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ABSTRACT

Business corporations have significantly stepped up
their support of public colleges and universities, and in 1972-73 for
the first time gave more money to public institutions than to major
private universities. This report analyzes gifts received by 283
public colleges and universities from corporations, foundations,
private individuals, and community organizations. Altogether, the 283
public institutions attracted $402.1 million in gifts and grants from
private sources during 1972-73, the latest year for which complete
fignres are avai:.able and the year covered by this report. Of this
amount, corporation and business support accounted for $86.2 million
or 21.4 percent. This was an increase of 26.4 percent from 1970-71.
In 1972-73, corporations contributed $83.4 million to 65 major
private universities--$2.8 million less than their contributions to
the larger group ofégublic institutions. The business community is
the second largest urce of private support to public higher
education., The larcest source of support is general philanthropic
foundations, which account for $99.96 willion or 24.9 percent of the
public higher education voluntary support total in 1972-73. (NJN)
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This edition of Voluntary Support of Public Higher Education, covering the years 197273, which
brings to 14-years the ;)enoe! covered by-these reports; is partccularlvgratafymg for-a-number-of-reasons; -
but chiefly for two. First, the report reflects the pubhc s growing awareness of the importance of all hngh
er edueation in American society. Second it points 1o a clearly attainabie potentta! for fmanc:a! support
tar in excess of today’s achi aevement remarkable as that achnevement is,

~in the yeors included in these reports, we have witnessed a significant increase inthe amount of pri-
vate support given to public calleges and universities. Our first study, for the years 196859, reported
$93.3 métlion in voluntary support received by 99 public universities. This year, we report more than
~four times that amount- an impressive $395.8 million divided among 210 comparable universities, plus -
~ another $6.3 million received by 72 public junior colleges. The junior college amount is especially note-
_worthy since it is more than double the total reported in our last study.’

) This documentary report speaks for itself, but | do have a few personal observations to make. | am

particularly impressed by the reported lovel of support by foundations, by business corporations, and by
nonzalumni. | am concerned about the obvious need of increased private support for the smaller institu-
tions. Overall, it should be inost gratifying to all public higher education institutions to see that their total.
percentage increase of private support was higher than for private colleges and universities (22,1 percent
.as against 16.4 percent).

It is my sincere hope that the facts and figures contained in this report will help set realistic develop-
ment goals and pinpoint the areas in which greater efforts to attract private support to public higher edu-

~cation should be made. | hope that the case studics and honor roll lists, by giving recognition to the pace-

setter institutions, will encourage everyone concerned 1o aim still higher, Public tugher education, if gen
- erously supported, will continue—together with private higher education- 1o enrich our nation.

Brakeley/JPJ looks forward confidently to reporting even greater progress in the years ahead.

,(xeoa'ge A. Brakeley, Jr. ’ l

Chairman of the Board,
Brakeley, Jolin Price Jones, Inc.

Member. Ametican Assoctation of Fund Ratsing Counsel
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Summary and Grand Totat of Support

in1972.73," the 283 pubhc coﬁeges and uni- .
versities included in this study received more than--
$402 million in private support {see coumn Tof
Table 1}. This was an increase of 22. 3 percent over"
the $328.7 million reported in 1970-71 by the 307
public institutions mcluded mour iast—-bnenmal
report.

In the same penod prwate contnbutlons 1o
all of htgher education reported in the CFAE sur-

vey rose 16.4 percent to $1.75 billion, The share of *
all private contributions going to public higher edu-

cation was 22.9 percent, a new high, but only.
slightly more than two years earlier when the com-
parable figure was 21.8 percent.

~ Of the private contributions to. pubhc h:gher
edication v 1572 73, 98.4 percent of the total
tutlar amount went to the 210 “senior’” state col-
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VOLUNTARY SUPPORT OF PUBLIC HSGHER EDUCATION

" leges and universities reporting, while the remain-
- ing 1.6 percent was divided among the 73 public
junior colleges in the study.
Different institutions use dlfferent ways of
attracting money. Particularly important for some

--——-gchools are-foundations-established-for the express- - — ..

purpose of accepting private contributions for the
. benefit of the college. These offer great flexibility.

- The purposes of this private support are
shown in‘columns 2 and 3 of Table 1. The sources
_are shown in columns 4 through 8.

As in the past, the bulk of contributions was.

» ‘or the purpose of meeting the expenses of
curs- rt.operations, although a higher proportion
wer.. .or capital purpases in this study than in the
previous one—33 percent in 1972.73 compared to
23 percent in 1970-71.

Table 1
Summary of Voluntary Support for Public Higher Education, 1972.73
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Also consistent with past figures, the largest

source of private support of pubtlic colleyes was the
gengral philanthropic foundation. However, the
source showing the greatest increase since the pre-

vious report was individuals who are not alumni of .
the receiving institutions. Centributions from such

individuals showed an increase of 30,2 percent,

while foundation contributions rose 27.7 percent.
The purposes and soyrces of support will be

discussed in more detail in later sertions of this

report.

Although these overa(! ﬁgures shaw i ampresmve
gains, it should be noted that the bulk of private
contributions to public higher education continues
to go to the larger institutions, especially. to the
multi-campus universities. A large gap separates
these institutions from the remaining public insti-
tutions in the amount of private support.

-The aczcompanying honor rolls for total sup-
port show the leading institutions in each of four

" types of public institutions: members of the Na-.
“tional Association of State Universities and Land-
“ Grant Colleges (NASULGC) and comparable uni-
- . versities; members of the American Assoeiation of
- State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) and com-
- parable colleges and universities; public junior and

community cotleges, most of them members of the
American Association of Community and Junior
Colleges; and the traditionally black public colleges

*'served by the Office for Auvancement of Public
" Negro Colleges, jointly sponsored by NASULGC

and AASCU. This breakdown permits recognition

- of eutstanding institutions of several different

typos.
Purposes of contributions

As shown in column 2 of Table 1, the purpose
tor which contributions were carmarked was pre-
dom:nately current operations, which accounted
tor two thirds (66 percent) of the totsd funds.

However, there was o stiiking difference be-
tween contibutions 10 pubhic senor collsges and

unersitges and those 1o junior and coenimunity

cotieges. More thon half (53.1 percent of the
meney q0ing to the latter was cotmarked for capi
tal purposss This s o markedd change from the per
My sovrnrea] b the 13058 U.() PODOPTL £t P P
RN [ S R T T 1 B N (T AT

I0Ge Contribauaticns Showed thn SaIna twe, 10, 0
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Jrdonninbaetions 1y seret codleges aie e o e

‘TOTAL SUPPORT HONOR ROLL

The figures in parentheses ind{ééte how many times

the school has

in the eight Brakeley reports to date, including this one,

$8,931,764
2,889,719
1.827,141
1,706,586
1,650,457
1,505,598

1,373 065"

1,353,797
1,348,447
1,173,612

appearad on » total support honor roli

AASCU-Type institutions

The Citadel (S.C.)

Upstate Medical Center (N.Y.)
Wichita State University (Kan.)
University of Nevada-Las Vegas
Indiana State University
Uniwversity of Akron

‘University of Louisville (Ky.}
Ball State University {Ind.)
Goargia State University
Columbus College (Ga.)

Traditionally Black Institutions

$568,664
492,646
472,005
391,234
347516

Fayetteville State University {N C.)
North Carohina Central Unsversity
Tennvsser State University

Alcorn A & M College (Miss.)
Florda A & M Univesaty

Jumor and Community Colleges

$1.944.646
2 10N
AR (B
201,440
AR B

Wayrne County Gty Cotlege (Me 3 )
Vmcw nee Unnoeraty e

Coaty Sadbide b va s Tal e )
S'l'ﬂ.“))u; Conty. Cotlege ifs ©

Dielr, College (M)

- NASULGC-Type institutions
$44,320,041 University of Calitornia (System) (8)
22,650,851  University of Wisconsin (8)
21,910,826 University of Michigan (8)
20,392,202 University of Minnesota 8

14,223,173 University of Hiincis - 8
--13,034,363 - Indiana University- - - -~ - () ~ -}
11,653,264 University of Cincinnati {Ohio) - (4)
10,170,680 Ohio State University (2)
9,603,367 Texas A& MUniversity (1)
9,166,136 University of Washington - {1
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’That ratm has remamed constant for senior institu- C S Tahle 2
ttons in this study. ' :

' Public senior institutions showed a ssgmfncam- | S _
ty hcgher proportion of contributions yoing for cur- ' e :
rent operations than did higher education insti. c"“‘p,:_'ﬁm ;’: Contribution Sources
tutions as a vrhole. For ali of higher education, the by Type of Institutional Control
breakdown is 63.1 percent of contributions to cur- .
rent expenses and 46.9 percent to capital purposes, . Source Public - _ Major private
compared to 66 and 33 percent, respectively, for institutions . universities
the public senior institutions, : ~ {283) (65)
o Foundations $99,960,559 $191,797,193
| : | " Business . 86174588 83,383,597
Sourees of suppoft I o | Alumni 64,781,464 198 673,182
) For publuc inst:tutions as a whole general No:;:': :.‘;:;‘s 78,168,027 186,334,745
phuanbthromc foundations remained the source of Other 73,012 446 49 220,482
~ the largest share of contributions—24.9 percent of o Y
the total. Business was again a strong second, con- Total $402,087,984 $708,409,149
tributing 21.4 percent of the total {see columns 4
~ through 8 of Table 1).
However, there was again a sizable difference Chart 1
between the pattern of supnort for senior colieges PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

and universities and that for junior colleges. Among

- the latter, foundations contributed a much larger

- part and alumni a much smaller part of the report-

 ed private support.

Chart 1 shows how the pattern of sources of
contributions to public institutions compares with
“that for 65 major private universities as selected by

- CFAE.in its report, Voluntary Support to Fduca-

- tion. As shown in Tavle 2, these 65 institutions re-
erived & total of more than $709 million in volun-
tary suppart compared to the $402 million received
hy all 283 public institutions combined.

Business sources and miscellangous sources
(the latter categonized as ““other”’) make up larger
shares of the gifts to public institutions than to
private universities, while alumni and non.alumni
indivigduals make up sigvificuntly smaller shares and - MAJOR PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES
foundations a slightly smatler share. These relatwon - - : ‘ oo
ships gre the same as (n the previous report,

Untlike past years, however, business corpora
tions actually cottributed mori dotars to the 283
public institutions than to the 85 major privale uni-
versitas - S86.2 miltlion to the former, compared 1o
$83.4 multion to the satter. The catequry lubeled
“other” also showed o larger daltar amount in the
public column, as it i tive yrears cathee

i ST S L T P Y P AR Y

Rusiness
21.4%

Non-atumni
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19.4%
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.cent ingrease in“contriliutions from this source -
since 1970-71, from $68.2 million, Despite this
strong showing by business, however, other groups
showed even farger increases in their contributions

- to pubtic institutions, Non-alumni individuals

showed the greatest percentage increase, boosting

contributions by 30.2 percent, from $60.0 mitlion
in 1970-71 to $78.1 mittion in 1972-73. Founda-

- tions showed the second-greatest gain, 27.7 percent.

- The amounts contributed to public higher educa-
tion by each source in 1970-71 and 197273, along
- -with percentage increases, are shown in Table 3,

~ Public junior and community colleges showed
~especially notewor thy increases in amor -

ceived from some sources, The most dra  .tic rise

was a five-fold increase in contributions “rom bus-

inesses, from $242,000 to more than $1.5 miilion.

Foundation support to these colleges rose by 156
- percent, from less than $1 million to more than
$2.5 million. _

- The percentage incrases between 1970-71
and 1972-73 for each source of support are shown
separately for four-year institutions and for junior
colleges in Table 4.

Table 3

Changes in Level of Contributions
for All Public Institutions, by Source

Source 1970-71 1972.73 Percent
‘ change

Foundation $73,247 835 $99,960,568 +22.3
Busimvss 68,172,615 B86.174588 +26.4
Alymini 63.627.730 64,781,464 +01.8

Mot 2lumng

sulivaduale 60,009,604 74,158,827  +30.2

Ower GRBE3IIR 73017448 4245
Toa 5328 771,111 5402087984 1723
Qe anisn. - et wr e i

" honorroll. It should be noted that the University

of Texas System, which was second in the previous
honor roll, did not participate in the 1972-73
CFAE study, while data for Rutgers, the State
University of New Jersey, were received too late
for inclusion.

-Of AASCU-type colleges, five institutions on
the previous honor roll have returned. They are
Wichita State University, indiana State University,
University of Akron, University of Louisville, and -
Ball State University. Only North Carolina Central
University and Tennessee State University were on
the previous list for traditionally black colleges, and

-only Sandhills Community College {N.C.) appears

on both the present and previous lists for junior
and community colleges.

Foundation support

This category includes grants from general
philanthropic foundations and from special pur-
pose, community, and family foundations. Com-
pany foundation gifts are included under business
support figures.

The nearly $100 million in foundation money
(see column 4, Table 1) continues to make up the
largest share of contributions to public higher edu-
cation, constituting 24.9 percent of the total,
Foundation support represents 40.6 percent of
junior coflege contributions, 24.6 percant of con-
tributions to other public institutions. The founda-
tion share of total contributions has risen slightly
for both types of public institutions since 197071 -
up from 32.4 percent for junior colleges and from
23.7 percent for senior colleges and universities.

Table 4

Total support

-~ HES . : . .

Lo B rotl Tor ool —upport, most
ettt aran s b gt gest eashituthione, thee
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Percent Changes by Source
for Public Senior Colleges and Junior Colleges

Souree Senior colleges Junior colleges
and universities

1970-71 (N=217) 1970-71 (N~76)
to 197273 (N=210) 10 1972.73 (N=73)

Foundaton 1310 +1656.3
B L PRI A L1280 ... «0280
Aliiran v 78 T N3
Thonoalum
fhoe eyt 3460 v 7483
D 30 o 1A
Tiorad 200 +104 4,
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NASULGC-Type Institutions

'$10.020.164  Unwersity of Ca,fiforma {System}

7.179,556
6,199,564
+» 384,759

University of Michigan
University of Wisconsin
University of Minnesota

-'-—2-,669.98? Michrgan State University

2,431,869
2,3/6.632
2.174.094
2,039,106
1.067.945

Indiana University
tuuisiana State Uthiversity
Texas A & M University
Ohio State Universily
University of ihinos

AASCU-Type Institutions

The Citade! {S.C)

Cabitorria State Polytechnic
University ~Pomong

SUNY Emprire State Colluge (NY )

Nostthorn Hlinois University

Mecdreal College ot Guotrgia

369,709 - bastern Motigan Unvetsty

323155 1ol State Unnoersity thint)

Z87 830 Lnnew Lty O Lovsehe (Kyl)

247 807 Bosaling Grevn Stote Uroersity HOhie)

44 A4 Iy

Wosteon NMiahban Wgersity

58,591,501
667.000

495,035

412,946
408,596

Traditionalty Black Institutions
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The honor rells for foundation support show
considerable variation since 1970 71, For
NASULGC-type institutions, the four top institu-
tians are ‘he same as in the previous period, but
none of the remaining institutions on the current
list appeared on the previous one. The AASCU-
type schools <howed cven maore change. Only East-
ern Michigan University appears on both this list
ang the coinparable one in the previous report. The
traditionally black and junior colleges show a com-
plete changeover.

Business suppert

As in the pas, business was the second most
important contritutor to public higher education
in 1972-73, accounting for 21.4 percent of alt con-
tributions, Its share has gone up slightly, from 20.7
percent in the previous report.

The amount of business.contributions has
gone up by 26.4 percent, from $68.2 million to
$86.2 million (see column 6, Table 1). The greatest
percentage increase came in support to junior col-
leges, an increase of 528 percent, from $242,846 in
1970.71 to $1,525,093 in 1972-73. Business sup
port uf senior colteges and universities in the public
sector rose by 24.6 percent, from $67.9 million to
$84.6 mitlion,

The leadng institutions on the business supr-
poi t honor rolis are receiving subistantially more
money from this seutce than did past leaders, The
University of Michig.an, which remains in first
place, reemved more than $7.3 midhion trom busi
ness soutces, compayed ta $L.3 million in the pre
VIOus Tepott, '

In the honor rolls, Ohio State and lowa State
returned to the Hist atter absences siice the 1966 67
toport, while Wayne State and Lowsiana State ap-
Drear for the trst tinse i thes category. Of the
AASCL tyne schuols, oaly the University of North
Caroling ot Churictte, Appalachian State University
ane Bowhireg Green State Univrsity are new this
vear Gty twn of the tratitionally black institu
Bore, Worth Carodinag Centead Ussigersaty and Ten
st St Uriveraty, appreat onboth e, weond
i previous bustnes. suppot U honot ralls, The tiest

I : el .o ' '
vyt . Y Lo . [
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. OF the 210 seaor ;mh‘tic‘éonégés and dnivér-.

sities in this study, 144 received suppart from cor-

- porate-matching grant programs. This is 68.6 per:
cent of these institutions, a significant increase
from the 55 percent showing in the previous re-
port, The tetal amount received through matchmg

~ grants was $1,289,431,

"~ . There-was almost no matchi’ng gift activity

~amang public junior colleges, where a total of 575
‘was reported by tour colleges.

Total alumni support .
There are several channeis through which
alummi can contribute to their alma maters. One of
the most important is annual fund drives; details of
such contributions are given later. Other channels _
for alurmni giving include capital and development
campaigns and beqguests. At some institations, all

alumni contributions flow through ore fund
agency, at others, several means exis. for accepting
alumni gifts.

Considering all forms of alumni giving to-
gether, alumni contributed $64.8 mil.ion to public
higher education, or 18.1 percent of il contribu-
tions received in 1972-73 (see colum1 6, Table 1).
Tota! alumni giving however, has shown almost nv
increase since the last report—-a mere 1 8 percent
rise oveiall,

Although there was a yreater increase (54 per-
cent) in plumni qiving to conmunity and junior
cotleges, the actual amounts are still relative'y
smali, less than $64,000 in 187071 and just over
$98,000 in 1972.73. Alumni contributions st. il
make up 3 tiny share of voluntary contnibutions to
junior colleges-only 1.6 percent.

Interestingly, alumni support of four-year in-
stitutions appeats to rise and fall in cycles. It Je-
clined Ly four percent tretween 1966-67 and 1968
69, th2n rose by a substantial 46.2 percent between
the latter period and 1970-71.

Bequests, annuities, life contracts
and insurance policies

Althiouh the numiber of public colleges and
untyersiting recetving contributions in these forms

has increased slighitly, it stilt tepresents a distinct I
minerity of these institutions. Some $34,521,969

in incomy frorn bequests went to 96 of the senior
institutions in this study, or about 46 percent of

CORPORATE SUPPORT HONOR ROLL

NASULGC-Type Institutions

$7,335,697
5,419,726
4,942,907
4,652,289
4,324,331
3,349,230
2,862,069
2,244,668
2,236,533
2,219,206

$1,373,970
690,966
552,886
440,839
409,687
392,294
358,947
345,238
325,341
309,997

Unversity of Michigan
University of California {System)
University of Wisconsin
Ohio'State University

Yexas A & M University
University of Hlinois |

Michigan State Unwversity
Wayne State University {Mich.)
Louisiana State University

lowa State University

AASCU-Type Institutions

indiana State University

University of Akron {Ohio)

University of South Florida

University of North Carotina - Charlotte
Michigun Technological University
Georgia State University

Ball State University (Ind.)
Appalachian State University (N.C.)
Virginia Commonwealth University
Bowling Green State University (Ohio)

Traditionatly Black institutions

$553,778
477,560
396,073
109,912
60,246

Fayetteville State University (N.C.)
North Caroling Central University
Tennessee State University

Notth Carolina A & T State University
Virginia State College

Junior and Community Colleges

$786.100
151,000

8¢,2561
6¢,459

133780

Vincennes University (ind.)

S.D.Bishop State Ji. College {Ala.)
SUNY, Mew York City Craty. College.
Delta Colleye (Mich,)

Northwaestorn Michigan Colleqge




.. the total, compared with 31 percént in-the pre-
vious study. Proceeds from annuities, {ife contracts,
and insurance policies were received by 23, or -
slightly more than 10 percent, of these institutions,
roughly the same as before.

By contrast, almast 90 percent of majot pri-

~ vate universities reported income from bequests,

~ and 50 percent said they received income from an-
nuities, contracts, or insurance,

.. -No public junior college reported income from

annuities, iife contracts, or insurance, but 12 col- -
~ leges or about 17 percent of the total reported in-

_come from bequests. Two years earlier, only seven’
juniot colleges, or about 10 percent of the study
total, reported hequest income, '

Support from non-alumni individuals

This source contributed the third largest share
of total support to public higher education in this
study, surpassing contributions from alumni (see
column 7, Tabic 1). Non-alumni individuals include
trustees, patents of students, and neighbors of an
institution.

Contributions from this source showed the
largest percentaye increase since the last report, a
30.2 percent rise from $60 million to $78.1 mil-
tion. Non-alumni individuals’ contributions make
up a larger share of total contributions 10 senior in-
stitutions than to junior colleges— 19.5 percent for
the former, 16.5 percent for the latter.

Other sources

This category inciudes a limited number of
gifts from religious organizations, some from such
groups as labor unions, service clubs and other or-
ganizations, and more from a wide variety of mis-
cellaneous sources. ‘

A little more than $73 million went to public
higher education from these sources (see column 8,
Table 1). This was an increase of 24.5 percent from
the $58.6 million figure of 1970-71.

These contributions represented 18.2 percent
of all public higher education volun<ary support, a
slight increase from the 17.8 percent share pre-
viously reported.

No honor rolls are compiled for this category

because its components are toc varied for meaning- |

ful comparison.

- TOTAL

ALUMN? SUPPORT HONOR ROLL "

NASULGC-Type Institutions

$5.480,046
4,616,278

3,271,659

2,698,672
2,475,107
2,473,727
2,450,978
2,263,663
2,029,139
1,924,073

University of Hinois

University of Wisconsin
University of Michigan -
University of Kansas

Georgia Institute of Technology
University of California (System)
University of Utah

Purdue University {{nd.}

Texas A & M University

towa State University

AASCU-Type Institutions

$1,022,709
596,654
502,041
278,433
227,269
208,312
207,713
204,741

200,305
187,316

Webper State College (Utah)

Virginia Military Institute

College of William and Mary (Va.)

Michigan Technotogical University

Wichita State University (Kan.)

University of Akron {Ohio)

Badl State University (ind.)

University of North Carolina-
Greensboro

The Citade! {S.C.)

University of Louisville {Ky.)

Traditionally Black Institutions

- §75,847
30,586
27,975
23,000

North Carolina A & T State University

Florida A & M Univertity

Savannah State College
Jackson State College {Miss.)

15,089 Winston-Salem State University

~ Junior and Community Colleges

$27,000
16,350
15,000
10,170
7,720

Vincennes University (Ind.)
New Mexico Military Institute

Huenderson County Ji. College (Tex.)

Sinclair Cmty. College (Ohio)
Delta College (Mich.)




NON-ALUMNI INDIVIDUAL HONOR ROLL

- NASULGC-Type Institutions

" $0.868,.299

7.961,921

© 6,924,665

5,068,157
3,748,761

2,618.567.
2,161,381

1,937,988

- 1,800,311

1,760,039

$1,342,678
1,255,308
1,042,493
554,820
432,208
404,272
278,394
242,907
242,238
224,327

‘University of California {System)

University of Cincinnati (Ohio)
University of Minnesota
University of Virginia
University of Washington
University of Michigan
Universsity of Tennessee
University of Wisconsin
Ohio State University
University of Delaware

AASCU-Type Institutions

University of Nevada—Las Vegas
Wichit: State Univeraity (Kan.)
Columbus College {Ga.}
Midwestern University 'Tex.)

East Carolina University (N.C.)
Towson State College (Md.)
Virginia Commonwealth University
Virginia Military Institute

College of William and Mary (Va.)
University of Akron {Ohio)

Traditionally Black Institutions

21,681
8,725
7,807
6,037
5,983

Grambling College (La.)

West Virginid State College

Florida A & M University

Alabamga State University

North Carolina A & T State University

B Junior and Communhy Colleges

$175,)82
160,571

- 86,000
64,231

Lane Cmty. College {Ore.)

- Gaston College (N.C.) . . .

Vincennes University (ind.)
Northwestern Michigan Cullege

"Annual funds encourage mgulaf contmuing
giving, an important factor in maima:mng strong
institutions and programs. Because of its impor-

»- tance annual fund giving is described here in detail.

A somewhat higher proportion of state col
!eges and universities reported gifts to annual funds
in this study than in the last report—84 percent
compared to 75 percent. Because only 12 of the 73
public junior coleges reported-annual fund contri- -
butions, they will not be discussed in this section,
although honor rolls have heen compnled forj )umor
mﬂeges.

Number of slumni of record—The size of the
pool of alumni is an important figure bacause it
provides the yardstick by which the breadth of ak
umni support can be measyred, However, the insti-
tutions reporting do not all give precisely compar-
able date. Some consider all alumni as being “of re-
cord,” while others include only those for whom
they have current addresses. Some institutions con-
sider afl former students as alumni, while others
count only those who earned degrees.

The public four-year institutions in this study
reported a total of 6,621,099 alumni of record in
1972-73 (see column 9 on the institutional reports
beginning on page 20 ). This is 41.7 percent of the
alumni reported by all 1,365 institutions of all
types participating in ths CFAE survey,

Number of alumni solicited —Public four-year
institutions actually solicited contributions from
81.2 percent of their alumni of record, or 6,375,622
alumni (see column 10, institutional reports). This
is a somewhat higher proportion than reported two
years ago, when 77 percent were solicited. In gen-
eral, those omitted from solicitations are alumni
for whom correct addresses are not available, mem-
bers of religious orders, and those who specifically
request omission. Many schools do not solicit gifts
from non-degree holders unless these alumni have
in some way indicated special interest, such as by
making a contribution or attending a university
{uncticn. Thirty-two institutions reported they
made no solicitations of alumni, although 15 of
these reported receiving unsolicited contributions
in small amounts.



7 ALUMNI SOLICITATION RESPONSE HONORROLL .  Number of alumni donors to annual fund=In
b L S L s S, 197‘? 73,685, 276 alumni of public fouf~yeaf insti-
NASULGC-Type Institutions tutions made contributions to their alma maters’
| annual funds. This isa response rate of 12.8. per-
cent-of those solicited. -

“This was the smaliest response rate of any
category of four- -year institutions reporvted in the

Alumni of ~ Alumni - Alumni Percent
record  solicited donors response

38047 37.245 18,160 488 Georgu Inst.of Tech, |  CFAE survey. Major private universities, in con:
58,000 63.083 21,867 41.2 Texas A & M Uniy. - trast, reported a 21.9 percent response. u
38,200 36,700 13.468 36.7 Virgmia Poty. Inst. & Donors to public four-year institutions con-

- R State Univ. . stitute about 31 percent of all annual fund con-
42,000 42,000 13.664 32.5 Mississipp State Univ. tributors to institutions of higher education. This N
- 4800077 38,620 12079  31.3 Miami Umiv, {Ohio) -} isasmaller proportion than the ftgure for 1970-71 =
53,200 © 38,500 9,203 23.9 Univ. of Virgmia of 34 percent. |

73537 72000 16,283 22.6 Univ.otKansas | ... . - Like.alumni giving in genera! ahimni support

22,917 22120 4,913 222 Usuw. of Rhode island
172,400 - 146,058 31,722 21.7 Onio State Univ.
286,305 179.867 38.705 215 Umv. of Michigan

to annual funds has shown little increase since the
previous report. While the number of alumni soli-
cited by public institutions went up 5.9 percent,
from 5.1 million to 5.4 million, the number of

AASCU-Type Institutions alumni donors to annual funds of these institutions .
went up by a mere 0.8 percent, fiom 679 647 to
L : N . ' 685,276.
25,200 25,200 10,933 434 Univ. of Soutnern Tab'e 5 shows alumni solicitation response
Mississippi , rates by type of institution.

10,166 10.166 3.837 37.7 Virginia Military Inst.

.6 Pl h St. Coll '
4,720 4,720 1,631 346 YT;l::) ege Table §

3955  3.055 1.313 33.2 Medical Coll. of Ga.

32,314 32,718 919 28.0 Ball State Univ. (ind.) T T e e
35,900 22,300 7,649 280 Uni;.f:.a of-‘Nong S Alumni Solicitation R
rolina—
: Type of Institution, 1972.73
25506 25506 5,658 22.2 Coil. of Wm. & Mary{Va.) by Type o 972
12,000 12,000 2.646 22.1 Newark Coll. of Lngin- Type of Institution Pe
_ eering (NLJ.) . response
26.742 25,250 5,166 2C.5 Unwv. of Toledo (Ohio)
11,451 11,451 2,335 20.4 Longwood Coll. {Va.} Private women's cofleges _ 30,6
o S ~ Private men's colleges - 302
™ ‘ _ Major private universities 21.9
Traditionally Black Institutions Private coeducational collcges 19.4
4000 2500 2000 80.0 Savannsh St. Coll. (Ga. Professional and specialized schools  16.3
3,728 1.230 450 36.6 Elizabeth City St. Public colleges and universities 128
Univ. (N.C.) Private junior colleges 1.0
9250 6,560 1,500 22.9 Florida A & M Univ. i Public junior colleges 4.0

4,961 4,961 1075 21.7 Virginia St. Coll.

Alumni gifts to annual fund—Despite the
small rise in the number of donors, the amount of

J“mof '"d‘c‘mm"m‘w co'm money contributed by alumni to annual funds
L f . . .1 showed aconsiderable increase of 45 percent, from
6500 2000 560 2B8.0 Delta Coll. (Mich.) $23,697,760 to $34,365,694. This reverses a
2,840 2,840 417 14.7 Sinciair Cmty. Coll. (Ohio) slight downward movement that occured between
17,235 10,000. . 615 . 6.2 N.Mex. Military.Inst. — . |. .. the 1968-89 report and the 197071 report.

"




Toml snftsto the annuai fund-—At many mstx-
mtaons, contributions from alumm afe supplemen- .
ted by gifts from other sources in computing the
annual fund totals. tn 1972-73, alumni contribe-
tions represented 64 percent of the total of -
$563,770,392 given to the annual funds of public
institutions. Some $410,387 was contributed by
- parents, for 0.8 percent of the total, The rest is ac-
eounted for by contributions from busmesses gen-
eral philanthropic foundations, and non-alumni

individuals.
The amount of totat gifts represents an in-

. crease of 40.6 percent from the previous penod
when the totat was $38,250,574.

* The honor roli of. total gifts to annual funds
reflects varying definitions by different mst:tut:ons
of annual fund gifts.-Some count only certain -
alumni gifts; others include gifts from many other

- sources in theit annual fund totals.

Financial and enroliment statistics

'Public senior institutians spent a total of
$7. 966 billion for educational, general and student
aid purposes during 1972-73. Thus, the amount

- contributed by private sources to these colleges
- made up just under five percent of their expendi-
- tures for these purposes.
| ~ These expenditures by public senior colleges,
according to CFAE. figures, constitute 55 percent
of all such expenditures by all the institutions of
higher education~public and private—in its survey.

The market values of the endowiments of the
public senior colleges total $1,285 billion, This fig

ure is based on information from 190 inst.wtions
" and amounts to 10.2 percent of the total market
value of all endowments of higher education insti-
tutions in the United States repo-ted by the CFAE
survey.

Columns 14 and 15 of the institutional tables
in the back of this volume shaw figures on expen-
ditures and endowments for institutions with more
than $100,000 in total voluntary support. The to-
tal figures cited above refer to all institutions in the
CFAE survey. )

ALUMNI DONORS TO ANNUAL FUND

HONQR ROLL .- _

NASULGC-Type Institutions

38,705
31,722
21,867

18,876

18,160
17,004
16,283
16,112
15,428

. 14,840

University of Michigan

Chio State University

Texas A & M University

Indiana University . =

Georgia Institute of Tedmology
University of Wisconsin

University of Kansas »
University of California—Les Angeles
University of Tennessee

University of Nlinois

AASCU-Type Institutions

10,933
9,191
7,649

7,036
5,788
5,658
5,166
4,355
3,837
3,452

University of Southern Mississippi

Ball State University {ind.)

University of North Caratina-—-
Greensboro

Western Michigan University

Bowling Green State University {Ohio)

Coftlege of William and Mary (Va.)

University of Toledo (Ohio)

Indiana State University

Virginia Military Institute

Georgia State University

Traditionally Black institutions

2,000
1,500
1,075
1.030

900

‘Savannah State College (Ga.)

Florida A & M University

Virginia State Coliege

North Carolina A & T State University
Jackson State College (Miss.)

Junior and Community Colleges

€53
615
660
417
. 280

SUNY, Dutchess Cmty. College (N.Y.)
New Mexico Military Institute
Delta College (Mich.)

Sinclair Cmty. College {Ohio)

SUNY, New York City Cmty. College




) ALUMNI GIFTS TO ANNUAL FUND

" HONOR ROLL

NASULGC-Type Institutions

$4,090,354
2,213,404
1,950,098
1,915,895
71,678,510
1,384,763
1,181,900
1,006,701

884,683

845,904

Umversme of Michigan :
University of Calitornia—tLos Angeles
indiana Umversity

Texas A & M Unuversity

Ohio State University

University of Wisconsin

Ok lahoma State University

Purdue University (ind.)

Michigan State University

Georgia Tech. University

AASCU-Type institutions:

1 $324,270
232,625
208,312
163,648
162,272

131,354
117,407
115,802
114,328
113,320

Virginia Military Institure
College of William and Mary (Va.)
University of Akron (Ohio)
Ball State University {ind.}
University of Not tin Carofina—

- Greenshoro :
Western Michigan Unuversity
University of Louisville (Ky.)
Bowhing Green State University {Ohio}
Newark College of Engineering (N.J.)
University of Southern Mississippi

Traditionally Black Institutions

$66,254
31,851
30,586
23,000
21,733

North Carolina A & T State University
Savannah State College (Ga.)

Florida A & M University

Jackson State Cotlege (Miss.)

Virginia State College

Junior and Community Colleges

$15,000
6,630
6.530
4,523
4,000

New Mexico Military Institute
Sinclair Cmty. College (Ohio) ‘
SUNY , Dutchess Cmty. College
Potomac State College (W, Va.)
Deita College (Mich.)

 TOTAL GIETS TO ANNUAL PUND HONOR ROLL .

NASULGC-Type Institutions

- $4,090,354

3,369,385
2,600,131
2,213,404
2,140,740
1,921,219
1,868,142
1,815,574

1,572,763

1,308,030

$1,167,140
621,982
534,118
388,342
363,308
358,627
339,831
325,755
237,662
217,678

“University of Michigan

QOhio State University

Indiana University .

University of California—Los Angeles
University of Wiscopsin -

Texas A & M University

University of Minnesota
Michigan State University

University of Colorado.

University of Vitginia

AASCU-Type Institutions

Ball State University {Ind.}
Westerr Michigan University
Colorado School of Mines
Virginia Military Institute
indiana State University

Centrat Michigan University
College of William and Mary (Va.)
Bowling Green State University
University of Akron {Ohio)
University of Southern Mississippi

Traditionally Black Institutions

$91,423
73,671
64,276
49,365
38,485

North Carolina A & T State University
South Carolina State Coliege
Alabama State University

West Virginia State College
Winston-Salem State University (N.C.)

Junior and Community Colleges

$17,615
14,659
10,170
6,530
4,548

New Mexico Military Institute
Mississippi Gulf Coast Jr. College
Sinctair Cmty. College (Ohioc)

SUNY, Dutchess Cmty. College (N.Y.)
Potomac State College {W. Va.)
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S faguaes i the toltntiiig institufinns are nctuded i
the totals used i1t the text of this meporl aithouyh they dre
not tisted 1 owr istitutional tabites becaume e qrand to-
tat of votuntany support was less than $100,000:

State colleges and universities

CALABa B UL, A Ranas oty techne Cotl,, Arkgnasg, UL

of, Little Rock: Anmstrong St Cobt {Gadj. Catvtorna S
Col (Pa); Calitorsug St UL ot Fullerton ang Humbotdt, -
Cameron Cotl, [Oklx.}, Chrstopher Newport Coll, {Va.),
Coppin St toil, {Md.): Dakota St Colt, (S.D.}: Kastern

o Connecticut S Cod b astermn Hinors U.: Eastern Montang
Cotl Bt Tennesser 51U Fitchburg 8t Coll, (Maan):

Flonaa international U Glenwifle St Coll, {W, Va): Jack.
sen SU Colil (ML), Jersey Criy L Coll, (N 1), Jobinsen
St Coll (VU Kean Coll NG Hedtney St Colt (Neb.y

CKaene St Cofr (N T Kentuchy S UL Lock daven ST

Coli (Pad ity eaon SO Call, (VL) Madison Coll, [Va.)s
Mary Wasbavjton Lol { Va): Massachasetts Maritane Acs
dency  Mayaite 50 Cotl, (INLDY Missoun Suuthern St Coll.:
Montanag Colt of Muy S & Tech s Nostts Adams St Coll,
(Moo ) Notsc Cap ot UL of, Ashwille; Nooeth § Harnnda, UL of;
Prymouth St Cotl (P, Ramap o Coll. (NLJL): Rhode 1s
tangd Colts Rivhsne Stuckton St (NLLY; Savannah 5t
Coll (Gued: Soath Carouag St-Coliy; Southers Conned idat

Cot Coll bouthere S8, Coll (ArkL): Southwestern Lodisiang,

U. of: Soutbwest Texay St U, State U. of New York Col-
ieges at Buffalo, Cortlana, Fredoma, Geneseo, Potsdam,
Tennewwee Tat:, U, Trenton St Coil, (NLJY; Valdosta 51,

Dot tGa). Vattey ity S Colt (NLEL): Virgenea S8, Colil;

Wastorn Cannacticut St Coll: western Montana Colt,; West
Geprgra Coll,: West Vitgirua Inst. of Technology; Wrliam
Paterson Coll. {N.1.): Wanston-Salem St, U, {N C.}; Wnthrop
Colt, {8.C.), Wisconsn, U, of at La Crosse, Oshkosh, Riwver

F alts, Stevens Point, Whitewater; Worcester St Coil. {Mass.)

Pubtic junior and community colleges

- Arnzona Western Coll.: Cotdwetl Cmity. Coll.; Catonsville

Cmity. Coll. {Md.); Chabot Coll, {Ca.): Citrus Cmty. Colt,
{Ca.), Clackamas Cnty, Coll, {Ore.); Coast Cmity. Coll,
{C.a.); Cochire Coll, (Anz.), Cnaffeywville Cimty. dr, Coll.
{Kan.); Craver: Centy, Coll. (NLC.): Cumberland County
{MNLLF: Dallas County Cmity, Coll. {Tex.); Gavilan Coll,
{Ca) Harford Cmty. Cotl, (Md.); Henderson County Jr,
Cotl, {Tox ) Henderson Cmity, Coll. (Ky.): Hutchinson
Cmty. Jr. Coll, (Kan.); Hlinos Eastern Jr. Coll,; Jefferson
St Jr, Coll, (Al): Kennewaw Jr, Coll, {Ga.), Kishwaukee
Colt, (11), Loram County Cmty, Coll, (CGhio); Luricen
Wallace: St Jr. Coll, {Ala.): Miuddie Georgra Coll. ; Missis-
nppr Gutt Caast Jr, Coll; Neosha County Cmity. Jr. Coll,
{Kan.); North Dakota St. Sch, of Sci.; North Flonda Jr,
Lot North tdaho Coil,; Northeastern Ji, Coll, (Colo.};
MNorwalk Cinty, Coll, (Conn,); Olympic Coll. (Wash,): Otero
Ji. Coll, (Colo.). Paducah Cmty, Coll, (Ky.); Palomar Coll.
{Cal.): Philhi. . Coounty Cmty, Cott. (Ark.): Potomac St. Coll,
(W. Va.); Queensisorough Cmty, Coll{N.Y.); Quinsigarond
Cmty. Cotl, (Mass.); Rangely Coll, {Caolo,); Richard Bland
Coll, (Va.): Richmond Tech. inst, (N.C.); Sampson Tech.
inst, {N.C.): San Josc Tity Coll. {Ca.): Schocleraft Coll.
{Mich.): Siclair Cmty. Coll. {Ohio); Snead St. Jr. Coll.
{Ata.}; Spoon River Coll. (111.); State U. of New York -
Borough of Manhattan Cmty., Dutchess Cmty., Erie Cmty.,
Sutlwan County Cmty.; Surry Cmty, Coll. (N.C.); Texas
Southmost Coll.; Wenalchee Valley Coll. (Wash.); Wherton
County Jr. Coll, (Tex.), William Harper Coll. (lil.): Willmar
Cmty. Coll, {Minn,)




HOW THEY DOIT
Profiles of some honor: soll colleges and unavenu:Qs

~ Each college’s situation is unigue. The type of program, econumic background of students and
their families, location, economic conditions in_the area they serve—these and a myriad of other factors
affect the particular direction of a fundraxsmq effort,

Somet:mec a fundraiser thinks up a novel way of reachmg potential contnbutors and convincing
them of the merit of the college’s program and its need for their money. But the more successful
programs are usually built on long-tested fundraising principles that hold true in almost every situation.

The case studies in this section are examples of both kinds of programs—those with novel devices
and those with more traditional approaches. Some components of successful fundraising programs
appear so often that they can be termed hallmarks. Here are some of these elements drawn from the
institutions described in this year’s case studies:

eParsonal active support and interest of the president of the institution.

®Participation of committed volunteers, especiatly alumni, and often trustees and community
leaders.

e Active support and participation by faculty and staff members.

e Careful identification of potential large donors, including attention to their particular personal
interests, followed up by personal contacts and visits to the campus which spark their interest.

e Special recognition given to large contributors.

eCoordination and cooperation among the offices that work in the areas of fundraising, alumni
and public relations, publications and recruitment.

eindependent foundations which can solicit, receive and manage private gifts with greater flexibil-
ity than is poss:h!e usmg ordmdry state govemmem or umvers:ty proceduws

oF irm goals set wnthm a dehmte time frame
®Strong academic programs which serve the needs of the community.

®Regular communication with contributors and prospects.
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Towson State College’s development'pmgrardﬁ‘ef .
most interest because of its exceptionatly rapid growth.Be-
fore 1870, the college had no program for voluntary sup-
port, and reported in the 1969-70 CFAE report only $9,981
in private contributions. Between 1870 and 1973, the cal- »
lege reported $2,751,883 of voluntary private support, in-
cluding $816.905 in 197273, h

- The majox portion of the private voluntary support
has come from non-alumoni individuals. In fact, Towson
State has appeared on the last two Brakeley/JPJ Honor
Rolls in that category, ranking second for AASCU-type in-
stitutions in the very first year of its development program.

. For 1972-73, Towson State ranks sixth, with $404,272 in
tnat categorv . .

A!thnugh a number of specific factors within the develop-
. mental division were crucial, the most essential ingredient was
the general condition of the collage. According to Paul E. Wis-
- dom, vice president for institutional development, *'The Pres-
ident, Dr. James L.. Fisher, understood that no successful devel-
- opment effort was possible without a strong, effective academic
program to selt a:d without a sound business and finance organ-
ization.”

7 -Mr, Wisdom attributes the college’s rapid fundraising
success to four specific factors: (1) the concentration on
non-alumni individuals as a source ot support; {2) the coor-
dination of ail development and public relations activities
under one vice-presidential office; (3) the early establish-
ment of a private college foundation; and (4) the successful
creation of an extremely pesitive public image.

The concentration on non-alumai individuals as the
primary source of early support resuited from an early eval-
uation of Towson State’s fundraising potential and the re-
sulting recognition that Towson's situation was in many

~ wiiys unfike that of other institutions with successful devel-
opment programs. For instance, alumni would not be a ma-
jor source of financial support because Towson had only
11,000 alumni of record at that time and they consisted

- primarily of teachers, a group with limited {inancial re-

sources. The college decided consequently to develop a

strong program of alumni service and mvolvement, but to

concentrate fundraising efforts elsewhere -

1t was apparent that the college’s location in Towson,
the most affluent suburb of the Baltimore metropolitan
area, meant that it was litera'ly surrounded by individual
and corporate wealth. The college consequently began a re-
186

-search program that provided a list of 260 of the most
prominent individuals in the Baltimore area together with
information on their assets, their business and social con-
nections, and their interests. Their most universally com.
mon base of interest, it turned out, was in the arts.

. Evaluation and research also found that. despite the' :
college s tine academrc program it was perceived by most
“of the community, and especially by. the elite group the de-
velopers wished to reach, as a second- or third-rate institu- |
tion referred to most commonly as “that lottle teachers’ col-
lege out on York Road *

_ Because it qmckly rdentmed a development !arget .
and the problems it faced, Towson was able to begin ehang- »
ing the image of the college and to reach members of the af-
fluent community quite rapidly. It did this by concentrat-
ing initialty on a fine arts program. Knowing of the com-
mumity’s interest in the arts, the developers also discovered
that the college had at one time been pronounced in a state-
wide plan as the potential fine arts center for the state. The
college prociaimed this widely, It also spent substantial time
looking for a major donar interested in the arts. These ef-
forts resulted in an initial major gift of art from a local re-
tired businessman, foHowed by a matching cash grant from
the National Endowment of the Humanities as a result of a
proposal to use the gift of art as a catalyst to establish an
Asian Arts Cemer on the campus. Through the successful
promotion of the opening of that center, hundreds of pro-
minent Baltimaoreans came to campus and found a fine in-
stitution worthy of their interest and support. They became -
involved in growing numbers in the activities of the college,
with their financial support following naturally.

Integral to this success was the coordination of all de-
velopment and public relations efforts in one division of the
college. "It is my belief, and one shared by the president of
the college, that public relations and development are vit
tually synonymous~success in fundraising is almost entire-
ly dependent on the impression that potential donors have
of the institution and the causse to which they are asked to
give,” says Wisdom. Consequently, the news and publica-
tions services and the entire public relations responsibitity,
in addition to the alumni, federal grants, and other develop-
ment functions, were put under the development vice pres.
ident’s direction. As a resuit, the various offices work as a
tearm,

Aithough alumni are not a major source of support in
dotlar amounts, the alumni program has grown. What was
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once a semi-annual-alumni newsletter is.now a bi-monthty. ...

college publication with a circulation of 35,000, including
15,000 alumni in addition (o faculty and staff, all parents,
aduit part-time students, and oll those wdentitied as actual
or potential fruends of the gollege. The newspaper serves
communications, public refations, ahd development pur-
poses, an example of the coordination of these efforts.

A final szgnificant part of the entire pfogtam was the
establishment of the Towson State College Fo.undat ion m

- Ao
§ oA Delta COIlege
ﬂ‘ ﬁ «%} Innovative methods
"“r* A
2 TERR

Deha Coltege is.a commumty college of more than.

6,000 students located near Bay City, Mich. With total vol
-untary support of §203,544, it ranks fifth among the public
junior and community colleges in the CFAE report for 1972

73 Highest amounts of support wére fram business {889,251}
and the source labelted “other’” ($90.712). {t has appeared
or, the business support fanor roll in this and the previous
B!JP.! repart. 1t 15 unusual antong junior and community

- coﬂeges in-1ts showing of alumns support, with a 28 percent

© response rate 1o its solicitations tor contributions to the an-

nual fund. This was the highést Fesponse rite amorig junior

- .and community colleyes, and was roughly twice the rate of

the community coliege in sucond place. The amount con
-tributed by atlumni, $7,720, was fi'th among community
---and junior institutions,

Delta College serves an unusual disthict, comprising

. three highly industrialized counties and rural areas surround
*. . ing, them, plus portions of thiee adjoming counties.

'T'he fundraising program has developed over the past
four years, Autharity tor the total ¢ffort fies in the Presi-
- dent’s office. aitnough contacts with potential contributors
" are made by several offices. A record system was estab-
fixhed to help those making contacts and to eliminate the

" . chance that more than one otfice would contact the same

person.

Perhaps one of the most unusual parts of Delta’s fund-

raising effort is the alumni program, under an alumni direc-
tor who is responsible both for raising funds and providing

various alumni services.

The most successiul device used by the olumni pro-

mzsr cow mm&

.

} lAugust of 13?0 Although it develaped slowty hecause

prominent persons were initially unwilling to serve on its
board, it provided immediately a repository for contribu-
tions plos'a Hexabnlity unavaifable within the college itself.
As the image of the college changed, hovever, the founda-
tion pictute changed, and as the callege image improved,
more srominent people were willing to serve as board mem-

 bers, The board is now strong and thr ough its membershrp

is the college’s most important vehicle for raising individual,

‘ . corporate, and local foundatlon funds

gram_has been the telephone campaign. Every year about
2,000 to 2,500 alumni in the local area receive a phone call
from a tape recorder hooked up ‘o the telephone, The mes-
saje, which lasts less than a munute, has a light and lively’
tone. it describes in geaeral terms the alumni program and
its relationship to the graduates, In the first three years of
fundraising, more than 85 percent of the college’s contribuy-
tions from alumni was given by alumni contacted by the
ielephone, who thought the method was a novel approach.
The first phone campaign produced about $3,000, The se-
eandd year doubled the first, and the third year's increase
was another 18 percent.

Another important component of the fundraising «f.
fort is the eftort by Delta’s public television station to raise
funds for station improvements and programing, Since 1971
it has used o two-gn anyed approach: an appeat for mdm-
duals to contribute and becoume *‘members,” and an an-
nual TV auction. The auction is held every year and enlists
the services of more than 1,600 volunteers under the ditec-
tion of the college staff. Merchandise is obtained from focal
husinesses who are credited on the air for their contribu-
tions. The first year’s sale netted $44,000. By the third
year, this was up to $70,000.

The auctian not only raises money, but also greatly
increases the number of residents who are acquainted with
Delta Culleqe, cswcqally its station pmgmmmg,

Beszdes obmmmg items fut the auction from busmess
people, Delta College also makes personal contacts with bus
iness and industry feaders, who regularty visit campus to re-
view snd discuss the colleye’s academic pragrams. This helps
the college provide educational services suited to the current
employment market, and also results in greater use of the
academic programs, 3
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Private support emanating from within

Georgia Tech's fundraising efforts begin from within
This support, coming from alumni, triends, faculty, and par-
ents, provides valuable leverage in securing support from cor-
porations and foundations as well as making a direct and
meaningful contributicn to the educataonal research and ser-
vice programs. of the Instetute e e e

An undefmable quahty, a combmanon of pnde and
competitive motivation, seems to charactenze Tech's alum- -
ni and other friends. This quality is a great asset and, when
cultivated and developed properly, probably goes further
toward insuring the success of Tech's dnnua! fund thah any
other single factor, :

Tech’s success is exemplified in its consistently siron
performance in alumni giving. In 1972.73 Georgia Tech, a
public institution, ranked in the top ten in all three of the
CFAE-AAC’s Hanor Rolls of Achievement: alumni donors
to annual fund, alumni gifts to annual fund, and totai
alumni gifts. Another statistic to which Georgia Tech points
with pride is the percent of its alumni contributing to the
annual fund —of 37,245 alumni, 18,160 or 49 percent sup-
ported the fund during 1872-72. And tins performance s

- not an excephon it 15 o sustained oftort that compares

F-uuuiw-mn b v gt

favor.abiy with any institution of higher learning, public or
private. - '

- An orgamizabonat anomaly ot sorts, Teeh’s tundr ais

ing staff is relatively smiall, thres professionals in alumry of-
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ficafions, nitprerition servites, placement goef Ot st

tute offiees are key imgreduents <o the conmtmuity aod

= smooth oteratirar of The getaaal fon

B ue-mm.i Toch’s Nafearon Atorms Assodaton s hiert-

1( rnpansitde fou the opnaal bpds Bodt sround the informed
woludvers through pdt GGpahion on
e arogal Yuetd Tohes Reavaty

dint prospets,

tmaxds cormrmt teey, eluies ot

orr contivage WLORENGHS SHhen whth dipeporlee,

Factaual idformation outhemng the neeits, opporturagies qrid

ategs of avrceetty of e fealityte s transnutted vig e ahiinim

DOWSHAR T, v

ansoriantiy, peroral eontyget Percosgl comtanr, both farenad

ang inforn.al, provelioo o oppoetanty o teport oo the ses

ceewnt continuing o edn, oo
[§ h:h

programs provide oftectyy

-._‘;f‘g)'nw'u.u.. Saprgrdl snl 0

k;()vlgvl\;:' TR PTISA SRIRT AT AT UM gyt IRIEE R IS TR LIS TN tiiie tinns,

b v aned "Tern Today”™

forume fer ntaraetieg eath supearters Gt alomin: aponsos

el gt bree e sraed o sl Prassronl PIGesrie L antinpen e

,1'8

mc

PAruntext provided by enic [IREEE R i Co - - - -

araags petiasscals, direet ad,) telethens gred, et

BEST CGPY A&’MLRB!.E

A »

-

Georgla lnstltute of Technology

terface wnh cunsttments wht%e at the same time prowclmg a
valuable service.

To achieve the most effective communication with
major donors to the annual fund, the development office
works with the alumni office in rating, soliciting and rectg:~
nizing key supporters. Additionally, the development of-
fice is responsible for planned giving, corporate support and
foundation support. It is through the development office
that emiphasis is given to deferred as well as current giving.
in estate planning, service to the donor in planning a major
gift takes on special significance. The close relationship be-
tween the development office and the major donar to the
annual fund pays handsome dividends here, since the more
atfiuent and generous annual supporter is usually the best

- prospect for a major, planred gift.

Communication, volunteerism and continuity are all
qualities of a successful annual campaign, but each of these
tjualities must be nourishea by proper recognition of ser-
vice and support, Without recognition, Georgia Tech's An-
nual Fund would be incomplete and probably much less
successful, At Tech, tWo recognition clubs are used in con-
junction with the annual tund: “Friends of George™, a $100 -
recognition club whose name is deep-rooted in.Tech tradi-
tion, and the “Thousand Club’, the major donor club for
wchividuals giving $1000.01-more annually. Additionally, -
other recognition programs with no direct tie to the annual
fumd urioubteddy have g positive impact on Tech's fund--
raising efforts: the Qutstanding Youny Alumnus Award, the
Atur Distinguished Serviee Award, and the conferral of
the status of honotary alormags,

Independent toundations play a key role in the de
selopment programs of most pubbe institutions, and Geor-
ma Tech s nn exception, The Georgia Tech Foundation,
et o fiduciary tor the Georgia Institiste of Technology, re-
Coetves, ihvests, addttngsters and allocates gitts tor the Insti
tate Through thoughtiul furesight, the F oundation active
Iy ompHoys all the various vehicles tiocussary to be of come.
et Seoore too Jdosnat cobstitue noy. fneqeneral, it facile
Tates, ipviiny,

Stetesstul tundigising o prodicated st and Tone

st Teah's case:, AVICE
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Fast growth, faculty cooperation

To Col. Wzlhe E. Jenkms Flnnda A&M Umwmty 5
development otficer, progress 1s muinptymg doiiars from
the private sector i;y a whopping 4800 percent in just five

yeoats.

When the Development Qtfice was established in
1968, Jenk;rs a retired Army lieutenant colonel, was tab-

" bed by new President B.L. Perry, Jr., as the first and only.

development officer at the university. At the time the uni-
versity was receiving about $15,000 anr.uauy from its only
Jggregate donor —the diumm :

By 1973 the univer sity was able to upgrade private
gifts to $729,000. Of that amount, more than $60,000
came from the alumni, a 400 percent increase in annual

- atumni giving since 1968, Junkins 1 sported.

E

' to'\‘, U- :n "("(‘

C Then denkns ated baenlty miemilions foas e rteatone Gl

Lucated 1 Tallahassee sine 11s founding in 1887,
Flornda f&&M serves about 4,600 students, most of them

phack.

“Persons working in conganction with the Develop-

Cment (ftier have taciiinated our progress,” sad Junkans,

Thuse inasons include the university ‘s president, the devel:
opment team (consisting of himselt, the director of unwer
sity redations, dirsctor of pubhcations, director ot alurnm,
’.3H}xiis) atied facuity and statf moembaes,

Jonk g gave vreeht 16 the Sloaan Faandation ton “get
ty provading T erd monney 1o FAN v
uthw l‘m!umatl.« hiack pubhic ettutione ot heghwer sdocge

nott 1o gt Turedn sing et<orts underway.

Drarong toat first yedr, e Uneversity Lt artad o n

$20,000 f-om the private seetor. Matohung taods from

Sioan far aluman iy weore ade o v B i Bt ot
G gifts froos tends gl ol s ore 3 BTy (et T e
aollar tugsia, Jenibang agid,

SHvan Lonbouard et e ey nte! TUEY
[]

e T EIrenstasly COart tha e st set(s

TOAMmng e st v& D TR the Yooty o

to Lar e cotnganee are foanndet utin sere taridty eeoehea s

, Q

[Aruitox: provided by eric [

Florida A&M University

from the helds 01 temnolog\f physws socnologv and
husmess.

It was thmugh the teamwork of Jenkms. Dr Ira Rob-
inson of pharmacy and Dr. Sybii Mobley of business that

‘ the university_ received its two larges! gifts, -

Starting in 1972, Jenkins and Robinson began an ef-
fort to get funds from the Kellogg Foundation for phar-
macy programs, squipment and facuity. in 1873, their ef.
forts paid off when Kellogg made a record grant of
$298.000 to the university.

The Sloan Foundation, by this time weil-known on
campus, responded to a case for a program.in business and
accounting presented to the Foundation Ly Jenkins and Dr,
Mobley. The effart started in 1872 ani culminated in 1974

with a grant of $190, DOO

While realizing thc :mporlanca of sahcctmg from na-
tionatly known corporations andd toundations, Jenkins in: -
sisted that diversity be a halimark of his thrusts. In propet
proportiens, recepts should retlect individual gifts from
friends, supporters and alumna,

For msm.m::-, tie saied, “The Development Office has
pstablishud as an objective the attamment of 500 donors
withuy tne State of Floria wito will give the university at
nast $1,000 o year on a continuous basis.” This eftort does
not renuite “cranking up’ g major campaign, he said.

“The key to suceess,” Jenkiny summest up,”is to have
a well-oxprossed nmed, backed up by willingness on the part
ot the tacuity 10 work toward greater excetience of prope
fuads far programs wete ptovided,”

Junkoire, wind that FAMU has bad 1o establish o case
tor qwinng Ly the pravate seetur, Hete conssder atiatt s spwen
tor tutal mistitutiongd proyrans What thee State of Fluneo
deres e roversity s andy entugh to mabk el an average in-
Shtition o beanring, What the aniveraity wants from the
Py seetor e conthoefed, e tie Lol of fiancal sup

st oegraeed o athst predd anaplan gt gsn i oxd et e,
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