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Abstract 

 

Program and Brand Expansion: The RGK Center for Philanthropy and 
Community Service 

 

 

 

 

Kelly Elizabeth Iverson, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2010 

 

Supervisor:  Minette E. Drumwright 

 

This report examines a nonprofit executive education provider, The RGK Center 

for Philanthropy and Community Service (RGK), as a conduit to understanding 

challenges that nonprofit executive education providers in the U.S. are experiencing in 

the current economic environment. These challenges include attracting participants (who 

are presently less likely to invest in executive education because of budget constraints), 

cutting costs, increasing revenue, coping with slashed budgets, and trying to stay 

innovative by developing timely, relevant content that meets nonprofit leaders’ evolving 

needs and desires during economic hardship.  

 

RGK aims to strategically use its limited resources to expand its executive 

education programming, called the Strategic Management Program (SMP), in hopes of 



 v 

increasing revenue while better meeting the needs of its local nonprofit leadership 

community. This report provides the first steps in planning for SMP’s strategic expansion 

with a market analysis that will give RGK a thorough understanding of the strengths and 

weaknesses of current SMP programming, as well as a comprehensive view of the 

environment in which the SMP is operating. The market analysis is achieved through 

examining the external environment, RGK’s internal SMP environment, and a target 

audience assessment. Second, the report gives specific recommendations and strategies 

for expanding SMP, based on insights garnered from the market analysis and other 

research.  
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Introduction 

Given the current economic environment, strong nonprofit leadership is more 

important than ever. The results of the U.S.’s economic crisis are requiring nonprofits to 

meet more citizens’ needs with tightened budgets and fewer employees, which 

necessitate high levels of strategic planning and management on the part of nonprofit 

leaders. The ability of these leaders to guide the nonprofit sector out of crisis can be 

bolstered through executive education opportunities, which offer them key tools and 

support to increase their leadership capacities and be effective decision makers for their 

organizations. However, the HR budgets that support executive education, recruiting and 

travel, are typically reduced first during economic downturns (Nonprofit HR Solutions, 

2009), leaving organizations without the proper means to recruit, retain or develop good 

talent, especially at the senior executive level (Tierney, 2006). 

 

Compounding this problem is that executive education providers are trying to 

navigate this uncharted economic territory alongside everyone else. Providers are facing 

challenges in attracting participants, cutting costs, increasing revenue, and trying to stay 

innovative by developing timely, relevant content that meets nonprofit leaders’ evolving 

needs and desires. Providers must ensure that they are offering valuable, change-inducing 

learning opportunities for which leaders will want to pay, even in financially challenging 

times. They also must spend the money and time necessary to build a strong brand base 

for long-term sustainability. 

 

As a conduit for understanding these issues, this report examines a nonprofit 

executive education provider, The RGK Center for Philanthropy and Community Service 
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(RGK). RGK is facing the challenge of strategically using limited resources to expand its 

executive education programming in hopes of increasing revenue while better meeting 

the needs of its local nonprofit leadership community. 

 

RGK was founded in January 2000 with an initial $5 million grant from the RGK 

Foundation, which was created by Mrs. Ronya and Dr. George Kozmetsky. RGK is 

housed within the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas 

at Austin. The mission of RGK is “to build knowledge about nonprofit organizations, 

philanthropy, and volunteerism, and to prepare students and practitioners to make 

effective contributions to their communities and countries.” RGK supports the nonprofit 

sector through three key activity categories: education, outreach and research. The 

education initiatives include programs and activities for undergraduate and graduate 

students; outreach is achieved through executive education programs, consulting and 

compiling resources for the sector; and research is conducted and published to address 

topics in philanthropy, nonprofit management and global civil society.  

 

RGK offers executive education through its Strategic Management Program 

(hereafter referred to as “SMP”), which currently focuses on providing strategic 

management instruction to nonprofit leaders. Strategic management entails “drafting, 

implementing and evaluating cross-functional decisions that will enable an organization 

to achieve its long-term objectives” (David, 2004). RGK offers this instruction through 

traditional executive education programming, which means in-person courses that 

typically last multiple days. 
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The original purpose of this report was to provide recommendations for how RGK 

should expand SMP into the interactive education market. RGK’s director has a vision 

that offering SMP in an online format will help increase the reach and reputation of SMP 

(and RGK), while concurrently reducing costs and increasing revenue. However, as 

research began, it became clear that the organization has never undertaken any significant 

market research for its executive education endeavors and does not have a firm 

understanding of its current market positioning, nor solid strategic reasoning for 

expanding into the online arena.  

 

Therefore, the revised purpose of this report is to provide the first steps in 

planning for strategic expansion. I spent a semester in-residence at RGK, where I was 

able to study extensively its SMP. I had numerous conversations with various staff and 

faculty members that helped me to understand the ins and outs of the program. I was also 

given access to most of the program’s internal documents and to the SMP alumni list. 

Primary data was collected through ten in-depth interviews with individuals from the 

program’s key publics (discussed further on page 18). I also spent a significant amount of 

time studying literature about executive education and the websites of other executive 

education programs, especially those that offer nonprofit coursework. 

 

This report first provides a market analysis that will give RGK a thorough 

understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of current SMP programming, as well as a 

comprehensive view of the environment in which the SMP is operating. The market 

analysis is achieved through examining the external environment, RGK’s internal SMP 

environment, and a target audience assessment. Second, the report gives specific 
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recommendations and strategies for expanding SMP, based on insights garnered from the 

market analysis and other research. 
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External Environment 

There are three complex outside forces that will impact and guide the 

development of RGK’s SMP expansion: the trends of the nonprofit sector, the trends 

within executive education, and trends in using e-learning for executive education. 

Exploring these trends allows for a nuanced understanding of the needs that RGK should 

meet within the realm of executive education for nonprofit leaders. 

NONPROFIT	  TRENDS	  

The U.S. nonprofit sector has been on an overall upward trend for many years. It 

had a growth rate of 32.7 percent between 1998 and 2008 (National Center for Charitable 

Statistics, 1998 - 2008), which significantly outpaced the overall growth of the U.S. 

economy during the same time period (National Center for Charitable Statistics, 2008). In 

2008, the Texas nonprofit sector made up 6.56 percent of the national nonprofit sector 

and had grown 43.1 percent since 1998, more than 10 percent more quickly than the 

national growth rate (National Center for Charitable Statistics, 1998 - 2008). The 

nonprofit sector is a “major economic force” in Texas (Salamon, Geller & Sokolowski, 

2007). The high growth rates indicate that there is an ever-increasing demand for 

leadership in the sector, both nationally and locally. 

 

More recently, the national nonprofit sector experienced a 5.7 percent decrease in 

total giving because of economic crisis (GivingUSA, 2009). This significant decrease in 

giving caused reduced budgets for most organizations, which also led to a smaller 

nonprofit workforce. In 2005, there were 12.9 million individuals employed by 

nonprofits, which accounted for 9.7 percent of the nation’s workforce (National Center 

for Charitable Statistics, 2008). Although current numbers are not yet available, new job 
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growth in the nonprofit sector was expected to fall 20 percent from 2008 to 2009 and 

position eliminations were expected to increase by 20 percent (Nonprofit HR Solutions, 

2009).  

 

A major demographic shift, the aging of the baby boomers, is changing the face 

and future of nonprofit leadership as the generation begins retiring from its executive 

positions, leaving too many positions to be filled by the available replacement generation 

(Gowdy, Hildebrand, La Piana, & Mendes Campos, 2009; Tierney, 2006). Also, 

nonprofit executives tend to burn out more quickly than corporate executives because of 

the constant struggle for resources, which is exacerbated by the current economic 

environment. Therefore, there are frequent leadership turnovers and transitions within the 

sector, and movement to jobs outside of the sector (Tierney, 2006; CompassPoint, 2001). 

It is estimated that at any given time 10 to 12 percent of U.S. nonprofits are experiencing 

leadership transitions (Hinden & Hull, 2002). All of these factors taken together lead to a 

projection that there will be a deficit of almost 80,000 nonprofit leaders by 2016 

(Tierney, 2006 [see Figure 1 on next page]). 
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Figure 1. Tierney’s projected nonprofit leadership deficit. 

 

 

Finally, and most importantly to the future of RGK’s SMP, is the recent trend for 

a sector-wide push to make nonprofit boards and donors realize the importance of 

investment in leadership, including recruiting and executive education (Gowdy, 

Hildebrand, La Piana, & Mendes Campos, 2009). As sector lines blur, competition 

increases, and nonprofits lose their position as the only vehicle through which to do good, 

it is becoming clear that the future of the sector lies in its ability to cultivate top-notch 

leadership. The market is ripe with leadership needs, which bodes well for the expansion 

of the SMP. 
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EXECUTIVE EDUCATION TRENDS 

In the wider employee learning and training market, spending is consistently 

increasing, with $134.39 billion spent in the U.S. in 2007. Over $50 billion of this 

expenditure was for external services, such as workshops and in-residence programs 

(American Society of Training & Development, 2008). There are no numbers available 

for executive education spending specifically, but it is likely several billion dollars. There 

has been some recent media coverage about expected declines in executive education 

spending because of the economy, but so far, none of the top executive education 

providers are speaking up about whether they are beginning see significant drops in 

enrollment rates (LeClaire, 2008; Financial Times, 2009). 

 

Most executive education research speaks to corporations and business schools, 

but there are several trends that can extend to the nonprofit executive education niche as 

well. First, there has been a major shift in recent years from executive education 

programs offering technical, function-specific training to offering a broader leadership 

training that is thought to better transform behavior and therefore be more impactful in 

the workplace (Financial Times, 2009; Mezirow, 2000). Literature suggests that adults 

learn best when they are stimulated both cognitively and affectively. The learning must 

“result in knowledge acquisition, attitude change and behavioral change,” and must occur 

“at both the individual and group levels” (Mailick & Stumpf, 1998). 

 

This fits in with a second trend, which is that participants are demanding 

executive education sessions that are “learning events” rather than “programs” (Financial 

Times, 2009). Participants want more action learning, which is “learning from 

experience, sharing that experience with others, having those others criticize and advise, 
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taking advice and implementing it, and then reviewing the actions taken and lessons 

learned with those others” (Büechel, 2008; Kolb, 1984; Margerison, 1988). Catering to 

participant needs and desires is a third trend in executive education. Many top executive 

education providers are learning that to be successful they must change their traditional 

operations framework by putting less focus on their content and more focus on meeting 

clients’ needs (Financial Times, 2009). 

 

Also, university affiliated executive education programs, which are realizing that 

they cannot survive on endowments, are enhancing their programs by offering more than 

eminent faculty and top-notch research (although highly relevant and practical research is 

usually a key factor is being a leader in the executive education field). They are 

beginning to incorporate coaching, mentoring and collaborating with competitors to 

increase their value in an increasingly market-oriented landscape. Many programs have 

recently begun offering more open enrollment programs because the failing economy has 

led to an anticipated decline in sponsorship of custom programs. However, numbers of 

contracted customized programs have remained steady thus far (Financial Times, 2009). 

 

Another significant trend is that client expectations for program evaluations are 

becoming much higher; they are looking for “comprehensive and meaningful systems for 

evaluation” (Doh & Stumpf, 2007). No longer are simple questionnaires deemed capable 

of showing the impact of return on executive education investment (Büechel, 2009). 

Executive education providers that offer support before, during and after the program will 

be perceived as having the most value in an increasingly competitive market. 
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E-LEARNING TRENDS IN EXECUTIVE EDUCATION 

In 2007, one third of employee learning and development content used 

technology-based delivery methods (e-learning) (American Society of Training & 

Development, 2008). It is estimated that online training saves companies about 50 

percent in time and 40 to 60 percent of cost associated with in-person training (Khirallah, 

2000). However, it is estimated that the development costs of online course content is 

five times higher than for classroom courses (Rukstad & Collis, 2001). 

 

According to Doh (2007), much emerging competition stems from 

‘disintermediation’ of executive education programs, which means that there are new 

players entering the market who offer only one part of the value chain, such as online 

components. This niche strategy allows competitors to be excellent at delivering one 

element and, in a down economy, online programs may become acceptable substitutes for 

full-blown executive education programs. However, there is much debate about whether 

online learning is a viable alternative to in-person programs, as senior executives tend to 

prefer face-to-face interaction, and relish in the highbrow discussions, networking and 

collaboration that traditional executive education provides (Financial Times, 2009). 

 

Online executive education programs are still struggling to replicate the 

engagement and interaction of traditional executive education instruction. Some common 

tools that are currently integrated into the online learning experience include discussions, 

chat rooms, email, videos, interactive workbooks, and social networks. Also, following 

the trend of more customization to a client’s needs for executive education programs 

overall, a need for customized online learning experiences in emerging. Most online 

content is a standard set of materials presented in a prescribed manner, but executives 
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want the content to be tailored to individual learning styles to enhance effectiveness and 

engagement (Financial Times, 2009). 

 

Lastly, although online executive learning has not yet become a desired substitute 

for traditional executive education, executives are more commonly blending virtual 

learning technologies with face-to-face meetings (Financial Times, 2009). Gradually 

introducing online elements appears to be a successful strategy for full e-learning 

implementation. 
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Internal Environment 

In addition to understanding external market trends, it is important that RGK have 

a complete picture of its internal SMP environment. RGK has never conducted a market 

analysis for SMP, nor has it undertaken any strategic planning. The current leadership 

feels that there is not enough time, money or staff to complete these tasks for the 

organization as a whole, much less specifically for SMP. However, RGK does have a 

basic logic model (Appendix A), which is a strategic tool that makes up a large part of the 

Director’s flagship content for his executive education lectures.  

 

Literature and practice show that strategic planning is paramount to growth and 

effectiveness; therefore, this report attempts to create a framework for future SMP 

strategic planning. This includes examining SMP’s strategic foundation (overview of 

program, mission, culture, objectives and goals, services provided, SWOT), markets, key 

publics and competition. 
 

BRIEF HISTORY 

SMP began in January 2007 and, to date, has served 443 nonprofit executives 

through ten programs, both customized and open enrollment (Appendix B). SMP began 

with no designated funds from RGK’s endowment, other than a salary for one staff 

member. The first foundation contract, in January 2007, was for $79,000, which 

generated no revenue because RGK significantly underestimated facility costs. The 

current practice is to use SMP revenue solely for SMP expenses and direct program costs. 

For example, revenue is used to offset the costs of offering scholarships and reduced 
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program fees to many participants. To date, SMP has a balance of approximately 

$50,000. 
  

MISSION 

The mission of RGK as a whole is “to build knowledge about nonprofit 

organizations, philanthropy, and volunteerism, and to prepare students and practitioners 

to make effective contributions to their communities and countries.” This mission 

statement is found in shortened and altered form throughout RGK’s branded material, 

including executive education program materials. Variations include, “Our Mission: The 

RGK Center prepares students and practitioners for effective nonprofit service” and 

“Building knowledge about nonprofit organizations, philanthropy, and volunteerism.” 

There is not a mission statement specific to SMP.  
 

CULTURE 

Personal observation of RGK and its staff presented several indicators of culture, 

which may have significant impact on the future of SMP. First, RGK’s office space was 

recently renovated, which is a source of pride for the staff. Every staff member has a 

spacious personal office, which gives the impression that staff members are highly 

valued. However, the layout of the offices, with many physical barriers such as covered 

inside windows and boxes waiting to be unpacked, does not foster openness and 

collaboration very well. Also, the small conference room is used as an adjunct professor 

office, a GRA office, a kitchen and a supply closet. This further limits the ability of staff 

to comfortably meet in one place or to mingle over lunch. Everyone typically eats in his 

or her own office, which in addition to physical solidarity also indicates a sense of 
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budgeting scarce time. These barriers to interaction may make SMP planning more 

difficult because most members of the staff are involved in SMP in some capacity. A 

high level of coordination must be maintained to develop and deliver a valuable, effective 

product. 

 

Second, relationships are an important part of the RGK staff. Relationships 

among the staff seem to be very friendly, both professionally and personally. Many duties 

are shared, as is custom in the nonprofit sector, so close relationships aid in teamwork 

and productivity. However, there appears to be a deviation from this culture of 

relationships when it comes to the Director, who seems to be slightly removed from the 

collaborative energy and cohesion of the group. He appears to respect the opinions and 

work of his staff, but prefers to express his ideas or expectations and then have final 

products delivered to him without being involved in the process. He has the final 

authority over the direction of SMP, and it may be difficult for staff members to move the 

program forward in the best, research-supported direction if it does not match up with the 

Director’s visions. 
 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES AND GOALS 

The purpose of SMP, according to staff, is “to connect the expertise of RGK and 

The University of Texas with leaders and practitioners in the nonprofit field.” SMP is a 

key part of RGK’s outreach initiatives, helping to satisfy RGK’s mission. In addition, 

SMP aims to increase the effectiveness and vibrancy of the nonprofit sector while 

establishing RGK as a valuable community partner. Internally, SMP generates 

unrestricted revenue to support RGK operations, so revenues are an indicator of success. 
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The program has no written goals or objectives, but according to staff, the major 

short-term goal is to generate enough net revenue to cover half or more of the SMP 

coordinator’s annual salary and fringe benefits. The salary is $58,500 and fringe benefits 

are estimated as 28 percent of salary ($16,380), so $37,400 is the short-term net revenue 

goal. It is projected that about $20,000 out of the program’s $50,000 account balance will 

need to be used to pay the coordinator in FY 2010/2011 because of low net revenue for 

the year. In the long term, the major goal is for SMP to generate enough unrestricted net 

revenue to completely cover the coordinator’s salary and fringe benefits ($74,880) and 

have surpluses that could fund other special projects for RGK, at the Director’s 

discretion. 

 

The program fee per participant for both custom and open enrollment programs is 

$1,500 and the approximate cost for SMP is $1,000 per participant. Reaching SMP’s 

short-term goal of generating $37,400 in net revenue requires enrollment of at least 75 

participants per year at full price ([$1500 x 75] = $112,500 – ($1,000 x 75) = $37,500). 

Generation of $74,800 in net revenue for the long-term goal requires enrollment of 150 

participants per year at full price ([$1500 x 150] = $225,000 – ($1,000 x 150) = 

$75,000). 
 

PRODUCTS: SMP 

RGK offers both custom and open enrollment SMP. Custom programs are created 

in collaboration with clients who seek help with new strategic goals or unique 

management challenges. All of RGK’s custom programs to date have been for 

foundations that offer the executive education services to their grantees. RGK has been 

very successful with its foundation-customized programs, which have been the largest 
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revenue driver in RGK’s SMP endeavors. Custom program content typically includes 

RGK’s flagship material with tweaks and focusing based on client needs.  

 

Open enrollment programs offer standardized flagship content and allow leaders 

from across the sector to enroll. Based on past program schedules, it does not appear that 

there is much diversity in the content offered in the custom or open enrollment programs. 

Repetitive content across all programs could lead to decreased participant satisfaction and 

lower enrollment. The Director is aware of the stagnant content, but is not committed to 

revamping or further customizing the material. Therefore, he would like to see the 

flagship content packaged and sold as online programs (discussed further in 

Recommendations section). 

 

Each SMP is structured as a retreat from daily management issues to give 

participants an opportunity to think more broadly about mission, leadership and 

performance. The programs aim to engage nonprofit executives in thinking critically 

about how to approach their work in new ways, and to encourage the sharing of ideas, to 

foster interaction among colleagues, and to cultivate cross-sector networks. The center 

uses teaching methods that emphasize connecting theory with practice through a 

curriculum that includes case studies, experiential learning and small group exercises. A 

typical program is three days in length and includes eight sessions addressing important 

strategic management issues, as shown in Figure 2 below. 
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Figure 2. Typical SMP schedule.  

 

 

The $1,500 program fee per participant covers tuition, course materials, meals and 

lodging. There are three options for financing the programs, as shown in Figure 3 on the 

next page. Foundations typically fully subsidize grantees’ program fees for customized 

programs. Open enrollment programs are market-driven (participants pay their own fees) 

or a hybrid model, which means that foundations will sponsor a SMP by providing 

funding for need-based scholarships. Ideally, market-based programs would be successful 

enough to reduce dependence on foundations for providing subsidy funds. 
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Figure 3. Financing models. 

 

SWOT 

A visual representation of SMP’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats 

helps to give a comprehensive understanding of where the program is now and 

how/where it can strategically expand (see Figure 4 on next page). 
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Figure 4. SMP SWOT analysis. 

 

 

MARKETS 

SMP currently has two main markets: participants and foundations as seen in 

Figure 5 on the next page. The participant market is comprised of SMP program 

attendees, of whom 45 percent are Executive Directors, 30 percent are board members, 

and 25 percent are executive staff (based on analysis of previous program participation). 

The foundation market is made up of foundations that contract RGK to provide SMP 

(sometimes multiple programs). 
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Figure 5. SMP current target markets. 

 

At this time, RGK is grappling with trying to segment the participant market into 

foundation participants and individual participants. The driver for this segmentation is 

that RGK wants to move to a more market-driven model that does not rely as heavily on 

foundations for subsidizing programs and creating participant pools. The need for this 

change has come from current economic trends, significant decreases in the amount of 

money foundations are receiving (GivingUSA, 2009), and general best practices of 

diversifying revenue streams. Second, individuals whose attendance is not supported by a 

foundation have different motivations for enrolling in executive education programs and 

therefore require targeted marketing strategies. Finally, open enrollment programs result 

in more widely varied content desires that require additional customization of program 

content (which SMP leadership is not interested in doing). 
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The need for user segmentation became apparent when, in November 2009, RGK 

offered its first open enrollment SMP that did not have a foundation partner and ended up 

with a financial loss of almost $9,000, compared to the $38,668 net income earned from a 

fully-subsidized foundation program earlier that year (Appendix C). RGK found in the 

open-enrollment market test that there was not enough market penetration, brand 

awareness or brand value to garner sufficient enrollment; individuals required substantial 

“scholarship” incentives (reduced program fees). In the end, the reduced fees did not 

cover program expenses and the deficit had to paid out of the SMP account. 
 

KEY PUBLICS 

SMP has many important internal and external publics (Figure 6 on next page), as 

identified by this report, which include foundations, participants, RGK staff, SMP 

faculty, prospective partners and the local nonprofit community. RGK staff consists of 

four fulltime employees, one of whom coordinates SMP. However, all staff members 

help with various SMP planning and activities when needed. SMP faculty are highly 

esteemed professors from various departments at The University of Texas at Austin with 

backgrounds in philanthropy and nonprofit management. Prospective partners include 

any organization with which SMP could build mutually beneficial relationships to expand 

resources and better meet the goals of both SMP and the partner. 
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Figure 6. SMP’s key publics. 

 

RGK retained a consulting firm in late 2007 to help develop a corporate identity, 

which was to include a brief analysis of key stakeholders (Appendix D). However, the 

firm did not deliver on the contract and the working relationship was terminated. The 

analysis of RGK’s key stakeholders may have been applicable to the SMP, as RGK 

works with many of the same publics across its core activities. Also, a weak RGK 

identity, which could have been remedied by the development of a corporate identity, 

directly impacts the branding capabilities of the SMP. 
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COMPETITION 

SMP faces an array of competition, but competitors have never been aggregated 

for a comprehensive picture (Appendix E). Extensive research identified competitors, 

which are described in this section. Recommendations for addressing competition can be 

found in the Recommendations section. Competitors were categorized by type, which 

includes enterprise competition on the national and local levels, as well as desire and 

service-form competition, and indirect competition. 

 

Enterprise competitors are other enterprises that offer same product in the same 

format (in-residence), which is executive education specifically for nonprofit leaders. 

Primary national enterprise competitors are Harvard University and Northwestern 

University, both of which offer custom programs and open enrollment programs. The EE 

programs offered by these universities are housed within nonprofit centers affiliated with 

the university, just like SMP. The relevant programs at Harvard are collaborations 

between The Hauser Center, The Kennedy School of Government and The Harvard 

Business School. Programs at Northwestern are a collaboration between The Center for 

Nonprofit Management and the Kellogg School of Management.  

 

In the local (Texas) market, the primary enterprise competitors are the Center for 

Nonprofit Management (CNM) in Dallas, the Southern Methodist University (SMU), the 

Nonprofit Leadership and Management Certificate Program at Texas Tech University, 

and the executive education program through The University of Texas McCombs School 

of Business. McCombs’ executive education is categorized as a primary competitor 

because of proximity, reputation and the large scholarships it makes available exclusively 

to nonprofit organizations, although there are no specific nonprofit programs offered. 
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Secondary enterprise competitors are those that offer the same product, but at a 

lesser capacity. For example, Stanford University offers executive education for nonprofit 

leaders, but only through its highly esteemed annual two-week institute, the Executive 

Program for Nonprofit Leaders. Other competitors in this category are Columbia 

University’s Programs in Social Enterprise offered through its business school, and 

Wharton Executive Education at University of Pennsylvania, which offers only custom 

nonprofit programs.  

 

SMP faces desire competition in the other immediate desires that its target 

audience may want to satisfy. This includes foundations that choose to focus on day-to-

day operations rather than capacity building, or individuals who choose more work time 

over making time for leadership education. 

 

Service-form competition comes from other service forms that can satisfy the 

target audience’s particular desire for executive education. Private consulting firms are 

offering all types of executive education at an increasing rate, but have not yet 

significantly challenged the market for traditional university affiliated, business school 

executive education. Other service-form competitors are those that offer nonprofit 

executive education content in online or conference format, such as Texas A&M 

University, University of Houston, University of North Texas and Rice University. 

Conferences are typically one-day programs that are open to the public and address one 

general topic or theme. They are not as robust as executive education programs. 
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Lastly, there is indirect competition from the current economic crisis. Resources 

in the nonprofit sector are severely limited right now, which may affect contracts and 

enrollment rates for SMP. 
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Target Audience Assessment 

RGK has never completed an extensive analysis of its SMP target audiences, 

which would help in identifying micro trends and current needs. SMP administers basic 

evaluations after each executive education program (Appendix F), but the questionnaires 

are not particularly probing, nor do they effectively quantify the impact of the programs 

(Büechel, 2009). Also, these evaluations provide little consumer insight beyond 

likes/dislikes of the specific SMP. Therefore, primary qualitative research was conducted 

to better understand the SMP’s target markets.  

 

In-depth interviews were conducted with members of SMP’s current key 

constituencies: foundations and participants. Non-participants (local nonprofit leaders 

who have never participated in SMP) were also interviewed to understand the market that 

RGK is not reaching or not attracting. Initial interviews and subsequent follow-ups were 

conducted in-person, via email and via telephone. Interviewees included individuals from 

two participating foundations, two foundation grantee participants, two open-enrollment 

(not foundation-sponsored) participants, and four non-participants. 

 

Through a dialogue structure covering key topics (Appendix G), interviewees 

discussed executive education consumption, their participation in the SMP (if applicable), 

executive education incentives (such as scholarships or continuing education credits), 

online executive education programs, and branding for SMP. Many significant trends 

emerged from the ten interviews and converged with trends in other data sources. The 

trends are organized below by constituent groups. 
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FOUNDATIONS 

The participating foundations highly value executive education as a tool for 

bringing most of their grantees together in one place. It gives the foundations’ Boards an 

easy way to interact with grantees and provides a place for grantees to interact and 

network with one another.  In addition, the foundations value giving their grantees an 

opportunity to “get away from it all [daily job duties] for a little constructive R&R.” The 

foundations appreciate offering executive education in locations that are a little more 

luxurious than what a typical nonprofit budget allows so that their grantees have time to 

unwind and reflect on what they are learning. One foundation described its executive 

education motto as “go big or go home” because it only offers an executive education 

program once every year or year and a half. 

 

The foundations interviewed had offered executive education programs through 

SMP on multiple occasions and were very positive about the experiences overall. 

However, neither foundation plans to continue its relationship with SMP at this time 

because of capacity-building budget cuts and because of SMP’s unwillingness to 

customize programs beyond its flagship content. The foundations cultivate long-term 

relationships with their grantees and therefore need executive education programs that are 

not repetitive in content, as the same grantees come back each twelve to eighteen months 

for executive education. The foundations do not want to “go broader [with number of 

grantees], but to go deeper [with current grantees].” The foundations expressed 

significant interest in working with SMP again if it would “go outside its [SMP’s] 

comfort zone” by cultivating long-term customized relationships with new agendas for 

each year’s program. 
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Neither foundation felt that online executive education was a viable alternative for 

traditional programs, regardless of how much cheaper online executive education may be. 

One foundation felt that its Board would never approve funding an online model for its 

grantees because so many important conversations happen in face-to-face programming, 

such as two grantees discussing a possible merger during the foundation’s last executive 

education program. The other foundation felt that online executive education would not 

appeal to its Board because of the importance of convening all of its grantees in one place 

at one time. Also, the foundations felt that the scope of a two- or three-day program was 

too complex to be adequately achieved via online learning: “Short online sessions with a 

very concrete goal could be a nice supplement – like an online toolkit for anytime access 

-- but no online program or component could replace the value we [the foundation] get 

from in-person programs.” 

 

Each foundation said that its working relationship with SMP stemmed from 

receiving a proposal from RGK’s director. Neither knew that RGK offered executive 

education prior to that first engagement, although one foundation’s executive leadership 

was already familiar with the RGK name because of ties to the LBJ School. The 

foundations felt that RGK and its activities are not very well known, and “not thought of 

as a primary resource” in the local nonprofit community. Also, one foundation said that 

similar names caused some confusion about the distinction between the RGK Foundation 

and the RGK Center. 

 

PARTICIPANTS	  

Interviewed participants expressed a high level of satisfaction with the SMP. A 

mix of foundation sponsorship, RGK scholarships or work sponsorship funded most 
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participants’ participation in SMP. Only one participant contributed personal money to 

SMP attendance, as shown in Figure 7 below. 

 

Figure 7. Participant funding sources. 

 

The grantee participants attended primarily because the granting foundations were 

offering it. The open enrollment participants attended SMP because it was chosen by 

supervisor/workplaces and for the availability of scholarship incentives. Interviewed 

participants cited incentives as being the primary factor in choosing among executive 

education programs (such as work or foundation sponsorship) and said that they would 

travel as far as Houston or Dallas for executive education. None of the interviewed 

participants were personally aware of RGK or its SMP prior to enrollment. Data showed 

that nonprofit leaders typically learn of executive education opportunities through emails, 

funders and word of mouth.   

 

One interviewed grantee participant attended a three-day program and then a one-

day “reunion” program one year after the initial program. The participant said that the 

second program provided a “huge” value because it allowed everyone to reconvene and 
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share what he or she had done differently in the past year as a result of the first SMP. 

This follow-up format made participants feel accountable and fueled their inspiration for 

ensuring that the executive education had a real impact on their organizations. Also, 

follow-up participants were surveyed prior to the program to find out what topics they 

would like to cover, and this customization led to high satisfaction among the 

participants, according to the interviewed grantee participant. 

 

The open enrollment participants found the most value in “learning from 

watching the leaders and participants” and in interacting with other participants. One of 

the participants commuted to the program to help reduce costs of attendance, but felt that 

this hindered networking ability because “the best conversations happen during free time 

and group meals.” This participant recommended that commuting not be an option 

because it removes an integral part of the executive education process, and that a solution 

could be to offer additional scholarship opportunities to cover lodging, especially for 

local leaders. 

 

Strengths of SMP included the “openness and humanity of faculty,” the value of 

having several different teachers during the program, attention to back office detail, and 

the quality of printed material provided. The participants also really liked the “retreat 

feel” of the programs, which was created by the “nice location chosen by RGK” and the 

“availability of amenities” on site. None of the interviewed participants mentioned the 

faculty’s expertise levels or the content of the sessions as strengths, but other data, such 

as SMP post-program evaluations, showed that SMP’s content and faculty significantly 

contributed to program value. 
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A weakness commonly stated by participants included that there was too much 

reading required prior to the sessions. Participants felt that they would have gotten more 

out of the sessions if they were not so “preoccupied” and “flustered” with trying to finish 

the reading right before or during each session. Another weakness was a perceived lower 

level of networking and camaraderie in the open enrollment program, and the need for 

more peer-to-peer learning in both custom and open enrollment programs. There was also 

a consensus that the programs were too academic and that participants would like to 

cover fewer topics in more depth as opposed to many topics superficially. 

 

The majority of alumni were not interested in online executive education 

programs. One interviewed participant had previously participated in online learning for 

other purposes and found it to be tedious and less robust than face-to-face learning. This 

feedback was corroborated by non-participant responses. The most common objection to 

online programs was the feeling that online executive education would not produce the 

same level of networking and interaction, no matter how sophisticated the online 

structure might be: “It just can’t replace traditional EE.” Also, there was a fear of 

distraction with online content because it does not force a leader to remove himself or 

herself from daily work intrusions. One interviewed participant, speaking from 

experience, said that online programs take much longer than in-class learning and would 

therefore make a multiday executive education program “intolerable.” Finally, 

participants said that they would expect to pay significantly less for online material. 
 

NON-PARTICIPANTS 

The four non-participants interviewed are all local nonprofit leaders. Three 

interviewees had never heard of RGK at all, and the fourth had only recently become 
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aware of RGK while researching places to volunteer her expertise post-retirement. None 

of the non-participants knew that RGK offered SMP. All have participated in executive 

education programs throughout their careers, and one has planned and executed executive 

education programs for community foundations. 

 

All non-participants were shown the SMP section of RGK’s website and said that 

they would not give much consideration to the programs because it is difficult to navigate 

to information on SMP (“it doesn’t look like it’s one of their standout activities”) and 

because the information provided on the site is very sparse. However, when shown a 

printed brochure about SMP, all interviewees expressed interest in the programs. The 

brochure was created last year to increase awareness and interest in SMP, but RGK 

decided to reduce costs by discontinuing the brochure after a limited distribution. Instead, 

RGK sent informational emails to past participants (Appendix H) and key nonprofit 

leaders (Appendix I), hoping that interest and enrollment would increase through word-

of-mouth referrals. RGK has not tracked results from the SMP brochure or emails. 

Feedback from the non-participants shows that these strategies are not sufficient to reach 

potential audiences and that branding material is important to the growth and 

sustainability of SMP. 

 

Non-participants agreed that the primary benefits they seek from executive 

education are networking and the opportunity for “cross-pollination of ideas” among 

organizational leadership. One interviewee reiterated that “content is not the most 

valuable” part of executive education in general. Nonprofit leaders are looking for 

programs that are not “off the shelf,” that are highly relevant to personal work and that 

provide a supportive structure to be change makers in their organizations and the 
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industry. They learn about executive education programs through colleagues, industry 

publications and the Internet. 

 

Three of the four non-participants have used interactive education as learning 

tools for their roles as executive directors, including “attending” webinars and virtual 

meetings, and accessing short learning modules on the Internet, such as videos, podcasts 

or guided activities. None has participated in a full-blown online executive education 

program, although one has included online components into executive education 

offerings for community foundations. The model that her organization found to be most 

successful was offering a traditional three-day, in-person program and then two half-day 

online follow-up “meetings” over the next twelve to eighteen months. It was found to be 

extremely important that the participants had a chance to interact in person before taking 

the meetings online. It was also crucial that participants be required to turn in “plans of 

action” at the in-person program so that they would feel accountable for reaching their 

goals and would have benchmarks to report on in the online meetings. 
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Recommendations 

The process of aggregating and analyzing information about SMP revealed 

several areas where improvement could be made. These have been grouped into seven 

categories of recommendations that RGK could implement right now to begin 

strategically expanding SMP. 
 

STRATEGIC PLANNING 

First and foremost, the RGK and SMP leadership should commit time and 

resources to creating a strategic plan for SMP that is evaluated and updated annually, at 

minimum. Ad hoc strategies implemented thus far were developed without the support of 

a long-term vision or research to validate the decisions. The success and sustainability of 

SMP will primarily depend on the cohesion of future strategy decisions. The SMP 

leadership must embrace the strategic management techniques that it teaches to its 

executive education participants. 

 

RGK’s director is a major proponent of logic models; however, a logic model was 

never created for SMP. Using the information gathered through the scope of this report, 

the following proposed logic model delineates the recommended inputs, activities, 

outputs, outcomes and impact of SMP, as shown in Figure 8 on the next page. 
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Figure 8. Proposed SMP logic model. 

 

The proposed logic model is one element of the framework that this report 

provides for strategic planning. Other components to the framework include extensive 

internal and external environment analyses, a competitive analysis, a target audience 

assessment and a SWOT. These materials should give SMP leadership what they need to 

set long-term and short-term goals and create benchmarks of success. According to 

author Jim Collins (Good to Great and the Social Sector), it is essential that progress be 

tracked by assembling evidence of results. The only way for SMP to prove its impact, 

build a strong brand, and ensure sustainability is to set goals. 
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REVENUE GENERATION 

The most viable revenue-generating model for RGK at this time is to continue 

seeking contracts from foundations. Although foundations are also facing budget 

constraints, they are more willing to pay for executive education because they believe in 

the value that it provides to their grantees during these tough economic conditions. To 

reach its short-term net revenue goal of $37,400, SMP needs 75 participants paying full 

price. As shown in primary research results, the current economy has caused individuals 

to have a lower inclination to pay full price for executive education. Therefore, they 

require substantial funding incentives from foundations, their employers, or RGK. Full 

foundation sponsorships ensure that SMP will not have to incur additional expenses by 

needing to offer substantial scholarships to most participants. Also, foundations provide a 

guaranteed participant pool. A long-term goal should be to expand to a hybrid model, 

where revenues are generated through both foundation contracts and individuals paying 

their own fees. In the meantime, SMP should focus on increasing brand awareness and its 

brand value so that it will have a broad enough brand base in the future to secure high 

levels of interest and enrollment. 
 

BRAND BUILDING 

The third basic aspect to achieving desired SMP outcomes and impact is to invest 

in building the brand. The weak RGK brand limits SMP abilities, so it would be ideal to 

establish an independent SMP brand that can stand on its own. A core component to an 

autonomous brand is a distinctive name. The writing of this report identified a difficulty 

in finding a concise way to refer to RGK’s executive education program, which RGK 

currently refers to as “Strategic Management Program,” “RGK Center Executive 
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Education Programs,” or “RGK Center Executive Education.” The “Strategic 

Management Program” name gives the impression that RGK offers only one executive 

education program with the same content, which does not fit in with foundations’ and 

participants’ desire for customized content. It is recommended that this be changed to a 

stronger and broader name such as “RGK Executive Education.” 

 

Based on target audience interviews conducted for this report, there are two key 

places where physical branding endeavors should be focused: the website and printed 

materials. The SMP website needs to be given more prominent placement on RGK’s 

website so that it is easier to navigate to the page. It would also be beneficial to give SMP 

its own domain, such as rgkexeced.com (available through godaddy.com for 

$10.69/year). The website content can still be hosted and managed by the LBJ School’s 

IT team, but an invisible redirect can be applied so that users who go to “rgkexeced.com” 

will see the content that is currently located through the LBJ School’s website at 

“http://www.utexas.edu/lbj/rgk/outreach/executive.php”. 

 

In addition, interviewed non-participants said that the information currently on the 

SMP website is outdated and not robust enough to spark their interest in the program. 

Most other executive education websites (such as the Center for Nonprofit Management 

at the Kellogg School) include detailed information such as who should attend the 

programs, what participants will learn, what key take-aways will be, and what teaching 

methods are used. RGK does not have a staff member dedicated to maintaining online 

content, but it is absolutely essential to SMP that resources are dedicated to this task. 
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It is also important that RGK make room in the SMP budget for preliminary brand 

building through the printed brochures, which were very effective in gaining non-

participants’ attention. SMP does not yet have a significant brand presence so it is not a 

sound strategy to rely only on word-of-mouth. RGK should continue with the emails to 

nonprofit leaders about SMP, but they must be supplemented with printed materials. SMP 

leadership must ensure that materials, including the brochures, do not refer to RGK’s 

mission, goals or website address. SMP should have its own mission and goals, and 

material should direct readers to the specific SMP website address. A simple RGK logo 

on the material is enough to show that the executive education is offered through RGK. 

The aforementioned small changes should be made to the brochure before it is reprinted 

and distributed more widely in the local nonprofit leadership community. 
 

RELATIONSHIP BUILDING 

Building relationships are another important component in increasing brand value. 

RGK’s local community is an area teeming with nonprofit activity and growth, and has a 

deeply embedded spirit of philanthropy. In 2008, there were 5,578 registered nonprofits 

in the Austin metro area (TANO, 2008). If SMP expanded its branding endeavors to 

include the Round Rock, San Antonio and Dallas/Ft. Worth metro areas as well, it could 

potentially reach 29,725 nonprofits. Further expansion to the entire state of Texas would 

increase potential audience to 68,102 registered nonprofits. 

 

There is significant opportunity for SMP to build strong brand value by becoming 

a primary resource in the community for nonprofit leaders. In addition to offering 

traditional SMP, the program should focus on convening the local nonprofit leadership 

community by providing forums for conversation and by bringing together different 
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nonprofit segments (arts, education, health, etc.). Target audience feedback indicated that 

there is a high desire for cross-segment networking and interaction within the Austin 

area. Creating this community will require some “loss leader” activities, meaning that 

SMP will not directly recover costs for some activities, but will be building brand image 

that should create financial returns for SMP in the form of higher enrollment rates in the 

future. Suggested strategies for creating a collaborative community and better brand 

awareness include: 

 

1.	  Organize	   free	   “learning	   circles”	   that	  provide	  peer-‐to-‐peer	   learning	   about	   timely	  

topics.	  These	  sessions	  require	  nothing	  more	  than	  highly	  skilled	  facilitation	  by	  

a	   RGK	   faculty	  member.	   They	   can	   be	   held	   in	   a	   LBJ	   classroom	   at	   no	   cost,	   or	  

participating	   leaders	   could	   sign	   up	   to	   host	   the	   small	   group	   in	   their	   office	  

space,	   which	   provides	   a	   value-‐added	   benefit	   for	   participants	   to	   visit	   other	  

nonprofit	  offices.	  

	  

2.	  Create	  a	  SMP	  alumni	  “buddy	  system”	  where	  nonprofit	  leaders	  are	  paired	  up	  with	  

the	  expectation	  of	  meeting	  for	  coffee,	  drinks,	  lunch,	  etc.	  every	  other	  month	  as	  

a	  way	  to	  foster	  collaboration	  and	  a	  sense	  of	  ongoing	  learning/support	  from	  

SMP.	  This	  will	  also	  help	  to	  keep	  RGK/SMP	  at	  the	  top	  of	  alumni’s	  mind.	  

	  

3.	   Create	   an	   online	   network	   (such	   as	   LinkedIn)	   for	   Austin	   nonprofit	   leaders.	   A	  

LinkedIn	  search	  for	  non-‐profit	  organization	  management	  in	  Austin	  yielded	  a	  

list	  of	  nearly	  350	  potential	  members.	  This	  would	  be	  a	   forum	  for	  discussion	  

and	   interaction	   that	   SMP	   would	   mediate.	   Not	   only	   would	   it	   be	   an	   online	  

source	  of	  content,	  but	  it	  would	  increase	  SMP	  brand	  involvement.	  
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Additionally, SMP is missing a great opportunity to cultivate deep, positive, 

brand-building relationships by refusing to further customize content for previous 

foundation partners. Both foundations interviewed would continue relationships with 

SMP if new content would be provided. SMP leadership should focus less on sticking to 

flagship content and more on client needs/desires, such as being consistently innovative 

and offering coaching, mentoring and ongoing network support, in addition to timely and 

robust content. 

 

SMP should cultivate relationships with past foundations and continue to recruit 

new foundations, even though it wishes to reduce dependence on foundations. The 

biggest current revenue driver for SMP is foundation contracts, and that steady revenue 

stream should be maintained while expanding the brand. A market-based approach will 

not be effective unless sufficient brand value and awareness has been established, as 

proven by the November 2009 market test. 
 

REVISING MARKET SEGMENTATION 

The non-foundation sponsored open enrollment market test resulted in income 

loss because of lack of brand value and awareness. SMP had not segmented its markets 

and therefore did not develop strategies to position itself in the most valuable way. SMP 

should expand its target markets to include potential partners in addition to foundations 

and participants, and further segment participants into foundation grantees and 

individuals, as seen in Figure 9 on the next page. This helps to clarify that there are 

multiple target markets that all require customized strategies for recruitment. 
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Figure 9. Proposed expanded SMP target markets. 

 

The addition of the “partners” target market provides another avenue to build 

relationships and to strengthen the brand. Strategic partnerships with foundations, local 

nonprofits, or other executive education programs have the potential to increase 

awareness of SMP and to drive enrollment. Recommended partnerships include: 

 

1. Texas Association of Nonprofit Organizations (TANO): TANO is a comprehensive 

resource for Texas nonprofits. It co-sponsors the Certificate for Nonprofit 

Leadership & Management (CNLM) with Austin Community College. The 

mission of this certificate program has a strong mission fit with the purpose of 

SMP: 

The Certificate Experience seeks to raise the bar on the practice of professional 
and volunteer leadership and management in Texas by developing a cadre of 
informed, motivated and effective nonprofit professional and volunteer 
practitioner leaders who will build their professional networks so as to support 
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each other (throughout their careers) in the difficult work of strengthening societal 
resources and assets for assuring the community’s quality of life. 

  

This is a great opportunity for SMP to increase share of mind among upcoming 

nonprofit leaders by offering a faculty member to guest lecture or even asking to 

be an additional co-sponsor of the program.  

2. The Texas Nonprofit Management Assistance Program maintains an exhaustive list of 

continuing education programs for nonprofit management in Texas, but there are 

no listings for executive education programs. This organization receives funding 

from RGK Foundation and there is a strong mission fit: 

To develop a coordinated network of centers and organizations, strategically 
located throughout Texas, that delivers quality management support services and 
resources to the nonprofit sector. 

The organization would likely be very open to working with the RGK to compile 

and post a list of Texas nonprofit executive education opportunities. This strategy 

would not solely benefit SMP, but would reflect well on its desire to contribute to 

the greater good of the Texas nonprofit sector, which adds to brand value.  

 

3. McCombs School of Business at the University of Texas at Austin houses a highly 

esteemed executive education program. There are no sessions specifically for 

nonprofit leaders, but the School offers substantial scholarships to nonprofit 

leaders who wish to sign up for programs. Therefore, the SMP should partner 

with McCombs to offer a nonprofit management series. McCombs has a huge 

network and great resources that could take some of the financial burden off 

SMP’s small budget. 
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COLLABORATION, NOT COMPETITION 

In addition to a partnership with McCombs, RGK should take the list of 

competitors set out in this report and redefine all of them as collaborators. Many of them 

are more established than SMP and could be great resources for information on best 

practices and for expanding SMP’s network. Also, in today’s economic and nonprofit 

environment it will become increasingly important that executive education programs 

help encourage the nonprofit sector and its funders to understand the value of leadership 

training and development. Collaboration within the nonprofit leadership community will 

not only benefit SMP, but the nonprofit sector on the whole. 
 

MINIMAL ONLINE INTEGRATION 

RGK is relatively new to the nonprofit support landscape and SMP is a nascent 

program. There is not sufficient brand awareness to attract individuals to potential online 

SMP offerings. Also, target audience research indicated that the content is not considered 

the most valuable aspect of SMP (the most valuable aspect is networking and 

interaction). Packaging flagship content for sale and consumption online, as desired by 

the director, would not achieve revenue or reach goals. It would be more cost effective to 

wait until there is significant demand for SMP content, and then begin a gradual process 

of offering online content. However, the time is right to start integrating small online 

components into its traditional programs, including doing the follow-up meetings 

virtually. Many nonprofit organizations and a few of the more innovative executive 

education programs are beginning to do this using web-based systems that specialize in 

offering full-service webinars, webcasting and web events, such as WebEx, 

GoToMeeting or Mediasite. 
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Conclusion 

The best strategic decision for SMP is not expansion into the interactive education 

market, but the penetration and convening of the local leadership market. SMP has an 

opportunity to meet the needs of a growing and motivated nonprofit leader community by 

providing content relevant to current challenges, by creating a community among local 

leadership, and by collaborating with other organizations to provide the best resources at 

the lowest costs. SMP has not built strong enough brand value or brand awareness for 

online content to be a good return on investment at this time. SMP needs to focus first on 

attracting higher enrollment for its already-established traditional customized and open 

enrollment programs. 

In the short-term, SMP should continue seeking foundation contracts because 

these provide a guaranteed revenue source, as opposed to offering market-based open-

enrollment programs that historically have not attracted enough participants (and, 

therefore, not enough revenue) to meet SMP budget goals. In the long-term, SMP should 

pursue a hybrid-financing model that provides the security of foundation contracts but 

also offers market-based open enrollment programs for individuals who will pay their 

own fees. SMP must build a strong brand base in the local nonprofit community through 

specialized networks and hosted events that will cultivate a strong participant pool of 

nonprofit leaders who believe in the value of RGK and SMP. 

 



 45 

Appendix A 

RGK Logic Model 
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Appendix B 

Strategic Management Program Cumulative Program List 

 

*Foundation names have been omitted. 



 47 

Appendix C 

Cash Flow Comparison: Fully-subsidized vs. Market-based 

 

 

 

 

*Foundation name has been omitted. 
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Appendix D 

Corporate Identity Deliverables 

 

*Identifying information has been omitted. 
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Appendix E 

Competition Snapshot 
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Appendix F 

Sample SMP Evaluation Questionnaire 
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Appendix G 

Sample Questions for In-depth Dialogue 

Participants 
1. How many executive education (EE) programs have you participated in throughout your 

career in the nonprofit sector? 
2. How many at RGK? 
3. What were the strengths of the RGK program(s) you attended? 
4. What were the weaknesses of the RGK program(s) you attended? 
5. How do you choose an EE program? 
6. How far have you traveled for an EE program? 
7. How far would you be willing to travel for an EE program? 
8. What is your preferred length of an EE program (e.g., one day, 3-4 days, one week, 

multiple weeks, etc.)? 
9. Is price a big factor is choosing an EE program? 
10. Do you seek incentives for participation, such as scholarships or continuing education 

credits? 
11. What do you think are the top three benefits of a traditional, in-person EE program? 
12. Have you ever participated in an online EE program? 

a. If so, which ones? 
13. What are/would be your criteria for online programs? 
14. How much interaction would you like in an online EE program? 
15. What is/would be your preferred length of an online program (i.e., number of hours or 

days)? 
16. What is your ideal price range for tuition for an online EE program? Is it different than 

what you would be willing to pay for the same curriculum in a traditional, in-person 
setting? If there is a difference, what are the reasons for the difference? 

17. Do you like the idea of online EE programs? 
18. How do you find out about executive education opportunities? 
19.  Where/how could RGK meet you/colleagues in your own space? 

 
Non-participants 

1. Looking at this website, would you be interested in RGK exec ed? 
2. Looking at these materials, would you be interested in RGK exec ed? 
3. Top reasons for interest? 
4. What do you know about RGK? 
5. What do you look for in an exec ed program? 
6. What are your experiences with online exec ed? 
7. What are the most valuable takeaways from EE programs? 
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Appendix H 

SMP Alumni Email 
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Appendix I 

SMP Generic Email 
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