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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to identify the relative 

importance of theoretically constructed variables upon the 

giving behaviors of the $1 million :::ontributors -to a 

Southwestern Research I University and upon donor/recipient 

relationships. The results were intended to expand the 

overall knowledge about donors and to improve the fund

raising strategies of higher education institutions. 

In the utility maximization framework of this study, 

four giving submodels (motivations) and three bilateral 

submodels (two-way transactions) were constructed. Two 

research questions were developed in accordance with the 

theoretical framework. 

The study utilized an interview process to gain 

information from those donors contributing a minimum of $1 

million (lifetime gifts, pledges, and commitments) to a 

Research I University in the Southwestern United states. 

Thirty interviews (seventeen individuals, eight 

corporations, and five family foundations) were conducted by 

telephone or in person over a five-month period. 

unstructured questions were utilized to initiate and to 

summarize the seven sections of the guide. The sections 

were arranged to follow what was thought to be the typical 

gift process. structured questions were used secondarily to 

elicit elaborations of the initial interview responses and 
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to explore topics not discussed by the interviewee. A 

fourteen-item questionnaire based upon the seven theoretical 

submodels was administered after each interview. Donors 

were asked to indicate on a Likert scale the relative 

importance of each question in their decision to give a 

substantial gift to the University. In the qualitative 

assessment f the responses were coded and analyzed utilizing 

the seven submodels developed in the framework. In the 

quantitative assessment, the questionnaire scores were 

utilized to calculate the means and standard deviations for 

each submodel. 

The findings were organized in accordance with the seven 

submodels. Among the four giving submodels, altruism was 

clearly the primary motivation for giving, followed by 

profit maximization, reciprocity, and direct benefit. Among 

the three bilateral submodels, donor involvement and 

foreground activities were clearly most important to donors, 

followed by background activities. This research should 

lead to a more complete explanation of donor/recipient 

behavior. 



CHAPTER 1 

CONTEXT OF THE PROBLEM 

12 

Chapter 1 is organized into eight sections: (1) a 

problem section argues that higher education institutions 

were increasingly more dependent upon voluntary support; (2) 

a background section suggests that higher education and 

philanthropic institutions were traditionally dependent upon 

major gifts; (3) a significance section arguer::; that it was 

essential for the capital campaigns of higher education 

institutions, in particular, to develop successful major 

gift programs; (4) a purpose section explains that the aim 

of this study was to examine the relative importance of the 

variables that impact upon $1 million donors to a 

Southwestern university; (5) a framework section develops 

the theoretical variables of the study; (6) a research 

questions section guides the examination of the seven 

theoretical variables (submodels) of the study; (7) a scope 

and limitations section describes the breadth and 

limitations of the study, and last, (8) an assumptions 

section discusses the importance of truthfulness and candor 

in the study interviews. 
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Problem 

Higher education institutions are increasingly more 

dependent upon voluntary support as state appropriations are 

reduced and costs increase (Odendahl, 1990; Leslie & Ramey, 

1988). Between 1980 and 1986 federal support was reduced by 

42% for social welfare programs, by 18% for education and 

research, and by 15% for the arts and culture (Odendahl, 

1990, pp. 60-61). One response by U.S. higher education 

institutions to the reduction of funds has been to undertake 

fund raising campaigns for unprecedented amounts: Stanford, 

$1.1 billion; Columbia, $1.15 billion; Cornell, $1.25 

billion; Yale, $1.5 billion; Harvard, $2.2 billion 

(Matthews, 1991, p. 73). Thus, as traditional sources of 

revenues declined in the 1980s, higher education financial 

officers had to place a greater emphasis upon 

self-sufficiency, to diversify their sources of funding, and 

to "manage what we do have more effectively" (Scrivner, 

1991, p. 1). 

While private contributions to u.s. higher education 

institutions rose by 10% to $9.8 billion in 1989-90, it was 

suggested by some fund raisers that the prospects for 

1990-91 were not as bright (Millar, 1991). The current 

recession, some suggesto has already "curbed charitable 

giving to institutions, especially by major donors" 

(McMillen, 1991). As traditional revenue sources continue 



to decline, observers of the philanthropic marketplace 

predict that the 1990s will be an even more difficult 

financial period than the previous decade (Van Til, 1990; 

Odendah1, 1990; Millar, 1991). Hence, it will become 

increasingly more important for u.s. higher education 

institutions to understand the dynamics of voluntary 

support. As Leslie and Ramey suggest, voluntary support 

often "provides the margin of excellence, the element of 

vitality, that separates one institution from another and 

allows institutions to escape from the routinized sameness 

of fully regulated organizations" (1988, p. 1). 

Background 

14 

Research has established that a major portion of 

voluntary support for higher education comes from 

individuals. For example in 1988-89, 49% of voluntary 

support came from individua1s--$2.3 billion (25.7%) from 

alumni and $2.1 billion (23.3%) from nona1umni (The 

Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac, September 5, 1990). 

Further, a significant portion of this voluntary support 

comes from individuals and families representing the 

wealthiest segment of our population (the top 0.5%) which 

controls 26.9% of the nation's wealth (Odendah1, 1990 pp. 

12-13). In 1987, gifts from these donors to higher 

education institutions constituted an oven~he1ming majority 
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of contributions exceeding $1 million (88%) (Odendahl, 1990, 

footnote #13 p. 253). 

Major gifts represent the most cost effective method of 

fund raising in u.s. higher education. Henry Goldstein, 

President of the Oram Group (a fund-raising consulting 

company), suggests, "The time and energy that you put into 

your major gift program will pay a much higher return for 

the effort that you expend than some other ways you could 

spend your time as a fund raiser" (1991, p. 3). A late 

1950s study of five capital campaigns at The California 

Institute of Technology showed that only 1% of a "campaign's 

donors make or break the campaign" (Hunter, 1968), a pattern 

that continues today (Panas, 1984; Goldstein, 1991). In the 

late 1960s, Hunter '(1968) suggested a similar theme in the 

preface to his study on $1 million (or more) donors. "In 

spite of . alumni college appeals . • . which are vital 

to the organizations that sponsor them--the fact remains 

that the really large contribution is essential to the 

financial health of most gift-supported institutions" (p. 

114) • 

Aware of the importance of major gifts 'l7ithin the 

philanthropic marketplace, some have expressed concern that 

these gifts may not continue into the twenty first century 

(Millar, 1991). Fund raisers have suggested that the next 

generation of young people with inherited wealth will move 
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away from support for traditional philant:hropic causes like 

higher education, medical research, cultural events, and the 

arts (Van Til, 1990) and toward activist and grassroot 

causes such as feminist foundations (Odendahl, 1990). 

Another change may be imminent. In 1986,. the Internal 

Revenue Service estimated that 41.2% of the top wealth 

holders ($500,000+) were women (up substantially from four 

years before); 6% were wealthier than men; owned slightly 

more stock; and were considerably less in debt (Matthews, 

1991, p. 73). Yet, U.S. high~~ education has not been able· 

to attract voluntary support from women in the amounts their 

growing wealth might indicate. Nearly three generations of 

women have graduated from higher education institutions in 

the united States since World War II, yet these institutions 

have "failed to win women's fiscal allegiance" (Matthews, 

1991, p. 73). 

At this time, the debate about the future impact of 

female philanthropy on u.S. higher education institutions 

has not been conclusively resolved among administrators. 

Martha Taylor, Vice President of the University of Wisconsin 

Foundation, believes that women generally contribute for 

different reasons than do men. She argues that men give "to 

preserve" while women use their gifts "for change" 

(Matthews, 1991, p. 73). Taylor suggests that women often 

"give to their children's colleges rather than their own" 
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because they want improvements for the next generation 

(Matthews, 1991, p. 73). Princeton's Vice Provost, Janet 

McKay, predicts that higher education is on the verge of 

learning whether women will use their new position in 

America to hold higher education institutions accountable. 

McKay summarizes "Money not only talks" in higher education 

but it also "confers the right to question, to stipulate and 

withhold, as well as to support" (Matthews, 1991, po 74). 

011 the other hand, Donna Shalala, Chancellor of the 

Uni.versity of Wisconsin at Madison, argues that this "single 

sex" approach is "self-ghettoization" (Matthews, 1991, p. 

74) . 

Significance 

Over time, major gifts have been essential to success 

of institutional campaigns of voluntary support (Hunter, 

1968; Panas, 1984). The significance of major gifts to 

higher education institutions capital campaigns can be seen 

in the Rule of Thirds: "One-third of your funds in a 

campaign program will come from your top ten to fifteen 

gifts; one-third will come from your next 100 to 125 gifts; 

the remaining one-third \'1ill come from all other gifts" 

(Panas, 1984, pp. 173-174). Table 1 illustrates the "Rule 

of Thirds" for a $1:) million campaign. 



18 

Table 1. Rule of Thirds Example for $10 Million campaign. 

Fraction of gifts 
collected Total gifts # gifts Average gift 

1/3 $3,333,333 10 $333,333 

1/3 $3,333,333 100 $ 33,333 

1/3 $3,333,300 22,222 $ 150 

Grand totals $9,999,966 22,332 



For institutions with established capital programs, 

Panas (1984) suggests that major gifts are even more 

significant: "There are fewer gifts, but those that are 

generated are at a much higher level" (p. 174). Goldstein 

(1991) argues that an 80/20 principle is an even more 

accurate guideline for a capital campaign: 

A. The first gift should equal at least 10% of 
the goal. 

B. The first ten gifts should equal about 45% of 
the goal. 

C. The next group of gifts should equal about 
25% of the goal. 

D. The last 80% of the gifts should equal about 
20% of the goal (p. 4). 

Although $1 million donors have been examined by 

several researchers for the nonprofit sector in general 

(Odendahl, 1990; Panas~ 1984; Hunter, 1968), they have not 

been thoroughly examined for colleges or universities 

specifically. As the previous discussion among university 

19 

administrators illustrates, it is not clear whether reported 

changes within the new generation of America's philanthropic 

elite will affect the future group of $1 million donors to 

u.s. higher education institutions. 

College and university chief executive officers seek to 

improve the effectiveness and efficiency of their 

fund-raising efforts during this period of declining 

resources and increased competition, yet higher education 
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seems to know relatively little about what affects the 

contributions of its most important major donors. It may be 

more appropriate, however, for u.s. higher education 

institutions to question "not how the aggregate vOluntary 

donors behave over time but rather how the particular 

characteristics of the institution, along with the bilateral 

relationships between the institution and its donors affect 

the contribution made to that institution" (Leslie & Ramey, 

1988, p. 117). "Unfortunately, [higher education] 

institutions' files are severely lacking. Indeed, if the 

institutions [sampled] are representative--and there are 

good reasons to believe that they are--U.S. higher education 

institutions know almost nothing about their donors" 

(Leslie, 1988, p. 2). 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to identify the relative 

importance of theoretically constructed variables upon the 

giving behaviors of the $1 million contributors to a 

Southwestern Research I University and upon donor/recipient 

relationships. The results were intended to expand the 

overall knowledge of donors and improve the fund raising 

strategies of higher education institutions. 
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Framework: utility Maximization 

Within the context of the utility maximization 

framework, contributions to higher education institutions 

can be analyzed as bilateral relationships (two-way 

transactions) between recipient institutions and their 

donors (Boulding, 1962; Hochman & Rodgers, 1973; 

Hirshleifer, 1985; Leslie & Ramey, 1988; Yoo & Harrison, 

1989). Contributions motivated by interdependent utilities, 

social norms, or personal consumption are all viewed 

similarly within this framework despite the variance in 

underlying motivations. As Clotfelter (1985) suggests, "For 

the purposes of predicting individual behavior, there is 

little practical difference between helping others because 

sympathy inspires it, society expects it, or tastes demand 

it" (p. 39). Hence, whether donors give to a local college 

to improve the well-being of the community or to a 

nationally ranked Research I university in hopes of adding 

to the donor's personal prestige, or to their impoverished 

alma mater out of sympathy, self-interest is viewed as 

determining donor behavior. 

self-interested, rational choice fonns the basis for 

examining donor behavior in this study. As Hirshleifer 

(1985) suggests "What appears as benevolence is actually 

indirect or disguised self interest" (p. 58). Contributions 

can be regarded as simple transactions in which donors can 
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be classified lias conventional buyers who purchase" (Yoo & 

Harrison, 1989, p. 368) tangible and intangible economic 

goods from higher education institutions competing for 

funds. On one hand, donors attempt to maximize utilities by 

making well-informed assessments of the relative value of 

their gifts; on the other hand, higher education 

institutions attempt to maximize contributions by enhancing 

attractive institutional characteristics and by building and 

maintaining effective and efficient relationships with 

potential donors. 

The discussion of the utility maximization framework in 

this study is divided into seven submodels that ~l1ere 

suggested by the literature (Table 2). It should be noted 

that the submodels are not mutually exclusive. There are 

several overlays. First, are four giving submodels: 

altruism, reciprocity, direct benefit, and profit 

maximization that Clotfelter (1985) developed to explain the 

economic motivations of giving. Next, are three bilateral 

relationship submodels: background, foreground, and 

involvement that Dunlop (1988, 1989) developed to explain 

major gift fund-raising. In addition, exchange and neb-rork 

theory that Odendahl (1990) developed to explain the 

behavior of the philanthropic elite are used to examine 

further the personal utilities of donors in two submodels: 

reciprocity and involvement. 



Table 2. Framework Definitions. 

Giving Submodels 

(1) Altruism. Giving behaviors that are motivated by 

generosity and/or by selflessness. 

(2) Reciprocity. Giving behaviors that are motivated by 

expectations of some return (for their "investments") 

at a later date. 
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(3) Direct Benefits. Giving behaviors that arise from 

perceived (tangible or intangible) immediate benefits. 

(4) Profit Maximization. Giving behaviors that are 

motivated by indirect benefits that may increase 

profits and/or reduce the costs of business. 

Bilateral Relationships Submodels 

(5) Background Activities. Bilateral relationships that 

are oriented toward prospect groups and influenced by a 

prospect's experiences. 

(6) Foreground Activities. Bilateral relationships that 

are oriented toward and influenced by individual 

donors. 

(7) Involvement. Nurturing, long-term, bilateral 

donor/recipient relationships that influence the 

rational cost/benefit decisions of donors. 



Giving Submodels 

The four giving submodels were constructed within the 

context of the utility maximization framework and its 

central assumption of rational self-interest. Hence, from 

this theoretical perspective, the interests of donors 

determine the exchange of philanthropic gifts. 

24 

Altruism Submodel. Altruism is generosity; altruism is 

selflessness. Altruism may be motivated by sympathy for the 

well being of others, by social norms, or by individual 

feelings of commitment (Clotfelter, 1985, pp. 35-36). Some 

economists have argued that sympathy and compassion are 

examples of the interdependence of individual utility 

functions within a community (Hochman and Rodgers, 1973). 

Hence Individual A may value his own consumption (Xa) as 

well as that of his friend B: Ua = (Xa,Xb). Thus if the 

marginal utility of Xb is positive, A's contributions to B 

will take on the useful characteristics of the consumption 

of ordinary economic goods. Donations then, from this 

perspective, depend on the relative well being of potential 

recipients (Clotfelter, 1985, p. 36). 

In terms of altruism, donors might prefer to support a 

local college because of the greater impact these gifts will 

have upon the community I s 'ttlell being. In econometric 

studies of aggregated charitable contributions to higher 

education institutions, researchers suggest that 
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contributions produce educational benefits that enhance both 

society and the personal utilities of donors (Drachman, 

1983; Leslie, Drachman, Conrad, & Ramey, 1983: Leslie & 

Ramey, 1989). Thus, in terms of altruism, the perceived 

quality of an institution of higher education and its 

recognized efficiency and effectiveness in converting 

contributions into educational benefits are said to "be 

important to donors" (Leslie & Ramey, 1988). 

Reciprocity Submodel. Reciprocity means that 

individual donors may expect some return on their investment 

at a later date. This form of individual giving behavior is 

seen in churches or mutual-aid societies, where members 

expect aid or assistance from the organizations they support 

should the need arise. From this perspective, people give 

to nonprofit organizations for essentially the same reasons 

they buy household insurance, they may someday benefit from 

the purchase (Clotfelter, 1985). This giving behavior 

easily can be seen as fitting within the utility 

maximization framework. 

Examples of reciprocity in higher education are 

abundant. Donors to a university medical center may expect 

to benefit someday from the expertise and services provided 

at the center. In this example, a donor buys an informal 

insurance policy, a simple economic transaction to create 

potential benefits (medical expertise and services) that 
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might be needed by the donor or his/her family. In another 

example, donors might give to their alma mater to enhance 

the likelihood of their children's future acceptance. 

Odendahl (1990) argues that elite ($1 million) donors 

support the favorite causes of their friends, family 

members, or associates, expecting them to reciprocate in a 

complex system of exchanges and elite networks. Dye (1983) 

and Odendahl (1990) suggest that elite networks attempt 

through their philanthropic activities to influence the key 

institutions in their communities and to form an elite 

consensus about issues and institutions that are central to 

them. 

Direct Benefits Submodel. Individual giving behaviors 

may also arise from perceived (tangible or intangible) 

immediate benefits. Volunteers may work for a nonprofit 

organization to gain immediate access for themselves or 

their families to services or goods supplied by the 

nonprofit organization. For example, parents often give 

their time and financial support to youth groups and sport 

associations so their families may benefit from the 

activities promoted by these nonprofit organizations. In 

the case of higher education, major donors often benefit by 

making business contacts or receiving favorable pUblicity. 

Having a college classroom building or a university medical 

center named after a donor can be viewed, Weisbrod suggests, 
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as a lireward for the donation and, hence as a form of 

purchase" (Clotfelter, 1985, p. 38). From this perspective, 

"helping is literally its own reward" (Clotfelter, 1985, p. 

38) • 

Profit Maximization Submodel. Businesses expect 

indirect benefits from giving. For a profit maximizing 

enterprise, there can be only two reasons for making a 

donation: to "increase revenues or reduce costs" 

(Clotfelter, 1985, p. 188). In the case of higher 

education, contributions to a well-known university medical 

center by a corporation may increase revenues if these gifts 

improve the corporation's public image. Profits may also be 

increased if contributions in some way reduce the costs of 

operation by more than the amount donated. For example, 

corporate contributions to a local university conceivably 

may ensure a.n accessible pool of potentially well-qualified 

employees which, in turn, could reduce the operational costs 

of doing business and increase the profitability of the 

corporation. 

within the context of the utility maximization 

framework, managers or owners may value contributions, even 

at the cost of higher corporate profits, because they gain 

some personal utility from making the gift, which would 

contradict the profit maximization thesis. For example, ·due 

to tax considerations it might be more advantageous for 
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owners of a closely held corporation to make a corporate 

gift to a university, thereby reducing corporate revenues, 

than to make the same contribution as a personal gift taken 

from increased dividends or from salary bonuses. corporate 

contributions also may enter the utility func~ions of 

managers who own little corporate stock if they place a high 

value upon the personal recognition received based on 

contributions made by their company (Clotfelter, 1985, pp. 

190-91). Corporate managers, for example, may place a high 

value on a board membership at a major research university 

resulting from their personal association with the 

philanthropic elite (Atkinson & Galaskiewicz, 1988; 

Odendahl, 1991). 

The Bilateral Relationships Submodels 

Bilateral relationships are important mechanisms by 

which donor utilities are built and enhanced. That is, 

bilateral relationships, often in some form, usually are 

necessary to forming and increasing perceived personal 

utilities. On the supply side of the philanthropic 

marketplace, the nature and the extent of the bilateral 

relationships between potential donors and potential 

recipients determine an institution's "success in eliciting 

charitable funding" (Leslie & Ramey, 1988, p. 120). On the 

demand side, each potential donor must have some form of 

contact with the recipient institution to make an assessment 



of the relative value of the characteristics of each 

competing recipient. 
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The need to build bilateral relationships with alumni 

is less critical because the bilateral relationships are 

already partially intact. Alumni will have less need for 

information about relative academic quality and will be more 

influenced by requests based upon institutional need than 

will be nonalumni donors (Leslie & Ramey, 1988). On the 

other hand, nonalumni donors, who have no strong social nor 

emotional ties to the recipient institution likely would be 

more influenced by the "objective features of [the 

institution's] academic quality" (Leslie & Ramey, 1988, p. 

121) and institutional prestige than by demonstrations of 

institutional need. 

Foreground and Background Submodels. David Dunlop 

(1988), Director of Capital Projects at Cornell University, 

suggests that foreground activities (oriented toward 

individuals) and background activities (oriented toward 

prospect groups) are the means by which recipient 

institutions attempt to build and maintain long-term 

(bilateral) relationships with potential and actual donors. 

In higher education, examples of foreground activities might 

be meeting with a dean, borrowing art from a prospective 

donor, a private dinner with a prestigious faculty member, a 

report on the impact of a gift, a visit by a university 
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president, use of a donor's home for a college reception, a 

testimonial dinner, requests for advice, service awards, 

honorary degrees, special seating at college events, and 

naming of college buildings. Examples of background 

activities include participation in class activities, club 

activities, special campus events, student recruitment, 

receptions, campus tours, athletic events, or class reunions 

(Dunlop, 1988). It is assumed that the efforts of higher 

education institutions to build and maintain foreground and 

background activities are bilateral relationships that "are 

valuable assets" (Leslie & Ramey, 1988, p. 120) for both the 

recipients and the donors. Thus, the extent of the 

bilateral relationships between a higher education 

institution and its actual and potential donors will be a 

"crucial predictor of voluntary support" (Leslie & Ramey, 

1988, p. 121). 

Involvement Submodel. By positively influencing the 

rational cost/benefit decisions of potential donors, 

competing recipient institutions hope to maximize 

contributions. Dunlop (1988) argues that the best way to 

operate a successful major gift program is to focus it upon 

building and maintaining "nurturing," long-term 

relationships with potential and actual major donors. Over 

time, Dunlop (1989) suggests, these relationships should 

enhance the "giver's awareness, knowledge, interest and 
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involvement" (p. 178). As potential major donors become 

more knowledgeable about the characteristics of a recipient 

institution, interest and involvement (voluntary 

association, i.e., advisory board membership) should 

increase, in turn improving the relative ability of that 

institution to acquire once-in-a-lifetime, ultimate gifts 

(Dunlop, 1989). Eventually, through involvement, donors 

identify with the institutions they support. In this way, 

Dunlop (1989) suggests, donors shift their perspective and 

language from the third person to the first person, from 

"they, them and those" to a perspective of "I, we, and us" 

(p. 324). 

Odendah1 (1990) and Dye (1983) suggest that multiple 

board memberships, networking, and philanthropic involvement 

are key aspects of the power structure. Domhoff (1990) 

argues that local segments of the "ruling class" are rooted 

in real estate and development. Domhoff suggests that these 

individuals are "organized into citywide growth coalitions 

that seek to advance their fortunes by increasing the value 

of their land" (1990, p. 38). Hence in some cases, it is 

expected that donors \'lho are part of the power elite might 

have similar interests. 

Research Questions 

The research questions ,,,ere constructed wi thin the 

context of the utility maximization frame\'lork and in 
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reference to $1 million (or more) contributions made by 

donors to a Southwestern Research I University. In 

designing the research questions, donations from family and 

corporate foundations were considered as variants of 

individual and corporate giving, respectively, and the 

personal utilities of managers were considered as variants 

of individual giving models: altruism, reciprocity, and 

direct benefit and wher~ appropriate, concepts of network 

and elite theory were used to expand the discussion of the 

research questions about reciprocity and involvement. The 

central concepts of the theoretical framework discussed in 

the previous section were used to organize the following 

questions. 

1. Among the giving submodels, what is the 
relative importance of altruism, reciprocity, 
direct benefit and profit maximization upon 
the behaviors of $1 million contributors? 

2. Among the bilateral submodels, what is the 
relative importance of background, 
foreground, and involvement upon the 
relationships between $1 million contributors 
and the institution to which they give? 

Scope and Limitations 

The study, in general, was focused upon the voluntary 

support of a single Southwestern Research I University, 

hence its findings are limited. The interviews in the study 

were also limited by time. The interviews ranged from 10 to 

90 minutes with an average of 45 minutes. In the shorter 
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interviews, the focus was upon completing the seven major 

unstructured questions and the questionnaire within the 

limited time available. Thus, the structured questions for 

elaboration, in some sessions, were mostly ignored. 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that the statements of the respondents, 

the comments of the University officers, and the records of 

the University were truthful and accurate. Also, in the 

theoretical framework, the following were assumed: (1) 

philanthropic gifts were a form of market exchange, (2) 

donors and recipients were motivated by self-interest, (3) 

recipients were expected to maximize contributions by 

promoting attractive institutional characteristics, (4) 

donors were expected to maximize utilities by making 

informed assessments of the relative value of competing 

recipients, and (5) philanthropic market activities were 

considered bilateral relationships that were expected to 

provide important benefits to both donors and recipients. 

Chapter 1 was organized into eight sections: (1) 

problem, (2) background, (3) significance, (4) purpose, (5) 

framework, (6) research questions, (7) scope and 

limitations, and (8) assumptions. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
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The review of the literature relevant to .this study is 

organized along the lines of the utility maximization 

framework developed in Chapter 1. This framework, which 

explains the dynamics of donor behavior within the context 

of higher education, was built upon two assumptions: (1) 

bilateral relationships between donor and recipient are 

within the economic structures of a philanthropic 

marketplace and (2) relationships between donor and 

recipient are determined by enlightened self-interest. 

Following this framework, the literature review was 

organized into three sections. First, policy literature 

debating the issues between the proponents of the market 

model and those of the pluralistic model of American 

philanthropy was examined. Next, the review examined 

theoretical explanations of giving behaviors and the 

instrumentalities of the higher education case, and last, 

the literature review examined those research studies most 

closely related to the dissertation. 



The National Policy Debate 

The Market l-iodel: critics of "Tainted" Money 

since the turn of the century, a segment of the 

national policy literature has been critical of a market 
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orientation for philanthropy. This segment of the 

literature has argued that the true meaning of philanthropy 

and higher education is distorted by the huge "tainted" 

gifts of the capitalist robber barons (Gladden, 1895; 

Veblen, 1918). This literature suggested that the giants of 

American capitalism and greedy higher education 

administrators have worked together to expand their own 

selfish interests. This literature argued that the 

presidents of our colleges and universities were merely the 

pawns of the capitalists and that the presidents of the 

major higher education institutions in America and the 

giants of American capitalism were tied together in a 

sinister arrangement (Sinclair, 1923; Beck, 1947; Ridgeway, 

1968) . 

The Market Model: Tax Reform 
and Charitable contributions 

Progressive federal income taxes "1ere established by 

the 16th Amendment to the united States Constitution. In 

this 1913 Act, Congress allowed the taxpayer only four 

deductions: interest payments, specified other taxes, 

casualty losses, and bad debts. With the start of World War 



36 

I and increased tax rates, the charitable deduction was 

added "to make it less likely that donors would meet the 

higher tax rates with money that formerly had gone to 

philanthropy" (Hunter, 1968, p. 11). Between 1913 and 1960, 

many charitable tax incentives have followed: estate tax 

deductions, unlimited (charitable) deductions, gift tax 

exemptions, market value and capital gains, and deferred 

gifts (Hunter, 1968). critics have claimed that these 

charitable tax incentives and others were merely tax 

loopholes that favored the rich at the expense of the less 

wealthy taxpayers (Herber, 1988, p. 1). On the other hand, 

proponents have argued for more than two decades that 

charitable tax deductions were "important [expressions of 

the] national will that voluntary responsibility [was 

essential to the] fabric of our values" (Hunter, 1968, p. 

145) • 

The Market Model: The Peterson Commission 

Prior to the Tax Reform Act of 1969, major 

disagreements existed within the national policy literature 

about the appropriateness of tax deductions for charitable 

contributions. Because of this criticism John D. 

Roclcefeller III asked Peter G. Peterson, Chairman and Chief 

Executive Officer of Bell and Howell, to organize a 

commission to defend private philanthropy and the charitable 

tax deduction it depended upon. In the late 1960s, social 
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critics argued that tax incentives fostered a concentration 

of giving in the hands of the rich. Tax incentives, the 

critical argument suggested, served elitism instead of 

democratic pluralism. Tax deductions for charitable 

contributions reduced the pool of government funds and 

limited the rights of the people to determine their own 

social policy. Instead of a democratic allocation of 

resources in America, the philanthropic marketplace was, 

critics maintained, dominated by the wealthy members of a 

plutocracy who did whatever they pleased (The Commission on 

Foundations and Private Philanthropy, 1970). 

The Commission on Foundations and Private Philanthropy 

(the Peterson Commission) had to respond quickly to this 

criticism because of the growing Congressional threat of tax 

reform legislation. The Peterson Commission argued before 

Congress that a dual system of private giving and government 

funding was a better way to allocate resources for the 

general welfare than the alternative of massive government 

allocations (The Commission on Foundations and Private 

Philanthropy, 1970). The Commission maintained that the 

market mechanism of private philanthropy promoted the 

creation of "social laboratories" to test "new ideas and 

social innovations;" hence, mar]cet competition was the best 

way for the nation to decide how to allocate its 

philanthropic dollars (1970, pp. xv, 15). But the 
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commission's arguments before Congress did not prevent 

passage of the 1969 Tax Reform Act, which reduced radically 

the tax incentives that were, at least theoretically, 

directly tied to charitable contributions. 

The Pluralistic Model: The Filer commission 

In 1973, fear of further Congressional tax reform led 

to the establishment of another private philanthropy 

commission which was based on John D. Rockefeller Ill's 

philosophy that tax incentives were essential to the 

philanthropic aspect of the free enterprise system (Hall, 

1990). Hence the Commission on Private Philanthropy and 

Public Needs (named the Filer Commission for its Chair, John 

Filer, Chairman of Aetna Life and Casualty) was organized to 

conduct an extensive research effort by tax experts, 

economists, and sociologists. This research effort changed 

substantially the language and the conceptual framework of 

philanthropic research (Hall 1990). The Filer Commission 

used this research to support a pluralistic model of 

American philanthropy that promoted openness, 

accountability, and accessibility. From this pluralistic 

perspective, a free philanthropic market system could not be 

kept in tune with public purposes unless the inner workings 

of private nonprofit organizations were exposed to public 

scrutiny and government regulation (The Commission on 

Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, 1975). 
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Max Fisher (Chairman of united Brands) dissented from 

the Filer Commission's majority opinion, suggesting that the 

Commission was too willing to accept the skepticism of the 

critics. Fisher argued along lines similar, in some ways, 

to the theoretical framework used in this study. He 

suggested that nonprofit organizations, in actuality, 

competed for voluntary support. Fisher maintained that 

donors have a number of choices (to give, not to give, or to 

seek better information). Hence, nonprofit organizations 

were forced by the market mechanism of private philanthropy 

to justify the continuation of voluntary support. Fisher 

insisted that in the case of higher education, it was too 

simplistic to suggest that institutions were controlled by 

the wishes of their major donors (The commission on Private 

Philanthropy and Public Needs, 1975). 

The Tax Debate Between 1973 and 1986 

Since the establishment of Filer Commission in 1973, 

economists have warned that tax reforms might adversely 

affect charitable contributions (Feldstein, 1975a, 1975b; 

Clotfelter, 1985; Auten & Rudney, 1986; Weisbrod, 1985). 

They suggested that a reduction in income tax brackets would 

increase the "price" of giving (P = 1 - marginal tax rate) 

and reduce contributions. If, for example, a major donor 

was in an income bracket with a marginal tax rate of 50%, 

the cost of a $100 donation would be reduced to $50 but if 



the marginal rate was reduced to 28%, the cost of giving 

$100 became $72 (Weisbrod, 1988). 
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Martin Feldstein's landmark studies (1975a, 1975b), for 

the Filer commission, on the impact of federal tax reform 

upon charitable contributions set the standarq for the 

econometric studies that followed. Feldstein used a time 

series of aggregate tax information and estimated the 

price-of-giving elasticity to be greater than one. Hence, 

he suggested that contributions to private philanthropic 

organizations would increase more as a result of the tax 

incentive than the amount of tax revenue the U.S. Treasury 

would lose (1975a). 

Feldstein further argued that a reduction in tax income 

brackets would increase the cost of giving for donors who 

itemized their taxes. Thus, he predicted that hospitals and 

higher education institutions that were heavily dependent 

upon major donors would be most affected by a reduction of 

the top tax brackets (1975b). Feldstein maintained that 

eliminating the charitable deduction would reduce total 

giving by an estimated 20%, but gifts to hospitals and 

higher education he suggested would be cut by approximately 

50% (1975b). 

sixteen econometric studies were conducted between the 

time of Feldstein's research (1975a, 1975b) and the proposal 

of the 1986 Tax Reform Act, which decreased the maximum tax 
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rate to 28%. From these Weisbrod (1988), and earlier 

Feldstein (1975a, 1975b), suggested that the after tax cost 

of giving affected the rate of contributions (the higher the 

marginal income tax brackets, the lower the cost of giving). 

Weisbrod estimated that the mean elasticity of these 16 

econometric studies to be - 1.24 with a range as low as 

- 0.10 and as large as - 2.54 (1988, pp. 93-94). From this 

he estimated that a given percentage change in the 

price-of-giving resulted in a 24% "greater percentage" 

change in contributions (weisbrod, 1988 p. 94). Yet, 

Weisbrod cautioned that there was a wide range of price 

elasticities in these studies and that the studies 

disregarded the key characteristics of the recipient 

organizations that might have offset their findings. 

In a study of the potential impact of the 1986 Tax 

Reform Act, Auten and Rudney (1986) also cautioned against 

"dire" predictions of "significantly less giving" (p. 177). 

They pointed out that similar past predictions have not been 

validated by corresponding reductions in contributions to 

higher education institutions. Auten and Rudney argued 

along lines similar to those taken in this study. They 

suggested that institutional leadership and development 

efforts might account for the continued strength of 

voluntary support despite continuing reductions in tax 

incentives. 



Theoretical Explanations of Giving Behaviors: 
Exchange, utility Maximization, and 

the Philanthropic Elite 
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Exchange theory has often been used by researchers to 

explain the philanthropic marketplace (Jacobson, 1990: Van 

Til, 1990: Atkinson & Galaskiewicz, 1988: Hale, 1987). 

Suggested as a complementary theory to utility maximization 

by some (Atkinson & Galaskiewicz, 1990; Wilmouth, 1990) and 

used as a framework that could accommodate conservative, 

radical, and elite perspectives (Van Til, 1990: Odendahl, 

1990). Exchange theory was seen in this study as the key 

conceptual link between utility maximization and elite 

frameworks. To develop this conceptual link, the literature 

review has, first, examined a classic explanation (Simmel, 

1907) of social and economic exchanges. Next, the review 

examines an example of how exchange theory has been used to 

explain the behavior of donors within the higher education 

context (Hale, 1987), and last, the literature review 

examines an example of how exchange, network and gender 

theories have been used to explain the behavior of the 

philanthropic elite (Odendahl, 1990). 

Exchange as Interaction 

Simmel (1907) suggested that exchange ''las the "purest 

and most concentrated form of all human interactions in 

which serious interests" ,{(lere at stake (p. 43). On the 

surface, some societal activities, such as philanthropic 



43 

giving, have appeared to be "unilateral" in nature. Simmel 

suggested that they \lTere, in reality, ureciprocal" (p. 43). 

He maintained that "every conversation, every love, every 

game, every act of looking one another over" was a form of 

exchange (p. 43). Exchange was not merely a transaction to 

gain possession of another's commodity but was also an 

effort by a consumer (or donor) to satiate one's own feeling 

about the object of an exchange. The essence of the 

exchange mechanism, for Simmel, was the feeling people 

developed, over time, toward the article they desired. 

Based upon their feelings, Simmel argued, consumers 

rationalized their assessments of competing tangible and 

intangible goods (p. 44). 

utility Maximization. Economic 
Exchange. and Value Formation 

Simmel (1907) suggested that the essence of economic 

exchange was the same as all other exchange relationships. 

The relative value of any economic transaction was not 

determined by the amount of human labor needed to produce a 

product, as Marx suggested, or by the scarcity of resources 

that determined the intrinsic value of a tangible or 

intangible good but by the consumer's "inner psyche," the 

cognitive perception of the amount of sacrifice warranted to 

attain the goods. Hence Simmel argued that it ,.,as the 

amount of sacrifice and the "give and take bet\>leen sacrifice 



44 

and attainment within the individual" consumer (or donor) 

that was the "essence of every two-sided exchange" (1907, p. 

46) • 

Simmel (1907) maintained that the degree of sacrifice 

was an internal decision by the consumer (or donor) about 

the desirability of the tangible or intangible benefits that 

might result from the exchange. The significance of this 

sacrifice (or in Simmel's words "self-denial") was not only 

the condition for "individual values" but was also "the 

condition for all value" (p. 47). For example, Simmel 

suggested that gold was usually valued over food, but to the 

starving man the opposite would be the case because the 

inner psyche of the starving man was transformed by his 

starvation and the context of his situation. The gold that 

he had once valued above all else now appeared to him to be 

relatively worthless compared to his need for nourishment. 

Simmel (1907) argued that consumer (or donor) 

assessments of the value of competing goods were, in 

reality, the balance of sacrifice and attainment within the 

consumer's inner psyche. Hence, the question of value 

depended upon the degree of self-denial and sacrifice that a 

consumer (or a donor) was willing to accept. Thus, economic 

valuation was an internalized process, a matter of personal 

consumer (or donor) judgment that was shaped within the 

context of each exchange. 



Philanthropic Exchanges Within the 
context of the Higher Education Case 

Hale (1987) argued that elite charitable exchanges 

involving a Western university were forms of social or 

economic exchanges. This argument, in some ways, was 

similar to the one developed in the utility maximization 

framework of this study. Hale maintained that these 

exchanges took a variety of forms, including "elements of 

reciprocity, fair exchange, indirect exchange, diminished 

marginal utility, obligation and intrinsic benefits" (p. 

201), which roughly approximated the giving behaviors 

delineated by the framework used here. Within the context 

of higher education, Hale suggested that the benefits of 
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these exchanges were both economic ("tax incentives, goods 

and services, exclusive favors and giftslf) and social 

("group membership, status and prestige, avoidance of peer 

sanctions, and friendship") (p. 202). Hale suggested that 

benefits were provided to elite (major) donors through a 

"structure" of interactions that included case statements, 

prospect identifications and screenings, cultivations, 

solicitations, acknowledgments, and recognitions classified 

by this author as bilateral relationships, background and 

foreground activities. 

Yet, Hale (1987) suggested that the structure of these 

interactions compelled donors to make contributions because 

they felt obligated to "reciprocate for benefits. 1I Hale 



argued that contributions were "publicly described as 

altruistic and voluntary to maintain the value of benefits 

derived from the exchange" (p. 202), but in reality, they 

were "rationalizations" motivated by self interest. The 
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framework in the study also argued that altruism was a form 

of self interested behavior that was linked conceptually to 

the interests of others (utility interdependence) not, as 

Hale suggested, rationalizations. Furthermore, this 

framework maintained that donors were free agents who were 

expected to make rational assessments of the relative value· 

of the attractive institutional characteristics of competing 

recipients. Hence donors, as free agents, were not expected 

to be, as Hale suggested, compelled. 

Philanthropic Exchange, 
Elite Networks, and Gender 

Teresa Odendahl (1990) developed the essential 

arguments about the nature of American philanthropy that 

follow in this section. She argued similarly to the 

theoretical framework in this study that philanthropists are 

self-interested in their gift-giving behaviors. Yet, her 

findings differed from this study because she utilized a 

critical perspective while this study's approach was 

functional. From Odendahl's perspective, many of the elite 

philanthropists she interviewed \vere civic-minded and 

sincere, a finding similar to one in this study. Yet, 



47 

Odendahl's (1990) critical argument went beyond the 

functional perspective of this study because she maintained 

that the philanthropic system reduced the extent to which 

basic human services in America "Tere provided lion a 

democratic basis" (p. 3). 

Philanthropic Exchanges. Odendahl (1990) suggested in 

a national study of major donors that the wealthy were drawn 

to philanthropy in a variety of ways: Some were born to it 

and others were recruited "by being asked to contribute 

money and time" (po 32). It was in this way, she 

maintained, that the "nouveau riche" have sought acceptance 

from the more established members of the philanthropic elite 

by supporting various nonprofit efforts. consistency with 

utility maximization theory is easily seen. Board 

membership, Odendahl argued, was often a "reward for large 

contributions or for successful fundraising [which was] 

expected of most trustees" (po 33). Local elite 

philanthropists were usually members of multiple boards 

(colleges, hospitals, and large art organizations) that were 

dominated by men with strong corporate ties (Domboff, 1970; 

Odendahl, 1990). Dye (1983), for example, identified an 

inner group of the top 15% of the national elite that held 

32% of the top institutional positions in the United States. 

These men were the "multiple inter lockers ," people toTho held 

six or more positions on corporate, higher education and 
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nonprofit boards. As Dye suggested, these individuals must 

be judged as important figures in America by any measure 

(1983). For example, two of these thirty-one national 

multiple interlockers, Peter G. Peterson and J. P. Austin of 

the Peterson Commission, were key actors in the policy 

debate previously mentioned. A third, David Rockefeller, 

Chairman of the Council on Foreign Relations, trustee of the 

Rockefeller Foundation, the Museum of Modern Art, the 

University of Chicago and Howard university, has continued 

his familyis philanthropic interests (Dye, 1983). Hence, to 

gain access to policy-making positions, it is argued, a 

person must be able to donate or raise large contributions. 

Yet, Odendahl (1990) argued that the composition of the 

philanthropic elite was constantly changing because of the 

"necessity" for nonprofit organizations to gain additional 

funds, which has often meant that members of the "longtime 

elite" eventually must "share control with newcomers" (p. 

35) • 

Elite Networks. Over time, the elite networks have 

been developed as a result of philanthropic exchanges 

(Odendahl, 1990). Odendahl quoted one member of this "old 

boy network" as suggesting that these exchanges were simply 

a matter of good business practice. 

I have an A list, and the A list are the CEOs of 
companies that have been after me for money or 
something. You run up these bills back and forth. 
So, if I get $10,000 from this fellO't-l I s company 



for whatever it might be that I alii interested in 
raising money for ••• If he gives $10,000 at my 
request, I want to hear from him in six months. 
And this time it is going to be whatever he is 
interested in (p. 38). 

American philanthropy was based, Odendahl (1990) 

argued, upon the "principles of exchange and reciprocity, 

and the benefits of this behavior" that maintained an 

"exclusive and cohesive social group or nebV'ork" (p. 39). 

She maintained that some of these exchanges were direct 

while others were "more elaborate or indirect" but in the 
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end the "wealthy • . • generally get something in return for 

their generosity" (p. 39)--a perception that fits well with 

utility maximization theory. Odendahl maintained that the 

real power of these exchanges went to the donors (corporate, 

foundation, government, and individuals). She identified 

donor benefits that were similar to some of the personal and 

corporate utilities identified by this study: better public 

relations, visibility, and different types of personal 

gratification. Odendahl also suggested that some members of 

the philanthropic elite have an expectation that the 

organizations they support will be supportive of them. In 

the present study such an expectation "..ras considered a 

variant of either personal utilities (reciprocity, direct 

benefit) or corporate utilities (profit maximization). The 

most common "payoff" reported by donors for charitable 

giving was "simply a good feeling, a sense of personal 
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achievement--satisfaction" (p. 40). This was considered as 

a variant of personal utility (altruism) in the current 

study. Odendahl summarized that the elite have used 

philanthropic exchanges to establish greater solidarity 

among themselves. She pbserved that potential major 

contributors "usually review an organization's list of 

donors" (p. 40) to assess the social status of the other 

contributors. 

Gender. Odendahl (1990) categorized the elite women 

philanthro~ists she interviewed into two basic types: "lady 

bountifuls" and wealthy "feminist funders" (Chapters 5 and 

8). She suggested that the typical "lady bountiful" was the 

traditional elite woman philanthropist who was trained to 

assume her cultural duties early in adulthood and tended to 

remain active in philanthropic activities for the remainder 

of her life. The financial position and status of such 

women were derived from family males who managed the family 

fortunes, while their cultural prestige, Odendahl argued, 

was based upon their giving and volunteering activities. 

Odendahl maintained that "lady bountifuls" typically "have 

less control over their wealth than men do" (p. 110). 

Typically, these women donors felt that they did not have 

the "right to do anything" with their money unless they had 

prior approval from their husbands or the men in their 

families \vho managed their 't>lealth (p. 112). Nevertheless, 
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Odendahl noted that these women played an important role 

within the philanthropic culture as an "entree for self-made 

husbands into cultured society" (p. 117). While most 

prestigious posts in nonprofit organizations were less 

available for women, Odendahl maintained that talented "lady 

bountifuls" were always needed as key volunteers by 

nonprofit organizations (p. 117). Hence their main role was 

not as major donors but as volunteers. Thus, they were not 

expected to be a primary subject group for this study. 

Odendahl (1990) interviewed fifty-six elite women 

philanthropists, only eleven of whom were categorized as 

"feminists funders." Most of the women in the elite group 

did not mention feminists causez, and when they did, it was 

usually in a negative manner (p. 187). Most of these women 

inherited their wealth, and they were generally younger than 

those in the "lady bountiful" group. Odendahl reported that 

most of the women in this category displayed a "paradoxical 

uneasiness about acknowledging their feminist perspective or 

describing themselves as feminists" (po 188). Odendahl 

argued that wealthy women were in this paradoxical position 

because if they openly supported feminist perspectives, they 

were also "contesting a system" (p. 188) that privileged 

them in other regards. But she maintained that some "1Omen 

have been able to develop a philosophy that equates giving 

with women's values. These women donors spoke of the need 
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for empowerment, nurturing, and expanding their own 

networks. Yet, because of the small number of women in the 

sample of $1 million donors taken for this study, on the 

whole, feminist motivations were not expected to be a major 

factor for giving. 

Related Research Studies 

This section reviews four studies (Hunter, 1968; Panas, 

1984; Odendahl, 1990; Duronio & Loessin, 1991) that were 

considered to be very closely related to this dissertation. 

Because these studies have all been lIl;:~ntioned previom::;ly, 

the review here simply outlines the major points of each 

work and relates their unique aspects to the present study. 

Hunter's (1968) study did not develop an explicit 

theoretical framework but its orientation clearly was more 

political than economic. The structure of his study seemed 

to support the rational choice thesis used herein. Hunter 

explored two essential questions that were part of the 

national policy debate previously mentioned: (1) Is tax 

deductibility for philanthropic contributions really 

threatened? and (2) If such deductibles were seriously 

restricted or abolished, what might happen to the flow of 

philanthropic dollars? To answer the second question, 

Hunter interviewed a national sample of thirty men who had 

given at least $1 million to nonprofit organizations (70% of 

which went to education institutions) in 1965. He reported 
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that the three most common reasons for giving by the donors 

in his study were (1) the "merits of the project" (21%); (2) 

donor involvement with the recipient institution (16%); and 

(3) efficient operation, strong organization, and low waste 

(9%). Donor involvement (which is related to bilateral 

relationships) was the most dominant factor that influenced 

$1 million gifts. An overwhelming majority of these donors 

had a prior relationship with the recipient institution 

either as an alumni or a trustee. Because Hunter's findings 

were supported by the research of Dunlop (1988) and Panas 

(1984) during the last decade, donor involvement was 

included as one of the seven variables in this study. 

Panas (1984), like Hunter, failed to develop an 

explicit theoretical framework, but his background and the 

thrust of his questions suggested that his research was 

based upon a psychological/marketing framework. His study 

focused upon two related questions: "(1) What motivates 

people to make large gifts? and (2) What are the 

psychological factors, the pressures, the social imperatives 

that drive men and women to make gifts of a consequential 

size ($1 million or more)?" (p. 10). Both questions 't'lere 

related to the current study and 't--lere addressed, to some 

extent, by its theoretical framevlor~-:. In Panas' selection 

of $1 million donors (22 of approximately thirty living 

donors), he did not attempt to represent the national 
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population proportionately but concentrated on in-dept.h 

interviews of $1 million donors throughout the united 

states. He used the words of those interviel-led to construct 

a psychological portrait of the individual donor and "his or 

her relationship to the [recipient] institution and the 

gift" (p. 202). A similar method was utilized in the 

present study; however, utility maximization was used for 

the framework. Panas chose donors with whom he could easily 

make appointments--people he knew prior to his study. 

Odendahl's (1990) national study of 140 millionaires 

used an explicit theoretical "framework within \l7hich 

the aspects of the culture of philanthropy" could be 

explored (p. xiii). Odendahl's basic premise was that elite 

American philanthropy served the interests of the "rich to a 

greater extent" than it did the "interests of the poor, 

disadvantaged, or disabled" (p. 3). She argued that the 

culture of philanthropy had a "distinctive lifestyle" and 

that these beliefs and behavior patterns developed from 

"socialization and class guilt, as well as a fear of 

government intervention or social disorderu (p. 24). 

Odendahl suggested that philanthropists were either born 

into their "sense of social responsibility" or recruited by 

other philanthropists or nonprofit organizations (p. 33). 

Her framework suggested that giving behaviors were a complex 

syst.em of charitable exchanges and philanthropic netl-lorJcs. 
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Although the current study did not adopt Odendahl's critical 

perspective, her notions of exchange and network theory were 

used to expand the examination of the personal utilities of 

donors. 

It should also be noted in this section that the 

development programs under examination in this study were 

previously studied by Duronio and Loessin (1991). They 

selected the ten most successful programs in American higher 

education. This work grew out of the authors' 1986-1987 

research (1990), which identified factors related to fund

raising success among 575 institutions. Using statistical 

analyses, they examined differences between predicted and 

actual fund-raising totals. From the pool of institutions 

that had higher-than-predicted results, they chose ten for 

further examination. From this earlier research (1990), 

Duronio and Loessin (1991) selected one private and one 

public higher education institution from each of the 

following types: research universities, doctoral-granting 

institutions, comprehensive universities, baccalaureate

granting colleges, and two-year colleges. The Southwestern 

Research I university in this study was the public research 

university, identified in their book as "Beta University." 

After interviewing the key development officers about 

their fund-raising operations, Duronio and Loessin (1991) 

suggested that the Director of Development (nm" the 
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President of the University Foundation) was instrumental. 

When Duronio and Loessin asked the development officers 

about the universityOs formula for fund-raising success, 

"they most often cited the leadership and influence of the 

director" (pp. 36-37). They maintained that the Director of 

Development's leadership of the fund-raising staff was the 

core element that promoted success. Duronio and Loessin 

suggested, in language similar to the bilateral models used 

in this study, that the Director of Development utilized 

"long-term relationships with multiple constituencies to 

ensure the best overall long-term fund-raising results" (p. 

56). Further, the authors suggested that one of the 

foremost areas for cultivating these relationships has been 

the community advisory boards, which were also a key concern 

of this study. Duronio and Loessin described the degree to 

which these boards have been integrated into all aspects of 

the University's planning and fund-raising as outstanding. 

The focus of this study combined three unique 

components: (1) a higher education perspective, (2) the 

utility maximization framework, and (3) an institutional 

approach. While other studies of $1 million donors have 

examined some aspects of the higher education case, none has 

had an exclusive higher education perspective. Although 

some aspects of the theoretical framework \.,rere developed in 

studies mentioned above, none delineated an explicit utility 
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maximization framework to explain giving behaviors and 

bilateral relationships. While other studies under 

examination employed a national perspective that included a 

wide variety of institutions, this study utilized an 

institutional perspective and examined intensively the 

motivations and bilateral relationships between a Research I 

University and its $1 million donors. 

Chapter 2 was organized into three sections: (1) the 

policy literature debating the market model and the 

pluralistic model of American philanthropy was examined; (2) 

the theoretical explanations of giving behaviors and the 

instrumentalities of the higher education case, and (3) the 

research studies most closely related to the dissertation. 
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Chapter 3 is organized into the following. First, a 

design section was organized to outline the overall 

interview process. Second, a sample section was developed 

to explain the rationale for and description of the subjects 

interviewed. Third, a market section was organized to 

discuss the dynamics of the philanthropic marketplace. 

Next, an instruments section was developed to describe the 

process of developing the interview guide and questionnaire, 

and last, a data section was organized to explain the 

collection and analysis of data. 

Design 

This study utilized an interview process to gain 

information from those donors contributing a minimum of $1 

million to a Research I University in the Southwestern 

united states. Donors were fon~arded a letter from the 

President of The University Foundation explaining the 

significance of the survey and requesting donor cooperation 

(see Appendix A). Prior to each interview, the personal 

characteristics of the donor (name, gender, number of 

children, residence, employment, type of gift, etc.) were 

identified from university records. 
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Interviews were conducted from March to July of 1992, 

either in person or by telephone and were taped recorded and 

transcribed with the interviewee's permission. Three out of 

the thirty inteL~iewees did not grant permission to be tape 

recorded. In these three interview sessions (two 

individuals and one family foundation), notes were written 

by the interviewer immediately after the conclusion of the 

session. 

Sample 

The sample consisted of all those donors who 

contributed $1 million (total life-time gifts and pledges) 

to a Southwestern Research I University. The President of 

the University Foundation initially invited thirty-eight 

donors to participate in this study. The sample selection 

process was determined by the President of The University 

Foundation, who selected from his records donors meeting the 

gift-giving criteria. The final sample included 30 donors: 

17 individuals, 8 corporations and 5 family foundations, for 

an acceptance rate of 79%. ThUS, to some degree the sample 

was self-selected. 

Market 

The model estimated the donor demand function, whereby 

gifts were theorized as a form of market exchange. Both' 

donors and recipients were considered to be motivated by 
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self-interest. For example, in the case of the theoretical 

submodel, altruism, it was theorized that donors could 

perceive their own personal utilities as tied to the welfare 

of others (utility interdependence). On the supply side, 

recipient higher education institutions were expected to 

maximize contributions by promoting "attractive" 

institutional characteristics and by building and 

maintaining relatively effective and efficient bilateral 

relationships with donors. On the demand side, donors were 

expected to maximize utilities by making the best-informed 

assessment of the relative value of philanthropic goods and 

services produced by competing recipients. Donor choices 

were (1) to give, (2) not to give, or (3) to seek better 

recipient information. Thus activities in the philanthropic 

market were viewed as bilateral relationships (Leslie & 

Ramey, 1989), conventional two-way market transactions (Yoo 

& Harrison 1989) that were expected to provide important 

benefits to both donors and recipients. 

Instruments 

An interview guide based upon the research questions 

from the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 1 

facilitated the interview process. The guide primarily 

relied upon unstructured questions to initiate and to sum-up 

the seven sections of the interview guide (one section for 

each submodel in the theoretical frame~'lork, see Appendix B). 
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The first and the last unstructured questions of each 

section were asked of every interviewee. 

The sections of the interview guide were arranged to 

follow what was thought to be the typical gift process. The 

purpose of each of the seven sections in the interview guide 

was to elicit responses that were related to specific 

categories developed from the seven submodels in the 

framework: 

1. To identify the extent of background, 
foreground, and involvement. 

2. To determine the key reason or impetus to 
give. 

3. To identify how the gift-giving processes 
were stimulated. 

4. To determine the institutional 
characteristics that influenced the donor's 
choice. 

5. To identify how the donor found out about 
gift-giving opportunities at the university. 

6. To determine the types of recognition 
received and the extent of follow-up by the 
university. 

7. To identify and to summarize specific gift
giving behaviors (altruism, reciprocity, 
direct benefit, and profit maximization). 

For example, the first section of the guide ~.,as 

designed to identify the extent of inVOlvement, foreground 

and/or background, with the University. The initial 

unstructured question in the first section asked: In 't'lhat 

University activities have you (or the CEO of your company, 
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foundation) participated? The summary question asked: What 

or who was the most important contact you (your company, 

foundation) had with the University prior to giving this 

gift? 

structured questions were used secondarily to elicit 

elaborations of initial interviewee responses and to explore 

topics not discussed by the interviewee. structured 

questions were listed under the lead-off unstructured 

question and were used only for elaborations, when 

appropriate. Hence, as much as possible, interviewees were 

encouraged to use their own words in response to 

unstructured questions. 

In the first section of the interview guide, for 

example, donors might be asked (depending upon their 

response) the following structured questions: Did you attend 

the University? In what activities did you participate as a 

student? Do you participate in University activities, such 

as committees or boards? Which ones? Did you know any of 

the members of the board (committee) before you joined? If 

the response did not fit any of the submodel categories, a 

brief description of the interviewee's response was 

transcribed. 

A 14-item questionnaire, based upon the seven submodels 

of the theoretical framework, was administered after each 

interview, two questions for each submodel (see Appendix C 
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for complete questionnaire). Donors were asked to indicate 

on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 1 being the least important and 5 

being the most important), the relative importance of each 

question in their (or their corporation's or foundation's) 

decision to give a sUbstantial gift to the University. For 

the background submodel, for example, the interviewees were 

asked to indicate the relative importance of the items in 

the first two questions: (1) Publications, brochures, media 

etc. and (2) participation in campus events, class reunions. 

The interview guide and questionnaire were reviewed by 

the Director of Major Gifts of The University Foundation, 

the President of The University Foundation and the Committee 

Director of this dissertation. Further, all these materials 

were tested for appropriateness and clarity by this 

researcher and the Director of Major Gifts. To facilitate 

this testing process, three trail-runs were held with a 

donor who was not part of the study. Adjustments were made 

after each trial-run until the Director of Major Gifts and 

the President of the Foundation were satisfied with the 

content of the interview guide and the questionnaire. 

During the course of the actual interviews, minor changes 

were made to improve the clarity of the interview questions. 

Data 

In the qualitative assessment, the responses were coded 

and analyzed utilizing the seven sUbmodels developed in the 
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framework. For example, membership on advisory boards or 

committees and/or extensive association with the university, 

etc. were classified as consistent with the involvement 

submodel (see Table 3). Response proportions were 

calculated for the four giving submodels and the three 

bilateral submodels and examples were identified to 

elaborate on the major response themes. Last, percentages 

were calculated for each interview question, and examples 

were identified for each. 

In addition, exchange and elite network theory 

(Odendahl, 1990) based upon rational self-interest was used 

to expand the coding of the reciprocity and involvement 

submodels. This theory was used to develop categories of 

elite giving behaviors in reflection of the literature 

review (Dye, 1983; Odendahl, 1990) and by cross referencing 

the associated data with those individuals previously 

identified by a local newspaper as members of the community 

power structure (Who Runs [City]? An Examination of Power, 

The [City] Citizen, September 19, 1984, pp. 1-24). 

The methods utilized by the local newspaper for their 

community power structure study were based upon earlier 

anthropological research by James Officer (panel-of-experts, 

1968, p. 13). A questionnaire was sent by this local 

newspaper to 200 community leaders and well-known community 

members, who were asked to list the most powerful people in 



Table 3. Submodel categories 

Giving Submodels 

Altruism. Gifts given out of love and/or for the 
common good e.g., society, community, the University, etc. 

Reciprocity. Gifts given for future benefits e.g., 
hopes of special recipient treatment, medical services, 
admissions of relatives, etc. 

Direct Benefit. Gifts given for explicit (direct) 
benefits e.g., recognition, naming opportunities, tax 
reductions, etc. 

Profit Maximization. Gifts given for a business 
purpose e.g., training of potential employees, corporate 
research, public relations, etc. 

Bilateral Submodels 

Background Activities. A relationship between the 
donor and the recipient that developed from prospective 
donor group activities or from the donors own personal 
experience e.g., class reunions, a donor's interests about 
medical research because of the death of a spouse, etc. 

Foreground Activities. A relationship between donor 
and recipient that pertained to the donor's specific 
gift-giving behaviors or attitudes e.g., a private meeting 
with a Dean, private tours of the University, etc. 
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Involvement. A relationship between the donor and the 
recipient that was based upon extensive personal voluntary 
association with the recipient organization e.g., membership 
on the University advisory boards, the University 
committee=, etc. 
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the community. Follow-up interviews were conducted, and the 

relative power of the various individuals mentioned in the 

community was ranked. Of the 50 individuals mentioned, 5 

were identified as clearly at the top of the community's 

power structure (The [city] Citizen, September 19, 1989, p. 

24). six of the 50 individuals identified by the local 

newspaper as members of the community power structure (three 

of the top five) were interviewed in the present study. 

In the quantitative assessment, donors were asked to 

rate the relative importance of each question on a scale of 

one to five. In some cases, donors indicated two choices 

for one question. In these cases the two choices were 

averaged; hence, a response of 1 and 2 was counted as 1.5. 

The score for each submodel was produced by adding the 

scores of the two related items together and dividing by two 

(to return scores back to the original scale). Thus, the 

questionnaire scores for each submodel ranged from 1 to 5 

and these values were utilized, in turn, to calculate the 

means and standard deviation for each submodel. 

Chapter 3 ,.,as organized into five sections that 

discussed the following: (1) the interview processes, (2) 

the rationale for the sample, (3) the dynamics within the 

philanthropic market, (4) the interview guide and 

questionnaire instruments, and (5) the collection and 

analysis of data. 
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Like Chapters 2 and 3, Chapter 4 is organized in 

accordance with the utility maximization framework developed 

in Chapter 1. First the findings were examined in light of 

the four giving submodels: altruism, reciprocity, direct 

benefit, and profit maximization. Next, the analysis 

examined the findings for the three bilateral relationships 

submodels: background, foreground, and involvement.· In 

addition, the exchange and network theory that Odendahl 

(1990) developed to study the philanthropic elite was used 

to examine further the personal utilities of donors in two 

submodels: reciprocity and involvement. 

utility Maximization Framework 

It was suggested in the framework (Chapter 1) that 

contributions to higher education institutions were 

bilateral relationships (two-\'lay transactions) bet\tleen 

recipient institutions and their donors. It was argued that 

self-interested, rational choices determined the behavior of 

donors. Thus, contributions were regarded as simple 

transactions in which donors were classified as conventional 

buyers who purchased tangible and intangible economic goods 

from recipients competing for funds. Donors maximized their 
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utilities by making well-informed assessments of the 

relative value associated with potential recipients. 

Recipients maximized their contributions by building and 

maintaining effective and efficient bilateral relationships 

with their donors. 

Giving Submodels 

The results for the giving submodels, altruism, 

reciprocity, direct benefit and profit maximization, are 

discussed in the sections below and are presented in a 

summary table (Table 4). Next, the results are compared to 

the initial assumptions discussed in the utility 

maximization framework (Chapter 1); examples are given of 

all the generalizations developed. Last, elaborations of 

the responses to structured questions from the interview 

guide were analyzed. 

Altruism. Altruism was defined in this study as 

generosity or selflessness motivated by sympathy for the 

well-being of others, by social norms, or by individual 

feelings of commitment; nevertheless under utility 

maximization, the donor perceives a benefit. In many cases, 

altruism was found to be a major giving motivation thus 

supporting the earlier findings in the literature (Hunter, 

1968; Panas, 1984; Odendahl, 1990) and the argument 

presented in the theoretical framework (Chapter 1). For 

example, one alumnus suggested another motive--that "We're 
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Table 4. Giving Submodels Summary Data 

Number of Observations = 30 
(8 Corporations, 5 Family Foundations, and 17 Individuals) 

ALTRUISM SUBMODEL 

Overall Individual Corporation Foundation 

Question-
naire 
Means 3.62 3.63 3.56 3.70 

Standard 
Dev. .98 1.12 .74 .97 

Interview 
Proportions 38.0% 48.0% 19.0% 47.0% 

RECIPROCITY SUBMODEL 

Overall Individual Corporation Foundation 

Question-
naire 
Means 2.39 2.92 1.62 1.80 

Standard 
Dev. 1.32 1.22 1. 38 .75 

Interview 
Proportions 5.0% 11.0% 0.0% 4.0% 

DIRECT BENEFITS SUBMODEL 

Overall Individual Corporation Foundation 

Question-
naire 
Means 1.95 2.15 1.87 1.40 

Standard 
Dev. .75 .75 .74 .54 

Interview 
Proportions 24.0% 35.0% 0.0% 39.0% 
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Table 4, continued 

PROFIT MAXIMIZATION SUBMODEL 

Individual Corporation Foundation 

Question-
naire 
Means 2.37 1.87 3.75 1.90 

Standard 
Dev. 1.15 .75 .66 1.19 

Interview 
Proportions 32.0% 6.0% 81. 0% 10.0% 
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slaves to the University. We love it dearly." Later in the 

interview, this same donor suggested that he and his family 

"owed" the University, a belief many of the individual 

donors articulated. 

Well, as I have said right along • • • it is 
something I can do for the University because I 
feel they have done so much for me and, our 
children. 

Another donor who was deeply involved with the University 

suggested that his feeling towards the University was like a 

"love affair." 

Well, I have a love affair with the university 
[laughter] it's like falling in love wi,th a girl. 
Why do you fall in love? Because she's pretty or 
she's nice or sweet or something, and I like the 
University. 

The questionnaire values utilized in this section and 

in the rest of the study were determined by the 

interviewees, and were not subject to the researcher's 

interpretation. With an overall questionnaire mean of 3.62 

and an interview proportion of 38.0%, altruism had the 

highest overall scores of the four giving submodels examined 

(see Figures 1 and 2). The means for altruism were very 

similar for all three donor classes: individuals, 3.63; 

corporations, 3.56; and foundations, 3.70. Yet for 

individual and foundation donors, the altruism proportions 

of 48.0% and 47.0% , respectively, \'lere about t,·lice the 

proportion for corporate donors (19.0%). This was not 

unexpected because earlier fund-raising research had 
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suggested that motives of corporate donors are directed at 

profits (Leslie and Ramey, 1988). corporations were 

expected in the framework to place their philanthropic 

endeavors, for the most part, within the context of the 

profit maximization submodel. 

In the framework, altruism was represented as an 

example of the utility interdependence within a community. 

contributions to higher education institutions were thought 

to produce educational benefits that enhanced both society 

and individual donors. Many examples of the utility 

interdependence hypothesis were found in the interviews. 

The donor quoted above, who was a major land developer in 

the community, coupled his "love affair" with the University 

with a very practical sense of utility interdependence. 

I'm not always pleased with everything that 
happens there, but I think it is a very important 
organization in the city, .•• and I think it is 
by far the biggest asset we have. 

In this Southwestern community, this donor clearly saw his 

interests tied to the well-being of the community (utility 

interdependence). As he explained, giving to the University 

helped "the community, the University, and it" helped nus 

all; I've gotten it back many times." 

Some corporate donors, as mentioned earlier, expressed 

a similar sense of utility interdependence within the 

context of profit maximization. For example, at the 

beginning of one interview, a corporate donor suggested, "We 



consider ourselves the UniversityRs bank." This donor 

suggested that the future success of his bank and the 

University were inexorably tied together. 

I go back to what I said originally. • •• [Our] 
primary interest is seeing these institutions 

. we serve succeed. Because as they succeed 
• a rising tide lifts all boats, and we're in 

the boat right next to the university. 

In the altruism submodel, it was expected that the 

perceived quality of the institutional characteristics of 

the recipient and its recognized efficiency and 

effectiveness in converting contributions into educational 
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benefits would be important to the donors and would be tied 

to their sense of altruism, an expectation that was 

expressed by foundation, corporation, and individual donors. 

In one typical example, an individual donor suggested that 

"In so many things they [the University] are the tops--they 

are world wide and among the best." One director of a 

family foundation who was also an alumnus implied that 

altruism takes precedence in some quality assessments. 

Well, number one is that we have a soft spot in 
our heart for [the University] . • • and lrle lrranted 
to do something for them, and it was a chance for 
us to come back and help them. Secondly, we think 
their program • • • is [of] a little higher 
caliber, . .• [Although] I haven't compared a 
whole lot of them, so I can't say that I'm an 
expert. 

Altruism Elaborations. A major theme that developed 

was related to \·rhat tipped the balance and caused the donors 

to commit to a gift. For this specific focus, altruism was 
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the major motive for individuals; 13 out 17 mentioned 

altruistic reasons. For example, one individual who was a 

widow suggested that, liMy husband had Alzheimers and I gave 

a trust fund for Alzheimers patients--for other people." 

Three out of eight corporations suggested that a sense 

of social responsibility or altruism was also a major reason 

for giving. For example, one international corporation 

suggested, "We feel a commitment to support, improve and 

enhance the quality of life for our employees where they 

live and work." 

For family foundations, four out of five suggested that 

they gave for essentially altruistic reasons i.e., to 

improve the general well-being of society. Yet, this 

gift-giving process was shaped by the criteria of their 

foundations. One foundation director explained that their 

gift of $1.5 million to the College of Medicine for a 

Geriatric Resource Center was based upon the prior 

interests. "We had some int:erests in programs for the 

elderly and thinking that what was needed was a training 

program for future geriatrics specialists." 

All donors reported altruistic benefits. Most 

suggested that the gifts would help the University and/or 

the community or society in general. Yet, these altruistic 

responses \olere elicited in a variety of forms defined by 

specific donor interests. For example, one typical alumnus 



77 

with a long and extensive relationship with the University 

suggested that "the University is my school," while an 

executive director of a foundation reported that "he [the 

founder] believed in helping, in having people help 

themselves, being self-starters, not sitting around waiting 

for someone to hand you the golden ring." Another 

individual donor stated that "it [the motivation for his 

gift] was a feeling that I personally had about what was 

going on in this country and the use of drugs." 

Reciprocity. Reciprocity was defined here as a donor 

expectation that their donations would produce a benefit for 

themselves or their families. Reciprocity appeared to be 

the least important giving submodel. with an overall 

questionnaire mean of 2.39 and an interview proportion of 

5.0%, reciprocity had relatively low interview and 

questionnaire scores among the four giving submodels 

(Figures 3 and 4). 

It was argued in the framework (Chapter 1) that some 

donors would expect to receive services from the University 

in exchange for their gifts but this was found in only a few 

cases. For example, one alumnus, ~l1hose son and 

daughter-in-law had also gone to the University, felt 

confident that his grandchildren would continue the family 

tradition. "I don't knm-J if our children will allow them to 

go anywhere else." 
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Yet, some evidence was found of another form of 

philanthropic reciprocity that was similar to the elite 

exchanges that Terresa Odendahl (1990) examined in her study 

of the philanthropic elite. These gifts, Odendahl argued, 

were part of an on-going network in which philanthropists 

would support the favorite causes of their friends, family 

members or associates, expecting them to reciprocate. Two 

individual donors, who were identified as being among the 

"most powerful" men in the community ("The Power List," The 

[City] Citizen, September 19, 1989, p. 24), mentioned this 

form of elite reciprocity. One of these donors, the second 

most powerful man in the city (pp. 9, 24), suggested 

Always . . . [I] solicit for the University and 
for everything. . •• It costs me a fortune to 
solicit. You remember, every time I get a pledge 
those bastards come back and want more [laughter]. 
I figure that's very expensive. 

Another donor, who was profiled in this newspaper 

article as the fourth most powerful person in the city (pp. 

7, 24) suggested a similar reciprocity among friends and 

business associates but in gentler terms. 

I was President of three national real estate 
organizations, so I have a lot of friends around 
the country some of them pretty close friends. 
• • . So, I gave [the University] their names, and 
in a [fund-raising] letter •.• I said I would 
match the largest gift that is made. 11y friend, 
[Name], in California made a $100,000 gift, so I 
had to make a $100,000 gift. 

The reciprocity among friends and business associates could 

go on for years and be quite expensive. 



Well, then he came back here just in the last few 
months .•• and gave a gift of $500,000 providing 
the Foundation could match it. So some of the 
money I have given, the million dollars • s • 

went to that purpose. 

On the other hand, another individual donor who was 

identified by the local press as the fifth most powerful 

person in the city (The [City] Citizen, 1989, pp. 24, 17) 

was clearly disappointed that some elements of the 

University did not support the business community and 

reciprocate. 

I think we need to get as many dollars [here] as 
we can, and I see the University has a lot of the 
non-growth, anti-business elements coming out; 
•.. the faculty members ••. don't realize that 
we have always had a growth state and a growth 
city. 

The donor identified earlier in this section as the 
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second most powerful person in the city clarified the 

bilateral relationship between himself and the University as 

one of reciprocity. 

[The] University or the College of Business 
Education has never gotten • . • to the extent 
they should have into the business community. Now 
I wouldn't say there is a void, but they have 
never done as good a job as other colleges do. 

Later in the interview, this donor suggested that the main 

problem was his relationship with the Business College. 

I don't think it [his gift] is a good quid pro 
quo, and I think the biggest problem is the 
College of Business. ••. There is just not 
the relationship. 
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This donor pointed out that some colleges at the University 

were better at building effective bilateral relationships 

with the business community than others. 

I know in the Aggie school, I run into those guys 
allover, and they have a great relationship, and 
I believe they [do] to some extent in Engineering. 
• • • But in the College of Business 
Administration, • • • it is sorely lacking and is 
terrible. 

At the end of the interview, this donor suggested that many 

of his peers were also very disappointed with the 

University. His comments seemed to be similar to those 

reported in Odendahl's study of the philanthropic elite, the 

"old boy network" (1990, p. 38). 

It's obvious to all of us. I'm talking about when 
we are out to dinner socially with all the guys 
and having a second martini at the Country Club. 
• • . A lot of people feel the way I do about the 
University, how important it is. • •• But what's 
lacking, we all agree, is this cross-over between 
• •. the University and the business community. 

This donor implied that he and his friends thought the 

reciprocity between the University and the business 

community was lacking. Dye (1983) suggested that the 

Country Club, mentioned above, provided "an opportunity for 

informal interaction among elites." The importance of these 

clubs, Dye argued, was to develop an "elite consensus and 

cohesion" about a subject of a "great deal of speculation" 

(1983, p. 214) in this case, the University. Yet, the 

reported negative consensus had only a partial effect upon 

contributions. While the deal maker did renege on his $1 



million pledge to the College of Business Administration, 

his friends and associates did not. 
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Reciprocity Elaborations. Three individuals donors 

(18%) said they expected to use or had used the services of 

the University. For example, "So I called the doctors at 

the Cancer Center; they were very helpful and gave me good 

advice. II While most donors were pleased about the services 

at the University medical centers they supported, one senior 

citizen complained that III can't understand why they kept on 

sending me bills [after I gave them the $1 million]." 

Four individual donors (23%) suggested various forms of 

elite reciprocity. One gift from a family foundation was 

motivated by a sense of elite reciprocity but the 

professional director of this foundation insisted that this 

gift of $500,000 was the exception to their normal 

gift-giving policies. This director suggested, "His [the 

founder's] only interest in the University was because of 

his friendship with [another $1 million donor].11 

Direct Benefits. Direct benefits were defined as 

arising from perceived (tangible or intangible) immediate 

benefits from contributions. The direct benefit submodel, 

with the lowest overall questionnaire mean of 1.95 and the 

second lowest interview proportion of 24.0% of the four 

giving submodels (Figures 5 and 6), appeared to have 

relatively little effect upon $1 million dollar 

contributors. However, this low interview proportion might 
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have been more a reflection of the donors' cultural 

sensitivities than their actual giving behaviors. For 

example, one donor who was initially hesitant about having a 

track named after him said: 

[The Director of Athletics] came to see me one day 
and was talking about the need for a track 
facility • • He said that he needed about 
$400,000, so I thought I could just give it to 
him • • • • Well, he was delighted, of course, 
and so later they named the field for me,which I 
didn't particularly want. I said, "wait until I 
die." 

A friend convinced this donor that he should enjoy the 

benefits of his contribution. 

And the track field was named after me, which I 
didn't want to happen; I told them not to do it 
while I was alive, but Jack [last name] stuck his 
big beak in, he's a close friend, and he kept 
insisting that they should do it while I was still 
here, so I could enjoy [it]. 

Eventually, he learned to enjoy and appreciate the benefits 

of recognition. 

There have been articles, and mentions on t.v. 
about the [name] Track Field. I have had friends 
of mine who live in the East that saw a 
performance by some athlete there, and they have 
mentioned it because the t.v. showed the name of 
the track, and they said, "We didn't know there 
was a track stadium named after you there!" 

Later, this donor lost his initial hesitancy and appeared to 

be quite proud of the institute bearing his name. 

I think the goal of the [Name] Institute is • . • 
to improve the quality of the use of urban land in 
Southern [State], the Southwest, and throughout 
the United states. with [the Director] there, I 
think 'ole can have an impact nationally on land 
use. 
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The philanthropic literature (Hunter, 1968; Panas, 

1984; Odendahl, 1990) implied that tax consequences would be 

an important direct benefit but they would have only a 

secondary effect upon contributions. This implication was 

confirmed by the findings. 

I gave stock • • • which I had acquired at a very 
low price, and it had gone up tremendously so 
• • • I could give the stock without any tax 
consequences to me. In fact, there were some 
benefits and I recognize them and that's what I 
tell other people. 

Hunter (1968), in his study of $1 million donors, found that 

tax considerations usually determined lithe amount and the 

timing, rather than the fact, of a gift," a finding that was 

confirmed by this study. 

I think if you are really honest at evaluating 
yourself, you can give, you give when you can 
give, and its an overall thing, and I think you 
give more in one year or write checks more in one 
year than another. Like at the end of 192, it 
will look like live written more checks than 1991 
because it fits in better [with] my overall tax 
situation. 

This donor concluded that the primary benefit of giving ~.,as 

saving, "You don't make money, but you can save money by 

giving money away." 

The naming of a building after a donor ~.,as also argued 

in the framework to be a direct benefit that was viewed by 

donors and recipients as a form of purchase. This 

hypothesis seemed to be supported. For example, one typical 

response stated: 



Then they • • • asked for a million dollars for 
the auditorium • • • we [the Board of Directors of 
a family foundation ] told them that we would have 
the name over the door--which we haven't seen 
yet--but that's coming, I assume. That was the 
only other recognition that we discussed. And 
that's where the $1.2 million comes in. 

Some donors suggested that recognition was relatively 
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unimportant compared to the personal relationships a donor 

could develop with the university. Yet, one donor expressed 

equal pleasure that a new telescope would be named for him. 

[The Director] told me that he was going to name 
this submillimeter telescope for me, which I 
thought \'las very nice. So I guess that won't 
happen until after they have the telescope set up, 
but that's nice. • •• Oh, yeah, I think you have 
to say that [the telescope] and my relationship 
with the [Astronomy] Department down there [were 
most important]. 

Direct Benefit Elaborations. Four out of seventeen 

donors (24%) suggested that they gave for direct benefits, 

many of these donors suggested that they also gave for 

altruistic reasons. For example, one rancher suggested, "If 

we could dissolve the ranch • • . and we can favor somehow 

the University, all to the good." 

Most donors reported that they were sufficiently 

recognized by the university for their gifts. They all said 

that they had received a letter of appreciation. For 

example, til received very ~o[arm, appreciative letters from 

the people involved. They were very gracious." Thirteen 

out of thirty interviewees (46%) said that they had seen a 

story about their gift in the Foundation Report or some 
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other publication. Four of thirty (13%) said they had seen 

or heard about their gift on television or radio. All 

donors mentioned that they had been invited to a special 

event on campus such as a ribbon-cutting ceremony, a 

reception, a luncheon, or a dinner in recognition of their 

gifts, e.g., "Yes, I'm invited to all of the key functions, 

but I'm not always able to attend." Most donors were 

satisfied with the amount and quality of recognition; yet, 

three of eight corporate donors (38%) and one of seventeen 

individual donors (8%) maintained that the University needed 

to improve, in some way, its recognition efforts. 

Most donors thought they had received sUfficient 

attention from the University for their gifts. Yet, their 

responses to the recognition questions varied widely. When 

asked if the University was regularly in touch with them, 

most individuals summed up that the most important 

recognition they received for their gift was a letter of 

appreciation and a special event. A few donors mentioned 

other direct benefits. For example, nine of thirty donors 

(30%) mentioned the direct tax reductions. Five (17%) 

mentioned naming opportunities. Yet, most individual donors 

insisted modestly that recognition ",as not necessary, for 

example, "I'm no press hound," or indicated that the 

University had given them enough recognition, e.g., "The" 

University has been too kind already." 
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Profit Maximization. Profit maximization was defined 

in this study as indirect benefits that would eventually 

produce a profit for donors. Obviously, it was anticipated 

that profit maximization would be most important for 

corporations, a view that was clearly substan~iated by the 

findings. With an overall questionnaire mean of 2.37 and an 

interview proportion of 32.0%, profit maximization was a 

substantially less significant giving submodel to overall 

donors than to corporate donors, whose mean was 3.75 and 

whose interview proportion was 81.0% (Figures 7 and 8). 

Yet, for some individual donors profit maximization was also 

found to be a giving motive, particularly in the case of 

individual donors whose business and personal interests were 

inexorably joined. In one typical example, a donor, who 

directed a large family dairy, explained the benefits of his 

personal gift within the context of business interests. 

One [benefit] is • • . helping to raise the 
quality of not only students 1 but graduate 
students; I think is going to help us all 
inbusiness in the Southwest because we are better 
served. ••• the Business School is going to be 
a resource to those of us in business in this part 
of the country • • • and of course [my family] 
we'll continue our relationship with the College 
of Agriculture. We still have a large dairjT herd 
and we need to contact them through the Extension 
Service or directly for discussions on various 
things that we're doing--I'm sure they will be 
available for that. 

In the framework, four forms of the profit maximization 

submodel were theorized: public relations, industrial 
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research, employee enhancement, and recruitment. All were 

substantiated by the donors; yet, the relative importance 

and success of each form varied by case. For example, the 

promotion of public relations locally was very important for 

one executive of a national corporation, but Qe was somewhat 

disappointed by the results of a $1 million contribution 

that he encouraged his company to give. 

We are at the stage where we are trying to make 
people aware [of us], and certainly the support of 
'the University • . • [and] other institutions in 
town are one major piece of evidence in that but 
it is not well known. 

This corporate executive argued that the University was not 

doing a good job of recognizing its corporate donors in the 

press. 

I'm not sure how well the University publicizes 
this kind of information [recognition] for any of 
us. certainly, I haven't seen it in the year that 
I have been here. 

He suggested that effective public relations were expected 

by the corporate headquarters and that without them future 

gifts might be more difficult for the University to obtain. 

It [publicity] helps me to do a better job for you 
[the University] when it comes to making a case 
back East. Because there are • • • probably well 
over 100 [institutions] that are vying for all of 
this money. 

Typically, employee recruitment and enhancement and 

industrial research were both important for corporate 

donors. 



There are two issues. ••• We are interested in 
what's going on in the University as far as 
developing technology and all, but a very strong 
interest is where we are getting our employees. 
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Corporate donors typically suggested that the maintenance of 

institutional quality was the most important purpose of 

their gifts to the University because it enhanced the 

education of their employees and was a source for hiring. 

I would say to maintain the quality of the 
Engineering School locally [is most important]. 
That's pretty general, but it is a resource for 
our employees for graduate study and for hiring 
employees. 

Profit Maximization Elaborations. Eight out of eight 

corporations suggested that the factor that tipped the 

balance in their gift giving process was their company's 

interests in profit maximization. For example, one aircraft 

manufacturer suggested, "The kind of criteria we are 

interested in, is graduates, so we're focused on the output 

of the University in terms of the graduates." 

When the donors were directly asked in what ways they 

benefitted from making their gifts, all eight corporations 

and three of seventeen individual donors (18%) mentioned the 

indirect business benefits of the profit maximization 

submodel. Five of eight corporate donors (65%) and three of 

seventeen individual donors (18%) reported that they 

envisioned the programs to which they contributed as a 

possible source of qualified employees, industrial research, 

and favorable public relations. A few also suggested that 
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they hoped to develop future sales from relationships, 

either from the University or its graduates. Yet, the most

mentioned corporate motivation was promoting a source of 

qualified employees, e.g., "They [the philanthropic 

committee] looks at the University as a source of people." 

Clearly, for most corporate gift-giving programs in this 

study, the primary purpose was to produce qualified 

graduates, e.g., "The kind of criteria [for giving] we are 

interested in is, number one, graduates." 

Bilateral Relationships Submodels 

The bilateral submodels, background, foreground, and 

involvement, are discussed in the sections below and are 

summarized in Table 5. First, the major aspects of donor 

assessment within the context of bilateral relationships 

were discussed. Next, the summary data for the bilateral 

submodels were analyzed and generalizations were presented 

and compared to the earlier assumptions developed in the 

framework (Chapter 1). Presented last, in the elaborations 

sections, were the responses to structured questions in the 

interview guide that supported these generalizations. 

Donor Assessments. The bilateral submodels, which 

entail the relationships between recipient institutions and 

their donors, were argued to be important considerations for 

both the donor and the recipient. The theory that donors 

assessed the relative value of each competing recipient was 
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Table 5. Bilateral Submodels Data 

Number of Observations = 30 
(B Corporations, 5 Family Foundations, and 17 Individuals) 

BACKGROUND SUBMODEL 

Overall Individual Corporation Foundation 

Question-
naire 
Means 2.56 2.67 2.34 2.50 

Standard 
Dev. .95 1.14 .7B .35 

Interview 
Proportions 13.0% 29.0% 5.0% 5.0% 

FOREGROUND SUBMODEL 

Overall Individual Corporation Foundation 

Question-
naire 
Means 3.13 2.B5 3.1B 4.00 

Standard 
Dev. 1.03 1.11 .77 .6B 

Interview 
Proportions 54.0% 41.0% 63.0% 5B.0% 

INVOLVEMENT SUBMODEL 

Overall Individual Corporation Foundation 

Question-
naire 
Means 3.51 3.2B 4.03 3.40 

Standard 
Dev. 1.23 1.46 .71 .B2 

Intervie\'l 
Proportions 33.0% 30.0% 32.0% 37.0% 



supported by the study results. For example, one 

interriational corporate donor suggested a well-established 

assessment policy. 

Then when they [the philanthropic committee] are 
making decisions, the things they are looking at 
is how important is the university as a source of 
[company] people, what are our recruiting results, 
what are our research relationships and what are 
the ties there. 
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Yet, the extent and nature of donor assessment by competing 

recipients varied by case. For some donors, the reputation 

and the quality of research were the most important aspect 

of their assessments. Typically, corporate donors suggested 

that the "flagship" reputation or the quality of the 

university was probably the key component in their decision 

to give to the University. 

Probably, the most important factor •.. is that 
university's reputation among other universities • 
• • . I'll give you an example; if we were to give 
••. to a project at the University, will it be 
considered a flagship project with other 
universities . • . will [it] be • • • a leader? 

The need to build and maintain bilateral relationships 

with alumni was thought to be less critical because these 

relationships were already partially intact. It was 

predicted that alumni would have less need for information 

about relative academic quality and would be more influenced 

by requests based upon institutional need than nonalumni 

donors. This predication was confirmed by the findings yet 

was played out in some unexpected ways. For example, an 
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alumnus who was the Executive Director of a family 

foundation that gave between to $13 and $15 million annually 

implied that his connection to the University probably 

initiated their $1 million contribution. 

Well, I am personally a graduate of the 
University, and so is my wife. We were raised in 
[the community], and we have a son who is a senior 
at the University, so because of my interest in 
the University, the Foundation became interested 
through me. 

Later, this alumnus explained that his foundation's criteria 

for giving were based upon proximity to california, an 

interest in higher education, and the recipient's 

connections. 

(1) [its] close to California, (2) its our school 
and its something that were interested in [higher 
education], and so all the criteria were there, 
but there are numerous higher education facilities 
in the world, but only a few are accepted by our 
Foundation • • • partially because of the work 
they do or the connections that they have with the 
Board of Directors. 

Nonalumni donors, on the other hand, because they have 

no strong social nor emotional ties to the recipient 

institution were expected to be more influenced by the 

academic quality and institutional prestige than by 

demonstrations of institutional need. Yet, the findings 

were mixed in this regard. Academic quality and 

institutional prestige appeared to be equally important to 

both the alumni and nonalumni donors in this study. For 

example, one nonalumni donor, who was highly involved, made 



an assessment of competing programs within the state, and 

personally identified with the department he supported as 

the best. 

Certainly, when it comes to optical 
and so on, the University is tops! 
telescope mirrors like nobody else 
can come close to! 

instruments 
We're making 
in the world 
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Many alumni, on the other hand, made similar assessments of 

competing recipients and were equally aware of the relative 

quality or lack of quality of recipient programs. For 

example, one alumnus made an all-too-realistic assessment of 

the quality of the Business College. 

I think it depends on which school you're talking 
about. Not as much in the Business College, but 
they're trying. But not as much as the 
competition because • • . Harvard and Yale, or the 
other Ivy League schools • • . and • • . Stanford, 
I think you can still see the difference. 

other alumni donors indicated that the Business College was 

becoming a top flight school and was a major asset to the 

community, yet the above donor felt that it had made only 

limited progress and that it had a long way to go to be 

considered in the same league with the best. 

I think there is better training [at the 
University], and we kno't-l that, so I think the 
University has made some effort, and I 't'lill say 
effort to augment that program and make it better 
. • . but we are not in the same league [as the 
other schools]. 

Donor Assessment Elaborations. section 2 in the 

interview guide examined the key reason or impetus that 

motivated the gift-giving. The first structured question 
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inquired about the length of the gift-giving decision 

process. For individuals, 12 out of 17 (71%) had ongoing, 

long-term relationships before their (last) decision to give 

a major gift ($100,000+); all eight corporations had a 

ongoing or long-term relationships with the University, and 

three out of five (60%) of the family foundations had made 

fairly recent decisions to give. A related question was 

about the length of the process from the idea to the actual 

presentation of the gift, but it was not a major theme. 

Only, two donors indicated a specific time schedule. 

When asked, most interviewees reported that th~y chose 

the University because they either had a great love for the 

University and/or they were very impressed with the overall 

quality of the programs they supported, e.g., "There has 

been a great deal of respect developed over the years for 

the work going on at the [name] Institute." Many donors did 

consider other organizations for their gifts, but the number 

and types of organizations considered varied within and 

among donor groups. Other educational institutions were 

selected for consideration, but they were not all similar, 

e.g., other Research I universities. Although comparisons 

were drawn among institutions, these were not always 

consistent or particularly systematic for many individuals 

and a few foundations. Yet, the majority of donors reported 
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that these comparisons favorably influenced their decision 

to choose the University. 

The sequence of steps that led to their making a major 

gift to the University was quite complex. For example, only 

a few donors suggested that they were stimulated or 

influenced by the media coverage or their attendance at 

public campus events. Yet, many donors reported that their 

participation in a private tour of a proposal site or a 

private presentation was an important factor in their gift

giving process. 

Twenty-one of thirty donors (70%) gave in response to a 

specific program's need, e.g., "I got good information; I 

toured the facility and read all the literature [about the 

Children's Research Center]." 

Twenty of thirty interviewees (67%) suggested that 

their major reason for making gifts was directly related to 

the overall quality of the programs they supported. Yet, 

the assessments of recipient quality that motivated these 

gifts varied dramatically. 

To sum up, the bilateral submodels (baclcground, 

foreground, and involvement) were argued to be the means 

that recipient institutions used to build and maintain 

effective long-term bilateral relationships with their 

donors. It was hypothesized in the framework that the 

exteIlt and nature of these bilateral relationships would be 
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crucial to acquiring contributions, a thesis that was proven 

essentially correct by the findings. (As discussed in the 

following subsections, two of three highest overall 

questionnaire means and interview proportions for the 

bilateral submodels were the foreground and involvement.) 

As expected, the bilateral submodels were found to enhance 

the donors awareness, knowledge, interest and involvement in 

a majority of cases. 

Background. Placed within a bilateral context, the 

background submodel was expanded to include not only those 

activities that higher education institutions utilized to 

cUltivate prospect groups but also those aspects of a 

donor's background that were pertinent to the establishment 

of the relationship between the recipient and the donor. 

Background activities (oriented toward prospect groups or 

initiated by prospects) were expected ,to be an important 

bilateral relationship in the framework (Chapter 1), but 

this expectation was not proven in the findings. Rather, an 

overall questionnaire mean of 2.56 and an interview 

proportion of 13.0% for the background submodel suggested 

the opposite (Figures 9 and 10). University publications, 

alumni magazines, class activities, clubs, reunions, campus 

cultural events and athletic events, were all examples of 

background activities found to be, for the most part, of 

secondary importance to contributors. 
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The importance of background activities varied from 

case to case. Some donors suggested that their backgrounds 

with the University were extensive, while others suggested 

the opposite, a variance that could be explained by the fact 

that nearly half of the donors were nonalumni.. For example, 

several nonalumni donors suggested that they had very little 

experience with the University prior to their gifts and 

consequently, participated in none of the background 

activities that higher education institutions typically 

promote. Yet, upon closer examination, all of these donors 

suggested, to some extent, that the purpose of thei.r gifts 

and/or their relationship to the University was directly 

tied to their personal backgrounds. Hence, the backgrounds 

of these donors set the stage for the gift-giving process. 

I had been interested • . . in the field of 
Astronomy since I was an undergraduate 60-some 
years ago, and from the newspapers and such, I 
formed a favorable opinion of the Department of 
Astronomy at the University. 

The favorable publicity that this donor spoke about was 

considered a form of background activity because it was 

promoted or, at least, encouraged by the University. Yet, 

this favorable publicity was not the key in this gift-giving 

process. Typically for donors, the essential question was 

how to dispose of their wealth effectively. 



So I was essentially without heirs, and I wondered 
what I was going to do with my estate when I 
passed away, so the only thing to do was to give 
it away. Well, that meant churches • • • and 
such, and I discounted most of it. The likely 
thing of course would have been medical research 
because I have been in medicine for 60 years, but 
I concluded that it was well subsidized. 

The Vice President of Operations at the University 

Foundation suggested to this researcher (the dissertation 
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author) that for about a third of the gifts they received, 

they did not understand the motivation for the gift. The 

background in some cases was, indeed, quite tenuous. 

Then I got to thinking, well, here is the 
University more or less in the vanguard of 
astronomical development and it's in my own 
backyard. Most of my estate was generated in 
[this state], so it should go to [its University]. 

This donor and many others typically were quite 

enthusiastic, involved, and committed to the University, 

owing, in part, to the effective utilization of foreground 

activities. 

Background Elaborations. The background activities in 

which donors participated over time at the University varied 

to a great extent among and within donor classifications. 

For example, many interviewees mentioned that they or 

members of their organization had participated in campus 

events of one sort or another. Slightly more than half of 

the thirty interviewees mentioned that they had attended the 

University. Yet, only a few of their gifts appeared to be 

directly tied to the activities in which they participated 
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as students. For example, "I '\-las starting tailback for t"ttlO 

seasons on the football team . • • [and I am interested in] 

assisting the program, not just football or basketball but 

the entire athletic program." 

Foreground. Foreground activities (oriented toward or 

initiated by a donor), with an overall questionnaire mean of 

3.13 and an interview proportion of 54.0%, were clearly 

important bilateral relationships (Figures 11 and 12). 

Foreground activities were found to be a continuous process 

that occurred before, during, and after the gift. Donors 

mentioned many of the examples of foreground activities that 

were postulated in the framework for this study. As 

expected from the framework (Chapter 1), meetings with a 

dean, follow-up reports, a private dinner with a prestigious 

faculty member, a visit by a university president, a 

testimonial dinner, requests for advice, and special seating 

at sporting events were all frequently and positively 

mentioned by donors. 

The most important and most frequently reported 

foreground activities were those that occurred between the 

donors and the heads of the programs they supported, while 

the professional development officers were of secondary 

importance. This finding sUbstantiated Dunlop's earlier 

work (1988, p. 328), tl1hich suggested that fund-raisers 
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needed to identify those in the "best position," the "key 

players" for each prospective donor. 

For some colleges, Dunlop suggested, this meant the 

installation of a formal system of "primes" and 

"secondaries." Typically, this system seems to be somewhat 

informal at the University involved in this study, yet, in 

most cases, it functioned quite well. 

Well, that's where it all began [in the Astronomy 
Department]. The very major part of it. With 
[the Director of Major Gifts] and with [the 
President of the Foundation], those meetings were 
pleasant, but insignificant. It's [the Head of 
the Astronomy Department] and I who were the ones 
who worked together. 

As mentioned in the background section, this donor had an 

excellent relationship with the department head that 

developed over time from very effective foreground 

activities. 

That's the whole thing. Without [the Director], 
there wouldn't be anything. Of course, I've 
gotten rather well acquainted with most of the 
staff, and he has some mighty fine people ••. 
with him there. And we've had some pleasant 
visits, 3 or 4 of them were on the trip to Europe 
[to study other telescopes and to arrange 
funding]. • •. We visited in Italy, and we 
visited since we've been back. 

Obviously, this donor felt well-informed and appreciated, 

which is typical of the majority of donors in this study. 

In the donor's own words, the Astronomy Department became 

part of his extended "family." Eventually, this donor 

became very involved and personally committed, and became, 



as Dunlop (1988) suggested "a part" of the institution's 

p11rpose. 
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Foreground Elaborations. Twenty-two of thirty donors 

(73%) reported that they were personally solicited by the 

University, but these solicitations were conducted by a mix 

of University development officers, volunteers, deans, 

department heads, directors, and/or faculty members who were 

involved in the particular activity. Many donors implied 

that these contacts assisted them in making assessments of 

the relative value of gift-giving opportunities. The most 

important source of information within the University was 

usually individuals who were directly tied to the programs 

they supported and/or the chief executive officers of the 

University. While the University Foundation officers were 

mentioned less often, they occasionally had a significant 

impact upon the gift-giving process. For the most part, the 

professional fund raisers were the match makers, the go

betweens in these relationships. Again, the key contacts 

for most of these major gifts ~.,el.'e the individuals who 

directly represented the value of the project. 

When asked how they found out about their gift-giving 

opportunities at the University, most donors reported that 

they had been contacted by the University, but these 

contacts were not all initiated by the professional fund 

raisers. Surprisingly, there ~'lere also a significant number 



of donors who said they had initiated the gift process, 

e.g., "I did not receive a specific proposal from the 

University; my donations were made because I felt it [the 

money] was something that the University needed." 
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The effectiveness of the foreground activities clearly 

facilitated the gift-giving processes at the University. 

Often, donors reported that the University handled their 

inquiries better than other universities. For example, "The 

other [higher education] organizations were not as direct 

and forthright with the [gift-giving] process." Many donors 

summed up by suggesting that the most important element in 

their selection of the University was the quality and 

potential of the programs and/or personnel at the 

University, e.g., "They [the professional development 

officers] were the finest people to work with that I ever 

came in contact with. II 

The donors' interest in the University was often 

prompted by a call or visit from a University 

representative. Many reported that they or their 

representatives .had been guests of the University at a 

luncheon, mixer, dinner, or other function. Twenty-one of 

thirty interviewees (70%) mentioned that they had been given 

a specific proposal requiring funding from the University. 

Of all the steps in the giving process that the interviewees 

discussed, the most important were their relationships with 



113 

key University personnel who led the projects they 

supported, e.g., "I was on the Board of Advisors, and the 

Dean made me feel like I l..olas 1:l7anted • [it was] the right 

time and the right thing to do." 

Involvement. By influencing positively the rational 

cost/benefit decisions of potential donors, competing 

recipient institutions maximize contributions. It was 

argued that the best way to operate a successful major gift 

program was to promote donor involvement (voluntary 

association) and to build and maintain nurturing, long-term 

bilateral relationships with donors. The overall 

questionnaire means of 3.51 and the interview proportion of 

51.0% indicated that effective donor involvement was indeed 

an important bilateral submodel (Figures 13 and 14). In 

most cases, as the donors became more knowledgeable, 

interest and involvement did increase, which, in turn, 

improved the relative ability of the university to acquire, 

as Dunlop (1986) suggested, once-in-a-lifetime "ultimate" 

gifts. In many cases, donors appeared to be very involved 

and committed. Often, what began as mutual self-interest 

(utility interdependence) turned into Ita love affair." 

You spend so much time and effort, and you talk 
about higher education, and you digest it and see 
--you develop more than just a working 
relationship; it becomes an affection or an 
infliction [laughter]. My friend [who was also 
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his banker] and I and a few guys had a sort of a 
love affair because we felt we could make a 
significant contribution and leave that as a 
legacy for the University. 

It should be noted that the "guys" this donor talked 

about were all identified as members of this community's 
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powerful elite (The [City] citizen, September 19, 1989, p. 

24), a finding which, at lease circumstantially, supports 

the earlier conclusions of Odendahl (1990) and Dye (1983) 

who suggested that multiple board memberships, networking, 

and philanthropic involvement were key aspects of the power 

structure. For example, the donor above and his good friend 

met on the Major Gifts Committee of the University. The 

"Power List" published by a local newspaper listed this 

donor as the second most powerful person in the community 

and his banker and good friend as the thirteenth. This 

donor, a real estate developer, explained that all the key 

players in the community supported the University, a claim 

that seemed to have some credence based on the power 

rankings of the individuals listed below (rankings in 

parentheses, pseudonyms used). 

Well, everybody [viaS involved "!.vi th the 
University]--that's the way it works here, Able 
(33rd) because he was President [of the University 
and now Chairman of a local electric utility], but 
everybody was, the Deans, Bob (23rd) [technology 
company CEO], Chuck (4th) [real estate developer], 
and Dave (5th) [home builder]. 

Domhoff (1990) argued that historically there were local 

segments of the "ruling class" that \vere rooted in real 
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estate and development. Domhoff suggested that these 

individuals were "organized into citywide growth coalitions 

that seek to advance their fortunes by increasing the value 

of their land" (p. 38). Obviously, the above individuals 

fit this description, but this, in itself, does not confirm 

Domhoff's contention that they were members of a local 

uncontested ruling class. In fact, there was some evidence 

in the interviews that showed the opposite. For example, a 

real estate developer (the second most powerful person in 

the community), who had been criticized locally for an 

abandoned development project, complained that the 

University did not "control" a professor who was publicly 

critical. 

I was concerned, and a lot of [my] friends • • • 
believe the University could have reigned him in 
time and time again. He sent me memos on 
University stationary, he used their phones to do 
this and that. I complained to [the President of 
the University] five or ten times and went up 
there to see him. I think the University was very 
negligent in not reigning him in. 

Obviously, this donor hoped to influence University policy, 

but his concerns were certainly not acted upon. James 

Officer (1963), who did the first power structure study of 

this community in the 1950s, suggested in a conversation 

with this researcher (1992) that the old power structure had 

lost a great deal of its initial clout in the community. 

Officer suggested that this was due to the increase in media 

coverage and the growth of a well-organized public 
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opposition which often contested the power elite's goals, a 

suggestion that was partially substantiated by this study. 

Thus, donor involvement was found to be built over 

time, and, in some cases, it promoted friendships that 

appeared to be based upon mutual interests, networking, and 

love for the University. 

This was a very small community in the '60s, and 
all of us who were aware or active would be tied 
together socially or economically; therefore, one 
of the main features • • • is what happened at the 
University. • •• We had something in common, 
what developed into a love affair for the 
University, and that was working together and 
doing all these things. 

Dunlop (1986) contended that involvement usually led to 

IIsubstantial ll giving, and, as expected in this study, donor 

involvement was found to have a major effect upon 

contributions. Involvement, Dunlop suggested, shifted an 

individual's perspective and language from the third person 

to the first person, from II they , them, and those il to a 

perspective of III, we, and us." Many cases discussed in 

this study sUbstantiated this shift in donor language. In 

the section about assessments, for example, a donor 

identified with the Astronomy Department when he suggested, 

IIWe're making telescopes like nobody else," and another 

donor identified with the Business College when he argued, 

"We're not in the same league as the other schools." Dunlop 

theorized that when this shift in language occurred, ~he 

process of giving '(vas IIno longer a matter of giving 
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resources away, but rather of giving to a purpose of which 

the donor was a part" (p. 324). In this study many cases 

confirmed the essentials of Dunlop's major gift theory. For 

example, one donor suggested that the Children's Research 

Center was his wife's "pride and joy." 

Well, my wife is very much interested in that [the 
Children's Research center]. We had los~ our 
middle daughter [to] asthma, so it was a sort of 
natural thing • • • and we realized that if we 
were a major player and set an example, we could 
get leverage and parlay this thing for the 
university. 

Over time, this donor's wife became very active on the Board 

of the Children's Research Center, and, as Dunlop suggested, 

she has become "a part" of its purpose. As this donor 

suggested, "she saw something very meaningful for herself 

and the community . . • so she made it her number one 

priority." 

Dunlop (1986) suggested that involvement developed 

"naturally" when caring opportunities were provided, yet 

this was only partially confirmed by the findings. For 

example, a donor who cared a great deal about the purposes 

of the program he supported became quite disenchanted, which 

eventually redirected his interests. In this case, the 

donor felt that his interests \ITere threatened by internal 

conflicts at the University. 



I felt good about it until [the Dean] started 
fighting within the college. There has been 
considerable turmoil in the College for a number 
of years now. And there were times when I felt 
like tak~.ng a walk. Of course, the money [$1.2 
million] was there, and the commitment was made. 

Despite the "bickering," this donor felt that his program 
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had accomplished a "considerable" amount, but he "laS still 

very disappointed. "Every one of those people in that 

college • • . should have been glad to get on the bandwagon 

and do something for humanity!" In this case, the ultimate 

effect upon contributions was not a withdrawal of voluntary 

support but a reallocation. Although this donor suggested 

that he was still a "bit angry about some things," he 

continue9 to support the University but in a different area. 

Obviously, in this case as in others, donor confidence was 

the key to continued support. 

What funds are still there, it is my understanding 
will be transferred to the Athletic Department to 
support the Speaker's Bureau. • •• I said I 
would put some additional money in, too, to secure 
the program. • •• I have great faith in [name], 
the Director of Athletics. • I think he is 
probably the best in the united states. 

Involvement Elaborations. More than half of the thirty 

donors reported that they and/or their organization's 

representatives had been or were presently members of 

Universit.y committees of advisory boards or had contacts in 

the programs they supported. Most of these memberships were 

either directly tied to programs that they were supporting 

or on the University Foundation Board. Some donors reported 
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that they had known other members of the advisory boards or 

committees before they joined, while other donors reported 

that they had developed ties and/or friendships as a result 

of their membership on a board. Often, these advisory board 

involvements expanded over time, e.g., "I was invited to be 

on the Scholarship Advisory Board • • • and then on the 

Astronomy Board, and now [I am] on the Foundation Board." 

Many donors maintained that the key person or 

involvement that motivated them to make the gift was 

directly related to the project they supported, typically 

with someone who was not part of the professional fund

raising organization of the University Foundation. However, 

some donors did report significant relationships with a 

relatively small number of professional fund raisers who 

were instrumental in facilitating the unique gift-giving 

requirements of particular donors, e.g., "I was very 

satisfied with the work of planned giving." 

Two donors suggested that the relationships they had 

developed with the University were important benefits. One 

suggested that the relationship was mutually beneficial: 

"It has been a good partnership, II 'olhile the second reported 

that IIJust the relationship [itself] is recognition 

[enough].n 

Chapter 4 has analyzed the findings of this study in 

accordance with the giving submodels (altruism, reciprocity, 
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direct benefit, and profit maximization) and the bilateral 

submodels (background, foreground, and involvement) that 

were developed in the utility maximization framework of 

Chapter 1. Next, generalizations were developed and 

examples were given from the interview transcripts. The 

generalizations were, in turn, compared to the earlier 

assumptions that were developed from the framework. Last, 

the responses to the structured questions that supported 

these generalizations were analyzed. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
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Chapter 5 is organized into three sections. In the 

first section, the seven research questions are addressed, 

and the findings for each submodel are summarized. Next, 

the usefulness of the utility maximization framework as an 

explanation for donor and recipient behavior is analyzed. 

In conclusion, the implications of this study for the 

direction of future donor and recipient research is 

presented. 

Research Questions 

The research questions were constructed within the 

context of the utility maximization framework and in 

reference to $1 million contributions to a Southwestern 

Research I University. Donations from family and corporate 

foundations were considered as variants of individual and 

corporate giving, respectively, and where appropriate, 

concepts of network and exchange theory were utilized to 

expand the discussion of the research questions about 

reciproci ty and involvement. The theoretical frame\'lor]c was 

utilized to organize the following questions: 



1. Among the giving submodels, what is the 
relative importance of altruism, reciprocity, 
direct benefit and profit maximization upon 
the behavior of $1 million contributors? 

2. Among the bilateral submodels, what is the 
relative importance of the background, 
foreground, and involvement upon the 
relationships between $1 million contributors 
and the institutions to which they give? 

Summary of Findings 

Giving Submodels 

First, the data for the four giving submodels, 

altruism, reciprocity, direct benefit, and profit 

maximization, are summarized and compared (for a complete 
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data presentation, see Figures 15 and 16). Next, the 

generalizations developed in Chapter 4 were compared to 

those of related philanthropic studies, and last, examples 

from the transcripts were given where appropriate. 

Altruism SUbmodel. The altruism submodel was the 

primary motivation for giving. It was clearly the most 

important giving motive: the overall questionnaire mean and 

interview proportion ranked first. Only corporate donors 

i.ndicated that altruism was less important than the other 

submodels, and this was apparent only for their interview 

proportion (19.0% as compared to 48.0% and 47.0% for 

individuals and corporations, respectively). On the 

questionnaire, the corporation mean of 3.62 for the altruism 

submodel was approximately equal to the individual and 
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foundation means of 3.63, and 3.70, respectively, a finding 

which was similar to the earlier conclusions of Leslie and 

Ramey (1988). 

The findings of this study confirmed the general 

consensus of the related philanthropic studies of $1 million 

contributors (Hunter, 1963; Panas, 1984; Odendahl, 1990), as 

well as Tobin's (1992) study of the recruitment and 

solicitation of 50 major ($100,000) donors. Tobin argued 

that the most important motivators of major donors were that 

they wanted to feel "good" and that they had a "general 

desire to help others," findings similar to those in this 

study. wi thin -the higher education context, a donor's 

desire to help others and his/her love of the University 

often complemented each other. For example, one alumnus 

suggested "I've always had an attachment to the University, 

and I like to give back to the community." 

Reciprocity Submodel. Overall, the reciprocity 

submodel was not an important motivation for giving. with a 

questionnaire mean of 2.39 and an intervie't'l proportion of 

5.0%, the reciprocity submodel ranked third among the four 

giving submodels. Only individual donors, with a 

questionnaire mean of 2.92 and an interview proportion of 

11.0%, indicated that reciprocity was relatively important. 

In comparison, foundations and corporations showed means of 



1.80 and 1.62 and interview proportions of 4.0% and 0.0%, 

respectively. 

128 

A relatively small number of "elite" donors commented 

that reciprocity was a motivator for giving. These few 

comments were explained, for the most part, by the exchange 

and network theory developed by Odendahl (1990). Most of 

these comments were from two individual donors (one of whom 

reneged on his $1 million pledge), who wanted the University 

to be more supportive of them and the local business 

community. One of these donors, who was identified as the 

fifth most powerful person in the community by the local 

press (The [City] Citizen, September 19, 1989, p. 24), 

complained the University had "a lot of the non-growth, 

anti-business elements" in its "Democratic Political 

Department. II 

Direct Benefits Submodel. Another secondary motivator 

for giving was the direct benefit submodel. with an overall 

questionnaire mean of 1.95 and an overall interview 

proportion of 24.0%, direct benefit ranked fourth among the 

four giving submodels, making it relatively unimportant for 

individuals, corporations and foundations with questionnaire 

means of 2.15, 1.87, and 1.40 and interview proportions of 

35.0%, 0%, and 39.0%, respectively. 

As suggested in the framework and the literature 

review, for a number of years, the naming of a building has 
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been looked upon as a form of purchase and a reward by a 

number of researchers (Weisbrod, 1980; Clotfelter, 1985) and 

by the general public. For example, Time (July 20, 1992, po 

72) argued that no one person could buy a great university, 

yet for a ilfew paltry" millions, one could ge1; "some little 

pieces" of it. As expected, foundations most often 

mentioned the direct benefits of giving in connection with 

naming opportunities. 

Profit Maximization Submodel. The profit maximization 

submodel was also of secondary importance. The overall 

values were relatively low and the findings somewhat mixed. 

with a questionnaire mean of 2.37 and an interview 

proportion of 32.0%, the profit maximization submodel ranked 

second among the four giving submodels. Yet, profit 

maximization motives were mentioned most often by 

corporations followed by individuals and foundations, with 

interview proportions of 81%, 10% and 6.0%, respectively. 

Obviously, corporations have a decided interest in 

producing profits, yet the study also discovered a 

relatively small number of individuals who exhibited some 

corporate characteristics. These "corporate" individuals 

were, for the most part, self-made businessmen '\Those 

personal and business activities were inexorably tied 

together. For example, one of these donors, who was heavily 

involved, suggested that "certainly no business day" ever 

.~ ..... 
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goes by "when I'm not on the phone talking to somebody about 

something at the University, one way or another." 

Bilateral Relationships Submodels 

First, the data for the three bilateral submodels: 

background, foreground, and involvement are summarized and 

compared (for a complete data presentation, see Figures 17 

and 18). Next, the generalizations that were developed 

about the bilateral submodels are related to the 

philanthropic literature, and last, examples are given where 

appropriate. 

Bilateral relationships were clearly important 

considerations for both donor and recipient. Of the three 

bilateral submodels, foreground activities and donor 

involvement were most important overall. The foreground and 

involvement submodels seemed to play an important role in 

donor assessment of the relative effectiveness of 

recipients, especially when these relationships were between 

a donor and a key official at the University. 

As Tobin (1992) suggested in his national study of 50 

major Jewish philanthropists, "they need to' be shown in 

detail, and frequently, how their monies" are spent, "what 

good" is "accomplished through their gift, the positive 

progress" that is made, and hm'l these "results could not be 

achieved without their participation" (p. 62). Many of the 
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30 individual, foundation, and corporation donors in this 

case study spoke of a similar need for good follow-through. 

The most important thing is that whoever in charge 
follows through on any gift, they [the development 
officers and program directors] certainly have 
with me, and I hope they do it with everybody else 
because it's very important. 

Background Submodel. The background submodel was the 

least important among the three bilateral submodelsi yet, it 

appeared to have a major effect upon contributions of 

individuals. The questionnaire mean was 2.56, and the 

interview proportion was 13.0%. Individual donors 

(particularly, alumni and long-term residents) most. often 

mentioned background relationships, with an interview 

proportion of 29.0% compared to corporations and foundations 

at 5.0% and 5.0%, respectively. 

Tobin (1992) argued that philanthropies were most 

likely to receive voluntary support and attention from 

donors when they were "somehow connected to the donor's 

personal experiences." Tobin suggested that "religious 

experiences, educational experiences, and a whole range of 

other aspects" of a donor's life have a great "influence" 

upon which philanthropies they consider for gifts (p. 60). 

This was confirmed by the findings of this study. In this 

study, when most of the elements of the gift-giving 

processes appeared nearly equal, background activities were 

to be the key to the gift. For example, even ,.,hen a gift 
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was given to the University by an alumnus to the University 

for the purpose of its tax benefits, the donor's background 

was pivotal. 

Because of my family's ties with the University, 
we considered [the University] first, but it was 
foremost a business decision, though we also were 
in contact with Stanford, BYU, USC, and a few 
other 501C3 charities. 

Foreground Submodel. The foreground submodel was an 

important bilateral submodel (followed closely by 

involvement). The questionnaire mean was 3.13, and the 

interview proportion was 54.0%. Of the three donor 

classifications, corporations and foundations appeared to be 

most interested in foreground activities (questionnaire 

means of 4.00 and 3.18 and interview proportions of 58.0% 

and 63.0% compared to individuals with 2.85 and 41.0%, 

respectively). 

Tobin (1992) suggested that personal contact with the 

recipient organization was essential for continued interest 

and involvement of major donors. Individual (foreground) 

activities, Tobin argued, such as breakfast meetings, 

luncheons, or other informal information sharing sessions 

keep the donor feeling connected with the recipient (p. 61). 

He hypothesized that the more personal contact donors had 

with an organization, the more likely they would be to 

continue their support. This study found that Tobin's 

hypothesis was, for the most part correct, but it should be 
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noted that the foreground relationships in this study were 

occasionally counterproductive. As with any other form of 

human relationship, foreground relationships need to be 

carefully managed. For example, one donor in this study 

complained that "so many departments at the University were 

soliciting me that I felt like I ~'las on somebody's mailing 

list ... 

Foreground activities, as mentioned earlier, were 

important to corporate donors. All the corporations whose 

representatives were interviewed had institutionalized these 

activities in some fashion. Most had developed a system of 

in-house advocates for their various philanthropic 

interests. These advocates were usually the primary 

contacts between the University and corporate donors. For 

example, one executive reported, 

The system within [the corporation] for the 
universities is to appoint 'godfathers' for [each 
university in the state]. So, this notion to be a 
godfather is to create a relationship between [the 
corporation] and that University. 

In addition, there were a number of unexpected 

foreground activities that developed from the interview 

process itself. Typically, intervie\l1ees sent messages and 

comments back to the President of the Foundation that ranged 

from complaints to gift inquiries. Hence, as a result of 

the regularity of these messages and comments, an informal 

quality assessment process developed. Also, the 
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interviewees appreciated the opportunity to provide feedback 

and were pleased that the Unj,versity Foundation chose them 

to be interviewed. The majority appeared sincerely 

interested about the effectiveness of the gift-giving 

process. Over half of the donors, for example, asked for a 

summary report of the findings. 

Involvement Submodel. with a questionnaire mean of 

3.51 and an interview proportion of 51.0%, the involvement 

submodel was clearly important to donor/university 

relationships. On the questionnaire, corpcrations ranked 

the involvement submodel as more important (4.03 mean) than 

did foundations and individuals (means of 3.40 and 3.28, 

respectively). In the interviews, the involvement submodel 

was mentioned most often by foundations, with a proportion 

of 37.0% compared to individuals and corporations at 30.0% 

and 32.0%, respectively. 

Tobin (1992) suggested hands-on involvement, deeming it 

essential that contact include "personal interaction" 

between the donor and the recipients (bilateral 

relationships). Tobin hypothesized in this way, donors 

became engaged when they saw the results of the programs 

they supported (p. 61). His hypothesis was sUbstantiated by 

this study in cases where donor involvements and foreground 

activities were effectively managed by the university. For 



example, a widow of one of the donors suggested that the 

University used "terrific follow-up" with her. 

Terrific follow up. ••• Every time I come to 
the University ••• for a homecoming or anything, 
because I'm on their Cancer Advisory Board, •• A 

they always have a special itinerary made up, so 
that I get to meet some of these scientists and 
doctors and seeing exactly what they are doing so 
that eventually when they get [my husband's] 
estate, I'll know where the money is going. 

utility Maximization Framework 
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While the University in this study had many successes, 

it also had some significant failures. Surely, both were 

important to future research, but to explaiu the dynamics of 

these successes and failures fully, a unifying theory was 

needed. This research and Odendahl's (1990) work have 

proven the usefulness of a such a theoretical approach. 

While Odendahl's approach was critical and this researcher's 

was functional, both were able to examine the dynamics of 

donor/recipient relationships effectively. Odendahl's 

theoretical approach and the utility maximization theory 

developed in this study were both based upon a conceptual 

framework of rational donor self-interest within the context 

of competing recipients. Together, this study and 

Odendahl's formed the basis for the first steps towards a 

unified theory of donor/recipient behavi.or. 

From this research, it ,.,as apparent that ,.,ithin the· 

classifications of foundations, corporations and 
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individuals, donors did not act in the same manner. A 

number of individual donors acted in ways that were similar 

to corporate donors. Further, family foundations appeared 

to be very individualistic, while others where more similar 

to corporate donors. Odendahl (1990) suggest~d a different 

donor typology in her work (Chapters 4-9). Yet her 

classifications, as far as can be ascertained, have not been 

applied within the higher education context. Future 

research that attempts to blend the theoretical submodels of 

this research with Odendahl's characterizations of the 

giving habits of the very wealthy would go far in the 

development of a unified theory of donor/recipient behavior. 

Conclusion 

The university in this study was found to be one of the 

ten most effective fund-raising operations in higher 

education (Duronio & Loessin, 1991). Certainly, the results 

of this study do not contradict the essentials of those 

findings. From a development officers perspective, Duronio 

and Loessin (1991) suggested that this university was 

especially effective at "encouraging long-term relationships 

and involvement" (pp. 34-59), a finding that was 

substantiated, for the most part, by this study. In 

addition, this study has shown the extent and nature of 

these bilateral relationships from the donors perspective, 

and how these relationships interacted with donor 
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motivations to influence contributions. Thus, both sides of 

this case of the donor/recipient behavior have been examined 

independently. 

In conclusion, future research based upon a systematic 

examination of Odendahl (1990), Duronio and Loessin (1991), 

Tobin (1992) and this study should produce a more complete 

explanation of donor/recipient behavior. This research 

should eventually lead to a grand design of fund-raising 

that should help both academics and practitioners. 
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You have been identified as a major supporter of the 

University. Consequentially, we would like to include you 

in an interview process designed to identify factors leading 

to your decision to contribute to the University. Your gift 

has made a significant difference, and we value your 

opinions. It is our hope that your interview and others 

like it will lead to a better understanding of our donors 

and to even more effective future fund-raising efforts. 

Donor interviews will be conducted in person or by 

phone by.Mr. Reilly, a Ph.D. candidate working as an intern 

in the major gifts office of the Foundation. Mr. Reilly 

will utilize the data collected as the basis for his 

doctoral dissertation. 

Please expect a call from the major gifts office to 

schedule an interview at your convenience. To ensure an 

accurate record, Mr. Reilly would like to tape the 

interview; however, you may be assured all comments will 

remain strictly confidential. 

We would like to thank you (company, foundation name) 

once again for your generous support of the capital campaign 

and your continued support of the University. 

Respectfully, 
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INTERVIEW GUIDE 

A brief description of the interviewee's response was 

included in the Notes section if the response did not fit 

any of the categories. The first and the last questions (in 

bold face type) of each section were asked of every 

interviewee; follow-up questions listed under the lead-off 

question were used for elaboration as appropriate. The 

Check Off was used for data analysis of the interview. 

Introduction (used in each interview) 

I AM A DOCTORAL STUDENT IN THE HIGHER EDUCATION 

PROGRAM. IN CONNECTION WITH MY DISSERTATION WORK ON FUND 

RAISING, I AM SERVING AN INTERNSHIP WITH THE DIRECTOR OF 

MAJOR GIFTS OFFICE AT THE FOUNDATION. THROUGH THESE 

INTERVIEWS, WE HOPE TO GAIN A BETTER UNDERSTANDING ABOUT 

MAJOR DONORS TO THE UNIVERSITY AND TO IMPROVE THE OVERALL 

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FOUNDATION. 

YOUR GIFT HAS MADE A DIFFERENCE TO THE UNIVERSITY, AND 

I WOULD LIlrn YOU TO COMMENT ABOUT THE PROCESS THAT LED TO 

THIS GIF'l'. THE UNIVERSITY VALUES YOUR OPINION AND, OF 

COURSE, ALL YOUR COMMENTS WILL BE IrnPT STRICTLY 

CONFIDENTIAL. 

TO ASSURE AN ACCURATE RECORD, I WOULD LIKE TO RECORD 

THE INTERVIEW. HAVE I YOUR PERMISSION TO RECORD THIS 

INTERVIEW? • • • THANK YOU! 



144 

NOW, I WOULD LIKE TO PROCEED TO THE FIRST PART OF THE 

INTERVIEW? DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS BEFORE WE BEGIN? 

Interview Guide 

Name: organization: Date: Time: 

Check off (used for data analysis) 

(Purpose: To identify 

the extent of donor 

involvement and 

background with the 

university prior to 

gift-giving. ) 

1. "FIRST, IN WHAT 

UNIVERSITY ACTIVITIES 

HAVE YOU (or the CEO 

Bilateral 

Relationships 

FA BA I 

of your company, 

foundation) PARTICIPATED? 

For example, sports 

events advisory boards, 

clubs, committees? 

Did you attend the 

Uni versi ty? In \-,hat 

Giving 

Behaviors 

A R DB PM 



FA 

activities did you 

participate as a student? 

Do you participate in 

University activiti'f!s, 

such as committees or 

boards now? Which ones? 

Did you know any of the 

members of the board 

(committee) before you 

joined? Who? How? 

"WHAT OR WHO WAS THE 

MOST IMPORTANT CONTACT 

BA 

YOU (your company, foundation) 

HAD WITH THE UNIVERSITY 

PRI01~ TO GIVING THIS GIFT?" 

Notes: 

I 
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A R DB PM 



(Purpose: To identify 

the key reason or the 

impetus [motivation] 

to give.) 

FA 

2. "WHAT KEY PERSON OR 

INVOLVEMENT MOTIVATED 

YOU TO MAKE YOUR 

(company's, foundation's) 

GIFT TO THE UNIVERSITY?" 

Was the idea for this 

gift one that you have 

had for many years or 

was it a fairly recent 

decision? Approximately 

how long was the 

process from the 

idea to the actual 

presentation of 

the gift? 

What, if anything, 

tipped the balance 

and caused you 

BA I 
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(your company, 

foundation) to 

reach a definite 

decisiorr to make 

your gift? 

"WHAT WAS YOUR 

(company's, 

foundation's) 

MAJOR REASON FOR 

MAKING THIS GIFT?" 

Notes: 

FA BA I 

147 

A R DB PM 



(Purpose: To identify 

how the gift-giving 

process was stimulated.) 

3. "WHAT SEQUENCE OF 

STEPS LED TO YOUR 

(company, foundation) 

MAKING THIS GIFT 

TO THE UNIVERSITY?" 

Initially, did you 

(or someone at your 

company, foundation) 

see something in 

the media about the 

University that 

stimulated your 

interest? 

Did your (or a 

representative of 

your company, 

foundation) 

attendance at a 

campus event 

FA BA I 

148 

A R DB PM 



affect your 

decision? 

Have you (or a 

representative of 

your company, 

foundation) 

participated in 

a campus tour? 

Who suggested this 

tour? What campus 

areas did you 

visit? Who guided 

the tour? Did it 

affect your decision? 

Was your interest 

in the University 

prompted by a call 

or visit from a 

University 

representative? 

Have you ever been 

a guest of the 

University at a 

FA BA I 

149 

A R DB PM 



luncheon, mixer, 

dinner, or other 

function? Did you 

receive a specific 

proposal requiring 

funding from the 

University? 

"OF THE STEPS WE 

HAVE DISCUSSED THAT 

LED TO YOUR DONATION 

TO 'l'HE UNIVERSITY, 

WHICH MOST STRONGLY 

AFFECTED YOUR 

ULTIMATE DECISION? 

Notes: 

FA BA I 

150 

A R DB PM 



(Purpose: To identify 

the institutional 

characteristics 

resulting in the 

donor's choice of the 

University over other 

organizations.) 

4. "WHY DID YOU CHOOSE 

THE UNIVERSITY AS 

THE RECIPIENT FOR 

THIS GIFT?" 

Did you consider 

FA 

any other organizations 

for this gift? What 

types of organizations 

were considered? 

Were other educational 

institutions selected 

for consideration? 

If so, were they 

similar institutions, 

e.g., other Research 

BA I 

151 

A R DB PM 



I Universities? Were 

comparisons among 

institutions drawn? 

What, if anything, 

FA 

in these comparisons 

influenced you to 

choose this University? 

"TO SUM UP, WHAT WAS 

THE MOST IMPORTANT 

ELEMENT OR QUALITY 

IN YOUR (company's, 

foundation's) 

SELECTION OF THE 

UNIVERSITY FOR THIS 

GIFT?" 

Notes: 

BA I 

152 

A R DB PM 



(Purpose: To determine 

how the donor found 

out about the gift

giving opportunity.) 

5. "HOW DID YOU FIND 

OUT ABOUT THIS GIFT

GIVING OPPORTUNITY 

AT THE UNIVERSITY?" 

Did the method by 

which. you identified 

this opportunity 

impact your decision 

to donate? How? 

Were University 

development officers, 

volunteers, deans, 

department heads, 

directors, or faculty 

members involved in 

informing you about 

this gift-giving 

opportunity? 

FA BA I 
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A R DB PM 



In what ways, did 

they assist you in 

this gift-making 

process? 

"WHO OR WHAT WAS 

THE MOST IMPORTANT 

SOURCE OF INFORMATION 

ABOUT THIS GIFT

GIVING OPPORTUNITY?" 

Notes: 

FA BA I 

154 

A R DB PM 



(Purpose: To identify 

the types of recognition 

received by the donor 

and the extent of follow 

up by University.) 

6. "WHAT RECOGNITION 

HAVE YOU (or your 

company, foundation) 

RECEIVED FOR MAKING 

THIS GIFT?" 

FA 

Did you receive a 

letter of appreciation? 

Was there a story 

about your gift in 

the "Foundation 

Report" or some 

other publication, 

or was there a story 

about this gift on 

TV or radio? Where 

did you see this 

story? Can you 

155 
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think o~ the name 

of the publication 

(show)? 

Was there a special 

event, for example, 

FA 

a ribbon-cutting 

ceremony, a reception, 

a luncheon, or a 

dinner in recognition 

of your gift? Did 

this function take 

place on or off campus? 

Do you (or your 

company, foundation) 

think you received 

enough attention from 

the University for 

this gift? 

Is the University 

still in touch with 

you? In what ways? 

"TO SUM UP, WHAT WAS 

BA I 

156 

A R DB PM 



THE MOST IMPORTANT 

RECOGNITION YOU 

(your company, 

foundation) RECEIVED 

FOR THIS GIFT?" 

Notes: 

FA BA I 

157 

A R DB PM 



(Purpose: To identify 

specific gift-giving 

behaviors.) 

7. "WHAT BENEFITS HAVE 

RESULTED OR WILL 

RESULT FROM THIS 

GIFT?" 

In what ways, have 

you (or your company, 

foundation) or the 

community benefitted 

from making this 

gift? 

Does your company 

envision graduates 

of the program to 

'tIlhich you contributed 

as a possible source 

of qualified 

employees? 

FA BA I 

158 

A R DB PM 



will research by 

the program 

(department, 

college) your gift 

supports help you 

(your family, 

company, foundation) 

in some way? 

will your company 

receive any direct 

benefit from the 

support of this 

program? 

"TO SUM UP, WHAT 

WAS THE MOST 

IMPORTANT BENEFIT 

THAT HAS RESULTED 

OR WILL RESULT FROM 

THIS GIFT?" 

Notes: 

FA BA I 

159 

A R DB PM 



Bridge to questionnaire (used in each interview) 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR FRANK RESPONSES SO FAR; YOU HAVE 

BEEN VERY PATIENT! THE INTERVIEW IS ALMOST COMPLETED. 

160 

TO CLARIFY SOME POINTS, I WOULD LIKE YOU TO LOOK AT 

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE AND RATE THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF EACH 

OF 14 QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS TO YOUR GIFT-MAKING DECISION. ON 

A ONE TO FIVE SCALE, WITH ONE BEING THE LEAST IMPORTANT AND 

FIVE BEING THE MOST IMPORTANT, PLEASE INDICATE THE RELATIVE 

IMPORTANCE OF EACH QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM BY CIRCLING THE 

APPROPRIATE NUMBER. 



Conclusion (used in each interview) 

BEFORE WE CONCLUDE THIS INTERVIEW, I HAVE JUST TWO 

QUICK QUESTIONS: 

161 

OF ALL THE THINGS YOU HAVE MENTIONED TODAY, WHAT WAS 

THE IMPORTANT IN YOUR (company's, foundation's) DECISION TO 

GIVE THIS GIFT AND WHO WAS THE MOST INFLUENTIAL PERSON IN 

THIS PROCESS? • (pause for response) 

WELL, THIS CONCLUDES THE INTERVIEW. YOU HAVE BEEN VERY 

PATIENT, AND I'M SURE YOUR COMMENTS WILL BE APPRECIATED BY 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA FOUNDATION. AT THIS POINT, I 

WOULD LIKE TO SAY THAT I PERSONALLY APPRECIATE YOUR CANDOR; 

IT HAS GIVEN ME VALUABLE INFORMATION FOR MY DISSERTATION. 

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO ADD ANYTHING, I WOULD BE HAPPY TO 

CONTINUE. 

AGAIN, THANK YOU FOR THE INTERVIEW. 



162 

APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRE 



163 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (with 1 being the least important 

and 5 being the most important), what was the relative 

importance of these items in your (or your corporation's or 

foundation's) decision to give a substantial gift to the 

university? Please circle the appropriate number for each 

item. 

[BACKGROUND] 

1- Publications, brochures, 

media etc. · · · · · · · 1 2 3 4 

2. Participation in campus 

events, class reunions, 

5 

etc. . . . · · · · · · · 1 2 3 4 5 

[INVOLVEMENT] 

3. Your (or company's, 

foundation's or family's) 

history with the 

university · · · · · · · . . 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Membership o'n a university 

advisory board or 

committee · · · . . 1 2 3 4 5 
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[FOREGROUND] 

5. Meeting with key university 

officials or taking a 

private tour · · · · · · · · 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Receiving a personal 

solicitation · · · · · · · · 1 2 3 4 5 

[PROFIT MAXIMIZATION] 

7. Hopes of favorable pUblicity 

for your corporation · · · · 1 2 3 4 5 

8. To improve the quality of 

your employees or to promote 

industrial research for 

your company · · · · · · 1 2 3 4 5 

[DIRECT BENEFITS] 

9. Reduction in your taxes 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Personal recognition 1 2 3 4 5 

[RECIPROCITY] 

11- The possibility that you 

or a member of your family 

might enroll at the 

university . · · · · · · · · 1 2 3 4 5 
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12. You or a member of your 

family might utilize the 

services of the recipient 

organization in the future · 1 2 3 4 5 

[ALTRUISM] 

13. The needs of the 

university . . . . . . · 1 2 3 4 5 

14. To help the community . . · 1 2 3 4 5 

other items? 1 2 3 4 5 
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