25. Any member receiving funds on behalf of a donor or client must meet the
legal requirements o the disbursement of those funds. Any interest or income
carned on the funds should be fully disclosed.
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Factor Weighting Rating Value
The level of general 02 8 6
public concern about the

beneficiaries of the activty

The number of potential 0.2 5 10
donors, that s, the potential

o actual size of the market

The perceived impact that 04 10 40
the monies raised will have

on the beneficiary group

The uniqueness of or novelty 01 2 0.2
offered by the activity

Ease of participation in the 01 5 0s
activity

TOTAL 10 73
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The goal of the reception is to get our prospective donors to leam more about.
XYZ Nonprofit and to find out who cares and who doesn't know enough to
care yet. Ultimately we are trying to create energy and goodwil, and to build
a community of donors that can have a lasting impact through their gifts

Staff and volunteer leadership have an important job during the reception.
You need to be highly organized, provide inspirational information that
tells your story, let your passion and commitment for the mission reveal
itselfin everything you say and do, and respect the guests’ time.

n addition, make sure that
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Initial Outlay 1 Donations Nt Cash

Year Costs Inflated 7% __Inflated 2% Flows NPV
0 (50,000) (50,000) (50,000)

1 (5,000) (5,350) 20,400 15050 12974
2 (5,000) (5,725) 20,808 15083 11,207
3 (5,000) ©125) 21,224 15,099 9,678
4 (5,000) (6,554) 21,649 15,095 8332
s (5,000) @.013) 22,082 15,069 7173

NPV -636
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ASSOCIATION F FUNDRAISING PROFESSIONALS (AFP)—WWW.AFPNET.ORG

AFP represents the fundraising profession in the United States and in many
other countries worldwide. It provides training, a major annual confer-
ence, and fundraising publications and sponsors research. Local chapters
organize their own networking and training events. Recent actvities have
included the Fundraising Effectiveness Project (a benchmarking initiative
accessible through their Web site) and the development of a formal aca-
demic qualification for professional fundraisers.

ASSOCIATION FoR HEALTHCARE PHILANTHROPY (AHP)—Www.AHP.ORG

AHP is the professional body for fundraisers working in the domain of
healthcare. It offers a wide range of conferences and events, and a helpful
set of reports, including an annual look at trends in giving in the United
State and Canada. It also provides an excellent benchmarking study that
allows participants to compare the costs of their fundraising with those of
other organizations in the sector.

COUNCIL FOR ADVANCEMENT AND SUPPORT oF EDUCATION (CASE)—
WIWW.CASE.ORG

(CASEs the professional body for fundraisers working in the field of education.
It serves the needs of professionals all over the world with local chapters
established in many countries. It provides training, conferences, news and
information, and a range of publications.

PARTNERSHIP FOR PHILANTHROPIC PLANNING (NCPG)—WWW.PPPNET.ORG
The Partnership for Philanthropic Planning is the professional association
for individuals whose work includes developing, marketing, and admin-
istering planned giving. Its activities include fundraisers, consultants, and
donor advisors working in a variety of nonprofi settings. The organization
provides a range of services and publications, including research reports.

THe GIVING INSTITUTE (HTTP://WWW.GIVINGUSA.ORG)

The Institute provides many excellent research publications that scope
out the nonprofit sector and its activities. Giving USA, the leading study
of giving in North America, is produced by the Institute, as is the Annual
Yearbook of American Philanthropy.

GUIDESTAR—WWW. GUIDESTAR.ORG

This site allows users to access information about Form 990 (Return of
Organization Exempt from Income Tax) relative to U.S. nonprofits. Users
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Board Involvement Percentage

Endorsed the program 71
Made a gift 629
Helped to solict gifts 314

Actively monitored progress 27
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Lessthan8/10  8/100r9/10  Complete Al Levels
Financial Financial Finan of Financial
Security Security Security Security
Mean charitable 255,932 $1,170488  $4,235955 32,504,972
contribution
Mean 9% income 76 19.2 510 329
Mean 9% 07 20 39 28

net worth
contributed
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HOUSEHOLD  Under 525000~ $50,000-  $75,000- $100,000 or
INCOME 525,000 $49999 574999  $99,999 More
Contribution 5 439 s 891 5163 52038 s 3854
Household 513,955 $34996  $59172  $82,958 $145,670
Percentage 3.2% 26% 28%  25% 26%
of household
income.
EMPLOYMENT Not
STATUS Employed _Employed
Contribution § 1,491 $ 1,278
Household 560,227 841,668
income.
Percentage 25% 3.2%
of household
income.
Rents
HOME Owns Primary Primary Other
OWNERSHIP _Residence _Residence _Arrangement
Contribution s179% 5 651 51106
Household $61,733  $36856 542003
Percentage 31% 20% 28%
of household
income.
RESPONDENT
BORNINUS.  Yes No
Contribution s 1,463 s 859
Household 53,771 549,259
income.
Percentage of 28% 20%
household
income.
CHILDREN
LVING IN
HOUSEHOLD  Yes No
Contribution s 1,571 5133
Household 560,710 549,854
Percentage 26% 28%

of household
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CommuNiTy HEALTH CHARITIES, MINNESOTA
Promotes employer and employee support for community health through

contributions to specific charities dedicated to preventing, managing, and
curing chronic health conditions.

CommuNITY SoLuTIoNs FUND.

Represents thirty-nine of the area’s leaing community self-help and activ-
ist organizations, serving as a central funder and resource developer for the
Twin Cities social change community.

MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL FUND

Supports vital environmental protection, preservation, and conservation
efforts of organizations working throughout Minnesota

Oren Your HeanT To THE HuNGRY anD HomEss
Assists Minnesotans with life’s most basic needs: food and shelter. Each
year OYH awards approximately $500,000 in grants to food shelves, food
banks, on-site feeding programs, shelters, and transitional and permanent
supportive housing programs.

Unireo Necro Cottece Funp

UNCF is a national higher-education assistance organization that raises

funds for thirty-nine private accredited four-year historically black colleges
and universities in the United States






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_046_r1.gif
GI GeneraTion: 16 MiLtion Peopi, Born 19011924

Shaped by hard times and the Great Depression, financial security is one of
the core values of this generation. Conservative spenders and civic minded,
they are team oriented and patriotic.

SILENT GENERATION: 35 MitLioN Peope, Bomn 1925-1945

Trusting conformists who, much fike the GIs before them, lived with the
specter of the Depression. Grandparents of the Millennials, they are now
involved in civic ife and extended families in a bid to recapture lost youth,
They value stability.

Basy Boowmers: 78 Mition Peopir, Born 1946-1964

Great acquisitors and unapologetic consumers, they are now often newly
liberated parents with high amounts of disposable income. They are value-
driven despite their indulgences, and fearful of words related to aging
GeneraTioN X: 57 Miio Peopte, Born 1965-1977

Cynical and media-savvy, they were once rebellious but now are a big
economic force. They are alienated, alternative, and distrust their elders,
especially Baby Boomers. They also don't respect people just because of
their positions.

GineraTion Y: 60 Mituion Peort, Born 1978-1994

A subset of Generation X, they are edgy, and focused on urban style. They
move toward a more positiv, retro style (swing dancing, big bands, out-
door life).

MiLLenniats: 42 MiLtion Peopte, Born 1995-20021

Tech-savvy, educated, and multicultural, they have been bombarded by
media messages and thus have become accustomed to sex and violence.

Growing up in affluent society with potentially big spending power, they
have been trained to be doers and achievers.

Ritchie, K. (2008). Marketing to Generation X. Boston: The Free Press.
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Acquisition Test Mailing

Prepared by Mal Warwick & Associates, Inc. for
‘GOODWORKS

Acquisition Mailing #66-01

Letters to mail, budget: 50,000

Letters mailed, actual: 50,000

FINAL BUDGET

Budgeted Cost _ Budgeted Percentage
per 1,000 Cost of Total
List rentals and $100.00 $5,000.00 156
exchanges
Merge-purge 17.00 850.00 27
Printing 138.00 6,900.00 216
Personalization and 30.00 1,500.00 47
letter
Postage 150.00 7,500.00 234
Copywiiting 6,500.00 203
Design and 1,250.00 39
typesetting
Production 1,000.00 31
management
Mailing fee 25.00 1,250.00 39
Shipping and 250.00 08
miscellaneous
TOTAL COSTS $32,000.00 1000
Source: Warwick, M. (2004). Revolution in the mailbox: Your quide to successful direct mail

fundrasing (. 61). San Francico ossey Bas. Reprnted with permisson o ohn Wiy &
Soms nc
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URN: Unique Reference Number

Name

Address

Email address

Telephone number

Recruitment source: Code identifying the specific communication
medium employed

Communications history: Record of communications received
‘Communications preferences: Where some degree of choice s offered
Giving history: Record of response to fundraising solicitations
Date of frst gift

Date of last gift

Number of donations received

Category of giving: Cash, sustained, high value, major gift

Other categories of support: Such as volunteer, board member,
campaigner

Suppression: Code (or codes) identifying whether the individual
has indicated he or she does not want communication or certain
forms of communication (such as telephone)

Geodemographic overlay: Coding based on zip code category
(such as a PRIZM code)

Value coding: Such as RFM, RFY, or LTV (see Chapter Twelve for detail)
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| AM POWERFUL Action Steps:

LEARN
Exglore CARE's Web sie fo fnformation about CARE' wark with women in
the fight against global poverty. Tell at least three people what you've
eamed and ask them to check out careorg.
Sign up for e-mail updates at care.org. Get breaking news when
emergencies happen and find out about importat egislation that could
affct people around the world.
Send a message to groups(@care.org o request the “T Am Powerful” Action
Kit. 1t has everything you need to educate yourself o your group about
supporting womerr's empowerment around the world.

VOLUNTEER

£ Set up your CARE Corps Online pages at careorg/cco. Customize your
messages - even add photos - and set goal. Then ask others to support
your poverty-fghting campaign.
Hold a fund-raising competiton within your group or between chapters as
afun way to encourage all members to leam more and raise money for CARE.

3 Gather members of your group for 2 one-ofa-kind experience abroad with
CARE Corps. E-mail info@eare.org for more information.

SPEAK OUT
) Join the CARE Acton Network (CAN). Contact your representatives in
Washington through CAN and voice your opnon on important global issues.

Stand insolidarity with women around the world by joining our Power Circle
atareor.

7 Wear an “T Am Powerful® Tshit. Avaiable oline at care.org.

DONATE

3 Work with your group t rise maney for CARE. Donations can be sent to the
adaress on this page, and be sure to wrte “Power Pack” on the memo e

of your check. Credit card donation can be made onlie at care.org or by
caling 1-800-422-7385.

There are many other ways you can dorate to CARE. Please visit careorg
to leam how.

GET INVOLVED

18004227385
info@care.ory
wwwcare.org
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Initial

Project Profitability Index _Investment(5000) NPV (5000)
G 180 30 2413
E 154 40 2148
8 136 15 5.40
A 116 15 243

100 53.44
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Group 9: International
9100 Internati
Group 10: Religion

10100 Religious congregations and associations

nal actvities

Group 11: Business and Professional Associations, Unions
11100 Business associations

11200 Professional associations

11300 Labour unions

Group 12: (Not Elsewhere Classified)
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Present Value

Year Cash Flow (S) _Present Value Factor at 10%
o (3180,000) 10 ($180,000)
1 $100,000 0909 $ 90,900
2 $ 80,000 0.826 § 66,080
3 $ 60,000 0.751 § 45,060

NPV +$ 22,040
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Reason

Us.%

Tcan no longer afford to offer my support
el that other causes are more deserving

Death or relocation

X did not acknowledge my support

Thave no memory of having supported

X did not inform me how my money had been used
Xno longer needs my support

The quality of support provided by X was poor

X asked for inappropriate sums

Ifound X's communications inappropriate:

1.am stillsupporting by other means

X did not take account of my wishes

Staff at X were unhelpful

Iwas not reminded to give again
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38
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FUNDRAISING
PRINCIPLES AND
PRACTICE

Adrian Sargeant, Jen Shang,
and Associates

D JOSSEY-BASS

A Wiley Imprint
’ www.josseybass.com
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PREFERENCES

Prosperous Empty Nesters residents value their health and financial well-
being. Their investments include annuities, certificates of deposit held lon-
ger than six months, mutual funds, money market funds, tax-exempt funds,
and common stock. They hold universal life insurance policies. Residents
exercise regularly and take a multitude of vitamins. They refinish furniture
and play golf. They also attend golf tournaments and sports events, par-
ticularly baseball games and college football games. They order by phone
from catalogs and use coupons. Households are likely to own of lease a
luxury car. Prosperous Empty Nesters residents take pride in their homes
and communities, so home remodeling, improvements, and lawn care
are priol Residents will join a civic club or charitable orgal ion,
help with fund-raising, write t0 a radio station or newspaper editor, and
volunteer. They travel extensively in the U.S. and abroad. They read biog-
raphies, mysteries, and history books; two or more daily newspapers; and
business or fitness magazines. They watch golf, news, and talk programs
onTV.

Segment Code 55
Segment Name College Towns
LifeMode Summary Group L6 Scholars and Patriots

Urbanization Summary Group U6 Urban Outskirts Il

DEMOGRAPHIC

With a median age of 24.4 years, College Townsis the third youngest of a
the Tapestry segments. Most residents are aged between 18 and 34 years
and live in single-person or shared households. One-fourth of households
are occupied by married-couple families. The race profile of this market
is somewhat similar to the U.S. profile. Approximately three fourths o the
residents are white.
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Soliciting single donations
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Donor retention
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Eligible  Approved Approved
Annual Numberof ~ Number  asa%of asa%of asa%of
Level of Number of ~Applications of Eligible  Number ~ Number ~Number
Grantmaking Responses Received  Applications Received _ Eligible  Received
Less than 82 19,709 a2 56% 75% 2%
£500,000
£500,000 to 3 27,273 12,023 44% 85% 7%
1,999,999
Over 2 55,894 35,847 64% 63% 0%
£2,000,000
Total 138 102876 58,991 57% 70% 0%
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of Guidestar wishing to access a detailed financial analysis of nonprofits
may also obtain this service from Guidestar.

‘CENTER ON PHILANTHROPY AT INDIANA UNIVERSITY—HTTP:/ /W
PHILANTHROPY.IUPULEDU
‘The Center on Philanthropy offers a range of research data and publications,
along with an annual conference that llows practitioners to access this material.
‘The Center now includes the Lake Institute on Faith and Giving (http://www
philanthropy.iupui edu/LakeFamilylnstitute) and the Women’s Philanthropy
Institute (http://www.philanthropy.iupui.edu/Philanthropicservices/WPi)
and their associated resources.

Center N WEALTH AND PHILANTHROPY (CWP) AT BosToN CotLEGE—
WWW.BC.EDU/RESEARCH/ CW

The CWP publishes a range of research papers and reports of interest to the
fundraising profession. It has tended to focus (although not exclusively)
on wealth transfers and major gift fundraising. Many resources can be
downloaded free of charge, and Director Paul Schervish produces a help-
ful e-mail newsletter to keep subscribers abreast of the Center’s work.
CHRONICLE OF PHILANTHROPY—HTTP://PHILANTHROPY.COM

The Chronicle of Philanthropy describes itself as the newspaper of the non-
profit world and provides information for nonprofit organizations on grant
seeking, foundations, fundraising, managing nonprofit groups, technol-
ogy, and nonprofit jobs. The site allows users to search for materialin past
editions of the Chronicle—an excellent resource.

NONPROFIT TIMES—HTTP:/ /WWW.NPTIMES.COM
Targeted at nonprofit managers, the Nonprofit Times provides detailed
analyses of topical management and governance issues. It generally car-

fies a good deal of material that i relevant to fundraisers, including new
thinking, case studies, and research.
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and Voluntarism, and Public Affairs.
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10,

ing program is capacity b
few years.

Capital and endowment campaign pledges (major net-restrcted income
producing): Solciting major individual and institutional supporters for
occasional mutiyear gifts and special capital projects or endowments.

\g and may produce no income the first

. Corporate and foundation grant seeking (modest net income producing, usually

purpose restricted): Solciting grants from institutional sources suich as corpora-
tions, corporate foundations, and prvate foundations, usualy $1,000 or more
Govemment grant seeking (modest net income producing, usually
purpose restricted): Soliciting grants from governmental agencies.
Government grants are equivalent to contributions and do not include
contracts and fees for providing program services (such as reimburse-
ment) from government agencies,
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Group 1: Culture and Recreation
1100 Culture and arts
1200 Sports
1300 Other recreation and social clubs
Group 2: Education and Research
2100 Primary and secondary education
2,200 Higher education
2300 Other education
2400 Research
Group 3: Health
3100 Hospitals and rehabilitation
3200 Nursing homes
3300 Mental health and crisis intervention
3400 Other health services
Group 4: Social Services
4100 Social services
4200 Emergency and relief
4300 Income support and maintenance

Group 5: Environment
5100 Environment
5200 Animal protection
Group 6: Development and Housing
6100 Economic, social and community development
6 200 Housing
6 300 Employment and training
Group 7: Law, Advocacy and Politics
7100 Civic and advocacy organizations
7200 Law and legal services
7300 Political organizations
Group 8: Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism Promotion
8100 Grant.making foundations
8 200 Other philanthropic intermediaries and voluntarism promotion
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Job Title: Campaigner
Department: Campaigns

E = ESSENTIAL, D = DESIRABLE for applicants to meet relevant

standard
SELECTION CRITERIA

Criteria Standard

E/D_Measured By

Work experience At least 2 years’ experience of
working or volunteering within
a campaigning organization.
Experience of working with
volunteers

Experience of carrying out
research

Experience of lobbying and/or
working with state or federal
authorities

Experience of organizing and
prioritzing a demanding
workload

Experience of setting up events
and meetings

Knowledge Knowledge of political
processes

Knowledge of environmental/
conservation issues

skills Abilty to produce accurate work
to tight deadlines under pressure
Ability to communicate clearly.
in witing and orally to
committees and small meetings

Word processing skilsability
to be self-suficient in terms of
administration

Ability to draft campaign
liteature.

Attitude Commitment to an
organization’s aims

E

‘Application form

Applicaion form/
interview

Application form)/
interview

Application
form/interview

Interviewtest

Application form/
interview

Application form/
interview

Application form)/
interview

Application form/
test

Application form)/
interviewtest

Application form/
test/ interview

Application form)/
test

Applicaion form/
interview






OEBPS/sarg_9780470609361_oeb_003_r1.gif
Entities Expenses of  Assets of
Section of Registered Entities  Reporting
1986 IRS withthe Reporting  Entities Entities
Code Organization RS tothelRS (S Millions) (s Millions)
5010(1)  Corporations 100 4 8 146
organized under
act of Congress
5012)  Title-holding 5,850 2783 120 13177
corporations
for exempt
organizations
S01(3)  Religious, charitable, 984,386 400,709 1,099,799 2,436,067
and similar
organizations
50104 Civicleaguesand 116890 24327 44067 66766
social welfare:
organizations
S01Q(S)  Labor, agricultura, 56819 20,591 18844 26143
and ortcultural
organizations
S01()6)  Business leagues, 71878 30798 29872 54954
chambers of
commerce, real
estate boards, and
5017 56369 16,567 10466 20,608
501®  Fraternal beneficiary 63,318 7077 12919 91,088
societies and
associations
501(X9)  Voluntary 10,088 6887 126975 143134
employee-
beneficiary societies
and associations
501()10)  Domestic fraternal 20944 2822 s41 2710
Societies and
associations
50111 Teachers' 1 7 157 1,228

retirement fund
associations
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Reason % of Sample

1 cannot afford to offer my support to charity 233
Charites ask for inappropriate sums 225
The government should fund the work undertaken by chaities 193
Ifind charity communications inappropriate 120
“The quality of service provided by charites to their donors is poor 68
In the past charities have not acknowledged my support 40
I feel that charities are not deserving 28

Other 93
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QuARTER-MILE MIRACLE

Join us in May, Miracle Month, for this fun event. Your entire school can
get involved by collecting enough quarters to span a quarter-mile!

RavioTon Chanae BANDIT (June 2007)

“Rob"” your classmates and teachers of their spare change and collect
it for a cause. Kind of like real-life Robin Hood and Jesse James, mixed
together.

et FLYiNG Discs AT THE ROCHESTER AMERKS GAMES (Nov.-MaRci)

You'll even get to watch the game and get a free T-shirt! This opportunity
is great for clubs and sports teams.

PANCAKE BREAKFAST OR SPAGHETTI DINNER

Hold it at your school or another location; a great service project and
bonding opportunity for teams.

Hoops for STRONG KiDs

Collect pledges for each basket made by throwing balls from “stations,”
each with a designated shooting style (e.g., foul shot, three-pointer,
lay-up, etc.)

TEACHERS VS. STUDENT GAMES

Pick your sport! Basketball, volleyball, etc.! Don't forget to mention
that admission to this competition supports the region’s only children’s
hospital.

Car Wash

Partner with a local mini-mart or gas station to provide the water. You
provide the manpower, soap, and buckets—wash cars for a donation.

FLOWER SALE, SepT. 29

Sell carnations to your classmates and teachers, at local stores or on street
comers. Great idea for Spirit Weeks! Classes can compete to see who sells
more.

or.

Sell our unique GCHas awareness bracelets!

If your group is interested in holding a school fundraiser and wants to see
how the development staff can help, contact the Development Office at
(585) 273-5936.

Source: it/ /wwwstrongkids.org/donate/ FUNchrasercim
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Philanthropy is based on voluntary action for the common good. It s a
tradition of giving and sharing that is primary to the quality of life. To
ensure that philanthropy merit the respect and trust of the general public,
and that donors and prospective donors can have full confidence in the
nonprofit organizations and causes they are asked to support, we declare
that all donors have these rights:

1. To be informed of the organization’s mission, of the way the organization
intends to use donated resources, and of its capacity to use donations effec-
tively for their intended purposes

11, To be informed of the identity of those serving on the organization’s gov-
eming board, and to expect the board to exercise prudent judgment in its
stewardship responsibliies.

L. To have access to the organization's most recent financial statements.

IV, To be assured their gifts will be used for the purposes for which they were
given.

V. To receive appropriate acknowledgement and recognition.

VI. To be assured that information about their donation is handled with respect
and with confidentiality to the extent provided by law:

VL. To expect that all relationships with individuals representing organizations
of interest to the donor will be professional in nature.

VIl To be informed whether those seeking donations are volunteers, employees
of the organization or hired solicitors

IX. To have the opportunity for their names to be deleted from mailing lss that
an organization may intend to share.

X. Tofeel free to ask questions when making a donation and to receive prompt,
truthful and forthright answers.
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Thank you for agreeing to participate in our silent prospecting program.
“This s a vital step in our ability to identify those individuals in the com-
munity who will have the greatest interest in our organization and be
most willng to contribute through our giving program. The process s
silent and confidential.

The enclosed lists were drawn from existing and new lsts put together
for fundraising purposes. They include current donors, likely prospects,
and others who have shown interest in our organization. In each case the
name and address are noted, and opposite the name are boxes for you
to check and places to comment. Each person participating in the process
has the same it

1. We are asking you to evaluate each individual according to connec-
tion. (Do you know this individual, and how well [primary link]; or
does someone else [secondary link] know them who might be wiling
to contact them?) Also, please indicate whether you are willing to
contact the individual

2. We would also like to know (of course) your estimate of their capac-
ity o give. We have set this up to make it easy for you—just circle a
number opposite each name (these will vary according to goal).

A: $10,000 or more
B: $5,000-39,999
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Factor Weighting Rating Value

The extent to which the 04 B 32
organization has relevant
staff and volunteer expertise

The extent to which the o 5 0s
organization has experience
with this activity

The fundraising returns 04 10 40
generated by the activity
‘The availability of volunteers 01 7 07

toimplement the activity
TOTAL 1.0 84
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GIFTS

Total Gift Dollars:

Gains

Losses

Same

From new donors in the
current year

From recaptured donors
(former donors who did not
give in the previous year)

From upgraded donors
(donors who increased their
giftfrom the previous year)

From downgraded donors
(donors who gave less in
the current year than in
the previous year)

From lapsed new donors
(new donors in the
previous year who did not
give in the current year)

From lapsed repeat donors
(repeat donors in the
previous year who did not
give n the current year

From donors who gave
the same amount as in the
previous year

DONORS

Total Number of Donors:

Gains

Losses

Same

Number of new donors
gained in the current year

Number of recaptured
donors gained in the current
year

Number of lapsed new
donors (new donors i the
previous year who did not
give in the current year)

Number of apsed repeat
donors (repeat donors in
the previous year who did
not give in the current year)

Number of upgraded
donors (donors who
increased their gift from
the previous year)
Number of donors who
gave the same amount as
in the previous year

Number of downgraded
donors (donors who gave
less in the current year

than in the previous year)






