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W
hen you boil down our work as donors, volunteers and fundraisers, 
the very core of our sector—the very core of philanthropy—is 
about service. Our causes, our organizations, our donors and our 

communities thrive because of our services and the values and principles we 
espouse through service.

Service is one of my most important values and philosophies. To me, it 
means giving all of myself to the commitments I have made as a husband and 
father and to my past and current capacities at AFP. My goal is to ensure that 

the tenet of service remains deeply embedded in the 
culture of our association.

You’ve probably heard that over the last two 
months we’ve seen the departure of more than 10 
staff. Those individuals were not just colleagues. 
They were valued friends and mentors who were 
committed to AFP and the massive task of building a 
worldwide culture of philanthropy.

However, with change comes new, fresh perspective. 
We may ask, do our programs and services reflect our 

most important priorities and values? What can we do to empower AFP mem-
bers to be successful in a rapidly evolving philanthropic environment?

I want AFP to flourish in a culture that prizes creativity, dedication, 
inclusion and accountability, all values that I have worked to make a priority 
in my own career. Why? Because service, and the values it incorporates, leads 
to impact. For example, we have streamlined our budget and are evaluating 
programs and opportunities carefully against criteria for measurable returns on 
our investment. At the same time, we’re moving ahead with our strategic plan 
focusing on education, diversity and inclusion, advocacy, ethics and capacity 
building for the future.

We’re engaged in strategic, long-term discussions and plans regarding ethics, 
credentialing and new ways to bring value to our membership. We’ve surveyed 
our community to understand the value of the AFP brand, and we will honor 
that brand value with a fresh look and approach to the AFP experience. We’re 
moving forward on a new website, and I know how much interest there is in that 
project: More than 3,000 of you volunteered to assist us!

We’ve seen great impact in our work in public policy. In response to our 
collective grassroots efforts, the IRS rescinded its proposed substantiation reg-
ulations that would have required organizations to collect your donors’ Social 
Security numbers. The IRA rollover was made permanent at the end of 2015, 
and now we have the opportunity to push for further expansion of that provi-
sion, along with other proposals to increase giving. 

As we look to the future, we are committed to continuing that high level of ser-
vice to ensure that you, in turn, can serve your missions, your organizations, your 
donors and the people who depend on your programs. And together, our service 
will lead to a great impact on our profession and the philanthropic sector. 

Service	and	Impact
By Jason Lee, J.D.

interim president’s report
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Is Your Organization 
Ready for the New 
Federal Overtime 
Laws?
How will the new federal overtime 
laws affect the day-to-day staffing and 
operations of charities, particularly 
small or midsize organizations? The 
laws take effect in December and in-
clude redefining exempt versus non-
exempt employees. One blog, http://
nonprofitwithballs.com/2016/08/
why-the-new-overtime-laws-are–  
good-for-nonprofits-and-thus–  
for-our-community/#more-3572, 
offers some interesting insights, and 
if you work in California, you may be 
interested in the CalNonprofits article 
“New overtime rules for nonprofits: 
what’s different about California?” 
(http://calnonprofits.org/publica 
tions/article-archive/495-new-over 

time-rules-for-nonprofits-what-s–
different-about-california).

In addition, you can download, at 
no charge, the 7 Step Guide: Master-
ing Final Department of Labor Over-
time Updates at www.paycor.com/
dol-overtime-changes.

It Was a Very  
Good Year
Donations from America’s individu-
als, estates, foundations and corpora-
tions reached an estimated $373.25 
billion in 2015, setting a record for 
the second year in a row, according 
to Giving USA 2016: The Annual 
Report on Philanthropy for the Year 
2015.

That new peak in contributions 
is record-setting whether measured 
in current or inflation-adjusted dol-
lars. In 2015, total giving grew 4.1 

Print or Digital—Decide How You Want 
to Read Advancing Philanthropy
Advancing Philanthropy	is	available	in	both	print	and	
digital	formats.	To	indicate	how	you	want	to	receive	
Advancing Philanthropy visit	the	“My	AFP	Profile–Member	

Gateway”	page	(www.afpnet.org/MyProfile)	on	the	
AFP	website.	(You	will	be	prompted	to	log	in.)	

Look	under	“My	Member	Profile	Links”	and	
find	the	link	that	says	“My	Communication	
Opt-in/Opt-out	Preferences”	(including	
Advancing Philanthropy delivery).	
Select	whether	you	want	to	receive	the	
magazine	in	digital	or	print	form,	press	
“submit”	and	you	are	done!	If	you	decide	

in	the	future	to	change	your	preference,	
just	return	to	this	form	and	indicate	

your	new	choice.	NOTE:	Collegiate, Global, 
Young Professional and Small Organizational members 
automatically receive the digital magazine only.	If	you	
have	questions,	please	email	jboice@afpnet.org.

percent in current dollars (4 percent 
when adjusted for inflation) over 
2014. The revised inflation-adjusted 
estimate for total giving in 2014 was 
$359.04 billion, with current-dollar 
growth of 7.8 percent and an infla-
tion-adjusted increase of 6.1 percent.

Charitable contributions from all 
four sources increased in 2015, with 
those from individuals once again 
leading the way in terms of total dol-
lar amount ($264.58 billion). This 
follows the historical pattern seen 
over more than six decades.

For 2015, charitable giving by 
source was as follows:

n Individual giving: $264.58 billion, 
increased 3.8 percent in current 
dollars (3.7 percent when infla-
tion-adjusted) over 2014

n Foundation giving: $58.46 bil-
lion, was 6.5 percent higher than  
in 2014 (6.3 percent when infla-
tion-adjusted)

n Charitable bequests: $31.76 bil-
lion, increased 2.1 percent (1.9 
percent when inflation-adjusted) 
over 2014

n Corporate giving: $18.45 billion, 
increased 3.9 percent (3.8 per-
cent when inflation-adjusted) over 
2014

When looking at the nine categories 
of recipients, all but one (giving to 
foundations) had growth in charita-
ble donations last year.

n Religion: At $119.30 billion, 
2015 giving increased 2.7 percent 
in current dollars and 2.6 percent 
when adjusted for inflation.

n Education: Giving increased to 
$57.48 billion, 8.9 percent more 
in current dollars than the 2014 
total. The inflation-adjusted in-
crease was 8.8 percent.

n Human services: Its $45.21 bil-

worth a look
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lion total was 4.2 percent higher, 
in current dollars, than in 2014. 
The inflation-adjusted increase 
was 4.1 percent.

n To foundations: At an estimated 
$42.26 billion in 2015, giving de-
clined 3.8 percent in current dol-
lars and decreased 4 percent when 
adjusted for inflation.

n Health: The $29.81 billion es-
timated for 2015 giving to this 
category was 1.3 percent higher, 
in current dollars, than the 2014 
estimate. When adjusted for infla-
tion, the increase was 1.2 percent.

n Public-society benefit: The $26.95 
billion estimate for 2015 increased 
6 percent in current dollars over 
2014. When adjusted for inflation, 
the increase was 5.9 percent.

n Arts/culture/humanities: At an 
estimated $17.07 billion, growth 
in current dollars was 7.0 percent 
in 2015. When adjusted for infla-
tion, the increase was 6.8 percent.

n International affairs: The $15.75 
billion estimate for 2015 increased 
17.5 percent, in current dollars, 
from 2014. The increase was 17.4 
percent when adjusted for infla-
tion.

n Environment/animals: The $10.68  
billion estimate for 2015 was up 
6.2 percent in current dollars, and 
6.1 percent when adjusted for in-
flation, over 2014 giving.

In addition, 2 percent of 2015’s 
total, $6.56 billion, went to individ-
uals, mostly via in-kind donations of 
medicine contributed by pharmaceu-
tical foundations’ patient assistance 
programs.

Published by the Giving USA 
Foundation, a public-service initia-
tive of The Giving Institute (www.
givinginstitute.org) in Chicago, 

Giving USA is researched and written 
by the Indiana University Lilly Fam-
ily School of Philanthropy (https://
philanthropy.iupui.edu).

AFP members can get a 30 percent 
discount off of all Giving USA 2016 
products. To get your special AFP 
member code, visit www.afpnet.
org/Audiences/ReportsResearch-
Detail.cfm?ItemNumber=24719 
and then http://givingusa.org.

To see the infographic, vis-
it http://benefactorgroup.com/ 
giving-usa-2016-3/.

Canadian Charities 
and Socially 
Responsible 
Investing
Have you ever wondered how or to 
what level Canadian charities partici-
pate in socially responsible investing? 
That is exactly what Chelsea Hunt 
and Sean Campbell, both at the Uni-
versity of Waterloo, set out to assess. 
With the support of a research grant 
from the AFP Foundation for Philan-
thropy–Canada, their study reviewed 
the investing strategies of Canada’s 
charitable sector to uncover the cur-
rent socially responsible investment 
(SRI) techniques for comparison and 
best practices.

SRI, sometimes also referred to 
as responsible or ethical investment, 
is about taking steps to ensure that a 
charity’s investments reflect its values 
and do not run counter to its aims. 
It describes an investment approach 
that takes environmental, social, eth-
ical and governance factors into con-
sideration in investment decisions. 
Impact investing is a form of SRI 
that seeks to generate a measurable, 
beneficial social or environmental 
impact alongside a financial return. 
In the past few years, finance—and 

especially the dangers of an irrespon-
sible approach to finance—has taken 
center stage. Within this period, pub-
lic expectations around charities’ ap-
proaches to SRI also have increased.

The financials (T-3010s) of the 
largest Canadian charities were re-
viewed for investment income to in-
vestigate their financial performance 
and associated characteristics. In 
addition, a qualitative review of in-
vestment policy statements and dis-
closures of investment practices was 
conducted to determine the scope of 
practice and transparency (disclosure) 
provided by individual charities.

Here are some highlights:

n Each charity considered in the 
review had a unique approach to 
SRI. Among the top 25 charities, 
those that disclosed a responsible 
investing approach (RI charity) 
did so in the actual characteristics 
(field type and designation status), 
not their financial structure or rel-
ative performance.

n Each charity that has been con-
sidered a RI charity has a unique 
approach. Some charities have of-
fered comprehensive approaches 
that addressed all six topics the 
researchers considered to be rel-
evant to SRI—investment philos-
ophies, screens, impact investing, 
proxy votings, evaluation of ESG 
(environmental, social and gover-
nance) and investment manage-
ment governance—while others 
may have disclosed only one topic.

n In many cases, after reviewing 
the financial statements of char-
ities operating under the same 
field type and designation status, 
it appears that there are no finan-
cial hurdles to prevent one charity 
from implementing SRI strategies 
versus another.
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n Direct impact investments, which 
do not rely on public market in-
vestment, could continue ad-
vancing the charitable purpose of 
a charity while earning a return, 
even during a bear market period.

Among the key learnings from the 
study are the following:

n It is critical for the charities that 
are engaging in SRI strategies 
to disclose their best practices, 
their reasons for choosing these 
approaches and how they transi-
tioned to being an RI charity, to 
bring awareness and opportunity 
to other charities.

n The new regulation permitting 
limited partnerships for founda-
tions has provided charities with 
the ability to have direct invest-
ments in organizations that can 
further their missions. These im-
pact investments can create larger 
societal impacts than conventional 
investments can. It is essential to 
have proper metrics and account-
ability in place prior to these new 
strategies being deployed.

n The laws and regulations that 
govern investment policies need 
to be more thoroughly explained. 
Investigation is needed to under-
stand the gaps to create a solid rec-
ommendation for better responsi-
bility and disclosure of investment 
practices.

n Most RI charities are beneficia-
ry-facing and may experience 
greater stakeholder pressures than 
their peers. It is advantageous to 
engage stakeholders to under-
stand how they make their deci-
sions when supporting a charity 
and how a charity can incorporate 
stakeholders into the development 
of its investment philosophies.

A special thanks to donors to the 
AFP Canada Foundation’s Every 
Member Campaign and 2015 Cana-
dian Leadership Retreat attendees for 
supporting this research.

Also, the following groups helped 
make the research possible: the AFP 
Foundation for Philanthropy–Can-
ada board of directors and the AFP 
Foundation for Philanthropy–Can-
ada Research Committee (Lorelei 
Wilkinson, CFRE, chair; Nowshad 
Ali, CFRE, past chair; Mary Bowyer, 
CFRE; John Gormaly; and Lori Gus-
dorf, CAE, ex officio).

To read the full report, visit www.
afpnet.org/files/ContentDocu 
ments/ResponsibleInvestingin 
CanadasCharitableSector.pdf.

What Motivates 
Giving to Women’s 
and Girls’ Causes?
Women are motivated to give to 
women’s and girls’ causes based on 
personal experiences, whether posi-
tive experiences, such as the birth of 
a child or participation in a job train-
ing program for women, or negative 
ones, such as discrimination, as well 
as the belief that giving to women is 
a powerful way to effect large-scale 
societal change.

This is just one of the findings 
from Giving to Women and Girls: 
Who Gives, and Why from the Wom-
en’s Philanthropy Institute (https://
philanthropy.iupui.edu/institutes/
womens-philanthropy-institute) 
in Indianapolis.

“As more and more people make 
the connection between giving to 
women and societal change, we can 
see that giving to women and girls is 
not just a temporary trend but is here 
to stay,” says Debra Mesch, Ph.D., 
director of the Women’s Philanthro-

py Institute and the Eileen Lamb 
O’Gara Chair in Women’s Philan-
thropy at the Indiana University 
Lilly Family School of Philanthropy. 
“Understanding the demographics 
and motivations of those who are 
giving to women’s and girls’ causes 
is increasingly important if we are to 
improve the lives of women and girls 
and their families and communities.”

In order to understand who gives 
to women’s and girls’ causes and what 
motivates them to give, the Women’s 
Philanthropy Institute (WPI) con-
ducted a study that specifically fo-
cused on giving to women and girls 
in the United States using surveys 
of a nationally representative sample 
and focus groups. The report found 
common threads linking the motiva-
tions of donors in the women’s and 
girls’ space, as well as a set of factors 
that would prompt people who cur-
rently do not give to women’s and 
girls’ causes to support them.

Other findings from the report in-
clude:

n Both men and women give to 
women’s and girls’ causes. Of the 
survey respondents who donate to 
charity, 50 percent of women and 
40 percent of men said they give 
to women’s and girls’ causes.

n Many women donors are motivat-
ed to give to women’s and girls’ 
causes based on their desire for 
gender equality in society.

n Women are changing philanthro-
py. Through the increase in their 
wealth and their rise into lead-
ership roles, we see that women 
are influencing the direction that 
money is moving in and even the 
platforms by which people give.

The WPI aims to fill this knowl-
edge gap and offer academic expertise 
on how and why women give. The 
latest research, funded by the Bill & 
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Melinda Gates Foundation, adds em-
pirical evidence to the conversation 
on gender differences in philanthro-
py. A series of three reports, Giving 
to Women and Girls, Do Women Give 
More? and Where Do Men and Wom-
en Give? along with a comprehensive 
literature review, illuminate the role 
that gender plays in philanthropy and 
offer important insights for fundrais-
ers and the philanthropic community 
on how and why women give differ-
ently than men. 

Taken together, these reports offer 
a comprehensive look at how women 
have developed distinct habits and 
platforms for giving. For example, 
the research finds that women spread 
their dollars across a larger number of 
organizations than men; that women 
remain generous as they age and are 
reliable donors over time; and that 
they are collaborative in their giving, 
with many turning to giving circles for 
community and knowledge sharing. 
For more information, visit https://
philanthropy.iupui.edu/institutes/
womens-philanthropy-institute/
research/gender-giving.html.

Wealth—Who Has It 
and What People Do 
With It
There are 10 common success traits 
that create a picture of modern-day 
wealth in America, according to the 
2016 U.S. Trust Insights on Wealth 
and Worth® survey.

Based on a nationwide survey of 
684 high-net-worth (HNW) indi-
viduals with at least $3 million in 
investable assets, the 2016 U.S. Trust 
Insights on Wealth and Worth survey 
explores who the wealthy are, where 
they came from, how they built and 
are sustaining their wealth and what 
they want to do with it.

When asked what they attribute 
most to their success, the top three 
responses were hard work, ambition 
and family upbringing. In fact, four 
in five wealthy people came from 
families where their parents encour-
aged them to pursue their own talents 
and interests but set firm disciplinary 
boundaries and, for the most part, 
were tolerant of failures and mis-
takes along the way. The five family 
values most strongly stressed during 
their formative years were academ-
ic achievement, financial discipline, 
work participation, family loyalty and 
civic duty. In addition, 65 percent 
of respondents said there is a strong 
tradition of philanthropy and giving 
back to society within their family.

While the survey found common 
traits across all ages and wealth levels, 
U.S. Trust also found distinct gen-
erational differences, suggesting the 
next generation of young, high-net-
worth millennials is taking its own 
approach to building and managing 
wealth. The findings show that mil-
lennials are highly optimistic, oppor-
tunistic and knowledgeable investors 
who are especially entrepreneurial 
and confident in their ability to im-
prove their own circumstances while 
making the world a better place for 
themselves and others.

Overall, 72 percent of people sur-
veyed said they have greater confi-
dence in the private sector’s ability to 
solve tough social and environmental 
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issues than in the government’s abil-
ity. Sixty percent believe that private 
money invested in public works and 
social programs can produce superior 
outcomes.

A common denominator among all 
those surveyed is the importance they 
place on contributing in a meaningful 
and positive way to society, the econo-
my and strong communities, and they 
look to do so in as many areas of their 
lives and in as many ways as they can.

U.S. Trust found that the use of im-
pact investments grew by double digits 
over the past year among HNW mil-
lennials and women, with the greatest 
one-year increase among ultra-high-
net-worth individuals, 27 percent of 
whom now use social and environ-
mental impact in their investing strate-
gies, up from 9 percent in 2015.

Twenty-eight percent of millenni-
als surveyed now use impact invest-
ments, up from 17 percent a year 
ago. Another 57 percent are interest-
ed, up from 43 percent a year ago. 
In addition, 85 percent of millenni-
als say they consider their investment 
decisions as a way to express their 
social, political and environmental 
values, and 93 percent indicate that a 
company’s impact in these areas is an 
important consideration when they 
make investment decisions.

Investing is one of many ways 
high-net-worth individuals are using 
their wealth to contribute to society. 
The study found:

n Nearly three-quarters give finan-
cially to nonprofit organizations 
and causes, and they consider 
philanthropic giving the No. 1 
way they make the greatest con-
tribution. Another 61 percent ac-
tively volunteer their time, skills 
and services to nonprofit organi-
zations, and 16 percent work for a 
nonprofit organization.

n Approximately one in four serves 
as a board or committee mem-
ber at a nonprofit organization. 
Of those who serve, 57 percent 
serve on two or more boards or 
committees for local communi-
ty groups, schools, nonprofits or 
for-profit organizations.

n Eighty-seven percent believe that 
businesses and individuals are 
most effective at creating better 
economic opportunities and a 
higher standard of living for more 
people, with small businesses cited 
most.

n From a national policy perspec-
tive, the most effective ways to 
stimulate the economy are con-
sidered by all those surveyed to 
be comprehensive tax reform (60 
percent), investments in infra-
structure (46 percent), increasing 
the rate of business startups (40 
percent) and investments in new 
innovation and research (40 per-
cent).

n Only 10 percent believe the gov-
ernment is most effective at cre-
ating economic opportunities, 
and 65 percent believe no matter 
who wins the presidential election 
in 2016, economic equality in the 
country will be worse or no better 
if left entirely to the government 
to address.

n While 70 percent are confident in 
the growth of the national econ-
omy, more are confident about 
their own local economies, where 
they can more directly make a dif-
ference as business owners and 
through local leadership, involve-
ment and philanthropy.

When asked why making a contri-
bution is so important, the top five 
reasons given were

n a desire to support their values and 
interests;

n a belief that the wealthy have a 
moral obligation to share their 
good fortune with those less for-
tunate;

n a strong desire and sense of po-
tential to change the world for the 
better;

n a family history of giving back; 
and

n a sense of gratitude for the sup-
port they were given at a time 
when they had less and needed the 
help.

The complete 2016 U.S. Trust 
Insights on Wealth and Worth survey 
findings can be found at http://www.
ustrust.com/ust/pages/insights 
-on-wealth-and-worth-2016.aspx.

Measure Your 
Organization’s 
Impact!
CanadaHelps (www.canadahelps.
org/en) has launched an innovative 
new Impact Tool to help Canadian 
charities better report on the differ-
ences they are making in their com-
munities and around the world and 
thus provide Canadians with the 
charitable insights they need to give 
more generously.

“Providing charities across the 
country with an easy, step-by-step ap-
proach to track and share their results 
will help put them on a path toward 
continuous improvement and greater 
impact,” says Marina Glogovac, presi-
dent and CEO of CanadaHelps. “Ca-
nadians will also now be able to see if 
a charity is fulfilling its mandate, pro-
moting greater accountability and al-
lowing Canadians to invest more stra-
tegically when making donations.”
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An organization that is impact-ori-
ented is one that plans and imple-
ments each of its projects with the 
aim of achieving a result. In a recent 
survey completed by more than 5,500 
Canadians who donate using Cana-
daHelps, providing access to impact 
results was the No. 1 way charities 
could increase a donor’s likelihood to 
give more. In fact, almost three-quar-
ters (73 percent) of respondents said 
they would be likely to donate more 
if they had access to a charity’s impact 
results from the previous year.

With donations showing relative-
ly flat growth across the country and 
a growing share of total donations 
coming from a small group of older 
donors, it is becoming more import-
ant than ever for charities to move 
to an impact orientation. According 
to Statistics Canada, 35 percent of 
Canadian donors were aged 55 and 
over in 2013—up from 29 percent 
in 2004. In the same time frame, the 
proportion of the total amount of 
charitable donations contributed by 
older Canadians also increased from 
39 to 47 percent.

“When evaluating charities, it’s 
becoming clear that focusing on ad-
min ratios alone is largely inadequate 
and that the better way to evaluate 
charities is based upon their impact,” 
Glogovac explains. “While we are in 
the very early days of this shift, and 
organizations must invest and build 
capacity in this area, becoming im-
pact-oriented has massive benefits 
for all charities in terms of becoming 
more accountable and inspiring fur-
ther generosity from all Canadians.”

To help charitable organizations 
become more comfortable with the 
concept of impact orientation, Can-
adaHelps is making an education 
resource published by its partner  
PHINEO, a European leader in help-
ing enable social change, available to 

all charities from their CanadaHelps 
Charity Admin account. The 130-
page guide provides step-by-step 
explanations and practical examples 
to help all organizations of all sizes 
become deeply impact-oriented. The 
initiative, made possible with gener-
ous support from the RBC Founda-
tion and through its partnership with 
PHINEO, is rapidly gaining traction, 
and CanadaHelps intends to contin-
ue building out its impact program in 
the coming months and years ahead.

With the goal of ensuring Cana-
dians have access to the information 
they need to better evaluate charities 
and invest strategically in charities, 

CanadaHelps will soon expand the 
Impact Tool to automatically pull 
in key revenue/expense information 
from charities over the past five years 
(as reported to the Canada Revenue 
Agency in their T-3010). By making 
information readily available to do-
nors, the organization hopes to build 
trust in Canada’s charitable sector, 
allowing people to invest strategically 
when making donations.

For more information, visit www.
canadahelps.org/en/charity-life/
ceo-messages/new-tools-to-mea 
sure-share-your-charitable-im 
pact/#section-1.
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What Concerns 
Nonprofit Leaders?
In order to gain new insights into the 
challenges and issues that nonprof-
it leaders face, Marks Paneth LLP 
(www.markspaneth.com) surveyed 
more than 100 nonprofit chief execu-
tive officers, executive directors, chief 
financial officers and board members 
during the fourth quarter of 2014.

When asked what they perceive 
to be their top challenges, nonprofit 
leaders put raising funds and leader-
ship capacity at the top of their list. 
Nearly three-quarters (74 percent) 
said “raising funds in a competitive 
environment with higher expecta-
tions for ROI” is a top challenge, 
while 44 percent said “diminished 
government funding, despite great-
er compliance requirements.” More 
than half (54 percent) said they con-
sider a “leadership capacity deficit” a 
top challenge, and 51 percent found 
“populating the board with people 
with the right fit” to be challenging.

And what about risk? Nonprofit 
leaders did not see fraud as a major 
issue. In fact, only 1 percent said 
“fraud by staff” is a top challenge. 
The lack of concern may be a result 
of leaders believing they have estab-
lished practices to prevent fraud:

n Eighty-five percent of leaders said 
their organizations have “appro-
priate separation of incompatible 
duties.”

n Eighty-four percent have codified 
a “clear code of ethics” and em-
phasized it within the organiza-
tion.

n Nearly three-quarters (72 percent) 
employed background checks 
upon hiring and periodically for 
other personnel.

However, only 20 percent of non-
profit leaders said they have a “facili-
tated fraud risk assessment process.”

When pressed, nonprofit leaders 
suggested that there are indeed sig-
nificant issues when it comes to pre-
venting and identifying instances of 
fraud. Many leaders (43 percent) said 
the costs associated with facilitating 
a fraud risk assessment process pose 
a top challenge to efforts to prevent 
and identify fraud. And nearly a third 
(32 percent) noted that background 
checks go only so far in prevention, as 
many fraudsters are first-time offend-
ers. Thirty-seven percent of financial 
officers said collusion represents a top 
challenge in preventing fraud, com-
pared with only 5 percent of other 
executives.

Other survey findings suggest that 
mergers will be a more significant 
subject of discussion going forward. 
In fact, more than a quarter of non-
profit leaders said their organizations 
have either merged or considered 
merging over the past three years, 

13 percent said their organization 
merged during the past three years, 
15 percent said their organization 
considered a merger but did not 
proceed over that period and nearly 
a third of nonprofit leaders expected 
notable merger activity in their sec-
tors during the next five years. Over-
all, 45 percent of nonprofit leaders 
said they believe mergers in their sec-
tor will strengthen the missions and 
effectiveness of nonprofit organiza-
tions, while 21 percent said mergers 
will weaken them. More than a third 
(34 percent) said they are not sure.

Finally, in the big-picture, non-
profit leaders said they are happy with 
their board, but they did report some 
challenges. While the majority of 
leaders (61 percent) said their board 
is “fully engaged but doesn’t micro-
manage,” a quarter admitted that 
their board is “not engaged enough.”

Nearly three-quarters (73 percent) 
said their board has “a passion for the 
mission” of the organization, more 
than half (57 percent) said the board 
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members “closely monitor financial 
expenditures” and 54 percent said 
their board members have “strong at-
tendance records” at board meetings.

On the other hand, fewer leaders 
said that the following describes their 
board “very well”:

n Fifteen percent said the board 
“closely monitors dashboard per-
formance compared with peer or-
ganizations.”

n Twenty-eight percent said the 
board members are highly strate-
gic in providing input and guid-
ance.

n Twenty-nine percent said the 
board connects the organization 
to external sources.

n Forty-two percent said the board 
closely monitors organizational 
performance.

n Forty-seven percent said board 
members lend their professional 
expertise to the organization.

n Forty-five percent said the board 
closely monitors investments.

When asked more about board 
monitoring of organizational perfor-
mance, half (50 percent) of leaders 
said, “board members follow over-
all performance but don’t look into 
specific programs”; 36 percent said, 
“a few board members closely mon-
itor the performance of specific pro-
grams”; and only 14 percent said, “all 
board members have been assigned 

specific programs or areas to moni-
tor.”

The survey also explored the sub-
ject of specialized training and edu-
cation for board members. The ma-
jority of nonprofit leaders said “board 
member availability” presented a sig-
nificant obstacle to such training, and 
nearly half (48 percent) said cost was 
an obstacle.

To learn more about Nonprofit 
Pulse: A Leadership Study from Marks 
Paneth, visit www.markspaneth.
com/publications/nonprofit–
pulse-a-leadership-survey-from–
marks-paneth. 



It’s All 
Relative
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H
ow do you define success? Let us count the 
ways. Not only can success mean something 
different to different people, but there are also 
numerous ways to measure it.

Achieving outcomes is one way to measure accomplish-
ments, of course, but at its most fundamental, success for 
a nonprofit means having sufficient staffing, resources, ex-
perience and credibility to make a lasting difference in the 
lives of people and the community. And to do that, you 
usually have to start small.

When he joined the XYZ University Foundation as 
CFO seven years ago, Charles Vincent (not his real name) 
found an organization in financial disarray. XYZ took great 
pride in ensuring that the uni-
versity and its students were 
well supported. However, as 
Vincent soon discovered, the 
foundation was not bringing 
in sufficient funds to sustain 
that level of commitment to 
the university. “When I ar-
rived here, we were canni-
balizing our endowment and 
expending unrestricted re-
sources that we didn’t even 
have,” he recalls. “We were also borrowing from our re-
stricted funds to pay for current commitments—robbing 
Peter to pay Paul, if you will. I had to put the brakes on the 
whole thing. I was probably the most unpopular person on 
campus when I broke that news.”

Vincent, who had been a public accountant for a ma-
jor financial services firm prior to joining the foundation, 
saw his job as not just establishing financial stability and G
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growing the endowment but also encouraging people to 
think about how to support the university, now and in the 
future. He began by reducing spending from 5 percent 
of the endowment to a more sustainable 3 percent. He 
also changed the valuation period from a single, year-end 
point in time to a rolling, 12-quarter average. Combined 
with a reduction in unrestricted support to stem the losses, 
the ultimate impact was a cut of nearly 50 percent in the 
amount of funding the university was receiving from the 
foundation, a painful scenario that had everyone shaking 
their heads and asking how this could happen.

To help people understand and support these changes, 
Vincent also encouraged the university foundation to be-

come more transparent. “Peo-
ple viewed the foundation as a 
deep pocket,” he says. “They 
saw money going in, but no 
one knew what it was being 
used for. Once people were 
able to see the true picture, 
they started to get it.”

Vincent also began work-
ing closely with the founda-
tion’s fundraisers, encourag-
ing them to focus less on the 

number of donors they had and more on the individual rev-
enue streams. He helped allay donor concerns by accom-
panying fundraisers on visits to explain why alumni could 
now feel safe making gifts to their alma mater again and 
encouraging development officers to partner with deans 
to explain how the foundation could help their colleges. 
These innovations, each of which grew from Vincent’s 
initial interventions to stabilize the foundation’s teetering 

To help people understand and  

support these changes, Vincent also 

encouraged the university foundation  

to become more transparent. 

How your organization  
and its myriad stakeholders define  

and measure success
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finances, have resulted in a steady increase in revenue that 
will help ensure the institution’s long-term sustainability.

By starting small, Vincent achieved something big.

Success Is in the Eye of the Stakeholder
As the XYZ University Foundation example illustrates, 
success in the nonprofit sector is often hard to quanti-
fy. Carolyn Egeberg, vice president of strategy and com-
munication at Minnesota Philanthropy Partners (www. 
mnpartners.org), a regional community foundation in 
St. Paul, identifies several reasons for this. First, and per-
haps most readily apparent, is that outputs are measured 
differently than they are in business. “It’s easier to mea-
sure success in the for-profit sector. You make something 
and sell it,” she explains. “In the nonprofit sector, the 
value is highly individualized.”

While the benefits provided by nonprofits are no less 
tangible than those provided by for-profit businesses, they 
tend to be shared among a more diffusely defined group 
and can require more time to manifest.

Another difference is that while for-profit businesses 
typically share a single measure of success—profit—non-
profit measures vary. For example, one nonprofit that Ege-
berg worked for provided a Web-based communications 
platform to medical patients. Success measures there were 
highly data-driven and tracked in real time using online 
dashboards. Egeberg’s next nonprofit was a science muse-
um. Although its mission was STEM (science, technology, 
engineering and mathematics) education, the leadership 
focused on numbers, such as visitors per day, ticket sales 
and event attendance, because they were much easier to 
measure.

A third key difference between nonprofit and for-profit 
measures of success concerns the expectations of people 
who invest in them. “Donors talk about impact, but I’m 
not convinced that they want us to spend the money it 
takes to do that,” Egeberg says. Why? Many donors simply 
do not realize that an organization’s ability to achieve out-
comes and goals (its effectiveness) depends on having the 
resources it needs to accomplish them (i.e., its capacity).

Convincing donors that effectiveness cannot exceed ca-
pacity, as XYZ University discovered, for example, can be 
difficult. “Success is in the eyes of the stakeholder,” ex-
plains Wesley E. Lindahl, Ph.D., the Nils Axelson Professor 
of Nonprofit Management and dean of the School of Busi-
ness and Nonprofit Management at North Park University 
(www.northpark.edu) in Chicago. “Organizations with a 
complex set of stakeholders will have a difficult time know-
ing what success is and whether they have reached it. An 
organization with only a few simple stakeholder groups will 

still face issues, but perhaps there may be more overlap/
agreement on success.”

At a college or university, for example, Lindahl offers 
what the following stakeholders may feel success means to 
them:

n Alumni: They are nostalgic, and so success is re-
maining in the “same place” as when they attended 
the school. They also like a high public reputation to 
use when job hunting.

n Faculty: Success is getting a high ranking for publi-
cation use from research publications and attracting 
many students to their major, and they seek to hire 
well-known researchers in their field.

n Board: Success is growing the endowment and 
working well with the president.

n Major donors: Success is having their money used 
and recognized properly.

n Governor/legislative body: Success is having a 
high graduation rate, with all students’ finding em-
ployment after graduating.

n Students: Success is a great teaching faculty, several 
opportunities for scholarships and getting a job after 
graduation.

n Development office: Success is raising greater 
amounts of money, year after year.

n Administration: Success is admitting a full/diverse 
class of students and having a steady stream of tui-
tion income.

“Stakeholders define the terms of success, so it’s im-
portant to define and establish your stakeholders and what 
they consider priorities,” Lindahl says. In some cases, their 
definitions of success can conflict or even contradict each 
other.

He suggests trying to achieve consensus around three 
or four broad goals as a way to find common ground. “If 
you just use outcomes, some organizations’ mission will be 
very difficult to fulfill,” he says. “You can’t simply say that 
success is just to focus on achieving the mission, because 
sometimes the mission is so lofty that you can’t achieve it.”

In their article, “Measuring the Efficiency and Effective-
ness of a Nonprofit’s Performance,” Marc J. Epstein and 
F. Warren McFarlan offer a methodology for identifying 
those goals and finding a broad consensus among stake-
holders. They argue that nonprofits can overcome donor 
reluctance to invest in impact by providing donors with five 
types of data. (See Figure 1.)



Figure 1. Causal Linkage Map of Impact Drivers for a Professional Association
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1. Inputs: the resources that enable the nonprofit to 
perform programs and tasks

2. Activities: the programs and tasks themselves

3. Outputs: the tangible and intangible results of the 
programs and tasks

4. Outcomes: the specific changes in the individual re-
cipients of programs and services

5. Impacts: the benefits to communities and society 
resulting from the outcomes

Source:	“Measuring	the	Efficiency	and	Effectiveness	of	a	Nonprofit’s	Performance”	by	Marc	J.	Epstein	and	F.	Warren	
McFarlan,	Strategic Finance, October	2011,	page	29.	Reprinted	with	permission.
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Performance measures then can be developed for each 
type of data. “Breaking the organization into these pieces 
and analyzing it in parts,” write Epstein and McFarlan, 
“give insight into how the organization is performing 
against mission.”

The result is information that allows each donor to trace 
the particular route from the gift to its impact.

Being Nimble
In another example, every time the dean at a small college 
within a larger university held the weekly administration 
meeting, the faculty and staff were directed to look at 
enrollment numbers as the very first agenda item. For a 
tuition-driven institution, enrollment reflects not only the 
number of students but also many other considerations, 
such as budget, etc. Enrollment had been declining, 
indicating problems and national trends at the time, and so 
the dean was brought in to focus on national recruitment. 
Later, enrollment increased and overall education quality 
went up, but the dean still focused on the enrollment 
numbers at the start of each meeting. However, in the 
meantime, the school’s central administration had shifted 
focus and become more concerned about the national 
reputation of the faculty’s research. So, the dean should 
have been more attuned to that and shifted his focus.

The lesson? When running an organization, you 
need to be aware that some of your indicators and goals 
require readjustment on occasion. Of course, there are 
times when you will focus more on one key indicator and 
less on others, but it is not uncommon to get stuck in 
a rut and not realize that the environment has changed 
and stakeholders have different priorities.

When thinking about achieving outcomes and goals, 
if an organization is sometimes nimble enough and able 
to adapt to a different indicator, that is an important 
goal in itself.

And when looking at goals, does your organization 
have everything in place to reach those goals? “That is 
capacity,” Lindahl says. “You need both missional goals 
and capacity, but how do you make sure your capacity 
is sufficient to reach the goals? Is the board strong? Do 
you have enough resources from fundraising? Is the 
technology there to provide services? Are the staff and 
other people happy?”

Capacity relates to overhead, but how do you 
convince people to support it? Educating stakeholders 
and getting them involved is critical, Lindahl emphasizes. 
“More engagement of donors and stakeholders in an 
organization is a good way to do that.”

Showing Impact in Healthcare 
Helping stakeholders see the impact of their gifts is 
essential to the outreach strategy developed by Sue Drake 
(not her real name) of the ABC Health Center (ABCHC), 
a federally qualified health center established four years 
ago to provide affordable quality healthcare to county 
residents, regardless of their ability to pay. “Most public 
health organizations try to reach out to the community 
to improve their care,” Drake says. “For us, though, it is 
a passion for changing people’s attitudes.”

To reach stakeholders, ABCHC participates in com-
munity events and health fairs and regularly staffs tables at 
libraries, community centers, churches and even laundro-
mats and hair salons. Media outreach includes regular pub-
lic service announcements and newspaper articles at least 
twice a month. ABCHC also capitalizes on health-related 
themes, such as National Diabetes Awareness Month, and 
current events, such as the Zika virus, to educate constitu-
ents. Drake also encourages her small staff to serve on local 
boards and committees.

Drake uses these channels not only to raise awareness 
among the county’s poor, underserved and immigrant 
communities but also to share outcomes and impacts. For 
example, this year ABCHC’s three facilities will care for an 
estimated 11,000 patients, or approximately 12 percent of 
the county’s population, significantly relieving the burden 
on the two local emergency rooms and lowering health-
care costs for the entire community. ABCHC’s reputation 
acts as a magnet for healthcare professionals, and this has 
helped the organization avoid the staff shortages plaguing 
health centers across the country. Consequently, residents 
are able to address acute conditions and manage chronic 
ones successfully, which in turn leads to improved overall 
health and quality-of-life statistics for the community.

“When I entered the field 40 years ago, healthcare was 
about curing disease,” Drake explains. “Now, it’s about 
keeping people healthy. It’s a whole new way of thinking. 
People may have different ways of looking at what our end 
result is, but it all comes together in the end.”

Before an organization can show outcomes and 
impacts, however, it needs activities to power them. That 
was the situation facing Michelle S. Gollapalli, MBA, 
CFRE, CAP®, when she joined the Kennedy Health 
Care Foundation (www.kennedyhealth.org/kennedy-
foundation.html) in Voorhees, N.J., two years ago as 
vice president of development and executive director. 
While the foundation had been incorporated in 2010, by 
the time Gollapalli came on board, it had fallen dormant. 
It had only two annual events, a golf invitational and a 
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gala, and both were treated as friend raisers rather than 
fundraisers. With the support of the new CEO, who had 
brought her in to reinvigorate the foundation, Gollapalli 
set out to develop programs and activities that would 
raise both attention and revenue for the Kennedy Health 
system.

Gollapalli began by revamping the golf invitational 
and gala. “We focused on donor recognition,” she says. 
“That resonated with donors, and they stepped up their 
sponsorships.” Gollapalli and her team specifically singled 
out local business leaders and the physicians who were 
regular supporters of the foundation. In just one year, 
the gala’s gross revenue more than doubled. “We were 
actually budgeted for a loss of $30,000, but we ended up 
making a profit of $315,000,” Gollapalli says.

Having succeeded in turning 
the events into reliable revenue 
generators, Gollapalli’s next step 
was a comprehensive develop-
ment plan that involved multiple 
revenue streams. Last year, the 
foundation launched a grateful 
patient program, and she is train-
ing her staff of four to use donor 
management software and data 
analytics while trying to grow a 
culture of philanthropy within 
the healthcare system itself.

“Events are wonderful, and 
they are the bread and butter of the organization right 
now, but we have to show value and impact to the com-
munity before we can expect to get their contributions,” 
Gollapalli explains. As she tells her staff, “We’re building 
our bridge as we’re walking across it. That can be chal-
lenging, but as long as we keep looking ahead to where 
we want to be, we’ll be OK.”

Implement and Measure Your Success
Nonprofits need to be able to communicate their impacts 
and outcomes to their communities if they want to count 
on continued support, but the best way to do that is not 
always clear. What information should be communicated? 
John Sawhill and David Williamson addressed this question 
in their article, “Measuring What Matters in Nonprofits,” 
in which they identified three broad categories of metrics 
that every nonprofit should track:

n Success in mobilizing resources

n Effectiveness of staff

n Progress toward fulfilling the mission

The first two, the authors explain, are relatively straight-
forward. The third is harder to measure, although it is the 
most important. The options, they say, are to define the 
mission extremely narrowly, undertake extensive research 
to identify how well the organization is doing or gauge 
the successes of individual programs and activities that col-
lectively suggest progress toward achieving the mission. 
Whichever method an organization chooses, it is vitally 
important to ensure that the internal stakeholders—the 
CEO, board and staff—all understand and see the value of 
collecting these data.

“When you’re defining the success of an organiza-
tion, it is up to the board first and then the staff to lead 
the way,” says Amy Eisenstein, ACFRE, a development 
consultant (www.amyeisenstein.com) in Westfield, 

N.J. “And that starts with the stra-
tegic-planning process.”

A good strategic plan unifies dis-
parate definitions of success under 
a common set of overarching goals 
and identifies how everyone con-
tributes to reaching them. How-
ever, when setting strategic goals, 
many nonprofits often make the 
mistake of thinking too small, Ei-
senstein says. She uses a simple ex-
ercise to help board members see 
the big picture. “Imagine two sce-
narios,” she explains. “First, imag-

ine that you raise an extra million dollars next year. What 
would you do with it? What would the money be for? 
Next, suppose you raise no extra money. What programs 
are affected? Who is cut?”

A bad reaction to the first question, Eisenstein says, 
would be to think small, such as using the extra money to 
pave the parking lot. “If they react this way, they may not 
be the right board members to move the organization 
forward,” she says. “You’re looking for excitement, 
creativity, a sense of how it makes a difference for people.” 

Likewise, a bad reaction to the second question would 
be to say that it just doesn’t matter. They would lay off 
staff and carry on with business as usual.

With the right combination of people, vision and 
plan, successful outcomes and impacts should be easier 
to identify and share with donors and the community.

Between Data and Desire
Conveying success to donors can be tricky. Metrics and 
measurements, which many nonprofits use to track their 
accomplishments internally, are also increasingly popular 
tools for sharing results with individual and institutional 

“We’re building our bridge 

as we’re walking across it. 

That can be challenging, but 

as long as we keep looking 

ahead to where we want to 

be, we’ll be OK.”
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Figure 2. Fundraisers and Donors Perceive 
Different Starting Points for Their Relationships

Source:	Tony	Myers,	CFRE,	Myers	&	Associates	in	Edmonton,	
Alberta.	Reprinted	with	permission.

Success and Relationships
	

In	 countries	with	active	and	 thriving	cultures	of	
philanthropy,	 conscientious	 fundraisers	 would	
take	issue	with	the	suggestion	that	they	take	do-
nors	for	granted.	After	all,	donors	are	the	lifeblood	
of	 any	 organization,	 and	 it	 is	 a	 fundraiser’s	 re-
sponsibility	to	seek,	cultivate	and	steward	people	
who	care	about	the	causes	he	or	she	represents.	
However,	at	a	more	basic	level,	fundraisers	in	such	
societies	 do	 take	 donors	 for	 granted	 because	
they	have	the	 luxury	of	assuming	that	 there	are	
donors	out	there	to	be	found	in	the	first	place.

Fundraisers	 in	 the	 former	 Communist	 bloc	
countries	of	Eastern	Europe	do	not	have	that	lux-
ury,	 however.	They	operate	 in	 a	 society	 that	 for	
two	generations	actively	discouraged	giving	and	
trusting,	both	of	which	are	prerequisites	for	any	
successful	donor	relationship.	“For	them,	success	
means	building	a	philanthropic	culture,”	says	Tony	
Myers,	 CFRE,	 Ph.D.,	 MA,	 LL.B.,	 principal	 and	 se-
nior	counsel	at	Myers	&	Associates	(tony@myer	
scan.com)	in	Edmonton,	Alberta.	“They	are	doing	
things	that	help	build	awareness	and	dialogue	in	
countries	that	are	still	rebuilding	civil	society.”

In	addition	to	helping	young	nongovernmen-
tal	 organizations	 develop	 sustainable	 giving	
programs,	Myers	also	helps	them	learn	effective	
techniques	for	developing	relationships	with	in-

dividual	 donors.	 Critical	 to	 that,	 Myers	 says,	 is	
understanding	the	differences	between	how	do-
nors	and	fundraisers	perceive	their	relationships.	
“The	 fundraiser	begins	a	 relationship	when	the	
donor	is	first	identified,	and	often,	the	relation-
ship	declines	after	the	first	gift,”	Myers	explains.	
“For	 the	 new	 donor,	 the	 relationship	 with	 the	
charity	is	more	likely	to	begin	at	the	point	of	the	
first	gift.	Success	is	the	ability	to	close	that	gap.”	
(See	Figure	2.)

To	 help	 nonprofits	 better	 understand	 donor	
motivations	 and	 fine-tune	 their	 outreach	 ac-
cordingly,	 Ioana	Traista	of	 the	PACT	Foundation	
(http://fundatiapact.ro/en/)	 in	 Bucharest	 is	 in	
the	 process	 of	 interviewing	 donors	 in	 Romania,	
the	Czech	Republic	and	Serbia	about	what	influ-
ences	 them	 to	 give	 and	 to	 continue	 giving	 and	
how	 the	 act	 of	 giving	 affects	 them.	 Using	 the	
most	significant	change	(MSC)	technique,	a	form	
of	participatory	monitoring	and	evaluation	wide-
ly	used	by	development	aid	agencies,	Traista	will	
qualitatively	analyze	donors’	stories	for	patterns	
related	to	how	they	perceive	the	effects	of	their	
giving	and	how	they	want	to	be	kept	informed.

Although	her	research	will	not	be	completed	
until	 late	 this	 year,	 patterns	 of	 donor	 behavior	
are	already	emerging.	 “They	want	 to	be	 treated	
as	 partners,	 not	 just	 as	 supporters	 of	 a	 certain	
program	 or	 community,”	 Traista	 explains.	 “Also,	
donors	do	not	want	to	receive	only	stories	of	suc-
cess.	They	are	aware	that	the	problems	are	com-
plex	and	do	not	expect	the	organization	they	are	
supporting	to	find	the	solutions	alone.	They	want	
to	be	part	of	the	solution-finding	process.”

Traista	says	that	this	dovetails	with	her	obser-
vations	 about	 donors	 to	 the	 PACT	 Foundation,	
which	supports	community	development	and	so-
cial	economy	programs	 in	 rural	and	small-urban	
communities	in	southern	Romania.	PACT’s	donors	
are	more	likely	to	be	ambassadors	when	they	un-
derstand	the	organization	and	are	encouraged	to	
provide	advice	and	get	involved	with	programs.

Traista’s	findings	help	illustrate	why	definitions	
of	success	in	emerging	philanthropic	cultures	de-
pend	 so	heavily	on	 relationship	building.	 It	may	
be	a	slow	process,	but	it	is	a	vitally	necessary	one.	
“In	building	a	philanthropic	society,	you	first	have	
to	build	trust,”	Myers	explains.	“You	can	do	that	
only	one	person	at	a	time.”
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donors. However, the race to collect and disseminate 
data has been a haphazard one. There is, as yet, no broad 
consensus on what specific data points are of interest to 
donors, or even if they are persuasive. “Whether donors, 
particularly high-net-worth individuals, actually want and 
need these data is still questionable,” writes Cynthia M. 
Gibson and William M. Dietel in their article, “What Do 
Donors Want?” They cite recent studies that found that, 
ultimately, it is emotion and relationships that inspire 
people to give, not data.

At the same time, they argue, data certainly have their 
uses. “The nonprofit sector needs and deserves better 
evaluative and evidence-driven ways to assess their perfor-
mance, outcomes and potential impact. The donors who 
so generously support them deserve more information, 
too. And there is little question that the field of philanthro-
py has benefited from an infusion of new thinking from the 
private sector, including its emphasis on market-economy 
principles.” The balance between what donors need and 
want, Gibson and Dietel conclude, falls somewhere “be-
tween data and desire.”

Ruth McCambridge, president and editor of Nonprofit 
Quarterly, which published the Gibson and Dietel article, 
is more blunt. “It’s a myth that donors want hard data and 
are becoming more critical,” she says. “They want to know 
that you have integrity and that you’re going to do what 
you said you would do. But in terms of wanting informa-
tion and data, it really isn’t the case.”

The way to convince donors of your integrity and capac-
ity, McCambridge argues, is to meet them at the “messy 
intersection” of organization and community. In her ex-
perience, too few organizations seek to meet there, relying 
instead on the cool, distant abstraction of facts and figures 
to tell their stories. “A lot of organizations say they repre-

sent the best interests of the community but haven’t talked 
to the community in ages,” she says. “And that’s where 
things fall apart.”

Without that conversation, an organization’s under-
standing of what constitutes the best interest of the com-
munity is likely to be misinformed. “Having an active con-
versation and setting goals with the community means that 
there won’t be a disconnect,” she says.

“Do the research to find out how you are really doing 
in the community,” McCambridge recommends. “That’s 
your real measure of success. I do think there’s a huge val-
ue in understanding your own enterprise model, and that’s 
where metrics have value. But just remember that you need 
to periodically blow up your assumptions.” 

Paul Lagasse is a freelance writer in La Plata, Md.  
(www.avwrites.com).

“It’s a myth that donors want hard data 

and are becoming more critical,” she 

says. “They want to know that you 

have integrity and that you’re going 

to do what you said you would do. But 

in terms of wanting information and 

data, it really isn’t the case.”
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How measuring success is not trying to 
fit a square peg into a round hole

“W
e had a very successful year!” This is 
an often-heard refrain, but what does 
it really mean? Could it refer to re-
cord-breaking fundraising, the comple-

tion of a new building or unprecedented, glowing media 
coverage? Or perhaps your organization doubled its pro-
gram offerings or received a prestigious grant. Although 
success does not fit any one definition, many agree that it 
can be characterized and measured by considering three 
different metrics:

n Inputs: anything that enables an organization to do 
its work, such as financial resources, volunteer time 
and equipment

n Outputs: the quantifiable services an organization 
provides, such as the number of meals served to the 
homeless, the number of subscribers to the theater 
or the number of children enrolled in summer camp 
programs

n Outcomes or impact: how an organization’s pro-
grams and services have actually made a positive 
difference in the lives of its target audiences and in 
society in general

Outcomes have become increasingly important to 
donors, particularly to those who make gifts designated 
for social causes. Consequently, finding ways to talk 
about and measure intangibles, such as the development B
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By Mary eLLen CoLLins

of positive relationships or increased happiness and 
satisfaction, has led to an ongoing and important 
discussion across the sector.

The true picture of an organization’s success includes 
both quantitative and qualitative measures, and many 
leaders are taking a more holistic approach when 
measuring their accomplishments. By broadening their 
focus and going beyond the data, they are better able to 
present a compelling picture of not only their work but 
also the all-important outcomes.

Infrastructure: Doing the Work
It seems logical to measure success by demonstrating 
how well you have achieved your mission, and accord-
ing to Simone P. Joyaux, ACFRE, Adv Dip, of Joyaux 
Associates (www.simonejoyaux.com) in Foster, R.I., 
that effort should include taking a very close look at the 
strength of your infrastructure. “People talk a lot about 
‘It’s our mission that matters. We have to talk about the 
mission,’” she says. “But what about the stuff that helps 
you achieve your mission? How successful is your infra-
structure? Your fundraising, governance and marketing 
and communications? People don’t link them.”

Joyaux feels strongly that leaders have an obligation 
to use the tools and resources available to measure how 
well each part of their organizational infrastructure is 
performing. “We have many volunteers on boards who 
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are caring, wonderful people, but my observation is 
that they think they know stuff they don’t know,” she 
says. “Fundraising and governance aren’t a means to an 
end. They each have a whole body of knowledge. Do 
you have a board member who attends only one 
meeting a year? That’s a problem. What about 
their service on committees? There are 
governance self-assessments. Read one, 
answer the questions and see how well 
your board’s doing.”

With regard to fundraising, 
Joyaux emphasizes the importance 
of thinking beyond the easily 
quantified data. “We do financial 
or fundraising reports, but we 
don’t create a narrative. There’s 
no context, no talk of trends or 
implications. We tend to measure 
fundraising success by dollars 
raised. We need to commit and care 
enough to measure the qualitative 
things, too. Many people don’t 
mention loyalty rates, and loyalty is the 
holy grail of fundraising. Seven out of 
10 first-time donors don’t give a second 
gift! If we get 100 new donors and only 30 
of them give a second gift, we are not doing 
well with loyalty. What we are quantitatively not 
doing is building relationships.”

In addition, nonprofits should survey donors the 
same way that businesses conduct customer satisfaction 
research. “The donor is a consumer, and it is possible 
to measure donor satisfaction,” Joyaux says. “The tools 
are there. Care enough to find out how satisfied they are 
with their donor experience.”

Educate and Illustrate
Anne Ard, executive director of the Centre County 
Women’s Resource Center (www.ccwrc.org), measures 
the organization’s effort to eliminate domestic and sexual 
violence by looking at results in three areas:

n the consistency of financial support from the 
community;

n the level of collaboration the Centre is able to 
maintain with the police department and other 
local human services providers; and

n the strength of the media relationships that help 
the organization maintain a high profile in the 
community.

These are factors that reflect on successful fundrais-
ing, marketing, communications and outreach efforts 
and represent a great example of Joyaux’s emphasis on 
infrastructure.

The anecdotal impact of the work with vic-
tims of rape and domestic abuse is obvious 

but much harder to quantify. “Sometimes, 
it comes from feedback from the people 

we’ve worked with or people who know 
someone who was helped by the orga-
nization 30 years ago,” Ard says. “I 
hear that from people all the time. 
We also added the question, ‘Why 
do you give?’ to our direct-mail 
piece, and we also see our impact in 
those answers.”

Changes in the ways in which 
the community understands and 
deals with sexual and domestic vi-
olence also reflect the success of the 
Centre’s efforts. “In our communi-

ty, people didn’t understand why the 
woman in an abusive situation didn’t 

just leave,” Ard explains. “Now that 
we’ve communicated the dynamics of 

abuse, people understand. We see our im-
pact in the way people unrelated to our orga-

nization publish things about domestic violence 
that look as though we could have written them. And 

we see it in the way the police and the courts respond to 
victims. This is a national trend, but locally, we know our 
work has contributed to that.”

One of the challenges for nonprofits, including the 
Centre County Women’s Resource Center, involves 
explaining impact to funders who may have narrow 
or preconceived notions of what the impact should 
be. “A funder may say, ‘We want you to quantify your 
success based on how many women have left abusive 
relationships,’ but we know that leaving is not always 
the safest option,” Ard says. “We try to frame those 
questions in a way that realistically shows our impact. For 
example, we do exit interviews with people for whom 
we’ve provided emergency shelter for 30 days, such as 
‘Are you able to access resources that you weren’t able to 
access before you came here?’”

Ard feels that funders are open to being educated, 
and she takes seriously her responsibility to do so. As 
the chief development officer of her organization, she 
adds, “Part of my job is to write grants, which involves 
educating the funders about why the work is important 
and how it gets done.”
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It is not easy to easily and clearly describe your 
organization’s impact. It is not the same thing as fulfilling 
your mission. The subject is much more nuanced and 
requires some deep thinking before you answer. “Funders 
focus on data and statistics because it’s easy,” Joyaux 
explains. “Any organization that’s trying to change 
something knows that change takes a long time. We could 
say about nonprofits that have been working for decades 
on marriage equality that there’s now marriage equality, 
so they’re successful. But what is the lived experience of 
being gay and married? Is it more socially acceptable? 
The law passed, but the lived experience is still not fixed.”

Joyaux also cites the example of how to assess outcomes 
of a counseling center based on responses from people who 
used its services. “If you ask if people were ‘happy,’ they 
may actually say they are angry because counseling was a 
traumatic experience for them. Happiness and satisfaction 
are soft, qualitative things, but there’s research out there 
on how to measure them. Your job is to look at that re-
search so you can educate donors and funders. What kinds 
of conversations are staff and the board having in an effort 
to measure impact? You should be having deep conversa-
tions with cage-rattling questions.”

New Approach, New Tools
Gabrielle Kurlander, president and CEO of All Stars 
Project, Inc. (www.allstars.org), is determined to 
develop accurate ways to measure the impact of her 
afterschool development programs, which are open to 
all youth and not just those who are deemed to have 
significant academic potential. “I am less concerned about 
how we measure success than how we successfully measure,” 
she says. “Current measurement tools represent values 
that are outdated. Many funders of afterschool programs 
want to measure test scores and dropout rates, and some 
even want to track whether youth commit crimes before 
and after their program involvement, sending the message 
that anyone who comes into the program is treated like a 
potential criminal.”

Her focus is on the relationships and feelings of self-
worth that youth develop in various All Stars programs. 
“We have major corporate leaders spending time with 
kids from poor communities and developing relationships 
with them, and this establishes a new kind of social 
fabric,” Kurlander explains. “These relational experiences 
are more socially valuable than a metric.”

She also tells the story of Tyrone, who is not in school, 
not employed and has no money. “He is struggling. 
But he got involved with the Castillo Theatre group of 
volunteers called Whatever It Takes, because they do 

whatever it takes to get the show up,” Kurlander says. 
“By traditional measures, he is a failure, but he’s involved 
on this team, working with different kinds of people, and 
his participation is improving his life. Tyrone’s happier, 
even though he isn’t successful in the ways funders want 
him to be. If you talk about happiness as an important 
outcome, you get laughed out of the room. Middle-class 
and affluent people go into therapy to become happier, 
but in the disadvantaged community, happiness is not 
considered legitimate.”

Kurlander and her team are currently involved in a 
multiyear project with Southern Methodist University’s 
(SMU) Center of Research and Evaluation (CORE) at 
the Annette Caldwell Simmons School of Education 
and Human Development (www.smu.edu/Simmons/ 
Research/CORE) in Dallas to develop a methodology 
and a set of evaluative tools to explore the impact of af-
terschool development.

“Some of the largest foundations are lagging behind 
in the evaluation tools they’re using, but there are a 
number of forward-thinking leaders who are aware of 
and talking about these issues,” she says. “Our CORE 
partners are well-versed in the limitations of traditional 
measurement tools, and they’re looking at how we can 
measure the success of things like relational capability.”

The project’s field-testing phase has begun, and once 
pilot projects are completed in 2018, Kurlander and her 
colleagues will begin publishing the results of their work 
and making the tools available to other nonprofits.

“If these new tools are successful, they’ll help us 
demonstrate how to document the impact of the 
All Stars, a program that is theoretically sound,” says 
David Chard, Ph.D., president of Wheelock College 
and former dean of the SMU Simmons School. “It 
will advance our understanding of the developmental 
theories that are the foundation of All Stars, and it will 
provide evidence to the nonprofit sector that measuring 
the impact of nontraditional programs is possible and 
that we shouldn’t shy away from doing so.”

Metrics and Expectations
Clear expectations are an important component of 
fundraising success, and the development professionals 
at the University of California (UC), Davis have made 
an intentional effort to develop a set of consistent 
goals and guidelines for frontline fundraisers across the 
entire campus, plus the medical, veterinary and other 
professional schools.

“We formed a metrics task force about five years ago 
when a new head of the development shop came in,” says 



26	 Advancing	Philanthropy	 www.afpnet.org	/	Fall	2016

Karen Charney, senior director of development at the UC 
Davis School of Law (https://law.ucdavis.edu). “We all 
knew we needed a better method of measuring what we 
did and a better method for arriving at expectations of 
what we should be doing. Everyone was doing things a 
little differently, and we needed to make sure everyone 
had the same expectations.”

Members of the task force began by talking with 
representatives from schools across the country to see 
how they measured fundraising success. “We found that 
people agreed it was important to measure the number 
of visits and the number of asks made. Some measured 
dollars raised, and some didn’t. That gave us a baseline of 
what made sense for us.”

They created four metrics by which development 
officers would be assessed and attached annual 
expectations to each one:

n 150 face-to-face visits; 

n 10 to 50 percent of face-to-face visits should be for 
the purpose of prospect qualification;

n 15 to 24 asks and proposals; and

n the number of dollars raised, with a goal within 
ranges based on the level of the position.

“There was a huge human resources reclassification 
going on at the same time, and our goal was to align the 
metrics with the level of development position,” Charney 
says.

In addition, there was some flexibility within numbers 
in each category, depending on what percentage of the 
development officer’s time was devoted to fundraising 
and the maturity of the prospect portfolio. “The 
numbers weren’t meant to be punitive. The goals were 
meant to be realistic if you worked really hard,” Charney 
explains. “Everyone now understands what everyone 
else is doing, and it’s a fairly simple process to explain to 
new staff. Having it on paper and knowing how you’re 
going to be evaluated was helpful and led to much better 
conversations, lent itself to establishing really good 
goals and helped us figure out where a program was 
having specific issues. Metrics are just one component of 
measuring success. They lay a good foundation.”

Last year, the task force made a few tweaks to the 
expectations, which included ensuring that a subset of 
asks would be comprehensive asks that included a major 
or endowment gift, current use and a planned gift. 
They also retooled the qualification piece. “Instead of 
us looking for promising prospects to visit and qualify,” 
Charney adds, “research is now giving us quarterly 
targeted lists of people we need to try to reach in the 
next 120 days.”

Know Thyself for Success
Having clear goals and expectations sets development 
officers up for success, but if they lack certain qualities 
and skill sets required for successful donor relations, they 
are less likely to meet those goals.

If	a	picture	is	worth	a	thousand	words,	what	
is	a	dashboard	worth?	To	your	stakeholders,	it	
could	be	a	great	deal.

The	following	are	tools,	resources,	
templates	and	more	to	help	you	create,	use	
and	share	with	your	stakeholders.

Dashboards	for	Nonprofits
www.councilofnonprofits.org/tools-
resources/dashboards-nonprofits

Dashboard Reporting, BoardSource,	2013
http://leadingwithintent.org/wp-content/
uploads/2015/01/DashboardReporting.pdf

“How	Hands	On	Atlanta	Uses	a	Dashboard	to	
Track	Progress	and	Reach	Its	Goals,”		
The	Bridgespan	Group
www.bridgespan.org/Publications-and-
Tools/Performance-Measurement/How-
Hands-On-Atlanta-Uses-Dashboards.aspx#.
V54l0PkrKmU

“Show	Me	Your	Nonprofit	Dashboard”
www.bethkanter.org/nonprofit-dashboard

The Nonprofit Dashboard: A Tool for Tracking 
Progress	by	Lawrence	M.	Butler	(BoardSource,	
2007),	paperback,	53	pages

The Nonprofit Dashboard: Using Metrics to 
Drive Mission Success, Second Edition, by	
Lawrence	M.	Butler	(BoardSource,	2012),	
paperback	and	PDF,	75	pages
Available	at	www.boardsource.org	or	by	
calling	202-349-2500

“Warning	Lights:	New	Dashboard	Reports	
Help	Institutions	Gauge	Their	Performance”		
by	Lawrence	M.	Butler
www.nebhe.org/info/journal/articles/2007-
Spring_Butler.pdf
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Resources

“Afterschool to Funders: Let’s Develop New Methods 
of Seeing What Works,” by Gabrielle L. Kurlander and 
Bonny L. Gildin, Ph. D.
https://allstars.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/
AfterschooltoFunders.pdf

“How Can Non Profits Measure Success And Impact?”
www.armstrongmcguire.com/blog/how-can-non-
profits-measure-success-and-impact

“How to Measure Social Impact: New Research and 
Insights”
www.forbes.com/sites/rahimkanani/2014/03/15/
how-to-measure-social-impact-new-research-and-
insights/#65c023dc74be

Measuring Outcomes
http://strengtheningnonprofits.org/resources/
guidebooks/MeasuringOutcomes.pdf

Bill Crouch, CEO and founder of Crouch and 
Associates (www.crouchandassociates.com) in Raleigh, 
N.C., believes that one reason the average tenure for a 
development officer is only 18 months or so is because 
organizations are hiring people who do not have the 
emotional intelligence to handle the stress of the job. 
“Emotional intelligence is how you respond when things 
go bad, and relational intelligence is all about making 
social connections,” he says. “What we call ‘vertical 
intelligence’ is the combination of the two.”

His focus on the importance of social connections 
underlies his feeling that the profession spends too little 
time training fundraisers to ask donors the right kinds of 
questions. “We teach them to ask the person how many 
children they have and where they went to school,” 
Crouch explains. “But we should be teaching them to 
ask, ‘In the last three years, what has been the very best 
experience you’ve had?’ That’s trying to understand the 
‘why’ of the donor. Development people need to be 
taught the science of how people make funding decisions. 
We think we can cut the cultivation time in half by asking 
the right questions at the beginning of the process.”

Knowing how to measure a person’s emotional 
strengths can help nonprofit leaders when they are hiring 
fundraisers, and it can help existing staff understand 
the areas in which they can improve. Crouch has done 
research on the qualities of top performers in a number 
of professions and has developed an assessment tool 
designed specifically for fundraisers. He has found that 
the most successful fundraisers are independent, have the 
ability to be accommodating and score high on the ability 
to make decisions based on intuition.

Surprisingly, scoring too high on sociability is not 
necessarily a good thing. “You don’t want someone who 
can walk into a room and talk to everyone,” Crouch says. 
“You want someone who can go in and focus on the 10 
people they need to focus on.”

He points to all of the science that supports the fact 
that a person can rewire the brain and create new habits, 
and he says that people who are willing to do the work 
can improve their vertical intelligence. “We can strengthen 
them as individuals,” Crouch says, “not just as develop-
ment officers.”

Keith Oakley, assistant dean for college advancement 
in the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences at North 
Carolina State University (www.ncsu.edu) in Raleigh, can 
attest to the success of Crouch’s approach. “As an example 
of working with Bill’s team, our senior staff has been able 
to determine their ‘why’ in life, allowing us to understand 
what is at the core of our motivation and purpose,” he says. 
“This better understanding of ourselves is critical in our 
better serving our organization and team.”

The picture of success, indeed. 

Mary Ellen Collins is a freelance writer in St. Petersburg, 
Fla. (mecollins123@yahoo.com).

“Everyone now understands what everyone else is 
doing, and it’s a fairly simple process to explain to new 
staff. Having	it	on	paper	and	knowing	how	you’re	going	

to	be	evaluated	was	helpful	and	led	to	much	better	
conversations,	lent	itself	to	establishing	really	good		

goals	and	helped	us	figure	out	where	a	program		
was	having	specific	issues.”
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 Mission 
Possible

O
f all the things you can measure, advoca-
cy and policy work are among the most 
difficult. That said, the risk of not eval-
uating your policy work is that you are 

shooting in the dark every time you engage in advocacy, 
says evaluation expert Jacob Allen, who leads the social 
impact practice at the Cicero Group (www.cicerogroup.
com) in Salt Lake City.

By its nature, advocacy is 
complex, and its impact is often 
indirect. Advocates work in an 
evolving context that is dynamic 
and unpredictable because 
things you have no control 
over are constantly shifting. 
The political landscape is fluid. 
Other issues compete with yours. You may have direct or 
indirect opposition. And the process is slow, with change 
taking years or decades.

Advocacy strategies need to adapt and change in 
response to this dynamic environment, and the advocacy 
plan you started with is most likely not the plan you 
eventually will have later on. “The political environment 
shifts constantly, so you need to adapt to changes 
in policymakers, who’s in power and what issues are 
competing with yours for attention and funding,” says 
Julia Coffman, founder and director of the Center for 
Evaluation Innovation (www.evaluationinnovation.
org) in Washington, D.C. “There’s an evolving context 
that you need to pay attention to.”

In such a dynamic, long-term environment, how 
do you know if your efforts are bearing fruit? Tracking SA
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By Mark Brewer

legislative victories may seem like an obvious measure of 
success, but it does not provide advocates with actionable 
intelligence while sweating in the advocacy trenches. What 
if your legislative agenda fails but you had measureable 
success along the way, such as effectively mobilizing 
community leaders around your cause? What if you are 
good at deflecting bad ideas before they become law? Or 

what if your legislation passes, 
but it is not implemented? How 
can you claim a win without 
any real change to go with it? 
“Ultimately, if you’re going 
after a policy change, you’ll 
know in the end if you did or 
didn’t achieve it,” Coffman 
says. “But you can’t predict how 

long it will take to get to a win. So, the questions in the 
meantime become, ‘How do we know if we’re making 
progress at all? What can we capture that tells us that our 
strategy is on the right track or if we need to change it?’”

Advocacy Evaluation Considerations
The key to knowing whether you are making progress or 
not is to track incremental successes and outcomes along 
the journey to policy change. Rather than measuring 
long-term outcomes, such as whether a bill is passed, 
advocacy is better measured along the way, enabling 
nimble course correction, incremental improvement and 
feedback on strategy effectiveness.

Janelle Brazington, vice president of administration for 
Kansas Action for Children (http://kac.org) in Topeka, 
Kan., says that advocating for car booster seats was a six-

By its nature, advocacy 
is complex, and its 

impact is often indirect. 
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year process. “We learned to measure our impact little 
by little,” she says. “We set incremental goals, and we 
looked for ways to measure progress toward those goals.”

Incremental advocacy evaluations give advocates 
timely answers to the strategic questions they frequently 
face and provide solid direction when changes need to be 
made, whether changing tactics to improve your results 
or responding to a changing environment. Furthermore, 
you can share these evaluations with funders and other 

Your	theory	of	change,	also	called	a	logic	
model,	is	a	road	map	to	finding	metrics	
that	are	meaningful	in	measuring	the	
effectiveness	of	your	advocacy	work.

Jacob	Allen,	partner	at	the	Cicero	Group	
(www.cicerogroup.com)	in	Salt	Lake	City,	
suggests	a	process	to	create	a	simplified	
theory	of	change	by	working	backward	from	
the	desired	outcome.	Using	a	sheet	of	paper	
or	a	whiteboard,	write	the	ultimate	policy	
goal	on	the	right	side.	To	the	left	of	that,	
write	down	the	intermediate	goals	required	
to	achieve	the	ultimate	goal.	To	the	left	of	
that,	write	down	the	near-term	activities	and	
goals.	Reading	from	left	to	right,	you	now	
have	the	anticipated	path	forward.

For	example,	if	you	want	to	reform	the	
criminal	justice	system,	your	simplified	
theory	of	change	may	resemble	the	
following:

n	 We	need	people	to	be	aware	of	and	
informed	on	criminal	justice.

n	 Once	they	become	more	informed,	some	
people	will	become	more	active	and	
engaged	in	specific	ways.

n	 Once	they	are	engaged	in	specific	ways,	
then	they	will	engage	directly	with	
legislators.

Creating Your Theory of Change

n	 Once	legislators	hear	more	from	their	
constituents,	they	will	change	their	
vote.

n	 When	they	change	their	vote,	then	we	
believe	the	bill	will	pass.

n	 When	the	bill	passes,	we	have	achieved	
our	policy	goal.

As	an	organization,	you	cannot	take	
responsibility	for	the	whole	chain,	but	
you	can	take	responsibility	for	the	areas	
in	which	you	work.	So,	if	your	mission	
is	education	and	engagement,	you	may	
focus	on	tracking	whether	your	audience	
is	aware	of	the	issues.	You	also	could	track	
whether	your	information	engaged	your	
audience	in	the	ways	you	expected.

To	create	a	more	complete	theory	of	
change,	the	Advocacy	Progress	Planner	
is	an	online	tool	for	advocacy	planning	
and	evaluation	that	will	walk	you	and	your	
team	through	a	process	to	create	a	theory	
of	change	and	provide	an	at-a-glance	look	
at	the	ingredients	of	advocacy	efforts.	It	
can	guide	you	to	clarify	the	goal,	audience	
and	tactics	of	your	own	campaign.	Visit	
http://planning.continuousprogress.org.

partners who may be interested in your progress. 
Incremental success along the way is enough to keep 
many funders engaged, even when your efforts may not 
directly change policy.

It is also important to remember that program 
evaluations are not the same as advocacy evaluations. 
According to Coffman, the discipline of evaluation 
grew up with programs that have predictable plans and 
outcomes. However, evaluating advocacy is different. 
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Your advocacy strategy probably will change over time, 
and you cannot predict outcomes with any reasonable 
certainty.

Amy Blouin, founder and executive director of the 
Missouri Budget Project (www.mobudget.org) in St. 
Louis, says that direct service metrics tend to be clear, 
but advocacy metrics are not. “With direct service 
organizations, it’s easier to capture the number of meals 
provided or the number of at-risk kids who now have 
been provided with a safe environment,” she explains. 
However, the same cannot be 
said for advocacy metrics. “You 
don’t know if you’re evaluating 
everything that you need to,” she 
points out.

Knowing What to 
Measure
Measuring advocacy is inherently 
qualitative, Brazington says. 
“I have a degree in math. I 
want a quantitative perspective. 
What I’ve learned in advocacy 
evaluation is that you can measure 
numbers to an extent, but that 
ends with your outputs, such as 
the number of policy briefs you 
sent out. That doesn’t measure 
impact,” she explains. “We 
started by asking ourselves, 
‘How do we know if we’re 
effective?’”

Allen suggests creating 
a theory of change, also 
called a logic model, to get 
the clarity you need. By 
being precise on the chain 
of outcomes or events that 
lead to a broader policy 
change, you will get an 
understanding of what 
to measure. “The way to 
decide what to measure is to first be very clear on what 
change needs to happen and how your organization is 
involved with making that change happen,” he says. 

At the Missouri Budget Project, Blouin says they 
encourage advocates to identify upfront their theory of 
how change will occur. “Is it that you need to mobilize 
the grassroots, or is it more of an insider game? What’s 
your theory about the path you need to take to get 
there?” she asks. “Once you know that, you can identify 

a set of interim outcomes. Is there any evidence that 
you’re building political goodwill? Is there any evidence 
that the media is covering your issue in a way you want 
them to?”

What you measure should be within the context of 
your theory of change, advises Carol Hedges, executive 
director of the Colorado Fiscal Institute (www.
coloradofiscal.org) in Denver. “If everything measures 
well but you are falling short of your objectives, then 
either the theory needs to change or you need to be 

more effective in executing the 
theory’s strategy,” she says.

Hedges’ metrics include the 
number and growth of partners 
in their coalition and the number 
of people who have used their 
messaging or participated in 
their Twitter campaigns. “These 
metrics help show if we’re 
building toward our theory of 
change,” she says.

Kansas Action for Children 
(KAC) uses advocacy evalua-
tions to understand if its activities 
are creating the change it seeks. 
One thing it has learned is that 
legislators pay more attention 
to constituents than they do to 

KAC’s research and anal-
ysis. Consequently, KAC 
created a network of eight 
state-level, grassroots or-
ganizers who reach out to 
their networks in response 
to a KAC call to action. 
Based on the evaluations 
of the program, Brazing-
ton feels confident that 
KAC is getting better trac-
tion through grassroots 
mobilizing. “People are 
responding. We know that 

by tracking our Facebook and Twitter followers who en-
gage by doing what we ask them to do,” she says. “We 
track that through hashtags and monitoring Twitter 
feeds so we can see how many people are tweeting our 
message to the governor or legislators.

“We not only track if our grassroots network is act-
ing on our behalf but we also measure if they’re effec-
tive,” Brazington adds. “We monitor that by having 
our staff sit in legislative hearings and by following the 

“If everything measures well 
but you are falling short of 
your objectives, then either 
the theory needs to change 

or you need to be more 
effective in executing the 

theory’s strategy.”
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#ksleg hashtag on Twitter. We measure the extent to 
which legislators champion our efforts. We also mon-
itor the media reaching out to us for information and 
background on issues and topics.” If the media ask for 
political background, that is even better. “Finally,” Braz-
ington continues, “we measure whether we can neutral-
ize our opponents.”

Mixing Concrete With Anecdotal
The Missouri Budget Project (MBP) tracks a mix of 
concrete metrics and anecdotal information to measure 
growth in awareness, support and outreach. “We mea-
sure to what extent we are building awareness of the pol-
icy issues we work on,” Blouin says. “Sometimes, that’s 
public awareness or key influencer awareness. Sometimes, 
it’s grassroots awareness. We also 
measure to what extent we are 
building support for these issues 
among those audiences and how 
effective we are in engaging those 
supporters in advocacy. It’s not 
enough to just give them infor-
mation. Are we moving them to 
become involved somehow?”

To answer that, MBP measures 
the distribution of its policy analy-
ses, whether those documents get 
to the right partners and whether 
distribution is increasing to reach 
more people. It also measures the 
total number of presentations to 
strategic audiences. “Are 
we making presentations 
and increasing awareness 
among those key business 
and civic leaders through-
out the state who then in-
fluence public opinion in 
their areas?” Blouin says she wants to know.

MBP evaluates its email list growth and social media 
impact to learn whether it is increasing the number of 
constituents it attracts through those media. It also 
gauges awareness through its partners by tracking the 
number of partners that request newsletter content 
geared to their audience, keeping a record of the number 
of people reached through those networks. Finally, 
MBP tracks media hits, such as op-eds and letters to the 
editor, that it writes or helps partners write.

In addition, MBP monitors support by measuring the 
growth in the number of coalition partners, formal and 

informal, and evaluating whether the diversity of its part-
ners meets its needs. “We measure the growth of civic 
and business leaders who take some sort of action to sup-
port a policy issue that we’ve asked them to take,” Blouin 
explains. “Are they actively engaging? Are they distrib-
uting our information to their networks? Are they doing 
media outreach? Are they hosting policy forums, and are 
they communicating with lawmakers directly?

“We measure outreach to targeted community leaders 
and lawmakers that result in support for policy issues,” 
she adds. “For example, if a local chamber of commerce 
votes to support our policy issue, we capture that as a 
measure of outreach.”

MBP’s evaluation plan includes an annual review, 
during which it examines the extent to which its policy 

issues have advanced. “Each year, 
we survey coalition partners to 
determine how effective the coali-
tion engagement is,” Blouin says. 
“Are our policy analyses useful? 
Are our talking points helpful? 
Are they distributing informa-
tion? How many people do they 
reach? Have they used our sample 
social media posts? Are they writ-
ing letters to the editor? And we 
ask open-ended questions, such 
as ‘How can we be more effective 
in our work?’ At the end of the 
year, we compare those metrics 
with the anecdotal information 

we have about how we’ve 
influenced policy.

“If our metrics tell us 
that we’re successful but 
other dynamics prevented 
what we wanted in terms 
of legislation, is there 

something different we should be doing?” she asks. 
“Are we reaching the right people to help us influence 
that legislation?”

MBP recently worked on a bill that was suddenly and 
dramatically changed midcourse. Through conversa-
tions with the sponsor and others, it was able to change 
the bill back to the original text. “We capture these an-
ecdotal situations where partnering with lawmakers re-
sulted in a change we wanted,” Blouin says.

Of course, with limited resources, you cannot 
measure everything. So, in an ocean of possible metrics, 
how do you make the best choices? Prioritize. Blouin 

“Are we reaching the right 
people to help us influence 

that legislation?”
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Resources 

Advocacy Evaluation Update, Fall 2011, Center for 
Evaluation Innovation
http://evaluationinnovation.org/sites/default/files/
AEU_Fall_2011.pdf

“The Elusive Craft of Evaluating Advocacy”  
by Steven Teles and Mark Schmitt, Stanford  
Social Innovation Review
http://ssir.org/articles/entry/the_elusive_craft_of_
evaluating_advocacy

“Measuring Advocacy—Yes We Can!” by Matthew  
Forti, Stanford Social Innovation Review
http://ssir.org/articles/entry/measuring_advocacy_
yes_we_can

“Six Theory of Change Pitfalls to Avoid” by  
Matthew Forti, Stanford Social Innovation Review
http://ssir.org/articles/entry/six_theory_of_change_
pitfalls_to_avoid

UNICEF Advocacy Toolkit
www.unicef.org/evaluation/files/Advocacy_Toolkit.
pdf

“Unique Methods in Advocacy Evaluation”  
by Julia Coffman and Ehren Reed
www.innonet.org/resources/files/Unique_Methods_
Brief.pdf

A User’s Guide to Advocacy Evaluation Planning by 
Julia Coffman, Harvard Family Research Project
www.hfrp.org/evaluation/publications-resources/	
a-user-s-guide-to-advocacy-evaluation-planning

“What’s Different About Evaluating Advocacy and 
Policy Change” by Julia Coffman, Harvard Family 
Research Project
www.hfrp.org/evaluation/the-evaluation-exchange/
issue-archive/advocacy-and-policy-change/	
what-s-different-about-evaluating-advocacy	
-and-policy-change

suggests prioritizing based on the main purpose of your 
evaluation. Is it to demonstrate impact, or is it to support 
your organization’s learning and adaptation? Prioritize 
based on your theory of change. Choose indicators that 
show progress as your theory plays out as anticipated, 
and based on that, make choices about what you do and 
do not measure.

Finally, remember that measuring advocacy is not a  
one-size-fits-all endeavor, Coffman says. “Every advocacy 

evaluation strategy needs to be different.” 

Focus on evaluating activities related to nearer-term 
outcomes and those that align with your advocacy 
strategy. A clear theory of change will help you find that 
strategy focus.

Focus on your organization’s unique contribution to 
the larger effort and how you are able to adapt to change 
and make a difference. “It’s less about advancing policy 
and more about whether the organization has been able 
to adapt when serendipity [or disaster] arrives,” Hedges 
explains. “Funders like to see that you’re nimble and can 
adapt to change.”

Common Pitfalls
Allen says that a common pitfall for advocates is 
measuring only activities and not outcomes. While it is 
not necessarily wrong to measure activities, “if you don’t 
measure some level of outcome, you don’t know if your 
activities are effective,” he says.

Also, strive for meaningful measurements, and avoid 
the tendency to count only what is easy. “It’s easy to 
count meetings and press releases,” Coffman says. “That 
measures what you did instead of measuring the effect 
those actions have. A better measure might be, ‘What 
happened as a result of your meetings with policymakers? 
Did they become champions for your cause? Did you 
change their minds? What was the result of the meetings?’

“And make sure what gets measured matches up with 
the strategy,” she advises. “Many efforts are focused 
on educating an audience on an issue. There’s research 
showing that raising awareness alone does not produce 
policy change.”

Finally, remember that measuring advocacy is not a 
one-size-fits-all endeavor, Coffman says. “Every advocacy 
evaluation strategy needs to be different.” 

After all, your organization provides a unique 
contribution to the change that many others are working 
toward. 

Mark Brewer is a freelance writer in Elizabeth, Ill. 
(http://markbrewerwriter.com).
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P
atrick J. Feeley, MBA, CFRE, has served on the 
board of the Association of Fundraising Profes-
sionals (AFP) for nine years, the last two as chair. 
He is leaving the position on Dec. 31, although 

he will remain on the board for another two-and-a-half 
years. What has he learned during his tenure, and what 
insights has he gained about the future of the association 
and the fundraising profession?

Q: What have you learned from 
serving as board chair? Will you take 
away a different perspective of the 
profession? 

Pat Feeley: The value of a strong network is much 
clearer to me as a result of more direct involvement 
with AFP. I see the tremendous power of personal 
relationships and the importance of relying on peers 
outside of the workplace. To have received that gift from 
AFP is remarkable.

In the workplace, two specific areas come to mind: 
One, seek the advice and perspective of others on how 
to handle a situation with a donor or volunteer who may 
be challenging, and two, rely on peers for advice on how 
to build and grow your team. In our profession, there is 
a growing emphasis on management, and these are just 
two areas in which a strong network can be a great asset. PH
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By LynDa MCDanieL

A Conversation With Patrick J. Feeley, MBA, CFRE, AFP Board Chair

Q: Have you ever experienced a failure 
that led you to a success?

Pat Feeley: I find success is often achieved from what 
we learned from our failures. In the fundraising profession, 
opportunity and challenges are often juxtaposed. We’ve all 
had experiences in which a campaign has had a challenge, 
or we met with a prospect from whom we expected a large 
gift—but walked out with small one. It feels like failure, 
but we have to get back up and go on to our next stop. It’s 
a matter of degree. The more experience we have, the more 
our appetite for learning from failure gets stronger. That 
failure becomes incorporated more as constant renewal 
that makes us stronger leaders and fundraisers.

Q: As board chair, did anything surprise you?

Pat Feeley: Surprise is not quite the right word—it’s 
more like awe. I think I may still be in awe of the breadth 
of our organization. I have a passion for diversity, and 
during my tenure, I’ve had incredible experiences with 
colleagues from Mexico to Canada. We’ve been building 
a pipeline of fundraisers from more diverse communities, 
which is so exciting because this approach will strengthen 
the profession and enrich philanthropy worldwide. That’s 
been a welcomed experience—to sit back and see the scope 
of our organization and what makes AFP so special. 
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Q: What actions of fundraisers do you like?

Pat Feeley: The top action is to listen. The act of 
listening involves being present, open and aware of a 
donor’s interests, needs and aspirations.

Q: What actions of fundraisers don’t  
you like?

Pat Feeley: The exact opposite: filling the room with 
your own air. Moving too quickly on who you are instead 
of learning who they [the donors] are. Putting your 
organization’s facts and figures and history out there 
before you’ve listened to your donors.

Q: What do you consider the key to 
success for a fundraising campaign?

Pat Feeley: A successful campaign requires a mix of 
bold action connected to a strong case. I often say that 
your if/then statement must be strong. In other words, 
ask yourself, if a donor embraces your organization, 
then what will happen? Can you turn that into a bold 
statement of change? When you can answer that, you’ll 
be in a much better position to see success for your 
organization and your donors.

Q: What do you find is the most effective 
way to ask for money?

Pat Feeley: It’s important to include your board, 
CEO and other executives in this process. Donors love 
the interaction with leadership. As a fundraiser, you’re a 
bit of a matchmaker with donors, donors’ interests and 
the leadership of your organization. 

Q: What have you learned over the years 
about how donors like to be treated?

Pat Feeley: Every donor is different, so you have to 
work at learning how they want to be treated. 

Also, you need to anticipate what donors want by 
doing your research prior to receiving the gift. Do they 
want recognition, stewardship and a connection to the 
gift? Find ways to ask that question. Ask donors how 
their gifts bring meaning to them. And explore how 
celebrating this gift would feel right for them. What does 
that look like for them? Ask a polite question, pulling out 
answers, instead of telling them what you do and what 
will happen when you announce the gift. You don’t have 
to stick to the rules your organization has set up as the 
only approach to donor recognition. 

Q: In your experience, what encourages 
donors to keep giving?

Pat Feeley: Donors continue to give based on the 
feeling they got after their last gift and seeing the impact 
of their gift. The answer truly is all about the emotions 
and fulfillment they feel. For example, in my line of work 
in addiction and recovery, donors could make a gift on 
the 10th anniversary of their sobriety. This kind of mile-
marker celebration through philanthropy means so much 
to them and their families.

Q: How does technology help, or hinder, 
fundraising?

Pat Feeley: It’s always good to remind ourselves that, 
while we have so many tools at our disposal these days, 
in some cases those tools can create noise between us 
and our donors. For example, we may measure a donor’s 
inclination by using a software program. Or we may 
look at how a prior fundraiser rated them and make 
assumptions on their giving history. But when we do that, 
we can miss opportunities to connect with donors. We 
may be so hamstrung by the assumptions we make from 
all the tools we have at our disposal that we fail to secure 
a significant gift. It’s been said before, but it’s worth 
repeating: We can get very big gifts from the millionaire 
next door. Too often, too many fundraisers are chasing 
the same people. If we’d turn to our own database and 
network, we are likely to find people who might surprise 
us. They may not appear to have means, but when we 
turn our focus on them, we just might uncover diamonds 
in the rough.

Q: How has the profession changed 
during your tenure?

Pat Feeley: Our focus on education and ethics has 
been clear for many years. Now, I find it exciting to 
see new emphasis on research and diversity, advocacy 
and public policy. These have taken on a greater role, 
delivering more action and increased visibility. That’s the 
sign of a maturing organization, one with a foundation 
of education and ethics but also using its muscle in new 
areas.

Q: What’s next for the profession? What 
has started during your tenure that you 
are looking forward to seeing continue?

Pat Feeley: I’m excited about the diversity initiatives 
we’ve launched and all the new people I’ve seen at the 
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projects in Canada and Cincinnati. 
These two programs are evolving in 
important ways. In Canada, we’ve 
begun an intentional approach to 
better understand the differences 
in philanthropy in a wide array of 
communities. We’re working to find 
ways to attract fundraisers from those 
communities, especially those that 
are often underrepresented. What 
an incredible initiative—building 
awareness and understanding and 
taking action to change the face 
of fundraising in Canada. And 
something similar is going on in 
Cincinnati, with the idea of building 
the pipeline of fundraisers from 
diverse communities through the 
New Faces of Fundraising program. 
These efforts will strengthen the 
profession and enrich philanthropy 
worldwide. 

Also, I need to include the grow-
ing importance of succession plan-
ning and leadership development 
for our profession. A significant 
number of baby boomers will be 
retiring from executive positions 
through the next decade. In order 
for nonprofit organizations to be 
prepared for this transition, we need 
to support and groom the next gen-
eration of leaders to close the gap. 

Q: Any final thoughts?

Pat Feeley: AFP has long been 
known for education, and I now see 
this coming full circle. We no longer 
take fundraising accreditation for 
granted. Members have a depth of 
educational opportunities at their 
disposal at AFP. I feel so strongly 
that accreditation and education 
strengthen fundraisers and keep 
them focused on mile markers that 
distinguish them from others. 

Lynda McDaniel is a freelance 
writer in Sebastopol, Calif.  
(www.lyndamcdaniel.com).

Excellent Journeys
It	takes	only	a	quick	glance	at	the	résumé	of	Patrick	J.	Feeley,	MBA,	CFRE,	

to	know	that	you	are	dealing	with	a	seasoned	professional.	As	a	nonprofit	

executive,	 Feeley	 brings	 24	 years	 of	 experience	 in	 management,	 board	

development,	fundraising,	finance,	program	development,	special	events	

and	public	relations.	For	the	past	two	years,	that	has	included	serving	as	

chair	of	the	AFP	board	of	directors,	which	he	will	step	away	from	at	the	

end	of	this	year,	though	he	will	continue	on	the	board	until	mid-2019.

As	executive	vice	president	and	chief	development	officer,	Feeley	cur-

rently	oversees	the	$65	million	comprehensive	Open	the	Door	campaign	

at	Caron	Treatment	Centers	in	Wernersville,	Pa.,	about	70	miles	northwest	

of	Philadelphia.	At	Caron,	he	works	with	what	he	calls	“an	amazing	team”	

of	alumni	and	fundraising	professionals	for	this	nationally	recognized	be-

havioral	health	organization	helping	families	affected	by	the	pain	of	ad-

diction.	From	2007	to	2013,	he	served	on	the	senior	management	team	

of	the	development	department	at	the	Children’s	Hospital	of	Philadelphia	

(CHOP).	There,	as	associate	vice	president	for	individual	and	principal	giv-

ing,	 he	 oversaw	 major	 gifts,	 planned	 gifts	 and	 capital	 support.	 He	 also	

served	as	assistant	vice	president	for	institutional	and	event	fundraising,	

handling	corporate,	foundation,	cause	marketing	and	special	event	teams	

at	the	hospital.	From	2002	to	2007,	Feeley	was	director	of	corporate	and	

foundation	relations	at	La	Salle	University	during	its	Shoulder	to	Shoulder	

Campaign,	which	resulted	in	a	new	science	center.

Even	 with	 such	 impressive	 credentials	 and	 experience,	 Feeley	 is	 as	

approachable	and	unassuming	as	he	is	successful.	Like	the	humility	that	

shines	 through	when	he	 shares	what	he	considers	 the	best	way	 to	ask	

for	money.	“It’s	essential	to	have	a	sense	of	introducing,	positioning	and	

sometimes	pulling	back	to	allow	the	magic	to	occur	between	donors,	your	

executives	and	your	organization,”	he	says.	“It	takes	a	special	personality	

to	make	this	happen.”

When	asked	if	he	has	perfected	the	process,	he	quips:	“I’m	still	work-

ing	on	it.”	

You	also	get	a	sense	of	his	depth	of	character	from	his	LinkedIn	list	of	

favorite	causes:	arts	and	culture,	children,	civil	rights	and	social	action,	

environment,	health,	human	 rights	and	politics.	Especially	 children.	 In	

addition	to	CHOP,	Feeley	also	worked	at	Philadelphia	Junior	Achieve-

ment	of	Delaware	Valley	Inc.,	a	nonprofit	organization	that	helps	young	

people	learn	about	the	role	of	economics.	As	vice	president	of	advance-

ment,	he	managed	a	three-year,	$1.7	million	capital	campaign	to	build	

Exchange	City,	an	economic	education	facility	where	the	kids	operate	

everything	 in	 this	 municipality—from	 government	 and	 banking	 to	 the	

media	and	post	office.

Once	 the	new	year	 rolls	 around,	Feeley	 looks	 forward	 to	more	 time	

for	his	favorite	hobby:	travel.	He	recently	visited	Prague,	and	Iceland	and	

Japan	are	on	his	wish	list.	“I	love	to	travel,	seeing	new	places,	experiencing	

new	things	and	meeting	people	I’m	otherwise	not	next	to,”	he	says.	“I’m	

blessed	to	have	a	similar	travel	journey	in	my	day	job,	visiting	with	donors	

and	colleagues.	Everyone	has	a	story	and	travel	experience	that	I	can	tap	

into	vicariously.”

As	he	prepares	to	leave	the	position	of	AFP	chair,	Feeley	has	strong	

feelings	 about	 the	 association	 and	 the	 positive	 trajectory	 it	 is	 on.	 “We	

have	so	many	strong	volunteers	who	can	continue	to	advance	the	pro-

fession	and	our	association,”	he	emphasizes.	“So,	there’s	no	need	to	go	it	

alone.	Everyone	in	the	profession	can	draw	from	these	volunteer	leaders—

count	on	their	support,	 lean	on	them,	pull	from	them.	Know	that	others	

have	gone	before	you,	and	get	their	wise	counsel.”
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H
ere is something you probably have known for 
quite some time: The increasing demand for pro-
gram evaluation affects the work of fundraising 

professionals. In fact, there have been clues about this for 
more than 50 years.

In 1964, David Church, former executive director 
of the American Association of Fund Raising Counsel, 
now the Giving Institute (www.givinginstitute.org) in 
Chicago, and a member of the National Society of Fund 
Raisers (NSFR, now the Association of Fundraising Pro-
fessionals [AFP]) Ethics Committee, suggested at the 
NSFR annual conference that the following be includ-
ed in the organization’s code of ethics: “Members will 
accept assignments from nonprofit organizations only 
after reasonable inquiry has indicated the organization 
can present a sound case for support and has a good 
program … ” (Association of Fundraising Professionals 
records, 1964).

In 1991, Payton, Rosso and Tempel stated, “The 
organization justifies itself in terms of the merits of the 
case, its ability to translate the social values and beliefs of 
its mission into an action program—goals and objectives 
that can be used in the measurement of results” (Taking 
Fund Raising Seriously: Advancing the Profession and 
Practice of Raising Money, pages 6–7). And 20 years 
ago, the United Way of America predicted, “In the 
years ahead, collecting data on benefits for program 
participants will be as common as collecting data on the 
number of program participants is today” (Measuring 
Program Outcomes: A Practical Approach, page 8).

If fundraising professionals are to effectively 
incorporate program evaluation into their work, 
their organizations or client organizations if they are 
fundraising consultants, they must first address the issue 
of evaluation capacity, or the capability to efficiently 
and effectively evaluate programs. Evaluation capacity 
encompasses what is necessary for the practice of 
evaluation, such as “human capital (skills, knowledge, 
experience, etc.) and financial/material resources” 
(Building Effective Evaluation Capacity: Lessons from 
Practice, page 5). Baizerman, Compton and Stockdill 
define evaluation capacity building (ECB) as “the 
intentional work to continuously create and sustain 
overall organizational processes that make quality 
evaluation and its uses routine” (New Directions for 
Evaluation, page 1).

In addition, Volkov and King offer three main elements 
for ECB: resources, structures and organizational 
context (A Checklist for Building Organizational 
Evaluation Capacity).

n Examples of resources necessary to evaluate a pro-
gram include people, facilities, funds, equipment, 
software and time.

n Structures are the physical and mental processes 
within the organization that contribute to ECB, 
such as the ECB plan, evaluation oversight group, 
integration of evaluation into policies and proce-
dures, training and coaching, access to evaluation 
learning materials, ongoing learning activities and 
opportunities for reflection about evaluation.

Program	Evaluation:	How	Does	It	Affect	You?
By saLvatore aLaiMo, Ph.D.
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n ECB is driven by context, so organizations must 
recognize their internal and external organizational 
context to balance building an internally support-
ive culture for ECB while integrating the demands 
from external stakeholders.

Research Study
ECB is an ongoing process that is necessary for fundraisers 
to effectively use program evaluation and compete for 
funds in the current environment. How do fundraising 
professionals view program evaluation within the context 
of their work? How do they use such information? How 
do they address challenges for this demand? What role 
should they play in helping build evaluation capacity for 
the organizations they represent and the programs for 
which they raise funds? The mixed-method, exploratory 
study discussed here seeks to answer these questions.

A total of 2,066 AFP members, representing 73 U.S. 
chapters from 38 states and the District of Columbia, par-
ticipated in a structured, online survey conducted in 2012. 
The participants were representative of the entire U.S. AFP 

membership in terms of tenure, level of education and type 
(subsector) of organization represented. However, 21 per-
cent of survey participants had the CFRE credential com-
pared with 12 percent of all AFP members. The survey 
was supplemented with focus groups conducted at the AFP 
Greater Atlanta, West Michigan, Northern New England 
and Golden Gate chapters.

Results
Approximately 64 percent of respondents stated that 
program evaluation was important to their work, and 
81 percent reported that they incorporate program 
evaluation information in their work. (See Table 1.)

Of these respondents, 95 percent stated that program 
evaluation had been helpful to their work. In what way? 
They were better equipped to tell the stories of their pro-
grams to funders (95 percent), they had a better under-
standing of their programs (78 percent) and it helped them 
raise more funds (53 percent). (See Table 2.)

The results from questions about funders reinforce 
the importance of ECB, especially within the internal 
organizational context. The top three types of program 
evaluation information requested by funders were

n program outcomes (93 percent),

n number served by the program (93 percent) and

n description of program delivery (71 percent).

Information
% of 

Responses 
(n=1,653)*

Number	of	whom	or	what	is	
served	by	the	program

90%

Program	outcomes 88%

Description	of	how	the	program	
is	delivered

74%

Client	/	consumer	/	customer	
satisfaction

60%

Program	(service)	delivery	“best	
practices”

41%

Demonstration	that	evaluation	
results	have	been	used

34%

Program	logic	model 20%

Other 	5%

*Note:	Percentages do not add up to 100 percent 
because respondents could choose more than one 
response.

Table 1. Types of Program Evaluation 
Information Incorporated Into Fundraising

Information
% of 

Responses 
(n=1,641)*

Grant/funding	applications 85%

Fundraising	materials,	such	as	
brochures	or	direct	mail

74%

Case	statements 64%

Electronic	communication	
(e-newsletters	or	websites)

58%

Other 10%

*Note:	Percentages do not add up to 100 percent 
because respondents could choose more than one 
response.

Table 2. How Program Evaluation Is 
Incorporated Into Fundraising
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Yet, in spite of these requests, funders do not always 
support program evaluation expenses. (See Table 3.) When 
participants were asked how often a funder paid for all of 
the program evaluation expenses for a program they fund-
ed, only 2 percent said, “all of the time,” 2 percent said, 
“most of the time,” 11 percent said, “some of the time,” 
79 percent said, “never” and 6 percent indicated it was not 
applicable.

Participants indicated the biggest challenge for program 
evaluation was time, followed by cost. Additional challeng-
es conveyed by participants include having difficulty get-
ting access to information relevant to program evaluation 
(67 percent), spending more time on the program eval-
uation component of their work (64 percent) and com-
munication challenges with program staff (60 percent). 
For 26 percent of the participants, their challenge was the 
opportunity cost for their time because they applied for 
fewer grants. To illustrate these challenges, one participant 
said, “wrapping my mind around how to get program staff 
and administration to understand how important evalua-
tion methods are for fundraising” was especially difficult, 
while for another it was “the hope that people running the 
program have collected and analyzed the data according to 
the proposal’s requirements.”

For successful ECB, leadership and culture are signif-
icant factors. Of the 2,066 respondents, 55 percent said 
that their organization’s culture was “somewhat support-
ive” of program evaluation and 33 percent stated “very 
supportive.” However, 9 percent of participants stated that 
their organization’s culture was “not supportive at all” of 
program evaluation, and 4 percent “did not know.”

Participants shared some strategies for confronting these 
challenges, and the survey findings and focus group results 
most often referenced communication. They emphasized 

that communication should be regular, consistent and oc-
cur most often with program staff. “I meet with program 
managers and review the grant guidelines to help them un-
derstand the reason for evaluation requirements and the 
value of evaluation for the funder,” one participant said.

Other strategies referenced often were planning, stake-
holder involvement, allocating resources, relationship 
building and utilizing technical expertise.

Sixty-two percent of the participants said they advo-
cated for program evaluation in their organizations, and 
they advocated to program staff (80 percent), executive 
directors (70 percent), the board of directors (33 percent) 
and funders (15 percent). Results of their efforts included 
“varied depending on whom they spoke to” (47 percent), 
“successful” (40 percent), “not successful” (9 percent) and 
“did not know” (4 percent).

Conclusion
1. Implications for professional development. Ap-
proximately 57 percent of the survey participants re-
ceived some type of instruction in program evaluation. 
Of those, 50 percent participated in a workshop or sem-
inar, 25 percent completed a college course, 16 percent 
received instruction from some other source and 9 per-
cent completed both a college course and a workshop or 
seminar. Of the 2,041 participants that responded con-
cerning professional development, 73 percent indicated 
that they desire it for program evaluation, while 78 per-
cent desire it for ECB. This may indicate future training 
opportunities at workshops and conferences.

2. Implications for practice. The demand for program 
evaluation continues to increase and, as a result, affects 
the work of fundraising professionals. However, both 

program evaluation

Expense
All of the 

time
Most of the 

time
Some of the 

time
Never N/A

Software 1% 1% 9% 77% 12%

Hiring	an	evaluator 2% 2% 13% 73% 10%

Supplies 1% 3% 15% 71% 10%

Staff	time 2% 6% 23% 62% 7%

Other 3% 6% 22% 56% 13%

(n=1,525)

Table 3. Program Evaluation Expenses Paid by Funders in Calendar Year



Fall	2016	/	www.afpnet.org	 Advancing	Philanthropy	 41

program evaluation

the concept and the function are typically not a part of 
their core role and responsibilities. Because increasing 
accountability and competition are driving this demand 

and affecting resource dependency, fundraising profes-
sionals are in a desirable position of power to advocate for 
ECB and engage important stakeholders. (See Figure 1.)

Lastly, fundraising professionals should begin to share 
their strategies for confronting the demand for program 
evaluation within their communities of practice. By being 
integral stakeholders in ECB, fundraising professionals 
have the potential to become more competitive and effec-
tive at raising funds as well as advancing their profession. 

Note: This article is printed with permission 
from the Grant Professionals Association (www.
grantprofessionals.org) in Overland Park, Kan. 
The complete article, “The Impact of the Demand 
for Program Evaluation on Professional Fundraisers,” 
was originally published in the Journal of the Grant 
Professionals Association, Fall 2015.

Salvatore Alaimo, Ph.D., is an associate professor who 
teaches nonprofit administration in the School of Public, 
Nonprofit and Health Administration at Grand Valley 
State University (www.gvsu.edu) in Grand Rapids, 
Mich. His research interests include program evaluation, 
volunteer management and contract management,  
and he recently produced his first film, What is 
Philanthropy?, a documentary on the concept of giving 
(https://whatisphilanthropy.wordpress.com).
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I
nconvenient disruptions set the stage for meaningful 
change. The key is how you lead the change.

Indeed, the right change leadership can catapult an 
organization through uncertainty to certainty, through 
confusion and disruption to a whole new level of success. 
There is no harder work for a nonprofit CEO or board 
chair than leading this kind of change. However, as 
Amazon founder Jeff Bezos once said, “You earn 
reputation by trying to do hard things well.”

Change leadership should not be confused with change 
management. They are very different. Change manage-
ment is a process driven by a model or methodology for 
controlling and communicating change. Control is the key 
word here. The purpose of change management is to glide 
through a transition with minimal disruptions.

Change leadership is powering up disruptions to 
inspire—to trigger and to sustain change. The disruption 
sets the stage for innovation and transformation. While 
there is much written on change management models 
from a host of consultancies and experts, the models for 
change leadership are evolving.

In the absence of clear models, the subject of change 
leadership has attracted a certain mystique. Harvard 
Business School Emeritus Professor John Kotter, for 
example, likens change leadership to a 1,000-horsepower 
engine. With that much force behind it, Kotter says, 
change leadership can get a little out of control. “What 
you want,” he concludes, “is a highly skilled driver and 
a heck of a car.”

This description of change leadership may sound 
exciting, but it is also likely to shake the confidence of 
most leaders. This is especially true when Kotter adds 
that, although change leadership is the big challenge of 
the future, “almost nobody is very good at it.”

But change you must. And it is time you got better 
at it.

There are five traits that are observed repeatedly in 
change leaders. By examining how these traits work 
in real situations, leaders will gain confidence to guide 
their organizations through the great challenge—and 
the great promise—of organizational transformation.

Executive Presence Matters
Welcome to uncharted territory! You are now responsible 
for creating and leading significant change. How you 
show up is critical. You must be confident without 
arrogance and also be willing to acknowledge that there 
will be bumpy terrain. You have to propel the change 
forward while helping the whole organization stay 

positive and inspired. 

Example: An analysis was made of the potential 
for restructuring the board of a prestigious 
nonprofit institution. While the vast majority of 
board members said that they felt honored to be 
chosen to serve, this was, unfortunately, the least 
fulfilling of all their civic engagements.

The board felt that they had a limited voice 
and little impact. While the board members, of 
course, had a vote, they felt the staff made all the 
decisions. Board meetings were, essentially, staff 
monologues. “Don’t make us suffer through 
more dog and pony shows,” one board member 
pleaded.

The	Five	Principles	of	Change	Leadership
By June BraDhaM, CFre
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Knowing that the analysis was the catalyst for 
transformation, the board chair took it to heart. She 
is a highly respected business executive known for her 
transparent yet bold leadership. Her position as chair, 
as well as her reputation for getting hard things done 
well, won her the respect she needed to move the project 
forward.

The board chair spent 12 
months leading a task force that 
revamped the bylaws, eased long-
time members off the board, ad-
opted new criteria for member-
ship and increased the projects 
and programs to be undertaken 
by board members who, in the fu-
ture, would be even more highly 
qualified.

The chair’s quiet demeanor and 
reputation as an honorable execu-
tive leader allowed the organization to navigate signifi-
cant change. The task force leaders she gathered around 
her were reputable men and women, and the presence of 
these executives and their purely altruistic motives won 
the day.

Own Your Words
Owning your words gives power to your vision and 
values. Your message, both written and oral, must be 
clear, consistent and practical. Staff and board need to 
hear it so often that it guides their actions even when you 
are not present. So, write down your vision and values. 
Repeat them often to inspire and reinforce the change 
trajectory. Act on them publicly as often as you can.

Example: A young but experienced CEO had a new 
position at a rural hospital in the Southwest and wanted 
to examine the potential for a philanthropy program in 
his new hometown.

The CEO had successfully attracted leadership and 
funds before, and he exuded that confidence. His vision 
for the hospital was bold. He ran an efficient organization, 
but there was a gap in funding his vision. He knew 
philanthropy would be transformative but that achieving 
success with it would be challenging to all concerned.

To understand the scope of the challenge, a study 
was made to gauge his community’s attitude toward 
philanthropy. The findings? Potential donors felt that 
the hospital had operated in a silo. “It doesn’t feel like 
our community hospital,” community leaders said.

Rather than focus immediately on raising money, 
the CEO embraced this vision: “Success will be judged 
by the view of the hospital as a collaborative partner 
and a good neighbor, measured both quantitatively 
and qualitatively. When the public states we have the 
most wonderful hospital, the employees and physicians 

are everywhere we look, then 
the hospital family will have 
embedded into the community.”

The CEO owned those words. 
He sold the concept to his board. 
He assigned dozens of staff to help 
embed the hospital more deeply in 
the community and then oversaw 
their efforts to build and organize 
teams, establish internal commu-
nications and education about the 
project and initiate conversations 
with external community leaders.

These efforts were in addition to the stretched staff ’s 
day-to-day work. However, the CEO, clear in his vision, 
had high expectations that the staff would help him 
move beyond the old hospital culture to pave the way 
for successful fundraising.

This hospital’s change is still in midstream, but there 
is no question that this CEO owns his own words and 
successfully inspires staff to join him in an exciting 
transition.

Hustle!
You most likely have heard this expression too often, 
but you really do need to “be the change.” Writing and 
speaking about change will never be enough. You need 
to hustle, press forward, because it is the only way to 
create and maintain transformation. Despite your best 
efforts, there will be moments when your organization 
stops seeing the good. Strong motivation and drive keep 
change in motion. 

Example: While the volunteer leadership at a midsize 
community hospital foundation was strong, the call to 
action was weak. Like many hospital foundations, this 
one often had to invent its own fundraising projects with 
little guidance from hospital staff.

The foundation’s new chair was a respected member of 
the financial community. The hospital was ready to embark 
on a major building program, including a new patient 
tower, emergency department and specialty services. The 
chair suggested launching a capital campaign.

management

Knowing that 
the analysis was 
the catalyst for 

transformation, the 
board chair took it 

to heart. 
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Although the community had a history of philanthropy, 
the foundation’s donor numbers were low. This hospital 
was not the “carriage trade” hospital but a large public 
entity—a place to go if you were “really sick,” the 
community said. However, a philanthropy study revealed 
that few donors had relationships with the hospital, so 
considerable cultivation would be needed.

Not one to be deterred, the chair was determined to 
raise millions. Quite simply, he got his hustle on.

One suggestion was to start 
the campaign by celebrating one 
of the community’s giants on his 
93rd birthday. Needless to say, 
the chair was thrilled with the 
idea. For this organization, a bold 
move was required. Sponsor levels 
were $50,000 and $100,000. 
The minimum gift to attend was 
$10,000. By really hustling, this leader and the foundation 
staff were able to direct $3 million toward the hospital’s 
capital projects.

While such a strategy is not right for all organizations, 
the board chair and the celebrant had stellar reputations 
and were ready to hustle. They were willing to go way 
beyond the standard fare of event-driven philanthropy. 
The result was a stronger relationship between the 
hospital and the foundation. Also, this success helped the 
foundation embark on its own road to change. Today, 
it has a highly successful advancement program and is 
clearly the top-performing fundraising organization in its 
community.

Don’t Confuse Process With Progress
The beginning of change is exciting, but the test will 
come in the middle phase. Inertia can set in. Leaders and 
organizations can grow weary, confusing the process with 
genuine progress. “We’ve done so much already,” they 
will sigh. “Let’s take a break.” Don’t do it. It may sound 
trite, but change is a movement, not a destination. 

Example: Back to the rural hospital. The effort to embed 
the institution more deeply in the community required 
all nonclinical areas of the hospital to rebrand, focus 
on customer service, increase patient satisfaction, refine 
community benefit work, clearly show the hospital’s 
economic impact and more. This is a major effort that 
includes more than 50 employees over months of analysis, 
planning and, yes, process. Nevertheless, the CEO has 
remained focused on progress.

One example of progress was the patient satisfaction 
scores regarding admissions, which went from 45 percent 
to 85 percent positive in a straight-line progression. 
Oddly, the employees with low scores had no idea that 
their scores were so low.

The CEO used his reputation and his voice to educate 
and stimulate. Managers held focus groups with both 
employees and patients and explained to employees what 
drives scores. The hustle was strong. The voices were in 

unison. Soon, it became uncon-
scionable for admissions scores to 
be low.

Over the past 15 months, the 
hospital not only developed a pro-
cess but now also sees significant 
progress. The staff has a feel for 
what it means to achieve some-
thing great, but hard, together. At 

the same time, a new director of philanthropy has been 
hired, and volunteers, physicians and employees are all 
talking about the potential for philanthropy. Throughout 
this process, the CEO kept his eye on the prize: genuine 
progress. 

Be Personally Committed
In change leadership, one can come out of the process 
looking like a hero—or not. Harvard Emeritus Professor 
John Kotter says that if you are a change leader, you 
cannot really make sure “that everything happens in a 
way you want at a time you want.” To be a change leader, 
you have to have “skin in the game,” or be personally 
invested in the process, which may involve risk. Yes, the 
process may end up taking a piece of your own hide!

The board chair who risked making board members 
angry because they would not continue on the board, 
the CEO whose community would not have a needed 
new facility without philanthropy, the board leader who 
risked embarrassing the celebrant if the big sponsors did 
not engage—all were personally committed and had 
something to lose. It is the only way to make a huge leap 
forward.

Example: A public university wanted to hit its first 
billion-dollar campaign goal, which meant going from 
raising $50 million per year to $100 million annually. 
Three bold actions were required:

1. The board of trustees would have to vote to launch 
a campaign of this magnitude.

It may sound trite, 
but change is a 

movement, not a 
destination.
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2. The board would also have to approve a significant 
new investment in development.

3. A board leader with strong executive presence and 
considerable wealth would have to step up to lead 
the campaign.

In other words, the board members had to have skin 
in the game, and they did. Seven years later, the university 
hit its billion-dollar goal.

Skin in the game is not just for those raising $1 billion. 
Anyone who wants to see a paradigm shift in the way 
homeless people are treated, food is distributed, children 
are protected, etc., will need to take a risk. While the scale 
may be different, the characteristics of a change leader 
are not.

A Remarkable Success
Finally, here is a situation in which all five principles of 
change leadership were actively at work. As a result, the 
institution is sailing through a significant transition with 
a remarkable degree of harmony.

The organization is a fiduciary foundation affiliated 
with a major public university. Change leadership was 
instigated by the new dean of one of the larger schools 
on campus. The dean wished to examine the need for 
more than 50 volunteers who were involved either on 
the foundation’s board or in an affiliate, nongoverning 
group.

The first step was to interview all the volunteers, 
sharing with them the dean’s bold vision for the school 
and discussing their desire and capacity to help him 
achieve it. The dean is highly respected. The volunteers all 
applauded his dreams for their school. At the same time, 
some began to realize that they personally were perhaps 
not in the best position to help the school progress as far 
as the dean would like to take it.

An analysis of the situation, which was provided to 
every board member, summarized the insights of the 
50-plus interviewees, who, by the way, were close to 
unanimous. In addition, a process for moving forward was 
outlined. The board named a task force to examine the 
findings and come back with specific recommendations.

The task force included the most respected members 
of the board, and it took its mandate seriously. The 
group met regularly for about six months. Ultimately, it 
recommended disbanding the ancillary group, reducing 
the number of board members, adopting term limits and 
bold new criteria for board membership and creating a 

new staff position to provide visionary leadership for the 
foundation.

The task force spent more than 80 hours carefully 
reviewing each proposed action and having sensitive 
conversations with other board members about new 
board requirements for giving and engagement. In 
some cases, board members were gently transitioned to 
the status of trustee emeritus. For those staying on the 
board, terms were staggered.

Critical to this process was the fact that all volunteers, 
both board members and members of the ancillary group, 
had immense respect for task force members. They saw 
them as peers who were accustomed to doing hard things 
well.

Today, the board consists of 19 members, with term 
limits that require many of them to end their service in the 
next three years. In that same time period, approximately 
nine highly qualified new members will be recruited into 
the group. The search has already begun for the new staff 
leader, with everyone in agreement about what that role 
will entail.

The dean, who had his hustle on, started the entire 
process. That hustle was communicated to the task force, 
which had skin in the game, owned its own words and 
also showed tremendous executive presence. The new 
staff leader will be charged with propelling the group 
through the middle of the process so that inertia does 
not undermine the bold moves currently underway.

Coraggio!
Change leadership is not easy, but at the same time, it is 
not some esoteric skill that mere mortals can never hope 
to emulate. Nor is it necessarily as hazardous as Professor 
Kotter’s race-car-driver metaphor implies.

If you are a nonprofit CEO or board chair, you already 
have some of the five traits described. You can cultivate 
all these characteristics and begin feeling more confident 
about your ability to lead, not just manage, organizational 
change.

So, coraggio! Take heart. The key is how you lead the 
change, and the skills you have already developed will 
serve you very well in this arena. 

June Bradham, CFRE, is CEO and founder of Corporate 
DevelopMint (www.corporatedevelopmint.com) in 
Charleston, S.C., and author of  The Truth About What 
Nonprofit Boards Want (Wiley, 2009).
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for good measure

G
en. Dwight D. Eisenhower once said, “Plans are 
nothing. Planning is everything.” Interesting 
point.

When raising funds, planning is critical. An important 
part of your planning is assessing the outcomes by which 
your project is being evaluated, and putting time into 
planning will increase the likelihood that your project will 
reach the desired outcomes. 

Yet, how do funders know that your outcomes are 
really what you should have been able to achieve? What 
kinds of preplanning have you and your organization 
done for your project? How did you get from Point A 
to Point B?

You may find that logic models provide the answers.
If you are not familiar with logic models, the following 

will help you get started.

1. What is a logic model anyway? It is a graphical 
interpretation of causal relationships among components 
of a program. Logic models are a way to evaluate 
something that previously was not easily evaluated, if 
at all. Sometimes, the term “logic model” is intermixed 
with “theory of change” or “logical framework.”

2. Where did logic models come from? Logic models 
are not new. In fact, they have been around since the 
1970s. Joseph S. Wholey used the term “logic model” 
for the first time in his 1979 book Evaluation: Promise 
and Performance. Heléne Clark and Andrea A. Anderson 
stated that logic models were the first widespread attempt 
to describe program components so that activities match 
outcomes (“Theories of Change and Logic Models: 
Telling Them Apart”). Logic models are now used 
extensively not only in all types of nonprofit organizations 
but also in private business, public companies and 
international markets. In the business world, the main 
outcome is profit, while at nonprofits, logic model 
outcomes are mission-based.

3. How do logic models affect fundraising? 
Using logic models can improve program design and 
evaluation. The United Way has been a frontrunner 

in the nonprofit sector for the use of logic models in 
outcome measurement, both for its own projects and 
for the community agency projects it funds through its 
fundraising drives. If your agency has received United 
Way funding in the past few years, you likely have seen 
logic models.

Often, when writing funding proposals, it is easy to 
lose the planning activities undertaken—who will be 
doing the work and the resulting short-term and long-
term project outcomes—when putting them in paragraph 
form. Funders want to be able to see this information 
easily. Because you will need to involve program staff in 
the planning process, they, too, will see the template. It 
is beneficial that everyone sees the whole picture. When 
projects are laid out in a logic model template, it allows 
everyone to see the entire project and not just the part or 
parts that they will work on.

Starting to use a logic model in your initial program 
planning also will help create a clearer understanding of PA
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Using	Logic	Models	to	Strengthen	
Fundraising
By Dave tinker, CFre, anD Lisa M. ChMioLa, CFre
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how to best attain the outcomes you desire. Sometimes, 
when using a logic model, the outcomes that appear 
during the planning will not be the results that you 
initially desired. This gives you an opportunity to see 
ahead of time the steps that your organization will need 
to take in order to change a program and attain the 
desired outcomes.

4. How do you create a logic model? There is no one 
right way to create a logic model. Fortunately, funders 
will likely have a template for you to use. The United Way 
model for a logic model is the most widespread version 
in the nonprofit community. Its model lists simple inputs, 
activities, outputs, intermediate outcomes and long-term 
outcomes.

However, there are many types of logic models. 
Therefore, before designing any program based on a logic 
model, you must know the existing beliefs and assumptions 
that will influence every stage of the project. These 
assumptions directly affect the final results. In addition, 
external factors and the environment are important 
considerations that affect the program development. 
You need to consider the dynamic interactions inside the 
program, among its elements, outside the program and 
among several systems around the program.

After that, the common components of a logic model 
are:

n Situation: important in stating the main problem 
and considering the background of the program 
from many dimensions, such as social, political, eco-
nomic, etc.

n Inputs: resources, such as staff, money, time, equip-
ment, partnerships, etc., that are invested in the pro-
gram

n Outputs: activities, services, products and all that 
is attained at the end of the program, including a 
variety of products from books, workshop groups, 
graduates, etc.

n Outcomes: ultimate aims of a program, which in-
clude short-term benefits, such as changes in knowl-
edge, attitudes and skills; medium-term benefits, 
such as changes in behaviors, decision making, etc.; 
and long-term benefits (impact), such as changes in 
social, economic and environmental conditions

Perhaps the best way to understand a logic model 
is to provide a hypothetical example. Suppose you are 
a fundraiser for a private school, applying for a grant 
to provide scholarships to low-income students who 

otherwise would not be able to attend your school. A 
logic model for your grant narrative may look something 
like this:

Inputs: For the upcoming academic year, foundations 
and individual donors have pledged $750,000 toward 
the $1 million needed to fulfill your tuition assistance 
program. Applicants to the program are carefully vetted 
by a third-party vendor to determine the amount of 
financial aid needed.

Activities: The results of the financial aid analysis are 
presented to your scholarship committee, which consists 
of faculty, staff and school board members, to make the 
award decisions. Students receiving tuition assistance 
are expected to write a thank-you note to their donors, 
reporting the impact the support has made on their 
educational experience. Students are also expected to 
be available for an in-person meeting with their donors 
if requested. In addition, you ask previous recipients to 
report on their status post-graduation, whether they are 
continuing their education or entering the work world.

Outputs: The scholarship program has been in place at 
your school for 20 years, in the format described above. 
In that time, $15 million in tuition assistance has been 
awarded to a total of 1,200 students. (Students are 
eligible to reapply each year of their academic experience 
as long as they are still eligible for aid.)

Outcomes: Your scholarship recipients have a 100 percent 
graduation rate, and 25 percent continue on to pursue 
an advanced degree. Additionally, in 2010, a group of 
scholarship recipient alumni came together to form an 
endowment to fund scholarships at the school, raising 
$25,000 in the first year. Their scholarship is currently 
valued at $100,000, providing $4,000 in support toward 
the financial aid budget needed annually.

5. What are some pros and cons of using logic 
models? Logic models are just models that identify 
what you predict will happen. They are not guarantees 
of what will occur. Sometimes, the unexpected happens. 
Adhering to a logic model too strictly can diminish your 
ability to be flexible as you carry out your program and 
limit your ability to make adjustments as you move along.

Furthermore, logic models add time to your proposal 
creation process. You will spend more time planning 
the project, defining who is responsible for what and 
identifying short- and long-term outcomes that will be 
measured. However, the time spent planning your logic 
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model makes it easier to provide evaluations 
when it comes time to write your grant reports.

Funders want to know what your outcomes 
are for the project(s) you proposed. They want 
to know that the projects are well thought 
out and that outcomes are clearly defined. 
Looking for a way to encourage nonprofits to 
better plan outcomes, funders are increasingly 
requiring grant proposals to include a logic 
model. By putting time into the initial planning 
of the project to identify outcomes by which to 
evaluate success, you are putting yourself into a 
better position with funders. 

David Tinker, CFRE, is vice president of 
advancement at ACHIEVA (www.achieva.
info) in Pittsburgh. Lisa M. Chmiola, CFRE, 
is director of major gifts and planned giving 
at St. Agnes Academy (www.st-agnes.org) in 
Houston.
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lthough dollars raised is not always the best in-
dicator of whether your major-gift program is 
working, it remains the most common metric 

used by nonprofit staff and boards to evaluate their ma-
jor-gift programs. Maybe it is time to reconsider.

Smart organizations use more than only dollars raised 
to evaluate their programs. Why? The amount (dollars) 
raised in any given year is only one of many indicators of 
the health of a major-gift program. Remember, raising 
major gifts (and planned gifts) is a long-term proposition, 
and therefore it is important to use both long- and short-
term indicators to measure success.

As shown in Figure 1, if total dollars raised is the only 
metric you use to evaluate your major-gift program, you 
will miss some crucial information. If you look only at 
the dollars raised column, you may think that all three 
years are exactly the same. However, once you look at the 
number of donors and their average gift size, you know 
immediately that the last three years are very different. In 

fact, although average gift size is going up, the number 
of major-gift donors is sharply decreasing.

Looking at the number of people giving major gifts 
each year shows an alarming trend—one you would miss 
if you focus solely on total dollars raised. Once you see 
the sharp decline of donors, you can ask the question, 
“Why aren’t major-gift donors returning year after year?” 
You have a serious donor retention problem, which will 
significantly affect future fundraising revenue.

Looking at the average gift size can be tricky as well. 
A single, unusually large gift can skew your numbers, so 
it is important to look at a variety of factors and trends.

In Figure 2, although total dollars raised drops 
significantly from year one to year two, you have attracted 
considerably more major-gift donors to your program. 
Likewise, in year three, your program continues to grow 
in terms of number of donors. Average gift size drops 
slightly, but that may be a result of the 10 new donors 
who did not give at the $5,000 level.

If you are simply looking at dollars raised, it will 
appear that your program is taking a huge tumble, when, 

Measuring	Your	Major-Gifts	Program	With	
Metrics	Beyond	Dollars	Raised
aMy eisenstein, aCFre

what’s working

Number of 
MG Donors

Average 
Gift Size

Total Dollars 
Raised

Year	1 20 $5,000 $100,000

Year	2 10 $10,000 $100,000

Year	3 1 $100,000 $100,000

Figure 1. 

Number of 
MG Donors

Average 
Gift Size

Total Dollars 
Raised

Year	1 1	 $250,000 $250,000

Year	2 20 $5,000 $100,000

Year	3 30 $4,000 $120,000

Figure 2. 
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in fact, the overall program is growing. Of course, it will 
be appropriate to wonder what happened to the one 
major donor in year one and discuss a strategy to get that 
donor back.

So, what metrics are critical to raising major gifts? 
In addition to the number of donors and average gift 
size, there are other important indicators to consider. 
Following are nine important metrics you may want to 
monitor in order to not only get an accurate picture but 
also improve your major-gifts program.

1. Total dollars raised (received). Yes, you need to 
look at dollars raised, but that is just the beginning, not 
the end. Compared with how much you asked for, how 
much did you actually receive? If you received 100 per-
cent of the money you asked for, you are not asking for 
enough. If you asked for significantly more than you re-
ceived, you may need to dial it back.

2. Total dollars solicited (requested). Are you out 
there asking for money? Compared with your goal for 
major gifts, how much did you ask for (not how much 
did you get, but how much did you request)? If your goal 
for major gifts is $1 million, did you ask for $1.5 million 
or only $800,000? You should ask for more than you 
want or need in order to reach your goal.

3. Number of asks made (number of gifts request-
ed). How frequently are you asking for gifts? Are you 
asking for 10 major gifts per year? Or 100? Compare this 
with the number of prospects in your portfolio. Are you 
asking 50 percent or 80 percent or 100 percent of your 
portfolio?

There is no “right” number, only the right number for 
you and your organization. You should have set goals and 
work to improve each year.

Of course, none of the metrics should be used in a 
vacuum, and this one is no different. Asking frequently is 
not the chief goal, especially if you are asking prematurely 
and not securing gifts.

4. Number of gifts received. In contrast to the number 
of asks made, how many of those gifts did you receive? 
What percentage?

Is everyone saying yes? If so, you are probably not 
asking frequently enough. It is time to get out there and 
ask more. You can clearly handle the portfolio you have, 
so it is time to expand. It is not good enough to tell your 
board members you get every gift you ask for. That says 
that you are not hungry enough.

Are most people saying no? That is an issue, too. Are 
you rushing the ask? Not doing enough cultivation? If 
that is the case, it is time to slow down. Get to know 
your donors and their interests before rushing into an 
ask.

You should be getting mostly yeses, but some noes 
as well.

5. Retention rate. How many major-gift donors are 
you keeping from year to year? Hopefully, most of them.

Once you get to major gifts, your retention rate 
(number of donors you keep year after year) should 
be significantly higher than your annual fund or direct 
response retention rate. If you have a retention rate of 
50 percent or even 60 percent for major donors, you 
have a big problem. It should be higher than that.

6. Acquisition. While it is important to keep the donors 
you have, it is also important to acquire new donors. 
That includes those you upgrade from direct-response 
programs to major-gift levels.

How many new major-gift donors are you getting 
each year?

7. Meaningful visits. Why is “meaningful” included? 
Such visits are not meant to include each time you bump 
into your prospective donor at the grocery store or even 
at your gala. This measures meaningful, planned, one-
on-one conversations.

8. Average gift size. Although average gift size is not 
always a perfect measure, it is one indicator to measure. 
Unfortunately, one big gift can skew the average, so it 
is important to acknowledge or even eliminate outliers 
that can distort your results. You may want to make a 
note of median and modal gifts as well.

9. Stewardship efforts. Last, but certainly not least, 
you will want to measure stewardship efforts. This 
includes, but is not limited to, thank-you letters, thank-
you calls and handwritten notes, as well as conversations 
about how gifts were used. You measure this because 
stewardship is an important indicator of future giving.

Get to know your donors 
and their interests before 

rushing into an ask.
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Are your major donors getting thanked in multiple 
ways by multiple people? In other words, did they 
get a handwritten note from the executive director, a 
phone call from a board member and an email from the 
development director?

Major donors also need to be told how their gifts 
were used in advance of being asked for another gift. 
If you asked them for a gift in person, you should go 
back and meet with them to let them know how their 
contributions were used. Follow up those meetings with 
a letter or email, reiterating how meaningful their gifts 
were.

It is important to note that there are not necessarily 
“right” or “wrong” answers to the questions above. 
Rather, it is more significant to know where you are and 
to continue to improve. While a major-gift officer at one 

organization may want to ask 80 percent of his or her 
portfolio every year, that may not be the goal for you.

Finally, you do not need to track all nine metrics. Feel 
free to pick the ones that work for you. If tracking takes 
up all of your time, you will not have time to be out 
interacting with donors, which is where you want to be.

By using a worksheet, you can help board and 
staff members focus on a variety of metrics, not only 
dollars raised. You can download a worksheet for 
free at the Mastering Major Gifts website at www.
MasteringMajorGifts.com/metrics. 

Amy Eisenstein, ACFRE, is a speaker, consultant and 
author of Major Gift Fundraising for Small Shops, 
Raising More with Less and 50 A$ks in 50 Weeks  
(www.amyeisenstein.com).
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P
eter Drucker, one of the best-known and most 
widely influential thinkers and writers on the sub-
ject of management theory and practice, once said, 

“Efficiency is doing the thing right. Effectiveness is doing 
the right thing.” Does that apply to your fundraising as 
well?

To find out, one fundraiser, Derris Krause, decided to 
try the AFP Fundraising Effectiveness Project (FEP) and 
Growth in Giving Initiative (GiG) tools.

In the Beginning
I first became aware of the FEP (http://afpfep.org) 
about eight years ago after reading an article published 
in a professional philanthropy journal. The opportunity 
to compare the fundraising results of the international 
humanitarian organization I was working for as a major 
gifts officer with similar organizations was attractive. 
However, my efforts to enroll in the project and upload 
data were unsuccessful. The lack of easy access to technical 
support within my own organization and at FEP was 
difficult and proved to be a barrier to entry.

Try Again
My next encounter with the FEP and the broader GiG 
was in 2013, when I was working for a religious television 
network as a marketing and fundraising executive. 
The organization’s fundraising director had a close 
association with the staff at PSI (Philanthropic Service 
for Institutions)/Adventist (an FEP advocate since 2006 
and GiG founding partner organization since 2013), 
who voluntarily serve on the GiG steering committee. 
PSI introduced us to the FEP Fundraising Fitness Test 
(FFT, http://afpfep.org/tools), which the associate 
director was using with clients to measure performance, 
as it produced cutting-edge analytics that were needed to 
understand the health of each fundraising program.

Some Challenges in the Process
Working together with Bill Levis, an affiliated scholar in 
the Center for Nonprofits and Philanthropy at the Urban 
Institute and manager of the FEP, and Randy Fox at 
PSI, my colleague ran three of our data points—donor 
ID number, gift date and amount—through the early 

iterations of the FFT. Initially, it took hours for the beta 
Excel-based version to process our giving history through 
older computers without much processing power. 
Sometimes, the program would just stop processing 
because of too much data, hidden codes in .xls files, 
inconsistent donor ID numbers containing hyphens and 
alpha-numeric characters and “gifts” with zero dollars.

However, I did not give up.

An Eye-Opening Moment
When the macros finished and the series of reports were 
populated with my data, the results were amazing. For 
the first time, I could see our fundraising performance 
teased out among five giving-level demographics. For 
each level, acquisition, attrition and retention rates were 
quickly apparent and easily comparable with the preceding 
year as well as industry norms. Although the indicators 
were extended even further to identify very granular 

Doing	the	Right	Things	the	Right	Way
By Derris krause
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details, my use of the information typically focused on 
big-picture fundraising trends within the organization.

You Get Only What You Measure
I was invited by PSI to participate in a three-day 
workshop with 25 veteran fundraisers to review more 
than 150 performance indicators that were calculated 
from just three inputs any organization has for every 
gift ever received. Our assignment was to develop a 
“Top Actionable Indicators” summary report of just 
those indicators that could be affected by investing more 
budget and full-time equivalent (FTE) employee time. 
The report then could be used monthly to track progress 
and refine strategies for program segments as often as 
appeal responses were coded and posted in the database.

During this process, I discovered that several indicators 
and multiyear trends I typically use were missing. A few 
days later, I was delighted to learn that my own custom re-
ports and favorite indicators had been added to the Fund-
raising Fitness Test, making it easier for me to generate 
my usual reports. As a bonus, I automatically received the 
other reports (seven in all).

Proof of Concept Pilot Project
For nearly two years, PSI worked closely with the 
religious television network, using the FFT as the basis 
of a pilot program to take our organization to a higher 
level of fundraising performance. Based upon Pareto’s 
Principle, which illustrates that 20 percent of invested 
input is responsible for 80 percent of the results obtained 
(the 80/20 rule), and the Growth in Giving calculator’s 
many “what if” scenarios, we formulated a strategy that 
was our best option to reallocate limited FTE time to 
developing deeper relationships with major donors.

The new strategy included outsourcing the labor-inten-
sive, direct-response fundraising for base and midlevel do-
nors. During that pilot, significant total revenue increases 
were documented with the FEP Fundraising Fitness Test 
reporting tools, which confirmed that devoting more FTE 
time to a small segment of our donor base was a strategy 
that provided much greater revenue.

Useful Tools for Any Organization
Several months ago, I accepted a call to work as a major 
gifts officer at a not-for-profit contemporary Christian 
music station in Washington, D.C., and I am now using 
the executable version of the FFT that is much easier to 
use and produces reports in seconds instead of hours. And 
it is still free! I am also using other FEP analytics tools to 

establish a baseline from which to increase support from 
major donors and identify retention, acquisition and 
attrition trends. Armed with these tools, our organization 
continues to make wise decisions—based upon real 
data—as we develop fundraising strategies for this small 
but valuable segment of our supporters. 

Because of the ease of use and insightful information 
the tools provide, executive leaders and other fundraising 
colleagues at the radio station have similarly begun using 
the FEP Fitness Test to analyze fundraising performance at 
all giving levels and adjust strategic plans accordingly.

Putting Data to Work
I am grateful to the many individuals and organizations 
that have contributed to the availability and success of the 
tools developed by the Fundraising Effectiveness Project, 
as well as each of my employers who have so readily 
embraced the use of these great resources, including 
the Adventist Development and Relief Agency, Hope 
Channel Inc. and WGTS 91.9. 

“Many fundraisers who understand Drucker’s point and 
who have methodically used the amazing array of free FEP 
performance analytics tools over time have achieved dramatic 
improvements in retention, acquisition, upgrade and reacti-
vation ratios,” says Fox, FEP Fundraising Fitness Test man-
ager. “Because of the ability to instantly generate standard-
ized benchmarks, displayed in multiple reports containing 
hundreds of decision-useful metrics—from just three univer-
sally common data points—many leading fundraising consul-
tants believe this approach has already begun to revolutionize 
the way nonprofit data is collected and used.” 

Derris Krause is a major gifts officer for WGTS 91.9, a 
not-for-profit contemporary Christian music radio station 
covering the Washington, D.C., metro area. Prior to 
joining WGTS 91.9, he held administrative, marketing 
and fundraising positions with a global Christian television 
network and an international development and relief agency.

Armed with these tools, our 
organization continues to 

make wise decisions—based 
upon real data—as we develop 
fundraising strategies for this 

small but valuable segment of our 
supporters. 
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In	collaboration	with	PSI/Adventist,	the	AFP	Fund-
raising	Effectiveness	Project	(FEP)	has	developed	
a	free	tool	that	you	can	use	to	measure	and	evalu-
ate	your	fundraising	programs	(gains	–	losses	=	net	
gain)	 using	 a	 set	 of	 more	 than	 150	 performance	
indicators	divided	into	five	donor-giving	levels.

Using	 sophisticated	 algorithms	 and	 just	
three	 generic	 data	 fields	 exported	 from	 your	
donor	database—donor	ID	number,	gift	date	and	
amount—you	 can	 quickly	 generate	 a	 series	 of	
informative	reports	(comparing	any	two	12-month	
periods,	 plus	 a	 six-year	 trend	 line)	 filled	 with	
useful	metrics	and	core	analytics	that	enable	any	
organization	to	fully	understand	the	health	of	 its	
fundraising	programs.

What Users Have to Say About the 
Fitness Test
A	 first-time	 survey	 of	 Fundraising	 Fitness	 Test	
(FFT)	users,	including	consultants	to	nonprofits,	in	
July	 2016	 revealed	 overwhelming	 praise,	 surpris-
ing	insights	and	many	new	opportunities	to	raise	
more	money.	Different	organizations	implemented	
many	creative	strategies,	and	with	sufficient	time,	
consistent	 monitoring	 and	 continual	 strategy	 re-
finements,	all	resulted	in	substantial	performance	
improvements.	

To	the	survey	question	“What	do	you	like	most	
about	the	Fundraising	Fitness	Test?”	respondents	
said	the	following:

n Very	easy	to	use

n Downloadable	 template	 with	 very	 specific	 in-
structions	for	people	without	database	managers

n The	video	on	the	website	is	a	great	resource.

n Ten	 times	 simpler	 than	 exporting	 reports	 using	
complex	queries	in	our	donor	software

n I	can	run	it	myself	and	have	immediate	results.

n The	capability	to	run	reports	quickly	and	strate-
gize	every	month

n Having	 a	 fact-based	 picture	 of	 my	 fundraising	
performance	helped	me	be	aware	of	key	trends.

n Lots	of	output	for	minimal	input/setup	

So, What Do You Think of the FEP Fundraising Fitness Test?

By Cathlene Williams, Ph.D., and Randy Fox

n Faster	and	less	complicated	than	most	analytical	tools

n Can	compare	data	from	many	years

n Wide	range	of	reports

n Provides	a	wealth	of	metrics	to	evaluate	the	fundrais-
ing	effectiveness	of	our	clients,	no	matter	what	donor	
software	they	are	using	or	how	advanced	they	are	in	
using	it

n Helps	us	prioritize	and	focus	on	relationship-building	
strategies

n Helps	track	progress	in	meeting	goals

n I	 like	 the	gift	 ranges.	That	 approach	exposed	many	
anomalies	I	was	unaware	of.

n How	it	reshaped	the	way	I	thought	of	fundraising	out-
comes	

n The	flexibility	is	very	helpful.	We	ran	reports	for	our	
annual	 fund	and	for	our	Catholic	schools	campaign,	
which	helped	us	to	understand	differences	in	our	ef-
forts	and	make	the	best	decisions	for	each.	

n It	 provided	 a	 quick	 confirmation	 of	 prior	 time-con-
suming	analytics,	solidifying	the	need	to	re-evaluate	
our	programs.

n Standardized	 benchmarks	 that	 can	 be	 generated	
from	a	handful	of	common	fields

n It	 is	 a	 tremendous	 service,	 particularly	 for	 small	 to	
midsize	charities

n There’s	nothing	else	like	it.

n Boards	 and	 staff	 are	 able	 to	 grasp	 the	 crucial	 data	
immediately.

n Reports	 are	 more	 complex	 than	 database	 reports	
and	offer	many	more	statistics.	They	are	tremendous-
ly	 helpful	 in	 identifying	 areas	 of	 focus	 and	 creating	
strategies	for	improvement.

n I	forgot	to	remove	the	column	headings	and	another	
anomaly	from	my	export	file,	but	the	new	executable	
FFT	tool	produced	a	text	file	indicating	exactly	where	
the	errors	were.	Love	it!	

n I	submitted	my	custom	financial	report,	and	now	it’s	
embedded	in	the	FFT.	It’s	divided	into	five	gift	ranges	
and	also	spans	six	years.	 In	one	easy	step,	 I	get	my	
favorite	report	plus	six	bonus	reports.	
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When	asked	the	survey	question	“What	surprised	you	
most	 about	 using	 the	 Fundraising	 Fitness	 Test?”	 re-
spondents	replied:

n Availability	online,	free	of	charge

n How	little	time	and	effort	it	requires

n The	speed	with	which	these	reports	are	processed

n Three	 inputs,	 so	 simple	 to	 use.	 Other	 tools	 require	
running	multiple	reports	to	get	this	much	output.

n How	flexible	 it	 is.	We	 remove	deceased	donors	and	
estate	gifts	to	ensure	that	we	compare	only	repeat-
able	 giving.	 We	 also	 segment	 data	 by	 program	 to	
compare	the	performance	of	each	one.

n Discovered	 one	 fundraising	 effort	 was	 performing	
poorly	compared	with	other	areas	of	fundraising

n It	gives	you	data	that	is	difficult	to	produce	from	even	
the	most	advanced	donor	databases.

n That	 the	 program	 is	 able	 to	 track	 individual	 donors	
over	a	specific	period	of	time	and	give	real	data	about	
giving	trends

n My	client’s	campaign	is	hemorrhaging!

n Number	of	monthly	donors.	Frequency	of	donations	
was	not	thought	about	before.

Respondents	also	answered	the	question	“What	spe-
cific	actions	did	you	take	based	on	trends	revealed	in	
the	 reports?”	 and	 many	 answers	 revealed	 that	 their	
actions	resulted	in	improved	fundraising	performance.

n Switched	up	 fundraising	programs	 immediately,	and	
set	new	records	for	two	consecutive	years

n FEP	 reports	 will	 be	 critical	 to	 framing	 the	 business	
case	for	change.

n It	helped	build	a	case	for	hiring	an	additional	fundrais-
er,	so	we	hired	an	annual	fund	manager.

n We	 regularly	 review	 upcoming	 gifts	 to	 ensure	 they	
are	 resecured	 rather	 than	allowing	 them	to	become	
LYBUNTS	(last	year	but	not	this	year).	We	have	been	
using	the	Fundraising	Fitness	Test	annually	for	three	
years,	 and	 last	 year	our	number	of	donors	grew	45	
percent,	number	of	gifts	grew	78	percent,	average	gift	
grew	$56	and	donations	grew	53	percent.

n We	began	 segmenting	our	 solicitation	groups	more	
carefully	 and	 contacting	 them	 more	 often—more	
touches	to	retain	them,	sometimes	just	on	social	me-
dia.	We	also	started	thanking	in-kind	donors	via	pub-
lic	recognition	on	social	media.	We	just	had	our	best	
year	yet	 in	 total	dollars,	but	 the	surprise	was	where	

it’s	coming	from.	And	we’ve	reduced	our	year	one	
dollar	losses	at	the	higher	giving	levels.

n I	 segment	 communications.	 Special	 attention	 is	
given	to	new	and	recaptured	donors.	We	are	cur-
rently	 strategizing	 on	 how	 to	 re-engage	 lapsed	
donors.	There	have	been	many	instances	of	lapsed	
donors	 reconnecting	and	making	new	gifts	after	
receiving	customized	communications.

n We	have	increased	our	appeal	strategy	to	have	a	
greater	number	of	touches	for	appeals	to	our	do-
nors.	As	a	result,	we	have	seen	our	donor	retention	
increase	significantly.

n We	revisited	our	leadership	giving	program,	com-
mitting	to	engaging	with	these	donors	in	a	deeper	
way.	We	began	a	quarterly	newsletter	specifically	
for	them.	We	also	invited	named	scholarship	do-
nors	to	attend	graduations	to	let	them	know	they	
are	an	important	part	of	students’	success.	We	are	
seeing	improved	performance	in	terms	of	number	
of	gifts	and	the	engagement	of	benefactors.	In	the	
future,	we	hope	to	see	improvement	in	donor	re-
tention	and	upgraded	gift	amounts.

n I	made	a	presentation	to	senior	staff	and	the	board	
that	 led	to	budget	modifications	and	changes	 in	
tactics	for	direct-mail	programs:	enhanced	recap-
ture	strategies,	enhanced	stewardship	and	cultiva-
tion	strategies	and	more	customized	handling	of	
our	current	donors.	Our	fundraising	performance	
has	absolutely	improved	in	many	different	ways	as	
a	result.

n We	exclude	planned	gifts,	then	sort	the	three	col-
umns	simultaneously	to	identify	other	anomalies.	
For	instance,	some	clients	book	their	gifts	in	kind	
at	$0	or	$1,	which	inflates	their	donor	count	and	
decreases	the	size	of	their	annual	gift.	Other	cli-
ents	reverse	gifts	posted	in	error,	resulting	in	neg-
ative	gift	values.	We	correct	these	before	running	
the	reports.

n We	 just	 recently	 ran	 the	 FFT	 and	 shared	 results	
with	members	of	a	group	of	board	and	staff	 fo-
cusing	on	individual	donors.	We	are	still	working	
to	develop	strategies	to	improve	donor	retention,	
encourage	 larger	 or	 more	 frequent	 donations	
from	existing	donors	and	increase	the	number	of	
monthly	donors—all	 things	we	should	be	able	to	
track	with	the	reports.

n We	 spent	 time	 studying	 segments	 of	 program	
data	and	revising	our	annual	fund	strategies.
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n We	helped	our	clients	identify	low	retention	rates	
and	 recommended	 strategies	 to	 strengthen	 do-
nor	 relationships	 and	 improve	 gift	 renewal.	 We	
also	 identified	 situations	 where	 organizations	
have	a	stagnant	and	aging	donor	base.	They	have	
respectable	 retention	 rates	 but	 are	 not	 adding	
enough	new	donors	 to	offset	 those	who	are	no	
longer	able	to	give	or	have	passed	away.	In	these	
cases,	we	make	recommendations	that	bring	fo-
cus	to	both	acquisition	and	donor	retention.

n Our	organization	devoted	more	efforts	to	stew-
ardship	of	our	first-time,	consecutive-year	and	
major	donors	 to	better	keep	these	groups	en-
gaged	for	the	long	term.

Doing the Same Things You’ve Always 
Done but Expecting Different Results 
Is Unproductive at Best
Since	 retention	 rates	 have	 been	 flat	 or	 declining	
nationwide	for	at	least	five	consecutive	years,	con-
sistent	increases	occurring	at	numerous	nonprofits	
that	 are	all	 using	 this	 tool	 certainly	 suggest	 that	
the	 Fundraising	 Fitness	 Test	 has	 the	 capacity	 to	
change	this	negative	trend	line.

A	strong	25	percent	survey	response	rate	is	also	
indicative	of	how	dramatically	different	this	tool	is	
than	the	costly,	time-consuming	(and	moderately	
effective)	methods	traditionally	available	to	fund-
raisers.	As	one	respondent	stated,	“Measurement	
is	key	 to	 fundraising	success.	There	 is	no	excuse	
for	 not	 measuring	 numbers	 and	 being	 account-
able.	The	Fitness	Test	allows	us	to	identify	what	is	
not	working	well	so	we	can	grow	and	improve.	It	
keeps	us	on	track.”

Time to Get Started: Advice on How to 
Use the Fitness Test Reports
The	 amount	 of	 information	 generated	 surprises	
most	 users	 initially.	 The	 best	 way	 to	 wade	 slowly	
into	the	pool	of	 information	is	to	save	and	print	a	

copy	 of	 your	 Top Actionable Indicators. These	 top	
indicators	 can	 be	 affected	 by	 investing	 more	 bud-
get	and	FTE	time	 in	specific	areas	to	 improve	per-
formance.	If	there	are	indicators	that	are	flat	or	drop	
in	one	or	more	gift	ranges	from	one	time	period	to	
the	next	(e.g.,	lower	donor	retention	rates	for	those	
in	the	midlevel	gift	range),	midlevel	donors	may	need	
more	time	and	attention	from	your	staff.

The	 Planning	 to	 Keep	 Your	 Donors	 Workshop	
offered	by	AFP	through	its	chapters	can	assist	you	
with	 analyzing	 your	 reports.	 Donor	 software	 pro-
viders	 and	 fundraising	 consultants	 also	 can	 help	
you.	 For	 more	 information,	 visit	 www.afpnet.org,	
select	“Professional	Development,”	then	“Courses”	
and	“AFP	Planning	to	Keep	Your	Donors	Workshop”	
(www.afpnet.org/Professional/content.cfm?	
ItemNumber=12593).

To	 begin	 using	 the	 Fundraising	 Fitness	 Test	 to	
improve	 performance	 at	 your	 own	 organization,	
go	to	http://afpfep.org/tools.	National	fundraising	
statistics	in	the	Fitness	Test	format	for	use	in	com-
parative	analysis	are	available	in	the	Reports	tab.

If	you	want	to	try	the	newer,	 faster,	executable	
version,	send	an	email	request	to	fep@apfnet.org.

Finally,	 but	 not	 least,	 Erik	 J.	 Daubert,	 MBA,		
ACFRE,	 is	the	chair	of	the	Growth	in	Giving	Initia-
tive	and	the	Fundraising	Effectiveness	Project.	For	
questions	 about	 the	 work	 or	 to	 become	 more	 in-
volved,	please	feel	free	to	contact	him	at	daubert.
erik@gmail.com.

Cathlene Williams, Ph.D., is a consultant specializing 
in curriculum development, project management and 
business writing. She is a former AFP staff member and 
is currently a consultant to AFP for FEP, ACFRE, research 
programs and other professional advancement projects. 
Randy Fox has worked for PSI, a philanthropic consulting 
department that serves Seventh-day Adventist 
organizations across North America, for 27 years. He 
also serves the FEP as director of the Fundraising Fitness 
Test, answering questions and training fundraisers to use 
the Fitness Test to analyze their performance.

Note:	AFP’s	Fundraising	Effectiveness	Project	is	grateful	to	everyone	who	took	the	time	to	respond	to	the	
surveys	sent	out	by	Randy	Fox	and	acknowledges	the	following	individuals	whose	comments	were	selected	
for	 inclusion	 in	this	article:	Nowshad	(Shad)	Ali,	CFRE;	Eric	Baerg,	bCRE;	Clarence	Booth;	Michael	Brown,	
MBA;	Christopher	Carey,	CFRE;	Kevin	Conroy;	LuAnn	Davis,	CFRE;	Stacie	Davis;	Thom	Digman;	Mary	Doorley,	
MS,	ACFRE;	Alice	Ferris,	ACFRE,	MBA,	CFRE;	Christina	Greene;	Julie	Harris;	John	Huynh;	Holly	Joseph;	Au-
drey	Kintzi,	ACFRE;	Derris	Krause;	Jeanne	Long;	Claudia	Looney,	FAHP,	CFRE;	Kris	Mavity;	Benjamin	Mohler,	
MA,	ACFRE;	Robert	Raney,	CFRE;	Bernardo	Samano;	Marcella	Moyer	Schick,	ACFRE,	CAP®;	and	Tim	Weiss.
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F
or international students, 
there may be a clear logic in 
pursuing success in global 

business by studying at U.S. uni-
versities, according to the Wealth-X 
and UBS Billionaire Census 2014 
report, as U.S. universities pro-
duce the majority of the world’s 
billionaires. Sixteen out of the top 
20 universities with the most bil-
lionaire undergraduate alumni 
were located in the United States, 
with Ivy League names dominating 
the top-five list: The University of 
Pennsylvania came in first with 25 
billionaires, followed by Harvard, Yale, the Universi-
ty of Southern California and Princeton. According to 
the study, more than a quarter of the billionaires who 
obtained their degrees from U.S. universities on the list 
were born outside of the United States.

Why is this worth noting? Out of 50 top donors to 
U.S. universities, the lifetime giving of $100+ million 
came almost entirely from alumni donors born and raised 
in the United States. However, in the top donor list, 
there are several international donors, including Hong 
Kong-based brothers Gerald and Ronnie Chan, who gave 
an unprecedented $350 million to their alma mater, the 
Harvard School of Public Health, which was renamed for 
their father.

Although the Ivy League universities and other 
schools such as Stanford and M.I.T. have had decades 
of experience with international donors, what steps can 
a U.S. college with a less stellar brand take to develop an 
international fundraising program?

First, the university president must embrace and pro-
mote international students (and their countries, languag-
es, cultures and parents) in ways that show that internation-
al students are valued in the college campus community. 
The president has to cascade this philosophy down, from 
the faculty to the cafeteria worker to campus police, so that 
it is reflected on freshman orientation day (with an intro-
duction to philanthropy). This engagement should con-
tinue in the alum’s post-graduate career and life, including 

through websites, e-newsletters and 
YouTube short vignettes on recent 
college achievements.

For international student engage-
ment, some schools develop one-
stop centers where they can visit for 
information, take tours, meet coun-
selors and talk to students from their 
home countries. One example is the 
Honda Student Center at Kapiolani 
Community College in Honolulu 
(www.kapiolani.hawaii.edu).

Out of this systematic and 360-de-
gree community involvement, in-
cluding counselors, faculty and fel-

low students, a natural progression will arise to identify the 
right international fundraising strategy.

Aspects of the Phase-Based Strategy

1 Some faculty members with language and cultural ties 
have key long-term relationships with overseas donor 

prospects and often provide the best introduction to 
prospects. For example, there may be a faculty member 
with decades of interaction with students from Hong 
Kong. (In Asian culture, ties between a student and a 
mentor/teacher are very strong.) Upon retirement, an 
endowed chair in his or her name is a natural step, led by 
the Hong Kong alumni club.

2Although some fundraising projects are obvious for 
follow-up, much of the day-to-day development 

activities consist of matching donors with projects aligned 
with their interests. Hence, a college should organize 
international fundraising through a faculty development 
committee that identifies prospects and fundraising 
priorities. Ultimately, a phase-based strategy timeline 
and budget must be approved by both the president and 
key deans. In other words, there must be a long-term 
commitment from top university leadership.

3To highlight linkages, some universities first develop 
a story regarding the university and its global alumni. 

For example, one university identified the earliest alumni L
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from an Asian country and created a brochure with a 
historical timeline of college engagement with alumni. 
The brochure featured old black-and-white photographs 
of the college president visiting alumni in the early 20th 
century, expressing the college’s connection with far-
away alums nearly a century ago, and proved to be an 
icebreaker at alumni receptions.

4 Foreign trips, especially by university presidents 
(and later by the provost and vice presidents), are 

invaluable to demonstrate to alumni and other potential 
donors that a university is committed to building long-
term relationships. However, university leadership 
missions require large travel budgets. A first phase may 
focus on one or two foreign cities based on alumni 
numbers, faculty who are originally from the cities or 
any other sister state or city relationships. (Attending a 

New York City-sponsored reception will ensure more 
prospects than praying for a good turnout at a college 
research exhibit, for example.)

5Some U.S. universities organize orchestrated tours 
for alumni, parents and corporate leaders, as well as 

dedicate top leadership face time with the visitors. Of 
course, the tour group slows by donor-named buildings 
and also attends presentations in the visitors’ languages 
by currently enrolled students and faculty. Care is taken 
to vet reception food in order to avoid embarrassment for 
any in attendance.

6A key component of any university’s international 
fundraising strategy will be to identify international 

alumni who became famous in the United States or 
in their home country, invite them to join advisory 
groups and then highlight their names on websites 

The Impact of International Students
Recent	statistics	point	to	a	startling	globalization	

trend	at	many	U.S.	universities:	The 2015 Open 

Doors Report on International Educational 

Exchange stated	that	the	number	of	international	

students	attending	U.S.	colleges	and	universities	

had	the	highest	growth	rate	in	35	years,	increasing	

by	10	percent	to	a	record	high	of	974,926	students	

in	the	2014/2015	academic	year.	Based	on	this	

year-to-year	surge,	the	survey	confirmed	that	

the	United	States	hosted	“more	of	the	world’s	

4.5	million	globally	mobile	college	and	university	

students	than	any	other	country	in	the	world,	

almost	double	the	number	hosted	by	the	United	

Kingdom,	the	second	leading	host	country.”

According	to	College	Choice,	a	university	

information	website	(www.collegechoice.

net),	of	the	top	50	U.S.	universities	with	the	

highest	number	of	international	students,	the	

University	of	Southern	California	in	Los	Angeles	

is	ranked	No.	1,	with	nearly	10,000	out	of	a	total	

student	enrollment	of	39,958.	The	University	of	

Pennsylvania	and	the	University	of	California	

at	Berkeley	are	ranked	No.	18	and	No.	19,	

respectively,	for	international	student	enrollment,	

while	Arizona	State	University,	with	6,500	

international	students,	is	No.	11,	and	Houston	

Community	College,	with	5,333	international	

students,	is	No.	22.

If	tallied	across	all	U.S.	academic	institutions,	

international	students	constitute	about	4	percent	

of	total	student	enrollment	out	of	a	total	of	25	

million	enrolled	students.	Yet,	their	economic	

power	is	striking.	International	students	

contribute	$30.5	billion	to	the	U.S.	economy,	

according	to	the	U.S.	Department	of	Commerce.	

Nearly	half	(49	percent)	of	all	international	

students	enrolled	in	the	past	several	years	came	

from	China,	India	and	South	Korea.	At	the	same	

time,	16	countries,	mostly	from	the	Asia-Pacific	

region,	increased	the	number	of	students	they	

send	to	the	United	States.

The	top	10	foreign	hometowns	of	international	

students	are	Seoul,	South	Korea;	Beijing,	People’s	

Republic	of	China;	Shanghai,	People’s	Republic	

of	China;	Hyderabad,	India;	Riyadh,	Saudi	Arabia;	

Mumbai,	India;	Taipei,	Taiwan;	Hong	Kong	Special	

Administrative	Region;	Kathmandu,	Nepal;	and	

Jeddah,	Saudi	Arabia.	Although	Hong	Kong	

sends	more	than	12,000	students	annually	to	

study	in	the	United	States,	Shanghai	now	sends	

triple	that	number,	and	one-third	pursue	business	

degrees,	including	at	the	University	of	Southern	

California,	the	University	of	Illinois	and	the	

University	of	Michigan.
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and communications. Invitations to attend fundraising 
receptions sent by these advisers have a higher response 
rate than those sent by other alumni.

7 The international alums who volunteer must 
complete the equivalent of a certificate in American 

college philanthropy. However, the learning works both 
ways: From these ambassadors, the college’s international 
committee gains insights about specific countries’ unique 
fundraising issues. For example, the tax implications of 
a gift to a U.S. university for a Hong Kong donor are 
different from those for a Japanese donor.

8 To make tax deductions for foreign donors easier, 
some U.S. universities have promoted Transnation-

al Giving Europe (www.transnationalgiving.eu/en), a 
network of European charitable organizations, for do-
nors residing in some European countries. When they 
make gifts to U.S. universities, they can then apply for 
tax advantages in their respective locations. Another 
example is the Hong Kong Stanford University Chari-
table Trust (http://giving.stanford.edu/information/
international-donors), which is a Hong Kong govern-
ment-recognized charitable trust that provides tax bene-
fits for Hong Kong residents making gifts of $10,000 or 
more to Stanford.

The Importance of Alumni Ambassadors
In the early phase of the strategy, motivated ambassadors 
armed with brochures will hold meetings whenever a 
faculty member mission arrives in their city and will be the 
fundraising gatekeepers. Sometimes, a major-gift donor 
is not from the college alum ranks. Rather, the alum’s 
referral may be a current student’s parent (often off the 
radar) or a self-made billionaire, such as a micro-version of 
Jack Ma, CEO of Ali Baba, a China e-commerce success 
($23 billion personal net worth), who desires positive PR 
from an association with an American university.

The alumni ambassadors’ greater value lies in the 
more nuanced knowledge about navigating prospects in 
different cultures. In Japan, the direct donation appeal 
is not as successful as prior visits by a senior alum who 
carefully explains the purpose of the gift. Thus, later at 
dinner, the visiting dean’s ask is a mere formality. Many 
Asian people have a cultural aversion to a direct question 
but will respond through intermediaries, which may 
include lawyers and accountants with tax advice.

Some fundraisers may argue that alumni ambassadors 
restrict access to a larger donor group within a country. 

Actually, a broader approach can wreck a carefully 
planned, phase-based strategy.

Direct, overseas prospect appeals may result in 
fewer closed gifts, especially in the first phase, since 
international fundraising’s success rate is based on 
follow-up. In the United States, a fundraiser can drive to 
a prospect’s office. However, justifying an unbudgeted 
trip to Hong Kong to the college president for prospect 
relationship building may be highly challenging, even 
though overseas groups often await the next visit for 
developing deeper relationships. For the university 
development office trying to reach a desired number of 
visits, this can be frustrating.

On the other hand, alumni ambassadors overseas 
offer an alternative way to check in informally with a 
prospect and to gauge the response to a gift proposal. 
If a prospect’s questions are conveyed back to the 
development office, the ambassador can later present a 
revised proposal at a golf game, and the donor can sign 
it at the clubhouse restaurant. If alumni ambassadors 
execute the crucial follow-up, there can be huge savings 
in time and resources for U.S. college fundraising efforts.

Every university’s international fundraising program 
has different timelines, resource commitment levels and 
donation goals. The development of an overseas ambas-
sador group is one tactic in an overall larger internation-
al outreach strategy for long-term commitment.

With the phase-based strategy, at the appropriate 
time the overseas ambassador group will approve the 
president’s mission and align a major-gift announcement 
for a visit—a successful culmination of overseas alumni 
and university development joint efforts. 

Ray K. Tsuchiyama is the former head of the Asia office 
for the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and has also 
worked for AOL, Google and the University of Hawaii 
Foundation. After living half of his life outside the United 
States, he is currently based in Honolulu.

Resources

Wealth-X and UBS Billionaire Census 2014
www.wcvb.com/blob/view/-/28100080/data/2/-/
hrkwry/-/Billionaire-Census-2014-pdf.pdf

2015 Open Doors Report on International Educational 
Exchange
www.iie.org/Research-and-Publications/Open-
Doors#.V4wc8_krKmU
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I
n times of economic uncertainty, 
governments limit their contri-
butions to nonprofit organiza-

tions, and such public benefits as 
culture, education and healthcare 
can become compromised. The 
nonprofit sector, supported by 
philanthropic contributions, pro-
vides alternative funding for these 
public benefits. How can we cre-
ate a society in which the circum-
stances for philanthropy and the 
nonprofit sector are as optimal as 
possible?

In the Palgrave Handbook 
of Global Philanthropy, authors 
Pamala Wiepking, Ph.D. (Erasmus 
University of Rotterdam), and 
Femida Handy, Ph.D. (University of Pennsylvania), 
describe the philanthropic cultures of more than 25 
countries and explore mechanisms that explain why 
philanthropy flourishes more in some countries than in 
others. They also distinguish eight factors that determine 
the success of philanthropy in a particular country.

Wiepking, who spent five years working on the 
Handbook, talks here about the book and her international 
research.

International Comparison 
The main research question Wiepking’s research focuses 
on is deceptively simple: Why do people give more 
generously in one country in comparison to another?

Asking this question was a lot easier than answering it, 
however. For the Handbook, dozens of philanthropy re-
searchers mapped out the philanthropic landscape in Can-
ada, the United States, Mexico, Austria, Bulgaria, France, 
Finland, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Rus-
sia, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, Egypt, Israel, Leb-
anon, China, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, 
Taiwan, Australia and the Caribbean. The book provides a 
schematic description of the state of philanthropy for each 

country: a brief history, the size and 
scope of the nonprofit sector, gov-
ernment policy and the influence of 
the dominant culture and religious 
beliefs on generosity. This first part 
of the Handbook offers the reader 
interesting insights into philanthro-
py worldwide, and the clear struc-
ture makes it easy to compare dif-
ferent countries with one another.

Eight Factors That 
Facilitate Philanthropy
The second part of the book con-
tains thematic articles that answer 
the research question. “We com-
bined the input of all researchers 
and distilled eight mechanisms 

that determine the success of philanthropy in a country,” 
Wiepking says. “Many of these mechanisms can be used by 
governments and policymakers to create a society in which 
nonprofit organizations can be more successful and where 
people donate more often and in greater amounts.” 

1. A Culture of Philanthropy
“The most important factor is that there has to be a 
culture of philanthropy,” Wiepking says. “First of all, 
it is important that people consider philanthropy as a 
solution for social problems. Not only is the government 
responsible for addressing these problems but people also 
must recognize that the responsibility is a private matter as 
well. The United States is an example of a country where 
philanthropy as a solution for social problems is ingrained 
in the culture and the people. This is quite different in 
countries with relatively strong welfare systems, such 
as the Netherlands and the Nordic countries. In these 
countries, people often feel that the government—not 
the philanthropic sector—is responsible for solving 
societal problems.

“A second important aspect that contributes to a cul-
ture of philanthropy is the openness about giving. People PA
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Why	Philanthropy	Is	More	Successful	in	
Some	Countries	Than	in	Others
By tesseL renzenBrink (transLateD By astriD De Jong)
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have to be able and willing to talk about their donations,” 
Wiepking adds. “In many countries, making philanthropic 
donations is something you do in private, with no one be-
ing aware. This is the current mentality in the Netherlands, 
but it is slowly changing. This is important for philanthropy 
because if you never see examples of charitable behavior, 
you will be less inclined to give yourself. For example, in 
countries where charity is motivated primarily by strong 
religious beliefs, donors talk relatively little about their 
donations. The Giving Pledge (http://givingpledge.org), 
initiated by Bill Gates and Warren Buffet, is an excellent 
example of public giving, inspiring many others to also give 
substantial amounts.”

2. Public Trust
“When people don’t have faith that their donations will 
facilitate the changes they envisioned with their gift, they 
are not willing to give,” Wiepking explains. “In almost 
every country studied in the Palgrave Handbook on 
Global Philanthropy, there are issues with transparency, 
accountability and effectiveness. The study revealed that 
a lack of trust in charities was considered a deterrent to 
philanthropy in all countries except for Canada. There, 
researchers noted that Canadians’ considerable trust in 
nonprofit and charitable organizations has a positive effect 
on philanthropy. To increase people’s trust in charities, it 
is important to make sure charities are transparent and 
accountable and function effectively.”

3. Laws and Regulations in the Field of 
Philanthropy
“People are likely to have more trust in philanthropic or-
ganizations when the laws and regulations that these orga-
nizations must abide by are clear,” Wiepking says. “These 
laws and regulations also can lead to more effective orga-
nizations, because a certain amount of professionalism is 
needed to conform to the regulations in place.

“There is also a downside, however, because the 
regulations can result in a considerable administrative 
burden for organizations,” she says. “In various countries, 
such as Lebanon, Israel, Egypt and Russia, laws and 
regulations for philanthropic organizations have actually 
had a negative impact on the philanthropic sector. When 
there is an undemocratic government or a government 
with conflicting interests, the laws and regulations 
can be used to siphon off money from philanthropic 
organizations or make the work of these organizations 
extremely difficult. The Chinese government, for 
example, recently introduced stricter rules to impede the 

work of nonprofit organizations out of fear of a ‘Jasmine 
revolution’ [such as the one in Tunisia in 2010 and the 
2011 Chinese pro-democracy protests].”

4. Fiscal Benefits of Giving
“The researchers in the Handbook almost unanimously 
name fiscal benefits as a main component in facilitating 
giving behavior in a country,” Wiepking says. However, 
donors in all countries do not make extensive use of such 
benefits. In the Netherlands, for example, less than 5 
percent of donors deduct their donations in their yearly 
tax return, according to data from 2005. This suggests 
that the influence of fiscal benefits does not play a big 
role in giving behavior in the Netherlands. However, 
Wiepking thinks that these numbers may contain 
considerable bias. “That 5 percent is a cross section of 
all contributors in the Netherlands,” she explains. “But 
if you look only at major-gift donors, the percentage of 
donors who take advantage of fiscal benefits is higher, 
around 45 percent.

“While in the United States and the United Kingdom 
financial advisers have expert knowledge on philanthropy, 
in many other countries these services are nonexistent or 
are only recently developing,” Wiepking adds. “I actually 
think that a lot of wealthy people around the world would 
give more money to charities if they received more expert 
financial advice on philanthropic donations. When finan-
cial advice relating to philanthropic giving becomes more 
omnipresent, an increase of donations can be expected.”

5. The State of the Philanthropic Sector
A well-organized sector contributes to the success of 
philanthropy. “The nonprofit sector is doing better when 
there are more organizations that are more professional 
in their fundraising and have enough financial resources,” 
Wiepking emphasizes. “A good relationship with the 
media, the government and the business sector is also 
important. One of the most important features of 
this mechanism is the existence of umbrella or sector 
organizations. It is important that philanthropic 
organizations pursue not only their own interests but 
also those of the entire sector. The professionalism of 
the philanthropic organizations can be stimulated by 
educating professionals working in the philanthropic 
sector.

“The better the philanthropic sector is organized 
in a country, the more people are willing to give to 
charities,” she adds. “That’s actually unfortunate, 
because in countries where the need for philanthropic 
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donations is greatest, the philanthropic sector is often 
badly organized. And then people don’t have faith in the 
sector, and requests for donations are less successful.”

6. Political and Economic Change
When a country is in crisis, it has a negative effect on 
the success of philanthropy, as happened in Lebanon. 
“When Lebanon became politically and economically 
destabilized, philanthropic organizations found 
themselves in a very difficult situation,” Wiepking says. 
“They refocused on providing direct help rather than 
achieving their original mission, because the latter was 
impossible. People also weren’t able to donate money. 
That is one extreme example of how political-economic 
stability can greatly affect the giving behavior of people 
and the functioning of philanthropic organizations. 
Philanthropy is not the first thing people think about in 
daily life, especially in a crisis situation.

“Political changes influence the success of philanthropy 
as well,” she explains. “In China, the entire philanthropic 
sector came to a halt in 1949 due to the Communist 
Revolution. There was no place for philanthropy in a 
communist society. The Bulgarian philanthropic sector 
also suffered the same fate. After the introduction of 
communism in 1951, philanthropy became illegal in 
Bulgaria when the government stated that it alone was 
responsible for all public and social services.”

7. Demographic Changes
“There are four important demographic characteristics 
that positively influence philanthropic donations: 
religiosity, age, wealth and education,” Wiepking points 
out. “The more religious people are, the older they get, 
the wealthier they become and the better educated they 
are, the more money they typically give. There are also 
some demographic trends influencing giving. People 
are becoming less religious, but on average, they grow 
older, become wealthier and are more educated. Whether 
the last three features will compensate for the effects of 
secularization, we still don’t know. Policymakers are 
barely or not at all able to change these factors.”

8. International Flow of Money
“When a country receives more official development aid 
and has more nongovernmental organizations and when 
institutions receive more foreign money, the philanthropic 
sector in a country will do better,” Wiepking says. “Money 
transfers from emigrants to their home country also have 
a positive effect on the philanthropic sector, which in turn 

positively influences private donations in a country. In 
many developing countries, remittances are an important 
resource for realizing public goods and services for which 
the government lacks money or does not consider a 
priority. In Lebanon, for example, 16.2 percent of the 
gross domestic product is made up by remittances. In 
Mexico, it is 1.9 percent, and in Indonesia, it is 1 percent. 
Tourism also supports philanthropy to a lesser degree. 
When tourists visit a country and witness and experience 
the needs of the people who live there, they are more 
willing to donate money to support those needs.”

One of the conclusions you may draw from the eight 
mechanisms in the Handbook is that people appear to 
be most generous in well-organized, stable countries. 
Philanthropy is most successful when a country is 
politically and economically stable, when there is a clear 
regulatory system and when the philanthropic sector 
itself is well-organized and professional. And in countries 
in crisis, in particular, philanthropy is under pressure. 
Ironically, one could say that philanthropy functions best 
where it is needed least.

In the future, Wiepking wants to focus on distributing 
knowledge about facilitating factors for philanthropy to 
countries that have less developed nonprofit sectors. “This 
is one of the reasons why Femida Handy, René Bekkers, 
Beth Breeze, Chulhee Kang, Naoto Yamauchi, Angela 
Bies and I established the new international Center for 
Global Philanthropy (CGP). With the CGP, we hope to 
create and share new knowledge to make philanthropy 
more meaningful for researchers, organizations and 
society at large,” she says. “We particularly want to share 
this knowledge to benefit countries with less organized 
philanthropic sectors.” 

Note: A different version of this interview in Dutch  
appeared in the Dutch online magazine De Dikke  
Blauwe.

Pamala Wiepking, Ph.D., is an assistant professor in 
the Department of Business-Society Management at 
Erasmus University Rotterdam in the Netherlands. She 
conducts research on philanthropy, primarily from an 
interdisciplinary and international perspective. In 2016, 
she received the AFP Early Career Emerging Scholar 
Award for her research on fundraising and philanthropy. 
To learn more about Wiepking and her research, visit 
www.wiepking.com. The book Palgrave Handbook of 
Global Philanthropy is available from Palgrave  
(www.palgrave.com/us/book/9781137341518).
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Good	>	Better	>	Great
By stePhanie Cory, CaP®, CFre

H
ow many organizations have invested significant 
time and money in developing a strategic plan 
that ends up in a drawer until someone says, “We 

need a new strategic plan”? Too many.
Recognizing this fact, the Delaware Alliance for 

Nonprofit Advancement, also known as DANA (www.
delawarenonprofit.org), in Wilmington, Del., 
introduced a new way of looking at strategic planning—
through the lens of Jim Collins’ principles in his 
bestselling book Good to Great (HarperBusiness, 2001) 
and accompanying Good to Great and the Social Sectors: A 
Monograph to Accompany Good to Great (HarperCollins, 
2005).

DANA’s mission is to strengthen, enhance and advance 
nonprofits and the sector in Delaware through advocacy, 
training, capacity building and research. And that is just 
what the organization began offering with its fellowship 
program for Delaware nonprofits interested in applying 
Good to Great principles in developing strategic plans.

Paul Stock, executive vice president of DANA’s 
Excellence Academy, believes the Good to Great principles 
are applicable anywhere. DANA attached a framework for 
strategic planning to the principles and trained a subset IM
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of its consultants on the material. These consultants then 
worked with the nonprofit organizations selected for 
the fellowship program. Jim Collins has been intimately 
involved in DANA’s use of his materials, and Stock is 
not aware of any other programs using the Good to Great 
principles to help nonprofit organizations.

According to Collins, “A great organization is one 
that delivers superior performance and makes a distinctive 
impact over a long period of time. … For the social sector 
organization, however, performance must be assessed 
relative to mission, not financial returns.”

As Stock explains, this quote stems from the fact that 
dollars are an input and an output in the business world, 
where people provide products and services for a profit. 
With nonprofit organizations, on the other hand, money 
is primarily an input and not a measure of greatness. This 
is because, to quote Collins, “The whole purpose of the 
social sectors is to meet social objectives, human needs 
and national priorities that cannot be priced at a profit.”

How does Collins define a great organization? It is one 
that delivers superior performance results and is efficient 
in fulfilling its mission. It makes a distinctive impact—a 
unique contribution to the community with excellence, 
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so it cannot easily be replaced by another organization. 
Finally, it has lasting endurance and can deliver 
exceptional results over a long period of time and beyond 
a single leader, one great idea or sole market cycle. The 
challenge, according to Stock, is to define greatness for 
your organization. It is also critical to establish a baseline, 
rigorously assemble evidence and measure trends.

Peggy Geisler, owner of PMG Consulting LLC 
(www.pmgconsulting.net) in Easton, Md., is one of 
the DANA consultants trained on the Good to Great 
model for strategic planning. Aside from the Good to 
Great model requiring a greater investment of time 
than traditional strategic models, she explains another 
key difference: “What matters most is the culture of 
the organization and a focus on the passion and the 
organization’s products in such a comprehensive way as 
to get rid of irrelevant things.

“Outcomes improve, and people will pay more for 
these outcomes,” Geisler explains. “Organizations need 
to take a real look at what they’re doing. Are they being 

good stewards? Is there an ROI? Is someone else doing 
what they’re doing?

“If you have an understanding of what you’re doing 
and can show impact, people will fund you for it,” she 
adds. “Going through the Good to Great process makes 
fundraising easier. It helps you select programs and 
activities you do best, making you more relevant.”

Geisler includes other questions that she says are 
fundamental to ask during the process: “Who are we? 
What are we best at? Do we have the right people on 
the bus? How do we plan for the future?” The “right 
people on the bus” is a concept Collins introduced where 
an organization needs to consider whether staffing is 
meeting its needs.

Is the Good to Great process for strategic planning 
for every organization? Not according to Geisler. 
“It’s for organizations who do well but really want to 
go to the next level and to be competitive in making 
sure they’re focusing on the highest quality of work,” 
she says. “They need to be able to invest the time. If 

Figure 1. The “Good to Great” Framework
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you want a transactional relationship to produce your 
products, then Good to Great isn’t for you, but if you 
want transformational, it is for you.”

Reading ASSIST Institute (www.readingassist.
org), a Wilmington, Del.-based nonprofit organization 
dedicated to teaching the foundational skills of reading 
to children with significant academic challenges, 
empowering them to achieve grade-level proficiency, 
was one of the organizations that participated in the 
Good to Great strategic-planning process and worked 
with Geisler.

Executive Director Vickie Innes, CFRE, found the 
Good to Great process’ lack of focus on money initially 
to be quite a change from traditional strategic-planning 
methods. “It was first determining what you did well as 
an organization and how to improve it,” Innes explains. 
“There was an assumption that if you’re doing what you 
do best, the resources would come.

“At Reading ASSIST Institute, what we do the best is 
teach the foundational skills of reading. We were forced 
to see that our programs were very wide but not deep 
enough,” Innes shares. “We started to eliminate what 
we were doing for the sake of funding and events that 
didn’t fit.”

The organization hosted a four-year-old conference 
for educators in the Mid-Atlantic region that was well 
attended. Nevertheless, the Good to Great process helped 
Reading ASSIST Institute realize that the conference did 
not tie back to the organization’s core mission of teaching 
the fundamentals of reading, and it discontinued the 
event.

Another critical concept that Collins introduces in 
Good to Great is a BHAG, short for “big hairy audacious 
goal.” BHAGs are something about which you are deeply 
passionate, at which you can be the best in the world 
and that drive your organization’s economic engine. The 
Good to Great process helped Reading ASSIST Institute 
identify its BHAG. “Our big hairy audacious goal is to 

be the go-to organization for teaching the fundamental 
skills of reading,” Innes explains. “We are concentrating 
on kids with severe academic challenges. We made our 
program more frequent and consistent and explicit. Our 
student results improved. We took what was working and 
put more emphasis on it.”

Did narrowing its focus and giving up a revenue-
generating conference adversely affect Reading ASSIST 
Institute? Not according to Innes. “We told funders that 
we gave up what didn’t tie into performance measures 
and are focusing on better results,” she says. “Funders are 
more interested in growth of quality, not quantity. This 
is true for foundation, corporate and individual donors.”

Unlike some traditional strategic plans that are 
not monitored on a regular basis or updated, Reading 
ASSIST Institute has found that its new Good to Great 
plan is a working document. “Our team meets quarterly 
to see what we have and haven’t accomplished,” Innes 
says. “We’re trying to keep the document alive and 
morph it each quarter. When staff have ideas, they have 
to show how the ideas tie into the strategic plan’s goals 
and strategies.”

One important benefit of the Good to Great model, 
according to Stock and as demonstrated by Reading 
ASSIST Institute, is that it drives organizations to figure 
out what they do best and are most passionate about, 
while also showing them what they should stop doing.

However, this process cannot be rushed, and Stock’s 
one piece of advice for nonprofits is to slow down. “The 
Good to Great principles require disciplined people, 
thought and action,” he says. “Organizations are not 
typically good at disciplined thought. We need to slow 
down and think about what we should stop doing.” 

Stephanie Cory, CAP®, CFRE, based in Wilmington, 
Del. (www.stephaniecory.com), consults for the Delaware 
Alliance for Nonprofit Advancement and is an active 
AFP volunteer.

One important benefit of the Good to Great model, according to Stock 

and as demonstrated by Reading ASSIST Institute, is that it drives 

organizations to figure out what they do best and are most passionate 

about, while also showing them what they should stop doing.
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W
ithout stakeholders, your nonprofit would 
not exist. It’s that simple. Your organization’s 
success and longevity depend on acquiring 

and retaining “customers”—donors, volunteers, funders, 
partners, employees, etc. Before making business decisions 
or taking important actions, it 
is important for the board and 
management to always ask, “How 
will this affect our customers?” Then 
they can make the best decisions, 
given the organization’s financial 
and human resources.

However, you cannot do so 
without developing and maintaining 
a customer-centric mindset. In the 
nonprofit world, this means serving 
customers’ needs and engaging 
them as people individually, not as a 
collective. It is a mindset that puts 
customers at the center of every 
action.

Where to Start
Establishing a customer-centric mindset does not 
happen in a vacuum. No matter how many employees 
your nonprofit may have, it is critical to foster a culture 
of cohesion, collaboration, internal communication 
and teamwork. On the other hand, maintaining silos 
of competing departments and egos can be extremely 
detrimental. Remember, customers do not care about 
your internal structure. The last thing they want to hear 
is “That’s not my job” or “That’s not my department” or 
“Sorry, I can’t help you.”

To foster cohesion and collaboration, take a proactive 
approach to get everyone involved. “We provide training 
on the culture of philanthropy to both board members 
and staff every year,” says Mandy Fischer, development 
director for the Intervale Center (www.intervale.
org) in Burlington, Vt., which strengthens community 
food systems by improving farm viability, promoting 
sustainable land use and engaging its community in the 
food system. “Basically, what a culture of philanthropy 
means to us is that everybody in our organization is 

The	Customer-Centric	Nonprofit	Brand
By eLaine FogeL

an ambassador and engaged in relationship building. 
Everyone can make a case for giving.”

Nevertheless, it is essential to keep in mind that this 
is not a one-size-fits-all effort. “We are realistic,” Fischer 
says. “We want our board and staff members to find 

where they are comfortable. Some 
people like writing notes, some 
like organizing behind the scenes 
and some like connecting one-on-
one with donors. We treat them as 
individuals, too, and do not expect 
that they will all contribute in the 
same way, and we are grateful for 
everybody’s hard work.”

And fundraising? “Our executive 
director is personally involved in 
fundraising, our systems support 
donors and development is viewed 
and valued as a mission-aligned 
program of our organization,” 

Fischer says. “This last one is critically important. 
Development is a program, and we carry out the mission 
of our organization through our work of fundraising.

“We embody the culture of our organization, and a 
big part of our work is connecting with people who share 
our vision for a healthier food system and planet,” she 
adds. “In this way, there is no disconnect between the 
fundraising arm of our organization and the program and 
social enterprise arms. We are one organization carrying 
forward one mission.”

This extends to volunteering. “Our corporate volunteer 
program is also robust, with development and program 
staff collaborating and introducing the organization 
to participants quite successfully,” Fischer says. “This 
program is a great way to connect with business donors 
and build awareness and support within local businesses 
for our cause.

“When we have people out to volunteer, we can 
educate them about our mission and help them develop 
relationships that deepen the connections their workplace 
has with us,” she explains. “This work is quintessential 
donor stewardship, and it is carried out by both 
development and program staff.”D
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A Customer-Centric Brand at Work
At the heart of a customer-centric nonprofit brand is 
customer service—how your organization manages its 
customer relationships, both internally and externally.

What will success look like when you do this well?
The superlative outcome in external customer service 

is when customers have memorable brand experiences, 
continue to give to and/or interact with your organiza-
tion and then enthuse about it to others. Quite simply, the 
more that customers trust your nonprofit, the more they 
will refer it to friends, family, colleagues and their online 
networks. And when customers talk about your organiza-
tion positively, its brand can rise to a top-of-mind position, 
giving it a distinct edge over other similar organizations.

Of course, many factors are at play in determining your 
customers’ retention and loyalty. However, when your 
nonprofit puts customers first, consistently wowing and 
engaging them, they can continue to see the value of inter-
acting with or working for your organization. When you 
advise your customers rather than “sell” to them, you can 
gain their trust and retain them longer. For example, when 
dealing with donors, share stories in your newsletters and 
other content, as well as in one-to-one conversations. Ask 
them questions to help them better determine where and 
how they want to support the organization.

Customer-centric nonprofits recognize the importance 
of customer engagement. The more yours communicates 
and engages with customers in their preferred channels, 
the more it can inform, inspire, motivate and entice them 
to your calls of action.

Learn more about your customers, not by being snoopy 
but by being friendly. Listen to them, their personal sto-
ries, desires, preferences and complaints. Customers are 
the best information source on your nonprofit’s brand. 
Knowing what they like and dislike about the organization 
will help you identify its strengths and weaknesses. Cus-
tomer input also can help ascertain any new opportunities 
you may not have previously recognized and can guide any 
changes for improvement. Collect and record important 
information in your fundraising or customer relationship 
management software. This allows you to anticipate their 
needs and surprise them.

Another important point is keeping promises. Just as 
keeping promises in life is important to your credibility, 
the same is true for nonprofits. Your organization’s 
promises represent its word and brand reputation. 
When it cannot keep its promises, this can have a 
detrimental effect on its sustainability. Yet, when you 
serve and engage customers with excellence, delivering 

on the organization’s promises consistently, they will 
gradually develop a reason to believe in your brand. “At 
the Intervale Center, we spend a lot of time talking to 
donors, writing personalized notes and connecting with 
them individually, because we know that when we build 
authentic relationships with people, they will respond in 
kind,” Fischer says. “We work really hard to connect with 
people because emotional connection is what inspires 
giving. And it’s also what makes our jobs fulfilling.”

Indeed, the outstanding result in internal customer ser-
vice is when employees enjoy their jobs, take pride in their 
work, achieve their potential, feel valued and appreciated, 
stay longer and praise your organization to others.

“We definitely strive to hire staff, especially within 
development, who love people and whom people love,” 
Fischer says. “For example, we just hired a community 
relations coordinator, and though we needed someone 
with events logistics experience and an eye for design, 
we also wanted to hire someone who was outgoing, 
trustworthy, able to establish trust with people quickly 
and able to ask people what they need. We were lucky to 
find a candidate with a lot of those skills.”

Customer experience standards can help develop 
and maintain a customer-centric nonprofit. You can 
write a standards handbook yourself, hire a consultant 
to create one or ask an employee committee to develop 
one collaboratively. When there are clear-cut, customer-
centric standards that all employees believe in and follow 
consistently, they will know what to do and when. These 
guidelines can lessen confusion and customer missteps 
and, in turn, greatly reduce employee friction and stress.

To ensure that you have everyone’s buy-in, you may 
want to add measurable customer orientation expectations 
to employee job descriptions and performance reviews. 
Tie these in with a recognition program, and you have 
closed the loop to ensure customer and brand experience 
consistency.

Positive Results
When your nonprofit develops a solid brand reputation 
for being customer-centric and other operational factors 
are relatively stable, it can entice more inbound leads, 
referrals and buzz. This can improve success, generating 
more money to fulfill the mission and increasing growth 
potential to meet demand. “Since we have become 
donor-centric, we have exceeded our fundraising goals 
every year,” Fischer says. “Our annual fundraiser has a 
very high retention rate, and attendees rave about how 
fun our event is. We want everyone with whom we 
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interact to go away feeling appreciated and like they had 
a good time.

“We don’t want donating to feel like a transaction,” 
she emphasizes. “Making a donation should be a natural 
expression of one’s generosity and leave people feeling 
warm, appreciated and powerful.”

Of course, there are challenges when developing and im-
plementing a customer-centric mindset. “This work takes 
a serious commitment of time and energy that comes nat-
urally to some people and less naturally to others,” Fischer 
admits. “We have tried to tackle this problem by creating 
a lot of opportunities for both board and staff members to 
engage along a continuum, starting with simply making a 
donation in support of the organization and extending all 
the way to asking for and securing major gifts.”

While no one likes to hear complaints from customers, 
you should think of them as gifts to your organization. 
(Yes, you read that correctly.) Although most customers 
will not take the time to voice their discontent, the ones 

who do can give you opportunities to investigate and 
identify where internal problems lie. The other unhappy 
customers simply will not come back, and you will not 
know why.

In the end, Fischer points out, the most important 
part of this work is not taking anything too personally. 
“People are crazy, and relationships are hard. We all 
make mistakes, do or say something embarrassing and 
feel totally awkward almost every day,” she says. “Having 
a team around you that supports you in your mistakes, 
can joke and make you feel better and can help you 
figure out your next move is really critical to building 
and maintaining a donor-centric mindset.” 

Elaine Fogel is a professional speaker and president and 
CMO of SOLUTIONS Marketing & Consulting LLC 
(www.solutionsmc.net) in Scottsdale, Ariz. She is the author 
of Beyond Your Logo: 7 Brand Ideas That Matter Most 
for Small Business Success (Compass Press LLC, 2015).
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Moving	the	Elephant:	Success	for	
Fundraising	Consultants
By eugene a. sCanLan, Ph.D.

S
ometimes, success is very obvious (a $1 million 
gift!) and comes all at once. However, more often 
than not, a change in mindset, a turning point or 

an “aha” moment are more subtle but no less effective 
indications that greater accomplishments may lie ahead. 

Many fundraising consultants, especially those who 
have been in the business for a long time, realize that 
“success” can mean something quite different from what 
it means for most fundraising professionals. The latter 
can see success in a number of ways: dollars raised, new 
donors added, campaign goals achieved, board giving 
and myriad other measures. However, the fundraising 
consultant may have to take a more limited view of his or 
her success. In fact, as some consultants have realized, at 
times the organizations they worked with saw “success” 
due to their persistence, hard work, insights and clever 
strategies. And failure? If there was a failure, large or 
small, it was sometimes put on the back of the consultant. 
(“You suggested we ask Mrs. X for $50,000. We did, 
and she gave us only $20,000. How could you make a 
mistake like that?”)

Success for fundraising consultants is often measured 
on a much smaller scale. One way to measure success can 
best be described as “moving the elephant.” How do you 
move an elephant? One step at a time. If you can get a 
client organization to take that step, small as it may seem 
to be in the scheme of things, then maybe it will start to 
move in the best possible direction toward mutual goals. 
But, oh, that elephant can be stubborn: “We tried that 
before, and it didn’t work.” “We couldn’t do that.” “That 
will never happen.” So, part of a fundraising consultant’s 
job is to make that elephant sit up, look ahead and take 
that first step.

To illustrate, an organization’s endowment campaign 
planning committee was having its fifth meeting. The 
committee was made up of several senior-level executives 
of major national companies and was staffed by the 
organization’s vice president for development. There was 
also a consultant to the committee. At all the previous 
meetings, there had been considerable discussion about 
possible campaign goals, others who might support SH
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an endowment campaign and other related matters. 
However, the elephant was still sitting there. The meeting 
started off like all of the other meetings: long discussions 
not going very far and people making suggestions but 
not really getting into specifics. The consultant listened 
and realized that the elephant needed a push into taking a 
step. Looking around the room, the consultant said, “I’ll 
bet $1,000 that you won’t be able to get 100 percent of 
this committee to give to this campaign.”

There was a long silence. The chair of the committee 
stared straight at the consultant, who wondered whether 
it was a career-ending moment. Then the chair cleared 
his throat. “OK,” he said. “I guess we need to start right 
here. I’ll do $100,000.” Again, another long silence. 
Another member spoke up: “I’m in for $75,000.” Then 
a third member: “Me, too. $75,000.” And a fourth: “I 
can do $25,000. Sorry, I’d like to do more right now, 
but I can’t.”

The vice president for development grinned and 
looked at the consultant. The elephant had moved. “If 
I heard right, that’s $275,000?” The chair nodded and 
added, “Now, you other members need to do your part 
soon. We need to be sure we win the bet.” Indeed, the 
consultant did “lose” and gladly made out a check to the 
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campaign a few months later after the other committee 
members had stepped up to the plate with their gifts. 
After the meeting, the vice president for development 
was still incredulous. “What happened there? In five 
minutes, we had $275,000 committed.”

“They just needed a little push,” the consultant said. 
And they did.

Another time, another organization. A senior housing 
organization was attempting to raise substantial funds for 
a new project. With a consultant, they had completed 
a feasibility study that included interviews with several 
residents who were also prime prospects for major gifts. 
Because the interviews were done in confidence, the 
organization did not know about the willingness of 
the prospects to give to the campaign. However, the 
consultant did.

In this case, the elephant was the chair of the campaign 
committee, a well-educated and genuinely nice guy but 
also someone who was petrified of asking anyone for 
money. (There are many such elephants out there.) The 
consultant met with him one day and said, “I’d like you 
to kick off this whole effort by making the first ask.”

The campaign chair lowered his head. “I figured this 
would happen, but I really feel uncomfortable doing this. 
In fact, I’d prefer not to.” This elephant was sitting and 
had no intention of moving.

“OK,” the consultant said, “Look, I’ll go with you on 
your first call, and we can get ready any way you want 
to.”

“Well, I’ll try, but what if I fail? What if the person 
says no?”

“We’ll just need to see what happens,” the consultant 
replied.

Of course, the consultant knew through the feasibility 
study interviews that at least some of the prospects were 
ready to be asked. One excellent prospect was a woman 
who was a longtime resident of the senior housing facility 
and was very enthusiastic about the campaign plans. On 
the morning of the scheduled meeting, the consultant 
arrived to go over plans with the campaign chair, who, 
being a methodical person, had prepared several three-
by-five cards with his notes for the presentation. He 
reviewed these with the consultant, who reminded him 
that while he would attend the meeting, ethically he 
could not make the ask. Furthermore, the consultant 
emphasized that he would say something only if he felt 
it was needed.

As the two went down the hall toward the woman’s 
apartment, the campaign chair fumbled with his cards 

and tried to make last-minute adjustments to what he 
was going to say. He was very nervous, despite the 
consultant’s reassuring him that everything would be fine. 
The campaign chair knocked on the door. The woman 
opened the door and warmly greeted him. They were old 
friends. After the consultant had been introduced, the 
woman asked, “What can I do for you?” The campaign 
chair started making his points, referring to his cards. 
The woman patted his hand. “You don’t have to tell me 
all of that. I know all about it.”

Each feasibility study interviewee had received a brief 
case prospectus outlining the planned project, so the 
consultant knew she was aware of the particulars. The 
campaign chair looked somewhat discouraged. Then the 
prospect said, “Excuse me a minute,” and left the room, 
returning with her checkbook. “Would $5,000 be OK?” 
The head of the campaign, greatly relieved, replied, “Oh, 
yes, thank you. Thank you. That is very generous.”

After some informal chatting, the two left the woman’s 
apartment. “That was easy,” the campaign chair said. 
“You did fine,” the consultant told him. This elephant 
had taken its step.

If you are a fundraising consultant, it often can 
be necessary to think of your success as making that 
elephant take a step. Maybe it is a small step at first, but 
that elephant needs to move, and your first small success 
may start the momentum building. A small push here, a 
nudge there, ensuring that the elephant is not headed off 
in the wrong direction once it is moving—those are the 
things that can mean success not only for you but also, 
and more importantly, for the organization.

So how do you move the elephant?

n	 Create situations that an organization and its lead-
ership may consider as having a high level of risk for 
failure but that you understand have a low level of 
risk.

n	 Ensure an organization understands the difference 
between perceived risk (often seen as very high and 
accompanied by fear of failure) and actual risk (pos-
sibly much lower than what it thinks).

n	 Do not be afraid to show that you are willing to take 
a step that an organization may feel it is not ready 
for until you do so. It is like being the first in the 
water and saying, “It’s not really so bad. Come on 
in.”

n	 Show the client that the only way to move forward 
is to move forward. A first step and success can lead 
to more and bigger successes.
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n	 Be sure to have an organization understand that 
the more steps taken, the greater the possibility for 
some failures, but if the plans are followed and the 
momentum is maintained, the successes will out-
weigh the failures.

n	 Celebrate the successes, and let the organization 
take all the credit it wants. You may be the only one 
who really knows what led to the successes.

n	 Remember that you are pushing the elephant, not 
leading it from the front. With the right push, it will 
keep moving forward, and you will not be in the 
way.

One final example: An organization was about to make 
its first ask for a major corporate gift. The organization 
was well positioned to make the ask, but its CEO was 
reluctant. A consultant met with the CEO, who said, 

“What should we ask for? I think $25,000 is about as 
high as we should go, and maybe they’ll give us $5,000 
or $10,000 at most.”

The consultant had previously researched the prospect 
corporation and knew its giving patterns and was also 
aware that the upcoming meeting would be with the top 
executives, who would make the decision. The consultant 
looked at the CEO and replied, “You should ask for $1 
million.” The CEO looked startled. “Really?” he asked. 
“Yes. You can’t lose by asking, and they can easily do $1 
million,” the consultant answered.

And they did. One giant leap for that elephant. 

Eugene A. Scanlan, Ph.D., retired president of eScanlan 
Consulting Company, author and former adjunct 
professor at George Washington University and the 
University of Maryland University College, presently lives 
in Sechelt, British Columbia (eugenescanlan@mac.com).
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P
reliminary research has revealed that many philan-
thropic organizations—more than 85 percent of 
them, actually—want to improve how they track 

and measure program outcomes. However, precisely 
where are they getting stuck?

To find out, on a 2015 tour of funders and nonprofits 
in 16 cities across the United States, we had discussions 
with foundation and nonprofit leaders focused on 
outcomes and impact. What does philanthropy need, 
particularly philanthropic leadership, when it comes to 
outcomes? And why are so many organizations struggling 
with figuring out what outcomes to track and how to get 
started on tracking those outcomes?

The goals in convening philanthropic leadership 
were to better understand the varying perspectives 
around measuring outcomes, learn what approaches 
are working well and which ones are not, improve the 
insight leaders have into the impact of their programs, 
boost communication across the sector, foster more 
collaboration between funders and their grantees and 
help funders and nonprofits get what they need to lean in 
on outcomes to make them a part of every conversation 
they are having.

To glean the most from these conversations, questions 
centered around how organizations define success, 
how they benchmark against their goals, how they 
communicate outcomes to grantees and how they share 
their impacts with their stakeholders. Focus groups 
comprising a variety of representatives from across the 
philanthropic sector explored common challenges, 
recommended solutions and discussed why the sector 
continues to be challenged with tracking outcomes five, 
10, 15 and even 20-plus years after first starting to talk 
about them. 

Following are some of the prevalent themes and 
lessons learned.

1. Establish target outcomes that tie to your 
organization’s mission and vision. One of the most 
significant learnings was that funders often do not know 
what outcomes they should be tracking toward. Do 

foundation leaders know whether measuring outcomes 
and impact is on the minds of their board members prior 
to making funding decisions? Many said yes, but many 
also admitted that they do not know where to start or 
what to track. This was a key indicator of why many 
foundation leaders say they are either behind or still in 
the development stage of their journey to measuring 
outcomes and impact.

For those funders that do track outcomes, their 
target outcomes are derived from and connected directly 
to their own mission and vision and informed by the 
organizations in the community that they are funding. 
The organizations that have most successfully identified 
their intended outcomes do a market scan within the 
programs they are funding to understand what people and 
organizations are working in the fields they are interested 
in funding, who is achieving their intended outcomes 
and what lessons they have learned. They then take this 
information and concentrate on their own programmatic 

Helping	Funders	Recognize	Success	
Through	Outcomes
By annie rhoDes
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areas of interest to determine how to focus their efforts 
on identifying which outcomes will help them solve the 
societal problems they are trying to address.

Funders ask themselves the following questions:

n	 Do these outcomes align with our mission and 
vision?

n	 Do they support the populations we have set out to 
serve?

n	 Do they represent the outcomes our partner 
organizations are working toward, and will they 
result in tangible measurements?

Insight: In order to strengthen the outcomes you are 
tracking toward, there needs to be alignment between 
your mission and vision and your target outcomes. 
These should be identified through the establishment 
of your mission and vision, through understanding your 
organization’s distinct competencies and by conducting a 
market scan to understand results of other organizations 
working toward these same goals. This applies to both 
funders and nonprofits.

2. Collaborate with partners around intended 
outcomes. Throughout the listening and learning tour, 
the dynamic between applicants and funders was also 
discussed in great detail. Often, this dynamic can lead 
to one-way, one-sided conversations about the funders’ 
perception of what needs to be achieved through the 
course of a grant. Nonprofit organizations often do 
not want to jeopardize any potential funding, so they 
will concede the imposed outcomes. A large disconnect 
preventing collaboration was evident, which stalled 
progress. This was fueled by misconceptions between 
grant seekers and funders. Many nonprofits assume that 
funders are further along in their outcomes sophistication, 
while, in reality, both funders and nonprofits are often 
uncertain of what they want to track and how they plan 
to implement an outcomes approach.

One of the leading causes of this divide is that both 
nonprofits and funders tend to view each other only 
from their own unique perspectives. This tendency is 
not caused by an insular force, however, but rather by 
a mere lack of information. Often, it is the case that 
funders are trying to solve a much broader problem 
than discussed with a potential partner, and they are still 
deciding how to address those issues.

Ironically, many of these answers lie within the 
nonprofits’ vantage point based on their experience 
working to solve societal problems at the local level. A 

clear example of this was in Atlanta, where there was 
a conversation going on among multiple nonprofit 
organizations and other government agencies working 
to reduce homelessness. The nonprofits recognized 
that they were all applying for the same grants from 
the same organizations for a lot of the same activities. 
They realized that if they each focused on their unique 
differentiator, then they could combine efforts and 
apply for funding that would help solve the whole of 
the problem and not just components of it. This model 
leads to greater long-term community impact for all and 
is repeatable in other types of initiatives.

Many foundation and nonprofit leaders said this 
approach to dynamic problem solving can happen when 
the collaboration is treated as a true partnership, with all 
goals and outcomes established collaboratively between 
the applicant and funder. (And, as in the Atlanta case, 
among the multiple applicants and multiple funders.) 
This working together ensures that when leaving the 
table, the funder knows exactly what the grantee intends 
to achieve, and the grantee knows exactly what is 
expected of it from the funding opportunity. By setting 
these clear goals and outcomes upfront, the partnership 
can grow. True partnerships such as these can introduce 
strengthened connections and best practices to share 
with the broader philanthropic community.

Insight: In order to make a difference, all stakeholders, 
including grant applicants, funders and leadership at all 
levels of organizations, must align and have an honest 
conversation around what they are all trying to achieve 
from the onset. They must then work together to set 
specific goals and agree on well-defined goals at the 
beginning of the grant program. 

3. Continue partnerships through transparency. 
Once the grant is in flight, funders and their nonprofit 
partners must continue that open dialogue to ensure 
goals are being met and issues are raised to the surface 
and resolved. In the past, funders made a grant and 
then would check in with their grantees at some later 
time. Now, in support of the transformation in the 
philanthropic sector and technology that provides quick 
insight into the progress projects are making toward 
their outcomes, it is easier for funders and their nonprofit 
partners to stay connected.

Funders and nonprofit leaders who participated in the 
discussions acknowledged this changing tide and shared 
that even a quick phone call into the progress of a grant 
provided an opportunity for funders and their nonprofit 
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partners to discuss progress toward their intended 
outcomes. This helped to ensure alignment, raise any 
issues or concerns around the intended outcomes and 
targets not being met and connect with each other to 
see whether there were any insights from other partner 
organizations.

This partnership also can lead to additional funding 
opportunities, sharing results (both the good and the 
inadequate) with the broader sector. It also can allow 
shifting in a different direction if it makes the most 
sense to the community that these organizations serve. 
Partnerships also can evolve even when there is no 
funding involved in order to mentor and advise one 
another on approaches, share lessons learned and open 
up other asset sharing outside of grant making, such as 
staff time, shared office space for meetings or opening up 
contact lists for introductions.

Insight: There is a great opportunity to partner with 
and educate funders with on-the-ground insights and 
use this momentum to share results with the broader 
community. This not only helps increase transparency in 
the field but also strengthens a nonprofit’s “résumé” for 
future funders.

4. Come together around outcomes and data 
analysis. Funders and their nonprofit partners often do 
not know the impact they are actually making because, 
while they are collecting and sharing lots of data, the 
data often stop short of telling the full story. The data 
being collected in the grant-reporting cycle are often 
not catalogued in a systematic way. Consequently, when 
organizations try to extract the data, they are unable to 
share meaningful insights. These same organizations can 
tell a great success story, which is meaningful in itself, but 
it is often challenging to know whether the funding did 
what it was supposed to do.

Furthermore, many organizations speak their own 
unique languages, so outcomes cannot be compared and 
benchmarked across multiple organizations. Nonprofits 
have been following a similar pattern. They tend to give 
the funder only what the funder asks for in a language 
that is unique to that specific funder. This set of behaviors 
has made institutional learning much harder to attain and 
has, in fact, hindered widespread philanthropic-industry 
learning and best-practice sharing.

If goals and outcomes measurements are set at the 
start of a funding cycle in a true partnership, then funders 
and the nonprofit partners they support can refer to the 
intended measurements with every progress update. 
When nonprofit partners share their results with their 
funders, they also can share these results with their board 
and the community and, if possible, use the results to 
attract future funding.

Imagine a day when every philanthropic organization 
can show comparable results across a given issue—
homelessness, education, food, job security, etc.—and 
then share those results more broadly. Consider the 
success everyone could achieve.

Insight: Funders and nonprofits collaborating around 
intended outcomes measurements need to align both 
their goals and the language used to capture the progress 
toward those goals. Funders and nonprofits should use 
the information gained to inform their own philanthropic 
activities and then share it more broadly across the sector.

The conversations validated that, even though the 
philanthropic community has made great strides with 
outcomes tracking, there is still a lot of work to be 
done. There is an untapped force and exponential 
impact to be had if organizations can efficiently and 
inclusively share, connect and learn from one another 
around goals, progress and outcomes, moving toward 
a more unified and collaborative sector. Key learnings 
provided invaluable insight into how both funders and 
the nonprofit community can be supported around their 
approach to outcomes tracking and measurement.

Working with and learning from the philanthropic 
community to make outcomes accessible to all in the 
philanthropic community, including donors, volunteers, 
individual employees, fundraisers, program managers, 
etc., will help ensure that understanding outcomes 
and organizations’ greater impact is a global challenge, 
one that everyone must work toward, collaborate on 
and understand as they navigate this new strategic 
philanthropic landscape. 

Annie Rhodes is director of foundation strategy in the 
MicroEdge division (www.microedge.com) of Charleston, 
S.C.-based Blackbaud (www.blackbaud.com).
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“ Coming together is a beginning; 
keeping together is progress; 
working together is success.”

—Henry	Ford

“ It’s fine to celebrate success, but 
it is more important to heed the 
lessons of failure.”

—Bill	Gates

“ Success is not the key to 
happiness. Happiness is the key to 
success. If you love what you are 
doing, you will be successful.”

—Albert	Schweitzer

“ Success is how high you bounce 
when you hit bottom.”

—Gen.	George	S.	Patton

“Success is not final, failure is not 
fatal; it is the courage to continue 
that counts.”

—Winston	Churchill

“ Many of life’s failures are people 
who did not realize how close 
they were to success when they 
gave up.”

—Thomas	A.	Edison

“ It is impossible to live without 
failing at something, unless you 
live so cautiously that you might 
as well not have lived at all, in 
which case you have failed by 
default.”

—J.K.	Rowling

“ Success is simple. Do what’s right, 
the right way, at the right time.”

—Arnold	H.	Glasow

“Failure is the condiment that gives 
success its flavor.”

—Truman	Capote
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“ However difficult life may seem, 
there is always something you can 
do and succeed at.”

—Stephen	Hawking

“ The foundation stones for a 
balanced success are honesty, 
character, integrity, faith, love and 
loyalty.”

—Zig	Ziglar

“Do not fear mistakes. You will 
know failure. Continue to reach 
out.”

—Benjamin	Franklin

“Failure is only the opportunity to 
begin again, only this time more 
wisely.”

—Henry	Ford

“Success is walking from failure 
to failure with no loss of 
enthusiasm.”

—Winston	Churchill

“The only place where success 
comes before work is in the 
dictionary.”

—Vidal	Sassoon
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How many years have you been involved in the 
nonprofit sector? In 2017, I’ll celebrate my 20th year 
in the profession.

When did you join AFP? I joined in 1997.
How did you get involved in the nonprofit sector 

and fundraising? My background is in marketing and 
sales. At the time, I was volunteering at a small, grassroots 
nonprofit that provided day care and support services to 
single moms who were finishing high school and college. 

The organization captured my heart, 
and when I learned that the executive 
director was leaving, I called the 
board chair and announced that I was 
their new executive director. (Can you 
imagine?) I worked with the board to 
help triple the size of the program, 
build a new facility and successfully 
complete their first capital campaign. 
I served in that position for four years 

before joining The University of Toledo’s team.
If money were no object, what resources would 

make your job easier and more effective? Continued 
professional development is critical to your ability to 
grow and develop as a leader in the profession. I’m a 
strong proponent of the benefit of providing funds for 
gift officers to attend conferences and seminars. 

What was it like earning the ACFRE credential? 
My first mentor in AFP shared this advice: “If you aspire 
to be a leader in this profession, get involved in the 
local AFP chapter, continue your education and keep 
your focus on what you give and not what you get.” 
Earning the ACFRE is the pinnacle of distinction in our 
profession. Did I think about giving up? Absolutely! The 
process is challenging. So, if I could share my success 
strategy, I believe I had three things going for me that 
made a difference: the unwavering support of my family 
and friends; three kind and very patient mentors, all 
ACFREs themselves (Thanks Vern Snyder, Ken Frisch 
and Ben Imdeke!) who continued to provide their 
encouragement and support throughout the process; 
and recruiting a colleague to go through the process with 
me. It was a godsend having someone immersed in the 
process who understood the challenges and was equally 
committed to the same goal. It was never a question of 
if, but when. 

What do you think are the greatest misconceptions 
(still!) about fundraising? That anyone can do it.

Barbara	Tartaglia-Poure

Lifetime Highlights:
n	 Marrying	my	husband,	Jim

n	 Being	blessed	with	my	five	amazing	sons,	all	
accomplished,	educated	and	great	guys

n	 Leading	a	women’s	retreat	to	Naples,	Italy,	for	
Mother	Teresa

n	 Walking	over	hot	coals	on	three	different	occa-
sions—and	still	being	able	to	wear	great	shoes

n	 Earning	my	CFRE	in	2002

n	 Serving	as	the	NW	Ohio	Chapter	president	in	
2004

n	 Earning	my	Master	of	Liberal	Studies	degree	from	
The	University	of	Toledo	in	2005

n	 Serving	as	senior	principal	gift	officer	for	The	
University	of	Toledo’s	$100	million	campaign

n	 Serving	as	AVP	and	principal	gifts	officer	for	the	
University	of	Cincinnati’s	$1	billion	campaign

n	 Graduating	from	AFP’s	Faculty	Training	Academy	
in	2011

n	 Presenting	at	the	AFP	International	Fundraising	
Conference	in	2015

n	 Earning	my	ACFRE	in	2015

n	 Serving	on	the	ACFRE	Marketing	Committee

What is the best career advice you ever received? 
Don’t allow yourself to get caught up in the politics of 
the workplace. Put your head down, maintain your focus 
and do your job well.

What is your motto? It’s not what happens to you in 
life that matters; it’s what you do about what happens that 
defines your destiny. Choose greatness!

What do you hope to do that you haven’t done yet? 
I’m often told that I’m a great storyteller and “You need 
to write these stories down. They’ll make a great book!”

How would you describe your perfect day? Enjoy-
ing the Florida sunshine with my husband, Jim, family, 
friends and puppy, Beau! 

After moving to Florida in 2015, Barbara Tarta-
glia-Poure transitioned from associate vice president of 
development, main campus, to the executive director of 
national development at The University of Toledo  
(www.utoledo.edu).
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I’m always a little bothered when I hear 
people recount how many millions or 

billions of dollars they have raised in their 
career. Part of it is that I went a long time 
before I ever thought of keeping track of 
“total gifts raised,” so the success of the 
first years of my career is hidden in the 
fog of pre-computer history. Is that what 
defines success for a fundraiser? I can un-
equivocally say that the $50,000 gift I 
obtained in San Francisco was more than 
twice as easy to get as the $25,000 gift in 
Modesto, a short 90 miles away, let alone 
a $5,000 gift in Punxsutawney, Pa.

Success is relative in many ways. 
Speaking of relatives, on my grandson’s 
wall, my wife placed a Michael Jordan 
poster that says, “I’ve missed more than 
9,000 shots in my career. I’ve lost almost 
300 games. Twenty-six times I’ve been 
trusted to take the game-winning shot 
and missed. I’ve failed over and over and 
over again in life.”

It’s not that my wife is celebrating 
failure. My grandson had no idea who 
Michael Jordan was. (He knows now that 
Michael was one of, if not the, greatest 
basketball players of all time.) Her point, and Michael’s, 
is that the only way to ensure we are not successful is to 
not take chances and fail.

The last line of the poster reads, “And that is why I 
succeed.”

I recently shared a post on Facebook: “If at first you 
don’t succeed, don’t try skydiving.” Bill Lyon (a retired 
sports columnist for The Philadelphia Inquirer) once 
said, “If at first you don’t succeed, find out what the 
loser gets.” Success is often a result of failing and learning 
from those failings, with more and more successes along 
the way.

You may have heard the phrase “Success has many 
fathers; failure is an orphan.” But did you know that 
the original quote was by Mussolini’s son-in-law? 
(It also was La vittoria ha cento padri e la sconfitta è 

If	…	Then	What?
By Larry hostetLer

orfana, or “Victory has a hundred fathers, and defeat 
is an orphan.”) In Mussolini’s case, failure left many 
orphans. Jeanne Phillips (or Abigail Van Buren, who 
writes the advice column “Dear Abby”) updated the 
saying to “Success is a father. Failure is a mother.”

What is success in fundraising? I dare say not many 
have the opportunity to fail often and gloriously and 
still continue in the field. Yet my biggest “no” to an ask 
generated my biggest gift. Eventually.

The famous philanthropist (and owner of the Dallas 
Cowboys football team) Jerry Jones attributed his 
success to a tolerance for ambiguity. We must have 
that in fundraising to be successful, by which I mean 
keeping our jobs.

So, with that in mind, and with apologies to Rudy 
Kipling, whose inspirational poem “If” (“Brother T
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Square-Toes”—Rewards and Fairies) is the impetus for 
this and many graduation cards, I offer the following:

If you can keep your head when all about you
Know not theirs from a hole in the ground,
If you can trust yourself when “they” suspect you,
And hope your peccadillos are soon found;
If you can wait so long the DMV is quicker,
Or being lied about, “swipe left,” “thumb down,”
Or being hated, the DMZ sounds slicker,
And yet don’t look too good, nor fast leave town:

If you can dream—and not while working or in 
meetings;

If you can think—and not betray your aims;
If Triumph and Disaster both approach with 

bleatings,
And you spike the urge to laugh at their names;
If you can bear to hear the truth you’ve spoken
Twisted by boards to make a case for fools,
Or watch the things you gave your life to, broken,
And stoop and build ’em with your donor tools:

If you can make one heap of all donations
And risk it on one huge major ask,
And fail, and start over again with a foundation
And never breathe a word about your task;
If you can force your heart and nerve and sinew
To serve your org long after you are gone,
And so plod on when there is nothing in you
Except the will that says, “The probate’s on!”

If you can talk to civic groups and keep civil,
Or with moguls and remain “in touch,”
If neither boss nor loving friends can cavil,
If your board counts on you but not too much;
If you can fill the unforgiving minute
With sixty seconds as resource grazer,
Yours is the Earth and everything that’s in it,
And—successful—you’ll be a fundraiser!

Larry Hostetler is a renowned (or unknown or disowned) 
poet and successful fundraiser.

“I’ve missed more than 9,000 shots in my career. I’ve lost 

almost 300 games. Twenty-six times I’ve been trusted to take 

the game-winning shot and missed. I’ve failed over and over 

and over again in life. And that is why I succeed.”

—Michael Jordan


