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One of the first-tasks of an institutional marketing process is that of
finding where or who the market is for the product.or service to be present-
ed. The institutional advancement program success is Mo different whether
for public relations or philanthropic support. ¢
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Experience has shown irrefutably that about 10 percent of a given con-
stituency will respond favorably or has the capacity to. respond for special
.gift level institutional programs. Thi¥ is specifically true for large gift

expectancy for either annual or capital (asset) gift programs.
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. Today economic factors have. forced constituency analysis and prcbable
result analyses to assure maximum produgtivity for human and fiscai resources
available. Ne longer car institutions be satisfied with the numbers game in

_fund raising - denors over dollars. Cost accounting studies can show quickiy
that the costs of promotion, solicitation, and administraztiog excead the
costs of begging for a dollar gift from everyoné (gr even 55? to impress
other constituents with numbers of donors. -

|

General information and support programs are necessary but can no 15nger
. require the time gr dollar expenditure * the record.' Their prime benefit
is to uncover new leadership, new response, d new sources of substantiai
and continuing support. ‘

Therefore the concept, practice, and results of finding, reaching, and
tselling' the 10 percent of an institution's constituency which can make the
difference in dollar support becomes -an a priori management policy and ad-
S . ministrative practice. : .
- . , . ’
% Beginning Without Erd. Once initiated thg constituency research pro-
 cess must never end. Each staff member and each’velunteer must develop 2
continucus consciousness For spzcial. prospects with abcve-average leadersinip
and/or gift poﬁaﬁra1. Ir short, once the 10 percent are identified net only

- . must they be furtRer analyzed and broken down inte other or higher potential
‘);xlevejs but also trleir basic.ranks must be expanded and replenished constantiy.
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The Process. The rating or screening proéess is a difficult management
task Tn that many people Jjust do rfot like to guess other people's resource

Eg capacity. Some delight in it. These musT he watched for over-optimism.

e The evaiuation of an individual's capacity to make either regualr or

O capital gifts is neither an art nor a scienge. .Estimates can be made only

3 on the basis of appearancass of capacity plus an public records which might
N be aveilable. Even slight inforrmation is helpfyl ] e that the pros-
oy pect 15 compiimented by being included. in Yeacership or majer gitt categories.
L In the first and last analysis cniy the prcspect will determine his Teve! of

»  support depending upon many fasetors including personal, strategic, and tech-
nical reasons. ' . v
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Above all, persons rating constituents must not prejudge willingness to
serve or to give.. Past performance, other known involvements, etc. are not *
stable prior criteria of current interests, willingness to give substantially
when asked properly, or ?f capacity to give.

ThE rating process is at least two-1ével. First is the mecessity for a
general 1list screening. As, a beginning criterion, we suggest this question
be asked about each prospect: .

Could he/she provide a $568 per year capital gift each of
3 years in addition to annual giving when approached by
the right person, at the right time, for the right objec-
tive. °

This question, when answered for each prospecg, should be fbllowed by
asking about a $1000 annual gift, $1500, $2500, $5000, $7500, $10,000 etc.
to find his level. Also, the question must be raised as to maximum possible
asset gifts barring any consideration of persdnal or family obligations.
Then ‘who is the best person to see him' must be asked. Of simultaneous ifm-
portance are questions about both family wealth - wife, parents, in-laws,
etc. - and business relationships. Then personal, family, or business, in-
terests; spiritual, cultural, or civic interests; hangups, \etc. ape impor-
tant research nuances. This completes the first screening. Thi ggpth will
not be required for each prospect, of course. But when a ‘hot 6ne” turns up,
it is worthwhile to pursue all angles. ‘ /

/
The second level screening must be with a new group gebp1e all chosen .
from the 'rated' list on the peerage-level philosophy: -/iké - rating - like.

This bgcomes most interesting and revealing of 'how it feglly is'. Here spe-
cific, strategic analyses are critically important. ma/{/9

The Committee on Resources. We prefer that §/small group of 7 to 9 in---
dividuals be asked to assist on a one-time, confideptial basis with committee
names never announced to prevent slips of idenyification. .Even so, bankers
* _usually will not participate in such sessiong/but may assist in their offices
on a one-to-one basis. ) ’ 5
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Ad hoc. Committees on Resources arg suggested to be ad hoc, i.e., tem-
porary. Therefore, when an area région has been thoroughly screened,
the committee 'should be dissolved with appropriate appreciation. Chair-
man should be asked to serve cghtinuously for an indefinite pericd be-

~ ¢

cause of the possibility of fdrther, specific research rqguired.

. An institutional staff mem¥er should always be present and actually con-
duct progress through the 1isy, keep notes, ask the research question, and
keep members from wandering./ Too, he should assign his own rating based Gpcn
who says what and the conseAsus of the group. En other words, this staff
member may 'rate up' a probpect just to throw him into the next level screen-
ing. / . T
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Dinner, 4 p.m., or evening meetings are best when people do not have to

cut short their assistance. Sessions should not last more than 2-3 hours
because of extreme weariness of theprocess. This means that some 3-500
names may be covered at maximum. If, in a potent area, sometimes only 25
names can be covered in 2 hours. If so, it's worth it. After all, the name
of the game is finding people, then finding everything about them so as to
form judgments, etc. Passing out lists fotfﬁppraisa] without group review
name-by-name is-<a total waste. . g .

1 : . ' :
The Lists. Alumni and parent flat Tists can be prepared simultaneously

one for each member or oné for eaét two persons. Name, address, class or -

student class is alINthg;éé;;heéded on ]ists? The institutiona)l staff per-
son may take with hin e institutional files for quick reference. This
is usually desirable to answer questians immediately.’ - *

- Counsel. In the fjrét sessions, it may be desirable to have a repre-
sentatijve of Counsel present for the benefit of experience on conducing such
sessions. ) .

Key Questions. Following are sample questions to which resource com-

mittees shou}q address themselves:

1. What business, church, social, civic, fraterna}; health, or dther
volunteer leadership positions does the individual fi01d?

2. What is known about wife/husband family interests, capacity, posi-
tions, etc.? :

3. Does .the person have volunteer leadership interests or capacity if
asked? At what levels of leverage, local, regional, national, profes-

sional? . ] . '

4. Is there potential for future voiunteer leadership capacity?

5. Is the berson known to be generous?
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6. Is he known to be well-disposed tqward the ihstitution? Are gripes‘

known? , '

7. Who knows the person best? Can that person deve]ob the prospect's
interest best? Who could? .

For Philanthropic Potential: Giving capability or potential must be
datermired on the basis of tne individuals total assets: For annual giving

- individual or famiiy annual income: for capital (asset) giving - all sources’

of current capital assets - securities, stock options, real orxgersona] prop-
erty, curfent or hew insurance, Tamily foundation or trust; business firm re-

sources; for estate or deferred giving from total assets ~ past gr anticipated ~ _

inheritances, property, insurance, leases, patent rights, royalfies, copy-
rights, collections of all kinds. ‘ -

/




1. Is the person a'candidate for an annyal gift

a. over $10,000 , '
b. over 5,000

c. over 1,000 -

d. over 500

- 2.. .Is the person a cand1date for a capital gift from assumed assets
plus annual gift

. $1,000,000 | S

a
b. 500,000 up
c. 250,000 up
d. 100,000 up .
e. 50,000 up
. f. 25,000 up .
g. 10,000 up*™ . 9

3. Is the person a candidate for a deferred or estate gift by bequest
or other device?

4. that is known or suspected fimily ‘financial capacities?

~

5. What is known or suspected business gift capacitiés?
6. Does the individual or’ family have a personal foundation?

7. Is there promise for ]arge gift capacity in the near future, say

5-10 years’ ,

Resource Coding. The fo]iowing are suggested rating codes in terms of
institutional interest, annual gift capacity, capital (asset) gift capacity
and deferred gift potehtial:

v

Institutional Interest Annual Gift Capital Gift Deferred Gift
close to institution I 1 $10,000 up A 1 $1,000,000 up C1 D1 - soon
could be close - 12 1,000 up A 2 100,000 up C 2 D 2 - perhaps
not close I3 - 100 upA 3 25,000 up C 3 D 3 ~ later
very distant 14 1 A 4‘ 10,000 up C4 D 4 - never

Sources of Gift Potential: ~, ‘ / v

‘P - Personal . SF ~ Spouse Family

F - Family .. B - Business

S - Spouse - . ~ FT - Foundation or Trust

BF - Business Friends ,

’
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Volunteer Leadership Potential:
T - » -.Trustee
. H - Honorary trustee, Honorary Degree,-or other Honorary position
- -« AD =~ Advisory Commi ttee
. . kY Dev - Development --public re]at1ons and/or fund. raising committees
: Tl An - Annual Fund . .
(f S Ca - Capital Fund :
‘. . Def ¢y Deferred Gift Program
\, N National Leadership prestige/leverage
' PO - Rarents Organization .
. CC - Community Committee
PR - Special public rglations or resource assistance ‘
L - Leadership potential _ : o
AL - Alumni leadership , : -
The rating of comstituents ong/n area -by-area basis has no substitute.
You must go where the people are t ain whatever ins1ghts which may gquide
future actions about them and fzy “them.. Before an insurance agent approaches
a prospect to sell a one-millipfi-dollar or even a one-hundred thousand dollar
policy, he knows in advance the probable capacity as well as the need for it.
He cannot afford to waste his time nor embarrass a probable client. .Yet his
research beforehand for those who;ﬁ?e prospects is invaluable. And there are
many insurance agents w ° specialize in oneémi]]ion-do]]ar prospects, e
Sophisticated dgévelopment programs of institutions and organizations can-

not afford to do l€ss than really know who their prime constituents are.




